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FIRE EVACUATION PROCEDURES 
FOR VISITORS AT EBLEY MILL 

 

 Upon hearing the fire alarm, visitors should immediately evacuate the 
building following the instructions given by the Chair at the start of each 
meeting. 

 

 DO NOT stay, or return, to collect personal belongings. 
 

 DO NOT use the lifts when the alarm is sounding.  
 

 Upon evacuation, visitors should go to the NB assembly point.  The 
assembly points are situated in the staff car park where a fire steward 
will be there to take a roll call. 

 

 Visitors must remain at the assembly points until permission is given to 
leave. 

 
 Visitors must not leave the site until instructed to do so. 
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For Agenda enquiries contact: Judy Balfe, Democratic Services and Elections Officer  
Tel: 01453 754351    Email: judy.balfe@stroud.gov.uk  

 
 28 February 2014 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

A meeting of the Development Control Committee will be held on Tuesday, 
11 March 2014 in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud at 6.00 pm.  

 

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).  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.   

The images and sound recording may be used for training purposes within the 
Council. 

Whilst the public seating areas are not directly filmed, particular camera shots around the 
Chamber may capture persons seated in the public areas.  By entering the Council Chamber 
and using the public seating areas, you are consenting to being filmed and to the possible use 
of those images and sound recordings for webcasting and/or training purposes. 

If you have any queries regarding the above, please contact the officer named at the top of 
this agenda. 

 
1. APOLOGIES  
 
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 11 February 2014.  

mailto:judy.balfe@stroud.gov.uk
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 

 
Tuesday, 8 April 2014 

 
The Committee Membership for 2013/14 Civic Year is as follows: 

 
Councillor Ken Stephens (Chair) Councillor David Drew 
Councillor John Marjoram (Vice-Chair) Councillor Paul Hemming 
Councillor Liz Ashton Councillor Haydn Jones 
Councillor Dorcas Binns 
Councillor Rowland Blackwell 

Councillor Graham Littleton 
Councillor Stephen Moore 

Councillor Nigel Cooper Councillor Martin Whiteside 
  

 
 

The Chair’s briefing will take place on Tuesday, 11 March 2014 at 4.00 pm in 
The Planning Office at Ebley Mill.   

 
 

In the Event of a Fire 
 

Leave the room by the nearest fire exit these are located to the rear of the 
Chamber and the door leading to the Roof Garden marked as Fire Exits. 
Proceed to the main car park and assemble by the New Build sign (NB). 

 
 
 
 
 
 

If you require this agenda in large print format or a translation please contact 
Democratic Services  01453 754351 or email: 
democratic.services@stroud.gov.uk  

Public Speaking at Development Control Committee 
 

The Council have agreed to introduce public speaking at meetings of the 
Development Committee. The procedure to be followed is set out on the page 
immediately before the Planning Schedule. 
 

mailto:democratic.services@stroud.gov.uk
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2013/14 

 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

11 February 2014 
 

6.00 pm – 10.15 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 
 

Membership: 
 
Ken Stephens** 
John Marjoram* 
Liz Ashton 
Dorcas Binns 
Rowland Blackwell 
Nigel Cooper 

P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 

David Drew 
Paul Hemming 
Haydn Jones 
Graham Littleton 
Stephen Moore 
Martin Whiteside 

P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
A 

 
** = Chair * = Vice-Chair  A = Absent P = Present 
 
Other Members in attendance 
 
Councillor Paul Carter Councillor Emma Sims 
Councillor Nick Hurst Councillor Rhiannon Wigzell 
Councillor Keith Pearson Councillor Tom Williams 
Councillor Mark Rees 
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Head of Planning   Legal Services Manager & Monitoring Officer 
Development Control Team Manager Senior Planning Officers 
Principal Planning Officer Senior Arboricultural Officer 
Water Resources Engineer Democratic Services & Elections Officer 
 
Also in attendance 
 
Neil Troughton, Area Manager, Gloucestershire County Highways. 
 
DC.079 APOLOGIES 
 
An apology for absence was received from Councillor Martin Whiteside. 
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On behalf of the Committee the Chair thanked Martin Evans, Solicitor for providing 
them with sound legal advice and sent their best wishes. 
 
The Chair referred to the Council’s public speaking scheme, as set out on page 2 of 
the Planning Schedule.  Speakers would be given a slot which could be shared 
between speakers totalling a maximum of 3 minutes to emphasise comments and 
evidence already within the planning system. 
 
DC.080 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were none. 
 
DC.081 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee meeting 

held on 14 January 2014 are accepted as a correct record. 
 
DC.082 PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect 
of the following Applications:- 
 

1. S.13/1844/OUT  2. S.13/0820/FUL  3. S.13/2519/FUL  

4. S.13/2615/HHOLD 5. S.13/2461/FUL  6. S.13/2545/FUL  

 
DC.083 ITEM 1 – OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE 

CONSTRUCTION OF 15 DWELLINGS AND ASSOCIATED 
VEHICULAR ACCESS AT BOWDEN HALL FARM, BONDEND 
ROAD, UPTON ST LEONARDS, GLOUCESTER (S.13/1844/OUT) 

 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the Application for the above site.  Late 
Pages had been circulated to Members which had raised concerns against the 
Application.  A plan showing the two access points onto the site was displayed. 
 
Councillor Keith Pearson, Ward Member appealed to Committee on behalf of his 
Ward that this inappropriate planning Application was refused.  Citing a list of 
reasons, including Policies HN10 and GE5, flooding and highway issues respectively, 
the site was outside of the designated settlement boundary and compromised the 
safety of children.  If granted the last green area would be taken away.  In summing 
up he stated that the Application was flawed and inappropriate and should be refused 
on drainage issues.  Deferment would be impossible because the Application had to 
be determined before 12 February 2014.  He stated that this was our ‘Lemon Field’ 
and requested Committee to consider the Application in a similar way. 
 
David Hunt, Vice-Chair of Upton St Leonards Parish Council (and retired Chartered 
Town Planner) referred to the approved and revised Local Plans and the Policies 
contained therein which did not support the Application.  He cited a list of refusal 
reasons including, ⅓ of the proposed site was located within a flood zone, the sewers 
currently overflowed and there were existing parking problems.  He suggested that 
the Officer’s recommendation had been influenced by decisions made by the 
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Planning Inspectors following recent appeals and requested the Application was 
refused. 
 
Mr Stuart Atkinson spoke on behalf of the 87 villagers who all opposed the 
Application, questioning the consistency of Officer’s recommendations to planning 
decisions.  Concerns included the foul drains and the backflow from the public sewer, 
surface water drainage, future flooding and highway issues.  He requested that 
matters of a technical nature be revisited by Officers. 
 
Ben Read, the Agent spoke in favour of the Application which was a sustainable 
development and had not been objected to by the consultees listed within the 
Officer’s report.  He requested that Committee concur with the Officer’s 
recommendation and grant planning permission. 
 
The Council’s Water Resources Engineer confirmed no comments had been received 
from Severn Trent.  He confirmed that the proposed building levels were outside of 
the flood plain and were not at risk of flooding from the River Twyver.  The sewerage 
system was within the remit of Severn Trent and concerns had been addressed by 
attaching Condition 10 to the Application.  Confirmation was also given that the 
guidance formula for climate change of – 1% + 30% had been calculated.  
 
In reply to Members’ questions the following points were clarified:- 

 All residential development was outside flood zone 2 which was based on 
recorded data from floods in 2007, 2009 and 2012. 

 The County Council had made no contribution towards education because they 
said there was capacity for children at local schools within the area. 

 Following the Grampion decision the wording of Condition 10, if breached, 
would result in investigations being made and possible enforcement action. 

 The design aspects of the Application were of low density and were respectful 
of the trees and their root systems.  The design would be considered at 
reserved matters. 

 Advice given by the Inspectorate must not be ignored regarding the five year 
land supply.  Paragraph 49 of the NPPF is in favour of housing.  Policy NH10 
could no longer be defended as a reason for refusal. 

 The Senior Planning Officer and Area Manager from County Highways had 
visited the site and also used the TRICS Database.  This was the same 
evidence base that a Planning Inspector would use and concluded that there 
would be a very limited amount of traffic and it would not increase or harm the 
network.   

 Both of the sites’ access points were shown on a plan and were outside flood 
zone 2 and were higher than the land levels from the main through road. 

 The usual density for housing was between 30-35 dwellings per hectare 
around a village.  This application was low density. 

 The Senior Tree Officer confirmed that the trees would be adequately 
protected during the development and a Condition to safeguard this had been 
placed upon the Application. 

 The Head of Planning advised Members that the five year land supply was a 
minimum not a maximum.  The Council’s emerging Local Plan had yet to be 
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tested by examination in public, subject to change and challenge until it was 
adopted. 

 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, was proposed by Councillor 
Stephen Moore and seconded by Councillor Liz Ashton.   
 
During debate Members stated the following reasons for refusal:- 

 Committee would not have considered this application 6 months ago and the 
Officer’s decision was based on decisions from recent planning appeals.  
Members felt their hands were tied. 

 The Council had a five year land supply. 

 The proposed development was alien to the settlement. 

 There were flooding issues. 

 The Application had been compared with a similar application on a site called 
The Lemon Fields in Minchinhampton. 

 A stand had to be taken to save another green field site. 

 The need for this development was questioned. 

 An inappropriate site should not have to be acceptable. 

 Planning Inspectors had recently stated that the Council did not have a five 
year land supply and this should be borne in mind when a decision was taken. 

 Planning permission should not be given on a wholly inappropriate 
development because the Council allegedly did not have a five year land 
supply. 

 Local issues and local peoples’ opinions were not being taken into account. 
 
The proposer’s reasons for accepting the Officer’s recommendation were based on 
there being no expert opinion to support refusal.  There was a need for housing, 
flooding issues had been dealt with by a condition, the sewers were the responsibility 
of Severn Trent, Policy HN10 a 5 year land supply and the site was sustainable.  The 
seconder concurred with the proposer adding the site was of small low density. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 4 votes for the Motion, 6 votes against and 1 
abstention; it was declared LOST.  
 
A Motion to REFUSE the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor 
David Drew, citing Policy HN10.  The development was outside of the settlement 
boundary and would contribute to flooding in the local area.  He confirmed he was 
aware of past flooding and would be happy to attend and be a witness, if necessary, 
at a future inquiry. 
 
The Legal representative reminded the Committee that no expert evidence had been 
provided to warrant a refusal of the application on the grounds of flooding.  The 
Development Control Manager confirmed that Policy HN10 as a refusal reason had 
been lost on recent appeals. 
 
Councillor David Drew confirmed that he had witnessed flooding in the area next to 
the River Twyver and thought it was at significant risk of flooding in the future. 
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Councillor Dorcas Binns seconded the Motion citing Policy HN10 as a refusal reason, 
which the Council could not defend.  However she requested the meeting be 
adjourned to seek further advice from Officers before any vote was taken to ensure 
there was a case for refusal. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7.25 pm and reconvened at 7.43 pm. 
 
In view of the preference to obtain further expert advice on flooding and as such avoid 
any risk of an award of costs for failing to provide adequate evidence to support 
refusal on grounds of flooding, the Proposer and seconder withdrew thier proposal to 
refuse and instead moved and seconded that the Application be deferred to enable 
the Council to commission a report from an independent flood consultant to assess 
flooding issues.   
 
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 DEFER Application S.13/1844/OUT to obtain a further specialist 

report on flooding risk in consultation with the proposer and 
seconder of the motion. 

 
DC.084 ITEM 2 – FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR CHANGE OF USE 

FROM RETAIL, FACTORY AND WAREHOUSE TO RETAIL UNITS 
AT ECOHAUS, STROUD ROAD, NAILSWORTH, STROUD 
(S.13/0820/FUL) 

 
In presenting the above Application the Senior Planning Officer provided Members 
with updates on Late Pages.  An amendment to the description of the development 
to now read “Change of use from retail, factory and warehouse to a mix of A1, A2, 
A3, B1 and B8 units (part retrospective)” was also noted.  The Agent had submitted 
revised plans showing the HGV movements to and from the site which had been 
accepted by County Highways. 
 
Councillor Emma Simms, a Ward Councillor, spoke in favour of the Application 
highlighting that the site would provide healthy competition which would add value to 
the site.  She would not like to see any more units on the site and requested a 
condition be added to the Application for the upper floor to be restricted to business 
use only. 
 
Councillor Paul Carter, a Ward Councillor, raised his concerns that if this out of town 
Application was granted this would have a long term impact on Nailsworth Town 
Centre. 
 
The proposed parking area was outside of the conservation area and would provide 
parking for the 14 units.  Nailsworth Town Centre was approximately 280m away and 
was accessible via footpaths.  A time limit of 6 months would be added to Condition 
2.  County Highways had accepted the access proposals on the Application for HGV 
vehicles. Members agreed to delegate the refinements of Conditions on this 
Application to Officers.  No objections to the Application had been received.  An 
extra condition restricting the top floor to office space was requested. 
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A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendations, as amended, was proposed by 
Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Nigel Cooper. 
 
During debate Members were concerned that trade may be taken away from the 
Town but thought that the small units would be an economic way for small businesses 
to get started. 
 
On being put to the vote, the Motion was CARRIED unanimously.  
 
RESOLVED To grant permission for Application S.13/0820/FUL, as set out in 

these Minutes. 
 
DC.085 ITEM 3 – FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE ERECTION OF 

A SLATE ROOFED SINGLE STOREY TWO BED DWELLING WITH 
ATTENDANT SERVICES AND REMOVAL OF EXISTING GARAGE 
AT FIELD HEAD, LITTLEWORTH, AMBERLEY, STROUD 
(S.13/2519/FUL) 

 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the above Application and provided Members 
with an update.   
 
Councillor Rhiannon Wigzell, Ward Member had serious concerns about the 
Application which was within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) but 
outside of the Amberley Conservation Area.  The wall contributed to the character of 
Amberley and should be retained.  She cited Policies GE1, BE5 and NE8 as reasons 
for refusal. 
 
Councillor Nick Hurst representing Minchinhampton Parish Council, objected to the 
Application because it would harm the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area and AONB.  He requested that the Application be deferred until a 
more sympathetic Application was presented. 
 
Mr Patrick Finn spoke on behalf of the 35 villagers who had objected to the 
Application because it was disproportionate and would have a detrimental impact on 
Amberley.  The wall currently had cock and hens on top and villagers did not want 
the wall to change.  They did not concur with the Officer’s report.  Villagers were in 
favour of a more suitable development within the site. 
 
Miss Bertram, the Applicant’s daughter highlighted eight points in favour of the 
Application.  Her parents had lived in the village for 26 years and wanted to use the 
boundary wall as a feature, without impinging on neighbours. 
 
In reply to questions it was confirmed:- 

 The location of a telegraph pole was outside of planning control. 

 The removal of the existing garage would give additional space for 2 vehicles. 

 The roofing material was the decision of the Applicant. 

 The Applicant intended to reuse the existing stones.  A sample of the walling 
material was to be submitted and discussions had already taken place with 
colleagues in Conservation. 
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 The top of the wall had a cock and hen coping which would disappear if the 
wall was built higher into the roof. 

 
A Motion to Defer the Application to allow Officers to negotiate amendments to the 
scheme was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor 
Graham Littleton.  The proposer had concerns about the wall blending into the roof 
and the street scene. 
 
On being put to the vote, the Motion to defer the Application was CARRIED 
unanimously. 
 
RESOLVED To DEFER Application S.13/1822/FUL. 
 
DC.086 ITEM 4 – A HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION FOR SIDE AND REAR 

EXTENSION AT 1 CRIB COTTAGES, LONGNEY CRIB, LONGNEY, 
GLOUCESTER (S.13/2615/HHOLD) 

 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the above Application highlighting an 
amendment to Condition 4, page 50, replacing the word “Eastern” with “Western”. 
 
Mr M Rahman the adjoining neighbour spoke on behalf of his family against the 
Application.  Whilst supporting his neighbour in wanting to expand their home, he 
had concerns about the size of the extension which in his opinion was overpowering.  
He requested that Committee refuse the Application. 
 
Ms L Everett, spoke in support of the Application which had been submitted after 
consultation with the Planning Officers.  The property was set in a unique location, 
requiring significant modernisation and more living space.  Her mother now required 
care on a daily basis and asked for a positive Committee decision. 
 
In reply to questions the following points were clarified:- 

 The site was a terraced cottage, therefore, there would always be a degree of 
overlooking. 

 The proposal was broadly in line with BRE guidance. 

 There were no grounds for refusal for the first floor extension. 
 
A Motion to REFUSE the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor 
Graham Littleton and seconded by Councillor Dorcas Binns.  The Proposer cited 
reasons for refusal as Policy GE1 because of the extension’s overbearing affect and 
there needed to be a compromise on the size of the lounge.  The Seconder’s reasons 
were that the properties were in close proximity to each other and there would be an 
impact to neighbour’s light. 
 
During debate Members expressed differing views. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 5 votes for the Motion, 6 votes against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared LOST.  
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, with the amended Condition, 
was proposed by Councillor Haydn Jones and seconded by Councillor Liz Ashton.   
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On being put to the vote, there were 6 votes for the Motion, 4 votes against and 1 
abstention; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To PERMIT Application S.13/2615/HHOLD, as set out in these 

Minutes. 
 
DC.087 ITEM 5 – APPLICATION FOR FULL PLANNING PERMISSION AT 

THE SITE OF A PROPERTY FORMERLY KNOWN AS OVERDALE, 
SLAD ROAD, SLAD, GLOUCESTERSHIRE (S.13/2461/FUL) 

 
The Development Control Team Manager had nothing to add to his report. 
 
Mr Robert Lewis representing Painswick Parish Council outlined their concerns about 
the apex height in relation to other properties, the dormer windows and massing of 
the building.  He requested that Committee refuse the Application.   
 
Mr P Blakey, the Applicant confirmed that the dormer windows had been approved, 
the front of the building had been softened, it had the same footprint and had lifted the 
bedroom roof by 150mm to gain more head space. 
 
Clarification was given that the side dormer had replaced a roof light in the scheme 
and was set back into the width of the elevation, not prominent and of modest size.  
Privacy should not be impaired.  The difference in roof height was the equivalent to 
half of a ruler.  The integrity of the original scheme had been retained with a few 
minor changes.  A condition could be added that obscure glass is used to the en-suite 
dormer window, which would be used in an emergency as a means of escape. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, as amended, was proposed by 
Councillor Nigel Cooper and seconded by Councillor Paul Hemming. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 10 votes for the Motion, 1 vote against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To PERMIT Application S.13/2461/FUL. 
 
DC.088 ITEM 6 – APPLICATION FOR FULL PLANNING PERMISSION ON 

LAND TO THE REAR OF 45 THE MARTINS, STROUD, 
GLOUCESTERSHIRESHIRE (S.13/2545/FUL) 

 
The Development Control Team Manager had nothing to add to the above report. 
 
Councillor Tom Williams, a Ward Member outlined the planning history of the site and 
the failure of the Applicant to comply with Policy GE1 requesting Committee to refuse 
the Application. 
 
Councillor Mark Rees, a Ward Member spoke on behalf of the objectors within his 
ward against the application citing Policies HN8 and GE5 as reasons for refusal.  In 
the past the Applicant had shown little respect for planning regulations and he 
requested the Application be refused. 
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Susan Ferrier, spoke on behalf of very concerned neighbours who had objected to 
the Application.  She outlined the history of the site dating from 2009 and the 
overbearing and dominating affect the building had on the surrounding area. 
 
Mr Adam Titley, the Agent spoke in support of the Application for the change of use 
from garages into residential use.  The Application was in line with current policy and 
the scheme should be fully supported. 
 
Confirmation was given that the Application was inside the settlement boundary, the 
amenity space was tight in relation to the street scene and there were two parking 
spaces.  The foundations for a garage and house were similar.  The walls had two 
skins and a cavity and insulation requirements had been compliant.  Members were 
reminded that they were being asked to consider the removal of permitted 
development rights. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor John 
Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Stephen Moore.   
 
During debate Members expressed their differing views as to whether the Application 
should be refused or granted consent.  Reasons for refusal included the planning 
history, the over development of the site and the Application was not in keeping with 
the surrounding houses.  Other Members concurred with the Officer’s 
recommendation. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 7 votes for the Motion, 4 votes against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To PERMIT Application S.13/2545/FUL, for the reasons set out in 

the Minutes. 
 
The meeting closed at 10.15 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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11 February 2014 
Development Control Committee Changes 

 
Item 1 - S.13/1844/OUT Bowden Hall, Upton St. Leonards 
 
Defer, to seek confirmation of flooding implications. 
 
Item 2 – S.13/0820/FUL Ecohaus, Stroud Road, Nailsworth 
 
Amendment to description of development to read: 
 
Change of use from retail, factory and warehouse to a mix of A1, A2, A3, B1 and B8 
units (part retrospective).  Revised Plans received 16/08/13, 31/10/13, 09/12/13 and 
10/02/14. 
 
Amendment to Condition 1: 
Inclusion of latest revised plans. 
 
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all respects in strict 
accordance with the approved plans listed below: 
 
 Site Location Plan of 31/10/2013 
 Plan number = 1807.12    Version number = A 
 
 Proposed Lower Ground Floor Plan received on 17/04/2013 
 Plan number = 1807/06F 
 
 Proposed Ground Floor Plan received on 17/04/2013 
 Plan number = 1807/07G 
 
 Proposed First Floor Plan received on 17/04/2013 
 Plan number = 1807/08G 
 
 Proposed Mezzanine Plan/Section received on 17/04/2013 
 Plan number = 1807/09E 
 
 Proposed Site Plan received on 09/12/2013 
 Plan number = 1807/10    Version number = L 
 
 Proposed Elevations received on 17/04/2013 
 Plan number = 1807/11    Version number = C 
 
 Site Plan with Entrance Route of 10/02/2014 
 Plan number = 1807.10    Version number = L 
 
 Site Plan with Exit Route of 10/02/2014 
 Plan number = 1807.17    Version number = C 
 
 Traffic Management Statement received on 10/02/2014 
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Reason: 
To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved plans 
and in the interests of good planning. 
 
Amendment to Condition 2: 
Time limit added. 
 
Within 6 months of the date of this permission, all car parking, turning and access 
facilities shall be laid out and completed in full accordance with the approved plans 
and these facilities shall be maintained as such, free from obstruction, thereafter.  
 
Reason: 
To ensure that adequate off road parking and turning space is provided, in the 
interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud 
District Local Plan, November 2005. 
 
Amendment to Condition 3: 
Time limit added. 
 
Within 3 months of the date of this permission detailed plans of the method of 
disposal of surface water within the curtilage of the site shall be submitted to and 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The agreed method shall then be 
brought into use within 6 calendar months from the date the details are agreed and 
shall be maintained as such thereafter. 
 
Reason: 
To provide the development with a suitable method of disposing of surface water and 
to prevent the incidence of flooding in accordance the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
 
Amendment to Condition 4: 
Minimum and maximum unit size added. 
 
The development hereby approved shall be carried out in strict accordance with the 
approved floor plans and shall be maintained as such thereafter with no single unit 
being smaller than 20sqm or greater than 290sqm in floor area. 
 
Reason: 
To ensure that the Local Planning Authority is able to retain control over the future 
use of the site, in the interests of highway safety and to maintain the viability and 
vitality of the nearby town centre in accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and Paragraph 19 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Amendment to Condition 5: 
Time limit added, plan number updated. 
 
Within 6 months of the date of this permission all cycle storage facilities indicated on 
the approved Site Plan (1807/10L) shall be provided and made available for use.  
This provision shall be maintained as such thereafter. 
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Reason: 
To ensure that suitable cycle storage is provided in accordance with Policy TR1 of 
the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, Paragraph 35 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Core Policy CP14 of the emerging Stroud 
District Local Plan. 
 
Amendment to Condition 6: 
Incorrectly labelled as Condition 7. 
 
Amendment to Condition 7: 
Incorrectly labelled as Condition 8 – Condition removed as it replicates Condition 2. 
 
New Condition: 
Restriction on Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) delivery hours. 
 
No deliveries by Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) shall be taken at or despatched from 
the site outside the hours of 07:00 - 09:00 Monday to Friday, 08:00 - 09:00 on 
Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or Public holidays. 
 
Reason: 
In the interests of highway safety and in accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and Emerging Local Plan Policy ES3. 
 
Item 5 - S.13/2461/FUL Overdale, Slad 
 
Additional Condition: 
Prior to the first occupation of the dwelling, the dormer window proposed on the 
north east side elevation shall be obscurely glazed.  The window shall be maintained 
as such thereafter. 
 
Reason:  
In the interests of residential amenity in accordance with Policy GE1 of Stroud 
District Local Plan, November 2005 and Policy CP14 of the Stroud District Local 
Plan Submission Draft December 2013. 
 
Item 6 - S.13/2545/FUL Rear of 45 The Martins, Stroud 
 
Amend Condition 3 to include parking sizes: 
The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until provision is 
made for 2 parking spaces each sized 2.4 by 4.8m on a properly made-up hard 
surface, within the curtilage of the site.  This provision shall be maintained as such 
thereafter. 
 
Reason: 
To ensure that sufficient parking spaces are made available in accordance with 
Policies GE5 and TR1 of the Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005. 
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New Condition: 
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 1995, and any subsequent amendments including 
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment) 
No.2) (England) Order 2008 , no development permitted under Article 3, and 
described within Classes A, B, C, D, E of Part 1 of Schedule 2 shall take place. 
 
Reason: 
In the interests of residential amenity in accordance with Policy GE1 of Stroud 
District Local Plan November 2005 and CP14 of the Stroud District Local Plan 
Submission Draft December 2013. 
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11
th

 March 2014 

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.  Accordi

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.

1 

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 Public Speaking  

 
The Council have agreed to introduce public speaking at meetings of the Development Control 

Committee. 

 

Public speaking is only permitted on those items contained within the schedule of applications. 

It is not permitted on any other items on the Agenda. The purpose of public speaking is to 

emphasise comments and evidence already submitted through the planning system. Speakers 

should refrain from bringing photographs or other documents as it is not an opportunity to 

introduce new evidence.  

 

The Chair will ask for those wishing to speak to identify themselves by name at the beginning of 

proceedings. There are four available slots for each schedule item:- 

 

Ward Councillor(s) 

Town or Parish representative 

Spokesperson against the scheme and  

Spokesperson for the scheme.  

