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2013/14 

 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

10 September 2013 
 

6.00 pm – 8.25 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 
A 
P 
P 
P 

 
** = Chair * = Vice-Chair  A = Absent P = Present 
 
Other Members in attendance  
 
Paul Carter Stephen Lydon 
John Jones Nigel Studdert-Kennedy 
 
Officers In attendance  
 
Head of Planning Senior Planning Officers 
Development Control Team Manager  Democratic Services & Elections Officer 
Locum Solicitor   
 
DC.029 APOLOGIES 
 
An apology for absence was received from Councillor Hayden Jones. 
 
Late Pages had been circulated to all Members and were made available to 
members of the public prior to the commencement of the meeting. 
 
The Chair explained the public speaking scheme whereby members of the public for 
or against an application would be allowed to speak for a maximum of 3 minutes per 
slot, clarifying that if there were more than one person wishing to speak they needed 
to arrange between themselves to share the time. 
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DC.030 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Councillors  Application No/  

Agenda Item 
Nature of Interest 
(where disclosed) 

Action tak en in 
respect of 
disclosure 

Ken Stephens S.13/1289/OUT 
S.13/1214/FUL 

Councillor knew 
people mentioned in 
correspondence with 
both applications but 
did not have a 
personal or 
disclosable 
pecuniary interest. 

Remained in the 
Chamber and took 
part in the 
discussion and 
voting. 

 
Clarification was given by the Locum Solicitor that under the Council’s adopted Code, 
there were now only two types of interests: disclosable pecuniary interests and 
personal interests.  Merely knowing a person connected with a planning application 
would not in itself constitute a personal interest. 
 
DC.031 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Contro l Committee meeting 

held on 13 August 2013 are accepted as a correct re cord.  
 
DC.032 PLANNING SCHEDULE  
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect 
of the following applications:- 
 

1. S.13/1289/OUT 2. S.13/1214/FUL 3. S.13/1178/HHOLD 
4. S.13/0636/OUT     

 
DC.033 ITEM 1 – APPLICATION FOR OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSI ON 

FOR UP TO 150 RESIDENTIAL UNITS WITH ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND ACCESS WITH ALL OTHER MATTERS 
RESERVED AT LAND SOUTH OF LEONARD STANLEY PRIMARY 
SCHOOL, BATH ROAD, LEONARD STANLEY, GLOS 
(S.13/1289/OUT) 

 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the above report for outline planning 
permission for up to 150 residential units with associated infrastructure and access 
with all other matters reserved.  Members had visited the site and were in receipt of 
Late Pages which were emailed to them on 6 September 2013 and also circulated 
prior to the meeting.  The Officer Report referred to 6.25 years’ housing land supply.  
This was based on early draft figures which had since been reviewed.  It was 
confirmed that the Council did have an excess of 5 years’ housing land supply. 
 
The Chair invited the two Ward Members  for the Stanleys to speak to the application 
and address the Committee.  Councillor  Nigel Studdert-Kennedy , stated that 
previous applications on this land had been consistently rejected by both the Local 
Authority and Planning Inspectorate.  Considerable development had already taken 
place in the Stanleys and the site was situated outside of the development boundary.  
Both Leonard Stanley and Kings Stanley were two rural villages which did not feature 
within the Council’s Local Plan.  There were large numbers of villagers in opposition to 
the proposal and it was unacceptable to build up to 150 dwellings which were not 
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welcomed.  The Ward Councillor requested the Committee to support the Officer’s 
advice and to refuse the application. 
 
Councillor Stephen Lydon , concurred with Councillor Studdert-Kennedy adding that 
there had been a number of developments already permitted within the Stanleys and 
they had had their fair share.  If this development were to be permitted, he felt it would 
cause chaos.  There had been an overwhelming public response against this 
development and nobody was in favour of it.  He was not saying there should be no 
future development in the Stanleys, but there needed to be discussion with local 
people.  This application was not welcomed.  The site had a planning history dating 
from 1963 where applications had been refused.   There were good reasons for the 
Committee to reject this application. 
 
The Chair invited, Mrs Irene Litton, Clerk to both Leonard Stanley and  Kings 
Stanley Parish Councils to address the Committee for a maximum of six minutes.   
 
