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 22 August 2017 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 
A meeting of the Development Control Committee will be held on TUESDAY 
5 SEPTEMBER 2017 in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud at 

2.00 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 – 6 JUNE 2017 

To approve and sign as a correct record the Minutes of the Development 
Control Committee meeting held on 6 June 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 UNIT 2, SALMON SPRINGS TRADING ESTATE, PAINSWICK ROAD, 

GLOS (S.17/0921/COU) 
 Change of use of unit 2 to D2 (Leisure) 
 
4.3 BATH ROAD TRADING ESTATE, BATH ROAD, STROUD, GLOS 

(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 

 
4.4 DANIELS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, 104 BATH ROAD, STROUD, GLOS 

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

retail unit, up to 50 residential dwellings, vehicular access and parking. 
 

 
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 
 

6 JUNE 2017 
 

6.00 pm – 7.00 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 Ap 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 P 

** = Chair         * = Vice Chair          P = Present      A = Absent      Ap = Apologies 
 
Officers in Attendance 
Planning Manager Solicitor 
Principal Planning Officer Democratic Services Officer 
Planning Officer  
 
Other Members in Attendance 
Councillors Gordon Craig and Penny Wride. 
 
DC.001 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Dorcas Binns and Haydn Jones. 
 
DC.002 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were none. 
 
DC.003 MINUTES – 25 APRIL 2017 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the meeting held on 25 April 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.17/0679/OUT 2 S.17/0714/NEWTPO 3 - 
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DC.004 APPLERIDGE FARM, STONE, BERKELEY, GLOS (S.17/0679/OUT) 
 
The Planning Officer outlined the above application for the erection of an agricultural 
workers dwelling. 
 
Ward Councillors Gordon Craig and Penny Wride both supported the application. 
 
Mr Mathew Blaken spoke on behalf of the applicant and outlined reasons why members 
should support the application. 
 
Officers answered members’ questions.  
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Jenny 
Miles to move the officer’s advice to REFUSE the application for the reasons set out in 
the officer’s report and in particular because an essential need had not been 
demonstrated. 
 
Members debated the application and had varying opinions. 
 
The Planning Manager upon request reminded members they had three options; to 
approve, to refuse or to defer the application to enable the officers to try and engage 
further discussions to take place with the applicant. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 4 votes in favour of the motion to REFUSE the 
application, 5 votes against and 1 abstention.  The motion was LOST. 
 
A motion to DEFER the application was proposed by Councillor Dave Mossman and 
seconded by Councillor Chris Brine to enable further discussions to take place between 
the applicant and officers. 
 
The Planning Manager confirmed that matters for discussion would be for the applicant to 
consider placing temporary accommodation upon the site, the conversion of an existing 
building and/or the relocation of a dwelling closer to the homestead. 
 
On being put to the vote, the vote was unanimous. 
 
RESOLVED To DEFER planning permission for application S.17/0679/OUT to 

enable further discussions to take place between the applicant and 
officers, as stated within the minutes. 

 
DC.005 BADGERS BROOK, BISMORE, EASTCOMBE, STROUD, GLOS 

(S.17/0714/NEWTPO) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer introduced the above report for a new Tree Preservation 
Order.  An additional report had been circulated prior to the meeting to members.   
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Dave 
Mossman to move the officer’s advice.  On being put to the vote, the vote was 
unanimous. 
 
RESOLVED To confirm the Tree Preservation Order. 
 
The meeting closed at 7.00 pm. 
 

Chair 
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Stroud District Council 
 

Planning Schedule 
 

5
th

 September 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. 

 

 

Page 6 of 100



 

 

 
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 

 
Stroud Town Council Unit 2, Salmon Springs Trading Estate, Painswick Road. 02 

S.17/0921/COU -  Change of use of unit 2  to D2 (Leisure).  
Link to website http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_application_detail.asp?AppRef=S.17/0921/COU 

 
Rodborough Parish 
Council 

Bath Road Trading Estate, Bath Road, Stroud. 03 
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. 04 
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 
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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  
 

Proposal 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 cattle 
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 Council’s 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 a 
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 consists of 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 land alongside is a yard for equestrian purposes.  
The yard includes 12 stables with facilities and grazing, and 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 existing 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 NOOF, where the guidance contained in Annexe A of that former PPS7, regarding 
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 area 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 so that there is somebody experienced to be able 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 e.g. 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 and hardy animals and cows 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 compact 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. 
 
With calves born in spring, this 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 
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cows not holding to first service then a maximum of 4 months should cover the calving 
season after dealing with any fertility issues. 
 
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.   
 
LABOUR 
Based on the submitted appraisal, the LPA's consultant considers that the workload 
associated with the cattle enterprise at Appleridge Farm would require the equivalent of a full 
time worker.   
 
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 it is not justified that 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 and the unrestricted holiday let 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 within the 
area which would not accord with the priority given to the conservation and enhancement of 
the natural and scenic beauty of the landscape.   
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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. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Subsequent to the DCC meeting in June, Officers have reverted back to the Council's expert 
Agricultural Consultant to ask whether he could provide additional justification for why a 
dwelling on the site does not satisfy the tests as outlined above.  The Consultant has advised 
that he cannot provide further detail without disclosing confidential financial information.  
Officers asked permission from the applicant to disclose this information and they declined, 
with their agent stating that the financial test was not applicable. Officers are of the opinion 
that there is a second dwelling on the site; the unrestricted barn conversion which is used for 
holiday let which generates an income for the farm.  Without being provided with the financial 
information to demonstrate this, Officers have no option than to recommend refusal of this 
application on the basis that the barn conversion could be used as accommodation for a 
person working in agriculture. 
 
At the very most there is a seasonal (max 4 months) functional need for there to be an 
individual available to deal with any calving issues that might occur outside normal working 
hours.  A seasonal requirement does not constitute a permanent need as per the special 
circumstances referred to in Paragraph 55 of the NPPF.  There is a farm house on site which 
is available to the business, which would satisfy any functional need requirement.  In addition 
there is the potential availability of the holiday let.  
 
There can be no essential need for a worker to be based on site, if the enterprise on which 
that essential need is based is not financially viable and unable to meet the cost of employing 
a full time person.  The accounts do not support that there is sufficient profitability from the 
cattle enterprise to support a full time worker on the minimum agricultural wage. 
 
Furthermore, it is of course the need of the enterprise and not personal choice that dictates 
whether there is an essential need for an individual to be based permanently at Appleridge 
Farm, and as such there is no such essential need with the presence of two dwellings on the 
farm.   
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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 ie 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. 

 
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.17/0921/COU 
 

Site Address Unit 2, Salmon Springs Trading Estate, Painswick Road, Stroud 
 

Town/Parish Stroud Town Council 
 

Grid Reference 384750,206022 
 

Application 
Type 

Change of Use  
 

Proposal Change of use of unit 2  to D2 (Leisure). 
 

Recommendation Refusal 
Call in Request  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Miss Joanne Thomas 
1 Sandpits Lane, Westrip, Stroud, Gloucestershire, GL6 6EZ 
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Agent’s Details None 
Case Officer Humphrey Mpezeni 

 
Application 
Validated 

09.05.2017 

 CONSULTEES 

Comments 
Received 

Parish / Town 
 

Not Yet 
Received 

Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
 

Constraints Affecting the Setting of a Cons Area     
Flood Zone 2     
Flood Zone 3     
Key Employment Land (LP)     
Within 50m of Listed Building     
Rodborough 3km core catchment zone     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
The site comprises a unit within the Salmon Springs Industrial Estate situated to the east of 
the A46 in Stroud. The unit is adjacent to Listed Building and is situated at the southern end 
of the site.  
 
PROPOSAL 
The proposal is a change of use from B2 Industrial to D2 leisure and assembly.  The unit is 
about 148sqm. 
 
MATERIALS 
Not applicable as no changes to physical fabric is proposed. 
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
Opposite site, listed building: 
S.15/0813/COU, Proposed change of use from B2 Industrial to D2 leisure and assembly, 
28.05.2015 
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
Town/Parish 
Support the application. 
 
Public 
Numerous responses have been received from members of the public supporting the 
application on grounds that it is good for the health and wellbeing of the community of Stroud; 
would help to sustain a business; is not at odds with other uses on the site; would keep the 
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building in use, would not affect the surrounding areas and there is no reason why it should 
not be allowed since there is a similar use opposite the site.  
 
Planning Strategy 
The application is contrary to the recently adopted Local Plan. Consequently, it is 
recommended that this planning application should be refused, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
The adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2005 is the development plan for Stroud 
District.  Due weight should be given to policies in this plan according to the degree of 
consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Local Plan Policies Considered are: 
ES3 Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits  
ES4 Water resources and flood risk 
EI1 Key employment sites 
EI2 Regenerating existing employment sites 
EI11 Promoting sport, leisure and recreation 
CP1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
CP11 New employment development 
 
Full text of the above policies together with the preamble, can be found at 
https://www.stroud.gov.uk/media/1455/stroud-district-local-plan_november-2015_low-res_for-
web.pdf. 
 
