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 12 April 2017 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 
A meeting of the Development Control Committee will be held on TUESDAY 
25 APRIL 2017 in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud at 2.30 pm.  

 
David Hagg 

Chief Executive 
 

Please Note:  
i. This meeting will be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via the Council’s 

internet site (www.stroud.gov.uk).  By entering the Council Chamber you are 
consenting to being filmed.  The whole of the meeting will be filmed except 
where there are confidential or exempt items, which may need to be considered 
in the absence of the press and public. 

ii. The procedure for public speaking which applies to Development Control 
Committee is set out on the page immediately preceding the Planning Schedule. 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 
1 APOLOGIES 

 To receive apologies for absence. 
 
2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 To receive Declarations of Interest in relation to planning matters. 
 
3 MINUTES – 21 MARCH 2017 

To approve and sign as a correct record the Minutes of the Development 
Control Committee meeting held on 21 March 2017. 

 
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.) 
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4.1 BATH ROAD TRADING ESTATE, BATH ROAD, STROUD (S.17/0557/FUL) 
 The reconfiguration and refurbishment of existing industrial units (L4A-L4D) to 

provide 2,193sqm modern Class B2 industrial floorspace, together with the 
demolition of vacant existing buildings and the erection of a Class A1 discount 
food store (1,918sqm gross), with associated access, car parking and 
landscaping. 

 
4.2 DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, 104 BATH ROAD, STROUD 

(S.16/2152/OUT) 
 Outline application for mixed use redevelopment comprising new foodstore, 

retail unit, up to 50 residential dwellings, vehicular access and parking. 
 
4.3 BRIDGE HOUSE, PURTON, BERKELEY (S.16/2837/FUL) 
 Proposed rowing club facility including erection of a boathouse and a new 

pontoon. 
 
4.4 BRIDGE HOUSE, PURTON, BERKELEY (S.16/2838/LBC) 
 Proposed rowing club facility including erection of a boathouse and a new 

pontoon. 
  

 
Members of Development Control Committee 

 
Councillor Tom Williams (Chair) Councillor Jim Dewey 
Councillor John Marjoram (Vice-Chair) Councillor Haydn Jones 
Councillor Dorcas Binns Councillor Jenny Miles 
Councillor Chris Brine Councillor Dave Mossman 
Councillor Miranda Clifton Councillor Gary Powell 
Councillor Nigel Cooper Councillor Mark Reeves 
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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

21 March 2017 
 

6.00 pm – 8.00 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 

Membership 
 

Councillor Tom Williams ** P Councillor Jim Dewey P 

Councillor John Marjoram * P Councillor Haydn Jones Ap 

Councillor Dorcas Binns P Councillor Jenny Miles P 

Councillor Chris Brine A Councillor David Mossman Ap 

Councillor Miranda Clifton P Councillor Gary Powell Ap 

Councillor Nigel Cooper P Councillor Mark Reeves Ap 

** = Chair         * = Vice Chair          P = Present      A = Absent      Ap = Apologies 
 
Officers in Attendance 
Planning Team Manager Solicitor 
Principal Planning Officer Democratic Services Officer 
 
DC.050 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Haydn Jones, David Mossman 
and Mark Reeves.  Belated apologies were received from Councillor Gary Powell. 
 
DC.051 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were none. 
 
DC.052 MINUTES – 14 FEBRUARY 2017 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the meeting held on 14 February 2017 are 

accepted as a correct record. 
 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect of 
applications: 
 

1 S.16/2248/FUL 2 S.10/1213/FUL 3 S.17/0062/HHOLD 

 
Late pages had been circulated prior to the meeting to members regarding Scheduled 
Items 1 and 2. 
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DC.053 BETWORTHY FARM, THE STREET, COALEY, GLOS (S.16/2248/FUL) 
 
Late pages included an additional public objection stating the field had consistently been 
used for agriculture. “Handout sheets” from objectors had been distributed.  The Team 
Manager confirmed that the site had been viewed from various aspects on a recent site 
inspection visit by officers and members.  Plans and drawings showing the site were 
displayed. 
 
John Burgess, Chair of Coaley Parish Council outlined concerns regarding the water 
systems; the sewerage and surface water drainage systems required improvement. 
 
Guy Wooddisse, the Applicant outlined reasons to support the application. 
 
Officers confirmed the following:- 

 At present surface water was running into the foul water drainage system and Severn 
Trent Water had confirmed that no upgrade was necessary.  A condition would be 
attached to the permission. 

 The development had its own SuDS pond. 

 Traffic calming and shared surfaces were being discussed with the developer. 

 The exception site was sustainable and close to local amenities. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Jenny 
Miles to ACCEPT the officer’s recommendations to GRANT the application, with the 
addition of County Highways conditions.  The application was debated. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 4 votes in favour of the application, 2 votes against 
and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION for application S.16/2248/FUL, as 

outlined in the officer’s report, with the additional condition from 
County Highways. 

 
DC.054 CROFT FARM, UPTON ST LEONARDS, GLOS (S.10/1213/FUL) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer drew members’ attention to late pages amending the 
recommendation to resolve to grant, subject to a bat survey and appropriate mitigation.  
This process would be delegated to the Planning Manager.  Further comments had been 
received from Upton St Leonards Parish Council who had reiterated their concerns 
regarding the second access affecting the setting of the listed structure.  Plans and 
drawings were displayed. 
 
David Hunt represented Upton St Leonards Parish Council and outlined their concerns 
on the current application requesting refusal. 
 
Martin Smith spoke on behalf of himself and another neighbour outlining their concerns 
regarding the size of the dwelling and the second access. 
 
The following points were clarified:- 

 No objections had been received from Historic England or the Conservation Officer. 

 Officers explained that the size of the dwelling allowed it to be built over the existing 
and there would be a new access.  

 The listed building would be visible through observation holes in the floor. 
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 No objection had been received from County Highways regarding the new access; 
safety standards had been met. 

 Abandonment of a building is not simply whether it has been lived in for a while it is 
looked at subjectively on a number of factors. 

 Access and egress for bats would be required on the site. 

 The original building probably had no foundations and a concrete beam would hold up 
the building. 

 It was confirmed that members have to give special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the listed bunker and its setting. 

 
A motion was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Jenny 
Miles to ACCEPT the officer’s recommendations to resolve to GRANT the application 
subject to a bat survey and appropriate mitigation and construction management 
agreement, which would be delegated to the Planning Manager.  The application was 
debated. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 4 votes in favour of the application (including the 
Chair’s casting vote), 3 votes against and 1 abstention.  There was some debate 
regarding the use of the Chair’s casting vote and as such the Chair moved to the next 
item (refer to DC.054 below). 
 
DC.055 TRAILEND, COWLE ROAD, STROUD, GLOS (S.17/0062/HHOLD) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer had nothing to add to the officer’s report.  A site plan, 
elevations of the proposed development and photograph showing the street scene were 
displayed. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Dorcas Binns to ACCEPT the officer’s 
recommendations but this was not supported.  Members debated the application. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Nigel Cooper and seconded by Councillor Jenny 
Miles to REFUSE the application because the extension was overbearing (policy CP14) 
and would have an unacceptable affect to the amenities to neighbouring properties 
(policy HC8). 
 
On being put to the vote there were 5 votes in favour of the refusal, 1 vote against and 1 
abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE application S.17/0062/HHOLD. 
REASONS: 1. The extension was overbearing (policy CP14). 
 2. There would be an unacceptable affect on the amenities to 

neighbouring properties (policy HC8). 
 
DC.054 CROFT FARM, UPTON ST LEONARDS, GLOS (S.10/1213/FUL) 
 
The Chair permitted the reopening of this matter as the sitting had not been declared at 
an end.  He proposed a motion that the original decision be overturned and the matter be 
DEFERRED to the next meeting, seconded by Councillor John Marjoram.  On being put 
to the vote Members voted unanimously in favour this motion. 
 
The meeting closed at 8.00 pm. 

 
Chair 
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Stroud District Council 
 

Planning Schedule 
 

25th April 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 Item  

 
Rodborough Parish 
Council 

Bath Road Trading Estate, Bath Road, Stroud. 01 

 S.17/0557/FUL -  The reconfiguration and refurbishment of existing industrial units 
(L4A-L4D) to provide 2,193sqm modern Class B2 industrial floorspace, together with 
the demolition of vacant existing buildings and the erection of a Class A1 discount 
food store (1,918sqm gross), with associated access, car parking and landscaping. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.17/0557/FUL 

 
Rodborough Parish 
Council 

 
Daniels Industrial Estate, 104 Bath Road, Stroud. 

 
02 

S.16/2152/OUT -  Outline application for mixed use redevelopment comprising new 
foodstore, retail unit, up to 50 residential dwellings, vehicular access and parking. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.16/2152/OUT 

 
Hinton Parish Council Bridge House, Purton, Berkeley. 03 

S.16/2837/FUL -  010009415387Proposed rowing club facility including erection of a 
boathouse and a new pontoon 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.16/2837/FUL 

 
Hinton Parish Council Bridge House, Purton, Berkeley. 04 

S.16/2838/LBC -  Proposed rowing club facility including erection of a boathouse and 
a new pontoon 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.16/2838/LBC 
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Item No: 01 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.17/0557/FUL 
PP-05883453 

Site Address  Bath Road Trading Estate, Bath Road, Stroud, Gloucestershire 
 

Town/Parish  Rodborough Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  383956,203940 
Application Type  Full Planning Permission  

 
Proposal  The reconfiguration and refurbishment of existing industrial units 

(L4A-L4D) to provide 2,193sqm modern Class B2 industrial 
floorspace, together with the demolition of vacant existing buildings 
and the erection of a Class A1 discount food store (1,918sqm 
gross), with associated access, car parking and landscaping. 
 

RECOMMENDATION PERMISSION 
Call in Request  Councillor Tom Williams 
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Aldi Stores Limited & Wagner Developments Ltd 
C/O Agent  
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Agent’s Details  Mr Alan Williams 

Planning Potential, 13-14 Orchard Street, Bristol, BS1 5EH,  
Case Officer  John Chaplin 

 
Application 
Validated 

08.03.2017 

 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

The Environment Agency (E) 
Parish / Town 
Stroud Town Council 
Cainscross Parish Council 
Stonehouse Town Council 
Development Coordination (E) 
Flood Resilience Land Drainage 
Environmental Health (E) 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
Archaeology Dept (E) 
Historic England SW 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Nailsworth Town Council 
 

Constraints       
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
MAIN ISSUES   
o Employment Protection & Opportunities 
o Retail Impact 
o Design And Appearance 
o Highways 
o Landscape Impact 
o Environmental Health 
o Residential Amenity 
o Ecology 
o Hydrology And Flooding 
o Obligations 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
The application site is 1.42ha located within part of the Bath Road Trading Estate adjacent to 
the junction between the Dudbridge Road and Bath Road (A46). The site includes the current 
auction house building, the row of industrial buildings to the rear and the vacant 1960's office 
tower but has been extended from the previous application to include additional part of the 
trading estate currently known as Units L4A - L4D. 
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These additional commercial buildings have a 'saw-tooth' roof design and comprise a terrace 
of 3 industrial units with a further larger 4th unit is behind. These units are in a dilapidated 
state and are in need of upgrade.  
 
The remainder of Bath Road Trading Estate is made up of a mix of light industrial, office and 
warehouse space. The site is within the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and the grade 
II Listed Lightpill Mill which is part of the Trading Estate is located to the South of the site. 
 
The site is approximately 1.5km from the defined town centre boundary and is within the 
Stroud Urban Area. The site is also located just outside the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty but with the intervisibility of the steep Stroud Valleys the site is visible 
especially from Selsley and Rodborough Commons.   
 
PROPOSAL  
This is a full application with the proposal includes the refurbishment and reconfiguring of part 
of the existing commercial buildings and the demolition of the current auction house building, 
a row of industrial buildings and the 1960's office tower to provide a new retail store.  
 
The refurbishment of the existing buildings includes the demolition of unit L4C to create a 
new courtyard access to the larger unit L4B and new facade to these units.  
 
The proposed Class A1 foodstore has a 1,918 sq m gross floor area. ALDI are the applicant 
and the store has been designed to meet the particular needs of a deep discounter, which 
has a different business model compared, with main stream larger supermarkets like a 
Sainsbury or Asda.  
 
The proposed building has a mono pitched overhanging roof which drops away from 
Dudbridge Road. The main customer facing elevation (South) has a large amount of glazing 
and a canopy with the other elevations mainly broken up by different colour cladding. 
 
The scheme includes a 120 space car park and landscaping. Alterations to the shared Bath 
Road Trading Estate and a revised pedestrian crossing are also part of the proposal.  
 
REVISED DETAILS  
Further highway details submitted. 
 
MATERIALS  
Food store  
Walls: Grey and silver cladding, Terracotta rainscreen cladding, Dark grey brick plinth. 
Roof: Grey composite panels 
Fenestration: Grey powder coated aluminium  
 
Walls: Render and grey vertical profile cladding 
Roof: Existing retained with cladding and rooflights 
Fenestration: Glazing panels and like for like blue replacements of doors 
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RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  
S.16/1023/FUL The demolition of existing buildings and the erection of a Class A1 foodstore 
(1,918 sq m gross floor area) with associated access, car parking and landscaping. Refused. 
 
There is also an extensive planning history that relates to the wider industrial site but has 
limited relevance to this proposal.  
 
Other supermarket site/scheme update. 
Brunsdons Yard S.15/2590/FUL Pending  
Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL Appeal withdrawn 
 
Daniels 4. S.16/2152/OUT Pending 
Daniels 3. S.15/1517/FUL Withdrawn 
Daniels 2. S.14/1905/FUL Refused 
Daniels 1. S.13/2284/FUL Appeal withdrawn 
 
Avocet S.14/0677/FUL Approved 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
Statutory Consultees :  
Rodborough Parish Council: To be reported 
 
Stroud Town Council: To be reported 
 
Nailsworth Town Council: Objection -  
- The changes to the application are an improvement for employment on the new site, 

but we still believe that the development will have a negative impact on Nailsworth. 
 
- Concerns regarding the increased traffic on the A46 and local network to and from 

Nailsworth.  
 
- Concerned about the loss of trade and therefore employment in Nailsworth. A survey 

of local retailers and caterers carried out in the town in 2014 indicated that a 5% drop 
in local trade would lead to a loss of some 42 jobs, whilst a 10% drop would lead to a 
loss of 125 jobs. It is estimated that 40% of the jobs lost would be full-time posts.  

 
- Ask that consideration is given to the fact that there may be two further new 

supermarkets within a square mile of this application. 
 
Cainscross Parish Council: Application noted - no further comment. 
 
Stonehouse Town Council:  
- If the revised figures on retail impact are correct, Stonehouse Town Council do not 

object.  
 
- The proposed refurbishment of industrial units is an improvement to the proposals for 

this site. 
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GCC Highways: No highway objections subject to conditions  
 
Historic England: Recognise historic setting within IHCA and historic mill setting. Urge an 
attempt at a more bespoke design in appropriate materials with sensitive signage.  
 
GCC Archaeology: The proposal has a low potential to have an adverse impact on any 
significant archaeological remains. No archaeological investigation or recording should be 
required. 
 
Environment Agency: No objection - Recommends conditions 
 
GCC LLFA: To be reported 
 
SDC Water Resource Engineer: Major application dealt with by GCC LLFA 
 
Natural England: To be reported 
SDC Biodiversity Officer: To be reported 
 
SDC Environmental Health: Recommends conditions and informatives. 
 
SDC Senior Contaminated Land Officer: Recommends full contaminated land condition. 
 
Public Representations :  
 
126 Support comments received -  
Reduce travelling to Gloucester, need for discounter, lower prices and great quality, create 
competition and choice, difference shopping experience, create jobs and employment.  
Will not compete with Town Centre but other supermarkets. Catalyst to attract further 
investment. Will be within walking distance. Remove eyesore and empty and unsafe 
buildings. 
 
7 Objections comments received - 
Highway safety concerns and increased traffic/congestion. 
Pollution 
No need for another supermarket in Stroud. Retail impact on existing shops.  
Existing buildings could be refurnished  
Loss of jobs. 
 
2 Comments received -  
Concern about the access to other units and construction phases.    
Would not affect shops in Nailsworth, Stonehouse. 
 
NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES  
National Planning Policy Framework. 
Available to view at: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf 
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Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  
Section 72(1).  
 
The adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 
Policies together with the preamble text and associated supplementary planning documents 
are available to view on the Councils website: 
www.stroud.gov.uk/localplan 
 
Local Plan policies considered for this application include: 
CP1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
CP2 - Strategic growth and development locations. 
CP11 - New employment development. 
CP12 - Town centres and retailing. 
CP13 - Demand management and sustainable travel measures. 
CP14 - High quality sustainable development. 
 
EI1 - Key employment sites. 
EI9 - Floorspace thresholds for Impact Assessments 
EI12 - Promoting transport choice and accessibility. 
 
ES3 - Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits. 
ES4 - Water resources, quality and flood risk. 
ES5 - Air quality. 
ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity. 
ES7 - Landscape character. 
ES10 - Valuing our historic environment and assets. 
 
The proposal should also be considered against the guidance laid out in SPG Residential 
Design Guide (2000), SPG Residential Development Outdoor Play Space Provision, SPG 
Stroud District Landscape Assessment and Planning Obligation SPD 2017. 
 
Stroud Town Centre Neighbourhood Development Plan was endorsed by the community at 
referendum and was adopted by Full Council on 27th October 2016. The NDP should be 
given full weight as part of the development plan. 
 
EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION & OPPORTUNITIES   
The application site forms part of the Bath Road Industrial Estate which is identified as a key 
employment site (EK25) which is afforded protection for traditional employment uses (B 
Class uses) under Policy EI1. Therefore redevelopment for alternative uses or changes of 
use from employment use should not be permitted unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 
However, our own Employment Land Study (2013) whilst retaining the bulk of the Trading 
Estate, as this proposal does, also outlined that vacant land should be considered for retail 
uses if there is the demand. This would allow a greater density and intensification of 
employment as encouraged by Core Policy CP11. CP11 also highlights the opportunities and 
benefits of enabling development to facilitate the employment improvement and the scheme 
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includes the refurbishment and reconfiguration of some of the existing rundown industrial 
units to provide 2193 sq metres of useable B2 industrial floor space. The scheme will provide 
both a financial investment and physical improvement to the Trading Estate which will 
facilitate other regeneration of empty and aging units and parts of the Trading Estate. 
 
The improvement and enhancement of the potential employment opportunity of the existing 
industrial units is enabled by the foodstore with the proposed refurbishment and 
reconfiguration of the units L4A- L4D being the first of a series of improvements within the 
Trading Estate. Future phases including the restoration of Lightpill Mill would maintain and 
improve the overall B class employment on the estate consistent with Policy CP11.  
 
