
  2017/18 

Development Control Committee  Published 23  May 2017 
6 June 2017 

 

 
 23 May 2017 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 
A meeting of the Development Control Committee will be held on TUESDAY 
6 JUNE 2017 in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud at 6.00 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 – 25  APRIL 2017 

To approve and sign as a correct record the Minutes of the Development 
Control Committee meeting held on 25 April 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 APPLERIDGE FARM, STONE, BERKELEY, GLOS (S.17/0679/OUT) 
 Erection of an agriculture workers dwelling. 
 
4.2 BADGERS BROOK, BISMORE, EASTCOMBE, STROUD, GLOS 

(S.17/0714/NEWTPO) 
 New Tree Preservation Order TPO562 Badgers Brook, Bismore, Eastcombe, 

Glos. 
  

 
Members of Development Control Committee 2017/18 

 
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 
25 April 2017  Subject to approval at next meeting 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

25 April 2017 
 

2.35 pm – 4.53 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

 

3 

Membership 
 

Councillor Tom Williams ** P Councillor Jim Dewey Ap 

Councillor John Marjoram * P Councillor Haydn Jones P 

Councillor Dorcas Binns P Councillor Jenny Miles P 

Councillor Chris Brine P Councillor David Mossman P 

Councillor Miranda Clifton P Councillor Gary Powell P 

Councillor Nigel Cooper P Councillor Mark Reeves Ap 

** = Chair         * = Vice Chair          P = Present      A = Absent      Ap = Apologies 
 
Officers in Attendance 
Planning Manager Senior Planning Officer 
Planning Team Manager Solicitor 
Principal Planning Officer Democratic Services Officer 
 
Other Members in Attendance 
Councillors Gordon Craig, Steve Lydon and Penny Wride. 
 
DC.056 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Jim Dewey and Mark Reeves. 
 
DC.057 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were none. 
 
DC.058 MINUTES – 21 MARCH 2017 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the meeting held on 21 March 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.17/0557/FUL 2 S.16/2152/OUT 3 S.16/2837/FUL 

4 S.16/2838/LBC     
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Development Control Committee 
25 April 2017  Subject to approval at next meeting 

Late pages had been circulated prior to the meeting to members regarding Scheduled 
Items 1, 2 and 3.  Three photographs were also circulated showing the boat house and 
traffic congestion relating to Scheduled Item 3. 
 
DC.059 BATH ROAD TRADING ESTATE, BATH ROAD, STROUD, GLOS 

(S.17/0557/FUL) AND DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, 104 BATH 
ROAD, STROUD, GLOS (S.16/2152/OUT) 

 
The Chair confirmed that the first two applications would be taken together for the officer 
reports and questions to officers.  The Senior Planning Officer explained the layout of the 
proposed stores and the commercial parts of 16/2152/OUT that would be refurbished 
from plans that were displayed.  When applying the town centre sequential test under 
paragraph 24 of the NPPF both sites had been found to be sequentially equal.  The next 
test to be considered is the retail impact assessment test and the retail impact on the 
Towns of Stroud, Nailsworth and Stonehouse. 
 
The Team Manager outlined a letter received from Dransfield Properties Limited stating 
they are in advanced discussions to purchase the Merrywalks Shopping Centre in 
Stroud.  Paragraph 26 of the NPPF requires the retail impact assessment test to take into 
account planned town centre investment; more information was required from Dransfield 
Properties Limited before an impact assessment could take place on the planned 
investment and before members could properly determine the two applications on the 
Bath Road. 
 
The Chair permitted questions to Matthew Morris the Council’s Retail Consultant before 
moving forward.  He confirmed that Stroud Town Centre was in a modest/fragile state 
and had low level food shopping.  The Merrywalks Shopping Centre was tired and it 
would be good for the town if investment was made. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Tom Williams and seconded by Councillor John 
Marjoram to DEFER both applications until sufficient information was available from 
Dransfield Properties Limited and officers to do their best to bring the applications before 
Committee by July’s meeting at the latest. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 9 votes in favour of the motion to DEFER both 
applications, 1 vote against and 0 abstentions. 
 
RESOLVED To DEFER applications S.17/0557/FUL and S.16/2152/OUT until 

sufficient information was available from Dransfield Properties Limited 
and officers to do their best to bring the application before Committee 
by July’s meeting at the latest. 