The NPPF is also material consideration in assessing planning applications and full text can 
be found at  
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.
pdf 
 
The proposal site is located outside of the Town centre and thus not covered by the Stroud 
Town Centre neighbourhood development Plan. 
 
Proposed Change of Use  
Unit 2 is part of the Salmon Springs Trading Estate located on Painswick Road, Stroud.  The 
site is located outside of the settlement development limit and consists of a mixture of 
designated and undesignated heritage assets (listed buildings and unlisted buildings of 
heritage interest). The unit is currently vacant, it is understood that the previous occupier 
vacated the premises in November 2016. A property agent in Cheltenham was asked to 
market the property but no information has been submitted to demonstrate the extent of the 
marketing exercise. 
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The recently adopted Stroud District Local Plan (SDLP) should be given weight in decision 
making in accordance with NPPF provisions.  The NPPF urges that proposal that accord with 
the SDLP should be approved without delay unless material considerations dictate otherwise. 
 
The application proposes the change of use of the building from a B2 General Industrial to 
D2 dance hall which would employ 3-4 people, and no changes to the physical fabric are 
proposed.  The application site forms part of the existing Salmon Springs Trading Estate on 
the A46 north of Stroud. The trading estate is a Key Employment site under Policy EK32 and 
currently consists of industrial and business uses, offices, restaurant and leisure uses.   The 
current use of the site is B class which, on Key Employment sites, is safeguarded by policy 
EI1 and change of use would not be allowed. This policy utilised the 2013 Employment Land 
Study recommendations and Salmon Springs Trading Estate was to be retained as a key 
local employment area for B1, B2 and B8 uses.   
 
Planning policy seeks to encourage new employment development. It may even permit the 
change of use to non B use class development in other, less sensitive parts of the District, 
which would be considered under CP11. The Local Plan specifically identifies the 
regeneration of some existing employment sites under Policy EI2. 
 
The Town Council and numerous members of the public have supported the change of use 
as being something that is good for the community and that there is no reason why this 
cannot be approved since another leisure use has been approved in the past. Some 
comments refer to another leisure use has previously been allowed opposite the site.  
However, the very small size of the unit (43sqm compared to 149sqm for the host building) 
and the Listed Building status which makes it unsuitable for physical alterations restricts the 
attractiveness of the building for some employment uses. The unit which is subject of this 
application is large and, not being listed, the building can be altered. 
 
The fact that permission has been granted on the adjacent unit does not mean that it such 
small non-traditional employment uses should continue to be permitted on the site as a 
matter of precedence.  Salmon Springs Industrial estate is a very important employment site 
and for it to continue playing this crucial role in the jobs and growth agenda of the District, it 
must maintain its capacity to provide meaningful employment.  If very small non-traditional 
employment uses such as the proposed development continue to be allowed on the site, the 
cumulative effect will be the erosion of the capacity of the site to provide meaningful numbers 
of employment and the associated multiplier effect of the wages therein on the district.   The 
2013 Employment Land Study addressed this issue and concluded that the Stroud Valleys is 
one of the three important industrial property markets which should continue to be protected 
unless wholly exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated.  This is consistent with 
Paragraph 22 of the NPPF which cautions against the long term protection of employment 
sites for the sake of it and that where appropriate, alternative reuses are considered on their 
own merits and the role of such new uses in sustainable local communities.  This application 
has not demonstrated any exceptional circumstances. 
 
Based on the above assessment, it is considered that the proposal to change the use of the 
unit from B-use to D2 leisure would undermine the site’s key protected employment status by 
contributing to the erosion of its capacity to provide meaningful numbers of employment to 
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promote economic growth and prosperity for the district.   No circumstances have been 
advanced for officers to consider this as an exceptional case and thus the proposal is 
considered to be contrary to the adopted Local Plan Policy EI1. 
 
Impacts on the Listed Building 
The host unit is located opposite a listed building but as not physical alterations are 
proposed, it the proposal is unlikely to have any impact on the significance of the heritage 
asset. 
 
The proposal would accord with Local Plan Policy ES10 and National Policy NPPF(12). 
 
Residential Amenity 
The host building is located within an established trading estate and isolated from residential 
dwellings. The proposed use is unlikely to result in significant noise and disturbance for any 
residences or occupiers of other over and above that of the existing uses on the site. 
 
The proposal site would accord with Local Plan Policy ES3. 
 
Parking, Travel and Highway Safety 
The site lies within an established trading estate where there are high volumes of vehicular 
movement. There is more than adequate parking within the estate which is located adjacent 
to the A46 with links to public transport.  In addition, the site is not remotely located from the 
centre of Stroud which would allow more sustainable travel modes to get to the site.   
 
The proposed development would accord with Local Plan Policies ES3, CP13 and EI11. 
 
Flood Risk 
The proposal site located within flood zone 2 as defined by the Environment Agency maps 
and the applicant has submitted a flood risk assessment.   The proposed development does 
not involve any physical changes to the fabric or the footprint and thus the proposal would not 
change the risk status of the unit, building or site. 
 
A simple FRA, which includes some flood evacuation advice, has been submitted in support 
of the proposed change of use.  
 
The proposal would accord with Local Plan Policy ES4 and National Policy NPPF(10). 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
There is an in principle objection to the proposed change of use as it does not comply with 
policy EI1 of the Stroud District Local Plan, and no overriding justification has been received 
to warrant overriding this objection. 
 
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 
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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. 
 
For the 
following 
reasons: 

 
1. Salmon Springs is identified in the adopted Stroud District Local 

Plan (SDLP) as a key employment site. Policy EI1 of the SDLP 
requires key employment sites to be kept in B class uses and 
states that change of use to other uses will not be permitted. This 
is to ensure an adequate supply of land for B class uses to 
maintain and promote economic growth. No circumstances have 
been advanced to demonstrate this as an exceptional case and 
thus the proposal is considered to be contrary to the adopted Local 
Plan Policy EI1. 
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Item No: 03 
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 Resolve to Grant Permission 

Call in Request Councillor Tom Williams 
   

 
 

 

  

Applicant’s 
Details 

Aldi Stores Limited & Wagner Developments Ltd 
C/O Agent 

Agent’s Details Mr Alan Williams 
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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 
Nailsworth Town Council 
Cainscross Parish Council 
Stonehouse Town Council 
Development Coordination (E) 
Flood Resilience Land Drainage 
Environmental Health (E) 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
Archaeology Dept (E) 
Historic England SW 
 

Not Yet 
Received 

 

Constraints      

 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 

 

INTRODUCTION 
1.1 This application was deferred at DCC on the 25th April to consider the impact on potential 
investment at Merrywalks Shopping Centre in Stroud. An updated technical consideration 
with respect to the retail implications is outlined below with a further updated report and 
recommendation addressing the extended cumulative retail impact and other planning 
considerations. 
 
MERRYWALKS UPDATE FOR 5th SEPTEMBER DCC 
2.1 Officers have been in contact and written to the developer who specialises in retail led 
town centre regeneration schemes  seeking further information in response to the concerns 
raised regarding the impact on the potential for a redevelopment of the Merrywalks Shopping 
Centre. No further details of the scheme have been provided although the developer has 
confirmed their aspiration to acquire the site and commitment to progress the scheme and 
that they remain concerned about how unrestricted out of centre retail would impact their 
potential investment.  
 
2.2 Members should also be aware of a new objection submitted on behalf of Tesco. This is 
concerned about the impact on the town centre and investment prospects for Merrywalks. 
This letter is attached to the reports as an appendix.   
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2.3 However, having had time to consider the available information and consider how this fits 
in with national planning guidance and case law, Officers are able to offer some reassurance 
to Members and the Merrywalks developer regarding the impact of the proposed scheme on 
the town centre and Merrywalks. 
 
The retail element of this proposal is a discounter foodstore. These have a limited range of 
goods, albeit at discount prices. In particular they carry a very limited amount of comparison 
(non-food) goods compared to a normal foodstore. Therefore, the proposal is unlikely to 
significantly compete with a town centre re-development who's primary focus is likely be 
comparison goods like clothes. The retail evidence suggests the majority of the impact of this 
application will be on the existing large out of centre supermarkets within the nearby area and 
outside the district.   
 
2.4 Paragraph 26 of the NPPF requires an assessment of the impact (if any) of the proposal 
on "existing, committed and planned public and private investment" in a centre. The Rushden 
Lakes Secretary of State decision (APP/G2815/V/12/2190175) applies to this issue of when 
the impact on investment of another town centre scheme can be legitimately considered. It 
states that, 'only investment that has been made, has been committed or is planned warrants 
consideration'.  
 