Paragraph 22 of the NPPF is also relevant and seeks to avoid long term protection of site for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for that 
purpose. This requires a degree of flexibility and that allocations should be regularly reviewed 
with applications being treated on their own merits and the relative need of different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities. Whilst the Local Plan is relatively new 2015, 
the site was also allocated as an employment site within the 2005 Local Plan.  
 
The proposal would involve the redevelopment of 1.42 ha of the estate, which totals 3.34 ha 
in area. The existing site is partly vacant and the proposal envisages relocating the existing 
businesses elsewhere within the estate.  
 
From the submitted report and photos and also visiting the site it is evident that the buildings 
are in a poor condition.  
 
Lightpill House, the tower (1569 sq m), has been empty for many years. With SMP Sheet 
Metal leaving the site, only a small part of the K units is occupied by (K1B) Stockyard Vintage 
Ltd (373 sq m), leaving 3863 sq m vacant. Truturn is located on the site with part of their floor 
space within the application site (502 sq m) leaving the remaining 2504 sq m of L unit vacant. 
Stroud Auctions (unit J) has a floor space of 335 sq m. Out of the total floor space affected 
7952 sq m, only 1211 sq m are currently occupied. With 85% currently vacant the scheme 
will provide a significant comparable economic benefit and generate employment 
opportunities.  
 
Stroud Auctions (335 sq m) is already a sui generis use which does not provide traditional B 
use class employment. The agent and landlord have confirmed they are in discussions 
regarding relocating the existing businesses within the estate and have carried out further 
meetings and discussions with the existing businesses to update them and address any 
concerns/questions. Officers are not aware of objections or comments from this existing 
business that they are finding it hard to relocate either within the site or the wider Stroud 
area. 
 
The proposed foodstore will provide 50 jobs, this is based on similar stores of this size 
operated by the applicant. The potential number of jobs created by the investment in the 
wider Trading Estate is harder to quantify but also has to be acknowledged as a benefit. The 
agent has used the Homes and Communities Agency 'Employment Density Guide' (Third 
Edition, November 2015) as a guide to the possible uplift in employment and outlines that the 
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commercial units could provide 69 B2 industrial jobs within the reconfigured L block. For 
robustness the agent has also considered the multiplier, displacement and leakage effects 
resulting in a predicted 100 total net local jobs.  
 
The proposal therefore requires a balancing exercise to consider the proposed job creation 
and regeneration against the employment land status of the site but also demonstrating a 
flexible approach as required by national planning guidance. On face value the proposal 
would be contrary to Policy EI1 as the proposal does not provide B class use employment, 
however, the evidence base, land supply and situation at the Trading Estate are material 
considerations that justify a decision on the face of it contrary to the Local Plan but supported 
by paragraph 22 of the NPPF. 
 
Therefore, Officers consider, following advice from strategy colleagues, that an appropriate 
level of flexibility is provided within the Local Plan to support the proposal. Employment 
opportunities are provided in both the proposed foodstore and the regeneration and 
investment in the industrial units and the wider Trading Estate will not undermine the overall 
employment status of the allocation or the Local Plan employment strategy as a whole. The 
negative impact on the limited number of existing businesses, mitigated to a degree by the 
assistance, does not outweigh the wider employment benefits of the scheme. 
 
In addition, against a Local Plan employment land requirement of 58 hectares of B class 
uses, as at 1 April 2016 in the Council's Employment Land Availability Study, the identified 
land supply in Stroud District was 73 hectares, a surplus of 15 hectares. 
 
RETAIL IMPACT  
This revised application does not alter the size, nature or proposed operator Aldi as a deep 
discounter compared to the previous application. The retail impact of the scheme is therefore 
the same as previously considered by Members at DCC.  
 
When considering the cumulative impact of retail development within the Stroud area and the 
schemes that are currently being considered, we have to take into account the permitted 
Avocet/Dudbridge scheme. The Avocet/Dudbridge scheme (S.14/0677/FUL) was granted 
permission on the 27/8/2015 for a mainstream retailer. This permission required the 
commencement with 3 years which runs until 27/8/2018. As a mainstream large supermarket, 
the Avocet commitment accounts for the largest significant share of the predicted impact 
which members where concerned about during the last application.  
 
RETAIL SEQUENTIAL ASSESSMENT  
It would be difficult, unreasonable and unenforceable to condition the precise type of retail 
operation. The size and nature of the store do suggest a "deep discounter, particularly as the 
applicant is Aldi themselves and not a third party.   
 
Officers have also considered the impact if this was not a "deep discounter". 
 
It is agreed that the application site is located in an out of a town centre location and given 
this location retail planning policy requires a retail sequential test. This should consider 
whether there are any suitable and available in-centre, edge-of-centre or more accessible 
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and better connected out-of-centre sites within the catchment area of the proposed store that 
would be sequential preferable.  
 
The agent has prepared a Planning & Retail Statement and following Officers request 
additional information and analysis has been submitted in the form of a Sequential Site 
Update. Officers have considered these with the specialist assistance of the Council's retail 
consultant.  
 
In terms of alternative sites the applicant has put forward and considered a range of sites 
both within centres and edge of centres including: 
1. Cheapside Wharf; 
2. Merrywalks; 
3. Parliament Street/Church Street; 
4. London Road; 
5. The Market Tavern site; 
6. Dudbridge Industrial Estate (Avocet); 
7. Daniel's Industrial Estate; and 
8. Brunsdon's Yard (Ryeford). 
 
In looking at these sites, the agent is requested to demonstrate a flexible approach to their 
requirements including the dissemination of floor space and parking requirements, in order to 
ensure that a robust investigation of these sites has taken place. 
 
These sites have been considered by the LPA in the past during previous retail/supermarket 
applications and apart from the Market Tavern, which will be address later, Officers do not 
consider there are any additional sites. The implications arising out of recent Mansfield High 
Court judgement have also been highlighted and considered by the agent and the Council's 
retail consultant. In brief, this is a need to assess the proposed use and not the specifics of 
the identity of the intended retail occupier when applying the retail sequential assessment.  
 
In relation to the Cheapside, Merrywalks and London Road sites, there have not been any 
material changes in circumstances from the previous assessments and, in any event, with 
the support of our retail consultant, Officers remain of the opinion that they are unsuitable for 
a foodstore development of the size proposed in this application even taking into account the 
NPPF requirement for flexibility in scale and format. Parts of these sites are identified in the 
Neighbourhood Plan for mixed use development, although none are identified for foodstore 
and are not either large enough or suitable for such a use. 
 
The assessment of the Parliament Street/Church Street site has been re-visited given that it 
is now known that the Court element of the site is likely to become available in the short term 
(following the closure of the Court use). The Police Station and Court element of the 
Parliament Street/Church Street site is also identified for redevelopment in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and which includes retail uses.  However, whilst part of this site is now 
available, and even assuming that the remainder could be made available, the format of the 
site and particularly its distinct change in levels makes it unsuitable for the proposed 
foodstore. 
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As noted above the other alternative site within Stroud town centre is the Market Tavern site. 
This site was promoted as a retail-led redevelopment, and was considered as part of the 
retail sequential assessment during the previous supermarket proposals in the April 2015. 
Part of the site has now been identified in the Neighbourhood Plan for mixed use 
development, although the amount of land allocated does not make it large enough to 
accommodate this proposed development. Such a sized site is more likely to be useful for an 
immediate needs "corner shop" rather then more of a bulkier weekly shop.    
 
Moreover, since the approval of the Dudbridge Road scheme and refusal of the other two 
proposals, the Market Tavern redevelopment proposals have not come forward. In any event, 
whilst the current proposal is smaller than the previously assessed supermarket schemes, 
Officers and our retail consultant still do not consider that it represents a suitable site for the 
proposed development even when flexibility in scale and format in taken into account. In 
particular, the shape, orientation and topography of the site do not lend themselves to a 
foodstore development which needs to be supported by some accessible customer parking 
provision. 
 
The other sites included in the sequential site assessment exercise are all out-of-centre and 
comprise the other sites recently/currently promoted for retail development. At the time of 
considering the recent supermarket proposals, the LPA undertook an exercise to understand 
whether any of the three sites could be considered more accessible and better connected to 
nearby town centres. This was a requirement based upon the contents of paragraph 24 of the 
NPPF and that assessment considered accessibility between the sites and nearby town 
centres based upon different modes of transport. 
 
This application does introduce a fourth out-of-centre site and whilst a detailed re-visit of this 
assessment has not been undertaken, Officers consider that a reasonable conclusion to draw 
is that the application site is not better connected or more accessible in relation to nearby 
town centres than the other three sites. Equally, it does not perform more poorly in relation to 
accessibility factors than the other sites. This is supported by our retail consultant on the 
basis of the site is located in close proximity to the Daniel's Industrial Estate site which would 
have characteristics that are likely to be equally applicable to this application site.  
 
It is therefore considered that this proposal is considered to meet the provisions of the retail 
sequential test, as outlined in Policy CP12 of the Stroud Local Plan and paragraph 24 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
RETAIL IMPACT ASSESSMENT  
Local Plan Policy EI9 sets a local retail impact assessment threshold to ensure that full 
consideration is given to the scale of development and whether this would have any 
significant adverse impacts on an existing centre. 
 
This is consistent with and supported by paragraph 26 of the NPPF and whilst the Local Plan 
sets an appropriate local threshold the NPPF notes that impact assessments should include 
an assessment of: 
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- the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and private 
investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the proposal; and 
 
- the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer 
choice and trade in the town centre and wider area, up to five years from the time the 
application is made. For major schemes where the full impact will not be realised in five 
years, the impact should also be assessed up to ten years from the time the application is 
made. 
 
This planning policy basis and the out-of-town location mean that the impact on the proposal 
on the health of, and investment within, town and local centres has to be assessed. Concerns 
have also been raised including from Stonehouse and Nailsworth Town Councils on the 
potential retail impact of the proposal on existing town centres.  
 
The agent has submitted an assessment of these issues and in line with Officers instruction 
this has been independently reviewed by our retail consultant. 
 
Our retail consultant has used the latest retail expenditure forecasts in their assessment and 
whilst they consider the agent's predicted trading performance for the proposal would result 
in an under-estimate of the trading impact of the store, this is only to a marginal extent. A 
direct comparison or combination is not appropriate given that they indicate different 
scenarios and slightly different data/prices predictions eg the individual (this proposal only) 
and including the Avocet (Dudbridge Road) commitment/permission. However, consideration 
of the cumulative impact is required by paragraph 26 of the NPPF.  
 
Our retail consultant is also satisfied with the forecast trade diversion to the proposed store 
and whilst this does offer a robust assessment they have included within their assessment an 
individual impact of assessment (this store only and Dudbridge site not coming forward). 
 
Our retail consultant assessment (table 1) indicates that around £0.16m of convenience 
goods expenditure could be diverted from stores in Stroud town centre, which will be spread 
across the different stores in the centre (although the highest amount of diversion will be from 
the Iceland).  This will equate to a total impact of around 3% on the town centre's 
convenience goods sector. There will be similarly small levels of impact on the convenience 
goods sectors in Nailsworth (-1%) and Stonehouse (-4%) town centres.  In Nailsworth, the 
large amount of diversion will come from the Morrisons store, whilst the Co-op on High Street 
will be the focus for the impact in Stonehouse town centre. 
 
Outside of these nearby town centres, the assessment indicates that the diversion of 
convenience goods trade from other settlements in Stroud District will be comparatively low 
and with some diversion (£0.56m) from stores outside of the District. This level of diversion 
is, however, lower than assumed in the applicant's cumulative impact analysis but as they 
cannot be directly compared they are generally in line with each other. 
 
Our retail consultant assessment (table 2) has also undertaken financial impact analysis for 
the comparison goods floorspace. Whilst this is only a small element of the proposed 
foodstore it still has a predicted turnover of £2.15m so requires analysis. Table 2 indicates 
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that £0.8m of the £2.15m total turnover will be diverted from comparison goods stores across 
Stroud, with £0.6m (of the £0.8m) coming from town centre stores.  Table 2 indicates that this 
will have a 1% impact 2020 trading levels in the town centre's comparison goods sector as a 
whole. 
 
Of the remaining comparison goods turnover of the store, our retail consultant forecast that 
there will be small levels of diversion from other centres across Stroud District (e.g. 
Nailsworth at £0.1m), although a large part of this remaining turnover is likely to be drawn 
from centres further afield such as Cheltenham, Gloucester, Cirencester and stores across 
Bristol. 
 
The impact on both convenience and comparison goods, ie the total retail impact is brought 
together in table 3. This indicates the following total negative financial impacts for these three 
centres, Stroud -1%, Stonehouse  -2% and Nailsworth -1%.  
 
This overall impact levels are relatively small and, importantly, are below the levels of 
negative financial impact observed in relation to the Dudbridge/Avocet scheme, which pass 
the impact test (in relation to town centre vitality and viability) and was granted planning 
permission.   
 
Therefore, with appropriate controls on the balance between convenience and comparison 
goods floorspace, individually our retail consultant has offered no clear reason in terms of 
financial impact why the LPA should reach a conclusion which is different to the Dudbridge 
Road proposal and refuse this application.  
 
Cumulative impact 
There is also a need to consider the cumulative impact upon Stroud, Nailsworth and 
Stonehouse on the assumption that the Dudbridge Road/Avocet permission does go ahead 
either as a mainstream grocery retailer or by a discount grocery retailer (such as Lidl).   
 
Bearing in mind this situation, we have considered whether this proposal would increase 
these levels of convenience and comparison goods impact upon Stroud, Stonehouse and 
Nailsworth town centres.   
 
Bearing in mind the individual impacts associated with the proposal and the additional cross-
competition which would be created between the possible new Bath Road and Dudbridge 
Road/Avocet stores, our retail consultant concludes that the impact levels on Stroud, 
Nailsworth and Stonehouse town centres of the approved scheme would not be increased by 
a Bath Road store. Therefore, whilst there may well be an adverse impact upon the health of 
nearby town centres, the scale of cumulative impact is not so great or severe as to classify it 
has a significant adverse impact, which is the key test in paragraph 27 of the NPPF and 
Policy E19 of the Local Plan. 
 
The other impact test is the need to assess the impact of the proposal on existing, committed 
and planning public and private sector investment in nearby town centres. In relation to 
planned and committed investment, we are not aware of any projects in Stonehouse and 
Nailsworth which would be materially affected by the Bath Road proposal. The only project in 
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Stroud town centre (Market Tavern) which was actively considered during the recent 
assessment of the supermarket proposals has not been progressed over the past two years.   
 
In relation to the impact of the proposal on existing investment in these three centres, it is 
noted the recent Dudbridge Road and nearby Daniel's Industrial Estate supermarket 
proposals did not raise any particular concerns over the impact of these proposals on existing 
investment in Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth town centres.  Bearing in mind the current 
proposal at Bath Road is smaller in scale, product range and financial impact than these 
proposals, it would appear an alternative conclusion in relation to the current proposal would 
be difficult to sustain. 
 
Therefore, with suitable and robust controls via conditions the proposal, whilst there may be 
an adverse financial impact upon the convenience and comparison goods sectors in the 
nearby town centres of Stroud, Nailsworth and Stonehouse, the overall impact on town 
centre health and investment will not be significantly adverse when either this proposal is 
considered on an individual basis or cumulatively with the approved Dudbridge Road/Avocet 
supermarket.  
 
Comparison goods (special purchases non-food like clothes, electricals etc.) provides a 
limited impact from existing centres, Stroud town centre -0.7%, Nailsworth -0.4% and 
Stonehouse town centre -0.2% of predicted turnover by 2020. 
 
Given the nature of the proposal the majority of the impact come from convenience goods 
(frequent purchases like bread, milk etc.). Whilst there is an impact the majority of this comes 
from the larger existing supermarkets eg -8.5% from Sainsbury's Dudbridge store and -8.3% 
from Tesco Stratford Rd store which are out of the town centre and not protected by the town 
centre policy.  
 
A larger part of the retained turnover and impact of the proposed store would be provided 
from claw-back or leakage of spending from outside the district. In particular Aldi and Lidl 
have a very strong presence throughout Gloucester including Bristol Road and Quedgeley.   
 
The total impact would be limited eg Stroud -1%, Stonehouse -2% and Nailsworth -1%. This 
is the solus (individual) impact of this proposed store. These levels of impact are lower than 
the consented scheme at Avocet. 
 
The vast majority of the impact comes from the Avocet (Dudbridge Road) commitment as a 
mainstream retailer eg Morrison. There will be an element of cross-competition with 
customers using this proposal instead of the Avocet (Dudbridge Road) commitment, which is 
increased if a discount foodstore occupies the site, however, there would still be a cumulative 
impact on the existing centres/stores. The adverse impact is appreciated but given that the 
majority of this is convenience sector and is mainly on the larger stores the overall impact on 
the town centre health and investment will not be so severe either individually or cumulatively 
to fail the policy test of the NPPF which outlines that applications should only be refused on 
retail impact if there is a 'significant adverse' impact to town centre vitality and viability and 
investment. 
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The scheme is considered acceptable in sequential and retail impact terms and therefore 
does not conflict with the salient retail planning policies in the Local Plan or material policy 
considerations in the NPPF.  
 
DESIGN AND APPEARANCE   
The application site sits within the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area, significant due to 
the appreciation of the milling industry, the resulting transport infrastructure and the 
juxtaposition of industry against the natural environment. 
 
The submitted Heritage Settings Assessment concludes that the character area of Lightpill 
Trading Estate represents a modern industrial context which will be unchanged by this 
development, and will therefore have a neutral impact on the Conservation Area. While the 
existing character of the Conservation Area minimises the impact that the development will 
have on its setting, the proposal does represent an opportunity to provide improvements and 
enhancements which has to be given special regard when considering the merits of the 
application.  
 
Within the aforementioned heritage statement, it advises that the design of the new 
supermarket draws on the conventions of the modern architecture within the Conservation 
Area. Historic England do not feel that drawing on modern architecture is the correct 
approach for new development in a designated historic environment and consider this 
modern design pays no regard to the surrounding industrial mill vernacular, and therefore 
fails to make a positive contribution. Attempts have been made during the application and at 
pre-application stage for a more bespoke design that would integrate further into the historic 
mill context for example a saw-tooth roof form. It is acknowledged that the agent/applicant 
has entered into this dialogue and sort to address this within their design. Whilst this has not 
gone as far as would be desirable, consideration has to be given to the submitted scheme 
and the impact weighted against the benefits. 
 
The current scheme has a mono-pitched design and is functional in its appearance with the 
use of sheet cladding which is not uncommon in the IHCA and indeed is promoted in the 
design guide. It is also positioned below the road level and other modern industrial buildings 
are located nearby. The removal of the modern unsightly office building onsite is also noted 
and has little merit in Conservation Area terms. The scheme does not result in the loss of a 
Listed building and the proposed building has been positioned away from the listed Lightpill 
Mill which opens up part of the site with the car park area.  
 