 

Each slot (with the exception of Ward Councillors who are covered by the Council’s 

Constitution) will not exceed 3 minutes in duration. If there is more than one person who 

wishes to speak in the same slot, they will need either to appoint a spokesperson to speak for 

all, or share the slot equally. Speakers should restrict their statement to issues already in the 

public arena. Please note that statements will be recorded and broadcast over the internet as 

part of the Councils 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 order for each item on the schedule is 

 

1. Introduction of item by the Chair 

2. Brief update by the planning officer. 

3. Public Speaking 

a. Ward Member(s) 

b. Parish Council 

c. Those who oppose 

d. Those who support 

4. Member questions of officers 

5. Motion 

6. Debate 

7. Vote 

 

 

A copy of the Scheme for Public Speaking at Development Control Committee meetings is 

available at the meeting. 
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Parish  Application  Page No.  Item 
Dursley Town 

Council 

Lister Petter, Long Street, Dursley.                                          42                  02 

S.13/0458/VAR -  Variation of conditions 21 from  

Planning permission S.05/0498/OUT. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/0

458/VAR 

 

Kings Stanley Parish 

Council 

Land Adjacent To Stanley House, Selwyn Close, Ryeford.       79 04 

S.13/2707/FUL -  Erection of a Single storey  

dwelling.  Revised application following S.13/0331/FUL. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/2

707/FUL 

 

Kings Stanley Parish 

Council 

Land Behind Woodland View, Middleyard, Kings Stanley.      91 05 

S.13/2750/FUL -  Erection of one detached house  

and garage (Demolition of existing garage and sunroom). 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/2

750/FUL 

 

Kingswood Parish 

Council 

Langford Mill House, Charfield Road, Kingswood.                  101 06 

S.13/2329/FUL -  Use of access to serve existing offices.  

Creation of overspill parking area and erection of  

new boundary fences. Change of use of internal  

storage area to create further office space. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/2

329/FUL 

 

Leonard Stanley 

Parish Council 

Land South Of Leonard Stanley Primary School,                        04 

Bath Road, Leonard Stanley, Gloucestershire 

01 

S.13/2678/OUT - Proposed Residential Development for up to 150 

residential units with associated infrastructure and access with all 

other matters reserved. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/2

424/FUL 

 

Minchinhampton 

Parish Council 

Field Head, Littleworth, Amberley.                                          68 03 

S.13/2519/FUL -  Erection of a slate roofed single  

storey 2 bed dwelling with attendant services and 

 removal of existing garage. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/2

519/FUL 

 

Rodborough Parish 

Council 

The Cube, Bath Road, Stroud.                                                111 07 

S.13/2583/FUL -  Erection of dwelling – Retrospective 

 (Revision to planning permission S.06/1423/FUL - to  

include changes to the external finish and approval  

of landscaping details, garage omitted) 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.13/2

583/FUL 
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Item No: 01  
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/2678/OUT 

PP-03053299 

Site Address Land South Of Leonard Stanley Primary School, Bath Road, Leonard Stanley, 

Gloucestershire 

 

Town/Parish Leonard Stanley Parish Council 

 

Grid Reference 380766,203362 

 

Application Type Outline Planning Permission 

 

Proposal Proposed Residential Development for up to 150 residential units with associated 

infrastructure and access with all other matters reserved. 

 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details Mr Edward Harper 

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, Congleton, Cheshire, CW12 1LB 

England 

 

Agent’s Details None 

 

Case Officer Darryl.J. Rogers 

 

Application 16.12.2013 
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Validated 

 RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended 

Decision 

Resolve to Grant Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

Please refer to the report for matters to be controlled via condition. 

 

 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Parish / Town 

Mr David Lesser 

Contaminated Land Officer (E) 

Development Coordination (E) 

Archaeology Dept (E) 

Crime Prevention Design Advisor (E) 

Gloucestershire Education Dept (E) 

Severn Trent Water Ltd (E) 

English Heritage (E) 

Cotswolds Conservation Board (E) 

CPRE (E) 

Natural England (E) 

Kings Stanley Parish Council (E) 

Public Rights Of Way Officer (E) 

Planning Strategy Manager (E) 

Policy Implementation Officer (E) 

Robert Fox (E) 

 

Not Yet Received Rozelle Jachowicz- 1 To 4 Dwellings(E) 

Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (E) 

 

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

In excess of 450 Objections received. 

Letters of Support None received. 

 

Letters of 

Comment 

        

14 letters of comment received. 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 
1. THE SITE 

 

1.1. The application site consists of an area of open farm land located on the southern edge 

of Leonard Stanley in the Bath Road area of the village adjacent to the primary school. 

The 8.19ha site is essentially located between the residential estates of Dozule Close 

(Leonard Stanley) to the north/north west and Castle Mead (King’s Stanley) to the 

south / south east. 
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1.2. There is a small area of open space along the northern boundary which separates the 

site from Dozule Close with the southern boundary to Castle Mead being a tree lined 

brook corridor. The western boundary consists of the hedge lined Marsh Lane with the 

eastern boundary being Bath Road. 

 

1.3. The site has an approximately 12m fall from its western boundary with Marsh Lane to 

the eastern one with Bath Road and is traversed by public footpaths (MLS/12/1, 

MLS13/1, MLS/14/1, MLS/25/1) which run between the boundary roads.  

 

1.4. The site lies outside of both the defined settlement boundary of either Leonard or 

King’s Stanley and the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The AONB 

boundary is situated on the eastern side of Castle Lane approximately 110m away from 

the site at its closest point. 

 

2.  THE PROPOSAL 

 

2.1. The proposal, which is a resubmission following an earlier refusal of permission, seeks 

outline planning permission for the erection of up to 150 dwellings with associated 

infrastructure and access. All other matters such as layout, appearance, landscaping 

and scale are reserved for future consideration, although the proposal does include a 

Framework Plan setting out the general areas of development and the quantum of 

developed and undeveloped space within the scheme. 

 

2.2. These details indicate that the residential units would be split into two areas together 

totalling an overall built area of 5.40ha. 

 

2.3. The two areas would be located east and west on the site with an area of open space 

running approximately north-south between the two and a further area undeveloped 

area along the brook corridor to the south providing communal open space / recreation 

areas and balancing ponds. 

 

2.4. The access, which is to be considered at this stage, would consist of one access point 

direct from Bath Road to the east and a second from Marsh Lane to the west. The 

access points would link through the two developed areas with a connection over the 

central open space area. 

 

2.5. The accompanying Heads of Terms for Planning Obligations states that the proposal will 

include the provision of 30% affordable housing (45 units), on site open space and 

equipped area of play, habitat creation areas, rights of way links, highway and 

associated infrastructure works, education and library contributions.  

 

2.6. The application was submitted on the 12
th

 December 2013 with the statutory 

determination period expiring on the 17
th

 March 2014. If the application remains 

undetermined after this date, the applicant has a right of appeal against non-

determination. 
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3.         REVISED DETAILS 

 

3.1. At the time of writing, a revised Framework Plan has been submitted which arose 

following negotiations with your Officers. This revised plan is currently the subject of 

additional consultation and Members will be updated accordingly either through Late 

Pages or via verbal updates at the meeting. 

 

4.         RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

 

4.1. The most relevant site specific and wider site history is detailed below: 

 

S.4551. Proposed residential development.  Refused 08.03.1961 on two grounds; 

development of open area would result in coalescence of two villages and that the 

proposed development was on agricultural ground. 

 

S.4551/A.  Proposed residential development.  Refused 08.09.1965 on the basis of the 

coalescence of the two villages resulting in a loss of identity.  Dismissed at appeal 

28.12.1966. 

 

S.4551/B.  Outline application for erection of dwellings.  Refused 02.08.1967 on the 

basis of coalescence of two villages resulting in a loss of identity, landscape impact and 

that the site was required for educational purposes. 

 

S.4551/C.  Use of land for residential development.  Refused 03.01.1968 on the basis 

that the site was required for educational purposes and that any such development 

would prejudice the provision of a school and playing fields. 

 

S.4551/D.  Erection of a primary school. Permitted 02.10.1968. 

 

S.4551/E.  Construction of a swimming pool and erection of changing rooms.  

Permitted 08.12.1971. 

 

S.4551/F.  Reconstruction of rifle and pistol range.  Permitted 03.05.1972. 

 

S.4551/G.  Outline application for erection of agricultural workers dwelling (Church 

Farm).  Permitted 05.09.1973. 

 

S.4551/J.  Extension to school.  Permitted 15.01.1975. 

 

S.4551/K.  Phase 2 extension to school.  Permitted 14.05.1975. 

 

S.4551/M.  Outline application for residential development.  Refused 09.06.1981; 

premature to Stroud Valleys Plan, contrary to Structure Plan for Gloucestershire, 

coalescence of two villages resulting in the loss of identity, drainage and insufficient 

detailed information regarding highway safety. 
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S.4551/R. Outline application for residential development.  Refused 09.01.1990; 

Detrimental impact on the character and quality of the environment and amenities of 

the locality, site outside existing limits of built form, would set a precedent for further 

future development. 

 

4.2.    As part of the Local Plan Inquiry in 2002 / 2003, this site (and additional land to the 

south) was considered by an Inspector as omission Site OS116.  In his report of 

November 2004 the Inspector concluded that the site was not appropriate for large 

scale development, with the scheme before him relating to a potential capacity of up 

to 235 dwellings. The comments of the Inspector are provided in more detail within 

the relevant topic headings in the main body of this report. 

 

4.3.  In more recent times, Members will recall that the site was the subject of an extremely 

similar application submitted by the same applicant in June 2013: 

 

S.13/1289/OUT Outline application for the erection of up to 150 residential units with 

associated infrastructure and access with all other matters reserved. 

 

This application was unanimously refused at September 2013 meeting of the 

Development Control Committee for the following reasons: 

 

‘1.The development is located outside the defined settlement boundary and is therefore 

contrary to the requirements of Stroud District Local Plan Policies HN10 and NE8 and 

paragraph 196 of the NPPF. Policy HN10 seeks to prevent non essential development 

which would detract from the character and appearance of the countryside, especially 

the AONB as emphasised by Policy NE8. 

 

2. There is no requirement to release this Grade 3a agricultural land for residential 

development in accordance with paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

 

3. There is the potential for prehistoric/roman remains to be present on the site which 

require investigation prior to determination of the proposal. Without this investigation, 

it has not been possible to fully assess the implications of the proposal on the interests 

of archaeology, contrary to paragraph 128 of the NPPF and Policy BE14 of the adopted 

Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005. 

 

 4. Insufficient information has been provided in order to fully ascertain whether there 

would be any impacts on protected species including bats, badgers and reptiles.  The 

Local Planning Authority are unable to make a valid judgement as to the acceptability 

or otherwise of the proposed mitigation or enhancement measures, contrary to Policy 

NE4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and paragraphs 118 and 

119 of the NPPF. 

 

 5. Insufficient information has been provided to satisfy the Local Planning Authority 

that the residual cumulative severe impact of the development at the Marsh 
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Road/Church Lane junction can be adequately mitigated, contrary to Policy GE5 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005.’ 

 

This refusal of permission is the subject of a current appeal. 

 

4.4 Woodside Lane: 

 

4.4.1 Application S.13/1834/FUL for the erection of 48 dwellings with associated landscaping 

and infrastructure was refused under delegated powers on the 22
nd

 November 2013 

for the following reasons: 

 

’ The proposed development extends the urban form of the settlement into countryside 

that is sensitive to change. The nature and siting of the development is unsympathetic 

to the landscape. This will create a localised but significant adverse effect on the rural 

character of Woodside Lane where it forms the transition between built form and the 

countryside. The development will, therefore be environmentally unsustainable. The 

adverse effects significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of providing 

additional housing, contrary to the objectives of the National Planning Policy 

Framework and contrary to policies NE8 and NE10 of the adopted Stroud District Local 

Plan, November 2005. 

 

There is no requirement to release this Grade 3 agricultural land for residential 

development in accordance with paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.’ 

 

4.4.2 This application relates to land on the immediate south western boundary of the 

Mankley Fields site on the other side of the tree linked brook corridor and to the west 

of Castle Mead. 

 

5.   THE FORTHCOMING APPEAL 

 

5.1. Following the refusal of application S.13/1289/OUT in September 2013, an appeal has 

been lodged which is due to be considered by way of a public inquiry scheduled to 

commence on the 29
th

 April 2014. 

 

5.2. As with any appeal the Local Planning Authority (LPA) will be required to provide 

evidence to substantiate and support the aforementioned refusal reasons. 

 

5.3. Given that the application now before the LPA is a resubmission of the ‘appealed’ one, 

the consideration and determination of this current application and the information 

contained therein, will have a substantial and significance bearing on how the LPA 

approach the appeal. 

 

5.4. The Appeal Procedure provides Appeal Inspectors with the ability and discretion to 

accept amended / revised plans during the course of an appeal, provided that there is 

no significant change to the overall proposal and that no one party is prejudiced.  
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5.5. It is therefore highly possible that the plans contained within this current application 

could ultimately be the ones considered by the Inspector at the end of April. 

 

6.        CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

 

6.1. Full details of all statutory consultations and public representations are available to 

view on the electronic planning file.  A short summary of the statutory consultation 

responses appear below.  A summary of the public representations also appears below. 

 

6.2. Leonard Stanley Parish Council:  Objects to the planning application based on the site 

being unsustainable and outside of the defined settlement boundary; would spoil views 

of the AONB; cause harm to the local wildlife; loss of jobs from the two main employers 

of the farming community and the tourism industry; will not create additional 

employment opportunities, loss of a valuable agricultural field; will create urban sprawl 

resulting in the coalescence of the two villages, loss of historic village identity, 

unacceptable level of noise and car pollution combined with traffic congestion; the 

local community has strongly voiced their own concerns and does not want this 

development; there is no requirement for the field to be developed in the emerging 

local plan. 

 

6.3. King’s Stanley Parish Council: Objects to the planning application based on detrimental 

impact of the proposal on views of the area from the AONB; the resultant harm to 

tourism; damage to the local ecology of the field and its wide and varied biodiversity 

and habitat value; will exacerbate known flooding issues; the coalescence of the two 

villages and their loss of identity which has been a refusal reason in the past; the village 

has already contribution to housing supply by way of recent developments and 

permissions for Deacon Close, Coldwell Close and the unimplemented Stanley Mills 

schemes; further large scale development will be unsustainable; increase in traffic and 

other highway safety concerns adding to existing highway problems; there is no evident 

need to loose this valuable agricultural field as the existing and extant local plan do and 

will adequately deal with the housing needs of the District and Mankley Fields lie 

outside of the settlement boundaries in both plans. 

 

6.4. SDC Ecologist:  Comments that the information provided with the application enables 

due consideration to be given to the ecological implications of the proposed and that 

the biodiversity and habitat potential of the site has been correctly identified. 

Therefore subject to the imposition of conditions regarding the implementation of 

ecological enhancements and safeguarding, no objection on ecological grounds is 

raised to the proposal. 

 

6.5. SDC Environment Protection Department: Raises no objection to the proposal subject 

to the imposition of conditions regarding hours of site operations and dust control 

along with an informative regarding the burning of any waste materials during 

construction. In addition conditions regarding the means of noise attenuation of 

properties fronting Bath Road would also be required. 
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6.6. SDC Policy Implementation Manager:  Comments on the application with regard to a 

desire to see an indicative unit mix but states that the provision of affordable housing 

at a rate of 30% with tenure split of 50% rent and 50% intermediate is policy compliant.  

 

6.7. Local Highway Authority:  Following the previous application, the LHA has considered 

the updated Traffic Assessment submitted with the new application which overcomes 

the previous concerns expressed to application S.13/1289/OUT. Therefore the LHA 

raises no objections to the current application subject to the imposition of conditions 

and the agreement of a Travel Plan. The proposed conditions would relate to a 

construction method statement; internal road layout construction, maintenance and 

drainage; footway improvements; bus stop improvements; access alterations; provision 

of fire hydrants and cycle storage. This response was originally produced in January 

2014 but has been verified once again at the request of a local ward councillor in 

February 2014. 

 

6.8. Public Rights of Way: Comments that there are 3 public footpaths that cross the site in 

Leonard Stanley and a small part of a path within King’s Stanley. These are well 

accommodated within the proposed development but any diversions or temporary 

closures should be discussed with PROW. 

 

6.9. Gloucestershire County Council Archaeology:  Comments that having reviewed the 

result of an archaeological field evaluation undertaken by Oxford Archaeology, that no 

significant archaeological remains were found. As such the site has low potential to 

contain significant archaeological remains and recommends that no further 

investigation or recording is required in connection with the scheme.  

 

6.10.  Local Education Authority: has considered the impact that would result from the 

development and consider there is sufficient capacity for early years and secondary 

level education. In respect of Primary Education contributions, it is forecast that 28 

primary spaces will be available at Leonard Stanley  C of E Primary School however the 

availability of these spaces to serve the demand arising from this application (37.5 

primary spaces) would be directly related to other current proposals within the local 

area and their occupancy rates. Hence a contribution of either £108,623 or £137,865 is 

required.  Notwithstanding this situation a contribution towards library facilities at 

Stonehouse is required of £29,400.  A condition is also required for the provision of fire 

hydrants. 

 

6.11. SDC Water Resources Engineer:  Raises no comment or objection to the proposal. 

 

6.12. Severn Trent Water: Raise no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of 

conditions regarding the disposal of foul and surface water. 

 

6.13. Gloucestershire Constabulary, Crime Prevention Design Advisor: makes comments with 

regard to the proposed layout in terms of compliance of Secured by Design principles. 

 

6.14. SDC Rural Consultant: Confirms that having reviewed the soil analysis carried out by the 

applicant, that the agricultural land can be classified as ‘versatile’. 
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6.15. English Heritage: Make no comments on the application and recommends that the 

application be determined in line with national and local policy guidance. 

 

6.16. Natural England:  Comment that the proposal will not have an adverse effect on the 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) of Rodborough Common, Woodchester Park or 

Selsley Common. The organisation does not comment on the local protected species 

which may or may not be present on the site, preferring to refer to standing advice and 

the comments of local ecologists and wildlife organisations. In respect of landscape 

impact, the organisation states that views of the AONB from the existing public 

footpaths will be adversely affected and that the view of the Cotswold Conservation 

Board should be sought and their advice given due weight in the decision making 

process. 

 

6.17. Cotswold Conservation Board: Object to the application stating that the proposal is 

contrary to the Cotswolds AONB Management Plan published in April 2013, which 

identifies the special qualities of the AONB as including views to and from it. The 

proposal would result in the loss of views of the escarpment thereby preventing a 

significant appreciation of the scenic beauty of the AONB contrary to para 115 of the 

NPPF. 

 

6.18. Campaign to Protect Rural England: Objects to the application stating that the applicant 

has completely disregarded the need for protecting this valuable green wedge, within 

the setting of the AONB; there would be serious impact on views into and out of the 

AONB resulting in an intrusive major development out of keeping with the surrounding 

natural environment; the size of the scheme is out of proportion with the needs of the 

village; the proposal is contrary to current and emerging local plan policies as well as 

the Cotswold AONB Management Plan and Position Statement; impossible to 

compensate for the loss of 18 hectares of natural agricultural land with new planting; 

the protection of the AONB within the NPPF is a national policy whereas the need for 

housing is a district one; the protection of the AONB should therefore over-ride any 

perceived need for 150 houses; Concerns over the highway implications of the 

proposal. 

 

6.19. Mankley Field Action Group:  Object to the application on the basis that the site is 

outside the defined settlement boundary, that the site is unsustainable, adverse 

highway impact, loss of village identity, significant change of character of village, 

adverse flood risk and drainage issues, adverse visual impact, adverse impact on the 

Cotswold AONB,  loss of agricultural land and the impact on ecology and protected 

species.  

 

6.20. Woodside Lane Action Group:  Strongly objects to the application on similar grounds to 

those put forward by Leonard Stanley Parish Council. The proposal will merge the two 

villages, resulting in urban sprawl and the loss of local identity; The field is valuable 

agricultural land and provides an amenity area for locals which should not be lost; The 

area already suffers with traffic congestion with the proposed access being 

unsustainable; The field is in the flood plain and acts as sponge for the water from the 
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hills; the site is outside of the village envelope and its development would have a major 

impact on the views from the AONB; Leonard Stanley has no doctors, dentists, shops 

nor any employment and is therefore unsustainable; The village has taken sufficient 

new development and should not take anymore. 

 

7.        PUBLIC REPRESENTATIONS. 

 

7.1. There have been in excess of 450 letters of public objection including a substantial 

objection from Mankley Field Action Group. 

 

7.2. There have been no letters of support. 

 

As noted above, full copies of the correspondence is available on the public website 

(under case reference S.13/2678/OUT), however the main issues have been 

summarised below: 

 

Principles: 

Outside of settlement boundaries,  

Need for housing,  

5 year land supply, 

Unsustainable location, 

Lack of jobs/employment provision and/or prospects, 

Other sites and other brownfield sites available,  

Disproportionate development, 

Not allocated for housing in Local Plan. 

 

Design: 

Lack of details,  

Density, type and number of houses. 

 

Ecology: 

Impact on wildlife on and adjacent to the site,  

Impact on SSSI at Selsley Common, 

Impact of on ecology/wildlife/protected species in the area. 

 

Highways: 

Access too close to school, 

Safety,  

Traffic levels,  

Pedestrian safety,  

Parking levels,  

Visibility,  

Sustainability,  

Lack of services and infrastructure (impact on local schools), 

Disruption during construction phases. 
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Landscape and visual impact: 

Urbanise village, 

Coalescence of two villages, 

Loss of village identity, 

Impact on rural area,  

Loss of green space,  

Loss of rural space 

Impact on AONB,  

Impact on public rights of way, 

Public viewpoints of site.  

 

Impact on Amenities: 

Loss of light,  

Loss of privacy,  

Overbearing effect,  

Increased and excessive noise,  

Disruption during construction.  

 

Drainage: 

Flooding,  

Surface water management,  

Sewage capacity issues,  

Land stability, 

Climate change. 

 

Other issues: 

Precedent for future development, 

Contrary to objectives of Localism Act, 

Light and noise pollution,  

Outline application unacceptable, 

Previous planning refusals, 

Archaeology and lack of information submitted, 

Impact on Cotswold Way, 

Loss of agricultural land,  

Impact on health and well being, 

Inaccuracies in the plans and supporting documents,  

Impact on tourism,  

Insufficient information provided, 

Impact on property values, 

Impact on personal views,  

Crime levels associated with social housing, 

Not affordable housing/no need for affordable housing 

Loss of recreational area. 
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8. REASONS FOR DECISION 

 

8.1. THE PREVAILING LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND: 

 

8.2. 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:  

 

8.3. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 

accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.  

 

8.4. The adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005: 

 

8.5. The adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 (the adopted Local Plan or 

SDLP) is the development plan for Stroud District. Due weight should be given to 

policies in this plan according to the degree of consistency with the National Planning 

Policy Framework. 

 

8.6. Within the adopted Local Plan, the relevant policy background can be found within 

Policies HN8, HN10, NE8, BE14, NE4, and GE5, which seek to promote residential 

development within defined settlement boundaries whilst also seeking to safeguard 

the rural character of the AONB along with archaeological remains, protected species 

and the highway safety of all road network users. 

 

8.7. Other relevant adopted Local Plan policies can also be found at HN4, HN5, GE1 and GE7 

which once again seek to secure the delivery of affordable housing stock, the 

safeguarding of amenities and obligations to infrastructure improvements arising from 

development proposals. 

 

8.8. Further guidance is contained in Policies NE5, NE6, NE7, NE10, NE11, NE12, RL4 and 

RL5 which provide additional comment on the retention of areas of landscape 

character and wildlife value within schemes as well any arising recreation 

requirements. 

 

8.9. It noted that policies relating to the safeguarding of agricultural land were not saved 

under the saving direction issued by the Secretary of State in October 2008. 

 

8.10. The Stroud District Local Plan: Submission Draft December 2013: 

 

8.11. In addition to the adopted Local Plan, the Stroud District Local Plan: Submission Draft 

December 2013 (the Emerging Local Plan or ELP) was approved by the Council on 25 

July 2013 for publication and then submitted to the Secretary of State in December 

2013.  This Emerging Local Plan is therefore a material consideration in planning 

decisions. 
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8.12. Whilst the ELP is at an early stage of its life and is the subject of a forthcoming 

Examination in Public (EIP), the ELP is a relevant consideration and as such the relevant 

policy basis is provided within policies: 

 

 CP1 Sustainable Development  

  CP3 Settlement Hierarchy  

  CP4 Place Making  

  CP5 Environmental Development Principles  

  CP6 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions  

  CP7 Lifetime Communities 

  CP8 New Housing Developments 

  CP9 Affordable Housing  

  HC1 Residential Development  

  CP14 High Quality Sustainable Development  

  ES1 Sustainable Construction and Energy Efficiency  

  ES3 Quality of Life 

  ES4 Water Resources 

  ES5 Air Quality  

  ES6 Providing for Biodiversity and Geo-diversity  

  ES7 Landscape Character  

  ES8 Trees, Hedgerows and Woodlands 

  ES10 Historic Assets 

  ES12 Design of Places 

  ES13 Open Spaces 

  ES15 Outdoor Play Space 

 

8.13. The National Planning Policy Framework: 

 

8.14. Whilst not the sole material consideration to be take 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.  

 

8.15. The key issues raised in the NPPF are: 

 

8.16. 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: 

 

● 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: 
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– 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.’ 

 

8.17. Chapter 1 'Building a strong, competitive economy' places the emphasis on sustainable 

development and proactive planning systems. 

 

8.18. Chapter 3 'Supporting a prosperous rural community' (Paragraph 28) and Chapter 11 

'Conserving and enhancing the natural environment' (Paragraphs 109-125) of the 

Framework apply to development in rural areas. It highlights the need to protect 

landscape character, maintain rural housing and communities and minimise impacts on 

landscapes and biodiversity. 

 

8.19. Chapter 4 'Promoting sustainable transport' (Paragraphs 29-41) of the Framework 

promote the need for sustainable transport.  It outlines Governments’ objectives with 

regard to offering people access to a real choice about how they chose to travel. It 

requires access to sustainable transport modes and recognises that sustainable 

transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.  

 

8.19.1. Paragraph 32 within Chapter 4 states: 

 

“ 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 cost 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.” 
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8.20. Chapter 6 'Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes' (Paragraphs 47-55) of the 

Framework establishes Governments objectives for housing provision and allows for a 

rolling 5 year housing supply (plus 5% additional buffer).  It also considers the location 

of new housing in sustainable locations with the requirement for affordable housing 

provision.   

 

8.21. Within Chapter 6 is Paragraph 49 which states that:  

 

              ‘Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 

considered up to date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year 

supply of deliverable housing sites.’ Para 49. NPPF. 