 
DC.060 BRIDGE HOUSE, PURTON, BERKELEY, GLOS (S.16/2837/FUL) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer drew attention to the late pages circulated to members 
prior to the meeting. 
 
The Chair suggested that if speakers wished to speak on both applications that they do 
so at the same point and would give them both allotted times together (6 minutes). 
 
Councillors Penny Wride and Gordon Craig, ward members opposed the two applications 
because local residents thought the facility would be better located at Sharpness and 
would not benefit the local community at all. 
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Development Control Committee 
25 April 2017  Subject to approval at next meeting 

Geoffrey Forward spoke on behalf of Hinton Parish Council and local residents who did 
not want the applications granted.  It would cause disruption, parking problems and affect 
the church which was the hub of the community. 
 
Beryl Varum spoke on behalf of herself and other local residents from Purton who were 
worried that the church and their local community would be affected and begged 
Committee to refuse planning permission.   
 
Christopher Dance, Planning Agent and Alex Isaac, Head of Sport at the University of the 
West of England stated the canal at Purton had perfect conditions for rowing and outlined 
the proposed use of the canal and buildings. 
 
Officers replied to members’ questions. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Jenny 
Miles to ACCEPT the officer’s recommendation to GRANT the application. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 3 votes in favour of the motion, 7 votes against and 0 
abstentions.  The motion was LOST. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Haydn Jones and seconded by Councillor Chris 
Brine to REFUSE the application on the grounds of policies CP15 and EI11. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 8 votes for REFUSAL of the application, 2 votes 
against and 0 abstentions. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE planning permission for application S.16/2837/FUL. 
REASONS Policies CP15 and EI11. 
 
DC.061 BRIDGE HOUSE, PURTON, BERKELEY, GLOS (S.16/2838/LBC) 
 
The Chair confirmed that the application was for the proposed alterations to the internal 
layout of the building. 
 
Clarification was given that the application was for the removal and addition of internal 
walls only and was for listed building consent that was separate to planning permission 
as applied for under the previous item. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Tom Williams and seconded by Councillor John 
Marjoram to ACCEPT the officer’s recommendation to GRANT the application. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 9 votes in favour of the application, 0 votes against 
and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT planning permission for application S.16/2838/LBC, as 

outlined in the officer’s report. 
 
The meeting closed at 4.53 pm. 

 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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Stroud District Council 
 

Planning Schedule 
 

6
th

 June 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  

 
Ham And Stone Parish 
Council 

Appleridge Farm, Stone, Berkeley. 01 
S.17/0679/OUT -  Erection of agricultural workers dwelling.  

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.17/0679/OUT 

 
Bisley With Lypiatt Parish 
Council 

Badgers Brook, Bismore, Eastcombe. 02 
S.17/0714/NEWTPO -  New Tree Preservation Order - TPO562 Badgers Brook, 
Bismore, Eastcombe, Stroud, GL6 7DG. 

 

Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.17/0714/NEWTPO 
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Development Control Committee Schedule 
06/06/2017 

 

Item No: 01 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.17/0679/OUT 
PP-05928326 

Site Address  Appleridge Farm, Stone, Berkeley, Gloucestershire 
 

Town/Parish  Ham And Stone Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  366884,195819 
 

Application 
Type 

Outline Planning Permission  
 

Prop osal  Erection of agricultural workers dwelling. 
 

Recommendation  Refusal 
Call in Request  Councillor Gordon Craig 
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Mr & Mrs Martin Jenkins 
Appleridge Farm, Stone, Berkeley, Gloucestershire, GL13 9LJ 
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Agent’s Details  David James & Partners Ltd 
Well House, The Chipping, Wotton-under-Edge, GL12 7AD,  

Case Officer  Gemma Davis 
 

Application 
Validated 

29.03.2017 

 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
Robert Fox (E) 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Parish / Town 
 

Constraints  SAC SPA 7700m buffer     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
MAIN ISSUES 
o Background and enterprise 
o Functional need 
o Labour 
o Financial viability 
o Other dwellings 
o Landscape  
o Residential amenity  
 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
The application site is located at Hystfield to the west of Stone.  The site comprises a farm 
comprising over 200 cattle.  It is the applicant's intention to increase this over the next 18 
months.  The farm business currently owns 107 acres and rents a further 59 acres. 
 
The site is not affected by any sensitive landscape designation. 
 