Consequently the design is not felt to be inappropriate bearing the industrial nature of the 
IHCA especially in terms of the size of the buildings, its materials and its design.  
 
The refurbishment of the industrial building retains the characterful saw-tooth roof but 
provides a modern façade and appear to the front of the building. The functional industrial 
nature of the buildings and this part of the estate is retained.  
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HIGHWAYS  
The foodstore proposal has been the subject of a previous planning application on the same 
site to which the highway authority (GCC) raised no objections subject to a number of 
planning conditions. This application is supported by the same evidence that supported the 
previous application and the Transport Statement has not been updated to account for the 
increased loss of B2 floor space which is a result of making the B2 industrial units more 
modern and attractive to potential users. However as the Transport Statement deals with 
land use and floor space this would only reduce the net impact of the development in 
highway terms and therefore the previously submitted evidence presents a robust 
assessment which GCC Highways are satisfied.  
 
The development site is located in a relatively accessible location on the edge of Stroud. The 
site is within cycling distance of the Stroud urban area and within walking distance of parts 
residential areas. Bus services are available on Bath Road and Dudbridge Road within a 
short walking distance of the developments site which provide a regular bus service to the 
centre of Stroud and other local areas.  
 
Access to the development is proposed to be taken directly from the internal road that serves 
the wider Bath Road Trading Estate which in turn utilises a widened priority junction with the 
A46 Bath Road. Amendments to this junction are proposed as part of the application and 
have been the subject of an Independent Road Safety Audit and is considered to provide 
safe and suitable access to the development.  
 
A capacity assessment of the site access junction on to Bath Road has been undertaken 
which demonstrates that there would be significant spare capacity at this junction.  
 
GCC Highways have also considered the impact on local highway network. The Dudbridge 
Road/Bath Road junction is a known constraint on the existing local highway network and 
has very limited opportunity for improvement. The proposed development would have limited 
impact on the junction in the weekday peak hours due to the low net trip rate of the 
development compared to the existing use of the application site as light industrial use. The 
resultant modelling has estimated an increase in queues on Dudbridge Road of 
approximately 6 vehicles in the evening peak, there is also likely to be a reduction in the 
morning peak however the exact number has not been quantified.  
 
The relative impact of the development would be higher during the Saturday peak due to the 
high demand for the proposed development at this time combined with the low level of 
vehicle trips associated with the existing industrial use. The submitted modelling shows that 
the impact of development traffic would take the junction from just under theoretical capacity 
to just over resulting in an increased in queued vehicles on Dudbridge Road of approximately 
7 vehicles. Potential mitigation options have been requested by GCC that would highlight the 
presence of the junction to vehicles on the Bath Road.  
 
The pedestrian crossing options may also have a secondary benefit of breaking traffic flows 
and allowing vehicles to exit the junction.  
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The impact of the development on the `Golden Cross` traffic lighted junction of Bath Road, 
Walkley Hill and Dudbridge Hill has also been considered by GCC Highways using junction 
modelling software. GCC Highways are satisfied with the level of impact of the development 
on this junction in the weekday peak hours. However, the assessment of the Saturday peaks 
hours shows that the practical reserve capacity (PRC) of the junction would be reduced from 
approximately 11% to approximately 2% in 2019 with the development scenario. Having 
given this further examination this includes some background traffic growth unrelated to the 
development. The County Highways Officers therefore consider that this level of impact 
would not be considered severe in terms of paragraph 32 of the NPPF and Policy CP13 of 
the Stroud District Local Plan. 
 
Following discussions it was identified that pedestrian crossing facilities would be required to 
serve the development in order that pedestrians can safely cross from the east side of Bath 
Road to the proposed store. An assessment has been undertaken of the appropriate type of 
crossing for the location which determined that a signal controlled crossing would be 
required. There is currently a controlled crossing close to the junction of Kitesnest Lane 
which is not well used and it is proposed that this crossing be decommissioned and a new 
Pelican crossing facility be provided just south of the site access junction. This will mean a 
slightly longer route for pedestrians travelling from the north however the constraints of the 
existing network mean that it is not possible to locate a crossing of this type north of the site 
access. In addition crossing points will need to be provided for the side roads such as Eros 
Close. These can be covered by a planning condition.  
 
GCC Highways have also considered the cumulative impact of this proposal and that of the 
nearby Daniels Industrial Estate. GCC Highways considered that should both sites be 
granted planning permission the two food stores would lessen the impact on the adjacent 
highway network compared to just one store being permitted as the demand for shopping will 
stay the same and will be spread over a wider area.  
 
The submitted Technical Note has considered the residential element of the proposed 
Daniels Industrial Estate application in conjunction with this application. The Dudbridge Road/ 
Bath Road junction is known to operate over capacity in the with development scenario with 
significant queuing however this is not as a result of the development. Due to the restricted 
turning movements at this junction the impact of the proposed residential development has 
little impact on this junction and is likely to correspond in a reduced Bath Road flow in the 
both development scenarios compared with that which has been tested. GCC Highways are 
satisfied that the cumulative impact should both sites be permitted is acceptable.  
 
LANDSCAPE IMPACT  
Given the intervisibility of the Stroud Valleys the site is visible from various elevated 
viewpoints on the hillside above the site, including Selsley and others which are within the 
Cotswold AONB. However, the site is seen in conjunction with the existing trading estate and 
the wider extensive urban area which runs along the valley bottom and towards Stroud. 
 
The proposal will reduce the number and amount of built form on the site. The proposed 
foodstore is positioned to the north of the site with the car park, new commercial entrance 
courtyard and landscaping creating some openness. The saw-tooth roof form of the industrial 

Page 24 of 86



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
25/04/2017 

 
building will still be evident from raised vantage points. It is considered the scheme will not 
significant harm the wider character and setting of the surrounding landscape or this part of 
the AONB.  
 
The signage details will need careful consideration, particularly the position and any 
illumination to assess the impact on the historic setting and wider landscape including viewed 
from Rodborough and Selsley Commons. These details have not been submitted as part of 
this application and would require separate consent where the appropriateness can be 
considered.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH   
Assessments and details of the local air quality and noise from the fixed plant have been 
provided by the agent. With the appropriate mitigation including during the construction 
phase, the proposed development is unlikely to be adversely affected by, or have a 
significant impact on local air quality. The submitted assessment of noise from the proposed 
fixed plant equipment demonstrates that the highest predicted plant (rating) noise levels will 
be 18 dB daytime and 19 dB at night. These levels which can be controlled via condition are 
significantly below the existing background noise climate and are likely to avoid a significant 
adverse noise impact on local residents. The Environmental Protection Manager is satisfied 
with these conclusions.  
 
The submitted Desk Study Assessment Report highlights the long term industrial use of the 
site and the risks of contamination recommending further investigation and development of a 
remedial strategy which our Senior Contaminated Land Officer agrees is required. A full 
contaminated land condition is therefore proposed.  
 
The Environmental Protection Manager has highlighted the potential for anti-social behaviour 
issues in the car park area, particularly in the late evening and overnight. This has been 
discussed with the agent and whilst it is noted it is not considered a specific issue at this site. 
If this does become an issue appropriate mitigation ie closing the car park area off outside 
the opening hours of the supermarket could be addressed by the management of the site. 
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY   
The proposed foodstore and refurbished commercial units are set within an existing industrial 
estate. With this surrounding existing use, the busy local road network and noise issues 
addressed above it is considered that the distance and local topography mean the proposal 
would not result in a material adverse effect on the residential amenities currently enjoyed by 
local residents.  
 
ECOLOGY  
The site is largely covered by buildings and tarmac hardstanding and offers limited scope for 
natural habitats. However, the Stroud Valleys, including the Nailsworth Valley, support an 
assemblage of bats of national importance. The submitted Ecological Assessment sets out 
appropriate measures to protect the bats roosting on the proposed development site and 
compensate for the loss of the roost. Whilst the lighting could have an effect, the agent has 
confirmed that the applicant's proposed lighting strategy is to turn off external lighting outside 
opening hours when staff have left the site and use appropriate mitigation in sensitive areas. 
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With the reduction in the build form and potentially longer existing lighting hours which could 
operate 24hrs this is considered an improvement on the current situation. 
 
The addendum Ecological Assessment addresses the extended site and commercial 
buildings. Whilst there are voids in the roof with the lack of evidence and the suitable 
alternatives the ecologist considers that the changes of at is highly unlikely. The built-up 
nature also results in the negligible loss of ecological important habitats. With appropriate 
method/time of the work the ecological impact can be mitigated.  
 
Natural England is satisfied that the proposed development will not damage or destroy the 
interest features for which the Rodborough Common, Selsley Common and Minchinhampton 
Common SSSIs have been designated and is not likely to have a significant effect on the 
interest features for which Rodborough Common SAC has been classified. 
 
More details are required on the proposed landscaping and the biodiversity enhancements, 
which can be provided via detailed landscaping plan. This along with the implementation and 
management of the other ecological mitigation and enhancements outlined in the submitted 
Ecological Assessment can be controlled via condition.  
 
The Nailsworth Stream is an important habitat for wildlife in the Stroud Valleys, including 
European Protected Species such as bats and otters. It has been compromised by culverting 
in the past and its deculverting would be a significant ecological benefit. Whilst this is noted 
only a part of the culvert crosses the site and the refurbishment of the existing commercial 
units would not preclude a wider future scheme it has not been required from this proposal.  
 
HYDROLOGY AND FLOODING   
The Environment Agency are satisfied with the submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
confirming there is no change in the current vulnerability classification 'less vulnerable' and 
that it is reasonable to assume that a level of 38.00m AOD (N) could be used to define the 
extent of Flood Zone 3 which results in the proposed development being in Flood Zone 1.  
 
The Environment Agency highlight the latest guidance does require greater climate change 
resilience to be built into major projects, however, they recognise that the proposed store is 
substantially higher than the watercourse as shown on the ground level survey and that the 
site rises steeply towards Bath Road. Therefore, they are satisfied that there are no 
perceived issues with regards flooding affecting access to and from the new building, though 
some areas of car parking adjacent to the western boundary could be affected by shallow 
inundation in an extreme event should the culvert become surcharged. 
 
The watercourse is also within a culvert and the reduction in the footprint of the built form 
also provides some accommodation. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume the additional 
climate change resilience would not materially impact the development and sufficient 
information has been provided to inform the consideration of flood risk impacts. To built-in 
this resilience and mitigation the minimum level of the building and any changes to the rest of 
the site can be controlled via condition.  
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The reconfiguration of the existing industrial units are located within Flood Zone 3, however, 
in accordance with Table 2: 'Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification' within the National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) they are also classed as 'Less Vulnerable' development. 
The FRA also states no extensions or alterations to existing floor levels will occur. The 
Environment Agency have advised that this part of the site is in an area at risk of flooding, but 
give the floor area is not increased they are satisfied that with consideration being given to 
incorporating into the design and construction of the development of 'flood proofing' 
measures they have not raise objection.  These include removable barriers on buildings 
apertures such as doors and air bricks and providing electrical services into the building at a 
high level so that plugs and air bricks and providing electrical services into the building at a 
high level so that plugs are located above possible flood levels. Such measures could also be 
considered to protect existing buildings. 
 
GCC as LLFA raised no objection to the drainage strategy of the previous application. 
Further discussions are taking place on this application but it is not anticipated these can not 
be overcome. Therefore, detailed surface water attenuation/storage works, SUDS 
maintenance plan along with confirmation from Severn Trent that they can accommodate the 
maximum permitted discharge rate can be required via condition.  
 
OBLIGATIONS   
As the application includes a supermarket the proposal is CIL Liable, however, whilst a CIL 
Liability Notice can not yet be issued with the amount of existing buildings it is unlikely that a 
contribution will be required from this development.   
 
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION  
Members will be aware that both the Bath Road Trading Estate and Daniels Industrial Estate 
redevelopments are under consideration and before this committee. As both schemes involve 
similar A1 retail food stores, the retail impact and the cumulative impact if members seek to 
approve both has to be considered and we have sort specialist independent advice from our 
retail consultant to assist in the assessment and provide a robust decision should either 
application end at an appeal.  
 
As outlined in the Officer's report, individually both of the Daniels and Bath Road schemes 
are considered to be acceptable. Whilst the final version of the independent expert advice 
has not yet been submitted, Officers are taking a precautionary approach based on 
knowledge and previous experience and considered it likely that this advice will outline that 
only one additional discounter food store, as proposed by both these applications, can be 
permitted (in additional to the Avocet/Dudbridge permission) without a significant adverse 
overall impact on town centre health and investment.  
 
Therefore, depending on the outcome of the other application a two part recommendation is 
proposed. Should members consider the Daniels proposal to be acceptable this application is 
recommended for refusal as the cumulative impact would have significant adverse overall 
impact on town centre health and investment.  
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Due to the cumulative retail impact of the proposal, when taken into account the other retail 
commitments at Avocet/Dudbridge and Daniels the proposed A1 food store would have a 
significant adverse overall impact on town centre health and investment and undermine the 
viability and vitality of Stroud and Nailsworth town centres. The proposal is therefore contrary 
to Paragraph 23 of the NPPF and Polices CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan November 2015.  
 
If members have refused the [insert name of other scheme] the retail impact would allow a 
positive recommendation for this scheme subject to the recommendation as outlined below. 
 
Comparison 
Both these sites are located in close proximity to each other and have similar characteristics 
being no better connected or more accessible than each other given they are both out-of-
centre sites. They are therefore considered to be sequential neutral. On a retail grounds 
there is no advantage or benefit to either scheme. The food stores being similar in size and 
format so would provide roughly a similar level of jobs. 
 
During the previous consideration of supermarkets applications, members put great weight 
on the regeneration and job creation benefits.  
 
To the food store, the Daniels scheme adds the coffee shop and any additional jobs from the 
residential properties and construction phases.  
 
In addition to the food store, the Bath Road scheme includes reconfiguration and 
modernisation of 3 industrial units to provide 2193 sq m of B2 industrial floor space. The 
investment and rejuvenation in the Trading Estate will also help facilitate further phases of 
development to regeneration other parts of the Estate including the Listed mill and the 
employment potential within them. The Bath Road scheme will therefore provide both retail 
jobs but also more traditional engineering and industrial employment in the wider Trading 
Estate. 
 
Whilst the existing tenants have been kept updated and offered assistance by both applicants 
and their agents, there are more existing businesses being displaced by the Daniels scheme 
which is 62% vacant when compared to 85% vacancy of the Bath Rd application site. The 
Daniels site has 69 jobs and Bath Rd site has 32, 14 of which are at Trutum which is only 
partly affected with the modernisation of unit L4D. 
 
The residential element provides a positive regeneration of a brownfield site in accordance 
with a mixed-use allocation in the Local Plan and would provide a land value boost to 
mitigate the clear up costs.  
 
The Bath Road scheme is a full application with a committed named retailer, a majority of the 
site vacant and appears to be deliverable in the near future. The Daniels scheme is only in 
outline and whilst it could still be deliverable in the future, the submitted proposal has less 
detail about the operators or designs.  
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Therefore, on balance, whilst both schemes provide positives, Officers consider that when 
considered in the round the benefits and deliverability of the Bath Road should be given 
greater weight.  
  
The Avocet/Dudbridge permission is currently only just over half way through the 3 year time 
limit to start. This runs until 27/8/2018 so has about 17 months still to go. It is therefore 
difficult at this stage to do anything other than consider it as a commitment which could still 
come forward. Whilst it is evident from repeated news reports that changing shopping 
patterns and current market conditions have reduced the likelihood of a mainstream retailer 
looking to progress this site with the length of time still to run this cannot be discounted at this 
time. If members decide the current proposals are not acceptable on purely a retail impact 
this could be revisited next summer then the Avocet situation is clearer. 
 
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. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: PERMIT subject to the following conditions 
 
 
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: 
 
 Site Location Plan of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)01     
 
 Site Plan Proposed of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)03  
 Plan number = 10258/103     
 
 Proposed floor plan of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)104     
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 Roof plan of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)105     
 
 Proposed Elevations of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)106     
 Plan number = 10258/104 
 Plan number = 10258/105 
 Plan number = 10258/106 
 Plan number = 10258/107 
 
 Section of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)107     
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)108     
 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with 

the approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 
 
 3. Prior to the occupation of the food store hereby permitted, written 

documentation showing a binding contract for the full 
implementation of the reconfiguration and refurbishment of the 
existing industrial units in compliance with planning permission 
S.17/0557/FUL and the date of commencement of work under that 
contract shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance 
with the approved timing programme. 

  
 Reason: 
 To ensure that there is no unnecessary delay and to retain control 

over the delivery of the proposed employment development 
enabled by the proposed food store.   

 
 4. The food store hereby permitted shall only be used by a discount 

food supermarket operator and for no other purpose (including any 
other purpose in Class A1 of the Schedule to the Town and 
Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended by the 
Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) 
(England) Order 2005, (or in any provisions equivalent to that class 
in any statutory instrument revoking or re-enacting that Order with 
or without modification). The following service shall not be 
operated from the land: 

 
 1. Banking facilities (excluding ATM) 
 2. Dispensing pharmacy 
 3. Dry cleaning or Post Office services 
 4. Photographic shop or booth 
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 5. Café/restaurant 
 6. Sales of cigarettes or tobacco 
 
 Reason:  
 To limit the retail impact on the health of, vitality and viability and 

investment within nearby town and district centres in accordance 
with Policies CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
 5. No more than 1,254sq m total net retail sales area shall be 

provided on site. 
 

Reason:  
To limit the retail impact on the health of, vitality and viability and 
investment within nearby town and district centres in accordance 
with Policies CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
 6. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans and at no time shall there be sub-division of 
approved building into individual units. 

 
Reason:  
To limit the retail impact on the health of, vitality and viability and 
investment within nearby town and district centres in accordance 
with Policies CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
7.       No more than 20% of the net tradable floorspace (251sq m) shall 

be used for the sale of comparison goods. 
 
 Reason:  
 To limit the retail impact on the health of, vitality and viability and 

investment within nearby town and district centres in accordance 
with Policies CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
 8. The proposed food store premises shall not be open for customer 

business between the hours of 2200 and 0800 hours on Monday to 
Saturday and 1700 and 1000 on Sundays.  

 
 Reason: 

To protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people living 
and/or working nearby, and to limit the retail impact of the scheme 
in accordance with Policies ES3 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud 
District Local Plan, November 2015. 
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 9. No development comprising the erection or alteration of the 

buildings hereby permitted shall take place until samples of all 
materials (includes walling, roofing and joinery details) to be used 
in the construction of the external surfaces of the buildings have 
been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 
The development shall then be constructed in accordance with the 
approved samples. 