 

8.22. NPPF Paragraph 49 has a clear and obvious link to NPPF Paragraph 14 in that the up to 

date status of housing delivery policies has a fundamental bearing on how an 

application should be view for decision taking purposes as explained in Section 8.16 

above.  

 

8.23. Chapter 7 'Requiring good design' (Paragraphs 56-68) of the Framework stresses the 

importance of quality design in the provision of sustainable development.  It stresses 

Governments objectives for inclusive design, innovation and raising design standards. 

 

8.24. Chapter 8 'Promoting healthy communities' (Paragraphs 69-78) of the Framework 

details how planning can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and 

creating healthy, inclusive communities.  It sets out objectives for the provision of high 

quality public spaces which encourage the active and continual use of public areas. 

 

8.25. Chapter 10 'Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change' 

(Paragraphs 93-108) of the Framework establishes Governments objectives in 

supporting the delivery of a low carbon future which would aid in reducing greenhouse 

gas emissions , minimise vulnerability and provide resilience to the impacts of climate 

change.  This chapter considers the implications of development on areas prone to 

flooding by virtue of proximity to watercourses or management of surface water.  

 

8.26. Chapter 11 'Conserving and enhancing the natural environment'  (Paragraphs 109-125) 

of the Framework details Governments objectives with regard to protecting and 

enhancing valued landscapes such as the AONB (paragraph 115) whilst minimising 

impacts of development on biodiversity and the best quality agricultural land 

(paragraph 112). It requires assessment of noise generating developments or the 

location of development in noise sensitive environments.  It also considers pollution 

and land contamination. 
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8.27. Technical Guide to the National Planning Policy Framework: 

 

8.28. The technical guide to the NPPF provides detailed guidance on the consideration of the 

flooding implications of development proposals and builds on the guidance offered at 

paragraph 94 of the NPPF. This technical guide replaces the now cancelled Planning 

Policy Statement 25. 

 

8.29. Parish Plans 

 

8.30. It is noted that both Leonard Stanley and King’s Stanley have Parish Plans in place and 

these are material considerations to which due weight must be given. The King’s 

Stanley Plan was produced in 2007 and the Leonard Stanley Parish adopted in April 

2011. 

 

9. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND THE NPPF: 

 

9.1. 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. 

 

9.2. 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.  

 

9.3. 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 considerations indicate otherwise. 

It is highly desirable that local planning authorities should have an up-to-date plan in 

place.’ 

 

Para 12.NPPF. 

 

9.4. 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 
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‘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. 

 

9.5. Given this situation one of the key primary 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. 

 

9.6. It is of note 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. 

 

9.7. 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. 

 

9.8. 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. 

 

9.9. At the current time the development plan for the Stroud District is under-going a 

period of change as the formally Adopted Local Plan becomes subject to replacement 

by the Emerging Local Plan. This transition has yet to conclude and is a significant factor 

and influence on the up-to-date status of the prevailing development plan for the 

Stroud District. 

 

10.  THE FORTHCOMING EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC: 

 

10.1. In connection with this transition the Emerging Plan is the subject of an Examination in 

Public which is due to be heard in two parts, with the first part commencing on 1
st

 April 

2014. 

 

10.2. The Local Plan Inspector has indicated that the first part will last for three days with the 

topic headings under examination being in order of consideration: 

 

i. The Duty to Co-Operate; 

ii. Housing and Employment Requirements; 

iii. Sequential Flood Risk, Habitat Regulations Assessment, Development Strategy, 

Settlement Hierarchy and Strategic sites. 

 

10.3. These topic headings are the cornerstones of the Emerging Local Plan and 

unsurprisingly are subject to significant levels of representations from a number of 

parties. 
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10.4. The fact that this examination has yet to commence and the existence of unresolved 

objections are significant factors affecting the ‘up-to-date’ status of the development 

plan and its role within a ‘plan-led’ system.  

 

11.  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

 

11.1. As outlined at Section 4.3 above, this application is a resubmission of an essentially 

identical one previously refused in September 2013 and such a refusal is a material 

consideration. 

 

11.2. Given this situation regard should be given to the extent that the current application 

overcomes the reasons for refusal stated on decision notice S.13/1289/OUT. 

 

11.3. In order for the LPA to be consistent in its consideration of the relevant issues arising 

from the application, the previous refusal reasons are a key material consideration and 

the focus of the planning consideration of the new application should be primarily to 

determine whether such reasons remain valid. 

 

11.4. Although it is entirely possible for a decision maker to reach a different decision on the 

current application, be that a negative or positive one, it would be inappropriate for a 

decision maker to introduce new reasons to oppose the application beyond those 

originally given in September 2013 unless there has been a material change in either 

the application itself or the prevailing planning policy. 

 

11.5. In this instance the application relates to the same quantum of development on the 

same site, with the same applicant and the same access arrangements. 

 

11.6. The sole potential material change relates to the status of the Emerging Local Plan, 

which has now been formally submitted, although the document itself had been 

approved by Council in July 2013 and was considered within the original committee 

report to Members in September 2013.  

 

11.7.   In light of this situation, the key headings to be discussed relate to the Principle of 

Housing, the Landscape Implications of Development, the potential loss of agricultural 

land, the potential presence of archaeological remains, ecology and highway safety. 

 

11.8. These headings will be discussed as individual topics and their validity judged.  

 

11.9. The report will then balance the merits arising from and the harm caused by the 

application and will conclude as to how this balance should be weighted in light of the 

prevailing planning policy and guidance. 
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12. THE PRINCIPLE OF HOUSING: 

 

12.1. Since the time of the earlier application, neither of the settlement boundaries for 

Leonard Stanley or King’s Stanley have been amended nor are due to be as part of the 

Emerging Local Plan. Therefore the proposal would involve residential development 

outside of the defined settlement boundary as currently drawn and as per the 

boundary in front of the EIP Inspector for his consideration. 

 

12.2. Therefore given that the proposal does not relate to agricultural or forestry based 

dwellings or an affordable housing exception site or replacement dwellings, the 

proposal is in straight conflict with Policy HN10 of the adopted Local Plan which seeks 

to restrict residential development to within settlement boundaries. In addition the 

proposal would fail to comply with Policies CP3 (Settlement Hierarchy), HC1 (Small 

Scale Housing within Settlements) and CP15 (Quality Living and Working Countryside) 

of the Emerging Local Plan.  

 

12.3. This situation has been clearly noted by the objectors to the application and is a 

common theme throughout many of the representations received, including those 

from both parish councils and action groups. 

 

12.4. Paragraphs 5.13.1 and 5.13.2 of the adopted Local Plan set out the rationale for 

containing development within settlement boundaries, i.e. to ensure that development 

takes place in sustainable locations and that it does not detract from the character and 

appearance of the countryside. 

 

12.5. Policy HN10 was a retained policy within the Secretary of State’s Saving Directive of 

October 2008 and therefore remains a valid policy within the development plan as per 

paragraph 211 of the NPPF.  

 

12.6. However the decision maker must consider the weight which can be attached to Policy 

HN10, in light of the requirements of paragraph 49 of the NPPF, regardless of the status 

of any development plan. 

 

12.7. Paragraph 49 places a requirement on the LPA to have a rolling five year supply of 

deliverable housing sites.  

 

‘Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 

considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year 

supply of deliverable housing sites.’ Para 49. NPPF. 

 

12.8. It is of note that the five year supply relates to land that is deliverable. For a site to be 

considered deliverable it should be a site with planning permission which is available 

now, is viable and has a realistic and reasonable prospect of being delivered free from 

any other encumbrance. There is no automatic correlation between a site having 

planning permission for residential development and that site being deliverable for the 

purposes of the NPPF. 
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12.9. Given the nature of Policy HN10 and its potential effect on the scale and location of 

housing, it is a relevant policy for the supply of housing in the LPA's area, in terms of 

paragraph 49 of the Framework. 

 

12.10. This is a key and significant material consideration which has a noteworthy bearing on 

the ‘up-to-date’ status of development plan housing policy and must borne in mind by 

a decision maker when applying Section 38 of the PCP Act 2004 as outlined in Section 9. 

 

12.11. Since the abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategy there are now no wider strategic 

parts of the Development Plan identifying specific housing requirements for each 

constituent LPA.  

 

12.12. Each LPA is, therefore, required by paragraph 47 of the Framework to meet its full 

"objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing....." through its evidence 

base as part of the preparation of Local Plans.  

 

12.13. The adopted Local Plan covered a plan period up to July 2011. The Emerging Local Plan 

covers the period 2006 – 2031 and contains the LPA's current "objectively assessed" 

housing needs. The housing figure identified in the ELP relates to at least 9500 

additional dwellings for this plan period. 

 

12.14. The LPA is of the view that it can demonstrate a five years supply of housing land, 

including the 5% buffer required by paragraph 47 of the Framework but cannot 

demonstrate the 20% buffer, based on the housing numbers proposed in the Emerging 

Local Plan. 

 

12.15. However, the number of houses required throughout the ELP plan period remains 

untested and objections have been raised to the requirement, both that it is too low 

and too high. The relevant testing ground for any housing figures proposed in the 

Emerging Local Plan is at the Examination in Public.  

 

12.16. The testing process at the EIP would involve not only a discussion as to the number of 

houses required within the plan period but also the background data used to calculate 

such a figure. The housing figure is informed by a myriad of other statistical data, such 

as population and household projections which are in turn subject to interpretation in 

terms of the use of pre-or post recession figures and their extrapolation over the plan 

period. 

 

12.17. The importance of such data testing is reflected in the Local Plan Inspector’s timetable 

for examination which places Housing Requirements second on his topic list as outlined 

at Section 10.2. 

 

12.18. The LPA therefore acknowledges that currently, the requirement figure in the Emerging 

Local Plan carries limited weight, until such time as the Local Plan Inspector has 

reported back following the EIP Part 1.  
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12.19. Consequently the LPA has to acknowledge that it is not proven that there is a five year 

supply of housing in the District.   

 

12.20. To the extent that it is a policy relevant to the supply of housing, Policy HN10 is out-of-

date and should be given limited weight for that reason.  

 

12.21. This approach mirrors the approach taken by Appeal Inspectors considering a number 

of appeals (Sellars Farm, Box Road, Elstub Lane, Swallowcroft) where Inspectors are 

reluctant to give weight to the Council’s Housing Figure until it has been subject to 

robust and rigorous examination within the EIP process of the Emerging Local Plan.  

 

12.22. Indeed the Appeal Inspector at Elstub Lane, Cam (S.12/2032/FUL and S.13/1028/FUL) 

commented in January 2014, when permitting a scheme for 19 dwellings outside but 

immediately adjacent to the Cam settlement boundary, that: 

 

‘26. I appreciate that the Council has sought to adopt a more refined approach than the 

appellant. However, the figure derived from this and incorporated in the emerging plan, 

has not been tested. Objections have been raised on the housing requirement set out by 

the Council and the appropriate way to examine this is through the Local Plan process. 

Until this has occurred I attach the Council’s figure limited weight. 

 

27. Given the above it is concluded that the Council cannot at this stage demonstrate 

with sufficient certainty that there is a 5 year housing land supply in the terms of the 

Framework. 

 

44. My findings on the first issue, and on the key concerns raised by those locally, show 

this to be a suitable site for housing notwithstanding it being outside the development 

boundary. This weighs heavily in favour of the proposal given that the Council’s stance 

on 5 year land supply has not been appropriately tested. This is especially so given that 

even on its approach the degree of leeway between the 5 year requirement and the 

deliverable housing supply over that period is not that great. Thus relatively minor 

differences in the approach adopted would have the potential to impact significantly on 

whether or not there is a 5 year land supply. And in any event the housing requirement 

in the emerging Policy is not expressed as a ceiling which should not be exceeded. 

 

45. I thus find no harm in permitting the proposed schemes just beyond the development 

plan boundary. Indeed, to do so would accord with the requirement in the Framework to 

significantly boost the supply of housing.’ 

 

12.23. A refusal reason based on the development restraint function of HN10 is therefore not 

proposed.  

 

12.24. It is the LPA's case however that Policy HN10 remains relevant in terms of its objective 

of preventing development that harms the character and appearance of the 

countryside and this is amongst the Framework's Core Planning Principles and will be 

more appropriately considered in the landscape discussion below. 
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12.25. However the lack of a proven 5 year land supply does not automatically direct that 

planning permission should be granted. However it does invoke paragraph 14 of the 

NPPF as detailed at Sections 8.16 and 8.22 above, which is a key material consideration.  

 

12.26. As already states at Section 8.16 above, paragraph 14 requires the decision taker to: 

 

‘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.’ 

 

12.27. This is a key material consideration and directs the decision maker to consider other 

factors other than the development plan in accordance with Section 38 of the PCP Act 

2004. 

 

12.28. In line with paragraph 14 the decision taker must carry out an assessment of the 

application which objectively considers all of the material planning considerations and 

the positive benefits of the site and weigh these against any identified harm and the 

level of significance of that harm. This is the planning balance to be struck at the end of 

this report.  

 

12.29. In respect of the policies CP3, HC1 and CP15, these are again draft policies to which 

unresolved and unheard objections have been received. As such little weight can be 

afforded to these emerging policies. 

 

12.30. A number of objections have also been received with regard to the unsustainable 

nature of the proposal and the inability of the Stanleys to cater for additional large 

scale development.  

 

12.31. Whilst these concerns are noted, both the villages are identified with the adopted and 

emerging Local Plans as areas capable of accommodating development and by 

implication have the relevant services and facilities to cater for growth. 

 

12.32. Notwithstanding this, the NPPF defines sustainable development at paragraph 7, as 

consisting of three core elements: an economic role, a social role and an environmental 

role. 

 

‘An economic role is defined as being able to contribute to building a strong, responsive 

and competitive economy by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in 

the right place and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by 

identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of 

infrastructure.  
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A social role is defined is as supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities by 

providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future 

generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local 

services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural 

well-being. 

 

An environmental role is defined as contributing to protecting and enhancing the 

natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve 

biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate 

and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.’ Para 7 NPPF. 

 

12.33. Whilst the environmental role is one for discussion later in this report, the proposal 

would boost the economy by ensuring an adequate supply of housing land is available 

to meet current and future needs and hence would accord with the economic and 

social roles identified with the NPPF. 

 

12.34. In addition matters of design and appearance can be adequately considered and 

controlled at reserved matters stage and relevant and reasonable contributions can be 

secured towards local infrastructure. 

 

12.35. Notwithstanding this conformity, it is important to note that the previous application 

was not refused on the grounds of being unsustainable or due to a perceived lack of 

local services. To introduce such a reason now would be highly inappropriate. 

 

12.36. In summary given the limited weight that can be attached to the Emerging Local Plan 

and the housing numbers and corresponding settlement boundaries therein, combined 

with adopted Local Plan Policy HN10 being out of date in housing supply terms, there is 

no substantive, evidential or defendable reason to maintain a refusal based on policy 

HN10 or emerging housing supply policies.  

 

13.  LANDSCAPE IMPLICATIONS: 

 

13.1. It is noted that the application site, although clearly visible from the Cotswold Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty, lies outside of the AONB and does form part of any 

statutory landscape designation. 

 

13.2. It is further noted that the site currently offers users of the public footpaths clear views 

into the AONB and the wider Cotswold escarpment. These are points well documented 

by the Cotswold Conservation Board (CCB) and the Council for the Protection of Rural 

England (CPRE), amongst many others, in their representations. 

 

13.3. Since the last application, the District Council has commissioned a consultant to carry 

out a Visual Impact Appraisal of the proposal and to consider the impact of the 

proposal on the wider setting of the AONB. 

 



27 
 

13.4. This appraisal has been conducted by a qualified landscape architect, who has assessed 

the proposal in line with guidance provided within the Institute of Environmental 

Management and Assessment and Landscape Institute (LI/IEMA) document ‘Guidelines 

for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ (IL/IEMA2013). This appraisal builds on 

and recognises the Stroud District Council Local Landscape Character Assessment 

(November 2000) and incorporates consideration of National Character Areas as 

highlighted by the CPRE and their landscape consultant. 

 

13.5. The appraisal having looked at the effect of the proposal on the wider landscape of 

King’s Stanley, which although outside of the AONB, represent the setting of the AONB 

concludes that the impact would be minor adverse to neutral.  

 

13.6. This conclusion is reached on the basis that the proposal has the ability, through the 

planning process, to complement the scale, landform and pattern of the landscape and 

townscape and incorporate measures to blend the proposal. 

 

13.7. In addition the impact from elevated positions on Selsley Common, including the 

Cotswold Way, from within the AONB looking across the lowland plain is stated to be 

minor adverse. 

 

13.8. This conclusion is reached following an acknowledgement that the scheme will involve 

a large area of change, such a change would occur in an expansive landscape and when 

considered against such a backdrop the magnitude of change would be low.  

 

13.9. In contrast to this it is acknowledged that both the CCB and the CPRE consultant both 

state that the proposal would cause harm to the landscape, with the CCB stating that 

the proposal would conflict with the Board’s Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty Management Plan 2013-2018 which was adopted in March 2013 and would be 

contrary to paragraph 115 of the NPPF which states:  

 

‘Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National 

Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest 

status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The conservation of 

wildlife and cultural heritage are important. considerations in all these areas, and 

should be given great weight in National Parks and the Broads.’ NPPF. Para 115.  

 

13.10. In particular the CCB contend that the proposal would adversely affect the views into 

the AONB from the public footpaths and would therefore be contrary to CCB Policy LP2 

which requires: 

 

‘LP2: Development proposals and changes in land use and management, both within 

and outside the AONB, take account of guidance and advice published by the Board.’ 

CCB Position Statement: Development in the setting of the Cotswold AONB. 
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13.11. This is view echoed by Natural England in their response as noted at Section 6.16 

above. 

 

13.12. The CCB and the CPRE contend that this loss of setting is not offset by the provision of a 

green corridor within the proposal. 

 

13.13. In considering this matter, it is noted that the CCB object to the proposal primarily on 

the basis of a loss of or damage to a view into and not out of the AONB. There is no 

contention that the site is indivisible from the AONB and hence must be considered as 

one and the same. 

 

13.14. With regard to the local setting of AONB and the views of the escarpment from the 

footpaths, the footpaths would remain in situ and able to provide views of the 

escarpment albeit between some areas of new built form. In addition not all of the 

footpaths would be so affected with those running along the brook boundary and those 

across the open corridor being unchanged. 

 

13.15. However, it is noted that existing views from the footpaths towards the AONB are 

taken over the residential estate of Castle Mead and the wider built form of King’s 

Stanley. Thus whilst there may be some loss of unimpeded views from the site to 

AONB, there are already some views impeded by a number of dwellings in the 

foreground.  

 

13.16. The site is not the only element which contributes to the setting of and views into the 

AONB and indeed the presence of residential properties at the slopes of the 

escarpment are also an intrinsic part of the setting of the AONB, rather than the 

proposal and its associated dwellings units being ‘alien’ additions to the area. 

 

13.17. In addition it appears to be the context from which the view is taken that is the concern 

of the objectors rather than the total loss of setting of the AONB or the inability of a 

receptor on the footpath to see the AONB. Given the scale of the escarpment and its 

dominating and dramatic landscape contribution, it is highly unrealistic to consider that 

users of the footpath will not be aware of the AONB.  

 

13.18. It must be remembered that the policy consideration here is not one of a person’s right 

to a view from a certain vantage point (which is not a material consideration) but 

rather the setting of the AONB which throughout its length in the King’s Stanley and 

Coaley areas borders, abuts and contains significant numbers of housing. 

 

13.19.  A number of representations have been received regarding the landscape harm arising 

from the potential coalescence of Leonard and King’s Stanley and loss of local village 

identity should permission be granted, an identity expressed in both parish plans. 

 

13.20. Whilst this concern is appreciated, there is no planning reason to support a refusal 

based solely on such a coalescence occurring. The coalescence of the villages by itself is 

not  a refusal reason.  It would be the landscape impact arising from the coalescence 

which is the pertinent factor. 
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13.21. However such a landscape impact has been fully assessed with specific regard to the 

wider elevated positions from where such coalescence could be seen and found to be 

acceptable. 

 

13.22. Indeed from both street level and elevated viewpoints, there is already an absence of 

any clear distinction as to where one village finishes and one starts with continuous and 

contiguous development along the north eastern side of Bath Street. 

 

13.23. It is a material consideration that the Local Plan Inspector when considering the larger 

Omission site OS116 in 2004 commented that: 

 

 ‘5.150.2. From the evidence it appears that the Council gave no serious consideration 

to the possible inclusion of this objection site following the initial reporting of the fact 

that the Leonard Stanley Parish Council “is opposed to development which would lead 

to the further coalescence of Leonard Stanley and King’s Stanley”. I also understand 

that King’s Stanley Parish Council hold a similar view. Whilst I understand the feeling of 

local people that they wish to maintain a local identity, as an observer it appears to me 

that the two settlements are effectively one, and that without a map to show where 

the boundary lays between the two, it is difficult to recognise the division on the 

ground. In any event, the access into the site is narrow, there would need to be 

substantial planting alongside the stream, and some to the northwest of the access as 

well and highways requirements would probably mean that there would be no frontage 

development along the first part of the access road, so that there would be very little 

change in the gap which exists on the south-western side of Bath Road. I therefore do 

not rule the site out for reason of coalescence. 

 

5.150.3 There are three other issues which I can deal with shortly: highways, landscape 

and ‘sustainability’. Most of the matters raised about the adequacy of the proposed 

access into the site have been resolved in principle. However, there remains concern 

that a site of this size, with the number of dwellings which it would accommodate, 

would only have one point of access from the highway network (although there is an 

indication that an emergency access could be provided from Marsh Lane). My 

understanding is that this criticism could be met by having a short access road along 

which there would be no development. I am also satisfied that there is adequate 

highway capacity, and that the detailed design of the junction and provision of 

pedestrian crossing facilities across Bath Road could be left to be dealt with at 

application stage. 

 

5.150.4 Turning to the landscape issue, I agree with the evidence bought on behalf of 

the objector – the site does not amount to a strategic gap and as part of the lowland 

plain, is greatly influenced by the build development around it, so that it has the feel of 

an open area within an urban setting, rather than a piece of open countryside. With 

adequate landscaping it could satisfactorily fit into the matrix of the landscape, and 

would not look unduly prominent or out of place when seen in the more distant views 

from elevated positions in the AONB.’ Local Plan Inspector Report November 2004. 
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13.24.   Given the fresh landscape appraisal evidence available to the LPA since the last 

application and the aforementioned Inspector comments, the proposal would not 

cause unacceptable harm to the local landscape or the wider AONB or its setting and 

would comply with the requirements of adopted Local Plan Policy NE8, NE10, 

Emerging Policy ES7 and paragraph 115. 

 

13.25.  In addition the outline nature of the application and the consideration of future 

reserved matters application would provide continuing opportunities and controls to 

ensure that the design and appearance of the resultant built form is sympathetic to 

the character of the area. This consideration and control would be equally applicable 

to the retention and protection of key landscape features and their enhancement by 

appropriate new planting.  

 

13.26. Hence the LPA would have an on-going ability to ensure the proposal is policy 

compliant.  

 

13.27. In summary having now had the benefit of independent landscape advice, it has been 

demonstrated that the proposal would not have a significant impact on the landscape 

and as such a refusal of permission on landscape grounds could not be substantiated 

on appeal, given the evidence base available to the LPA.  

 

14. AGRICULTURAL GRADE LAND: 

 

14.1. Refusal 2 of the previous application, S.13/1289/OUT stated: 

 

‘There is no requirement to release this Grade 3a agricultural land for residential 

development in accordance with paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.’ 

 

14.2. At the time of the original application the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) of the 

site was ascertained from historic soil maps originally gathered from Ministry of 

Agriculture, Food and Fisheries data in the late 1980s. As such the ALC was very much 

a map/desk based assessment and this was the premise on which refusal 2 was based.  

 

14.3. However the applicant has now commissioned a site specific soil analysis which 

determines the ALC of the site by examination of soil samples and provides a far more 

factual basis on which to base such a determination. 

 

14.4. This soil analysis indicates that the majority of the site is ALC Grade 3b, with a small 

area to the north western corner (close to the footpath entrance from Dozule Close) 

being Grade 3a. In statistical terms 95% (7.9ha) of the site is Grade 3b and 5% (0.4ha) is 

Grade 3a. 

 

14.5. The findings of the soil analysis have been considered by the Council’s Rural Consultant, 

who whilst not being a soil analyst, has previously been heavily involved with the 

management of a number of farms in the area and has extensive experience of the 

agricultural value  / productivity of the land holdings therein. 
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14.6. The Rural Consultant, whilst not having the benefit an independent soil analysis, 

concurs that the majority of the site would be classed as ALC Grade 3b and in turn 

would be considered versatile farm land.  

 

14.7. Following the deletion of the adopted Local Plan NE14 as part of the SoS Saving 

Direction and the absence of any such policy in the Emerging Local Plan, the policy 

advice for the protection of agricultural land is contained within paragraph 112 of the 

NPPF, which states that: 

 

 ‘Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits 

of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of 

agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should 

seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.‘ 

 

14.8. The NPPF goes onto define ‘Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land’ in Annex 2 as: 

 

  ‘Best and most versatile agricultural land: Land in grades 1, 2 and 3a of the 

Agricultural Land Classification. 

 

14.9. Applying this definition to the application site, it is apparent that the majority of the 

site (95% of it) is not ‘best and most versatile agricultural’ and hence is not afforded 

any protection by NPPF paragraph 112. 

 

14.10. It is however noted that the 0.4 ha of Grade 3a land would fall within this definition and 

could in theory be safeguarded from development by para 112. 

 

14.11. In taking this point further, the decision maker would have to consider the resultant 

agricultural production value gained from seeking to safeguard 0.4 ha of Grade 3a 

when development on the remainder of the land accords with paragraph 112.  

 

14.12. The decision maker would have to contend that the loss of such a small area of higher 

grade agricultural land is so detrimental to agricultural production and the local farming 

industry as to warrant refusal and would need to provide evidence to that effect. In 

addition it would be necessary to demonstrate the loss of 0.5 ha of Grade 3a quality is 

significant for the purposes of paragraph 112. 

 

14.13. Given that the significant majority of the application site is not classed as the best or 

most versatile agricultural land and the area that is classed as of that quality, is of such 

small scale so as to not adversely affect the agricultural industry, a refusal reason based 

on the loss of Grade 3a land could not be sustained on appeal. 