2.5 Based on the available information, it would be difficult to consider the Merrywalks 
scheme either certain enough or advanced enough to be classified as 'planned investment'. 
Based on the terminology of the Rushden appeal, this investment is at best 'intended'. 
Therefore, whilst the Merrywalks scheme may have been discussed it does not yet appear 
that this investment can be considered as committed or planned. Further investigation of the 
options for town centre schemes should not be prejudiced, in particularly Merrywalks which is 
in need of regeneration. However such preliminary aspirations do not fall within the test of 
paragraph 26 of the NPPF and the later clarification of the Secretary of State.  
 
2.6 The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 2b-016-
20140306) also identifies where wider town centre developments or investments are in 
progress, it will be appropriate to assess the impact of relevant applications on that 
investment. It outlines the key considerations to include: 
 
1. The policy status of the investment (i.e. whether it is outlined in the Development Plan). 
Apart from the town centre location, there is no specific Merrywalks policy within the Local 
Plan however the Stroud NDP does seek to optimise development opportunities to meet 
future retail/town centre needs. 
2. The progress made towards securing the investment (for example if contracts are 
established). As outlined above it is not apparent any contracts have been signed. 
3. The extent to which an application is likely to undermine planned developments or 
investments based on the effects on current/forecast turnovers, operator demand and 
investor confidence. The potentially different focus of each scheme between comparison and 
convenience goods and the reassurance provided by the controls and limitation within the 
Officers recommendation for this application should not undermine investment confidence. 
Reassurance has been offered to the Merrywalks developer.  
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2.7 Therefore, having considered this late submission from the previous committee meeting, 
the proposal does not warrant an objection about potential Merrywalks investment. 
 
Avocet/Dudbridge permission 
2.8 The Avocet/Dudbridge permission has a 3 year time limit to commence development, 
which runs until 27 August 2018. It is therefore difficult at this stage to do anything other than 
consider it as a commitment which could still come forward. It is evident from repeated news 
reports that changing shopping patterns and current market conditions have reduced the 
likelihood of a mainstream convenience retailer. An Environmental Impact Screening Opinion 
has been submitted for a smaller (2600sqm) foodstore.  However this is still a live permission 
and implementation is still a possibility. The nature of the proposed Avocet store has to be 
treated with a degree of caution as no formal application has been submitted.  
 
2.9 It has been suggested the current proposals should be directed to the Avocet site as an 
existing commitment to avoid a further out-of-centre development. As Avocet is also an out-
of-town site it is sequentially neutral when compared to the current sites under consideration. 
Therefore, there is no policy basis to direct the proposed scheme to this site. The cumulative 
impact does have to be considered and is discussed within the updated main body of the 
report below. With the specialist input of our retail consultant, consideration has been given 
to the most impact case scenario, a cumulative retail impact of the mainstream food store on 
the Avocet permission and both of the Bath Road and Daniels proposed schemes being 
permitted. This assessment concluded that the cumulative retail impact would not be 
significant adverse and therefore passes the impact test.  
 
Brunsdons Yard 
2.10 It should also be noted that the latest Brunsdons Yard proposal (S.15/2590/OUT) which 
included 5,532sq.m of Class A1 retail space, an out-of-town terrace split into 4 units including 
a significant amount of non-food, was refused on 25 April 2017 for retail impact, ecology, 
landscape impact and flooding concerns.  
 
UPDATED RECOMMENDATION 
2.11 Officers, advised by our specialist consultant, have reviewed the previous 
recommendations and proposed conditions and have updated the recommendation on both 
the Bath Road and Daniels applications.  
 
2.12 The cumulative impact is addressed in more depth in the main body of the report but 
whilst there will be some degree of harm to the nearby centre this is not significantly adverse, 
the threshold set by planning policy. With this extended cumulative retail assessment both 
foodstore schemes are considered acceptable in retail terms and therefore the wider 
planning merits of the schemes as a whole can be considered on their own merits.  
 
2.13 The officer recommendation includes limitations and controls to also mitigate the retail 
harm and impact on the health of the nearby centres. These follow the findings of the Retail 
Impact Study. They have also been discussed with the applicant's agent who has agreed that 
they are acceptable and would be in accordance with the applicant's proposal and offer for 
the site. These conditions are explained later in the report but include the “discounter” nature 
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of the retail use, the maximum total sales area, the max comparison goods floor area, no 
sub-division and restriction on opening hours.  
 
2.14 The other issues and considerations are addressed below and Officers recommend 
Members to resolve to grant permission. 
  
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
3.1 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 an 
additional part of the trading estate currently known as Units L4A - L4D.  
 
3.2 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.   
  
3.3 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.  
 
3.4 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 
4.1 This is a full application and 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.   
  
4.2 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.   
  
4.3 The proposed Class A1 foodstore has a 1,918 sqm 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.   
  
4.4 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.  
  
4.5 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.   
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MATERIALS 
5.1 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 
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
6.1 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 on grounds of loss of employment and retail impact.   
There is also an extensive planning history that relates to the wider industrial site but has 
limited relevance to this proposal.   
  
6.2 Other supermarket site/scheme update.  
Brunsdons Yard S.15/2590/FUL Refused 25/4/17. 
Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL Appeal withdrawn  
  
6.3 Daniels 4. S.16/2152/OUT Pending  
Daniels 3. S.15/1517/FUL Withdrawn  
Daniels 2. S.14/1905/FUL Refused 29/4/15 on grounds of retail impact, deliverability of the 
Market Tavern redevelopment and traffic congestion. 
Daniels 1. S.13/2284/FUL Appeal withdrawn.  
  
Avocet S.14/0677/FUL Approved 27/8/15.  
  
REPRESENTATIONS  
Statutory Consultees 
7.1 Rodborough Parish Council: Comment - 
Supports the principle of a discount store which would be welcomed by Rodborough 
residents but the Council believes there are issues with this particular site. We do not believe 
the traffic management has been resolved at Dudbridge Road/Bath Road junction. Residual 
concerns remain over employment on the site and there has not been sufficient consideration 
to cycle access.  
  
7.2 Stroud Town Council: Comment - 
Supports policy of only 1 further out of town centre. This must be the only additional 
supermarket in the Stroud valleys. 
Supports the principle of a budget supermarket on the following conditions - filter lane on A46 
and condition to control the commercial renovation before buildings in zone K are 
demolished. 
  
 
 

Page 27 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

7.3 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.  
  
7.4 Cainscross Parish Council: Application noted - no further comment.  
  
7.5 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.  
 
7.6 GCC Highways: No highway objections subject to conditions   
  
7.7 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.   
  
7.8 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.  
  
7.9 Environment Agency: No objection - Recommends conditions  
  
7.10 GCC LLFA: Recommends conditions 
  
7.11 SDC Water Resource Engineer: Major application dealt with by GCC LLFA  
  
7.12 Natural England: No comment received  
 
7.13 SDC Environmental Health: Recommends conditions and informatives.  
 
7.14 SDC Senior Contaminated Land Officer: Recommends full contaminated land condition.  
  
Public Representations: 
7.15 Approx 222 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.  
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 7.16 8 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.  
Town centre investment should be priority. 
 
7.17 Objection (19th April) received from Dransfield Properties  
Concerned about potential for multiple out of centre sites being granted permission and 
affecting investment in town centre (including their proposal at Merrywalks Shopping Centre). 
Aldi scheme should be directed to Avocet site. 
  
7.18 20th July objection on behalf of TESCO (Appendix 1): Loss of employment land, and 
therefore contrary to Local Plan. Policy EI1 identifies it as a key employment site. Town 
centre impact wherein NPPG places emphasis. Would prejudice  Merrywalks investment.     
 
7.19 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 
 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  
Section 72(1).   
  
7.20 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  
  
7.21 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.  

Page 29 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity.  
ES7 - Landscape character.  
ES10 - Valuing our historic environment and assets.  
  
7.22 The proposal should also be considered against the guidance laid out in, SPG Stroud 
District Landscape Assessment and Planning Obligation SPD 2017.  
  
7.23 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 
 
8.1 The starting point is section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
read together with section 70(2) TCPA 1990. This states that applications should be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be 
made under the Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise”. 
 
8.2 The 2016 Cheshire East High Court Judgement confirms the process of applying the 
Section 38(6):  
 
a) the Council is under a duty to make a decision by giving the Development Plan priority, but 
weighing all other material considerations in the balance to establish whether the decision 
should be made in accordance with the Development Plan;  
 
b) the Council must understand the relevant provisions of the Development Plan, recognising 
that they may sometimes pull in different directions;  
 
c) section 38(6) does not prescribe the way in which the LPA is to go about discharging the 
duty;  
 
d) the duty can only be properly performed if the Council, establishes whether or not the 
proposal accords with the Development Plan as a whole;  
 
e) the duty is not displaced or modified by government policy in the NPPF. This does not 
have the force of statute, or the Development Plan. Its relevance to a planning decision as 
one of the other material considerations to be weighed in the balance.  
 