PROPOSAL  
The application seeks outline permission for the erection of an agricultural workers dwelling.  
The appearance, landscaping and layout have been reserved for future consideration.   
 
REVISED DETAILS  
N/a  
 
MATERIALS  
Walls:   Stone 
Roof:   Clay tiles 
Doors/windows: Timber  
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REPRESENTATIONS 
Statutory Consultees :  
The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has recommended standard conditions and 
informatives should planning permission be forthcoming.   
 
The Councils Senior Contaminated Land Officer has requested that a contaminated land 
watching brief condition is applied should planning permission be forthcoming.   
 
No comment has been received from Ham and Stone Parish Council subject to the request to 
call in to Development Control Committee.   
 
Public :  
Two letters of support received.   
 
NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES  
National Planning Policy Framework. 
Available to view 
at:http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf 
 
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. 
CP2 - Strategic growth and development locations  
CP3 - Settlement Hierarchy. 
CP14 - High quality sustainable development. 
CP15 - A quality living and working countryside. 
EI5 - Farm enterprises and diversification  
ES3 - Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits. 
ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity. 
ES7 - Landscape character  
ES8 - Trees, hedgerows and woodlands. 
ES12 - Better design of places. 
 
These policies support new dwellings in rural areas provided there is an essential need for 
rural worker; the siting, design and materials are appropriate and sympathetic and 
complement the landscape character; the amenities of neighbouring occupiers are 
preserved; and highway safety is maintained.  In this instance, the application seeks to 
establish the principle of the development and access to the site.   
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BACKGROUND AND ENTERPRISE  
The farm is a dwelling, holiday let, agricultural and equestrian buildings and 106 acres in a 
ring fence.  The land associated with the enterprise is laid to grass.  A further 40 acres of 
land and livestock building is rented by the applicant annual arrangement, and a further 20 
acres is rented from the Berkeley Estate on a Farm Business Tenancy which to date has 
expired, however rolling on year by year.   
 
The enterprise runs the Appleridge herd of pedigree Hereford Cattle.  The overall aim is to 
build up the quality of the breeding stock by increasing the Estimated Breeding Value (EBV) 
which amounts to a genetic measurement.   
 
The partnership undertakes mowing and bailing for local farmers and in addition looks after a 
neighbours suckler herd and beef cattle. 
 
As part of the 106 acre land, 22 acres of the holding is a yard for equestrian purposes.  
These 12 stables with facilities and grazing are let on a DIY livery basis.  The site also 
includes the use of two outdoor arenas by separate arrangement. 
 
In addition to the agricultural and equestrian enterprise, there is a holiday let which is 
positioned in close proximity to the farmhouse.   
 
FUNCTIONAL NEED  
Permission is being sought to erect an agricultural workers dwelling on the site to 
accommodate a stockman in connection with the farm business.  The principle of a dwelling 
at this location must be justified with regard to an essential functional need.   
 
Clause 28 of the NPPF states that local planning policy should promote the development and 
diversification of agricultural and other land based rural businesses.  In accordance with 
Clause 55 of this framework, local planning authorities are required to promote sustainable 
development in rural areas with regard to housing but should avoid new isolated homes in 
the countryside unless there are special circumstances such as the essential need for a rural 
worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in the countryside.   
 
The assessment of 'essential need' originates from PPS7 and has now been incorporated 
into the NPPF. The guidance contained in Annexe A of  the former PPS7, on how to assess 
essential need, has not been withdrawn and is material to the considerations of need here.   
 
Annexe A states that new permanent dwellings should only be allowed to support existing 
agricultural activities on well - established agricultural units, providing; 
 
i) There is a clearly established existing functional need; 
ii) The need relates to a full time worker, or one who is primarily employed in agriculture 

and does not relate to a part time requirement; 
iii) The unit and the agricultural activity concerned have been established for at least 

three years, have been profitable for at least one of them, are currently financially 
sound, and have clear prospect of remaining so; 
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iv) The functional need could not be fulfilled by another existing dwelling on the unit, or 

any other existing accommodation in the are which is suitable and available for 
occupation by the workers concerned; and  

v) Other planning requirements, e.g. in relation to access, or impact on the countryside 
are satisfied.   

  
The most frequent reason for a functional need for a rural worker to be permanently based on 
a site is to deal quickly with emergency animal welfare issues that are likely to arise 
throughout the majority of the year and during the middle of the night eg calving cows. 
 