 

14.14. The proposal is therefore no longer in conflict with paragraph 112 of the NPPF. 
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15.   ARCHAEOLOGY: 

 

15.1. The previous application, S.13/1289/OUT, included a refusal reason that the application 

had failed to adequately identify the impact of the proposals on the potential for 

archaeology. It was considered that character, extent, dates and significance of any 

archaeology present within the application site is uncertain, and was refused for the 

following reason:  

 

15.2. “There is the potential for prehistoric/roman remains to be present on the site which 

require investigation prior to determination of the proposal. Without this investigation, 

it has not been possible to fully assess the implications of the proposal on the interests 

of archaeology, contrary to paragraph 128 of the NPPF and Policy BE14 of the adopted 

Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005.” 

 

15.3. Since the last application, the applicants have now undertaken further investigations of 

the archaeological implications of the proposed development. The application is 

supported by an Archaeological Statement compiled by CgMs Consulting (dated 

November 2013), which incorporates as appendices reports on a desk-based 

assessment (CgMs March 2013) and a geophysical survey (Stratascan May 2013). In 

addition a programme of archaeological trial-trenching was undertaken on this site in 

November 2013.  

 

15.4. The County Archaeologist has considered this additional information, including the 

results of the field evaluation and, as is clear from the comments outlined in Section 6.9 

above, has confirmed that there is low potential for the site to contain significant 

archaeological remains. It therefore stated that no further investigation or recording is 

required. 

 

15.5. Therefore the proposal would not adversely affect any significant archaeological 

remains and there is no conflict with adopted Local Plan policy BE14, Emerging Local 

Plan policy ES10 or paragraph 128 of the NPPF. 

 

15.6. A refusal of permission on archaeological grounds cannot therefore be substantiated 

on appeal and indeed there is a significant evidence base to the contrary. 

 

16. ECOLOGY: 

 

16.1. The previous application contained reason 4 which stated that: 

 

‘Insufficient information has been provided in order to fully ascertain whether there 

would be any impacts on protected species including bats, badgers and reptiles.  The 

Local Planning Authority are unable to make a valid judgement as to the acceptability 

or otherwise of the proposed mitigation or enhancement measures, contrary to Policy 

NE4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and paragraphs 118 and 

119 of the NPPF.’ 
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16.2. It is of note that the refusal reason is one relating to a lack of information on which to 

make a decision on the ecological implications of the proposal and does not state that 

the proposal would have an unacceptable impact on ecology. 

 

16.3. Hence the ecological implications of the proposal were not considered at the time of 

the original application and it is clear from the level and contents of the received 

representations that considerable local concern exists about such impacts. 

 

16.4. The current application before the LPA now contains a detailed Ecological Appraisal 

carried out by FPCR consultants in February and November 2013, with further survey 

updates this year. 

 

16.5. The appraisal contains a detailed assessment of all flora and fauna on and in the vicinity 

of the site and includes amongst other matters: 

 

- A Phase 1 Habitat and Preliminary Protected Species Survey 

- Further Protection Species Survey including bats and badgers 

- Hedgerow Surveys 

- Reptile and Bird Surveys including Great Crested Newts and Crayfish 

- Grassland Surveys 

- Impact Assessments of International and European designated site in the 

locality. 

- Impact Assessments on local sites of wildlife designation. 

- Proposed Mitigation and Enhancement Strategies. 

 

16.6. The mitigation strategy proposed includes the retention of non-developed areas along 

the brook boundary to safeguard habitats for both bats and birds recorded on the site 

along with providing separation between the development and the badger sett located 

on the adjacent land on the opposite bank. 

 

16.7. These measures and areas of safeguarding would enhance the local key areas of habitat 

and would retain important green corridors in accordance with adopted and emerging 

policy. 

 

16.8. The submitted framework plan incorporates such measures and has been drawn up in 

conjunction with the recommendations of the ecological appraisal.  

 

16.9. The ecological appraisal and the associated mitigation strategy have been considered 

by both Natural England and the Council’s Ecologist and their comments are detailed in 

Sections 6.16 and 6.4 respectively. 

 

16.10. Both consultees confirm, that subject to the implementation of the proposed 

mitigation strategies, the development will not have an unacceptable impact on either 

national or local ecological interests or protected species. 

 

16.11. In this manner the proposal will complies with the requirements of adopted local plan 

policy NE4, emerging local plan policy ES6 and paragraphs 118 and 119 of the NPPF. 
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16.12. Although representations have been received to the contrary, the application is now 

supported by a comprehensive and professional ecological appraisal, which have been 

subject to scrutiny by statutory consultees and found to be acceptable. 

 

16.13. There is therefore no evidence on which to sustain a refusal of planning permission on 

ecological grounds. 

 

17.         HIGHWAYS: 

 

17.1. The final refusal reason attached to the previous application S.13/1289/OUT related to 

the highway implications of the proposal and stated: 

 

17.2. ‘Insufficient information has been provided to satisfy the Local Planning Authority that 

the residual cumulative severe impact of the development at the Marsh Road/Church 

Lane junction can be adequately mitigated, contrary to Policy GE5 of the adopted 

Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005.’ 

 

17.3. It is of note that the refusal reason relates to the inability to consider the impact of the 

proposal on a particular junction, namely Marsh Road / Church Lane. 

 

17.4. Neither refusal reason 5 or any other refusal reason attached to the decision notice 

refer to any unacceptable impact of the traffic generation arising from the scheme as 

whole. Rather the sole highway objection to the previous application and by 

implication to this identical resubmission proposal, relates to the impact on the single 

named junction. 

 

17.5. Following the previous refusal, an updated Traffic Assessment (TA) was submitted to 

the Highway Authority in an attempt to address the previous concerns of the Highway 

Authority that led to the imposition of refusal reason 5.  

 

17.6. This TA was considered by the Highway Authority and forms part of the current 

application on which the Highway Authority have commented as noted at Section 6.7 

above. 

 

17.7. In considering this updated TA and the overall highway impact of the proposal the 

Highway Authority comment: 

 

‘In terms of highways the proposal is the same as Planning Application S.13/1289/OUT. 

The Highway Authority responded to that application on the 22 August 2013 with a 

recommendation of refusal because of sub standard visibility at the junction of Marsh 

Lane and Church Lane. The Planning Application was subsequently refused by the 

District Council and the highway objection was one of the refusal reasons. The 

Developer's agent contacted the Highway Authority and submitted revised details for 

the junction subject to the refusal reason. The revised details were agreed with the 

Highway Authority and a further response was sent to the District Council on the 30th 

December 2013 removing the highway objection subject to conditions and an s106 to 

secure a Travel Plan. 
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I have read the updated Transport Assessment and advise that sufficient information 

has been submitted to demonstrate that safe and suitable access can be provided to 

the development for all people and that the traffic generated by the development can 

be safely accommodated on the highway network without any significant impact to the 

capacity of the network.’ GCC Highway Response 8
th

 January 2014 

 

17.8. This response has been verified by the Highway Authority Area Manager in February 

2014 at the request of Ward Cllr. Lydon and it remains the substantive response of the 

Highway Authority. 

 

17.9. It is clearly evident from the representations that the highway implications of the 

proposal are a key concern to the local community and are a reoccurring theme within 

both parish plans. However it must be noted that in assessing the highway implications 

of any development proposal, the Highway Authority and ultimately the decision-

maker should only prevent development where the residual cumulative impacts of the 

development are severe. 

 

17.10. Paragraph 32 of the NPPF makes it clear that a level of harm is acceptable and it is only 

when then the level reaches one of severe that development should be refused on 

highway grounds. 

 

17.11. In light of the confirmed Highway Authority response, refusal reason 5 has been 

overcome and can no longer be sustained. The proposal therefore complies with 

adopted local plan policy GE5, emerging local plan policy ES3 and paragraph 32 of the 

NPPF. 

 

17.12. As noted above the previous identical application was refused on a single specific 

highway reason and to introduce a new reason now would be both unreasonable and 

perverse in planning terms. Indeed there is no evidence base on which to support such 

a refusal. 

 

18.  OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

 

18.1. Flooding and surface water management: 

 

18.2. Although it is the stated position of the Local Planning Authority that the previous 

identical application was acceptable in flood risk and water management terms by 

virtue of the absence of any such refusal reason, a number of representations have 

been received on this point. 

 

18.3. In accordance with prevailing advice contained with the Technical Guide to the NPPF 

and the standing advice of the Environment Agency, the application is accompanied by 

a Flood Risk Assessment which considers water management issues arising from the 

proposal. 
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18.4. The application site lies wholly with Flood Zone 1, the lowest category of all flood zones 

and all land areas where the probability of river or sea flooding is less than 1 in 1,000 

years. In addition there are no historic records of the site flooding. 

 

18.5. Having reviewed the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and the County Council 

Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment, the submitted FRA states that it is apparent that the 

site is considered to be a low risk of fluvial flooding and at low risk of flooding from 

pluvial, overland flow, groundwater and from reservoir failure.  

 

18.6. In respect of matters of surface water run-off and its control, the submitted 

information demonstrates that such run-off could be controlled in a manner which not 

only has no impact outside of the site, but after construction would be at greenfield 

rates plus a 30% allowance for climate change. In addition the drainage works would 

include clearance of the existing culvert on Bath Street to the side of the public 

footpath entrance. 

 

18.7. These matters along with the overall Flood Risk Assessment have been considered by 

the Council’s Technical Drainage Officer and found to acceptable. 

 

18.8. In summary the development of the site in water management terms would be entirely 

in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF Technical Guide including the 

sequential test and would ultimately seek to develop land for housing in an area at the 

lowest possible risk of flooding. 

 

18.9. All detailed requirements of the FRA and its recommendation could be controlled via 

conditions. 

 

18.10. There were no reasons to refuse the previous application on flood risk or drainage 

grounds and the situation remains unchanged. To introduce such a reason now would 

be both unreasonable and perverse in planning terms and there is no creditable 

evidence base for such a refusal. 

 

18.11. Noise, Design and Amenity Issues: 

 

18.12. Again a number of objections have been received regarding the potential disturbance 

and harm to amenity arising from the development. 

 

18.13. Matters such as construction hours and site delivery hours could be controlled via 

relevant conditions along with similar controls over the construction related parking. 

 

18.14. In terms of residential amenity issues such as privacy and over-looking, the application 

is in outline form and it would be more appropriate to control such issues at reserved 

matters stage. Indeed any potential reserved matters application would need to 

conform to adopted design and layout guidance. 
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19.  PLANNING OBLIGATIONS: 

 

19.1. In line with paragraphs 203 -205 of the NPPF, the following obligations could be 

achieved via either legal agreement or condition: 

 

19.1.1. Affordable Housing  at 30% equating to 45 units 

19.1.2. Primary School Education Contributions of between approximately £108,000 to 

£138,000. 

19.1.3. Library Contributions of £29,400. 

19.1.4. A residential travel plan and monitoring plan. 

19.1.5. Public Open Space of 2.68ha and its management. 

19.1.6. Provision of local area of play. 

19.1.7. Off-site recreation contributions towards identified Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) compliant schemes 

 

20. REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES: 

 

20.1. The responses of the public representations, Leonard Stanley and King’s Stanley Parish 

Councils, along with other consultees have been reviewed and given full regard in the 

consideration of the above application and the evaluation of the proposal. 

 

21.   THE PLANNING BALANCE: 

 

21.1.   As discussed in detail in Sections 8 and 12 above paragraph 14 of the NPPF require a 

decision maker to be: 

 

‘● 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.’ 

 

21.2. This section will therefore assess whether the adverse impacts of the proposal would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits arising, otherwise known as the 

planning balance. 

 

21.3. This is an exercise that the NPPF require any decision maker to go through regardless of 

a positive or negative outcome. 
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21.4. The Adverse Impacts: 

 

21.5. It has been demonstrated through the various discussions above, that the proposal is 

acceptable in principle land use, archaeological, ecological, highway and water 

management issues.  To this end the proposal fully complies with the prevailing policy 

basis against which such matters fall to be considered.  

 

21.6. Indeed the acceptability of these aforementioned matters is considered against a highly 

technical and rigid framework, where the discretion and subjectivity of the decision 

maker is restricted.  

 

21.7. However in respect of landscape and agricultural land classification, it is clear from the 

discussions in Sections 13 and 14 that an element of harm has been demonstrated. The 

policy compliance of both these subjects has required an element of interpretation and 

the exercising of a subjective judgement as to the degree of policy compliance. 

 

21.8. Taking the matter of landscape first, it is acknowledged that there is an element of 

adverse harm arising from the loss of an area of open farm land which forms part of the 

setting of the wider AONB. 

 

21.9.   It is undeniable that there will be an impact on the setting of the AONB which whilst 

partially offset by the retention of other open areas within the development, will 

nevertheless cause harm to views into the AONB. This is a point noted by Natural 

England, the Cotswold Conservation Board and the CPRE. The same is not true of views 

of the site from out of the AONB as is proven by the Council’s landscape consultant. 

 

21.10. In respect of the agricultural land classification it is a matter of fact that the proposal 

will result in the loss of an area of most versatile Grade 3a agricultural land which is 

afforded protection by the NPPF. The area of land, 0.4ha, would be lost and hence must 

be considered to be an adverse impact. 

 

21.11. In making a decision on either of these former matters, there is a far more subjective 

balancing exercise required of the decision maker, who must look at the degree of 

compliance with the prevailing policy guidance and make a call as to whether the 

degree of non-conformity outweighs the overall policy compliance. 

 

21.12. The Benefits: 

 

21.13. The proposal would contribute towards the economic recovery by enabling a supply of 

housing land to be available at the right time, thereby supporting growth and 

innovation. 

 

21.14. The proposal would bring additional economic spending power into the community by 

virtue of the new residents, thereby supporting local services and facilities. 

 

 



39 
 

21.15. The site is considered to be deliverable for the purposes of the NPPF and could make a 

valuable contribution to and boost the housing supply in the district. Indeed due to the 

nature of the site, there is no apparent obstacle to the site coming forward at an early 

stage and conditions requiring a shorter time period for the implementation of any 

permission could be imposed. 

 

21.16. A significant number of affordable units housing could be achieved to address an 

indentified long term shortage and comply with both a national and local objective. 

 

21.17. A significant area of public open space could be achieved through the planning process 

and could be secured in perpetuity for public use. 

 

21.18. The Balance: 

 

21.19. In considering the balance to be struck, it is noted that at the heart of the NPPF is a 

presumption in favour of sustainable development and that this report makes no case 

that the proposal is unsustainable. The NPPF and the current planning system are pro-

development. 

 

21.20. In addition it is further noted that the balancing exercise is pre-weighted in that 

paragraph 14 requires the approval of applications unless any adverse impacts of doing 

so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

 

21.21. With regard to this application, the adverse impacts and the benefits have been 

identified above and it is apparent that the adverse impacts are of a minor nature. 

 

21.22. The impact of the proposal on the setting on the AONB is a partial impact which when 

considered in more detail cannot be considered significant and can be offset by the 

careful design of the future layout and the preservation of other areas of open space 

within the proposal. In addition when looking at the impact on the AONB as whole in 

terms of views out of and into the AONB and its setting, the adverse harm does not 

prevent overall policy compliance with particular regard to NPPF paragraph 115 . 

 

21.23. In terms of the loss of most versatile agricultural land, the area in question comprises 

merely 5% of the overall site and is therefore extremely insignificant. Furthermore the 

loss of this area of farm land is not stated to have an overwhelming detrimental impact 

on the local farm industry. 

 

21.24. Against this the benefits of the proposal are identifiable and achievable through the 

planning process. 

 

21.25. With this situation in mind, the adverse impacts of the proposal do not significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh its benefits and the proposal is not in conflict with any specific 

policies in the NPPF. 
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22.  RECOMMENDATION 

 

22.1. Members are requested to ‘Resolve to Grant’ outline planning permission subject to 

the completion of an appropriate legal agreement to secure the obligations indentified 

in the report and the imposition of conditions by Officers on the headings indentified 

below. 

 

23.  CONDITIONS 

 

23.1. In line with the recommendation above conditions would cover the subject headings 

of: 

 

23.1.1. The definition of the reserved matters submission required. 

23.1.2. A reduced time period of two years for the submission of the reserved matters. 

23.1.3. A reduced time period of one for the implementation of the permission following the 

approval of the last reserved matter. 

23.1.4. Development in accordance with the approved Framework Plan 

23.1.5. Development in accordance with the approved Design and Access Statement. 

23.1.6. Submission, approval and implementation of a design code for the whole scheme. 

23.1.7. Submission, approval and implementation of a materials schedule. 

23.1.8. Landscaping Implementation 

23.1.9. Submission, approval and implementation of an updated strategy for additional 

protected species and habitat safeguarding and enhancements to include measures to 

be incorporated within the design of the dwellings. 

23.1.10. Submission, approval and implementation of an updated badger survey to include 

measures for the retention of or provision of alternative setts if found on the site. 

23.1.11. Submission, approval and implementation of a site-wide lighting strategy. 

23.1.12. Submission, approval and implementation of a site wide planting plan for hedgerow 

and habitat enhancement. 

23.1.13. Submission, approval and implementation of tree protection measures. 

23.1.14. Submission, approval and implementation of a scheme for the provision and control of 

affordable housing 

23.1.15. Submission, approval and implementation of noise mitigation measures. 

23.1.16. Submission, approval and implementation of a detailed foul and surface water scheme 

and its maintenance. 

23.1.17. Submission, approval and implementation of an open space strategy and its long term 

management. 

23.1.18. The completion of highway improvements in accordance with the received 

recommendations of the Local Highway Authority. 

23.1.19. Submission, approval and implementation of a construction method statement 

including site delivery hours. 

23.1.20. Submission, approval and implementation of a site traffic routing strategy. 

23.1.21. Submission, approval and implementation of renewable energy strategy. 
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24.   SI 2274 STATEMENT: 

 

24.1. Although there were little if any pre-application discussions with the Agent, the 

application was found to be self-contained and capable of determination. 

 

25.   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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Item No: 02 
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/0458/VAR 

 

Site Address Lister Petter, Long Street, Dursley, Gloucestershire 

 

Town/Parish Dursley Town Council 

 

Grid Reference 375779,198457 

 

Application Type Variation of Condition Inc Renewals 

 

Proposal Variation of conditions 21 from planning permission S.05/0498/OUT. 

 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details St Modwen Developments Ltd 

C/O Agent 

 

Agent’s Details Mr Jonathan Orton 

Tyndall House, 17 Whiteladies Road, Clifton, Bristol , BS8 1PB 

 

Case Officer Laura Humphries 

 

Application 

Validated 

28.02.2013 
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 RECOMMENDATION 
Recommended 

Decision 

Resolve to Grant Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

 1. Before any development is commenced in respect of any zone of the 

development as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 

7101A014N, approval shall be obtained from the Local Planning 

Authority in writing of the details of the reserved matters of that zone. 

The reserved matters for each zone are specifically (a)siting, design and 

external appearance, including all building facing materials and finishes; 

(b) details of access arrangements and surface material finishes for the 

highways, footpaths, cycleways, private drives and all other hard 

surfaces; (c) the landscaping of the site and details of screen walls, 

fences and other means of enclosure; (d) details of existing and 

proposed ground levels, proposed finished floor levels and building 

heights. Theses details shall accord with the parameters and objectives 

laid out in the Littlecombe Framework Document Rev.D and the Urban 

Design Codes approved under condition 5. 

 

 Reason: 

 To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990. 

 

 2. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the 

Local Planning Authority before the expiration of the 24th July 2018. 

 

 Reason: 

 To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990. 

  

3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun no later than either 

the expiration of two years from the date of approval of the last of the 

reserved matters to be approved or 24th July 2018 whichever is the 

greater. 

 

 Reason: 

 To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990. 

  

4. The development shall not take place other than substantially in 

accordance with the Littlecombe - Indicative Masterplan 7101A001K, the 

Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N, the Littlecombe Framework 

Document Rev.D and the Zone Design Codes required by condition 5. 

 

 Reason: 

 To clarify the scope of the outline planning permission and to ensure a 

comprehensive and co-ordinated development of the site. 
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 5. No development shall take place until a Zonal Design Code covering the 

individual zones (includes areas of open space) as indicated on the 

Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Head of Planning. The Design Code shall 

accord with the parameters and objectives laid out in the Littlecombe 

Framework Document Revision D and shall include the following details 

for each zone: a) a full and detailed design analysis of the surrounding 

built form and its key characteristics; b) a design approach for each zone 

which reflects and builds on these identified characteristics; c) the 

approximate number of residential units within each zone and identify 

development blocks with an indication of building heights; d) the 

location of landmark buildings and key frontages; e) approximate 

housing numbers, mix and density within the zone; f) the approximate 

location, number and mix of affordable housing within the zone; g) off-

street parking arrangements; h) landscape treatments; i) areas of public 

open space within the zone indicating their function and facilities to be 

provided and their location; j) access and circulation including footpaths 

and cycleways; k) the renewable energy targets and measures to achieve 

such targets within each zone. All applications for reserved matters shall 

accord with this Zonal Design Code unless otherwise expressly approved 

by the Head of Planning.  

 

 Reason:  

 To ensure a co-ordinated approach to the detailed development of the 

site and to ensure a high quality design in accordance with Policies CP14 

and ES12 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013 and guidance within Chapter 6 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

  

6. No development shall commence until a detailed Infrastructure Phasing 

Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Head of 

Planning. The Phasing Plan shall include the sequence and trigger dates 

for the provision of the following infrastructure both with regard to 

individual zones, zonal interconnectivity and their linkage to the wider 

external networks a) highway and drainage infrastructure; b) pedestrian 

and cycle ways; c) public transport services including interim measures 

for temporary services during the course of site construction; d) 

recreation areas and all formal and informal open spaces (including a 

landscaping implementation timetable). The development shall then 

proceed strictly in accordance with the approved Phasing Plan unless 

otherwise agreed in writing by the Head of Planning. 
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 Reason: 

 To ensure that the necessary infrastructure and facilities to 

accommodate the development are provided in accordance with Policies 

TR1 and RL5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, 

Policies CP13, CP14, EI12 and ES15 of the Submission Draft Stroud 

District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

  

7. The Reserved Matters referred to in condition 1 shall include further 

details of the siting, design, external appearance, landscaping, means of 

access and play equipment for all formal and informal recreation areas. 

For the purposes of clarity these recreation areas are the Spring Hill 

NEAP and kickabout area, the Zone A1 LEAP, the Zone K LEAP, the Zone 

C (Central Square) LEAP and Central Square / Hub, Prior Square, the 

Eastern and Western Flanks and the River Corridor. These areas shall 

then be provided in strict accordance with the approved details and the 

Infrastructure Phasing Plan required by condition 6. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate levels of recreation facilities are provided to 

serve the development in accordance with Policy RL5 of the adopted 

Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, Policy ES15 of the Submission 

Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapters 6, 7 and 8 

of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

  

8. The Reserved Matters referred to in condition 1 shall include details of a 

community building to be provided in the 'Central Hub' as indicated on 

the Littlecombe - Indicative Masterplan 7101A001K, and Littlecombe 

Framework Plan 7101A014N, together with a phasing timetable for its 

provision and measures for its future maintenance, unless otherwise 

agreed in writing by the Head of Planning. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that an adequate level of community facilities is provided to 

serve the needs of the future residents in accordance with Policy GE7 of 

the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and Chapters 6 

and 7 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

  

9. The Reserved Matters submitted in pursuance of Zone E shall include 

details of a footpath link to the adjacent allocated supermarket site, 

together with a phasing programme for the provision of the link broadly 

in accordance with the Littlecombe - Indicative Masterplan 7101A001K, 

and Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N.The development shall 

then be carried out in accordance with the approved details and 

maintained as such thereafter. 
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 Reason: 

 To facilitate pedestrian access to proposed and existing local facilities in 

accordance with Policies SH8 and TR1 of the adopted Stroud District 

Local Plan, November 2005. 

 

10. No development shall commence until a Management Strategy for the 

maintenance of all areas of formal and informal space, not subject to 

adoption by public authorities has been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Head of Planning. The Strategy shall include details of any 

Management Company proposed and its terms of reference. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate safeguards are provided to ensure the future 

provision of recreation facilities in accordance with Policy RL5 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, Policies CP13, CP14, 

EI12 and ES15 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

11. All landscaping schemes submitted in pursuance of condition 1 shall be 

fully implemented in the first complete planting and seeding seasons 

following the occupation of the buildings, or the completion of the Zone 

to which it relates (as defined by the Littlecombe Framework Plan 

7101A014N), whichever is the sooner.  Any trees or plants which, within 

a period of five years from the completion of the relevant development 

zone 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 Head of Planning gives written consent to any 

variation. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area in accordance with 

Policies NE10 and NE11 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, Policy ES8 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local 

Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 11 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

12. No development shall commence until further details of all trees and 

hedgerows to be retained within the individual zones as identified on 

the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N, together with all remedial 

works required have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

Head of Planning.  
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 Reason: 

 To identify the existing trees and hedgerows on the site in accordance 

with Policy NE6 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005, Policy ES8 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013 and Chapter 11 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

13. All trees and hedgerows to be retained shall be protected during the 

course of construction works by secure fencing of a type and location to 

be agreed by the Head of Planning. The protective measures shall accord 

with 'BS5837- Trees in relation to Construction' and shall be maintained 

in situ for the duration of the development. Land levels shall not be 

changed, or soils deposited / storage within the identified Tree 

Protection Zones. 