8.3 In May 2017, The Supreme Court confirmed that the NPPF (paragraph 14 and 49 in 
particular) is guidance and does not overrule the statutory development plan.    
This plan led emphasis is echoed by paragraphs 2 and 196 of the NPPF.   
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8.4 The most relevant Local Plan Polices on this aspect are CP1, EI1 and CP11. 
 
CP1:  
This promotes sustainability. This links with one of the Local Plan strategies of locating jobs 
near housing to discourage out commuting.     
 
EI1: 
“The key employment sites listed below will be retained for B Class Uses.  Redevelopment 
for alternative uses or changes of use from employment use will not be permitted on these 
sites”  
E11 is a policy which identifies key employment sites. The policy specifically allocates the 
site for B use classes. Consequently this proposal for non B use class conflicts with the Local 
Plan.     
 
Policy CP 11 states: 
“New employment development will be provided through a range of sites and premises 
across the District. Strategic employment sites will be allocated, mixed use developments 
encouraged and the expansion of existing businesses and rural diversification supported. 
Employment sites will be provided in order to increase the range and choice of sites available 
and to address the self containment of settlements in terms of homes/jobs balance. 
 
8.5 This is an overarching “core” policy which provides the vision for delivery policies 
including EI1. This policy does give some flexibility but is not considered to override the 
explicit wording of Policy EI1.   
 
8.6 The proposal is contrary to EI1.  CP11 is not interpreted to offer sufficient clarity to 
assume that the proposal does not conflict with the overall Local Plan. Applying Section 38, 
as above, points to a refusal unless “material considerations dictate otherwise”. 
 
8.7 Such materials considerations are the site specific implications and the specific details of 
the proposals. 
 
8.8 The submitted report, photos and site inspection reveal that the buildings across the Bath 
Road Industrial Estate 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.  
 
8.9 Stroud Auctions (unit J) has a floor space of 335 sq m, but this is not a B2 use. Out of the 
total floor space affected 7952 sq m, only 1211 sq m are currently occupied. 85% of the site 
is vacant which is not an efficient use of land, particularly in such a sustainable location. 
 
8.10 Similarly on site employment is minimal. Patrick Francis Elson employ 10 and Truturn 
14. Whilst the non B2 use, Stroud Auctions, employ 8 people.  
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8.11 The submitted report, photos and site inspection clearly reveal that the buildings across 
the Bath Road Industrial Estate are in a poor condition. Such neglect and decay is likely to 
continue.  
 
8.17 Planning permission has recently been granted for the change of use of part of Lightpill 
Mill from B8 storage use to B1, B8 and Sui Generis (auction rooms) uses (S.17/0788/COU) 
to facilitate the improvement and re-location of an existing business.   
 
8.18 This proposal allows for much needed investment to be made into a neglected site. The 
scheme includes the refurbishment/reconfiguration of 2,193sqm class B2 employment 
buildings. The delivery of this is conditioned. In effect the proposal is “enabling development”. 
The returns of a retail investment will support investment of improving the buildings and 
facilities on site which make it more attractive to B2 users.  
 
8.19 In 2013 consultants for the Council published a district wide Employment Land Survey. 
The recommendations for this particular site were: “retain the bulk of the land a local 
employment area for B1/B2/B8 uses. Any vacant/poorly used land should be considered for 
retail uses, reflecting the identified demand”. Since this 2013 survey occupation of the estate 
has declined and investment has been minimal.    
 
8.20 Without the stimulus of the foodstore, such investment is unlikely to take place, 
especially bearing in mind the challenging economic picture. Consequently the buildings and 
infrastructure would continue to be neglected. They are becoming increasingly outdated and 
degraded.   The 2005 Local Plan allocated the site for “key employment”. That has not 
stimulated investment in the site. The uses of the site reflect traditional industry of the mid 
last century in particular and have since declined.   
 
8.21 The Stroud Valleys employment sites have relied upon traditional industries. Some of 
these have declined, lowering their value, which has led to degradation of buildings, 
accesses and infrastructure /services.   
 
8.22 This is confirmed in the Local Plan, which has an explanatory pre-amble titled ”Setting 
the scene”. Paragraph 42 explains the need to attract to attract more knowledge based 
industries, paragraph 44 emphasises an over reliance on factory/warehouse stock and 
paragraph 45 refers to the quality of employment stock. Paragraph 46 goes further to 
highlight the constraints on traditional industries in the valley bottoms.    
 
8.23 The pre-amble section “Shaping the future of the Stroud Valleys” , under the heading 
guiding principles states: “Prioritise the redevelopment of brownfield land including vacant or 
underused employment sites with the aim of boosting job numbers and intensifying use”. This 
is a call for action rather than maintaining the status quo.  
 
8.24 NPPF paragraph 22 encourages a review of employment sites: “Planning policies 
should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be 
regularly reviewed. Where there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for the 
allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be 
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treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.”  
 
8.25 It is suggested that the proposed foodstore would provide 50 jobs, 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 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.   
  
8.26 The proposal therefore requires a balancing exercise to consider the proposed job 
creation and regeneration against the B class allocation of Policy EI1 but also demonstrating 
a flexible approach as required by national planning guidance. The Local Plan Inspector did 
acknowledge the need for flexibility but was concerned about “ancillary uses”. He also 
acknowledged the role of “all forms of job growth, not only in traditional employment but also 
in tourism, retailing, health care, education and other uses.”  
 
8.27 The foodstore occupies a site area of 1918sqm, this is a small proportion of the 
industrial estate and therefore still maintains the B2 focus of the estate. It also involves the 
relocation of Stroud Auctions, 335sqm, a non B2 use.  
 
8.28 The Local Plan requires 58 hectares of employment land for 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. The loss of this small area for the 
foodstore will not be critical to this land supply. A precedent is always a concern but this is 
unusual in that the proposal is a foodstore with prospects for B2 investment.       
  
8.29 Therefore, Officers consider, following advice from strategy colleagues, an appropriate 
level of flexibility is justifiable, such flexibility will not lead to a diminution of the primacy of the 
development plan by reason of precedent as the circumstances of this site have been looked 
at on the basis of the sites individual circumstances.   
 
8.30 Employment opportunities would be provided by both the proposed foodstore and the 
regeneration and investment in the industrial units and the wider Trading Estate.  
 
8.31 The site currently has minimal B2 employment, and 85% vacant buildings.  This 
proposal brings investment to improve B2 facilities.  The net effect of this proposal is to boost 
the prospects of B class jobs on the site. This is the aim of EI1. The foodstore also brings in 
significant employment.  The proposal also promotes job prospects in a sustainable location 
near to housing, respecting one of the key aims of the Local Plan.   
 
RETAIL IMPACT 
9.1 This application is the same size foodstore as the previously refused application. 
However an additional condition (number 4), which has been used elsewhere, is now 
proposed by officers. This restricts the foodstore to a “limited assortment discount food 
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supermarket operator”. The Competition Commission defines these as they “carry a limited 
range of grocery products”.  Accordingly the retail offer would be restricted in scope 
compared with town centres.  
 
9.2 The condition also precludes some goods and services which cannot be offered: banking, 
lottery, fresh meat and fish, delicatessen, dispensing pharmacy, dry cleaning, post office, 
photographic, cafe and tobacco.  These are typically town centre or neighbourhood 
community (“corner shop”) uses.      
 
9.3 The previous application assumed that the retail use would be a “discounter”. However it 
did not have a condition to specify a “discounter” nor limitations on the range of products. 
Consequently the impacts on the town centres would not have been guaranteed.        
 
9.4 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 within 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 were concerned about during the last application.   
 
RETAIL SEQUENTIAL ASSESSMENT 
9.5 The size and nature of the store and supporting information put forward a scheme with a 
'deep discounter'. Particularly noteworthy is that the applicant is Aldi themselves and not a 
third party. Officers and the Retail Impact Assessment have also considered the impact if this 
was not a "deep discounter".  
  
9.6 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 
and better connected out-of-centre sites within the catchment area of the proposed store that 
would be sequential preferable.   
  
9.7 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.   
  
9.8 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  
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8. Brunsdon's Yard (Ryeford).  
9.9 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.  
  
9.10 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 addressed 
later, Officers do not consider there are any sequentially preferable 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.   
  
9.11 The Stroud Town Centre NDP takes a detailed look at Cheapside. Policy ZP3 promotes 
physical improvements and makes some reference to mixed use. ZP4 of the NDP promotes 
Merrywalks and NP5 encourages improvements to its frontage and car parking. 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.  
  
9.12 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 (Policy ZP6) 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.  
 
9.13 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 (Policy ZPIb) 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 a more bulkier weekly shop.     
  