The key issue to consider in this application is whether there is an essential need for the 
proposed dwelling at Appleridge Farm to support the farming business, in accordance with 
the NPPF and Local Plan Core Policy CP15.   
 
Policy CP15 states "In order to protect the separate identity of settlements and the quality of 
the countryside (including its built and natural heritage), proposals outside identified 
settlement development limits will not be permitted except where:  
 
1. It is essential to the maintenance or enhancement of a sustainable farming or forestry 

enterprise within the District;  
 
With regards to this requirement an agricultural appraisal has been submitted with the 
application.  Notwithstanding the submitted appraisal, the LPA's Rural Consultant considers 
that: '.... 
 
The majority of the husbandry duties involving cattle would be routine such as handling, 
sorting, feeding, checking and treating, which in any case would be carried out during the 
working day, with a check first and last thing at night.   
 
Herefords are hardy animals which usually calve unaided and most frequently in the morning.  
However, there will be need for extra vigilance and observation out of normal working hours 
during this period and so the cows are usually located where they can easily be monitored, 
for example in a nearby paddock.   
 
New born calves must be suckled within the first 6 hours from birth which again may require 
action out of normal working hours.   
 
The traditional approach is to aim towards a narrow spring calving pattern as it results in 
simpler cow and calf management, better health of cows and calves, increase growth rates of 
calves and less labour requirement with cows generally calving outdoors. 
 
Spring calving coincides with the flush of grass allowing for maximum use of forage 
resources i.e. not having to buy in feed. For monitoring and improving the Estimated 
Breeding Value (EBV) of the herd then it is advantageous to create a contemporary group of 
breeding stock which is achievable by calving in a tight pattern of 90 days.  Even with some 
cows not holding to first service then a maximum of 4 months should cover the calving 
season after dealing with any fertility issues. 
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Spreading the calving and having cows at different stages makes for more difficult 
management.  During say this 4 month period, there would be a functional need for there to 
be an experienced stockperson living within easy walking distance from the cows, however 
outside of the calving period, which is the majority of the year, there would not be a functional 
need for there to be a worker based on the site...' 
 
In light of the above, it is considered that there is no essential need for the proposed dwelling 
at Appleridge Farm to support the farming business, in accordance with the NPPF and Local 
Plan Core Policy CP15.   
 
FINANCIAL VIABILITY  
A permanent dwelling cannot be considered essential unless the enterprise on which the 
proposed essential need is based is viable and likely to continue to be so into the foreseeable 
future.   
 
Based on the submitted information, the sustainability of the proposed enterprise would be 
reliant on the enterprise being able to survive financially, with a minimum requirement to 
meet the cost of a full time worker to justify on-site presence. 
 
Evidence has been submitted that identifies that the herd is developing and stock value is 
increasing, however the cattle enterprise has reached a viable level in terms of profitability to 
be able to support an additional full time worker.   
 
OTHER DWELLINGS  
The existence of the main farmhouse is material to any functional need requirement, largely 
as it is in the ownership of the applicant in conjunction with the rest of the farm enterprise.   
 
In any case, even if the farmhouse was not available to the partnership, then with a seasonal 
requirement for a stockman to be on site, this could be catered for by the stationing of a 
touring caravan temporarily in accordance with Part 5 (Class A) of schedule 2 of the Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015.   
 
LANDSCAPE  
The site is within an area that has a very limited number of dwellings in a rural location. The 
development of the proposed site would result in the consolidation of built form and increased 
domesticisation   which would not accord with the priority given to the conservation and 
enhancement of the natural and scenic beauty of the landscape.   
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY  
The location of the building on the site implies that it would be screened from the nearest 
properties to the south by other agricultural buildings and would be far enough away not to 
cause any harm to residential amenities.  The development would accord with Local Plan 
Policy ES3. 
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CONCLUSION 
In consideration of paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Local Plan 
Policies CP14 and CP15 there is no essential need for a worker to be permanently based at 
this site.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The proposal is NOT considered to comply with the provisions of policies listed in the 
reasons for refusal and contained in the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015 
and the core planning principles set out in the NPPF. 
 