 

 Reason: 

 To protect the natural environment in accordance with Policy NE6 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, Policy ES8 of the 

Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 

11 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

14. No siteworks on any Zone (as identified on the Littlecombe Framework 

Plan 7101A014N) shall commence until such time as a temporary car 

parking area for site operatives and construction traffic has been laid out 

and constructed for that zone in accordance with details to be submitted 

to and agreed in writing by the Head of Planning and that area shall be 

retained available for that purpose for the duration of building 

operations. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure the access roads in the vicinity of the site are kept free from 

construction traffic, in the interests of highway safety in accordance with 

Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, 

Policy ES12 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

15. Prior to the commencement of development details of a comprehensive 

set of measures to prevent mud, dirt and other deleterious materials 

from the site being deposited on the highway shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved 

details shall be implemented prior to the commencement of 

development and shall remain in place until the final completion of the 

development. 
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 Reason: 

 To ensure that the surrounding highway is maintained free of dirt and 

other obstructions in the interests of highway safety and in accordance 

with Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005, Policies ES12 and ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local 

Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

16. Prior to the commencement of development of any Zone as indicated on 

the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N, a routing strategy for all 

construction traffic serving that zone shall be submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Head of Planning.  These details shall include the 

designated means of access to the development via the local road 

network together with associated highway signage. The approved 

scheme shall be implemented prior to the commencement of 

development of the zone to which it relates and shall remain in place 

until the final completion of that zone. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that a satisfactory route of access to the site is provided in the 

interests of highway safety and the amenities of the local community in 

accordance with Policies GE5 and GE1 of the adopted Stroud District 

Local Plan, November 2005, Policies ES3 and EI12 of the Submission 

Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and the Core Principles 

and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

17. Prior to the occupation of any non-residential development with either 

Zones B, G1 or G2 as identified on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 

7101A014N, a travel plan for commercial and industrial uses on the 

relevant zone shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Head 

of Planning. The Travel Plan shall include all necessary measures and 

surveys (includes annual or other approved time period reviews and 

assessments) to promote a modal shift to sustainable transport targets 

to reduce reliance on the private car for all commercial and industrial 

occupiers with those zones. The approved plan shall be implemented in 

full on beneficial occupation of any unit to which it relates unless 

otherwise agreed in writing by the Head of Planning. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure a sustainable form of transport is achieved in accordance with 

Policy TR1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, 

Policies CP14 and EI12 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  
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18. The reserved matters referred to in condition 1, shall include details of 

the proposed off-street parking arrangements including covered cycle 

parking provision at a level and in a manner to be agreed in writing by 

the Head of Planning before any works commence on an zone as 

indicated on the  Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N. Such 

provision shall be provided prior to the occupation of the buildings or 

zone to which it relates and shall be maintained as such, free of 

obstruction thereafter. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate car parking and sustainable transport facilities 

are provided in accordance with Policy TR1 of the adopted Stroud 

District Local Plan, November 2005, Policies CP14 and EI12 of the 

Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 

4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

19. The spine road as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 

7101A014N shall be provided in its entirety between Church Road / 

Kingshill Lane and Long Street and be available for use prior to the 

occupation of the 281st dwelling on the entire site. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that a satisfactory access road is provided commensurate with 

the level of the development in the interests of highway safety and in 

accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, Policies CP14 and EI12 of the Submission Draft Stroud 

District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

 

20. The spine road as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 

7101A014N shall be provided in its entirety between Church Road / 

Kingshill Lane and Long Street prior to the occupation of the 181st unit 

accessed via the existing or modified Long Street access serving the site. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that a satisfactory access road is provided commensurate with 

the level of the development in the interests of highway safety and in 

accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, Policies CP14 and EI12 of the Submission Draft Stroud 

District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

 

21. The spine road as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 

7101A014N shall be provided in its entirety between Church Road / 

Kingshill Lane and Long Street prior to the occupation of the 130 unit 

accessed via the existing or modified Church Street / Kingshill Lane 

access serving the site. 
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 Reason: 

 To ensure that a satisfactory access road is provided commensurate with 

the level of the development in the interests of highway safety and in 

accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, Policies CP14 and EI12 of the Submission Draft Stroud 

District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

 

22. No other zone of the development other than Zone A1 as indicated on 

the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N shall have access from 

Church Road. All other zones shall be accessed from the spine road. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that a satisfactory form of access is provided in accordance 

with Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005, Policies CP14 and EI12 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

23. The development hereby permitted shall be served by estate roads laid 

out and constructed in accordance with details, including means of 

surface water disposal, previously submitted to and approved in writing 

by the Head of Planning. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the roads works are completed to an adoptable standard, 

Policies CP14 and EI12 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

24. No development shall commence until a scheme of archaeological 

investigation has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Head 

of Planning. The scheme shall include a timetable for the conduction of 

the investigation with the development carried out in strict accordance 

with the approved details. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the archaeological potential of the site is full investigated 

in accordance with Policy BE14 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, Policy ES10 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 12 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework.  
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25. The development hereby permitted shall not begin until a scheme to 

deal with contamination of land, controlled waters and/or ground gas 

has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Head of Planning. 

The scheme shall include all of the following measures, unless the Head 

of Planning dispenses with any such requirement specifically in writing: 

 

 1. A Phase I site investigation report carried out by a competent person 

to include a desk study, site walkover, the production of a site 

conceptual model and a human health and environmental risk 

assessment, undertaken in accordance with BS 10175:2001 Investigation 

of Potentially Contaminated Sites - Code of Practice. 

 

 2. A Phase II intrusive investigation report detailing all investigative 

works and sampling on site, together with the results of the analysis, 

undertaken in accordance with BS 10175:2001 Investigation of 

Potentially Contaminated Sites - Code of Practice. The report should 

include a detailed quantitative human health and environmental risk 

assessment. 

 

 3. A remediation scheme detailing how the remediation will be 

undertaken, what methods will be used and what is to be achieved. A 

clear end point of the remediation should be stated, such as site 

contaminant levels or a risk management action, and how this will be 

validated. Any on going monitoring should also be outlined. No deviation 

shall be made from this scheme without prior written approval from the 

Head of Planning.  

 

 4. If during the works contamination is encountered which has not 

previously been identified, then the additional contamination shall be 

fully assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Head of Planning. 

 

 5. A validation report detailing the proposed remediation works and 

quality assurance certificates to show that the works have been carried 

out in full accordance with the approved methodology. Details of any 

post-remedial sampling and analysis to show that the site has reached 

the required clean-up criteria shall be included, together with the 

necessary documentation detailing what waste materials have been 

removed from the site. 

 

 Reason: 

 To comply with Policy ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local 

Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 11 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework, and to ensure the site is free from the effects of any 

contamination from previous uses of the site and does not pose a threat 

to human health. 
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26. No development shall commence until a Drainage Strategy for the 

provision of sustainable urban drainage systems for surface water and 

foul water across the site has been submitted to and approved by the 

Head of Planning. No dwelling, apartment or commercial / industrial unit 

shall be occupied until the drainage system for that part of the site has 

been implemented in accordance with the approved scheme. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the development is provided with adequate drainage 

infrastructure, in accordance with Policies CP14, ES3 and ES4 of the 

Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 

10 and the Technical Guidance of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

27. The development shall not commence until precise details (including 

plans, long sections, cross sections, method statement, details of weirs, 

fish passes and any hydroelectric structures) of the opening up of the 

River Cam have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Head 

of Planning. The development shall then be carried out in strict 

accordance with the approved scheme. 

 

 Reason: 

 These matters require further consideration in the interests of the water 

environment, in accordance with Policies CP14, ES3 and ES4 of the 

Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 

10 and the Technical Guidance of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

28. Prior to the commencement of development a river corridor easement 

strategy shall be submitted and agreed in writing by the Head of 

Planning. This strategy shall include details of easements within all zones 

as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N. The 

development shall then only take place in accordance with those details. 

 

 Reason: 

 To maintain access to the watercourse, in accordance with Policies CP14, 

ES3 and ES4 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013 and Chapter 10 and the Technical Guidance of the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  
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29. Prior to the commencement of any zone as indicated on the Littlecombe 

Framework Plan 7101A014N, a Renewable Energy Strategy shall be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Head of Planning. This 

Strategy shall include measures to reduce the Carbon Dioxide generation 

of the development together with measures for the installation of 

renewable energy and energy conservation facilities. The development 

of each zone shall then be carried out in accordance with the approved 

strategy and maintained as such thereafter unless otherwise agreed in 

writing by the Head of Planning. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that best practices of energy preservation are carried out in 

accordance with Policy CP14, ES1 and ES2 of the Submission Draft Stroud 

District Local Plan, December 2013 and the Core Principles and Chapter 

10 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

30. The reserved matters referred to in condition 1 shall include details of 

fire hydrant provision for the individual zones as identified on the 

Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N. The approved zonal scheme 

shall then be implemented in full prior to the occupation of any 

commercial or domestic unit within the zone to which its relates and 

shall be maintained as such thereafter. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate emergency facilities are provided in the 

interests of the emergency services in accordance with Chapter 8 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

31. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until a 

Waste Management Plan for the disposal or otherwise of the existing 

built-form on the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the Head of Planning. The development shall then be carried out in 

accordance with the approved scheme. 

 

 Reason: 

 To minimise the waste production arising from the development in 

accordance with Gloucestershire County Council supplementary 

planning guidance 'Waste Minimisation in Development Projects'. 

 

32. The development shall include car parking provision for use by Stroud 

Car Club or similar organisation in accordance with details previously 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Head of Planning. This 

provision shall be provided within the Central Hub area of the 

development as defined by the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N 

and shall be made available for use prior to the completion of the 

development and maintained as such thereafter. 
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 Reason: 

 In the interests of sustainability and in accordance with Policy TR1 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, Policies CP14, EI12 

and EI16 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013 and Chapter 4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

33. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted a 

scheme of traffic mitigation measures for Hopton Road and Everlands 

shall be submitted to an approved in writing by the Head of Planning. 

These details shall be broadly in accordance with Plan PIBDUR 462 

received on the 30th July 2006 and shall include measures for traffic 

priority alterations to the Everlands / Church Road junction. The 

approved scheme shall then be implemented in full prior to the opening 

of the Littlecombe Spine Road as indicated on the Littlecombe 

Framework Plan 7101A014N. 

 

 Reason: 

 To mitigate the highway implications of the development In the interests 

of highway safety and in accordance with Policy GE5 of the adopted 

Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, Policies CP14 and EI12 of the 

Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and Chapter 

4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

34. The Local Centre located in the Central Hub as indicated on the 

Littlecombe Framework shall only include a mix of the following uses: a) 

shops falling with Class A1 of the Town and Country Planning (Use 

Classes) Order 1987 (as amended); b) financial and professional services 

falling within Class A2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 

Order 1987 (as amended); c) food and drink falling within Class A3 of the 

Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended); d) 

drinking establishments falling within Class A4 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended); e) hot food takeaways 

falling within Class A5 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 

Order 1987 (as amended); f) office falling within Class B1(a) of the Town 

and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended); g) non-

residential institutions and medical centres falling within Class D1 of the 

Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended). 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure an appropriate range of uses in accordance with Policy CP12 

of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013 and 

Chapters 1, 2 and 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

35. The gross commercial floorspace (combined floor space) of uses falling 

within A1, A2, A3 and shall not exceed 1,450 square metres and no 

single A1 unit shall exceed 300 square metres and no single A2 unit shall 

exceed 200 square metres. 
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 Reason: 

 To safeguard the viability and vitality of the adjacent town centre in 

accordance with Chapters 2 and 3 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

 

36. The Local Centre located in the C Central Hub as indicated on the 

Littlecombe Framework shall contain a minimum floorspace of 1300 

square metres of D1 uses. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that a satisfactory level of community and social facilities are 

provided to serve the development in accordance with Policies, CP4, CP6 

and EI11 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013 and Chapter 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

37. The commercial element of the live-work units proposed in Zones F, G1 

and J as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N shall 

only be used for purposes falling within Class B1 of the Town and 

Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) and for no 

other purpose (includes any permitted changes to B8). 

  

 Reasons: 

 To promote the amenities of the adjacent occupiers in accordance with 

Policy GE1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, 

Policy ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013 and Chapters 8 and 10  of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

38. No use falling within Classes A3, A4 and A5 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) shall be brought into 

use until a ventilation and extraction system have been installed in 

accordance with details previously submitted to and approved in writing 

by the Head of Planning. Such provision shall be maintained as such 

thereafter for the duration of the use. 

 

 Reason: 

 To protect the amenities of the adjacent occupiers in accordance with 

Policy GE2 of adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005n and 

Policies ES3 and ES5 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013 and Chapter 11 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  
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39. No more than 200 residential units shall be under construction at one 

time, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Head of Planning. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the amenities of the adjacent occupiers and to enable 

the Local Planning Authority to retain control over the development. 

 

40. The proposal shall be carried out in accordance with the Littlecombe 

Revised Environmental Statement February 2005 unless other agreed in 

writing by the Head of Planning. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that all environmental matters are considered in accordance 

with an agreed strategy. 

 

Informatives: 

 

 1. This application is subject to legal agreements and the applicant's 

attention is drawn to the requirements and obligations contained in 

those obligations and the need to ensure compliance as the 

development progresses. 

 2. The Local Planning Authority has previously approved details under the 

above conditions as detailed;  

 

Conditions Previously Discharged for ALL PHASES: 

Condition 5 (Design Code)  

Condition 10 (Management Strategy)  

Condition 12 (Hedgerow/Trees) 

Condition 16 (Routing Strategy) 

Condition 26 (Drainage Strategy) 

Condition 30 (Fire Hydrants) 

Condition 33 (Traffic Calming)  

 

Conditions Previously Discharged for Zones A1, A2, A3 and Part K:  

Condition 6 (Infrastructure Phasing Plan)  

Condition 14 (Site Ops Car Parking) 

Condition 15 (Wheel Washing)  

Condition 24 (Archaeology) 

Condition 25 (Contaminated Land)  

Condition 27 (River Cam Scheme) 

Condition 28 (River Easement Strategy) 

Condition 29 (Renewable Energy Strategy) 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Planning Strategy Manager (E) 

Cam Parish Council 

Dursley Town Council 
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Development Coordination Revised Details (E) 

 

Not Yet Received  

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

Mr J Grove, 22A Church Road, Upper Cam  

S Parker, 8 The Knapp,   

J Harding, 30 Springhill, Upper Cam, Dursley,   

D L Cole, 9 St Georges Close, Upper Cam, Dursley,Glos  

Major K W Scott, 30 Ricardo Drive,   

E M Organ, 5 St Georges Close., Upper Cam  

A Russell, 21 Alexandra Close, Dursley  

P Critchley, 7 Church Road, Upper Cam  

P Burkes, 13 Alexandra Close, Dursley  

L Ratcliffe, Suite 5, Drake House  

P Hazlewood, 20 Church Rd, Cam  

J Squire, 12 Springhill, Upper Cam  

 

Letters of Support  

P Day, Mill Motors Unit 2A , Littlecombe Business Park  

K S Green, 20 St Matthews Court, Church Road  

 

Letters of 

Comment 

   

E Harrison, 11 Alexandra Close, Dursley, Gloucestershire, GL11 4GN,    

K Scott, Kavanaghs, St Georges Close     

E Harrison, 11 Alexandra Close, Dursley    

D Carroll, 1 Rednock Drive, Dursley    

J Bird, 63, Long St, Dursley   

C A Eggleden, 55 Kingsdown, Dursley   

Miss A P Harrison, 11 Windsor Road, Dursley     

 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 
1. SITE 

 

1.1 The overall site known as Littlecombe consists of approximately 39.5 hectares located to 

the east of the A4135 (Kingshill Road) in a valley between the principal settlements of 

Dursley and Upper Cam. The site itself includes the whole of Local Plan allocation MU3, 

designated as a mixed use allocation for employment and residential development for 

up to 1,000 jobs and 600 homes. 

  

1.3 The Littlecombe site benefits from existing vehicular accesses at either end onto Church 

Road and Long Street respectively and contains a number of footpaths most notably at 

the northern end of the site to the rear of Rednock School leading up to Church Road 

and a north-south path across the open fields. 
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1.4 At its peak the Littlecombe site was the main hub of Lister diesel engine production and 

employed approximately 5000 people. However at the time of the outline permission, 

the manufacturing basis had declined resulting in approximately only 300 people 

employed on the site in a range of functional sheet and block work industrial buildings. 

 

2. PROPOSAL: 

 

2.1 The application seeks planning permission of the variation of condition 21 relating to the 

number of dwellings which can be occupied to 101 prior to the completion of the Spine 

Road. The application seeks to vary the wording to enable up to 130 dwellings to be 

occupied prior to its completion.  

 

3.  PLANNING HISTORY: 

 

3.1 There is extensive history on the site but the planning history of most note is as follows;  

 

S.04/1020/OUT - Employment Development for B1, B2, B8 (Permission 10/10/05 

 

This permission relates to a section of the business park (Zone B) and gave detailed 

permission for the erection of Phase 1 of the park and outline permission for the 

remainder. The approval was to enable the units to be constructed ahead of the main 

application and hence allow the exiting site occupiers (Aska, Lister Shearing etc) to be 

relocated from the southern end of the site. 

 

S.04/1021/FUL - Removal of Foundry Sand and redistribution within the site. 

Permission 10/10/05 

 

This permission relates to the removal and treatment of the former foundry sand 

sections of the site located in the north western and north eastern corners.  

 

S.05/2166/FUL - Opening up and Diversion of River Cam, Permission 14/02/06 

 

S.05/2523/COU - Extension and conversion of The Towers to form nursing home. 

Permission 16/02/05   

 

S.05/0498/OUT - Outline application for Mixed Use development comprising up to 600 

dwellings, a business park (B1,B2, B8 use), a local centre, offices (B1use), conversion of 

The Towers with new development in the grounds for a care home (C2 Use). 

Construction of a link road between Kingshill Lane and Long Street, provision of public 

open space including opening up the River Cam, associated infrastructure, ground 

modelling and landscaping, including the demolition of existing buildings and 

hardstandings and remediation works. (DCC resolution to grant on 12.09.2006 and 

Permission issued 25.7.2008).  

 

S.08/0846/COU - Change of Use from B1/B2 (Industrial) to fast fit tyre and exhaust 

outlet (Use sui generis). Permission 5.6.2008.  
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S.08/1697/REM - Approval of all reserved matters for the erection of 74 dwellings in 

Zones A1 and A2. Construction of recreation areas, public footbridge and associated 

landscaping. (Additional Plans received 23rd Oct & 6th Nov 2008. Revised Plans received 

27th Oct 2008). Permission 14.11.2008. - This is the currently developed part of the site.  

 

S.08/1703/REM - Application for reserved matters for the erection of 78 dwellings and 1 

commercial unit.  Associated infrastructure works including construction of part spine 

road. (Zone F following Outline permission S.05/0498) (permitted 11.12.2008) 

 

S.08/1753/REM - Erection of a District heating biomass energy centre and service yard. 

Permission 12.5.2009.  

 

S.09/2186/FUL - Erection of Community Hospital. Permission 11.2.2010 

 

S.10/1573/REM - Landscape treatment to Church Road boundary to include rebuilding 

the existing wall, removal of existing trees, new planting and perimeter fence. Refused 

11.2.2011.  

 

S.12/0623/REM - Approval of reserved matters for application S.05/0498/OUT for 

development of Area of A3 and part of Area K Littlecombe for the erection of 94 

dwellings. Permitted 14.8.2012 

 

S.13/2104/REM - Approval of reserved matters for application S.05/0498/OUT, partial 

replan (following approval under S.12/0623/REM) of Area K to provide development of 

56 homes. 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom homes (including affordable homes), landscaping, re-

grading and associated works. Permitted 25.11.2013.  

 

3.2  LOCAL PLAN POLICY BACKGROUND 

The main policy background for this particular site is contained with allocation MU3 of 

Policy HN1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 which allocated 

the site for a mixed development of residential, commercial and open space uses with 

an indicative capacity of 600 dwellings. This allocation stated that: 

 

ALLOCATION MU3: 

  Land at Lister Petter, Cam, Dursley (MU3)  (Approximately 35.9 hectares) 

 

Mixed use, of residential including affordable housing, employment for at least 1000 jobs 

and public open space focussed on the previously developed parts of the site, including 

the conversion of existing buildings and new development. Indicative capacity of 600 

dwellings.  

 

In addition the following provisions will be sought:- 

 

o Construction of a vehicular link through the site from Kingshill Lane to Long 

Street to enable connection with a vehicular link through the Bymacks site 

(Proposal MU4) at Long Street.  
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o Contributions towards off-site highway works and traffic management 

 measures including improvements to links for pedestrians and cyclists to Dursley 

town centre and to Cam and Dursley railway station.  

o Provision of public open space and outdoor play space in accordance with Policy 

RL5.  

o Contributions towards primary and secondary education. 

o Retention of existing and provision of new strategic landscaping around and 

within the site, and its maintenance. 

o Contributions to community facilities.  

o Incorporation of the principles of best practice in sustainable building design and 

construction. 

 

4. REPRESENTATIONS: 

 

 Public Representations: At the time of writing the report 13 letters of objection, 10 

letters of comment and 1 letter of support have been received. The representations 

cover the following topics;  

 

o Impact on road safety 

o Capacity  

o Traffic levels 

o Should stick to agreed plans 

o Delays over development at Long Street end of site  

o Inadequacy of information provided 

o Further survey work required  

o Additional S106 requirements should be sought for dedicated cycle route and 

additional traffic calming 

o Letter of Support - delays but now this means the site being built out.  

 

 Cam Parish Council: "No Objection but would like to comment: Whilst it is understood 

that due to the village green application, delays have been unavoidable - the 

surrounding road infrastructure is a cause for concern. It has been noted previously that 

concern has been raised regarding the junction to the hospital at the bottom of the hill - 

Lister Road. The initial planning request saw discussions regarding the possibility of 

making the turn onto Everlands less attractive to avoid this road being used by increased 

amount of traffic including the heavy goods vehicles which currently use the industrial 

units on site. 

 

Furthermore the problem of Kingshill Road /Kingshill Lane junction is a main concern. 

This junction causes many problems at various times of day but mainly school times. The 

problem of turning right from Kingshill Lane into Kingshill Road is very difficult and 

therefore many persons try to alleviate this problem by turning into the slip road and 

using the roundabout instead. This makes traffic even more fraught with the number of 

drivers turning onto Kingshill Lane and several cars parked all along the slip road. 

Highway improvements and modifications are required to address the traffic and safety 

issues at the Lister Road/Kingshill Lane junction and Kingshill Lane/Kingshill Road." 
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 Dursley Town Council: "The Council object to the proposed variation of condition 21, 

raising the threshold of occupied units from 100 to 130, on the grounds that highway 

improvements and modifications are required to address the traffic and safety issues at 

the Lister Road/Kingshill Lane junction and Kingshill Lane/Kingshill Road (inc. Blackboys 

service road) junction." 

 

 Highway Authority: responses March 2013 and January 2014 both raise no objections to 

the proposed variation of condition 21. 

 

ARTICLE 31 STATEMENT – REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 

5. REASONS FOR DECISION - ARTICLE 31 

 

5.1 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:  

 

5.2 Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 

accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. The adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 is the development 

plan for Stroud District. Due weight should be given to policies in this plan according to 

the degree of consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework.   

 

5.3 Local Plan Policy GE1 seeks to ensure that development does not have an adverse 

impact on neighbouring properties in terms of a loss of light, privacy or an overbearing 

effect. Policy GE2 seeks to minimise environmental pollution following development. 

Policy GE5 maintains highway safety including public rights of way. Policy GE7 considers 

existing levels of infrastructure, services and amenities.  

 

5.4 Local Plan Policies TR1, TR2, TR6, TR7 and TR12 aims to minimise the need to travel and 

to reduce car journeys and promotes sustainable modes of transport. 

 

5.5  The formal consultation process of the Stroud District Local Plan: Submission Draft 

December 2013 finished in October 2013 and was formally submitted to the Secretary 

of State in December 2013, and regard should be had to the relevant Submission Draft 

Local Plan Policies, insofar as the weight that can be accorded to the plan and the 

objections levied against the draft plan. The following are the main relevant policies;  

 

 CP1 Sustainable Development  

 CP5 Environmental Development Principles  

 ES3 Quality of Life 

 ES4 Water Resources 

 ES5 Air Quality  

 

5.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) is a material consideration 

and the relevant chapters should be taken into account in considering this application;  
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5.7 Chapter 1 'Building a strong, competitive economy' places the emphasis on sustainable 

development and proactive planning systems.  

 

5.8 Chapter 4 'Promoting sustainable transport' (Paragraphs 29-41) of the Framework 

promote the need for sustainable transport.  It outlines Governments' objectives with 

regard to offering people access to a real choice about how they chose to travel. It 

requires access to sustainable transport modes and recognises that sustainable 

transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas. Paragraph 32 states that impact 

should be severe to refuse development. 

 

6.  BACKGROUND: 

  

6.1 The Littlecombe site has the benefit of outline planning permission (reference 

S.05/0498/OUT) which granted permission for a "mixed use site of up to 600 dwellings a 

business park (B1,B2, B8 use), a local centre, offices (B1 use), conversion of The Towers 

with new development in the grounds for a care home (C2 use).  Construction of a link 

road between Kingshill Lane and Long Street, provision of public open space including 

opening up the River Cam, associated infrastructure, ground modelling and landscaping, 

including the demolition of existing buildings and hardstandings and remediation 

works." 

 

6.2 The original outline planning permission contained a number of conditions, specifically 

conditions 19-21 which related to the phasing of the development, with the phasing 

intended to start at the Long Street part of the site and work towards the Kingshill 

Lane/Church Road part of the site. This required the Spine Road serving the 

development to be completed as the development progressed and was linked to various 

phases and occupation rates of the approved dwellings. 

 

6.3 For various reasons, construction started at the reverse end of the site, by Kingshill 

Lane/Church Road. It has been partially completed; Zones A1 and A2 are finished, and 

further dwellings have been recently approved and under construction at Zones A3 and 

Part of Zone K.  

 

6.3 This has resulted in the original conditions not tallying with the actual construction 

operation. Accordingly, the applicant has applied to vary condition 21 of the original 

decision which sought to limit the number of dwellings that can be occupied until the 

Spine Road is completed. Condition 21 states  

 

 " The spine road as indicated on the Littlecombe Framework Plan 7101A014N shall be 

provided in its entirety between Kingshill Lane/Church Road and Long Street prior to the 

occupation of the 101st dwelling accessed via the existing or modified Church 

Road/Kingshill Lane access serving the site." 
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6.5 In terms of the number of dwellings that currently have access from the development, 

the first phases (A1 and A2) have 34 homes using the Kingshill Lane/Church Road access 

(the remaining 38 are accessed from a separate access from Church Road and so not 

take access from the Spine Road). Accordingly under condition 21, there is the potential 

to occupy a further 66 dwellings from the Spine Road.  

 

6.6 The recent approval of reserved matters for the next phase (A3 and part of Zone K) is for 

94 dwellings which would give rise to a total of 128 from the Spine Road, which is in 

excess of the number permitted by condition 21.   

 

6.7 The applicant has therefore applied to vary the wording of the condition 21 to enable a 

maximum of 130 dwellings from the Spine Road prior to its completion.  

 

7. PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS : 

 

7.1 The consideration of the variation of the condition must consider two elements, firstly 

the reason the condition on the original decision and secondly, identify what level of 

harm would occur from the variation of the condition.  

 

7.2 In considering the intention of the condition, its purpose was intended to control the 

number of properties occupied prior to the completion of the Spine Road. The 

construction programme is responsible for this issue. The envisaged start for the 

development was at the other end of the site but for reasons outside this planning 

application, the development started at the other end and this has had an impact on the 

ability to comply with these conditions. 