 
 Reason: 
 In order to ensure a sympathetic form of development within the 

conservation area in accordance with Policy ES10 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
10. No development comprising the erection of the food store hereby 

permitted shall take place until details of a scheme of 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 in accordance 

with Policies CP14 and ES10 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
11. The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented so that 

planting can be carried out during the first planting season 
following the occupation of the building(s) or the completion of the 
development whichever is the sooner. All planting shall be 
maintained for five years and any trees or plants removed, dying, 
being damaged or becoming diseased within that period shall be 
replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and 
species to those originally required to be planted unless otherwise 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason:  
 In the interests of the visual amenities of the area in accordance 

with Policies CP14 and ES10 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
12. No development shall take place, including any works of 

demolition, until a Construction Method Statement for all phases of 
the development has been submitted to, and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority. The approved Statement shall be 
adhered to throughout the phases and construction period. The 
Statement shall:  

 
 i.  specify the type and number of vehicles;  
 ii.  provide for the parking of vehicles of site operatives and   
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visitors; 

 iii.  provide for the loading and unloading of plant and materials; 
iv.  provide for the storage of plant and materials used in 
constructing the development; 

 v.  provide for wheel washing facilities, which shall be used by 
every lorry and van prior to leaving the site on every occasion; 

 vi.  specify the intended hours of construction operations; 
 vii.  measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 

construction and demolition works; 
 viii. provide details of the site access during the construction 

period. 
 
 Reason: 
 To protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people living 

and/or working nearby, and reduce the potential impact on the 
public highway in accordance with Policy ES3 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
13. No development shall take place until a scheme of external lighting 

has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. The submitted scheme shall include full details as to the 
location, design, hours of illumination and lux of all external lighting 
including security lighting. No other external lighting of any 
description shall be erected on the site unless in accordance with 
the approved lighting scheme. 

 
 Reason: 
 In order to safeguard the amenities of the occupiers of the 

surrounding properties and to ensure a sympathetic form of 
development in accordance with Policies ES3 and ES10 of the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
14. The level of noise from fixed plant at the foodstore shall not 

exceed 43 dB LAr,1 hr as measured or determined at the external 
boundary of any residential property between the hours of 07:00 to 
23:00. The LAr (Rating Level) shall be calculated in accordance 
with British Standard 4142:2014. 

 
 Reason:  
 To protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people living 

and/or working nearby, in accordance with Policy ES3 of the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
15. The level of noise from fixed plant at the food store shall not 

exceed 37 dB LAr,15 min as measured or determined at the 
external boundary of any residential property between the hours of 
23:00 to 07:00. The LAr (Rating Level) shall be calculated in 
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accordance with British Standard 4142:2014. 

 
 Reason:  
 To protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people living 

and/or working nearby, in accordance with Policy ES3 of the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
16. The development hereby permitted shall not begin until a scheme 

to deal with ground contamination, controlled waters and/or ground 
gas has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

  
The scheme shall include all of the following measures, unless the 
Local Planning Authority dispenses with any such requirement 
specifically in writing:- 

  
1. A Phase I site investigation 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 10175:2011 
Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites – Code of Practice. 

 
2. If identified as required by the above approved Phase 1 site 
investigation report, 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 
10175:2011 Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites – 
Code of Practice. Where required, the report shall include a 
detailed quantitative human health and environmental risk 
assessment. 

 
3. If identified as required by the above approved Phase II intrusive 
investigation report, 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, as well as how this will be validated. Any ongoing 
monitoring should also be outlined. No deviation shall be made 
from this scheme without prior written approval from the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
 No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied 

until:- 
 
 4. Any previously unidentified contamination encountered during 

the works has been fully assessed and an appropriate remediation 
scheme submitted to and approved the Local Planning Authority. 
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 5. A verification report detailing the remediation works undertaken 
and quality assurance certificates to show that the works have 
been carried out in full accordance with the approved methodology 
has been submitted to, and approved by, the Local Planning 
Authority. 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. 

 
 For further details as to how to comply with this condition, please 

contact Katie Larner, Senior Contaminated Land Officer – tel: 
(01453) 754469. 

 
 Reason:  
 To protect the health of future users of the site from any possible 

effects of contaminated land in accordance with the guidance 
within the NPPF, in particular, paragraph 120. 

 
17. Finished Floor levels of the proposed food store should be set no 

lower than 38.80 metres Above Ordnance Datum (600mm above 
the predicted 1 in 100 year flood level including an allowance for 
climate change) unless otherwise approved by the local Planning 
Authority.  

 
 Reason:  
 To protect the food store development from flood risk for the 

lifetime of the development.  
 
18. There shall be no raising of ground levels within that part of the 

site liable to flood as defined by the level of 38.00m AOD(N) as 
shown on the topographic survey drawing 130085 P(1)02 
submitted on 6 May 2016.  

 
 Reason:  
 To ensure that there will be no increased risk of flooding to other 

land/properties due to impedance of flood flows and/or reduction of 
flood storage capacity.  

 
19. Prior to commencement of development, evidence of Severn Trent 

Water company consent, sufficient to accommodate the maximum 
permitted discharge rate, shall be submitted to and approved by 
the Local Planning Authority. If the proposed rate of discharge is 
not accepted by the water company, an alternative drainage 
strategy shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority prior to commencement of the development. 
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 Reason: 

 To prevent an increased risk of flooding in accordance with Policy 
ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. It 
is important that these details are agreed prior to the 
commencement of development as any works on site could have 
implications for drainage in the locality. 

 
20. Prior to the commencement of development details of surface 

water attenuation/storage works shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The volume balance 
requirements should be reviewed to reflect actual development 
proposal, agreed discharge rate and the extent of impermeable 
areas and runoff to be generated. It is important to confirm 
dimensions and depth of proposed tank to the Local Planning 
Authority once discharge rate is agreed by Severn Trent. The 
scheme shall subsequently be completed in accordance with the 
approved details before the development is first brought into 
use/occupied. 

 
 Reason: 
 To prevent an increased risk of flooding in accordance with Policy 

ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. It 
is important that these details are agreed prior to the 
commencement of development as any works on site could have 
implications for drainage in the locality. 

 
21. No development shall take place until a SUDS maintenance plan 

for all SUDS/attenuation features and associated pipework, in 
accordance with The SuDS manual (CIRIA, C753), has been 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The 
approved SUDS maintenance plan shall be implemented in full in 
accordance with the approved terms and conditions. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure the continued operation and maintenance of drainage 

features serving the site and avoid flooding in accordance with 
Policy ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 
2015. It is important that these details are agreed prior to the 
commencement of development as any works on site could have 
implications for drainage in the locality. 

 
22. Before any of works of demolition hereby approved is carried out, 

written documentation showing a binding contract for the full re-
development of the site in compliance with planning permission, 
S.17/0557/FUL and the date of commencement of work under that 
contract, [that shall be within 2 months of the date of submission of 
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the written documentation] shall be submitted to and approved by 
the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that there is no unnecessary delay in replacing the 

demolished buildings and to safeguard the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area in accordance with Policy 
ES10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
23. Prior to the development hereby permitted being brought in to use 

the vehicle access including visibility splays shall be completed 
broadly in accordance with the submitted plan 9594-0015 and shall 
be maintained as such for the duration of the development until 
and unless adopted as highway maintainable at public expense.  

 
 Reason:  
 To ensure that safe and suitable access is provided in accordance 

with paragraph 32 of the NPPF and Policy CP13 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
24. No development shall take place until details of pedestrian 

crossing facilities of Bath Road and Eros Clos have been 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority and 
shall be completed in accordance with the approved details prior to 
the development being brought in to use.  

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that safe and suitable access has been provided and 

the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken 
up in accordance with paragraph 32 of the NPPF and Policy CP13 
of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
25. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until 

secure and covered cycle storage facilities for a minimum of 31 
bicycles has been made available in accordance with details to be 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that adequate cycle parking is provided, to promote 

cycle use and to ensure that the opportunities for sustainable 
transport modes have been taken up in accordance with 
paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
26. The building hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the 

vehicular parking and turning and loading/unloading facilities have 
been provided in accordance with the submitted plan 130085 
P(1)03 submitted on 7th March 2017, and those facilities shall be 
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maintained available for those purposes thereafter.  

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that a safe, suitable and secure means of access for all 

people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists and 
pedestrians is provided in accordance with the NPPF.  
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Item No: 02 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.16/2152/OUT 
PP-05522002 

Site Address  Daniels Industrial Estate, 104 Bath Road, Stroud, Gloucestershire 
 

Town/Parish  Rodborough Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  383971,204305 
 

Application Type  Outline Planning Permission  
 

Proposal  Outline application for mixed use redevelopment comprising new 
foodstore, retail unit, up to 50 residential dwellings, vehicular access 
and parking. 
 

RECOMMENDATION REFUSAL 
Call in Request  Councillor Tom Williams 
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Applicant’s 
Details 

Industrial Sales Ltd 
C/o Agent, Hunter Page Planning, 18 High Street, Cheltenham, GL50 
1DZ 
 

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

Case Officer  John Chaplin 
 

Application 
Validated 

04.10.2016 

 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

Biodiversity Officer 
Flood Resilience Land Drainage 
Archaeology Dept (E) 
Flood Resilience Land Drainage 
Development Coordination (E) 
Gloucestershire Education Dept (E) 
Environmental Health (E) 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
Highways England 
Historic England SW 
Natural England (E) 
Mr David Lesser 
Cainscross Parish Council 
Stroud Town Council 
Biodiversity Officer 
Wales And West Utilities Limited (E) 
Nailsworth Town Council 
Parish / Town 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Conservation North Team 
Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
 

Constraints  Affecting the Setting of a Cons Area     
Conservation Area     
Key Employment Land (LP)     
Rodborough 3km core catchment zone     
Settlement Boundaries (LP)     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
MAIN ISSUES 
o Employment Protection & Opportunities  
o Retail Impact 
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o Design and appearance 
o Residential Amenity 
o Highways 
o Landscape impact 
o Drainage And Flood Risk 
o Archaeology and Heritage Assets 
o Contaminated land 
o Affordable Housing  
o Ecology 
o Obligations 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
This site is part of the Daniels Industrial Estate. It is bordered by the A46 to the East, the 
B&Q store to the North and is adjacent to Dudbridge Road and the group of houses on 
Constance Close to the South and West. The vacant Kites Nest public house is just to the 
south at the end of the corner at the junction with Bath Road (A46) and Dudbridge Road. The 
site is 2.9ha and approximately 1.2km from the defined town centre boundary, and within the 
Stroud Urban Area.    
  
The site consists of several groups of varying twentieth century industrial and office buildings 
amongst hardstandings, with little vegetation. The buildings have a functional appearance in 
a wide variety of materials and a mix of heights. They are occupied by a range of users.  
  
In a difference to the previous scheme, the Office block known as Fern House, currently 
occupied by Meningitis Now, is excluded from the red line application site and is not 
proposed to be altered by this redevelopment scheme.  
 
The site is just outside the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area which lies to the south, west 
and north. Similarly it is outside the AONB, but there is inter-visibility, especially with Selsley, 
Doverow and Rodborough Hills and to some degree from Ruscombe/Whiteshill. There are no 
Listed buildings on the site, but there are in the vicinity. It occupies an elevated position and 
therefore is unsurprisingly in flood zone 1.  
  
The site is significantly sloping from east to west. There are several access points from the 
A46 and Dudbridge Hill.  
 
The site is in Rodborourgh Parish, with Cainscross and Stroud Parishes approximately 1km 
to the west and north respectively. 
 
PROPOSAL  
This is an outline proposal for the demolition of all of the existing buildings on site (excluding 
Fern House) to provide a new retail store, a smaller retail unit and up to 50 residential 
dwellings with associated car parking and new access. 
 
The proposed Class A1 retail store has a 2,120 sq m gross floor area and on the indicative 
layout is positioned towards the centre of the site adjacent to Fern House. Whilst no named 

Page 44 of 86



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
25/04/2017 

 
operator has been put forward, the size and supporting documents outline this as a 
discounter. The indicative layout shows an associated car park outlined with 104 spaces. 
 
The smaller retail unit is anticipated to be a coffee shop type use with drive through. This has 
a floorspace of 191 sqm gross floor area and a car parking with 22 spaces. 
 
A new ghost island access junction is proposed from Bath Road (A46) for the retail store and 
drive though coffee shop.  
 
Up to 50 residential dwellings are also proposed as part of the scheme. These are located to 
the West side of the site towards to the existing dwellings on Constance Close. A separate 
residential highway access from Dudbridge Road is outlined for this dwellings.  The agent 
has confirmed that they are offering 30% of the residential dwellings as affordable housing.  
 
Off-site highway improvements to the Golden Cross junction including improved pedestrian 
crossing and other tactile access crossing points have also been proposed. 
 
This proposal is in outline with only approval for the access being sought. 
 
REVISED DETAILS  
Revised and additional highways details, an Air Quality Assessment and further ecological 
and updated drainage information received  
 
MATERIALS  
n/a - Outline application these details have been reserved for future consideration. 
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  
S.15/1517/FUL Provision of new foodstore, petrol filling station, vehicular access, parking 
and landscaping. WDN 
S.14/1905/FUL Provision of new foodstore, petrol filling station, vehicular access, parking 
and landscaping. REF  
S.13/2284/FUL Provision of new retail foodstore, petrol filling station, vehicular access, 
parking and associated landscaping. Appeal WDN 
 
There is also an extensive planning history that relates to the wider industrial site but has 
limited relevance to this proposal.  
 
Other supermarket site/scheme update. 
Brunsdons Yard S.15/2590/FUL Pending  
Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL Appeal withdrawn 
 
Bath Road 2 S.17/0557/FUL Pending 
Bath Road 1 S.16/1023/FUL Refused 
 
Avocet S.14/0677/FUL Approved 
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REPRESENTATIONS 
Statutory Consultees :  
 
Rodborough Parish Council: Support but would like the following addressed: 
- Appreciate the improvements to the Golden Cross junction but do not want to see any 

residents parking loss from the area north of the junction. 
 
- Highways should look at the whole Dudbridge Road/Dudbridge Hill/Bath Road area 

which already suffers from both speeding vehicles and traffic congestion.  
 
- Signalled pedestrian crossing should be included on the Bath Road (above the 

entrance to the site) This will not only aid pedestrians trying to cross the busy road but 
also have the benefit of slowing traffic and helping with exit from Dudbridge Road on 
the Bath Road.  

 
- Signalled pedestrian crossing on Dudbridge Road close to the entrance to the 

proposed homes. This would aid new residents and those living on Constance Close 
who already experience difficulties crossing. It would also help slow traffic down on 
this surprisingly fast road.  

 
- Housing - this is an eminently suitable location for affordable housing and there must 

be guarantees in place that a minimum of 30% of the houses are affordable.  
 
- There was concern that those exiting the housing and wanting to go north towards 

Stroud are quite restricted (either turn right from the entrance and down to the 
Sainsbury's roundabout and back up Dudbridge Hill or turn left from the entrance and 
right on to the Bath Road before finding somewhere to turn round). This could lead to 
an increase in vehicles illegally turning left at the junction of Dudbridge Road and the 
Bath Road. Similarly residents returning home on the Bath Road from the north may 
be tempted to illegally turn right into Dudbridge Road.  

 
- Drive-through café. A café as a social hub/community facility would be welcomed but 

the Committee would prefer it if the drive-through element was removed (increases in 
pollution/noise). They would not want to see it open all hours and would be very much 
against a fast food type of outlet. 

 
Stroud Town Council: Comment -  
- Agree in principle one Limited Assortment Discounter (LAD) retail development on 

Bath Road. 
 
- Support the concept of housing on a Brown Field site in this location. 
 
Nailsworth Town Council: Objection -  
- Concerns regarding the extra traffic this development would create particularly in 

relation to Bath Rd/Dudbridge Rd junction, and the impact this will have on Nailsworth 
residents using the A46. 
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- The impact of the retail aspect of the development will result in a drop in footfall in 

Nailsworth - with a 5% drop Nailsworth would expect a loss of some 42 jobs, 40% of 
which would be full time.  The combined impact of this with the Dudbridge supermarket 
proposals could lead to a 15% diversion of turnover from Nailsworth causing up to 194 
job losses (2014 Nailsworth Chamber of Trade Jobs survey). 

 
- Seriously concerned about the effect of this development on the main Nailsworth 

supermarket which is of the utmost importance for the vitality of the town. 
 
Cainscross Parish Council: Application noted - no further comment. 
 
Stonehouse Town Council: To be reported 
 
Highways England: No objection 
GCC Highways: No highway objections subject to conditions  
 
Historic England: Do not wish to offer any comments. The application should be determined 
in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of your specialist 
conservation advice. 
 
GCC Archaeology: Recommends no archaeological investigation or recording should be 
required but a record of programme of building record should be carried out. 
 
GCC as Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA): No Objection subject to condition 
 
SDC Water Resource Engineer: Satisfied that GCC LLFA take the lead but recommends 
details of the future management of the SuDS scheme agreed. 
 
GCC Community Infrastructure Team: Request Libraries contribution.  
SDC CIL Officer: CIL Liable but will should be addressed at Reserved Matters stage. 
Rodborough Common SAC mitigation not covered by CIL.  
 
Natural England: No Objection - Subject to appropriate mitigation being secured for 
Rodborough Common SAC.  
SDC Biodiversity Officer: Recommends conditions and securing Rodborough Common SAC 
contribution. 
 
Environmental Health: Recommends conditions and informative 
Contaminated Land Officer: Recommends condition 
 
Public Representations :  
2 Objection received 
 
Highway safety concerns - 
The proposed traffic light controlled access off the Bath Road would cause havoc with 
commuters. Existing traffic and congestion cannot take additional traffic from superstore. 
Additional traffic from Dudbridge Rd supermarket permission.  Road not designed for HGVs. 
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Retail impact concerns -  
Stroud has enough supermarkets, the town centre businesses are consistently closing - the 
most recent being the butchers. 
 
NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES  
National Planning Policy Framework. 
Available to view at: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf 
 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  
Section 72(1).  
 
The adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 
Policies together with the preamble text and associated supplementary planning documents 
are available to view on the Councils website: 
www.stroud.gov.uk/localplan 
 
Local Plan policies considered for this application include: 
CP1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
CP2 - Strategic growth and development locations. 
CP7 - Lifetime communities. 
CP8 - New housing development. 
CP9 - Affordable housing. 
CP11 - New employment development. 
CP12 - Town centres and retailing. 
CP13 - Demand management and sustainable travel measures. 
CP14 - High quality sustainable development. 
 
HC1 - Meeting small-scale housing need within defined settlements. 
EI2 - Regenerating existing employment sites. 
EI9 - Floorspace thresholds for Impact Assessments 
EI12 - Promoting transport choice and accessibility. 
 
ES3 - Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits. 
ES4 - Water resources, quality and flood risk. 
ES5 - Air quality. 
ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity. 
ES7 - Landscape character. 
ES10 - Valuing our historic environment and assets. 
 