Leonard Stanley Parish Council  – Mrs Litton confirmed that the Officer’s Report had 
recognised the key issues against this large scale development.  Leonard Stanley and 
Kings Stanley were two separate villages and the proposed development, if permitted, 
would be detrimental to both villages.  700 letters of objection had been submitted and 
not one letter in support.  She drew Members’ attention to the flooding issues.  Other 
areas of concern related to the highway access and safety issues.  The volume of 
traffic already caused congested roads.  The proposed unsuitable access point next to 
the school was an accident waiting to happen.  The views of local people had not 
been taken into account and the Mankley Road Action Group had been formed to 
oppose the application. 
 
Kings Stanley Parish Council  – Kings Stanley Parish Council objected to the 
planning application and requested it was refused.  The proposed site marked the 
boundaries between the two villages and the joining of these was not welcomed.  The 
proposed site was close to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which attracted 
visitors who walked along the Cotswold Way.  Visitors to the area often stayed in 
B&Bs and visited the coffee shop.  Mankley Field supported wildlife and the current 
field supported farming.  15 dwellings were being built at Deacons Close, 21 at Middle 
Yard and 140 units at Stanley Mill.  Another large scale development was not 
sustainable.  Other major concerns were the traffic issues. 
 
The Chair invited, Diane Odell on behalf of the Mankley Field Action G roup  to 
speak in opposition  to the proposal.  She said that if the development were granted it 
would have an impact on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and run the risk of 
flooding.  The CPRE did not support the application and the report from Val Kirby said 
that the proposed development was out of scale.  The area of land which was now a 
‘green wedge’ separating the two villages would merge the two settlements and they 
would lose their identity.  She objected to the proposal on the grounds of Paragraphs 
109 and 115 of the NPPF.  The site had flooded in September 2008 and there was a 
risk of surface water flooding which proved that the GCC information was incorrect.  
She felt that the application should be refused on the grounds of flooding and 
requested that the Committee unanimously vote to reject the application. 
 
There were no speakers in support  of the application. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that landscape concerns could be reflected in 
refusal reason 1.  Development of the site had been previously refused and the Officer 
read out the comments of the Local Plan Inspector.  The classification of the site as 
Grade 3a agricultural land meant that it was excellent land for growing crops.  The 
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Senior Planning Officer confirmed that there were still outstanding matters on highway 
safety and the Highway Authority’s objection still stood.  The size of the site was 
stated incorrectly within the Officer Report; the correct figure was 8.3 hectares.  
Because the application was for outline planning permission the plans were not 
detailed but the proposal was for up to 150 units. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, to include landscape concerns 
was proposed of Councillor David Drew and seconded by Councillor Martin Whiteside. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer read out a suggested amended refusal reason 1 as 
follows: “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.”  This amendment was agreed by both the proposal and seconder. 
 
During debate it was recognised that the site was in a beautiful part of the District 
with open space that could be viewed from different aspects.  The joining up of the 
two villages would destroy their respective identities. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer read out an amended refusal reason 4 as follows: 
“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.”  This amendment was agreed by both the proposer and 
seconder. 
 
Members were supportive of the proposed amendments to the reasons for refusal. 
During debate it was suggested that reference to the AONB should also be included in 
the amended refusal reason 1.  The Senior Planning Officer suggested adding the 
words “especially the AONB as emphasised by Policy NE8.” to the end of the last 
sentence after the word “countryside”.  This was supported by Members including both 
the proposer and the seconder. 
 
On being put to the vote the Motion was unanimously declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE application S.13/1289/OUT for th e reasons stated within 

these Minutes. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7.05 pm and reconvened at 7.15 pm. 
 
DC.034 ITEM 2 – APPLICATION FOR FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR 

THE ERECTION OF THREE DWELLINGS ON LAND ON THE 
NORTH-WEST SIDE OF MILLEND ROW, MILLEND LANE, 
EASTINGTON, GLOS (S.12/1214/FUL)  

 
The Senior Planning Officer outlined the above application for 3 replacement dwellings 
on land adjacent to Millend Mill, Eastington occupying an overgrown site of 
approximately 0.22ha.  He highlighted a typographical error in the spelling of the word 
“site” on the third paragraph of page 36 of the Officer Report, which should have read 
“sited”.  There were no Late Pages.  Members had visited the site prior to the meeting. 
 