 

7.3 Aside from whether there is any resultant harm in varying the condition, the simple 

purpose of the condition remains: To control the number of dwellings occupied prior to 

the completion of the Spine Road remains. The question now is the trigger point.  

 

7.4 Having considered the purpose of the condition, evaluation of the impact of the 

proposed variation of this condition on highway safety should be undertaken. It should 

be stressed that this evaluation relates to the supporting evidence and planning 

legislation that exists now, rather than at the time of the original decision in 2006. 

Importantly, the NPPF is a considerable change and material planning consideration. 

Paragraph 32 states: 

 

"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 cost 

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." 
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7.5 Furthermore, new traffic surveys have been undertaken to test whether a further 29 

dwellings can be accommodated prior to completion of the Spine Road. 

 

7.6 These have evaluated the data in the 2005 Transport Assessment undertaken for the 

original application, based on a number of projections and forecasts at that time, 

including Rednock School and Sainsburys Supermarket. In addition, this application has 

used updated traffic counts from November 2012 to review the capacity of the highway 

network. Capacity studies were also undertaken for the Kingshill Lane/Spine Road 

junction and the Kingshill Road/Kingshill Lane junction during peak times both currently 

and future projections to 2017.  

 

7.7 This evidence base demonstrates that there are no current severe safety problems on 

the local highway network and the furthermore, the addition of a further 29 dwellings 

accessing from the Spine Road prior to its completion would not have a significantly 

detrimental impact on highway safety.  

 

7.8 As part of the consideration of this application, Gloucestershire County Council has been 

consulted on the development. In March 2013, the LHA advised that there was no 

objection on highway safety grounds.  

 

"Extensive pre-application negotiations were undertaken to determine whether the 

cumulative residual impact of the traffic likely to be generated by 101 dwellings would 

be so severe so as to justify the provision of the entire spine road. It should be noted that 

since outline planning permission was granted, there have been significant changes to 

material consideration, including the publication of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. Development should no longer be prevented or refused on transport ground, 

unless the impact would be severe. It is also worth noting that a condition should be 

necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, enforceable, 

precise and reasonable in all other respects.  

 

The impact of the traffic likely to be generated by 130 dwellings was assessed in a 

Technical Note. The current usage of the Kingshill Road / Kingshill Lane junction and the 

Kingshill Lane / Lister Road junction was surveyed in November 2012, for both the 

morning and afternoon peak periods. The traffic likely to be generated by the 130 

proposed dwellings was added to these flows, together with background growth for the 

period 2012 to 2017. The operation of the junctions was then modelled using PICADY (a 

nationally recognised computer model for T junctions.  

 

Both junctions were shown to be operating well within capacity, even when talking into 

account the additional traffic from 130 new dwellings and taking into account other new 

development within the area. In my opinion, therefore, a condition restricting occupation 

to no more than 100 dwellings before the spine road is provided is not necessary, since 

the existing transport network can easily accommodate the additional traffic.  

 

I have had the opportunity to consider the issues raised by Cam Parish Council on the 

12th March 2013 and would like to make the following response:-   
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The distribution of traffic at the junctions was based on the current turning proportions; 

this does not appear to be an unreasonable methodology and is often used elsewhere in 

lieu of an alternative data source;  

 

The layout and operation of the existing junctions, are, in my opinion, safe. An analysis of 

collisions has been undertaken and this does not indicate there to be an existing highway 

safety issues;  

 

A 5% increase may indicate a material impact by generally only on those parts of the 

transport network which are already suffering from congestion. On other parts of the 

network, a 10% increase can be used as an indicator or a material impact. However, the 

NPPF is clear that impacts have to be severe before development can be prevented or 

refused;  

 

Whilst Kingshill Lane is classified, it is clearly not a trunk road or a motorway, to which 

DMRB relates. Kingshill Lane by virtue of its nature and function is clearly a street for 

which Manual for Streets is the appropriate design guide;  

 

In my opinion, the cumulative residual impact of the varying the condition to a threshold 

of 130 dwellings would not result in a severe impact on the transport network. 

Therefore, no mitigation is required to make the impact acceptable and whilst some of 

the measures suggested by the Parish Council may have a certain degree of benefits to 

the operation of the transport network, requiring the Applicant to deliver these 

improvements through a condition would not meet the tests of a planning condition."  

 

7.9 This was further noted in the response of January 2014 in which the LHA comment that 

they are "...satisfied that the existing access arrangements via Kingshill Lane can safely 

accommodate the additional traffic (as shown in the supporting TA)  so ...the LHA 

continue not to object to the proposed variation to condition 21." 

 

7.10 As part of the wider Littlecombe development, there have been junction improvements 

undertaken by Gloucestershire County Council as Highway Authority (works scheduled 

to start 17.2.2014) to improve the current junction of the Littlecombe site by vegetation 

clearance, reshaping of highway slopes, kerb realignments, new signage and new road 

markings. These works are not part of the current application but regard should be 

given to the overall level of improvements to the spine road junction and highway 

safety. These are material benefits in the highway circumstances since the 2005 

permission.   

 

8. CONCLUSIONS: 

 

8.1 This application is for the variation of condition 21. The planning considerations are 

whether there is any severe impact that would result from the variation of this condition 

to enable a further 29 dwellings to be occupied from the Spine Road prior to its 

completion.   
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8.2 The information on the highway network in the wider area now contains an updated 

position on what was in 2005 predictions and forecasts of impact such as the building of 

the Sainsbury's supermarket. The updated review of the capacity of the highway 

network has shown that the network can safely accommodate 29 more dwellings from 

the Spine Road prior to its completion.  

 

8.3 In addition to the updated highway evidence, the planning policy position has changed 

within the introduction of the Framework and the test of severity in paragraph 32. The 

evidence provided in support of the application is validated by the response of the Local 

Highway Authority, who have no objections. Accordingly, the variation of this condition 

would not give rise to a severe impact on highway safety as documented in the evidence 

provided and this application should be granted.  

 

8.4 The variation of conditions does result in the issue of a new planning decision and there 

will be the need to carry over all of other conditions contained in S.05/0498/OUT. This 

will ensure that all planning conditions attached to the wider scheme continue to apply.  

 

8.5 The issue of a new decision notice will also require a Deed of Variation to the original 

planning agreements to ensure that all the agreed planning obligations associated with 

the development of this site will carry over and be maintained. This will require further 

agreements to be signed with the District Council and the County Council. At the same 

time, revisions to the agreement covering the phasing of the development will be 

addressed to reflect the phasing now adopted on the site.  

 

9. REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

 

9.1 The responses of the public objections and those expressing support, Dursley Town 

Council and Cam Parish Council along with other consultees have been reviewed and 

given full regard in the consideration of the above application and the evaluation of the 

proposal.  

 

10. RECOMMENDATION: 

 

10.1  The proposed development is considered to comply with paragraph 32 of the 

Framework as well as Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005 and the emerging in policies in the Submission Draft Local Plan, December 2013 

and is recommended that it is RESOLVED TO GRANT PERMISSION for the scheme, 

subject to conditions and the completion of a Deed of Variation to the original legal 

agreements signed for the development.  

 

11.  SI 2274 STATEMENT 

11.1 For the reasons given above the application is recommended for resolution to grant 

consent. There was continued ongoing dialogue regarding the issues for consideration.  

 

12. HUMAN RIGHTS 

12.1 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 
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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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Item No: 03 
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/2519/FUL 

PP-03008067 

Site Address Field Head, Littleworth, Amberley, Stroud 

 

Town/Parish Minchinhampton Parish Council 

 

Grid Reference 384827,201576 

 

Application Type Full Planning Permission 

 

Proposal Erection of a slate roofed single storey 2 bed dwelling with attendant services 

and removal of existing garage. 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details Mr Brian Bertram 

Field Head, , Littleworth, Amberley, Stroud, Gloucestershire 

GL5 5AG 

 

Agent’s Details Mr Luke Copley-Wilkins 

5 Bridge Street, Nailsworth, Gloucestershire, GL60AA,  

 

Case Officer Miss Rebecca Russell 

 

Application 

Validated 

21.11.2013 
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 RECOMMENDATION 
Recommended 

Decision 

Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

 1. 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. 

 

 2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all respects in 

strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 

 

          Proposed plans, sections and elevations dated 19/11/2013 

          Plan number = 1852/14C     

 

          Design & Access Statement dated 19/11/2013 

 

          Survey (various) dated 23/12/2013 

          Plan number = 1852/11A     

 

          Proposed plans, sections and elevations dated 23/12/2013 

          Plan number = 1852/15     

 

          Proposed Elevations dated 23/12/2013 

          Plan number = 1852/14D     

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 

 

 

 

 3. No development shall take place until samples of the materials to be used 

in the construction of the external surfaces of the building works hereby 

permitted have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority.  Development shall then only be carried out in 

accordance with the approved details. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy HN8 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, 

Policy HC1 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013 and the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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4. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details 

of a scheme of hard and soft landscaping for the site has been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy HN8 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and 

Policy ES7 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013. 

  

5. 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. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy HN8 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and 

Policy ES7 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013.. 

 

 6. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until 

detailed plans have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority, of the method of disposal of surface water within the 

curtilage of the site.  The development shall not be brought into use until 

that agreed method has been provided and is available for use. 

 

 Reason: 

 To provide the development with a suitable method of disposing of 

surface water and to prevent the incidence of flooding in accordance the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 

  

7. The dwelling hereby permitted shall not be occupied until car parking and 

turning facilities have been provided in accordance with the approved 

plans and that area shall not thereafter be used for any other purpose 

other than for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles.  

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate off road parking and turning space is provided, in 

the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy GE5 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and Policy HC1 of the 

Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013. 
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 8. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking and 

re-enacting that order with or without modification), no development 

permitted under Article 3, and described within Classes A - E; of Part 1 of 

Schedule 2, shall take place. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the amenities of the area and comply with Policies HN8 

and GE1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, and 

Policies HC1 and ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013. 

 

 9. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, 

details and plans showing the finished slab level of the dwelling hereby 

permitted, including cross sections through the site, showing the 

relationship with adjoining land or highway and referenced to a fixed 

datum point outside the site, shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development hereby 

permitted shall then only be carried out in accordance with those 

approved details. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the amenities of the area and to accord with Policy HN8 

and GE1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and 

Policies HC1 and ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013.. 

 

10. No construction site machinery or plant shall be operated, no process 

shall be carried out and no construction - related deliveries taken at or 

dispatched from the site except between the hours 08:00 and 18:00 on 

Mondays to Fridays, between 08:00 and 13:00 on Saturdays and not at 

any time on Sundays or Bank or Public Holidays.  

 

Reason: 

protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people living or working 

nearby, in accordance with Stroud District Council Local Plan Policy GE1 

and Policy ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013. 

 

Informatives: 

 

 1. The applicant should take all relevant precautions to minimise the 

potential for disturbance to neighbouring residents in terms of noise, 

dust, smoke/fumes and odour during the construction phrases of the 

development. This should include not working outside regular day time 

hours, the use of water suppression for any stone or brick cutting, not 

burning materials on site and advising neighbours in advance of any 
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particularly noisy works. It should also be noted that the burning of 

materials that gives rise to dark smoke or the burning of trade waste 

associated with the development, are immediate offences, actionable via 

the Local Authority and Environment Agency respectively.  Furthermore, 

the granting of this planning permission does not indemnify against 

statutory nuisance action being taken should substantiated smoke, fume, 

noise or dust complaints be received.  For further information please 

contact Mr Robert Weaver, Environmental Protection Manager on 01453 

754489 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Parish / Town 

 

Not Yet Received Cotswolds Conservation Board (E) 

 

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

B And I Andrews, High Pleck, Littleworth  

Mrs J Bill, Bentley Cottage, Littleworth  

E Bourne, Johns Cottage, Amberley  

A Belmont, Chapel End, Littleworth  

Dr S Handel, Dynevor, St Chloe,, Amberley,  

M Brash, Lamb Inn Cottage, Littleworth  

P Fong, THorbury House, 18 High Street  

V Pride, Chapel Hill Cottage, Amberley  

P Finn, Lilac Cottage, Amberley  

J Panadine, Lilac Cottage, Amberley  

B Witcombe, Bradstone House, Amberley  

P Fong, Thornbury House, 18 High Street  

C Barnes, Hawthorns, Lower Littleworth  

P And D Myatt, West Cottage, Littleworth  

J Dixon, The Old Chapel House, Amberley, Stroud, GL5 5AL  

F McBryde, Old Lamb Inn, Littleworth, Amberley, GL5 5AG  

N Voss, The Black Horse, GL5 5AL  

Mr And  Mrs M Page., Hillview, Littleworth  

N Schmiegelow, Whitemoor, Amberley  

Mr And Mrs Haynes, Longcourt Cottage, Randwick  

Ms Edmunds, Elyn Cottage, Littleworth  

Mrs S Canning, Mole Cottage, Littleworth  

Mr A G Clay FRICS, Th Old Farmhouse, St Chlooe Green  

Mrs Joanna Wood, Ivy Cottage,, Littleworth,  

R Goulding, The Corner, Amberley  

Minchinhampton Parish Council, The Trap House, West End  

A Belmont, Chapel End , Littleworth  

I Bourne, Johns Cottage, Amberley  

J McIlroy, Ramillies, Littleworth, Amberley, Stroud., GL5 5AH  

C McIlroy, Ramillies, Littleworth  
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H Demuth, The Old Bakery, Littleworth  

 

Letters of Support  

J P Rowley, Greenmarley, Pinfarthings  

V Moss MRICS, Hillside, Littleworth, Amberley  

 

Letters of 

Comment 

                    

Mrs J Bill, Bentley Cottage, Littleworth                   

 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
UPDATE FOR MARCH DCC 

This application was deferred from the 11th February 2014 meeting to seek revisions to 

maintain the integrity of the stone boundary wall. 

 

Revised designs (including detailed cross sections) have been provided which show the new 

house constructed behind the existing wall. The boundary wall will be raised in matching 

natural stone. It will have a drystone appearance although mortared internally. A condition has 

been attached for approval of a sample panel. The revised plans are on the Council’s website 

and subject to reconsultation.  

 

The revised plans also detail the drainage and guttering. The drainage is inside the wall, which 

avoids any external guttering.     

 

A revised Design and Access Statement has been provided by the Agent showing the condition 

of the wall. The wall, in places, is in poor condition. It will be rebuilt as an authentic drystone 

wall, capped by traditional stonework.  

 

The agents are aware that the strays of the electricity pole extend over the siting of the 

dwelling. These will be removed.  

 

For completeness, the report to the February Committee is below.  

 

SITE 

The application site is part occupied by a garage and part garden which currently relates to 

Fieldhead which is a large detached stone house with a slate roof. The garage is accessed by a 

short length of lane. It is 245sqm in area.   

 

The site is within the Amberley Conservation Area and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.    

 

PROPOSAL 

The demolition of the existing garage and its replacement with a slate roofed single storey 2 

bed dwelling. Parking and access would be provided to the side. 

 

REVISED DETAILS 

None. 
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MATERIALS 

Wall: Cotswold stone and lime render. 

Roof: Slate. 

Windows: Conservation rooflights and aluminium windows and door. 

Timber gate.  

 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

S.06/0472/FUL PER             Erection of a garage extension.   

S.10/0168/TCA CONSEN Removal of Lime Tree (TCA 2).   

S.10/1906/HHOLD PER             Installation of 12 PV solar panels and 1 panel of 20 solar 

tube.   

 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

Minchinhampton Parish Council object to the proposal on the grounds that the proposed 

dwelling would harm the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and the AONB. 

 

There have been 35 letters of objections to this application. Objections include the principal of 

having a dwelling on this site, the modern design and scale of the dwelling, access of the 

proposed dwelling. These concerns are considered below. 

 

There have been 2 letters of support for this proposal. 

 

ARTICLE 31 STATEMENT – REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION - ARTICLE 31 

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:  

 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS - NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES 

 

Policy HN16 of the Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 specifically provides guidance on 

extensions and outbuildings. This requires consideration of the plot size, height, size and design 

of the extension as well as the possible impact on car parking provision. Policy GE1 prevents an 

unacceptable level of noise, general disturbance, smell, fumes, loss of daylight or sunlight, loss 

of privacy or an overbearing effect. Paragraphs 56-68 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) stress the importance of quality design. Policy GE5 maintains highway safety 

including public rights of way.  

 

Paragraphs 28, 109-125 of the NPPF apply to development in rural areas. It highlights the need 

to protect landscape character, maintain rural housing and communities and minimise impacts 

on biodiversity. It supports Local Plan Policy NE8, which places priority on the protection of the 

AONB, whilst Policy NE10 conserves the distinct landscape types in the District.     
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Paragraphs 126-141 of the NPPF is of relevance when assessing proposals on sites designated 

as Conservation Areas, or listed buildings and their setting. Local Plan Policy BE10 provides 

guidance on alterations and extensions to listed buildings.  The scale, design, proportions, 

detailing and materials used in the proposed development must be sympathetic to the 

characteristic form of area, the adjacent buildings and spaces. It should not cause loss of 

features of historic characteristic value, and maintains important views in/out. Policy BE5 

provides guidance on development affecting Conservation Areas. 

 

Policy HC8, ES6, ES7 and ES3 for the Stroud District Local Plan: Submission Draft December 

2013. Relevant to this particular application is the need for high quality design, protect the 

amenity of existing and future occupants and maintain highway safety. 

 

DESIGN/APPEARANCE/IMPACT ON THE AREA  

The proposal seeks to create a new dwelling on a plot of land to the South East of Field Head. 

The site is within a Conservation Area and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty but is within 

the Settlement Boundary. 

 

The proposed dwelling will infill an area of land that to the East of Field Head and the land is 

enclosed within a stone boundary wall. This wall is an important feature of the Conservation 

Area. The proposal seeks to build a single storey dwelling off this boundary. During the 

construction stage, the wall will be removed and rebuilt using the original stone to form the 

external walls of the new dwelling. Once rebuilt, the external visual appearance of the wall will 

remain the same. Due to the topography of the area, at its highest point, it will be one metre 

above the existing as stone boundary wall. It should also be noted that the immediate area 

surrounding the proposed site, is characterised by large two storey properties. As such, the 

scale of the proposed single storey dwelling would not look out of place. Due to the topography 

and the stone wall that encloses the site, the proposed dwelling will be shielded and will not be 

overbearing to the nearby neighbours. Any neighbouring properties would only see one metre 

of the proposed dwelling above the height of the wall.  

 

The proposed dwelling is a modern design. This has been raised as a concern in the objection 

comments. It would provide a contrast between the more traditional architectural style within 

the area. It is felt that this would be a positive contrast. The modest scale of the building and 

the use of natural materials and the innovative use of the boundary wall suggest that it should 

sympathise with the character of the area and equally not appear prominent.  

 

The alternative would be to create a dwelling on this site that followed the more traditional 

vernacular architecture of the area. This however would create a building that was much larger 

in size and scale to fit in with its surroundings. This would have the potential to be more visually 

obtrusive than the proposed single storey dwelling.  

 

The division of the plots as defined would provide adequate garden ground for both the 

existing and the proposed dwelling. The layout of the plot would also allow for sufficient open 

space to remain so as not to cause the site to appear cramped or overdeveloped. Furthermore, 

it is noted that the redevelopment of the site would not result in a loss of any open space that 

is important to locality, particularly in this built up part of the AONB.  
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The proposal is of appropriate design in accordance with the Policy HN16 of the Stroud Local 

Plan, November 2005 and emerging policy CP14. 

 

HERITAGE IMPLICATIONS 

The proposed dwelling would be located within close proximity to a Listed Building. However, 

due to the low height of the building, the use of sympathetic materials and the fact that the 

dwelling would be set into the site indicates that there would be no impact to the setting of the 

nearby listed building. 

 

The existing dwelling would remain a prominent feature in the street scene and would still be 

visible through the curtilage of the new dwelling.  The relatively small scale of the development 

also signifies that the wider impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding 

Conservation Area would be minimal.  Policies BE12 and BE5 would be satisfied, together with 

the principles contained within the NPPF and emerging Policy ES10 and Policy BE5 of the Stroud 

District Local Plan, 2005. 

 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 

The proposed development would be accessed via a small side road that leads onto the main 

road. Concern has been raised over the impact that another dwelling will have on this road and 

how much additional traffic it will cause. Highways have classed this highway as a category 4 

and state that the standard guidance should be applied to this application. The comments raise 

have been acknowledged, however, it is felt that one additional dwelling will not cause a 

significant increase to the amount of traffic along this road. One letter of support states that 

the increase in traffic caused by the proposed development may have arisen anyway if the 

existing garage was bought back into use. 

 

The proposal would result in the loss of the existing garage from the site. The proposed 

development would still allow for adequate parking facilities to the side of the building. 

 

Comments have also been made in respect of the potential impact to pedestrians using the 

adjacent footpath.  These concerns are acknowledged, although it is noted that the nature of 

the highway at this point is such that traffic speeds would be very low.  Coupled with the 

visibility that would remain, the risk to pedestrians would be minimal.  Highway safety and 

sustainability would be preserved in accordance with Policies GE5 and GE1 with the advice 

contained within the NPPF. 

 

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY  

Taking account of separation distances between existing houses and the new dwellings, 

coupled with the relatively low height of the dwelling, it is evident that no significant 

overbearing or loss of light would be experienced by neighbouring properties. 

 

The orientation of the dwelling would not directly face windows to nearby neighbours. One 

neighbouring property has raised concerns about windows on their boundary facing onto the 

plot of land where the development is proposed. Although there will be a window on the south 

elevation of the proposed dwelling, due to the change in floor levels this will not impact greatly 

upon the neighbouring property. Sufficient distance will remain between the proposed dwelling 

and the neighbouring property.  
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The new dwelling would also be off-set from the line of the existing house and as such no loss 

of privacy would be caused to this building.  Residential amenity would be preserved in 

accordance with Policy GE1. 

 

An informative is also proposed advising the applicant/successors in title to minimise potential 

disturbance during the construction phase. 

 

REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

 

PARISH: 

The Parish Council object to the application citing concerns that the incorporation of the stone 

wall into the dwelling would alter the appearance of the Conservation Area. Members also felt 

that this was the overdevelopment of the site. These comments are acknowledged and are 

addressed above. 

 

NEIGHBOURS: 

- 35 Letters of objection have been received raising issues in respect of potential overlooking, 

the scale of the development, disruption caused during the construction process, impact on the 

Conservation Area, potential harm caused to the boundary Cotswold stone wall, the design of 

the proposed dwelling, impact on the footpath and potential overdevelopment of the site. 

 

- One comment of objection raises concern over the gravel to be used on the proposed 

driveway and the noise implications it may have. As it currently stands, the owner of Field Head 

could cover the existing driveway with gravel under permitted development rights and it is felt 

that the proposed development on this site would not add any greater level of disturbance than 

could be allowed without planning permission. 

- Two letters of comment raise concerns over the impact of the dwelling on the Conservation 

Area and nearby Listed Building. Concern has also been raised over the choice of roofing 

materials and the position of the proposed dwelling. 

 

- Two letters of support have been received.  

These comments are noted and are addressed in the report above. 

 

CONSULTEES: 

-  Gloucestershire County Highways do not object to the proposal and state that the proposal 

should be dealt with under the standard guidance as this is a Category 4 road. 

- Environmental Health raise no objections to the proposal subject to conditions relating to 

minimising disruption during the construction phase.   

 

RECOMMENDATION 

The proposal has been recommended for permission. 

 

The proposal, owing to scale design, finishes and location on the host property, would not have 

any significant adverse impact on the character or appearance of the property or area, would 

not harm visual or residential amenities and parking provision would be unaffected.  The 

proposal would accord with appropriate policies and permission is recommended subject to 

conditions 
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SI 2274 STATEMENT 

There was a pre - application discussion on this application and the submitted proposal 

reflected the pre application discussion.  

 

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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Item No: 04 
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/2707/FUL 

 

Site Address Land Adjacent To Stanley House, Selwyn Close, Ryeford, Stonehouse 

 

Town/Parish Kings Stanley Parish Council 

 

Grid Reference 381168,204122 

 

Application Type Full Planning Permission 

 

Proposal Erection of a Single storey dwelling.  Revised application following 

S.13/0331/FUL. 

 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details Bathurst Limited 

PO Box 339, Stroud, Gloucestershire, GL6 7AY,  

 

Agent’s Details Mr David Foulkes 

10 Green Close, Uley, Dursley, Glos, GL11 5TH 

 

Case Officer Ian Pople 

 

Application 10.12.2013 
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Validated 

 RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended 

Decision 

Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

 1. 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. 

 

 2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all respects in 

strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 

  

 Section of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 103     

 

 Site Plan of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 106     

 

 Ecology report of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 107     

 

 Bat Survey of  10/12/2013 

 

 Design & Access Statement of  10/12/2013 

 

 Proposed Drawings of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 110     

 

 Section of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 109     

 

 Section of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 108     

 

 Proposed plans and elevations of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 102     

 

 Planning Layout of  10/12/2013 

 Plan number = 0484 101     

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 
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 3. No development shall take place until samples of the materials to be 

used in the construction of the external surfaces of the building works 

hereby permitted have been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the Local Planning Authority.  Development shall then only be carried 

out in accordance with the approved details. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policies HN8, BE5 and BE12 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005,  Policy HC1 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013, and the provisions of the National Planning 

Policy Framework. 

 

 4. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until 

details of a scheme of hard and soft landscaping for the site has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy HN8 and BE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005 and Policy HC1 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013. 

  

5. 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. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policies HN8, BE5 and BE12 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005 and Policy HC1 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013. 

  

6. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until 

detailed plans have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority, of the method of disposal of surface water within 

the curtilage of the site.  The development shall not be brought into use 

until that agreed method has been provided and is available for use. 
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 Reason: 

 To provide the development with a suitable method of disposing of 

surface water and to prevent the incidence of flooding in accordance the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 

  

7. Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, secure 

cycle storage shall be provided in accordance with details to be 

submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 

agreed provision shall be made available for use prior to the first 

occupation of the dwelling hereby approved and shall be maintained as 

such thereafter. 

 

 Reason: 

 To provide secure storage for cycles within the curtilage of the 

development in accordance with Policy TR1 of the adopted Stroud 

District Local Plan, November 2005, Policy EI12 of the Submission Draft 

Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013. and the sustainability 

principles contained within the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

 8. The dwelling hereby permitted shall not be occupied until car parking 

facilities have been provided in accordance with the approved plans and 

that area shall not thereafter be used for any other purpose other than 

for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles.  

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate off road parking and turning space is provided, 

in the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy GE5 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, and Policy HC1 of 

the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013. . 