The proposal should also be considered against the guidance laid out in SPG Residential 
Design Guide (2000), SPG Residential Development Outdoor Play Space Provision, SPG 
Stroud District Landscape Assessment and Planning Obligation SPD 2017. 
 
Stroud Town Centre Neighbourhood Development Plan was endorsed by the community at 
referendum and was adopted by Full Council on 27th October 2016. The NDP should be 
given full weight as part of the development plan. 
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EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION & OPPORTUNITIES  
The application site is identified within the Local Plan under Policy EI2 as an employment 
regeneration site (ER7) where a mixed-use regeneration including employment generating 
uses is permitted provided there are demonstrate environmental and/or conservation 
benefits. 
 
The supporting text goes on to outline that a more intensive mixed use development could 
provide a greater benefit to the local community than if the site as retained solely in 
employment use. Its aims to provide sustainable development with the aim of providing both 
jobs and homes. The principle of a residential element is therefore considered acceptable 
provided the employment element is still provided. 
 
The policy and supporting text goes onto require a mixed-use redevelopment to provide 
important regeneration benefits and should aim to provide at least the same employment 
opportunities as existed when the employment space was previously used. 
 
The October 2007 Grimley Employment Land Review concluded that the site was well used 
but the relatively poor access and slope constrain the size and shape of any new buildings. It 
would be unviable for employment redevelopment and challenging even for mixed use due to 
the high construction costs. These conclusions were confirmed in the subsequent and latest 
Employment Land Study 2013. It found that the site was still well used and "moderate quality" 
but redevelopment prospects unlikely as there are better sites elsewhere. 
 
Whilst in outline with no details of any final operator identified, the agent has estimated that 
40-50 jobs would be anticipated in the A1 foodstore as a discount retailer.  Similarly no 
details of the final operator of the A3/A5 coffee shop have been submitted but the agent 
estimates 8-10 FTE jobs with possibility of up to 20 jobs (this is likely to include full and part 
time positions). The agent has also outlined the employment and economic benefits of the 
construction phases and the home-based employment and investment. The agent anticipates 
between 60-80 jobs created by the scheme. 
 
The latest tenant listed submitted by the agent shows a range of existing businesses on site. 
This includes engineering, storage, office and recruitment firms with a total employment of 69 
employees. The larger units including the large iconic red/brown striped building unit 2 are 
vacant. Dibone Engineering has a floor space of 371 sq m, P3 (People Potential Possibilities) 
floor space of 216 sq m. some of the other firms affected include AEM Steel Profiles Ltd, 
Mark Pollard Heating Services Ltd and Blandon systems Ltd. Of the total 13,066 sq m of 
existing floor space 8,057 sq m (62%) is vacant. 
 
The site has previously been a key employment site protected under the previous local plan. 
However, the current Local Plan has acknowledged the difficulties of the site and the lack of 
interest in bring the site forward for a solely B class employment redevelopment scheme and 
has sort to encourage a mixed-use development to facilitate a redevelopment and promote 
and improve the employment opportunities. This reflects the guidance within paragraph 22 of 
the NPPF which seeks to avoid long term protection of sites for employment where there is 
no reasonable prospect of this being brought forward. 
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Whilst no traditional B class employment is retained or proposed, the proposed food store 
and coffee shop do provide employment opportunities. The assistance of the existing 
businesses is noted and helps mitigate the loss but it is considered that the scheme would 
not undermine the overall employment strategy of the Local Plan. Therefore, Officers 
consider, that an appropriate level of flexibility has been provided within the Local Plan to 
support the proposal.  
 
RETAIL IMPACT   
When considering the cumulative impact of retail development within the Stroud area and the 
schemes that are currently being considered, we have to take into account the permitted 
Avocet/Dudbridge scheme. The Avocet/Dudbridge scheme (S.14/0677/FUL) was granted 
permission on the 27/8/2015 for a mainstream retailer. This permission required the 
commencement with 3 years which runs until 27/8/2018. As a mainstream large supermarket, 
the Avocet commitment accounts for the largest significant share of the predicted impact 
which members where concerned about during the last supermarket application.  
 
The submitted details, including the Retail Impact Statement indicates, on a number of 
occasions, that the proposed Class A1 retail store will be occupied by a limited assortment 
discount retailer. No operator has been named. It would be difficult, unreasonable and 
unenforceable to condition the precise type of retail operation. However, our retail consultant 
also considers that this is the most likely scenario. 
 
RETAIL SEQUENTIAL ASSESSMENT  
The applicant's sequential site assessment exercise is contained within the Planning 
Statement prepared by the agent Hunter Page. The agent infers that because the application 
site is allocated for mixed use development in the Local Plan the proposed retail floorspace 
will generate employment opportunities and therefore there is no need to apply the sequential 
test.    
  
Officer agree with the advice of our retail consultant that the application site would need to be 
specifically allocated for retail development (and having gone through the sequential site 
assessment exercise at the development plan stage) to avoid the need to consider the 
sequential test for this application. Therefore, there is a need to consider whether the 
proposed development complies with the retail sequential test. With the specialist assistance 
of the Council's retail consultant, Officers have considered this.  
 
The application site lies in an out of centre location and therefore there is a need to consider 
whether there are any suitable and available in-centre, edge-of-centre or more accessible 
and better connected out-of-centre sites to accommodate the proposed development (taking 
in account the need for flexibility in scale and format). 
 
In terms of alternative sites the applicant has put forward and considered a range of sites 
both within centres and edge of centres including: 
1. Cheapside Wharf; 
2. Merrywalks; 
3. Parliament Street/Church Street; 
4. London Road; 
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5. The Market Tavern site; 
6. Dudbridge Industrial Estate (Avocet); 
7. Bath Road Trading Estate; and 
8. Brunsdon's Yard (Ryeford). 
 
Looking at these sites the Planning Statement notes that 'a flexible approach to alternative 
sites has been adopted' but a detailed assessment is not provided. The proposal contains 
both Class A1 foodstore and a Class A3/5 restaurant unit with no apparent formal link 
between the two. Alternative sites should therefore be assessed on their ability to 
accommodate both town centre uses.  In relation to the restaurant use, we consider that a 
demonstration of flexibility will be to remove the drive though element and, in relation to the 
Class A1 foodstore, it will be noted that the Bath Road Trading Estate application proposed a 
slightly smaller store (1,918sq m) than this application. 
 
These sites have been considered by the LPA in the past during previous retail/supermarket 
applications and apart from the Market Tavern, which will be address later, Officers do not 
consider there are any additional sites. 
 
In relation to the Cheapside, Merrywalks and London Road sites, there have not been any 
material changes in circumstances from the previous assessments and, in any event, with 
the support of our retail consultant, Officers remain of the opinion that they are unsuitable for 
a foodstore development of the size proposed in this application even taking into account the 
NPPF requirement for flexibility in scale and format. Some of these may be able to 
accommodate the proposed restaurant, but current national planning policy does not promote 
the use of disaggregation in the operation of the sequential test. 
 
The Police Station and Court element of the Parliament Street/Church Street site is identified 
for redevelopment in the Neighbourhood Plan and includes retail uses. However, whilst part 
of this site is now available, and even assuming that the remainder could be made available, 
the format of the site and particularly its distinct change in levels makes it unsuitable for the 
proposed foodstore. 
 
The other alternative site within Stroud town centre which has attracted detailed 
consideration in relation to the recent foodstore/supermarket proposals was the Market 
Tavern site. This site was promoted as a retail-led redevelopment, and was considered as 
part of the retail sequential assessment during the previous supermarket proposals in the 
April 2015. Part of the site has now been identified in the Neighbourhood Plan for mixed use 
development, although the amount of land allocated does not make it large enough to 
accommodate this proposed development. Such a sized site is more likely to be useful for an 
immediate needs "corner shop" rather than more of a bulkier weekly shop. It is therefore 
difficult to consider this site as a genuinely available alternative.    
  
Moreover, since the approval of the Dudbridge Road scheme and refusal of the other two 
proposals, the Market Tavern redevelopment proposals have not come forward. In any event, 
whilst the current proposal is smaller than the previously assessed supermarket schemes, 
Officers and our retail consultant still do not consider that it represents a suitable site for the 
proposed development even when flexibility in scale and format in taken into account. In 
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particular, the shape, orientation and topography of the site do not lend themselves to a 
foodstore development which needs to be supported by some accessible customer parking 
provision. 
 
The other sites included in the sequential site assessment exercise are all out-of-centre and 
comprise the other sites recently/currently promoted for retail development. At the time of 
considering the recent supermarket proposals, the LPA undertook an exercise to understand 
whether any of the three sites could be considered more accessible and better connected to 
nearby town centres. This was a requirement based upon the contents of paragraph 24 of the 
NPPF and that assessment considered accessibility between the sites and nearby town 
centres based upon different modes of transport. That exercise reached the conclusion that 
all three sites were, in retail planning policy terms, sequentially equal.  
  
The Bath Road Trading Estate site introduced a fourth out-of-centre site and, whilst a 
detailed re-visit of this assessment has not been undertaken, Officers consider that a 
reasonable conclusion to draw is that the application site is not better connected or more 
accessible in relation to nearby town centres than the other three sites. Equally, it does not 
perform more poorly in relation to accessibility factors than the other sites. This is supported 
by our retail consultant on the basis of the site is located in close proximity to the Bath Road 
site which would have characteristics that are likely to be equally applicable to this application 
site.  
 
It is therefore considered that this proposal is considered to meet the provisions of the retail 
sequential test, as outlined in Policy CP12 of the Stroud Local Plan and paragraph 24 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
RETAIL IMPACT ASSESSMENT  
Local Plan Policy EI9 sets a local retail impact assessment threshold to ensure that full 
consideration is given to the scale of development and whether this would have any 
significant adverse impacts on an existing town centre. 
 
This is consistent with and supported by paragraph 26 of the NPPF and whilst the Local Plan 
sets an appropriate local threshold the NPPF notes that impact assessments should include 
an assessment of: 
 
- the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and private 
investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the proposal; and 
- the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer 
choice and trade in the town centre and wider area, up to five years from the time the 
application is made. For major schemes where the full impact will not be realised in five 
years, the impact should also be assessed up to ten years from the time the application is 
made. 
 
This planning policy basis and the out-of-town location means that the impact on the proposal 
on the health of, and investment within, town and local centres has to be assessed. Concerns 
have also been raised including from Nailsworth Town Council on the potential retail impact 
of the proposal on existing town centres.  
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The agent has submitted an assessment of these issues and in line with Officers instruction 
this has been independently reviewed by our retail consultant. 
 
The agent's analysis provides two impact scenarios, first with a mainstream supermarket at 
Avocet/Dudbridge and ALDI at Daniels and a second with ALDI at Avocet/Dudbridge and Lidl 
at Daniels. Our retail consultant is satisfied that this offers a robust assessment and would 
present a worst-case scenario and is not unreasonable for the development. 
 
Our retail consultant has used the latest retail expenditure forecasts in their assessment and 
whilst in broad agreement trade diversion forecast they consider there is an over-reliance on 
trade diversion.  
 
Our retail consultant assessment (table 1) indicates that around £0.17m of convenience 
goods expenditure could be diverted from stores in Stroud town centre, which will be spread 
across the different stores in the centre (although the highest amount of diversion will be from 
the Iceland).  This will equate to a total impact of around 3% on the town centre's 
convenience goods sector. There will be similarly small levels of impact on the convenience 
goods sectors in Nailsworth (-3%) and Stonehouse (-4%) town centres.  In Nailsworth, the 
large amount of diversion will come from the Morrisons store, whilst the Co-op on High Street 
will be the focus for the impact in Stonehouse town centre. The level of impact on these 
larger anchor stores in Stonehouse and Nailsworth is unlikely to have any significant negative 
consequences and they are likely to remain even after the trade diversion and continue to 
contribute to the wider health and attractiveness of the centre. 
 
Outside of these nearby town centres, the assessment indicates that the diversion of 
convenience goods trade from other settlements in Stroud District will be comparatively low 
and with some diversion (£0.42m) from stores outside of the District. This level of diversion 
is, however, lower than assumed in the applicant's cumulative impact analysis but as they 
cannot be directly compared they are generally in line with each other. 
 
Whilst this is only a small element of the proposed foodstore our retail consultant assessment 
(table 2) has also undertaken financial impact analysis for the comparison goods floorspace.  
 
Table 2 indicates that £0.8m of the £2.29m total turnover will be diverted from comparison 
goods stores across Stroud, with £0.7m (of the £0.9m) coming from town centre stores.  
Table 2 indicates that this will have a 1% impact 2021 trading levels in the town centre's 
comparison goods sector as a whole. 
 
Of the remaining comparison goods turnover of the store, our retail consultant forecast that 
there will be small levels of diversion from other centres across Stroud District (e.g. 
Nailsworth at £0.1m), although a large part of this remaining turnover is likely to be drawn 
from centres further afield such as Cheltenham, Gloucester, Cirencester and stores across 
Bristol. 
 
The impact on both convenience and comparison goods, ie the total retail impact is brought 
together in table 3. This indicates the following total negative financial impacts for these three 
centres, Stroud -1%, Stonehouse -0.3% and Nailsworth -1%.  
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This overall impact levels are relatively small and, importantly, are below the levels of 
negative financial impact observed in relation to the Dudbridge/Avocet scheme, which pass 
the impact test (in relation to town centre vitality and viability) and was granted planning 
permission.   
 
Therefore, with appropriate controls on the balance between convenience and comparison 
goods floorspace, individually our retail consultant has offered no clear reason in terms of 
financial impact why the LPA should reach a conclusion which is different to the Dudbridge 
Road proposal and refuse this application.  
 
Cumulative impact 
There is also a need to consider the cumulative impact upon Stroud, Nailsworth and 
Stonehouse on the assumption that the Dudbridge Road/Avocet permission does go ahead 
either as a mainstream grocery retailer or by a discount grocery retailer. Bearing in mind this 
situation, we have considered whether this proposal would increase these levels of 
convenience and comparison goods impact upon Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth town 
centres.   
 
Bearing in mind the individual impacts associated with the proposal and the additional cross-
competition which would be created between the possible new Daniels and Dudbridge 
Road/Avocet stores, our retail consultant concludes that the impact levels on Stroud, 
Nailsworth and Stonehouse town centres of the approved scheme would not be increased by 
a Daniels store. Therefore, whilst there may well be an adverse impact upon the health of 
nearby town centres, the scale of cumulative impact is not so great or severe as to classify it 
has a significant adverse impact, which is the key test in paragraph 27 of the NPPF and 
Policy EI9 of the Local Plan. 
 
In reaching this conclusion our retail consultant has had regard to a number of aspects of the 
health of Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth town centres: 
  
Stonehouse is a centre of reasonable health, although it is susceptible to impacts from 
convenience goods stores due to the role that the Co-op plays within the centre. Vacancies 
are currently reasonably low within the centre  and the location and trading effects of the 
Daniels Industrial Estate proposal mean that whilst there could be an adverse impact upon 
the centre it is unlikely to a significant one. 
  
The health of Nailsworth town centre is considered to be good, with low levels of vacancy 
and a good mix of popular land uses.  We consider that the Morrisons supermarket plays an 
anchor role for the centre and, as set out above, is likely to lose  some trade as a 
consequence of the proposal.  However, due to the good trading performance of this store, 
we do not consider that the Daniels Industrial Estate proposal is likely to materially affect the 
trading performance of Morrisons and the positive contribution that it makes to the wider 
health and attractiveness of the centre.  
 
Stroud is the town centre which is likely to receive the highest level of trade diversion. The 
centre has a small convenience goods sector, with the largest store being Iceland, and a 
proportion of convenience goods units which is lower than the national average. Vacancies in 
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the centre (as measured by the latest (June 2016) Experian GOAD land use survey) are 
slightly above the national average and there have been a number of store closures in the 
centre in recent months. We have also examined the market share levels of the town centre 
between the 2009 and 2013 household shopping surveys which underpin the Council's two 
most recent retail studies.  These show that the centre is losing market share in both main 
and top-up food shopping trips and also in a number of comparison goods categories. This 
suggests that the centre is becoming relatively fragile and could be susceptible to even 
relatively modest levels of impact. However, when considering the specific impacts 
associated with the Daniels Industrial Estate proposal, and the type/scale of proposed 
development, we do not consider that they can be classified as significantly adverse. 
 
An A3/5 restaurant/coffee house with drive through facility is also proposed. This will provide 
another pressure to the town centre particularly Stroud as it would provide competition 
providing another different site for food and beverage customers to visit. Whilst this is noted a 
single restaurant unit would not lead to a significant adverse impact upon the health of any 
nearby centre. 
 
The other impact test is the need to assess the impact of the proposal on existing, committed 
and planning public and private sector investment in nearby town centres. In relation to 
planned and committed investment, we are not aware of any projects in Stonehouse and 
Nailsworth which would be materially affected. The only project in Stroud town centre (Market 
Tavern) which was actively considered during the recent assessment of the supermarket 
proposals has not been progressed over the past two years and can not therefore be 
considered as a planning investment project.   
 
In relation to the impact of the current proposal on existing investment in these three centres, 
it is noted the recent Dudbridge Road and previous Daniel's Industrial Estate supermarket 
proposals did not raise any particular concerns over the impact of these proposals on existing 
investment in Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth town centres. Bearing in mind the current 
proposal at Daniels is smaller in scale, product range and financial impact than these 
proposals, it would appear an alternative conclusion in relation to the current proposal would 
be difficult to sustain. 
 
Therefore, with suitable and robust controls via conditions the proposal, whilst there may be 
an adverse financial impact upon the convenience and comparison goods sectors in the 
nearby town centres of Stroud, Nailsworth and Stonehouse, the overall impact on town 
centre health and investment will not be significantly adverse when either this proposal is 
considered on an individual basis or cumulatively with the approved Dudbridge Road/Avocet 
supermarket. The scheme therefore does not conflict with the salient retail planning policies 
in the Local Plan or material policy considerations in the NPPF.  
 
DESIGN AND APPEARANCE   
As an outline application indicative only drawings showing an indication of a possible design 
and appearance of the buildings has been submitted. Whilst this is not being considered 
during this application it is not considered that there is an overriding reason why an 
appropriate high quality design could not be provided.  
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RESIDENTIAL AMENITY   
As an outline application full details of the position, elevations and fenestration etc have not 
been submitted for consideration. However, with appropriate consideration there is no 
overriding reason why the scheme should not be able to mitigate any adverse effects on the 
residential amenities currently enjoyed. The position of the site creates distance between the 
site existing residential properties. This and the indicative landscaping and layout creates a 
vegetation buffer to the neighbouring residential properties and position the retail stores away 
from this boundary. The historic industrial use and background noise of the busy local 
highway network are also noted.  
 
Details of proposed acoustic fencing and other noise mitigation methods have been 
addressed and can be required at reserved matters stage or via condition.  
 