Development Control Committee 5 Minutes 
10 September 2013  Subject to approval at next meeting 

The Chair invited Mr Mark Jones to speak on behalf of Eastington Parish Council  in 
opposition  to the application, to address the Committee.  He requested that the 
Committee support the Officer’s recommendation to refuse the application because 
the development was outside the settlement boundary.  Excellent work had been 
carried out on the restoration/conversion of the old Mill but Millend Lane was at 
maximum capacity and could not sustain more traffic.  He requested that Committee 
refuse the application. 
 
The Chair invited, Mr Didier Ryan  the Agent to speak in support  to the application.  
He stated that in 1990 permission was given for the buildings to be demolished and 
rebuilt but due to finances rebuilding works had not be undertaken.  Since that date 
the planning rules had changed.  The NPPF was a consideration because the Council 
had to meet a 20% housing supply buffer and Stroud was failing to meet its housing 
numbers.  He requested that the Committee support the application and grant consent 
for the 3 cottages rather than risk an appeal.  He urged Members to work with the 
applicant and vote in support of the application. 
 
In reply to Members’ questions to Officers the following information was given:- 
 

• The NPPF did support growth but Officers and the Parish Council were in 
agreement that there were vehicular access difficulties. 

• A building had been taken down and visibility complied with County Highways.   
• There was a lack of footway which would make walking/cycling to local facilities 

difficult. 
• In 2008 an application was approved to convert a Grade II Listed Building, in a 

state of collapse, into 8 units and 6 new build units which enabled the Mill to be 
saved. 

• The Mill building was in a category Zone 3 for flooding but the proposed site 
was categorised as Zone 1 and 2, at no risk of flooding.  A suitable SUDs 
condition could be added, if the application were granted.  Confirmation was 
given that the area flooded regularly and there were added flooding hazards 
further down the lane. 

• The site was now in the ownership of a new developer who had no connection 
with the previous owner of the site. 

 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor John 
Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Graham Littleton. 
 
Some Members felt that compromises had already been made in granting 
development in order to save the Mill and that the current proposal was a step too far.  
Also, the road was dangerous for pedestrians and footfall should not be increased. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 8 votes for the Officer’s recommendation, 1 vote 
against and 2 abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE application S.12/1214/FUL as set out with in the report 

and minutes. 
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DC.035 ITEM 3 – HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION FOR RETROSPECTIVE  
APPLICATION FOR EXISTING LOG CABIN DWELLING AND 
OFFICE FOR BUSINESS USE AT THE GREEN BARN, NYMPSFIE LD 
ROAD, FOREST GREEN, NAILSWORTH (S.13/1178/HHOLD)  

 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the above application.  He referred to the Late 
Pages received today from Robert Fox, Gloucestershire County Council’s Land Agent 
confirming that his previous comments still stood.   
 
The Chair invited Councillor Paul Carter, Ward Member for Nailsworth  to address 
Committee.  He concurred with the Officer’s recommendation.  There was no livestock 
on the site and it was used as a base for operating the applicant’s business and the 
storing of equipment.   
 
The Chair invited Councillor Rowland Blackwell also Ward Member for 
Nailsworth , to address Committee.  He had visited the site and spoke in support of 
the application which was for a genuine business that had been built up over 13 years 
in a rural location.  The business could not be relocated to an industrial site and 
following enquiries there had been no offer to relocate onto rural estates.  The present 
location was a perfect site for the business but was isolated and could not be made 
secure resulting in several break-ins.  The NPPF stated that rural workers businesses 
should be supported and the Council was working with Gloucestershire Enterprises.  
The Police supported the applicant living on site and the point of issue was that the 
applicant slept in the log cabin.   
 