9.14 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 
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themselves to a foodstore development which needs to be supported by some accessible 
customer parking provision.  
  
9.15 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.  
  
9.16 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.   
  
9.17 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  
9.18 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.  
  
9.19 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.  
  
9.20 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.   
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9.21 The agent has submitted an assessment of these issues and in line with Officers 
instruction this has been independently reviewed by our retail consultant.  
  
9.22 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.   
  
9.23 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).  
  
9.24 Given the nature of the proposal the majority of the impact comes from convenience 
goods (frequent predominant food purchases like bread, milk etc.). Whilst there is an impact 
the majority of this comes from the larger existing supermarkets eg -7.3% from Sainsbury's 
Dudbridge store and -7.1% from Tesco Stratford Rd stores which are out of the town centre 
and not protected by the town centre policy. Our retail consultant's  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 (-2.7%) and 
Stonehouse (-3.7%) town centres.  In Nailsworth, the largest 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.  
  
9.25 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 (£0.37m) 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.  
  
9.26 Our retail consultant assessment (table 2) has also undertaken financial impact analysis 
for the comparison goods (special purchases non-food like clothes, electricals etc.) 
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 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 -
0.7% impact 2021 trading levels in the town centre's comparison goods sector as a whole. 
Nailsworth -0.8% and Stonehouse town centre -0.3% of predicted turnover by 2021. 
Therefore, comparison goods provides a very limited impact from existing centres. 
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9.27 Of the remaining comparison goods turnover of the store, our retail consultant forecasts 
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 and impact of the 
proposed store would be provided from claw-back of leakage of spending from outside the 
District. In particular Aldi and Lidl have a very strong presence throughout Gloucester 
including Bristol Road and Quedgeley.    
  
9.28 The impact on both convenience and comparison goods, i.e. the total retail impact is 
brought together in table 3. This indicates the following total negative financial impacts for 
these three centres, Stroud -0.8% to -1%, Stonehouse -2.1% to 2.2% and Nailsworth -2%. 
This is the solus (individual) impact of this proposed store. These figures have been updated 
from the previous report using the latest available figures and a design impact year of 2021 to 
provide an up-to-date information and consistence with the Daniels analysis.  
 
9.29 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 
passed the impact test (in relation to town centre vitality and viability) and was granted 
planning permission.    
  
9.30 Therefore, with the controls on the balance between convenience and comparison 
goods floorspace, 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 
9.31 There is also a need to consider the cumulative impacts 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 the more likely  discount grocery retailer (such 
as Lidl). With these situations, we have considered whether this proposal would increase 
these levels of convenience and comparison goods impact upon Stroud, Stonehouse and 
Nailsworth town centres.    
  
9.32 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 as a significant adverse impact, which is the key test in paragraph 27 of the 
NPPF and Policy E19 of the Local Plan.  
  
9.33 An extended cumulative impact analysis also has to be considered to include both the 
Bath Road Trading Estate and the Daniels Industrial Estate proposals. This has to address 
whether the addition of both of these new stores would increase the individual impacts of 
either of these new stores (including the Avocet permission) in either a financial sense or a 
wider significant adverse impact on the health of nearby centres.  
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9.34 Our retail consultant considers that the in-combination trading effects of the Avocet site 
and either the Bath Road or Daniels stores should be extended if the third additional store is 
added to the equation. In particular, the main source of competition for these three new 
stores will continue to be the three existing supermarkets outside of Stroud town centre, 
Waitrose, Sainsburys and Tesco. Whilst each of the three new stores would in principle divert 
trade away from Stroud, Nailsworth and Stonehouse town centres, their individual impact on 
these centres would be diluted to the extent that the combined effect is unlikely to materially 
increase the convenience goods impact of the largest store at Avocet. Our retail consultant 
considers that there is the potential for three new foodstores acting in combination to 
increase the amount of comparison goods trade diversion, particularly from Stroud town 
centre, although the increase (beyond the Avocet diversion) is likely to be minimal. This can 
be seen in Appendix table showing the cumulative impact of Avocet, Bath Road and Daniels. 
 
9.35 Beyond the financial impact, the approval of all three stores is likely to put some further 
pressure on nearby town centres, particularly Stroud town centre and reinforce existing 
competition from existing out of centre stores. However, a balanced view is required. Would 
the addition of further out of centre foodstores increase the severity of competition given 
there are three existing out of centre stores? Stroud town centre already has a modestly 
performing convenience stores and a comparison good sector that is losing market share to 
surrounding centres. Competition would be increased but the proposed scheme provides 
only a limited amount of comparison goods floor space which can be controlled by the 
conditions now proposed. Whilst Avocet is still a commitment, as discussed in the 
introduction a main stream operator is increasing unlikely in current market conditions. It is 
therefore considered the cumulative impact would not be so great as to warrant a refusal. 
 
9.36 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. 
Within Stroud town centre, the Merrywalks scheme has been discussed above and the 
Market Tavern scheme which was actively considered during the recent assessment of the 
supermarket proposals has not been progressed over the past two years.    
 
9.37 The main impact on Nailsworth and Stonehouse will be focused upon their anchor 
foodstores (Morrisons and Co-op), both of which make an important contribution to the health 
of these centres. However, with input from our retail consultant, we do not consider the 
trading impact of both the Bath Road Trading Estate and Daniels Industrial Estate stores 
would increase the financial impacts upon these anchor stores over and above the level 
predicted for the Avocet mainstream retailer permission.  
  
9.38 In relation to the impact of the proposal on existing investment in these three centres, it 
is noted the recent Avocet 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.  
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9.39 The conditions now proposed confirm the type of operator. The resulting type of 
customer would be largely car based involving bulky shopping which would not be expected 
to compete with town centres. The conditions also prevent town centre comparison goods.    
The retail impact study was conducted on the basis of  the foodstore being a “discounter” and 
carrying significant less goods and services than other types of foodstores. Its impact is 
significantly less than other types of foodstore. Officers therefore feel that it is essential to 
define (and not assume)  the type of foodstore to limit its impact. Any other foodstore in the 
future would need a fresh retail impact to prove that it is was not significantly adverse on 
town centres.        

   
  
9.40 The vast majority of the impact comes from the Avocet (Dudbridge Road) commitment 
as a mainstream retailer e.g. 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.  
 
9.41 The scheme is considered acceptable in sequential and retail impact terms. Therefore it 
does not conflict with the relevant retail planning policies in the Local Plan, material policy 
considerations in the NPPF and the Stroud NDP objective of “sustaining the economy of 
Stroud town centre”.   
 
9.42 The proposal provides a discount foodstore which Stroud is lacking. Currently 
consumers are forced to travel to Gloucester or Dursley which is unacceptable in terms of 
sustainability. This is shown by both the unusually large amount of supporters and their 
comments. The NPPF at paragraph 26 emphasises the need for “local consumer choice”.    
 
9.43 The previous application was not supported by a majority of Members at DCC on 
November 29 November 2016. However at that meeting only the planning case officer 
presented the complex the retail impact information. At the meeting on 5th September the 
Council’s appointed retail specialist will be present to explain his findings and answer 
questions. This should ensure a more thorough understanding of the significance of the 
impacts.      
  
DESIGN AND HERITAGE 
10.1 The application site is within the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area, and affects the 
setting of a listed building.   
 
10.2 Local Plan Policy ES10 Valuing our historic environment and assets is the starting point:   
Proposals involving a historic asset need to describe the assets, its significance, its setting 
and asses the impact. Proposals will be “supported which conserve and where appropriate 
enhance the heritage significance and setting of the Districts heritage assets especially those 

Page 40 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

elements which contribute to the distinct identity of the District”. Listed Buildings and 
archaeological sites are highlighted for their heritage significance including their setting.  Key 
views especially of spires and towers are highlighted.  Any harm or loss would require “clear 
and convincing justification”.  
 
 
 
10.3 In addition to the Local Plan there are other important matters:  
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation) Act 1990 is very significant. Section 66 
requires: “special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses”.    
Section 72 is similar: “special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of [the Conservation] area”.  
 
10.4 Paragraph 132 of the NPPF States:  “When considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given  
to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater weight should be. 
Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or 
development within its setting. As heritage assets irreplaceable, any harm or loss should 
require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade 11 listed 
building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated 
heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck 
sites, battlefields, grade 1 and 11* listed buildings, grade 1 and 11*registered parks and 
gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional. “ 
 
10.5 Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states:” Where a development will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be 
weighted against the public benefits of the proposal, including its optimum use”. 
 
10.6 Paragraph 14 has a “presumption in favour of sustainable development”.  
 
10.7 However, footnote 9 of Paragraph 14 asserts that development affecting heritage 
asserts are exempted from such an emphasis.   Rather, there must be a test against 
Paragraph 134 of the NPPF in circumstances where there is less than substantial harm. If the 
outcome of that test is supportive, then the decision maker may apply the presumption in 
Paragraph 14. It should be noted however this approach towards heritage assets, in the 
context of Paragraph 14, is applicable   where the Development Plan is silent or otherwise 
out of date. Paragraph 14 states that decision taking means taking decisions in accordance 
without delay.   
 