 

 9. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking 

and re-enacting that order with or without modification), no 

development permitted under Article 3, and described within Classes A - 

F; of Part 1 of Schedule 2 and Class B of Part 2 Schedule 2, shall take 

place. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the amenities of the area and comply with Policies 

HN8, BE12 and BE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005, and Policies HC1 and ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013. 
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10. No development or other operations shall commence on site in 

connection with the development hereby approved, including any tree 

felling, tree pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access, 

construction or widening, or any operations involving the use of 

motorised vehicles or construction machinery until a pre-start meeting 

has commenced with the Local Authority tree Officer and the main 

contractor.  

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure the health and safety of the trees on the site and to ensure 

continuity of the visual amenity that they provide in accordance with 

Policy NE11 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and emerging Local Plan Policy ES8. 

 

11. No works of any description shall be commended on site until all existing 

trees which are to be retained have been securely protected in 

accordance with Section 8 of BS 5837 2012 "Trees in relation to design, 

demolition and construction - Recommendations".  Within the protected 

area the ground levels shall remain as existing, no materials, spoil or 

equipment shall be placed or stored thereon and no excavations shall 

take place.  Such protection shall be maintained throughout the course 

of the development. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure the health and safety of the trees on the site and to ensure 

continuity of the visual amenity that they provide in accordance with 

Policy NE11 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and emerging Local Plan Policy ES8. 

 

12. The development hereby approved shall not be commenced until a full 

Construction Method Statement (incorporating a full Constraints Plan) 

has been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority.  The statement should be based on the 'Outline Construction 

Method Statement' submitted 10 Dec 2013.  The approved statement 

shall be adhered to throughout the construction period and shall provide 

for: 

 

 i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

 ii) loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

 iii) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development; 

 iv) wheel washing facilities; 

 v) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction 

and 

 vi) hours of construction and all site related activities. 

 vii)tree and root protection in accordance with the submitted 

arboricultural method statement. 

 viii) means of constructing the proposed dwelling 
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 Reason: 

 To ensure the health and safety of the trees on the site and to ensure 

continuity of the visual amenity that they provide in accordance with 

Policy NE11 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and emerging Local Plan Policy ES8. 

 

13. The materials and method used in the construction of the proposed 

footpaths shall be compliant with the details given in the design and 

access statement dated December 2013. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure the health and safety of the trees on the site and to ensure 

continuity of the visual amenity that they provide in accordance with 

Policy NE11 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and emerging Local Plan Policy ES8. 

 

14. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in strict 

accordance with the recommendations made within the submitted 

Ecological Appraisal, Bat & Reptile Survey Report and Update Survey 

submitted dated 10 Dec 2013, with any relevant mitigation measures 

put in place in full prior to the first occupation of the buildings and shall 

be maintained as such thereafter. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure the preservation of protected species on site, in accordance 

with Policy NE4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 

2005 and Policy ES6 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013. 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Arboricultural Officer (E) 

Environmental Health (E) 

Parish / Town 

 

Not Yet Received Contaminated Land Officer (E) 

 

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

A Pritchard, 1 Stanley House, Ryeford  

J Meadley, Flat 3, Stanley House  

Menendez, Flat 2, Stanley House  

 

Letters of Support  

 

Letters of 

Comment 
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 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 
SITE 

The site is located off the main road into Kings Stanley, on the corner of Selwyn Close.  It was 

formerly associated with Stanley House, a large Grade II listed building positioned to the west 

of the site.  The site covers an area of approximately 0.22ha and is largely overgrown, with 

some mature trees. The site is screened from the main road to the east by an existing stone 

wall, which extends the length to the eastern boundary and varies in height between 1.5m - 

2m.  Pedestrian access is gained from Selwyn Close to the north of the site.  No vehicular access 

is present.  The topography of the site varies across the plot, with a lower area present to the 

southwest corner.  The site is within the Stanley Mills Conservation Area and close proximity to 

the boundary with the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

 

PROPOSAL 

The application is made for the erection of a single dwelling to the south western end of the 

plot.  The building would be single-storey, set into the ground and would have a foot print of 

approximately 260sqm. 

 

REVISED DETAILS 

None 

 

MATERIALS 

Roof: Green 'living' roof 

Walls: To be agreed 

Fenestration: Grey Aluminium 

 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

Planning permission was refused in October 2013 for the erection of a single dwelling on the 

site for the sole reason: 

 

Insufficient information has been supplied to enable the Local Planning Authority to accurately 

assess the impact of the development and the potential residential use on the protected trees 

contrary to Policy NE11 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and the 

provisions of paragraph 118 of the NPPF. 

 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

- Objections have been received from the adjoining neighbours, citing concerns regarding the 

impact on the setting of the Conservation Area and the nearby listed building, the impact to 

trees on site, loss of privacy, the design of the building, surface water drainage, the ecological 

impact, the possible impact on archaeology and the need to contribute to the local housing 

supply. 

- Environmental Health suggests a full contaminated land condition be added if minded to grant 

consent, as the site is within 150m of a former landfill site.  Measures to prevent disturbance 

during the construction phase are also suggested. 
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ARTICLE 31 STATEMENT – REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION - ARTICLE 31 

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:  

 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS - NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES 

In considering this application, the provisions of Policies HN8, NE4, NE8, NE11, BE5, BE12, GE1, 

GE5 and TR1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 have been taken into 

consideration.  The principles contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

are also relevant in this instance.  These aim to retain the character and amenity of the site and 

that of neighbouring properties while preserving the character and appearance of the defined 

Conservation Area and the nearby Area of Outstanding Beauty, while maintaining the setting of 

the adjacent listed building and highway safety. 

 

The emerging draft Stroud District Local Plan was approved by the Council on 25 July 2013 for 

publication and then submission to the Secretary of State.  The plan is therefore a material 

consideration in planning decisions.   The most relevant Policies from this document include 

Policies CP8, HC1, CP14, ES12, ES3, ES6, ES10 and ES7.   

 

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT 

The site lies within the defined Settlement Boundary where there is a presumption in favour of 

development subject to design and amenity considerations and to a satisfactory means of 

access being provided.  The plot is located adjacent to other properties, at the corner of an 

established residential street.  The plans detail provision for a new vehicular and pedestrian 

access, together with parking provision for two vehicles.  The previous application was heard at 

Committee in November 2013, at which Members raised no objection to the principle of the 

development.  Given that the latest scheme does not propose any significant changes in terms 

of unit numbers, design, etc, the principle of establishing a new dwelling in this location 

remains acceptable in accordance with Policy HN8 and emerging Policies CP8 and HC1. 

 

DESIGN IMPLICATIONS  

The revised application maintains the contemporary design of the previous scheme, 

incorporating a single-storey dwelling set into the ground with a green “living roof”.  This would 

again ensure that the building would not be overtly visible at its highest point. The areas of 

exposed walling, not into the sloping ground, would be finished in timber boarding.    

 

The contemporary design of the building would again make use of the site's topography, being 

positioned at the lowest point of the site.  The plans indicate that only certain glimpses of the 

building will be possible from the adjacent highway.  This coupled with the proportionate scale 

of the building, suggests the design respects the character of the area.  The creation of 

pedestrian only access to the dwelling from the parking area would also allow visual harm to be 

further minimised. 
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The arrangement of the plot would also provide adequate garden, compliant with the Council's 

Residential Design Guide.  The layout also allows for suitable landscaping.  Subject to the 

provision of suitable landscaping and agreement of suitable material samples, Policy HN8 and 

the design criteria of the NPPF would be satisfied, together with emerging Policy CP14. 

 

HERITAGE IMPLICATIONS 

The application site is within the defined Conservation Area and is within 50m of Stanley House, 

a Grade II listed building.  Objections have again been received with regard to the potential 

impact on these designated assets.  By setting the dwelling into the site, the majority of the 

building would be screened from view.  Indeed the height of the boundary wall indicates that 

traffic passing along the adjoining highway would not be able to see the dwelling in situ.  This 

coupled with the relatively small scale of the dwelling and the use of appropriate materials 

indicates that the dwelling would have no impact on the character and appearance of the 

surrounding Conservation Area.   

 

Objections regarding the site's designation within the Conservation Area are noted; however 

this does not necessarily prevent development. Furthermore, this was not a reason for refusal 

for the previous application.  As such, the revised proposal is considered to comply with Policy 

BE5 as well as the NPPF and emerging Policy ES10. 

 

The dwelling would be located adjacent to a Grade II listed building and historic maps indicate 

that the plot did once form part of its curtilage.  However, over time the plot has become 

clearly separated, particularly as a result of the evolution of Selwyn Close.  Fencing and mature 

planting at the boundary have further emphasised this degree of separation.  As previously 

acknowledged, historic proposals have centred on creating large, two-storey dwellings that 

incorporated mixed design elements that were clearly at odds with Stanley House.  These 

would have clearly been seen as a visual intrusion into the historic setting of this particular 

building.  The current scheme, as with its predecessor, takes this into account by minimising the 

visual presence of the building and thereby preserves the setting the adjoining listed building, 

in accordance with Policy BE12, the principles contained within the NPPF and emerging Policy 

ES10. 

  

LANDSCAPE IMPACT 

As with the previous application, the plot is outside the AONB but is visible from it.  However, 

the proposed dwelling would be sited amongst a cluster of other residential properties, within 

the defined settlement boundary.  Coupled with the use of sympathetic materials and minimal 

design implications, it is evident that there would be no adverse impact on the character and 

appearance of the AONB, in compliance with the merits of Policy NE8, Par. 115 of the NPPF, 

together with emerging Policy ES7. 

 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 

The proposal again involves the creation of a new parking area to the northern tip of the site.  

This would provide parking for two vehicles, and would be served by the existing access into 

Stanley House.  The parking provision would be in excess of the Council's adopted standards; 

however it is deemed that this would be appropriate given the site's location.  Concerns have 

been expressed with regard to increased traffic generation in close proximity to the entrance to 

Selwyn Close, however a net increase of one unit would not have a severe impact on the 
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current situation.  It is also noted that visitor parking would be available on street, in close 

proximity to the site to accommodate any additional requirement.  Concern has also been 

expressed with regard to future demand for further access works resulting from the excessive 

length of the pedestrian access.  This is noted and it is proposed to remove Permitted 

Development Rights to ensure the Local Planning Authority retains appropriate control of this.  

Highway safety would be preserved in accordance with Policy GE5. 

 

The site is within the defined settlement boundary and therefore a sustainable location.  Secure 

cycle storage facilities could be incorporated into the scheme. There are public transport, shops 

and other facilities available.  The provisions of Policy TR1 and the principles contained within 

the NPPF would be satisfied. 

 

ARBORICULTURAL IMPLICATIONS 

The previous application was refused due to the lack of information relating to the impact of 

development on the surrounding trees.  This current application now includes an updated 

arboricultural assessment and also a Construction Method Statement. This shows that all works 

can be undertaken outside the root protection areas.  The Statement also details that suitable 

surfaces can be laid during the construction phase to ensure that no harm is caused by 

construction vehicles.  

 

Further information has also been included to detail the available daylight and sunlight.  

 

The information submitted has been assessed by the Senior Arboriculturalist and no objection 

has been raised subject to condition.  Officer's are therefore satisfied that the original refusal 

reasons have now been overcome and that the proposal is now compliant with Policy NE11 of 

the Local Plan, together with Par. 118 of the NPPF. 

 

ECOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The revised proposal again contains a full ecological assessment, incorporating appropriate 

mitigation measures.  Subject to an appropriately worded condition, ecological interests on site 

would be protected.  The design of the building is also low impact on ecology, especially the 

green roof.  The removal of Permitted Development Rights would also ensure that the Local 

Planning Authority can retain control of any further development on site.  Biodiversity would be 

preserved in accordance with Policy NE4. 

 

DRAINAGE 

Concern has been expressed with regard to potential drainage issues.  The site is within Flood 

Zone 1 and is therefore at minimal risk of flooding.  A condition could be added to ensure that 

suitable surface water drainage details are submitted.   Subject to a suitable scheme being 

submitted, the proposal would be compliant with the technical guidance contained within the 

NPPF. 

 

ARCHAEOLOGY 

Objections have been received in respect of the archaeological potential of the site.  These 

comments are acknowledged, however it is noted that the revised application proposes no 

greater impact than that of the previously refused scheme, where it was determined that no 

harm would be caused in this respect. 
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RESIDENTIAL AMENITY  

There are dwellings to the west and therefore any potential impact must be carefully 

considered.  Taking account of separation distances between existing houses and the new 

dwelling, coupled with the subterranean design of the new dwelling, no significant overbearing 

effect or loss of light would be experienced.  Concerns have again been raised with regard to 

potential loss of privacy to adjacent gardens; however the orientation of the site and the 

absence of any overlooking windows indicate that no loss of privacy would occur.  The revised 

scheme would have no impact on current levels of amenity in accordance with Policy GE1 and 

emerging Policy ES3. 
 

REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES  
 

PARISH: 

The Parish Council object to the proposal citing concerns regarding the impact on the 

Conservation Area, increased demand to fell more trees, additional requirement for parking, 

the need to provide larger homes, the impact on ecology and the impact on the setting of 

Stanley House.  These comments are acknowledged and are addressed above. 
 

NEIGHBOURS: 

Objection have been received citing concerns regarding access to the site, impact on the setting 

of the Conservation Area and the nearby listed building, the impact to trees on site, loss of 

privacy, the design of the building, surface water drainage, the ecological impact, the possible 

impact on archaeology and the need to contribute to the local housing supply. These comments 

are acknowledged and are addressed in the report above. 
 

CONSULTEES: 

Environmental Health suggest a condition limiting hours of operation during the construction 

phase and also an informative to limit potential impact to neighbours, particularly with regard 

to the burning of waste on site. 
 

CONCLUSION 

The previous proposal was recently only refused on impact on the adjacent trees. This matter 

has now been addressed. The proposal would comply with Policies HN8, NE4, NE8, NE11, BE5, 

BE12, GE1, GE5 and TR1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 together 

with the principles contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 

emerging Local Plan Policies CP8, HC1, CP14, ES1, ES10 and ES7.   
 

SI 2274 STATEMENT 

The applicant and agent met with Officers following the refusal of the previous application.  

This resulted in the submission of the current scheme, which is relatively self-contained and 

required little further correspondence with the applicant or agent. 
 

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 
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application no particular matters, other than those referred to in this report, warranted any 

different action to that recommended. 
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Item No: 05 
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/2750/FUL 

 

Site Address Land Behind Woodland View, Middleyard, Kings Stanley, Gloucestershire 

 

Town/Parish Kings Stanley Parish Council 

 

Grid Reference 381806,203252 

 

Application Type Full Planning Permission 

 

Proposal Erection of one detached house and garage (Demolition of existing garage and 

sunroom). 

 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details Graham Kitson 

Woodland View, Middleyard, Stonehouse, Glos, GL10 3PP 

 

Agent’s Details None 

 

Case Officer Ricardo Rios 

 

Application 

Validated 

18.12.2013 
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 RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended 

Decision 

Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

 1. 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. 

 

 2. No construction site machinery or plant shall be operated, no process 

shall be carried out externally and no construction-related deliveries 

taken at or  dispatched from the site except between the hours 08:00 

and 18:00 on Mondays to Fridays, between 08:00 and 13:00 on 

Saturdays and not at any time on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays. 

 Reason: To protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people 

living and/or working nearby, in accordance with Stroud District Council 

Local Plan Policy GE1, Policy ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013.  and in accordance with the provisions of 

Circular 11/95. 

 

 3. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, full 

details of the construction, dimensions, materials and design of all walls, 

railings, fencing and other boundary treatments shall be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Works shall 

then only be carried out in accordance with the approved details, and 

shall be completed before the dwelling is first occupied and maintained 

as such thereafter. 

 

            Reason:                 

            These matters require further consideration in the interests of neighbour 

amenity and the character and appearance of the area in accordance 

with Policies GE1 and HN8 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, and Policies ES3 and HC1 of the Submission Draft 

Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013. . 

  

4. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of 

a scheme of hard and soft landscaping for the site have been submitted 

to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 

  

5. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of 

landscaping shall be carried out in the first complete planting and 
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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. 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 

 

6. The dwelling hereby permitted shall not be occupied until car parking 

and turning facilities have been provided in accordance with the 

approved plans and that area shall not thereafter be used for any other 

purpose other than for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles.  

 

            Reason: 

            To ensure that adequate off road parking and turning space is provided, 

in the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy GE5 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, and Policy ES3 of 

the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013. 

  

7. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until 

detailed plans have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority, of the method of disposal of surface water within 

the curtilage of the site.  The development shall not be brought into use 

until that agreed method has been provided and is available for use. 

 

            Reason: 

            To provide the development with a suitable method of disposing of 

surface water and to prevent the incidence of flooding in accordance the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 8. No development shall take place, including any works or demolition, 

until a construction method statement has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved 

statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction period and 

shall provide for: 

 

            i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

            ii) loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

            iii) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development; 
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            iv) wheel washing facilities; 

            v) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction 

and 

            vi) hours of construction and all site related activities. 

 

            Reason: 

            In the interest of highway safety and neighbour amenity and to comply 

with Policies GE1 and GE5 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005, and Policy ES3 of the Submission Draft Stroud District 

Local Plan, December 2013.. 

  

9. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking 

and re-enacting that order with or without modification), no 

development permitted under Article 3, and described within Classes A - 

E; of Part 1 of Schedule 2, shall take place. 

 

           Reason: 

            In the interests of the amenities of the area and comply with Policies NE8 

and GE1 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, and 

Policies ES3 and ES7 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, 

December 2013. . 

 

10. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all respects in 

strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 

 

            Proposed Block Plan of  18/12/2013 

            Proposed floor plan of  18/12/2013 

            Proposed Elevations of  18/12/2013 

            Proposed floor plan of  18/12/2013 

            Proposed floor plan of  18/12/2013 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 

 

 

 

Informatives: 

 

 1. The applicant should take all relevant precautions to minimise the 

potential for disturbance to neighbouring residents in terms of noise, 

dust, smoke/fumes and odour during the construction phrases of the 

development. This should include not working outside regular day time 

hours, the use of water suppression for any stone or brick cutting, not 

burning materials on site and advising neighbours in advance of any 

particularly noisy works. It should also be noted that the burning of 
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materials that gives rise to dark smoke or the burning of trade waste 

associated with the development, are immediate offences, actionable 

via the Local Authority and Environment Agency respectively.  

Furthermore, the granting of this planning permission does not 

indemnify against statutory nuisance action being taken should 

substantiated smoke, fume, noise or dust complaints be received.  For 

further information please contact Mr Robert Weaver, Environmental 

Protection Manager on 01453 754489. 

 

2. The applicant is reminded that this planning permission does not 

override any civil obligations he or she may have, and as such any civil / 

private restrictions will need to be resolved by the parties concerned, or 

their representatives, prior to works commencing on site. 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Parish / Town 

 

Not Yet Received  

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

N And  A Ardagh-Walter, The Retreat, Middleyard  

D And T Price, Kent House, Middleyard  

Mrs J Arnold, Carousel, Middleyard  

Dr J Louth, The New House, Middleyard  

Mrs H M M Smith, 2 Orchard Close, Kings Stanley  

N Ardagh-Walter, The Retreat, Middleyard  

A And  S Cook, 1 Orchard Close, Middleyard., Kings Stanley, Stonehouse  

 

Letters of Support  

 

Letters of 

Comment 

        

 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 

The application site is part of the rear garden to Woodland View. It is accessed from the East via 

a private shared driveway.  

 

The site currently has a swimming pool towards the North, a pool house to the North West and 

a large detached garage to the South. 

 

Separate vehicular access and parking provision is available to the existing dwelling at the front 

of the existing property. 

 

The site is within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The area has a wide variety of houses 

in a haphazard pattern. Although, there is a clear line between the built form and the 

countryside, reinforced by the fields North of the Cotswold Way.   
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PROPOSAL 

The proposal seeks permission for the erection of a detached dwelling and a detached garage 

to the rear of Woodland View. 

  

REVISED DETAILS 

None  

   

MATERIALS 

Walls:   Natural stone                

Roof:   Bradstone reconstructed stone tiles                

Doors/windows:   Cream powder coated aluminium           

  

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

Applications S.13/0699/FUL and S.13/2155/FUL for the erection of a detached house and 

garage were withdrawn in 2013. 

Both applications put forward similar schemes to that under consideration now, which were 

withdrawn following the officer's recommendation to refuse the application on the grounds 

that the design of proposed dwelling was out of keeping with the area.  

The current scheme has followed officer's advice in reducing the scale and amending the 

proportions of the proposed dwelling; its overall design and form; and the proportions of 

windows and doors as well as finishing materials to appear more in keeping with the Cotswold 

vernacular. 

  

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

Public 

Nine neighbouring residents have written to object to the proposed scheme over its impact on 

highway safety, the Cotswold Way, the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the amenities 

of neighbouring residents. 

   

Parish 

The Parish Council has objected to the scheme over its impact on highway safety, the Cotswold 

Way, the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the amenities of neighbouring residents. 

The Parish Council suggested a single storey dwelling, such as a dormer bungalow, would be 

more appropriate.   

 

 

 

Consultations   

Stroud District Council Environmental Health Department has raised no objections to the 

scheme subject to condition.      

 

ARTICLE 31 STATEMENT – REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION - ARTICLE 31 

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 
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summarised below together with a summary of the Policies and Proposals contained within the 

Development Plan which are relevant to this decision: 

  

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS - NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES 

In considering this application, the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

have been considered as well as Policies GE1, GE5, HN8, NE8, RL6, TR1 and TR12 of the adopted 

Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and policies HC1, ES3, ES7 and ES12 of the Emerging 

Stroud District Local Plan: Submission Draft December 2013. 

   

These policies seek to manage new residential development by ensuring that the site is located 

in a sustainable location and causes no adverse landscape harm.  

Any application must be in keeping with the existing character and built form and must not 

adversely impact on the route, character, function and recreational value of public rights of 

way. 

Proposals must not severely impact on highway safety and must contribute towards conserving 

and enhancing the natural environment. 

Provision must be made for adequate private amenity space; whilst the amenity of existing and 

future neighbouring residents must be protected. 

  

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT 

The site is within the defined Settlement Boundary where there is a presumption in favour of 

development subject to design and amenity considerations and to a satisfactory means of 

access being provided. 

 

The site forms part of an existing residential garden and benefits from an existing access in the 

form of a shared driveway with the neighbouring property know as "Carousel, Middleyard in 

Kings Stanley" secured via a Deed of Conveyance. 

 

The plot is also set amongst other residential properties in a predominantly residential area.  In 

this respect the principle of further residential development on the site can be considered in 

accordance with adopted Policy HN8 and emerging Policy HC1. 

  

DESIGN AND LAYOUT 

The new dwelling would be two storeys and it would have a ridge height just under 7.5 metres 

with an eaves height of approximately 3.8metres. The new dwelling would be positioned within 

an existing domestic curtilage belonging to Woodland View. 

 

The proposal allows approximately 20 metres separation, which coupled with the flat nature of 

the topography of the site, would ensure the new dwelling would not appear overbearing in 

relation to the existing dwelling. 

 

The dwelling would be finished in contextual materials. The new dwelling would also appear 

proportionate, with a suitable ridge height and gable widths and roof pitch which follow the 

proportions of a Cotswold vernacular style. 
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The proposed garage is single storey and of a simple design. The height, size and design are 

considered appropriate in relation to the proposed dwelling as the proposed garage would 

appear as a subservient outbuilding.  

 

By virtue of the proposal's location to the rear of Woodland View; the proposal which would be 

screened by the existing dwelling, would not have a harmful impact on the street scene. 

 

The siting of the dwelling follows the building line formed by the existing neighbouring 

properties and domestic outbuildings. Its general layout would not compete with the 

surrounding form of the area and there would be no detrimental impact caused to the 

character and appearance of area when viewed from the Cotswold Way. 

 

The arrangement of the plot as defined would provide adequate garden for the dwelling, 

compliant with the standards set out in the Council's Residential Design Guide and in keeping 

with the form of surrounding development. 

 

It is also noted that ample space would remain so as not to appear cramped or overdeveloped.  

Furthermore, the redevelopment of this site would not result in a loss of any open space that is 

important to the locality.  Policy HN8, emerging Policy HC1 and the design criteria of the NPPF 

would be satisfied. 

 

LANDSCAPE IMPACT 

Whilst the site is within the AONB and visible from vantage points along the route of the 

Cotswold Way, the proposed dwelling would be sited amongst a cluster of other residential 

properties and domestic outbuildings, within the defined settlement boundary.  Coupled with 

the use of sympathetic materials, there would be no significant adverse impact on the 

character and appearance of the AONB, in compliance with the merits of Policy NE8 and 

emerging Policy ES7. 

  

Concerns have been raised over the proposal's impact on the character of the Cotswold Way 

running approximately 10 metres away from the proposed new dwelling alongside the 

Northern boundary. 

 

The proportions of the proposed new dwelling and the choice of materials follow the Cotswold 

vernacular and the proximity of the proposed dwelling to the Cotswold Way is matched by 

other properties such as "7 Orchard Close" in Kings Stanley.  

 

As such, the nature and design of the proposed dwelling will not materially affect the character 

of the Cotswold Way which will continue to lie alongside residential properties of a Cotswold 

vernacular, nor will the proximity to the development, which is similar to that experienced in 

other sections, significantly reduce its attraction. 

  

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 

Concerns have been raised that the proposed new dwelling could lead to loss of light and an 

overbearing affect. 
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The proposed layout shows the new dwelling located approximately 18 metres away from 

Woodland View and approximately 20 metres away from other neighbouring properties to the 

South. 

 

A gap of over 18 metres is maintained between the proposed dwelling and neighbouring 

property to the East and over 25 metres separate the neighbouring property to the West. 

 

Taking into account the degree of separation from neighbouring properties and the height and 

size of the new dwelling, it is considered that no significant overbearing effect would be caused 

and the new dwelling would not cause any significant loss of light or overshadowing.  

 

Concerns have also been raised over potential loss of privacy to neighbouring properties. It is 

acknowledged that there may be a degree of overlooking caused by the first floor window 

serving two bedrooms on the South elevation of the proposed new dwelling, those windows 

would be over 20 metres away from windows of neighbouring properties. Whilst this is less 

than the 25 metres separation distance usually required by the Council, the property known as 

"The Retreat, Middleyard" has limited fenestration to the rear; only three small windows which 

would limit the level of overlooking. 

  

The other neighbouring property to the South "1 Greystones, Middleyard" is one storey in 

height and has most of its windows protected from overlooking by the boundary treatment.    