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 reasons: 
 
  

1. The majority of the husbandry duties involving cattle would be 
routine such as handling, sorting, feeding checking, and treating 
which in any case would be carried out during the working day, 
with a check first and last thing at night.   Based on the submitted 
information, the cows could be managed with the majority of 
calving within a four  month period, even with some cows not 
holding to first service then a maximum of 4 months should cover 
the calving season after dealing with any fertility issues.  During 
this 4 month period, there would be a functional need for there to 
be an experienced stockperson within easy walking distance from 
the cows, however, outside the calving period i.e. for the majority 
of the year (approx 8 months) there would not be a functional need 
for there to be a worker actually based on the site.  The proposal is 
therefore not sustainable as it is unjustifiable residential 
development in open countryside and is  therefore contrary to 
Policies CP14 and CP15 (1) of the adopted Local Plan and 
paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

 2. The site is within an area that has a very limited number of 
dwellings in a rural location. The development of the proposed site 
would result in the consolidation of built form within the area which 
would erode the attractive rural character of the area contrary to 
Policy ES7 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 
2015. 
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Informatives: 
 
 1. In accordance with Article 35 (2) the Local Planning Authority have 

worked with the Applicant. Unfortunately, this application was 
submitted without any meaningful pre-application discussions.  For 
the reasons given above the application is recommended for 
refusal.  The applicant/agent has been contacted and the issues 
explained.  Furthermore the case officer has suggested that the 
application be withdrawn so that the project can be fully discussed. 
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Item No: 02 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.17/0714/NEWTPO 
TPO562 

Site Address  Badgers Brook, Bismore, Eastcombe, Stroud 
 

Town/Parish  Bisley With Lypiatt Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  388987,204591 
 

Application 
Type 

New Tree Preservation Order  
 

Proposal  TPO562 Badgers Brook, Bismore, Eastcombe, Stroud, GL6 7DG. 
 

Recommendation  Consent 
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Mark Hemming 
Stroud District Council, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud, Gloucestershire 
GL5 4UB 
 

Agent’s Details  None 
Case Officer  Mark Hemming 

Page 17 of 20



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
06/06/2017 

 
 

Application 
Validated 

28.03.2017 

 CONSULTEES  
Constraints   Affecting the Setting of a Cons Area     

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty     
Conservation Area     
Kemble Airfield Hazard     
Single Tree Preservation Order Points     
Village Design Statement     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
Six weeks notification has been given under Section 211 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 by Mr Peter Rendle. The proposal is to fell a mature Oak tree within the grounds of 
Badgers Brook, Bismore, Eastcombe. The tree is estimated to be 18-20m high with a similar 
crown spread. The estimated diameter of the tree is over 1m.  
 
The crown of the tree has been reduced in height and thinned. The latter involves removing 
smaller secondary branches from inside the canopy. Generally this work concentrates on the 
branch extremities. Because crown thinning reduces leaf area, it can harm the tree. Also 
over-thinning can lead to bark damage through sun scorch.          
  
The trees on the woodland bank to the south of the property have been felled and replaced 
by the landowner. Some of the trees were uprooted and Mrs Rendle is concerned that this 
could happen to the Oak tree. The reduction in cohesion between the soil and the roots was 
caused by wind loading and soil erosion. Badgers Brook is situated in the valley bottom, thus 
the tree is sheltered from the prevailing wind.  
 
A visual tree assessment (VTA) was undertaken to assess the trees structure and vitality. 
The tree contains no significant defects and has good vitality. Vitality relates to the condition 
of the bark, leaves, and extension growth. No cracks were observed in the soil, indicating that 
the tree hasn’t moved on its root plate. The crown of the tree has been thinned and reduced 
in volume. The purpose of this pruning is to reduce the sail effect on the trees crown, thus 
reducing the loading on the root plate.  
 
When considering whether trees should be protected by the serving of a tree preservation 
order, local planning authorities are advised to develop systems for assessing the trees 
amenity value prior to serving the order. The suitability for serving a Tree Preservation Order 
was considered using the TEMPO methodology. TEMPO is designed as a field guide to 
decision making. It stands as record that a systematic assessment has been undertaken prior 
to serving an order (please see the enclosed completed pro-forma – Appendix 1).  
 
Officers advise that a provisional Tree Preservation Order be served.  
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 1. Trees Specified Individually 
 (encircled in black on the map) 
 
 Reference on map -T1 
 
 Description (species) -Oak 
  
 Situation (location) -Badgers Brook, Bismore, Eastcombe, Stroud,  

Gloucestershire. 
 
 ---------------------------------------------------------------- 
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