The Chair invited, Mr J Darby  who was acting as Agent  to speak in support  of the 
application to address the Committee.  The timber yard was purchased in 2000 and 
since then the forestry industry had changed considerably.  The timber yard was noisy 
and was isolated; working on an industrial estate was not a suitable location.  There 
had been 4 break-ins and the Police supported the application.  Permission needed to 
be granted for the business to survive and expand.  Cotswold District Council had 
approved a similar application and asked that permission be given. 
 
In reply to a question on need, the Senior Planning Officer confirmed that a previous 
application submitted in November 2012 had been refused.  Mr Fox had given advice 
that there was no essential functional need for the applicant to be permanently located 
on the site; his work during the day took him off site.   
 
The Development Control Team Manager asked Committee to consider what was 
special about this application.  There was concern that if permission were granted it 
would create a precedent.  Confirmation was given that, amongst other activities, 
timber was processed on-site, fire wood was cut and also charcoal produced.  Off-site, 
a range of forestry activities including tree selection, felling and fencing were 
undertaken by the applicant.  During the sites inspection by Members, little activity was 
observed.  The application was the result of enforcement action arising from a 
complaint received from a member of the public.  Upon investigation it was found that 
the log cabin had been erected in 2011 and had replaced a mobile home that had 
been on site since 2008.  The structures had been occupied for security reasons.  
 
Clarification was sought and given regarding rural employment.  Officers advised that 
merely because a person stored goods or had livestock on their land this did not justify 
permanent residency.  A ‘special case’ had to be made and Members should satisfy 
themselves that the business could not be operated from elsewhere.  The applicant 
often left the site whilst working away; all of his work did not take place on the site. 
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The Locum Solicitor clarified that the application was for retrospective planning 
permission.  Any person who wished to apply for a Certificate of Lawfulness would 
have to prove residential occupancy for between 4 - 10 years and make a separate 
application to be determined on the balance of all probabilities.  The financial viability 
of the enterprise was a consideration.  However, merely because it was convenient or 
financially beneficial for the business, did not in itself demonstrate an essential 
functional need for someone to be on-site.  The Officer and Mr Fox had given advice 
that there was not an essential need.  In the absence of any other guidance/test local 
authorities still used the methodology revoked in PPS7 as the appropriate method of 
determining such application and was still accepted by Inspectors. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, together with the late pages was 
proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Stephen Moore.  
It was felt that, if this retrospective application were granted, a brick building could be 
constructed and that, an undesirable precedent would be set.  There was no livestock 
factor and it was felt that the applicant could live in the village rather than on the site. 
 
During debate some Members were of the view that the application should be refused 
for the following reasons:- 
 

• Most of the applicant’s work took place off-site. 
• There were no livestock on the site. 
• The site enterprise could be located elsewhere. 
• It was not essential for the applicant to live on site. 
• A night watchman could be employed. 

 

On being put to the vote there were 9 votes for the Officer’s recommendation, 1 vote 
against, and 1 abstention; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE S.13/1178/HHOLD application as s et out within the 

report. 
 
DC.036 ITEM 4 – APPLICATION FOR OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSI ON AT 

1 POLICE HOUSES, SCHOOL LANE, WHITMINSTER, GLOS 
(S.13/0636/OUT) 

 
The Development Control Team Manager requested that the application be deferred 
because the Council had been advised that an appeal had been submitted to the 
Planning Inspectorate for non-determination but had not yet been validated.   
 
The Locum Solicitor concurred with this request.  In light of this uncertainty he would 
also recommend a deferral to enable the Council to establish whether a valid Appeal 
had been submitted.  If so, then jurisdiction to determine the application passed to the 
Planning Inspectorate.  The Committee would need to give a view in due course as to 
how they would have determined the application if jurisdiction had remained with 
them.  This would inform the Council’s position at Appeal. 
 
A Motion to defer the application for the reasons given above was proposed by 
Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Nigel Cooper. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 10 votes for deferral and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To defer the item. 
 
The meeting closed at 8.25 pm. Chair 
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Development Control Committee changes 10 September 2013 

 
Schedule Item 1 
S.13/1289/OUT Land south of Leonard Stanley Primary School 
 
Amend refusal reason 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. 
 
Amend refusal reason 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. 
 
 
Schedule Item 4 
S.13/0636/OUT 1 Police Houses, Whitminster 
Deferred. 