  

The loss of privacy caused to Woodland View would be limited by the non habitable nature of 

most of the rooms they serve.  In addition the bedroom at the top floor has a large window in a 

habitable room; this however is offset by the height of the window which gives direct views 

over rather than into the new dwelling.  It is also noted that Woodland View is the applicant's 

own property and by submitting the application they are accepting a degree of overlooking. 

 

A condition is also recommended to remove Permitted Development Rights. This would ensure 

that the Local Planning Authority would retain control over the insertion of any new windows. 

 

The degree of separation between the window on the west elevation and the window of 

neighbouring residents would ensure this element of the proposal would not significantly harm 

the privacy of neighbouring residents. 

 

Residential amenity would be preserved in accordance with Policy GE1, and emerging policies 

CP14 and ES3. 

  

 

 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 

Neighbouring residents and the Parish Council have objected to the proposal on the grounds 

that the access to the proposed new dwelling is too narrow, forcing larger vehicles to approach 

the site in a wide angle which could lead to an obstruction to incoming traffic and give rise to 

hazardous situations. Concerns have also been raised over the inadequacy of the visibility 

splays provided by the existing access arrangements and the impact caused by a possible 

increase in traffic during construction and the life of the development. 
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It is accepted the proposed dwelling would use a substandard access. However, this is similar to 

the existing arrangements and the only difference is the traffic for an extra dwelling. It would 

not amount to a severe impact and the implication mainly relates to a private drive rather than 

public highway.  

 

Consequently the proposal is felt to accord with paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 

  

There has been a question over the right to the use the access, and whether the access could 

be relocated to remove any right. Issues surrounding the transfer of rights of access are civil 

matters which fall outside of the scope of this application.  

  

OTHER MATTERS 

Neighbouring residents also objected to the scheme on the grounds that the increase in traffic 

and the intensification of the use of the access to the proposed dwelling could lead to damage 

to fence and property due to vehicles using shared driveway and loss of privacy to 1, 2, and 3 

Orchard Close due to the proximity of their windows to the proposed access. 

Whilst these comments are noted, the circumstances surrounding the access would remain as 

existing and could not be justified to cause significant harm.  

  

REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

Both the Parish Council and neighbouring residents raised valid issues surrounding the access 

arrangements and overall impact of the proposal on highway safety. 

 

The Parish Council and neighbouring residents concerns extended towards the impact of the 

proposed development on the Cotswold Way, the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the 

amenities of neighbouring residents.  

All comments have been noted and discussed throughout the report under the relevant 

headings.  

Consultees: Stroud District Council Environmental Health Department has raised no objections 

to the scheme subject to condition. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 In light of the above, it is considered that the proposal complies with the policies outlined. 
   

SI 2274 STATEMENT 

Unfortunately this application was submitted without any meaningful pre-application 

discussions. The case officer contacted the applicant to negotiate changes to the design; this 

resulted in previously submitted applications being withdrawn and the submission of the 

current scheme. 
  

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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Item No: 06 
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/2329/FUL 

PP-02925330 

Site Address Langford Mill House, Charfield Road, Kingswood, Wotton-Under-Edge 

 

Town/Parish Kingswood Parish Council 

 

Grid Reference 374465,192316 

 

Application Type Full Planning Permission 

 

Proposal Use of access to serve existing offices. Creation of overspill parking area and 

erection of new boundary fences. Change of use of internal storage area to 

create further office space. 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details Loxley 

The Byre, Woodend Farm, Cromhall, Wotton-under-Edge, Gloucestershire 

GL12 8AA 

 

Agent’s Details Matthew Blaken 

David James & Partners, Well House, The Chipping, Wotton-under-Edge, 

Gloucestershire 

GL12 7AD 

 

Case Officer Ian Pople 
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Application 

Validated 

20.12.2013 

 RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended 

Decision 

Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

 1. 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. 

 

 2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all respects in 

strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 

 

 Proposed floor plan of 25/10/2013 

 Plan number = 50831/06/101 A     

 

 Proposed Elevations of 25/10/2013 

 Plan number = 50831/06/120     

 

 Site Location Plan of 25/10/2013 

 

 Proposed Block Plan of 25/10/2013 

 Plan number = 50831/06/007 A     

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 

  

3. The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of 

the development hereby permitted shall match those used in the 

existing building. 

 

 Reason:  

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy BE10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and Emerging Policy ES10. 

  

4. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until car 

parking and turning facilities have been provided in accordance with the 

approved plans (50831/06/007 rev A) and that area shall not thereafter 

be used for any other purpose other than for the parking and 

manoeuvring of vehicles. 
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 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate off road parking and turning space is provided, 

in the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy GE5 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005. 

  

5. 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. 

This shall include details of species, size of plants, details of any support 

structures. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy BE10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and Emerging Policy ES10 

 

6. 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. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to comply with 

Policy BE10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 

and Emerging Policy ES10. 

  

7. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until secure 

and covered cycle storage facilities for a minimum of 6 bicycles has been 

made available in accordance with details to be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The agreed 

provision shall be maintained as such thereafter. 

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate cycle parking is provided and to promote cycle 

use, in accordance with Policy TR1 and the sustainable principles 

contained within the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

Informatives: 

 

 1. The applicant should take all relevant precautions to minimise the 

potential for disturbance to neighbouring residents in terms of noise, 

dust, smoke/fumes and odour during the construction phrases of the 
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development. This should include not working outside regular day time 

hours, the use of water suppression for any stone or brick cutting, not 

burning materials on site and advising neighbours in advance of any 

particularly noisy works. It should also be noted that the burning of 

materials that gives rise to dark smoke or the burning of trade waste 

associated with the development, are immediate offences, actionable 

via the Local Authority and Environment Agency respectively.  

Furthermore, the granting of this planning permission does not 

indemnify against statutory nuisance action being taken should 

substantiated smoke, fume, noise or dust complaints be received.  For 

further information please contact Mr Robert Weaver, Environmental 

Protection Manager on 01453 754489. 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Planning Strategy Manager (E) 

Development Coordination (E) 

Mr David Lesser 

Parish / Town 

Environmental Health (E) 

 

Not Yet Received  

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

R Jarvis, 23 Chestnut Park,   

Dr D Hatton, Nampara, Old Rectory Road  

Mrs Dann, 7 Hillesley Road, Kingswood  

Mr M Tapner, 11 Hillesley Road, Kingswood 

I Morgan-Giles, 10 Chestnut Park,, Kingswood,  

Green, The Chipping , Kingswood  

Jennifer, Barratt,   

Mr Knight, 22 Tyndale View, Kingswood.   

A Clarke, C/o 10 Chestnut Park, Kingswood  

 

Letters of Support  

 

Letters of 

Comment 

          

 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 

DESCRIPTION OF SITE 

The application site is a substantial former mill building, in a mix of natural stone and brick 

under a stone tiled roof.  The building currently forms part of a larger site used by a joinery 

business and is grade II listed.  A modern, steel-frame warehouse lies to the southwest of the 

main mill and is used as a workshop.  The main mill is largely used as an office for the business, 

with parking to the front.  Access is currently taken through the Abbey Mills Industrial Estate, 

off Charfield Road.  The site is partly within Flood Zone 2 & 3.  The building is also within a key 
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employment site.  The adjacent land to the northeast is also within the control of the applicant.  

Planning permission has recently been granted to divide the site. 

 

PROPOSAL 

Planning permission is sought to utilise an existing agricultural access off the B4060 Wotton 

Road to the east.  An overspill parking area is also proposed on the adjacent agricultural land, 

along with new boundary fencing.  The use of existing internal storage in the mill building 

would also be changed to additional office accommodation. 

 

REVISED DETAILS 

None 

 

MATERIALS 

 

Walls: Stone 

Roof: As existing  

Doors/windows: As existing  

 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

Planning permission was approved in 2003 for the creation of a highway access and domestic 

road onto Wotton Road to the east of the site, together with agricultural buildings and the 

construction of a bridge.  This was approved subject to condition in September 2003.  Condition 

6 restricted the use of the access as follows: 

 

The proposed access shall only be used to serve the agricultural land and domestic dwelling 

known as Langford Mill House.  It shall not be used in conjunction with the applicant's business 

site on the adjoining land. 

 

Reason: 

In order to allow the Local Planning Authority to retain control over the land in the interests of 

amenity. 

 

The main site itself also has a long planning history, with the most recent application being 

S.13/2331/COU for change of use of the modern joinery workshop to mixed B1/B8 use 

including the erection of a single storey extension.  This was approved in December 2013 and 

has effectively allowed the separation the modern workshop and the main mill building. 

 

 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

 

Parish 

Kingswood Parish Council object to the proposal and note the following concerns: 

 

The parish council have some very serious concerns as regards to the above planning 

application. These relate to highway and pedestrian safety. The concerns relate to the proposed 

change of use for the access on Wotton Road from residential to business. The parish council are 

concerned as there is an existing business access on Charfield Road. The agent has supplied no 



106 
 

reasons as to why this cannot be used by the proposed new offices. Concerns have been raised 

by the parish council, the community and the local Police. Please can I request on behalf of the 

parish council that this application is decided by the Development Control Committee. 

 

They also make the following observations: 

 

-Firstly they are concerned that the applicant has not carried out any pre-consultation on this 

application. 

- The council are supportive of Langford Mill as an employment site. 

- The parish council are concerned with the lack of information and reasons for the change of 

access supplied in the Design and Access Statement on this application. The council would like to 

know why the existing business access on Charfield Road cannot be retained for use. 

- The parish council are against the change of use of the access believing this will have an 

impact on road and pedestrian safety. Wotton Road is the main route to the local secondary 

school. The pedestrian pavement is located on the Langford Mill side of the road. The change of 

use from residential with very low levels of traffic using the entrance to business use, will put 

pedestrians particularly children in conflict with vehicles turning into Langford Mill. This appears 

an unnecessary increase in risk to the pedestrians when the current business entrance on 

Charfield Road could be used.  

- The Community and Parish council have put in time and money on community road safety and 

run a Community Speed Watch Scheme. As it falls to the community to carry this out we believe 

weight should be given to the community on this issue. 

- Any condition applied to the change of access restricting it to office use B1 (a) or B1 (b) use 

would be impossible to enforce. The enforcement would not be carried out by either the LPA or 

the Highways Agency but from the local Police. This would be difficult and impossible for them 

to do consistently rendering the condition useless. 

- The council are concerned that the views of the Police have not been sought on this 

application. As explained above it is would be the police who would be called to enforce any 

condition. 

- The extension of the car park into green space adds to the urbanisation of the space and 

affects the heritage setting of the mill. Once again no explanation has been given as to why the 

existing parking space cannot be utilised. 

 

Public 

Objections have been received from local residents, citing concerns regarding the impact on 

highway safety, particularly the threat to pedestrians using the footway at this point. The 

increase in traffic generation is also raised.  Objectors see this application is a precursor to 

other development on the site. 

 

Consultations  

- The Water Resources Engineer raises no objection to the proposal. 

- Environmental Health suggest a condition to ensure appropriate measures are taken if any 

contamination is uncovered during any works. 

- Gloucestershire County Highways raise no objections to the proposal subject to condition. 

- Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records highlight the presence of protected species 

within the vicinity of the site. 

- Planning Strategy raise no objections to the proposal. 
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ARTICLE 31 STATEMENT – REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION - ARTICLE 31 

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:  

 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS - NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES 

In considering this application, the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

have been considered as well as Policies GE1, GE5, EM3, EM6, BE5, BE10, TR1 and TR12 of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and policies EI1, ES3, ES10 and ES12 of the 

Stroud District Local Plan: Submission Draft December 2013. 

 

These policies seek to manage expansion of existing employment sites while ensuring that no 

harm is caused to the residential amenity, the character and appearance of the surrounding 

area, the setting of nearby listed buildings, while maintaining highway safety. 

 

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT  

The main mill building is on a key employment site and the retention as employment land is a 

principal consideration.  This proposal retains the mill as B1 office accommodation, in 

accordance with the provisions of Policies EM3 and EI1.  Indeed, the conversion of the existing 

storage area would further increase the available employment space and thereby maximise its 

potential to contribute to the viable employment stock in the local area.  As such, the principle 

of development accords with Policy. 

 

Policy EM6 allows for the extension of sites by way of new buildings or increased land area of 

existing employment sites within or adjacent to key employment sites subject to the 

development not appearing as an intrusion into the open countryside, that the site is capable of 

accommodating the development in terms of layout, access, parking and landscaping and that 

the development is appropriate in scale to the locality.  These issues are addressed later in the 

report. 

 

DESIGN AND LAYOUT 

The proposal is for only minor alterations to the external appearance of the main mill building, 

in matching materials.  Consequently there is no impact on the wider street scene.  The new 

parking area would be formed using Grasscrete, with a Grasscrete footpath leading to the mill.  

This would maintain the character of the site and given that new planting, the parking area 

would be largely hidden from view. 

 

Furthermore, the access and track already exists and the works would be seen against the 

backdrop of the existing industrial estate, the development would not appear as an intrusion 

into open countryside.  Neither would it appear as being cramped or overdeveloped.   
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The division of the main mill and the modern workshop would also aid in defining the new 

layout of the site, providing a more attractive working environment for the occupiers of the 

office building.  The design criteria of the NPPF would be satisfied. 

 

HERITAGE IMPLICATIONS 

The application involves works to the existing listed building and also works that could affect its 

setting.  A corresponding listed building consent application has been approved.  As such, the 

conversion works are deemed to be acceptable.  Furthermore, given the minimal scale of the 

works on the adjacent land, coupled with the appropriate landscaping and boundary 

treatments proposed, no harm would be caused to the setting of the main mill building.  Policy 

BE10 and paragraphs 126-141 of the NPPF, together with emerging policy ES10 would be 

satisfied. 

 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 

The proposal would involve the use of the existing agricultural and domestic access off the 

B4060 Wotton Road to the east of the site.  This access is currently lightly trafficked with a 

gated entrance and stone wall marking the site frontage.  There are objections to the use of this 

access, increased traffic generation and pedestrian safety.  However this access already exists 

and could currently be used more intensively than at present.  A B1 office use would not 

involve any heavy vehicle traffic often associated with the industrial use of the adjoining estate.  

In this respect, any conflicting traffic movements would be avoided. 

 

The Parish Council have asked why the current parking arrangement cannot be maintained.  

Without the division of the site there would be increased danger from heavy industrial vehicles 

and conflict with the traffic from the new office based enterprise.   

 

Gloucestershire County Highways have assessed the application and note that the access onto 

Wotton Road is safe and suitable, with visibility provided in excess of the necessary standards.  

They also highlight that the 2003 permission restricted the use of the access by heavy good 

vehicles, however they note that a B1 use of the site would negate the need for such a 

condition in this instance.  They have also calculated that the use of the building for B1 office 

purposes would equate to approximately 20-30 additional vehicle movements per day, an 

increase that could not be deemed as severe. 

 

While it is accepted that the pavement is well used by pedestrians, in particular children 

travelling to and from the adjacent school, sufficient visibility remains to ensure that both 

vehicles and pedestrians would not be put at risk.  Subject to condition, the proposal is deemed 

to comply with the merits of Policy GE5.  It is also noted that the original condition was 

imposed on amenity grounds and not to control highway safety. 

 

The Parish Council have requested that the Police are consulted on the application.  This has 

been done and their comments will be forwarded in Late Pages 

 

Parking provision is shown to be provided to the front of the existing mill, with the new 

overspill provision in the adjacent field.  This provision, with the inclusion of cycle parking, 

would satisfy the Council's adopted standards.  
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The existing mill building is in the defined settlement boundary and is accessible by a variety of 

means.  In this respect, the additional office accommodation would provide a sustainable 

addition to local employment opportunities.  It is also proposed to condition that cycle storage 

facilities are also provided to further enhance the scheme's sustainable credentials. 

 

DRAINAGE IMPLICATIONS 

The site is within Flood Zone 2 & 3; however the proposal would not involve any significant 

works or alterations that would adversely affect existing flood storage capacity.  It is also noted 

that the proposal would maintain the same flood vulnerability category and would therefore 

create limited flood risk. The Water Resources Engineer has been consulted with respect to 

potential flooding issues and raises no objection to the proposal.  The proposal is deemed to 

meet the requirements of the technical guidance contained within the NPPF. 

 

ECOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records highlight the presence of protected species 

within the vicinity of the site.  This is acknowledged, however given the minimal level of works 

proposed it is evident that no harm would be caused to the protected species identified. 

 

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY  

The main mill building and the proposed parking area are approximately 160m from the nearest 

residential property and as such the impact to residential amenity by way of loss of light, 

overbearing effect or loss of privacy would be minimal.  The original condition was imposed to 

ensure that the Local Planning Authority could retain control of the site in the interests of 

amenity.  Given the minimal anticipated increase in traffic movements, combined with the 

nature of the B1 use, it is accepted that the impact of the use of the existing access on current 

levels of amenity would be negligible.  Policy GE1 would be satisfied. 

 

OTHER MATTERS 

Objections have been received in respect of the potential for this application to be a precursor 

to further development on the site.  These comments are accepted, however it is noted that 

the Local Planning Authority can only consider the current application on its own merits and 

cannot take into consideration potential future applications. 

 

The Parish Council are also concerned that the applicant/agent did not undertake any 

consultation prior to submitting an application.  This is noted and applicants and agents are 

encouraged to consult with the local community prior to submitting applications but they are 

not required to do so. 

 

REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

 

Parish/Town Council 

The Parish Council object to the proposal with their principle concern being the increased use 

of the proposed access onto Wotton Road and the potential highway and pedestrian safety 

issues associated with this.  These comments are acknowledged and are addressed above. 
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Neighbours 

Objections have been received from local residents, citing concerns regarding the impact on 

highway safety, particularly the threat to pedestrians using the footway at this point. The 

increase in traffic generated from the site is also raised.  Objectors are also concerned that this 

is a precursor to other development on the site.  These comments are acknowledged and are 

addressed in the report above.  

 

Consultees 

- The Water Resources Engineer raises no objection to the proposal 

- Environmental Health suggest a condition to ensure appropriate measures are taken if any 

contamination is uncovered during any works. 

- Gloucestershire County Highways raise no objections to the proposal subject to condition. 

- Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records highlight the presence of protected species 

within the vicinity of the site. 

- Planning Strategy raise no objections to the proposal. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the above, it is considered that the proposal complies with the policies outlined. 

 

SI 2274 STATEMENT 

While there was limited pre-application discussion on this project, it was found to be self 

contained and required little further dialogue with the applicant. 

 

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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Item No: 07 
Application No. 

Site No. 

S.13/2583/FUL 

PP-03032648 

Site Address The Cube, Bath Road, Stroud, Gloucestershire 

 

Town/Parish Rodborough Parish Council 

 

Grid Reference 384281,204765 

 

Application Type Full Planning Permission 

 

Proposal Erection of dwelling - Retrospective (Revision to planning permission 

S.06/1423/FUL - to include changes to the external finish and approval of 

landscaping details, garage omitted) 

 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s Details Miss April Church 

The Cube, , Bath Road, Stroud, Gloucestershire, GL5 3JY 

 

Agent’s Details None 

 

Case Officer Sarah Carruthers 

 

Application 16.12.2013 
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Validated 

 RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended 

Decision 

Permission 

Subject to the 

following 

conditions: 

 

 1. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all respects in 

strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 

 

            Proposed plans and elevations of  21/01/2013 

            Plan number = 102     

 

            Landscape Layout of  21/01/2013 

            Plan number = 100     

 

 Reason: 

 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 

 

 2. Within two months from the date of the permission, the dwelling hereby 

approved shall be finished in white painted smooth render in 

accordance with the approved plans. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance 

with Policy HN8 of the Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005, and 

Policy HC1 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013. . 

 

 3. 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 and to accord with the 

NPPF (para. 58). 

 

 4. The vehicle parking area shall be laid out in accordance with the 

approved plans and shall be maintained as such, free of obstruction. 
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 Reason: 

 To ensure that sufficient parking is made available to comply with Policy 

TR12 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and 

Policy HC1 of the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 

2013. 

 

 5. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) (Amendment) Order 2008 (or any 

order revoking and re-enacting that order with or without modification), 

no development permitted under Article 3, and described within Classes 

A, B, C, D and E; of Part 1 of Schedule 2 (includes alterations, extensions 

and outbuildings), shall take place. 

 

 Reason: 

 In the interests of the amenities of the area and to accord with Policy 

HN8 of the Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 and Policy HC1 of 

the Submission Draft Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013.. 

 

 6. The first floor window in the northwest elevation of the dwelling (and 

nearest to the northeast boundary) shall be glazed in obscure glass in 

accordance with details submitted under S.10/0091/DISCON, and 

maintained as such thereafter.  

 

 Reason:  

 In the interests of the amenities of the occupiers of adjoining residential 

property and to comply with Policy GE1 of the Stroud District Local Plan, 

November 2005 and Policies CP14 and ES3 of the Submission Draft 

Stroud District Local Plan, December 2013.. 

 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 

Received 

Parish / Town 

Development Coordination Revised Details (E) 

 

Not Yet Received  

 CONTRIBUTORS 

Letters of 

Objection 

 

Mr And  Mrs Michael Lewis, Tanglewood, Bath Road  

M Godwin, 49 Bath Road,   

A Milne, Glenlyn House,, Frome Avenue,  

Mrs K M Qattan, 58 Bath Road, Stroud  

Mr And Mrs Dangerfield, Woodside, Bath Road  

S Scott, Enderley, Frome Avenue  

 

Letters of Support  

 

Letters of 

Comment 

  

K Bainbridge, Glenlyn, Frome Avenue, Stroud,          
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 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 

SITE 

This is a newly built detached dwelling located off Bath Road in Stroud. It is contemporary style 

and two storey. It has nearly been finished in white painted smooth render. The site is bordered 

by neighbouring properties. The dwelling is accessed by a shared driveway, with the garden and 

parking area to the northeast. The cycle track and Industrial Heritage Conservation Area are 

north of the site. 

 

PROPOSAL 

The proposal is for the retention of the dwelling which has been built in accordance with the 

previously approved 2006 scheme, except for the finished materials. This application proposes 

white painted render throughout, whereas the original approved scheme had sections of 

horizontal cedar boarding, on the northwest and southwest elevations. 

 

MATERIALS 

Walls: White painted smooth rendered blockwork 

Roof: Dark grey single ply membrane to flat roof 

Fenestration: Dark Grey powder coated aluminium 

 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

03/615 Outline permission granted for a dwelling. 

S.06/0534 Application for erection of a dwelling. Withdrawn. 

S.06/1423/FUL Permission granted for erection of a dwelling. The dwelling was constructed 

although not all the conditions were formally discharged. 

S.10/0091/DISCON Discharge condition 7 (details of obscure glazing) of S.06/1423/FUL.  

S.13/01715/DISCON Discharge conditions 3 and 4 (landscaping scheme and material samples) 

of S.06/1423/FUL. This application was withdrawn following Officer advice; the development 

had not been implemented in accordance with the conditions and changes to the approved 

materials were being proposed. 

 

REVISED PLANS 

Revised landscaping plan received 21/1/14 that addressed an inaccuracy regarding the 

southwest boundary treatment. 

 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

One letter of comment and six letters of objection received - comments and objections include;  

 

- unsympathetic and out of character with surrounding buildings 

- blinding when reflected in sun light/luminous at night 

- appears unfinished 

- cladding or landscaping would improve and tone down appearance 

- highly visible to surrounding properties 

- it should be constructed as previously approved. 
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Parish Council object - external finish should be as agreed by original planning consent. 

EHO - hours of construction condition. 

Highways Planning Liaison - refers to standing advice. 

 

ARTICLE 31 STATEMENT – REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION - ARTICLE 31 

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:  

 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS - NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES 

In considering this application, the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

have been considered as well as Policies GE1, GE5, HN8, BE5 and TR12 of the adopted Stroud 

District Local Plan, November 2005 and Policies HC1, CP14, ES3 and ES10 of the Stroud District 

Local Plan: Submission Draft December 2013. 

 

These policies seek to manage new residential development within settlement boundaries by 

ensuring that it is in keeping with the existing character and built form and provision is made 

for adequate private amenity space; whilst protecting the amenity of existing and future 

occupants and maintaining highway safety, and conserving the setting of the nearby 

Conservation Area.  

 

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT  

The development has been approved under permission S.06/1423/FUL in terms of its scale, 

form, design, siting, highway safety and amenity impact, including the use of white painted 

render on the majority of the building. The only difference between the approved scheme and 

the current scheme is the use of render throughout. Therefore consideration should only be 

given to the impact that the additional render would have on the character and appearance of 

the area.  

 

APPEARANCE/IMPACT ON AREA 

The proposed additional render covers 28 square metres. This is not significant in comparison 

to the total surface area of the elevations (approximately 239 square metres, which includes 

approximately 43 square metres of glazing). 

  

The use of white painted render throughout follows the sleek modernistic style of the dwelling. 

Whilst the dwelling is very different in character from the surrounding properties, render has 

been considered acceptable in this location and the additional rendered sections would not 

cause unacceptable harm. Indeed it is not visible from public view. The setting of the nearby 

Conservation Area will not be adversely affected by the proposal.  

 

The landscaping details are in keeping with the residential nature of the area and are 

considered acceptable. 
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The building does appear unfinished on the northwest and southwest elevations; the areas 

previously proposed for cladding, have been left as white painted blockwork, whilst the 

application is being considered. A condition is recommended so that the proposed render finish 

is fully completed within two months. 

 

Conditions from the 2006 permission including obscure glazing, the implementation of 

landscaping, maintaining the car parking area and removal of permitted development rights are 

still relevant. These are again recommended.   

 

REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

The objections and comments from neighbours and the Parish Council have been noted. Whilst 

the previous scheme included timber cladding, it was not a determining factor but a choice 

proposed by the applicant at the time and the current proposal must now be considered on its 

own merits. 

 

The revised elevations are visible from neighbouring properties and gardens to the west and 

south west of the site; however the additional rendered sections on the front (northwest) 

elevation would be largely obscured by the rendered sun shading structures. This just leaves 

the southwest elevation, which already has a significant area of render. 

 

The complete rendering of the dwelling provides a sharp finish, which is in keeping with its 

strong contemporary design. Render has been considered an acceptable material for the area 

and it would seem unreasonable to insist that the scheme is only acceptable provided the 

sections on the two elevations are clad in cedar. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the above, it is considered that the proposal complies with the policies outlined. 

 

SI 2274 STATEMENT 

There was some pre-application discussion on this project, due to the planning history. Once 

the application was submitted, it was found to be fairly self contained and required minimal 

dialogue with the applicant. 

 

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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