The Environmental Protection Manager has highlighted the potential for anti-social behaviour 
issues in the car park area, particularly in the late evening and overnight. This has been 
discussed with the agent and whilst it is noted it is not considered a specific issue at this site. 
If this does become an issue appropriate mitigation ie closing the car park area off outside 
the opening hours of the supermarket could be addressed by the management of the site. 
 
HIGHWAYS  
The application is in outline however an indicative Masterplan has been submitted which 
shows the proposed foodstore and retail unit would share an new vehicle access from Bath 
Road with the proposed residential dwellings to be accessed from Dudbridge Road. 
Pedestrian access to the whole site would be available from both access points. 
 
The development site is served by bus services on both Bath Road and Dudbridge Road. 
The services on Bath Road provide a connection between Gloucester, Stroud and Nailworth 
on a half hourly timetable. The closest northbound bus stop is on Dudbrige Hill outside B&Q 
and includes a shelter which is approximately a 300m walk from the centre of the site. The 
southbound stop is located south of the Bath Road/Walkley Hill junction. Pedestrian crossing 
facilities to reach the southbound stop are available at the Golden Cross junction and also 
will be provided at the site access. Dudbridge Road has a much less frequent service 
however the number 8 service provides an infrequent service to Cashes Green and Stroud. 
Further to the west the bus stop adjacent to the existing Sainsburys foodstore on Dudbridge 
Hill which is approximately 5-600m from the site has a frequent bus service which includes 
the 66S which continues to run until the late evening and provides a connection to 
Gloucester. 
 
The submitted Transport Statement (TS) has reviewed the Trip Rate Information Computer 
System (TRICS) database to forecast a likely trip rate for the different land uses of the 
development based on surveys of similar sites from around the country. This was not 
considered comparable but additional information taking the total person trips from the 
TRICS database and converted to vehicle trips using the modal split data from the 2011 
Census data has been used. This has given a slightly higher trip rate with 36 and 31 two way 
vehicle movements in the morning and evening periods respectively from the residential 
element of the scheme. 
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The TS has also reviewed the retail element of the scheme and the likely trip rate from the 
TRICS database for a Friday and Saturday as these are the periods of highest demand 
created by a foodstore. GCC Highways Officer is satisfied that the TRICS assessment is 
robust resulting in trip rate 295 two-way vehicle movements Friday peak and 324 two-way 
vehicle movements at the Saturday morning peak. GCC Highways have also address the 
vehicle movements of the fast food/drive thru coffee (A1/A3) unit.  
 
The number of vehicle trips stated above are gross trips and do not account for any 
transferred, linked or pass-by trips within the local area. It has been assumed that 10% of 
trips associated with the foodstore would occur alongside trips to other retail units within the 
local area (such as B&Q) and can therefore be considered to already be using the wider 
highway network. 
 
Pass-by trips are those which are already using the local roads and visit the 
development as part of an existing journey. For the foodstore figures of 30% for weekdays 
and 20% for weekends have been applied which is considered to be reasonable. The smaller 
drive-thru unit also has applied a pass-by figure of 33% which when considering its location 
on a major route in to the town centre is considered to be reasonable. The remaining trips are 
transferred from other local stores and are considered to be new trips to the local network. 
 
The Bath Road/Dudbridge Road junction suffers from congestion and queuing at peak times, 
due to the banned left turn and right turn in the development traffic would have limited impact 
on this junction. Residential traffic leaving the development would have to turn right on to 
Bath Road and head south towards Nailsworth and the demand for this movement is limited. 
In the morning and evening peak hour there would be expected to be an additional 9 and 7 
two way movements respectively which would not be a material increase in the existing 
situation. Retail development traffic would access the development from Bath Road and 
therefore there would be small increase in traffic past the junction on the Bath Road. The 
Retail Impact Assessment sets out that the majority of trade would be expected to come from 
the Stroud area and therefore not impacting on this junction. Approximately 10% of traffic 
would be expected to travel to or from the south past Dudbridge Road which amounts to 
approximately 20 two way vehicle movements in the worst case Friday evening peak hour. 
 
The signal controlled junction of Bath Road, Dudbridge Hill and Walkley Hill known locally as 
the Golden Cross junction. As stated above the largest draw to the proposed store will be 
from the Stroud area and therefore the majority of retail development traffic would be 
expected to use this junction particularly given the restricted movements at the Dudbridge 
Road/Bath Road junction. In line with previous applications on the site the proposals include 
improvements to this junction which will improve pedestrian safety at the junction. The results 
of junction capacity analysis suggest that the Golden Cross signal controlled junction is 
currently operating inefficiently, but that meaningful improvements can be provided, the main 
benefit of the revised proposals being improved pedestrian provision. The design allows for 
pedestrian refuges on each arm of the junction of a sufficient width to provide shorter 
crossing distances for pedestrians as well as allowing the signals to run more efficiently. 
These improvements are shown on figure 6.13 and have previously been agreed in principle 
with GCC. 
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As part of the proposals at the Golden Cross junction amendments to the existing bus stops 
have been proposed in accordance with discussions with GCC Highways and the Integrated 
Transport Unit at GCC.  
 
The Bath Road access was proposed to take the form of a signal controlled junction in the 
same format as was agreed by GCC for previous applications on the development site for a 
larger foodstore. As the current application would generate fewer vehicle movements at this 
junction compared with the previous application the applicant has been asked by GCC 
Highways to assess a potential lesser level of junction includes a ghost island shown on 
drawings SK04 as this creates less future maintenance for the highway authority and 
provides cost effective mitigation in accordance with paragraph 32 of the NPPF. This 
assessment shows that the ghost island junction would have sufficient capacity to operate at 
a future year with over 50% of theoretical capacity spare on the foodstore arm. This type of 
junction also has the added benefit of maintaining the free flow of traffic along the Bath Road 
which acts as a major route in and out of Stroud. The ghost island junction design also 
includes a pedestrian refuge island to allow pedestrians to cross Bath Road and access the 
site. 
 
The Dudbridge Road access will form a formalised bellmouth junction at the location of the 
existing south west access to the industrial estate slightly to the south of the existing access. 
A footway has been proposed to the south of the access for approximately 30 m to provide a 
crossing point to the other side of the road shown on Fig 6.8. An assessment has been 
undertaken of the existing and proposed vehicle movements along Dudbridge Road and the 
resulting difficulty in crossing for pedestrians wishing to travel in this direction. From this it is 
concluded that the low number of pedestrian expected to wish to use this route and with the 
traffic lights on Dudbridge Road would create gaps in the traffic flow. 
 
The submitted Transport Assessment has reviewed the personal injury accident (PIA) 
records for the most recent 5 year period. This demonstrates that there is no evidence of an 
existing highway safety problem that is likely to be worsened as a result of the development. 
 
The proposal is currently supported by a retail travel plan to encourage the future employees 
of the retail units to travel to the site by sustainable modes of travel. The submitted Travel 
Plan has not included any measures for the residential portion of the development which 
should be included within the Travel Plan to cover the development as a whole, this addition 
could be covered by planning condition. 
 
The application for retail development on the site is broadly similar to previous planning 
applications on the site to which the highway authority has previously recommended no 
objection however  
 
The scale of retail development is smaller than previously proposed and includes residential 
development accessed from Dudbridge Road which fits with the Local Plan Policy EI2 for the 
redevelopment of employment sites to mixed use developments. 
 
GCC Highways have raised no highway objection subject to conditions and consider the 
proposed development would be expected to generate fewer vehicle movements than the 
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previous larger scale supermarket applications on the site. As discussed above GCC 
Highways are satisfied that the reviewed Bath Road junction, the Dudbridge Road junction 
and the improvements at the Golden Cross junction would provide a safe and suitable 
access, and improve pedestrian access encouraging and making it easier for travel modes 
other than the private car whilst maintaining the operation of the network which is congested 
at peak times without the development. 
 
As noted by the Parish, the improvements to the Golden Cross junction will result in the loss 
of some of the existing footway parking. 5 spaces will be retained but 8 or 9 spaces will be 
lost. Whilst the impact on these local residents is noted, there is no legal basis for footway 
parking on Bath Road and the wider benefit created by the highway improvement outweigh 
this loss and potential inconvenience. 
 
The Parish also suggested a further pedestrian crossing and that speed controls should be 
provided. These are also noted but with the technical input from the agent's highways 
consultant and GCC Highways we are unable to justify that further works beyond the 
proposed mitigation are required to make the proposed scheme acceptable. The 
enforcement of road traffic laws is the responsibility of the police. 
 
The highway comments and suggests from Rodborough Parish Council are appreciated and 
as suggested the technical input and advice from GCC Highways Officers has been received. 
Whilst the comments are appreciated as addressed above further amendments and 
mitigation would not be reasonable.   
 
The cumulative impact of this proposal and that of the nearby Bath Road Trading Estate also 
has to be considered. GCC Highways considered that should both sites be granted planning 
permission the two food stores would lessen the impact on the adjacent highway network 
compared to just one store being permitted as the demand for shopping will stay the same 
and will be spread over a wider area. GCC Highways are satisfied that the cumulative impact 
should both sites be permitted is acceptable.  
 
LANDSCAPE IMPACT  
Given the intervisibility of the Stroud Valleys the site is visible from various elevated 
viewpoints, including Selsley and others which are within the Cotswold AONB as well as 
views into the AONB as the hills form a backdrop to the site. However, the site is seen in 
conjunction with an extensive urban area with the larger higher B&Q store behind. 
 
Indicative elevations and cross sections have been submitted. Whilst the car park will be built 
up, the proposed store and parts of the residential scheme will be set into the existing ground 
profile. Some of the existing buildings particular, the Springfield Engineering building are also 
higher and larger than the proposed foodstore. The scheme also provides less built form with 
the car parking and landscaping associated with the residential and retail elements result in it 
being less obtrusive. The indicative landscaping strategy will also help soften the appearance 
and integrate the scheme. 
 
It is therefore considered the scheme would improve the wider character of the area and its 
contribution to the setting of the AONB. 
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DRAINAGE AND FLOOD RISK   
The agent has submitted the additional information regarding the drainage strategy and 
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). Whilst a detail design is yet to be developed, GCC as Lead 
Local Flood Authority is now satisfied with this updated information and has withdrawn their 
objection. It is proposed that the new development will restrict its surface water flows to 65l/s 
and this is the combined discharge rate from various catchments and a more conservative 
figure compared to existing discharge.  
 
As the application site is located within Flood Zone 1 (low risk) there is no requirement for a 
Flood Risk Sequential Test. The site is set over a range of different levels with a difference of 
5-10m across the site. With the additional drainage information, the reduction in hard 
surfacing and detailed SUDS design being approved via condition the flood risk and drainage 
is considered to be acceptable. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGY & HERITAGE ASSETS   
 
Where Listed buildings or their settings, are affected by development proposals, Section 
66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act requires the decision-
maker to have special regard to desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest it possesses. Section 72(1) of the Act 
requires that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving the character or 
appearance of Conservation Areas. 
 
Unlike most industrial complexes in the valleys, the Daniels site does not have its roots in 
early industry, therefore its positioning away from the valley bottom is in itself worthy of 
comment. Even though not included in the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area, which is 
largely based along the routes of early transport infrastructure, Seen from the surrounding 
high ground, the site reads as being a contiguous part of the wider industrial landscape and 
is read in the same context as the nearby Lightpill and Dudbridge industrial sites.  Whilst the 
site’s positioning on the hillside may be unusual, the buildings are typical of those found 
throughout  the IHCA; there is a real jumble of built form: mixture and juxtaposition is a key 
characteristic.  
 
The applicants’ very detailed Heritage Impact Statement concludes that there is very little of 
historic significance on the site; this is debatable.  Changes in the availability of materials, 
progress in building technology, changing industrial practices, and social and economic 
conditions all influenced the form of industrial buildings. This is well demonstrated on the 
Daniel’s site. The clear legibility of the evolution of one of Stroud’s most prominent 
engineering companies from the late 19th/early 20th century through to almost the present is 
of itself historically interesting. 
 
Architecturally, many of the buildings are not of particular interest, however, some could be 
deemed to be so significant as to be considered non-designated heritage assets. These 
buildings are not only of architectural interest in themselves, but they also play a positive 
contributory role in the setting of the IHCA and nearby listed buildings. 
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The most obvious of these are the early roadside brick buildings, Buildings E and F,  extant 
by the end of the first quarter of the 20th century. These are simple and robust structures, one 
with the characteristic north light roofline found on industrial sites throughout the valleys. The 
buildings create the first introduction into the historic industrial core of the Lightpill section of 
the IHCA, funnelling views down the road, past the Kitesnest Pub (another undesignated 
heritage asset)  to the Grade II Listed Lightpill Mill.  
 
The Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3 states that the contribution of 
setting to the significance of a heritage asset is often expressed by reference to views, 
including a variety of views of, across, or including that asset, and views of the surroundings 
from or through the asset, and may intersect with, and incorporate the settings of numerous 
heritage assets. It is considered that Buildings E and F make a positive contribution to the 
setting of Lightpill Mill and are a good gateway to the IHCA. Their loss would be deeply 
regrettable. 
 
Also of interest is Building C, The House. This is a good early –mid 19th century building that 
has survived the wholesale highway-led demolition of the Golden Cross area. Its close 
interconnection with the adjacent Building E is an insight into the early appearance of the 
site, where the domestic and industrial clearly co-existed. The alterations to the house, in 
particular the insertion of the high status tripartite sash, are an indication of the increasing 
success of the ironworks in the 19th century. The house is of both architectural and social 
interest, and is therefore considered to  be a non-designated heritage asset, the loss of which 
is not deemed to be necessary or desirable. 
 
The Springfield Engineering building (Building A) may not be appreciated by most at the 
moment, but it is actually a very cleverly designed structure with bold stripes of dark glazing 
juxtaposed with strips of brick and sheet materials. Its colours make reference to the 
surrounding buff coloured stone and red brick, rooting the building in its surroundings in spite 
of its massive scale.  It is exactly the kind of building that could easily inspire good modern 
development on mill sites throughout the IHCA, and its loss should not be assumed to be 
acceptable.  
 
Whilst the Heritage Impact Statement refers to some standard mid- 20th century boundary 
railings, it makes no mention of some of the surviving early railings and gates on the site. 
These are almost certainly the product of the original ironworks, and are therefore of historic 
interest in their own right. Their loss would be deeply regrettable. 
 
Overall, the site is an integral part of the industrial story of the Stroud Valleys, and is 
therefore of inherent historic interest. The site’s clearance would cause harm to the setting of 
the IHCA and the Grade II listed Lightpill Mill. The demolition of the identified non-designated 
historic assets would constitute the loss of buildings of social, architectural and historic 
interest.  
 
Bearing in mind that the harm to the designated historic assets would be less than 
substantial, the public benefits of the scheme have to be weighed against the identified harm.  
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The County Archaeologist has checked the application site against the County Historic 
Environment Record. There is no record of any significant archaeology on this site or in the 
immediate locality. In addition, the fact that the application site has been intensively 
developed previously means that there is little potential for archaeological remains to be 
preserved there, even if once present. 
 
CONTAMINATED LAND   
In response to the site's varied industrial uses, an assessment of contamination and ground 
conditions has been carried out. Our Senior Contaminated Land Officer has raised no 
objection subject the imposition of a condition requiring a full contaminated land survey to 
build on the report previously submitted.   
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING   
The application seeks permission for up to 50 dwellings and the agent has offered 30% of the 
proposed dwellings as affordable housing units. This has been questioned and clarification 
sort and the agent has repeated the offer of providing 30% as affordable units and that they 
do not wish to use Vacant Building Credit. As this is a welcome provision the application has 
been progressed on this basis.  
 
As the scheme is in outline the details of the residential units has not been submitted. 
However, a scheme with 50 units would result in a 30% total being 15 affordable units. 
 
We would normally seek a 50/50 mix of affordable rent and intermediate (usually shared 
ownership). As there is a much greater need for rented units a mix of 8 rented and 7 
intermediate is outlined.  
 
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) shows that the greatest need is for 2 
bedroom houses, followed by 1 bedroom flats and 3 bedroom houses. Following discussions 
with the agent an affordable housing mix to address this has been proposed.  
 
Rented accommodation: 
5 no. 2 bedroom houses 
2 no. 1 bedroom flats 
1 no. 3 bedroom house 
 
Shared ownership accommodation: 
5 no. 2 bedroom houses 
2 no. 3 bedroom house 
 
The details of this will be covered and controlled via a legal agreement.  
 
ECOLOGY  
The application site lies within the 3km core catchment zone of the Rodborough Common 
SAC. Therefore, to mitigate the increased pressure from recreational activity from the new 
residents of the proposed dwellings a suitable contribution towards the SAC Avoidance and 
Mitigation Strategy has been offered in line with the HRA and Local Plan policy ES6. This will 
be addressed through the legal agreement.  
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Two active outlier badger setts have been identified within a bank in the northwest of the site, 
the proposed development will destroy the setts as a result of ground levelling. Badgers and 
their setts are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992, the legislation aims to 
protect badgers from persecution, rather than a response to the species rarity. As well as 
protecting the animal itself the legislation also makes the intentional or reckless destruction, 
damage or obstruction of a badger sett an offence. As the application is only in outline the full 
details have not yet been developed. Details of the Badger Sett Closure Method Statement 
can be approved via condition and would also require a license from Natural England.  
 
Himalayan Balsam has also been identified and the method of removal of this invasive 
species can also be agreed via a condition. 
 
The other recommendations for mitigation and enhancement made within the submitted 
ecological assessment can also be required and full details approved via condition to ensure 
the long-term biodiversity provisions within the site. 
 
OBLIGATIONS   
The Community Infrastructure Team at GCC have sort a contribution towards Libraries from 
the residential element of the scheme. This is noted but with the introduction of Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) any contribution for this would potentially be taken from the CIL 
payment and therefore it has not been requested.  
 
As this is an outline application with the details eg number and size of the dwellings not yet 
known the CIL liability will be addressed at the reserved matters stage. 
 
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION  
Members will be aware that both the Bath Road Trading Estate and Daniels Industrial Estate 
redevelopments are under consideration and before this committee. As both schemes involve 
similar A1 retail food stores, the retail impact and the cumulative impact if members seek to 
approve both has to be considered and we have sort specialist independent advice from our 
retail consultant to assist in the assessment and provide a robust decision should either 
application end at an appeal.  
 
As outlined in the Officer's report, individually both of the Daniels and Bath Road schemes 
are considered to be acceptable. Whilst the final version of the independent expert advice 
has not yet been submitted, Officers are taking a precautionary approach based on 
knowledge and previous experience and considered it likely that this advice will outline that 
only one additional discounter food store, as proposed by both these applications, can be 
permitted (in additional to the Avocet/Dudbridge permission) without a significant adverse 
overall impact on town centre health and investment.  
 