10.8 Various High Court case law points to a special emphasis of heritage consideration 
which overrides the normal development presumption.     
 
10.9 The need to give “special regard” was highlighted in the Barnwell Manor Court of Appeal 
case in 2014. The Inspector failed to give special regard to the setting of a listed building and 
the decision was consequently quashed.  The Court made clear that decision-makers should 

Page 41 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

give "considerable importance and weight" to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed 
buildings when carrying out the balancing exercise. 
 
10.10 The East Staffordshire case concluded that it was up to the decision maker to decide 
whether harm was “less than substantial or “substantial” and accordingly whether paragraphs 
133 or 134 applied. 
 
10.11 The Forest of Dean case emphasises that NPPF paragraphs 14 should not be included 
in the required  heritage impact balancing exercise.  
 
10.12 The Mordue High Court case highlighted the need to analyse the asset and its setting 
then establish the degree of harm, which can be weighed up in any balancing exercise.  
 
10.13 NPPF paragraph 136 highlights demolition and the need for a condition for rebuilding.  
 
10.14  NPPF paragraph 137 recommends opportunities are taken to enhance the setting of 
assets. 
 
10.15 NPPF paragraph 138 confirms that impact may be  substantial/less than substantial. 
This is not necessarily dependent upon whether demolition or alteration or setting is involved. 
 
10.16 NPPF paragraph 141 suggests the recording of assets to be lost. 
 
10.17 The various policies in the Local Plan, in particular heritage, need consideration. 
However the heritage tests are a free-standing exercise.  Harm must be explored and 
quantified and a weighting/balancing exercise “the preservation of the heritage asset should 
be given considerable or particular importance and weight.  
 
10.18 In this case, the principal Development Plan policies relate to the conservation of 
heritage assets.  Section 38 requires determination in accordance with the Development Plan 
unless other polices dictate otherwise including the NPPF. Sections 66 and 72 of the 1990 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)  Act  must be considered and applied to 
the particular circumstances of this case.  
 
10.19 The Industrial Heritage Conservation Area (IHCA) is covered by a character 
assessment which deals with the area as a whole and by way of more detailed area 
appraisals. The associated IHCA Design Guide covers the whole area, with advice on the 
pattern of development, heights, form, massing, materials, detailing, and boundary treatment. 
The Design Guide has two policies specifically on large buildings:  
 
10.20 PDG2 “The full impact of large developments or individual bulky/tall buildings on long 
range views and the setting of existing historic buildings will be a consideration when 
assessing proposals for development. Particular attention will be given to the effect that such 
proposals would have on the transition between built form and rural land, especially on the 
fringes of existing historic mill sites and small settlement groups. Development which would 
cause harm to this aspect of the IHCA character will not be permitted”. 
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10.21 PDG3 “The full impact of large developments or individual bulky/tall structures on the 
hierarchy of buildings within a particular group will be a consideration when assessing 
proposals for development. Development which has an overbearing effect on a group or 
inhibits the dominant/landmark qualities of its principle building(s) will not normally be 
permitted”.    
 
10.22 The October 2011 publication by English Heritage on the “Setting of Historic Assets” 
helpfully explains  what constitutes  setting.  This has now been updated by the Historic 
Environment Good Practice Note 3 by Historic England which provides guidance on setting. 
Both explain that whilst a visual connection may be important, there can be other aspects 
that form the basis of setting, for example historical connection, landscape, or even 
perception.  These different aspects may overlap or even be distinctly different. They will not 
only vary in terms of geographical area but may also vary in terms of sensitivity to change. 
Different assets which are located beside each other can have different settings and different 
sensitivities to change.   
 
10.23 Sometimes a sequence of views is more telling rather than specific viewpoints. Some 
assets may also be below ground including archaeological remains.  There is no fixed 
permanent boundary to the setting of heritage assets. A setting can be close or more distant.  
 
10.24 The recommended approach is to analyse the significance of the asset and its setting, 
consider the capacity for change, consider the various impacts (positive and negative) of the 
specific proposal, whether the impacts can be mitigated and the permanence of the impacts. 
 
10.25 The NPPF glossary has a definition of setting which reinforces the above :”The 
surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced.  Its extent is not fixed and may 
change as the asset and its surroundings evolve.   Elements of a setting may make a positive 
or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate 
that significance or may be neutral”.  
 
10.26 Similarly, English Heritage in 2008 (now latterly Historic England) published 
Conservation Principles.  This looks at the criteria for understanding heritage assets. (1) 
Evidential: Potential for evidence to be discovered about our past.  (2) Historic, which is the 
way in which past, people, events and life can be connected through a place. This will usually 
be illustrative  or associative. (3) Aesthetic is the sensory or intellectual value.  (4)Communal, 
this is the meaning of a place to people. 
 
10.27  The NPPF Glossary also defines significance: “ The value of a heritage asset to this 
and future generations because of its heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological, 
artistic or historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence but 
also from its setting”. 
 
10.28 The NPPF has several paragraphs  dealing with design.  Paragraph 58 emphasises 
the need for designs to work over the lifetime of a development, to create a strong sense of 
place, respond to local character but not to discourage innovation. Paragraph 60 warns 
against imposing particular style or taste. Local Plan Policy CP14 promotes design 
appropriate to the surroundings, local topography, built environment and heritage. Creation of 
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a sense of place is also reiterated. Policy HC1 advocates that scale, layout and design are 
compatible with the surroundings whilst maximising site usage.  
 
10.29 The site is within the IHCA and its history and development is characterised by mills 
often associated with cloth making. Typically large buildings dominated such industrial areas 
often arranged in cramped, haphazard juxtapositions and rooflines. Materials are often brick, 
stone and various types of sheeting. 
 
10.30 The only effected listed structure is the grade 2 Lightpill Mill, which is on the same 
industrial estate. This is an early 19th century, four storey  stone building with a corrugated 
sheet roof. It has regimented fenestration, and the main elevation is gable end on to the Bath 
Road, although there are subsidiary elements which are typical of Stroud Mills. The listing 
description notes its tall chimney. 
 
10.31 There are no non designated assets which would be effected by the proposal.     
 
10.32 The new supermarket and the employment buildings will become part of the setting of 
the listed buildings and the Conservation Area.     
 
10.33 A Heritage Settings Assessment has been submitted. Officers have also undertaken 
their own assessment.  Much of the Lightpill Trading Estate is 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.   
  
10.34 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 is not sympathetic to the surrounding industrial 
mill vernacular. However the NPPF does discourage prescription about architectural style.    
 
10.35 Ideally a saw tooth roof form would have been proposed. This was mooted at the pre-
application stage. However this was not achievable and was not felt to be justifiable even 
against the above tests.  
 
10.36 The current scheme has a mono-pitched design which has a significant slope thereby 
giving the roofline some interest.  
 
10.37 The height of the building is only 7.86m at its highest. This is very modest, smaller than 
many two storey volume built houses. Consequently it is modest in relation to the 
Conservation Area being sited below road level. It also does not compete with the listed 
building. The submitted cross section shows the building sits comfortably with the 
surroundings. Respectable distance is given which again avoids any competition with the 
building.  
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10.38 It is also sited to maintain the views of the Lightpill Mill from Bath Road.    
 
10.39 The building design reflects its function. The elevations are predominately sheet 
cladding broken up with some glazing. Such cladding is common within the IHCA and indeed 
is promoted in the design guide. This is a deferential design which does not stand out in 
terms of its height, form and detailing. Consequently it will have a low key appearance which 
looks appropriate on an industrial estate.    
 
10.40 The buildings proposed for demolition are not historically important neither do they 
contribute to the character of the (conservation) area, rather some are detract from it.   
 
10.41 The refurbishment of the industrial building retains the characterful saw-tooth roof but 
provides a modern façade and appearance to the front of the building. The functional 
industrial nature of the buildings and this part of the estate is retained. The buildings will be 
given a future which will prevent the current neglect and vacancy which does detract.        
 
10.42 Consequently the building maintains the industrial feel of the area. The proposal is not 
felt to be harmful to the character of the Conservation Area, listed buildings and non 
designated heritage assets. 
 
HIGHWAYS 
11.1 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 from 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 with.   
  
11.2 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  
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.   
  
11.3 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.   
  
11.4 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.   
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11.5 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.   
  
11.6 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.   
  
11.7 The pedestrian crossing options may also have a secondary benefit of breaking traffic 
flows and allowing vehicles to exit the junction. 
 
11.8 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.  
  
11.9 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.   
  
11.10 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 
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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.   
  
