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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. 
 



Development Control Committee 2 Minutes 

11 February 2014  Subject to approval at next meeting 

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 
 
  



Development Control Committee 10 Minutes 

11 February 2014  Subject to approval at next meeting 

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. 
 