Therefore, depending on the outcome of the other application a two part recommendation is 
proposed. Should members consider the Bath Road proposal to be acceptable this 
application is recommended for refusal as the cumulative impact would have significant 
adverse overall impact on town centre health and investment.  
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Due to the cumulative retail impact of the proposal, when taken into account the other retail 
commitments at Avocet/Dudbridge the proposed A1 food store would have a significant 
adverse overall impact on town centre health and investment and undermine the viability and 
vitality of Stroud and Nailsworth town centres. The proposal is therefore contrary to 
Paragraph 23 of the NPPF and Polices CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan November 2015.  
  
If members have refused the Bath Road scheme, the retail impact would allow a positive 
resolution for this scheme subject to conditions and legal agreement. 
 
Comparison 
Both these sites are located in close proximity to each other and have similar characteristics 
being no better connected or more accessible than each other given they are both out-of-
centre sites. They are therefore considered to be sequential neutral. On a retail grounds 
there is no advantage or benefit to either scheme.  
 
During the previous consideration of supermarkets applications, members put great weight 
on the regeneration and job creation benefits. The food stores being similar in size and 
format so would provide roughly a similar level of jobs. 
 
To the food store, the Daniels scheme adds the coffee shop and any additional jobs from the 
residential properties and construction phases.  
 
In addition to the food store, the Bath Road scheme includes reconfiguration and 
modernisation of 3 industrial units to provide 2193 sq m of B2 industrial floor space. The 
investment and rejuvenation in the Trading Estate will also help facilitate further phases of 
development to regeneration other parts of the Estate including the Listed mill and the 
employment potential within them. The Bath Road scheme will therefore provide both retail 
jobs but also more traditional engineering and industrial employment in the wider Trading 
Estate. 
 
Whilst the existing tenants have been kept updated and offered assistance by both applicants 
and their agents, there are more existing businesses being displaced by the Daniels scheme 
which is 62% vacant when compared to 85% vacancy of the Bath Rd application site. The 
Daniels site has 69 jobs and Bath Rd site has 32, 14 of which are at Trutum which is only 
partly affected with the modernisation of unit L4D. 
 
The residential element provides a positive regeneration of a brownfield site in accordance 
with a mixed-use allocation in the Local Plan and would provide a land value boost to 
mitigate the clear up costs.  
 
The Bath Road scheme is a full application with a committed named retailer, a majority of the 
site vacant and appears to be deliverable in the near future. The Daniels scheme is only in 
outline and whilst it could still be deliverable in the future, the submitted proposal has less 
detail about the operators or designs.  
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Therefore, on balance, whilst both schemes provide positives, Officers consider that when 
considered in the round the benefits and deliverability of the Bath Road should be given 
greater weight.  
  
The Avocet/Dudbridge permission is currently only just over half way through the 3 year time 
limit to start. This runs until 27/8/2018 so has about 17 months still to go. It is therefore 
difficult at this stage to do anything other than consider it as a commitment which could still 
come forward. Whilst it is evident from repeated news reports that changing shopping 
patterns and current market conditions have reduced the likelihood of a mainstream retailer 
looking to progress this site with the length of time still to run this cannot be discounted at this 
time. If members decide the current proposals are not acceptable on purely a retail impact 
this could be revisited next summer then the Avocet situation is clearer. 
 
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. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE 
 
For the 
following 
reason: 

1. Due to the cumulative retail impact of the proposal, when taken 
into account the other retail commitments at Avocet/Dudbridge and 
Bath Road, the proposed A1 food store would have a significant 
adverse overall impact on town centre health and investment and 
undermine the viability and vitality of Stroud and Nailsworth town 
centres. The proposal is therefore contrary to Paragraph 23 of the 
NPPF and Polices CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District 
Local Plan November 2015. 
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STROUD DISTRICT COUNCIL

PROPOSED RETAIL DEVELOPMENT, DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, STROU

TABLE 1:  CONVENIENCE GOODS IMPACT OF PROPOSED SUPERMARKET, 2021

2016 2021

STROUD

Town Centre

Farmers Market, Stroud £1.80 £1.81 £0.05 £1.75 -3.0%

Home Bargains, Merrywalks Centre, Stroud £0.12 £0.12 £0.00 £0.12 -2.4%

Stroud town centre £0.98 £0.99 £0.02 £0.96 -2.5%

Iceland, Union Street, Cornhill, Stroud £1.54 £1.54 £0.06 £1.48 -3.8%

Sunshine Deli, Bedford Street, Stroud £0.38 £0.38 £0.01 £0.37 -3.7%

Walkers the Bakers, Kendrick Street, Stroud £0.26 £0.27 £0.01 £0.26 -3.8%

Wilkinsons, Merrywalks Centre, Stroud £0.20 £0.20 £0.01 £0.19 -4.2%

Sub-total £5.29 £5.31 £0.17 £5.13 -3.3%

Outside town centre

BP Petrol Station, London Road, Stroud £0.15 £0.15 £0.00 £0.15 -2.4%

Co-op, Cashes Green Road, Cainscross £2.34 £2.35 £0.06 £2.30 -2.4%

Co-op, Slad Road, Stroud £1.90 £1.91 £0.05 £1.86 -2.7%

Sainsbury's, Dudbridge, Stroud £39.44 £39.59 £3.21 £36.38 -8.1%

Tesco Express, Stratford Road, Paganhil £0.47 £0.48 £0.01 £0.46 -2.4%

Tesco Superstore, Stratford Road, Stroud £37.11 £37.25 £2.95 £34.29 -7.9%

Waitrose, London Road, Stroud £31.82 £31.94 £2.42 £29.51 -7.6%

Ebley £0.17 £0.17 £0.00 £0.16 -2.9%

Sub-total - Stroud £118.70 £119.14 £8.89 £110.25 -7.5%

CAM

Tesco Superstore, High Street, Cam, Dursley £21.75 £21.83 £0.04 £21.79 -0.2%

Cam town centre £0.09 £0.09 £0.00 £0.09 -1.1%

Sub-total £21.83 £21.91 £0.04 £21.88 -0.2%

Spar, Mill Garage, Cam, Dursley £0.15 £0.15 £0.00 £0.15 -1.1%

Sub-total Cam £21.98 £22.07 £0.04 £22.03 -0.2%

DURSLEY

Town Centre

Bramleys, Parsonage Street, Dursley £0.06 £0.06 £0.00 £0.06 -1.1%

Iceland, Parsonage Street, Dursley £1.77 £1.78 £0.02 £1.76 -1.1%

J Broomhall, Parsonage St, Dursley £0.06 £0.06 £0.00 £0.06 -1.1%

Sainsbury's, Castle Street, Dursley £16.74 £16.80 £0.03 £16.77 -0.2%

Dursley £0.23 £0.23 £0.00 £0.23 -0.9%

Sub-total £18.86 £18.93 £0.05 £18.88 -0.3%

Outside town centre

Co-op, Roseberry Road, Dursley £0.37 £0.37 £0.00 £0.36 -1.1%

Lidl, Kingshill Road, Dursley £6.56 £6.58 £0.07 £6.51 -1.0%

One Stop, Phillimore Road, Woodfield, Dursley £0.78 £0.78 £0.01 £0.77 -1.1%

Sub-total Dursley £26.56 £26.66 £0.13 £26.53 -0.5%

WOTTON

Co-op, Long Street, Wotton Under Edge £8.44 £8.47 £0.05 £8.42 -0.6%

Wotton Under Edge town centre £0.76 £0.76 £0.00 £0.75 -0.6%

Tesco Express, Long Street, Wotton Under Edge £1.69 £1.70 £0.01 £1.68 -0.7%

The Harvest Store, Long Street £0.05 £0.05 £0.00 £0.05 -0.9%

Sub-total £10.94 £10.98 £0.06 £10.92 -0.6%

Wotton Farm Shop, Bradley Road £0.15 £0.15 £0.00 £0.15 -1.0%

Sub-total Wotton £11.09 £11.13 £0.07 £11.06 -0.6%

NAILSWORTH

Town Centre

Baileys News, Old Market, Nailsworth £0.03 £0.03 £0.00 £0.03 -4.3%

Co-op, The Old Market, Nailsworth £1.77 £1.77 £0.07 £1.71 -3.8%

Country Quality Meat, Old Market, Nailsworth £0.08 £0.08 £0.00 £0.08 -4.0%

Bramleys, Mill Yard, Nailsworth £0.26 £0.26 £0.01 £0.25 -3.5%

Green Spirit, Old Clothiers Arms, Market Street £0.06 £0.06 £0.00 £0.06 -4.3%

Nailsworth £0.42 £0.42 £0.01 £0.41 -2.8%

Tesco Express, Old Market, Nailsworth £1.04 £1.05 £0.04 £1.01 -3.4%

Morrisons, George Street, Nailsworth £19.41 £19.48 £0.57 £18.92 -2.9%

Hobbs House Bakery, George Street, Nailsworth £0.29 £0.29 £0.01 £0.28 -2.9%

Leonard Walker Butchers, George Street, Nailsworth £0.03 £0.03 £0.00 £0.03 -4.3%

Walkers the Bakers, Wheelwrights Corner, Old Marke £0.45 £0.45 £0.01 £0.44 -2.9%

Shiny Goodness, Fountain Street, Nailsworth £0.03 £0.03 £0.00 £0.03 -4.3%

William's Fish Market & Food Hall, Fountain Sree £0.20 £0.20 £0.01 £0.19 -3.1%

Sub-total Nailsworth £24.08 £24.17 £0.73 £23.44 -3.0%

STONEHOUSE

Town centre

Co-op, Elm Road, Stonehouse £0.68 £0.68 £0.02 £0.66 -3.5%

Co-op, High Street, Stonehouse £7.82 £7.85 £0.35 £7.50 -4.5%

J Broomhall, High Street, Stonehouse £0.10 £0.10 £0.00 £0.10 -0.4%

Stonehouse town centre £0.40 £0.41 £0.00 £0.40 -0.3%

Sub-total £9.01 £9.04 £0.38 £8.66 -4.2%

Londis, Park Parade, Stonehouse £0.07 £0.07 £0.00 £0.07 -0.4%

Sub-total Stonehouse £9.07 £9.10 £0.38 £8.73 -4.1%

BERKLEY

Co-op, Salter Street, Berkeley £2.64 £2.65 £0.03 £2.61 -1.2%

Berkeley £0.67 £0.67 £0.01 £0.66 -1.2%

Sub-total Berkeley £3.30 £3.32 £0.04 £3.28 -1.2%

MINCHINHAMPTON

L Taylor & Sons, West End, Minchinhampton £0.44 £0.44 £0.01 £0.43 -2.8%

M & B Stores, High Street, Minchinhampton £0.94 £0.94 £0.03 £0.91 -3.0%

Minchinhampton £0.29 £0.29 £0.01 £0.29 -3.0%

Woefuldane Organic Dairy, Market Square, Minchinhampto £0.32 £0.32 £0.01 £0.31 -3.0%

Sub-total Minchinhampton £1.99 £2.00 £0.06 £1.94 -2.9%

CHALFORD

Chalford Community Stores, High Street, Chalford £0.11 £0.11 £0.00 £0.10 -3.6%

PAINSWICK

Best One, St Marys Street, Painswick £0.37 £0.37 £0.01 £0.37 -2.5%

Painswick £0.25 £0.25 £0.01 £0.24 -2.5%

Sub-total Painswick £0.62 £0.62 £0.02 £0.61 -2.5%

OTHER STORES IN STROUD DISTRICT £9.23 £9.27 £0.20 £9.07 -2.2%

Co-op, High Street, Kings Stanley £1.35 £1.36 £0.07 £1.29 -4.8%

OUTSIDE DISTRICT £0.42

TURNOVER

TURNOVER DIVERSION RESIDUAL IMPACT
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STROUD DISTRICT COUNCIL

PROPOSED RETAIL DEVELOPMENT, DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, STROUD

TABLE 2: IMPACT OF PROPOSED COMPARISON GOODS FLOORSPACE, 2021

2016 2021

STROUD £110.7 £0.9 £109.7 -0.8%

Stroud Town Centre £88.2 £0.7 £87.5 -0.8%

CAM £8.0 £0.0 £8.0 0.0%

DURSLEY £6.1 £0.0 £6.1 0.0%

WOTTON £3.8 £0.0 £3.8 0.0%

NAILSWORTH £15.3 £0.1 £15.1 -0.8%

STONEHOUSE £7.4 £0.0 £7.4 -0.3%

OTHER STROUD DISTRICT £8.0 £0.0 £8.0

OUTSIDE DISTRICT (and commitments) £506.2 £1.2 £505.0

TURNOVER

TURNOVER DIVERSION RESIDUAL IMPACT
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STROUD DISTRICT COUNCIL

PROPOSED RETAIL DEVELOPMENT, DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, STROUD

TABLE 3:  TOTAL IMPACT OF DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE PROPOSAL, 2021

2016 2021

STROUD
GVA Turnover Levels

Convenience £5.3  £0.2 £5.1 -3.3%

Comparison £88.2 £0.7 £87.5 -0.8%

Total £93.6 £0.9 £92.7 -0.9%

HOW Turnover Levels

Convenience £5.3  £0.2 £5.1 -3.3%

Comparison £70.6 £0.7 £69.9 -1.0%

Total £75.9 £0.9 £75.0 -1.2%

STONEHOUSE
GVA Turnover Levels

Convenience £9.0 £0.4 £8.7 -4.2%

Comparison £7.4 £0.0 £7.4 -0.3%

Total £16.5 £0.4 £16.1 -2.4%

HOW Turnover Levels

Convenience £9.0 £0.4 £8.7 -4.2%

Comparison £7.9 £0.0 £7.9 -0.3%

Total £16.9 £0.4 £16.5 -2.3%

NAILSWORTH
Convenience £24.2 £0.7 £23.4 -3.0%

Comparison £15.3 £0.1 £15.1 -0.8%

Total £39.4 £0.8 £38.6 -2.1%

TURNOVER DIVERSION RESIDUAL IMPACT

TURNOVER
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Item No: 03 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.16/2837/FUL 
PP-05695943 

Site Address  Bridge House, Purton, Berkeley, Gloucestershire 
 

Town/Parish  Hinton Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  369202,204209 
 

Application Type  Full Planning Permission  
 

Proposal  Proposed rowing club facility including erection of a boathouse and 
a new pontoon. 
 

RECOMMENDATION PERMISSION 
Call in Request  Councillor Gordon Craig 
   

 
 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

University of the West of England 
Frenchay Campus, Coldharbour Lane, Bristol, BS16 1QY,  
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Agent’s Details  LPC (Trull) Ltd 

Trull, Tetbury, GL8 8SQ  
Case Officer  Holly Simkiss 

 
Application 
Validated 

10.01.2017 

 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

Canal & River Trust (E) 
Biodiversity Officer 
Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
Conservation South Team 
Parish / Town 
Health And Safety Executive 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Cotswold Canal Trust (E) 
Development Coordination (E) 
Severn Trent Water Ltd (E) 
 

Constraints  HSE Consultation Zone Purton Water Works     
Key Wildlife Sites - Polygons     
Listed Building     
Within 50m of Listed Building     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
MAIN ISSUES 
o Principle of development  
o Design and appearance 
o Residential Amenity 
o Noise 
o Highways 
o Ecology 
o Archaeology and Heritage Assets 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
The application site comprises a 19th Century Grade II Listed building known as Bridge 
House and its associated residential curtilage.  The house is single storey and is one of a 
group of 8 similar bridge keeper's houses on the Gloucester/Sharpness canal.  The house 
has previously been extended (1977) in two locations (to the south-west and north-west 
elevations).  The building is in a poor state of repair. 
 
The site is located immediately adjacent to the Sharpness Canal.  The site is not affected by 
any other landscape designations. 
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The site is linear following the axis of the canal.  The house is positioned to the south of the 
site with a garden area (and outside w.c.) extending away to the north.   
 
The site is bordered to the west by mature hedgerow planting; to the east the site is open and 
fronts onto the canal. To the south is a public car park and swing bridge; the pontoon is 
located to the east of the car park. 
 
PROPOSAL  
The proposal is for the change of use of the existing Bridge House Grade II Listed Building 
from residential to use as a boat club for the University of the West of England, the erection 
of a new boathouse building, including a new public toilet facility, and the replacement of the 
existing pontoon, to the southeast of the swing bridge, with a larger pontoon to provide an 
improved launch facility for the users of the boat club. A new vehicle entrance, boat 
manoeuvring, trailer storage and on-site parking area are proposed between Bridge House 
and the proposed boathouse. 
 
The toilet facilities are retained by The Canal and River Trust, together with a right of access. 
 
REVISED DETAILS  
Revised plans and amended Design and Access Statement received 03.04.2017. 
 
MATERIALS  
Boathouse Roof: Green planted roof with aluminium eaves. 
Walls: Vertical timber (Cedar) cladding. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
Statutory Consultees :  
Parish Council: object. 
SDC Water Resources Engineer: no objection. 
SDC Environmental Health Officer: no objection. 
SDC Biodiversity Officer: no objection. 
SDC Conservation Officer: object. 
Canal and River Trust: object. 
 
Public :  
Approximately 52 letters of objection (including repeated responses), 14 letters of comment 
and 4 letters of support. 
 
Concerns raised include: 
1. Principle of development, 
2. Out of character, size and scale, 
3. Insufficient village infrastructure to support proposal, 
4. Lack of parking, 
5. Impact on residential amenity, 
6. Impact on listed building, 
7. Highway impact, 
8. Hours of operation, 
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9. Impact on canal, 
10. Design of building, overbearing impact, 
11. Ecology, 
12. Public safety, 
13. Intensification of use of canal. 
 
NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES  
National Planning Policy Framework. 
Available to view 
at:http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf 
 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  
Section 66(1).  
 
Stroud District Local Plan. 
Policies together with the preamble text and associated supplementary planning documents 
are available to view on the Councils website: 
https://www.stroud.gov.uk/media/1455/stroud-district-local-plan_november-2015_low-res_for-
web.pdf 
 
Local Plan policies considered for this application include: 
 
CP1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
CP3 – Settlement Hierarchy. 
CP13 – Demand management and sustainable travel measures. 
CP14 - High quality sustainable development. 
CP15 – A quality living and working countryside. 
 
EI11 - Promoting sport, leisure and recreation. 
 
ES3 - Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits. 
ES4 - Water resources, quality and flood risk. 
ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity. 
ES7 - Landscape character. 
ES10 - Valuing our historic environment and assets. 
ES11 - Maintaining, restoring and regenerating the District's Canals. 
ES12 - Better design of places. 
 