11.11 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 
12.1 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.  
  
12.12 The proposal will reduce the number of buildings 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 roofscape of 
the industrial buildings will be similar from raised vantage points. It is considered the scheme 
will not significantly harm the wider character and setting of the surrounding landscape or this 
part of the AONB.   
  
12.13 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 AMENITY 
13.1 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.   
  
13.2 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.   
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13.3 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 
14.1 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   
15.1 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. 
 
15.2 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.  
  
15.3 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.   
  
15.4 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.  
  
15.5 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.   
  
15.6 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 
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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   
16.1 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.   
  
16.2 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.  
  
16.3 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.   
 
16.4 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 given 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.  
  
16.5 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 
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17.1 As the application includes a supermarket the proposal is CIL Liable, however, whilst a 
CIL Liability Notice cannot yet be issued with the amount of existing buildings it is unlikely 
that a contribution will be required from this development. 
 
 
 
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION  
18.1 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 recommendation.   
  
18.2 As outlined in the Officer's report, individually both of the Daniels and Bath Road 
schemes are considered to be acceptable. The extended cumulative assessment by our 
independent retail expert has also concluded that granting consent to both schemes is 
unlikely to have a significant adverse impact on town centre health and investment with the 
additional impact being minimal, in this regard there is no conflict with the Local Plan, the 
Stroud NDP and the NPPF.  The conditions now proposed by officers define the type of 
operator and preclude types of uses. Both these aspects, together with confirmations of the 
retail sales area, no subdivision,   a 20% limit of comparison goods, and operating hours all 
ensure that the use would have limited competition (and therefore impact) with the town 
centres.   
 
18.3 The retail impact study was conducted on the basis that both the Daniels and Bath Road 
stores would be  “discount foodstores”. The assessment of their impacts was on the basis 
that they have a limited range  of goods and services, which are much  less than normal 
foodstores. Because they offer a much more limited range of goods/services, their impact is 
not significantly adverse. Therefore the discounter nature of these foodstores is critical  and 
 should not be assumed, Officers propose conditions accordingly to confirm the type of  food 
retail and therefore limit the impacts on town centres. Any other type of foodstore would need 
another retail impact study. 
 
18.4 The site is part of a key employment allocation and the foodstore elements of the 
proposal conflicts with the Local Plan. However there are very specific other material 
considerations. This is a site which has a history of traditional industry and has declined in 
recent decades. Current employment is minimal and the buildings are outdated and poor 
condition. 85% of the site is vacant. This proposal allows for investment in new B2 facilities, 
which will result in significant employment as well as providing jobs in the foodstore.    
 
18.5 The impact on the local highway network is not significantly adverse. Similarly the 
setting of listed buildings and character of the Conservation Area are not harmed. The 
ecological impact has been researched and mitigated.   
 
18.6 Consideration must be given to the overall balance of issues against the Local Plan. The 
proposal is felt to be positive. It stimulates investment to provide B2 jobs, it brings retail jobs, 
it gives this neglected site a future and diversifies consumer choice by providing a discounter 
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in Stroud which discourages outward travelling. The scheme has significant merits and the 
town centre impacts are not considered to be significant with the conditions proposed, 
Members are recommended to Resolve to grant permission. 
  
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. 
 
 
 

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: 
 
 Site Location Plan of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)101     
 
 Site Plan Proposed of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)103  
 Plan number = 10258/103     
 
 Proposed floor plan of 07/03/2017 
 Plan number = 130085 P(1)104     
 
 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 
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 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 foodstore 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 foodstore hereby permitted shall only be used by a Limited 

Assortment Discount food supermarket operator (as defined by the 
report of the Competition Commission into its market investigation 
in to the supply of the groceries in the UK – 30 April 2008) 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 goods and services shall not be operated from the 
land: 

 
 1. Banking facilities (excluding ATM) 
 2. Lottery tickets 
 3. Fresh meat and fresh fish (excluding pre-packaged meat and 

fish) 
 4. Delicatessen 
 5. Dispensing pharmacy 
 6. Dry cleaning or Post Office services 
 7. Photographic shop or booth 
 8. Café/restaurant 
 9. 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 
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with Policies CP12 and EI9 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
NOTE: 
Paragraph 3.3 of the above report defines limited assortment 
discounters as “ carry a limited range of grocery products and base 
their retail offer on selling these products at very competitive 
prices”.  

 
 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 foodstore 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 and the development shall be 
undertaken in strict compliance with that approved scheme. 

 
 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:  
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 i.  specify the type and number of vehicles;  

 ii.  provide for the parking of vehicles of site operatives and 
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 
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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 
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:- 
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 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. 

 
 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 

Page 57 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

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. 

 
 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 
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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 
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 the 

secure and covered cycle storage facilities 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 
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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)103 submitted on 7th March 2017, and those facilities shall be 
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.  

 
 
27. The approved Travel Plan (appendix of the Transport Statement) 

shall be implemented in accordance with the details and timetable 
therein, and shall be continued thereafter, unless otherwise 
approved by the Local Planning Authority.  

 Reason: 
 To ensure that the opportunities for sustainable transport modes 

are taken up in accordance with paragraphs 32 and 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
Informatives: 
 

1. This permission is granted having considered the retail impact of 
the proposed discounter foodstore. To protect the viability and 
vitality of nearby centres a scheme to alter and include a significant 
amount of non-food comparison goods will not be support on this 
site. 
 

 2. This application is subject to a legal agreement and the applicant's 
attention is drawn to the requirements and obligations contained 
there in and the need to ensure compliance as the development 
progresses. 
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Item No: 04 
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 Resolve to Grant Permission 

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 
Conservation North Team 
Natural England (E) 
Mr David Lesser 
Cainscross Parish Council 
Stroud Town Council 
Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
Biodiversity Officer 
Wales And West Utilities Limited (E) 
Nailsworth Town Council 
Parish / Town 

Not Yet 
Received 

 

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 

 

INTRODUCTION 
1.1 This application was deferred at DCC on the 25th April to consider the impact on potential 
investment at Merrywalks Shopping Centre in Stroud. An updated technical consideration 
with respect to the retail implications is outlined below with a further updated report and 
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recommendation addressing the extended cumulative retail impact and other planning 
considerations. 
 
MERRYWALKS UPDATE FOR 5th SEPTEMBER DCC 
2.1 Officers have been in contact and written to the developer who specialises in retail led 
town centre regeneration schemes  seeking further information in response to the concerns 
raised regarding the impact on the potential for a redevelopment of the Merrywalks Shopping 
Centre. No further details of the scheme have been provided although the developer has 
confirmed their aspiration to acquire the site and commitment to progress the scheme and 
that they remain concerned about how unrestricted out of centre retail would impact their 
potential investment.  
 
2.4 However, having had time to consider the available information and consider how this fits 
in with national planning guidance and case law, Officers are able to offer some reassurance 
to Members and the Merrywalks developer regarding the impact of the proposed scheme on 
the town centre and Merrywalks. 
 
2.5 The retail element of this proposal is a discounter foodstore. These have a limited range 
of goods, albeit at discount prices. In particular they carry a very limited amount of 
comparison (non-food) goods compared to a normal foodstore. Therefore, the proposal is 
unlikely to significantly compete with a town centre re-development who's primary focus is 
likely be comparison goods like clothes. The retail evidence suggests the majority of the 
impact of this application will be on the existing large out of centre supermarkets within the 
nearby area and outside the district.   
 
2.6 Paragraph 26 of the NPPF requires an assessment of the impact (if any) of the proposal 
on "existing, committed and planned public and private investment" in a centre. The Rushden 
Lakes Secretary of State decision (APP/G2815/V/12/2190175) applies to this issue of when 
the impact on investment of another town centre scheme can be legitimately considered. It 
states that, 'only investment that has been made, has been committed or is planned warrants 
consideration'.  
 
2.7 Based on the available information, it would be difficult to consider the Merrywalks 
scheme either certain enough or advanced enough to be classified as 'planned investment'. 
Based on the terminology of the Rushden appeal, this investment is at best 'intended'. 
Therefore, whilst the Merrywalks scheme may have been discussed it does not yet appear 
that this investment can be considered as committed or planned. Further investigation of the 
options for town centre schemes should not be prejudiced, in particularly Merrywalks which is 
in need of regeneration. However such preliminary aspirations do not fall within the test of 
paragraph 26 of the NPPF and the later clarification of the Secretary of State.  
 
2.8 The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 2b-016-
20140306) also identifies where wider town centre developments or investments are in 
progress, it will be appropriate to assess the impact of relevant applications on that 
investment. It outlines the key considerations to include: 
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1. The policy status of the investment (i.e. whether it is outlined in the Development Plan). 
Apart from the town centre location, there is no specific Merrywalks policy within the Local 
Plan however the Stroud NDP does seek to optimise development opportunities to meet 
future retail/town centre needs. 
 