The application has a number of considerations which both cover the principle of 
development and the details of the proposed scheme which will be considered in turn below:  
 
PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT   
At the heart of the Local Plan and the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. Proposals for development in this rural location would not normally be 
supported as the Local Plan seeks to prevent the proliferation of development in areas away 
from existing settlement development limits where policy criteria are not met.  
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The application proposes to change the use of an existing residential dwelling in to a 
clubhouse that would provide: 
 
1. Changing rooms 
2. Store room 
3. Briefing room 
4. Kitchen/common room. 
 
The internal changes proposed to the layout of the building includes: 
1. Blocking up of internal door between kitchen and middle room 
2. Removal of internal walls between bedroom, bathroom and middle room. 
3. New partition walls. 
 
The existing house will benefit from replacement windows (painted hardwood to replicate the 
originals) and repairs to the external render and masonry, making good any defects. 
 
The principle considerations and related Local Plan Policies include EI11 (Promoting sport 
and leisure) and ES11 (Maintaining, restoring and regenerating the Districts Canals).  The 
proposed change of use would facilitate the existing UWE rowing club.  The canal is already 
an established recreational area both on and off the water.  The intensification of the use of 
the canal is supported by virtue of Policy EI11 as the proposal could be viewed as an 
improvement to facilities.   
 
Policy ES11 seeks to encourage the restoration of and functional improvements to the Stroud 
Canals.  Bridge House is in a poor state of repair and requires investment in order to ensure 
its on-going viability and function.  The extension to the pontoon would facilitate increased 
launch facilities thereby improving the potential for increased recreational use. 
 
Under Policy CP15, a scheme could be considered acceptable in this location provided it is 
essential to be located there in order to promote public enjoyment of the countryside and 
support the rural economy through employment, sport, leisure and tourism and provided the 
detailed proposals satisfy the criteria for exceptional development. All material planning 
considerations must therefore be considered and balanced against one another. 
 
The canal is already in use as a recreational facility.  The actual level of activity on the canal 
however falls outside the controls of the planning system. 
 
By its very nature the proposed development requires a canal-side location but, to comply 
with the criteria set out in Delivery Policy EI11 for new sports facilities, it is important to be 
satisfied that the low level profile, timber framed and clad, green roof design of the proposed 
boathouse sufficiently minimises the scale and impact of the new building on the setting of 
Bridge House. The built development is appropriately contained within the existing curtilage 
of Bridge House and will enable the canal related re-use of a significant listed building, 
positively contributing to the canal side environment. The inclusion of a public toilet facility, 
with separate pedestrian access off Riddle Street, is supported as providing a community 
facility thereby promoting accessibility to the canal for leisure and recreational purposes in 
accordance with Delivery Policy ES11 for regenerating the District’s canals. 
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The principle of the re-use of this site is therefore considered to be acceptable and compliant 
with the Policy thrust of CP15 and ES11. 
 
DESIGN AND APPEARANCE   
The new boathouse is proposed to the north of the house and on garden land.  A large 
concrete apron for vehicle access and parking will separate the existing house from the 
boathouse. The boathouse is a contemporary design, constructed from natural materials; 
timber cladding under a green planted roof. The buildings roofline takes on a flowing form, 
decreasing in height across the site and is lower in overall height to that of the listed house. 
Due to this and the significant degree of separation between the two buildings, the boathouse 
could not be considered to be overbearing or overly dominant. 
 
The building has been kept to a minimum in terms of its internal height (3.10m) in order to 
reduce its external impact but also for function so that boats can be racked at appropriate 
reachable heights. The building has been set down within the site in order to lessen its visual 
impact. 
 
The proposed building is lightweight in terms of its structure; it is functional and subservient.  
The applicants have indicated that they would be content with a restrictive planning condition 
being imposed to remove the building in the event that the use of the site ceases, therefore 
rendering the building essentially temporary and any harm reversible. 
 
The Canal and River Trust have objected to the proposed repositioning of the toilet but 
recommends that its location be subject to a planning condition.  The proposed location is 
readily accessible by way of its own pedestrian access from Riddle Street. The proposed 
location would allow easier  access which would accord  with the proposed use of the site.  It 
is considered that to impose a planning condition requesting its relocation would not be 
reasonable as the application proposes to fix the position from the outset.  Any finer details 
regarding the use of the welfare facility falls outside of the planning domain and would be a 
matter between the two interested parties.  If the toilet facilities are made available (as 
proposed) to the public, then this is considered to provide a public benefit. 
 
Any works to the pontoon would have to be agreed by the Canal and River Trust and they 
have recommended a planning condition in this regard.  In principle however, the extension 
to the pontoon is considered to be appropriate in terns of appearance, form and function and 
would encourage canal and water related activities. 
 
The proposed improvements to the listed building are welcomed and are not considered to 
be contentious in planning terms.  The full impact in terms of historic legitimacy will be 
considered under a separate listed building application. 
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY   
The boathouse is proposed opposite numbers 1-3 Herterville Villas.  The sites are separated 
by Riddle Street and the application site is well screened by an established hedgerow.  Whilst 
the right to a view is not a material planning consideration, an impact on the amenities of 
these properties must be considered. 
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By virtue of the single storey nature of the proposed building and the degree of separation it 
is considered that there would be no unacceptable level of impact that would warrant refusal 
on this ground alone. 
 
NOISE  
Comments received have highlighted a concern about the level of noise associated with the 
rowers and amplified vocal instruction.  The applicant has confirmed that the rowers use 
headsets to communicate and this could be controlled by a suitably worded planning 
condition. 
 
Concern has also been raised regarding noise associated with movement of vehicles and 
boats.  Training is proposed on a Wednesday afternoon and at the weekends.  It is noted that 
activities already exist in terms of recreational use of the canal and the car park adjacent to 
the site.  Such activities are not subject to any time restrictions and it is considered 
unreasonable to restrict operational hours, which is also covered by separate Environmental 
Health legislation. 
 
HIGHWAYS  
Vehicle movements associated with the proposed change of use to D2 are not proposed as 
being significant: 
1. 1 bus, once at the beginning of term 1, 
2. 2 minibuses per day 
3. 4 cars (maximum) per day 
 
This equates to an expectation of 6 vehicles arriving at the site per day, 18 per week 
(operational 3 days a week).  The anticipated vehicle trip generation is not considered to be 
significantly different to that of a residential use where 6 trips a day would be expected 
(equivalent to 42 trips per week). 
 
Formal are awaited from County Highways but are not expected to be negative.  
 
ECOLOGY  
An ecological assessment has been submitted in support of the application and considered 
by the SDC Biodiversity Officer.  No objection is raised to the proposal subject to a planning 
condition for a Construction Environmental Management Plan. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGY & HERITAGE ASSETS   
Bridge House is Grade II Listed and part of a group of 8 similar bridge houses along the 
Gloucester/Sharpness Canal.  It is not possible to view them as a complete group and they 
are only viewed in isolation and independent of one another. 
 
The building is in a poor state of repair and requires investment.  This proposal would 
facilitate the required improvements and as such is supported in principle. 
 
Consideration however must be paid to the impact of the adjacent new boathouse.  The new 
building is proposed as being set back from the main house and separated by a concrete 
hard standing area that will be used for storage, parking and manoeuvring of vehicles. 
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The building is modern in terms of its form and constructed of natural materials in muted 
tones.  The green roof will be visible from adjacent properties and from the road but will read 
as an extension to the existing mature hedgerow.  The building takes on an organic form of a 
rolling curve, which enables the roof height to decrease as it extends northwards.  The 
building will appear as a functional storage building and as such would not appear as out of 
place along the canal setting. Paragraph 60 of the NPPF is relevant in this regard as it 
suggests that innovation in design should not be stifled. 
 
The setting of the listed building is a key consideration; however, it is considered that the key 
visual association is one of Bridge House and the swing bridge.  This historic visual 
relationship will not be impeded as the proposed building is to the north of the site and 
visually separated by the hard standing area. 
 
The group significance of the 8 bridge houses is also a key factor.  However, each of the 
bridge houses is viewed in isolation and not as a group entity.  Bridge House has historically 
been extended and has diminished the original cruciform plan.  The front canal facing 
elevation contains key characteristics of a shallow pediment and portico supported by two 
Doric columns.  This view will remain in its entirety and will not be interrupted or eroded by 
virtue of the proposed adjacent development.   
 
In addition and in order to limit any perceived harm, the applicant has indicated that they 
would accept a planning condition requiring the removal of the building in the event that the 
use ceases.  The level of harm to the building and its setting is therefore considered to be 
less than significant. 
 
Paragraph 134 of the NPPF requires any proposal that would lead to less than substantial 
harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, should be weighed against the public 
benefits of the proposal.  This proposal would ensure an on-going viable use for the building; 
it may not be its original or intended use but it secures the preservation of the building. 
 
Public benefit would be provided in terms of access to improved recreational facilities on the 
canal by virtue of the improved pontoon and the opportunity for the University to grow its 
rowing team.   
 
The objection raised by the Conservation Officer is duly noted, however, when considering 
the planning balance, it is concluded that the benefits of the proposal are afforded greater 
weight. 
 
REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES   
Consultation responses and concerns raised have been considered in the main body of this 
report. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The proposal is considered to give rise to additional water based activities on the canal; 
however this is supported and encouraged by Policy EI11 of the adopted Local Plan.  
Alterations are proposed to the listed building in terms of internal alterations to facilitate the 
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use of the building but these are not considered to be contentious and the main fabric of the 
building will be retained. 
 
Whilst new sports facility development should normally be located within settlements, within 
settlement limits, the proposal could contribute to the rural economy in the area, and enhance 
the historic and special character of the canal environment, as an exception to the general 
approach. 
 
The proposal to bring an otherwise vacant listed building back into a viable use is welcomed.  
The proposed boathouse is considered to be a low key building that would not cause 
significant harm to the listed building or its setting.  The view of the main listed building and 
its historical association with the swing bridge will not be interrupted or diminished therefore 
ensuring its relationship is maintained. 
 
It is considered on balance that this proposal would ensure an on-going viable use for the 
listed building that would cause less than significant harm to the building and its setting.   
 
A planning condition is recommended to ensure that in the event that the use ceases on the 
site that the building is demolished and the ground returned to its grass. 
 
Taking all matters into consideration, conditional permission is recommended. 
 
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. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  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: 
 
            Design & Access Statement of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = REVISED     
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            Proposed floor plan of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 115-B    Version number = GROUND 
 
            Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 216     
 

Other of  03/04/2017 
Plan number = 431 AI CD 116-B    Version number = PONTOON   
PLAN 

 
            Transport assessment of  03/04/2017 
 

Proposed floor plan of  03/04/2017 
Plan number = 431 AI CD 114-B Version number =    
BOATHOUSE 

 
            Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 

Plan number = 431 AI CD 213-B Version number = BRIDGE  
HOUSE 

             
 Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 

            Plan number = 431 AI CD 212-B     
 
            Proposed floor plan of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 112-B    Version number = GROUND 
 
            Roof plan of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 113-B     
 
            Section of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 215-B     
 
            Site Plan Proposed of  03/04/2016 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 111 -B     
 
            Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 214-B    Version number = STREET 
 
 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 (including demolition, ground 

works, vegetation clearance) until a construction environmental 
management plan (CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The CEMP shall include the 
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following: 

 
1. Mitigation measures to avoid impacts such as contamination of 
the Gloucester and Sharpness canal Key Wildlife Site. 
 
2. Timings of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity features 

 
The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented 
throughout the construction period strictly in accordance with the 
approved details. 

 
 Reason: 

In the interests of protected species on the site and compliant with 
Policy ES6 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 
2015. 

 
 4. The boathouse storage and workshop building hereby permitted 

shall only be used as described on the approved plans and shall 
not be converted to, or used as, living accommodation. 

 
 Reason: 
 To enable the Local Planning Authority to retain control over the 

use of the premises. 
 
 5. The permission hereby granted shall be personal to the applicant 

(University of the West of England) only and shall not inure for the 
benefit of the land or any other person or company, without written 
permission from the Local Planning Authority.  If, after this 
permission has been implemented, the applicant ceases to be the 
occupier or the use ceases, the use hereby permitted shall be 
discontinued, the boathouse removed and the garden land 
reinstated to its former condition within 6 months of the use 
ceasing. 

 
 Reason: 
 Permission has only been granted due to the details of the 

application as submitted. 
 
6. The building hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until a 

scheme for any external lighting specifying the type, location, 
mounting height, light levels and alignment of any external light 
fittings to be erected on the site has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the 
approved details and maintained as such thereafter. 
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 Reason: 
 This matter will require further consideration; to prevent light 

pollution and to ensure no adverse impact on neighbouring 
amenities. 

 
7. No boathouse related building works shall take place until full 

details (samples if appropriate) of the timber cladding and green 
roof to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
building works hereby permitted have been submitted to and 
approved 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. 
 
Informatives: 
 
1. In accordance with Article 35 (2) the Local Planning Authority have 

worked with the Applicant. The case officer was in regular contact 
with the applicant/agent and the community, acting in a positive 
and proactive manner, seeking dialogue and solutions.  Copies of 
this correspondence is on the electronic planning file. 
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Item No: 04 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.16/2838/LBC 
PP-05695943 

Site Address  Bridge House, Purton, Berkeley, Gloucestershire 
 

Town/Parish  Hinton Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  369202,204209 
 

Application Type  Listed Building Consent  
 

Proposal  Proposed rowing club facility including erection of a boathouse and 
a new pontoon. 
 

RECOMMENDATION CONSENT 
 

Call in Request  Councillor Gordon Craig 
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Applicant’s 
Details 

University of the West of England 
Frenchay Campus, Coldharbour Lane, Bristol, BS16 1QY 
 

Agent’s Details  LPC (Trull) Ltd 
Trull, Tetbury, GL8 8SQ  

Case Officer  Holly Simkiss 
 

Application 
Validated 

10.01.2017 

 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

Environmental Health (E) 
Parish / Town 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

 

Constraints  HSE Consultation Zone Purton Water Works     
Key Wildlife Sites - Polygons     
Listed Building     
Within 50m of Listed Building     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING  
The application site comprises a 19th Century Grade II Listed building known as Bridge 
House and its associated residential curtilage.  The house is single storey and is one of a 
group of 8 similar bridge keeper's houses on the Gloucester/Sharpness canal.  The house 
has previously been extended (1977) in two places, (to the south-west and north-west 
elevations).  The building is in a poor state of repair. 
 
List description: 
Bridgekeeper's House on the Gloucester-Sharpness Canal 
 
II 
 
Bridgekeepers' house.  Early C19, possibly by Robert Mylne, first principal engineer to the 
Gloucester and Berkeley Canal Company. 
 
Rendered, slate roof, 2 small rendered stacks.  L shape single storey,  possibly originally 
square with shallow pediments on each side.  Main front to north east facing the Canal with 2 
fluted Doric columns widely spaced in antis beneath shallow pediment with plain frieze and 
cornice, and without bases.  Doorcase at back of portico has moulded jambs and linteLand 6-
panel door,  top 4 fielded,  lower 2 flush.   Scattered fenestration,  mainly small sashes, plate-
glass or 16-pane.  Slightly projecting plain eaves cornice on range parallel to Canal.    Survey 
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work for the original canal route from Gloucester to Berkeley was carried out by Mylne in 
1793.   In 1813 the terminal point was changed to Sharpness, and the canal opened in 1827.      
Sharpness, centenary booklet 1974, published by British Waterways Board. 
 
PROPOSAL  
The application proposes to change the use of the house into a clubhouse with supporting 
facilities, including internal alterations (fully detailed below). 
 
REVISED DETAILS  
Revised plans and amended Design and Access Statement received 03.04.2017. 
 
MATERIALS  
Windows:  Painted hardwood. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
Statutory Consultees 
Parish Council: object. 
SDC Conservation Officer: comments made. 
 
Public 
Approximately 29 letters of objection (including repeated responses), 4 letters of comment 
and 4 letters of support. 
 
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  
For the purposes of Regulation 2 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
(England) (Amendment) Regulations 2003, the reasons for the Council's decision is 
summarised below. In considering the Application, the Council has given special regard to 
the desirability of preserving the building, or its setting, or any features of special architectural 
or historic interest that it possesses. Where relevant, reference is made to Government policy 
set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE   
 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  
Section 16(2). (Listed building) 
Section 66(1). (Listed building) 
 
National Planning Policy Framework  
Paragraphs 126-141. 
 
Historic England Advice Note 2 - Making Changes to Heritage Assets  
  
Stroud District Council Local Plan, Adopted 2015  
Policy ES10. 
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DESIGN/APPEARANCE/IMPACT ON THE BUILDING   
Originally, the application proposed the removal of part of a rear wall of the building and 
blocking up a door.  The Senior Conservation Officer requested that these elements were 
omitted from the scheme and revised plans were duly submitted. 
 
The application proposes to change the use of an existing residential dwelling in to a 
clubhouse that would provide: 
1. Changing rooms 
2. Store room 
3. Briefing room 
4. Kitchen/common room. 
 
The internal changes proposed to the layout of the building includes: 
1. Blocking up of internal door between kitchen and middle room 
2. Removal of internal walls between bedroom, bathroom and middle room. 
3. New partition walls. 
 
The existing house will benefit from replacement windows (painted hardwood to replicate the 
originals) and repairs to the external render and masonry, making good any defects. 
 
The proposed improvements to the listed building are welcomed.   
 
REVIEW OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES   
The Parish Council has raised an objection to the proposed development but have not 
commented specifically with regard to the alterations to the listed building; their objection 
relates to the principle of development. 
 
The SDC Conservation Officer initially raised concerns which have been satisfied by the 
submission of revised plans. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Consent is recommended for the works. 
 
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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RECOMMENDATION - CONSENT 
 
Subject to the 
following 
conditions: 

 
1. The works hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 

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

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

 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all 

respects in strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 
 
           Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 
           Plan number = 431 AI CD 214-B     
 
           Proposed floor plan of  03/04/2017 

Plan number = 431 AI CD 115-B    Version number = BRIDGE 
HOUSE 

 
           Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 213-B    Version number = BRIDGE 

HOUSE 
 
           Proposed Elevations of  03/04/2017 
            Plan number = 431 AI CD 216    Version number = BRIDGE 

HOUSE 
 
           Design & Access Statement of  03/04/2017 
           Plan number = REVISED     
 
  Reason: 

To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with 
the approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 
 

 3. Before work begins, a schedule and annotated plan showing the 
full extent of alteration works to existing windows shall be 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and the work 
agreed carried out in strict accordance with the approved details. 

 
  Reason: 

To ensure that special regard is paid to protecting the special 
architectural and historic interest and integrity of the building under 
Section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990. 
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Informatives: 
 
1. If a protected species (such as any great crested newt, bat, 

badger, reptile, or any nesting bird) is discovered using a feature 
on site all work at the locality should cease.  A suitably qualified 
ecological consultant or Natural England should be contacted and 
the situation assessed before operations can proceed.  This action 
is necessary to ensure compliance with the Wildlife & Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended), the Conservation (Natural Habitats & C.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended) and/or the Protection of Badgers 
Act 1992. 

 
This informative should be passed on to any contractors carrying 
out the development. 
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