2. The progress made towards securing the investment (for example if contracts are 
established). As outlined above it is not apparent any contracts have been signed. 
 
3. The extent to which an application is likely to undermine planned developments or 
investments based on the effects on current/forecast turnovers, operator demand and 
investor confidence. The potentially different focus of each scheme between comparison and 
convenience goods and the reassurance provided by the controls and limitation within the 
Officers recommendation for this application should not undermine investment confidence. 
Reassurance has been offered to the Merrywalks developer.  
 
2.9 Therefore, having considered this late submission from the previous committee meeting, 
the proposal does not warrant an objection about potential Merrywalks investment. 
 
Avocet/Dudbridge permission 
2.10 The Avocet/Dudbridge permission has a 3 year time limit to commence development, 
which runs until 27 August 2018. It is therefore difficult at this stage to do anything other than 
consider it as a commitment which could still come forward. It is evident from repeated news 
reports that changing shopping patterns and current market conditions have reduced the 
likelihood of a mainstream convenience retailer. An Environmental Impact Screening Opinion 
has been submitted for a smaller (2600sqm) foodstore.   However this is still a live 
permission and implementation is still a possibility. The nature of the proposed Avocet store 
has to be treated with a degree of caution as no formal application has been submitted.  
 
2.11 It has been suggested the current proposals should be directed to the Avocet site as an 
existing commitment to avoid a further out-of-centre development. As Avocet is also an out-
of-town site it is sequentially neutral when compared to the current sites under consideration. 
Therefore, there is no policy basis to direct the proposed scheme to this site. The cumulative 
impact does have to be considered and is discussed within the updated main body of the 
report below. With the specialist input of our retail consultant, consideration has been given 
to the most impact case scenario, a cumulative retail impact of the mainstream food store on 
the Avocet permission and both of the Bath Road and Daniels proposed scheme being 
permitted. This assessment concluded that the cumulative retail impact would not be 
significant adverse and therefore passes the impact test.  
 
Brunsdons Yard 
2.12 It should also be noted that the latest Brunsdons Yard proposal (S.15/2590/OUT) which 
included 5,532sq.m of Class A1 retail space, an out-of-town terrace split into 4 units including 
a significant amount of non-food, was refused on 25 April 2017 for retail impact, ecology, 
landscape impact and flooding concerns.  
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UPDATED RECOMMENDATION 
2.13 Officers, advised by our specialist consultant, have reviewed the previous 
recommendations and proposed conditions and have updated the recommendation on both 
the Bath Road and Daniels applications.  
 
2.14 The cumulative impact is addressed in more depth in the main body of the report but 
whilst there will be some degree of harm to the nearby centre this is not significantly adverse, 
the threshold set by planning policy. With this extended cumulative retail assessment both 
foodstore schemes are considered acceptable in retail terms and therefore the wider 
planning merits of the schemes as a whole can be considered on their own merits.  
 
2.15 The officer recommendation includes limitations and controls to also mitigate the retail 
harm and impact on the health of the nearby centres. These follow the findings of the Retail 
Impact Study. They have also been discussed with the applicant's agent who has agreed that 
they are acceptable and would be in accordance with the applicant's proposal and offer for 
the site. These conditions are explained later in the report but include the “discounter” nature 
of the retail use, the maximum total sales area, the max comparison goods floor area, no 
sub-division and restriction on opening hours.  
 
2.16 The other issues and considerations are addressed below and Officers recommend 
Members to resolve to grant permission. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
3.1 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. 
 
3.2 The site consists of several groups of varying twentieth century industrial and office 
buildings set 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. 
 
3.3 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. 
 
3.4 The site is significantly sloping from east to west. There are several access points from 
the A46 and Dudbridge Hill. 
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3.5 The site is in Rodborourgh Parish, with Cainscross and Stroud Parishes approximately 
1km to the west and north respectively. 
 
PROPOSAL 
4.1 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. 
 
4.2 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 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.  
 
4.3 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 park with 22 spaces. 
 
4.4 A new ghost island access junction is proposed from Bath Road (A46) for the retail store 
and drive though coffee shop. 
 
4.5 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 the dwellings. The 
agent has confirmed that they are offering 30% of the residential dwellings as affordable 
housing. 
 
4.6 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 
5.1 Revised and additional highways details, an Air Quality Assessment and further 
ecological and updated drainage information received   
  
MATERIALS 
6.1 n/a - Outline application these details have been reserved for future consideration.  
  
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
7.1 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  
  
7.2 There is also an extensive planning history that relates to the wider industrial site but has 
limited relevance to this proposal.   
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7.3 Other supermarket site/scheme update.  
Brunsdons Yard S.15/2590/FUL Refused  
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 
 
REPRESENTATIONS  
8.1 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. 
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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. 
 
- 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: No comment received.  
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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 
9.1 National Planning Policy Framework. 
Available to view at: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf 
 
9.2 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. 
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ES7 - Landscape character. 
ES10 - Valuing our historic environment and assets. 
 
9.3 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. 
 
9.4 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 
9.5 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. 
 
9.6 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. 
 
9.7 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. 
 
9.8 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. 
 
9.9 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. 
 
9.10 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 

Page 70 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

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. 
 
9.11 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. 
 
9.12 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 
9.1 This application is the same size foodstore as the previously refused application. 
However an additional condition, which has been used elsewhere, is now proposed by 
officers. This restricts the foodstore to a “limited assortment discount food supermarket 
operator”. The Competition Commission defines these as they “carry a limited range of 
grocery products”.  Accordingly the retail offer would be restricted in scope compared with 
town centres.  
 
9.2 The condition also precludes some goods and services which cannot be offered: banking, 
lottery, fresh meat and fish, delicatessen, dispensing pharmacy, dry cleaning, post office, 
photographic, cafe and tobacco.  These are typically town centre or neighbourhood 
community (“corner shop”) uses.      
 
9.3 The previous application assumed that the retail use would be a “discounter”. However it 
did not have a condition to specify a “discounter” nor limitations on the range of products. 
Consequently the impacts on the town centres would not have been guaranteed.        
 
9.4 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 within 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 were concerned about during the last application.   
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RETAIL SEQUENTIAL ASSESSMENT 
9.5 The size and nature of the store and supporting information put forward a scheme with a 
'deep discounter'. Officers and the Retail Impact Assessment have also considered the 
impact if this was not a "deep discounter".  
  
9.6 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 
and better connected out-of-centre sites within the catchment area of the proposed store that 
would be sequential preferable.   
  
9.7 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.   
  
9.8 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).  
  
9.9 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.  
  
9.10 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 addressed 
later, Officers do not consider there are any sequentially preferable 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.   
  
9.11 The Stroud Town Centre NDP takes a detailed look at Cheapside. Policy ZP3 promotes 
physical improvements and makes some reference to mixed use. ZP4 of the NDP promotes 
Merrywalks and NP5 encourages improvements to its frontage and car parking. 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 
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Neighbourhood Plan for mixed use development, although none are identified for foodstore 
and are not either large enough or suitable for such a use.  
  
9.12 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 (Policy ZP6) 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.  
 
9.13 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 (Policy ZPIb) 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 a more bulkier weekly shop.     
  
9.14 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.  
  
9.15 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.  
  
9.16 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 Bath Road Industrial Estate site 
which would have characteristics that are likely to be equally applicable to this application 
site.   
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9.17 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  
9.18 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.  
  
9.19 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.  
  
9.20 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.   
  
9.21 The agent has submitted an assessment of these issues and in line with Officers 
instruction this has been independently reviewed by our retail consultant.  
  
9.22 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.   
  
9.23 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).  
  
9.24 Given the nature of the proposal the majority of the impact comes from convenience 
goods (frequent predominant food purchases like bread, milk etc.). Whilst there is an impact 
the majority of this comes from the larger existing supermarkets eg -7.3% from Sainsbury's 
Dudbridge store and -7.1% from Tesco Stratford Rd stores which are out of the town centre 
and not protected by the town centre policy. Our retail consultant's  assessment (table 1) 
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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 (-2.7%) and 
Stonehouse (-3.7%) town centres.  In Nailsworth, the largest 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.  
  
9.25 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 (£0.37m) 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.  
  
9.26 Our retail consultant assessment (table 2) has also undertaken financial impact analysis 
for the comparison goods (special purchases non-food like clothes, electricals etc.) 
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 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 -
0.7% impact 2021 trading levels in the town centre's comparison goods sector as a whole. 
Nailsworth -0.8% and Stonehouse town centre -0.3% of predicted turnover by 2021. 
Therefore, comparison goods provides a very limited impact from existing centres. 
  
9.27 Of the remaining comparison goods turnover of the store, our retail consultant forecasts 
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 and impact of the 
proposed store would be provided from claw-back of leakage of spending from outside the 
district. In particular Aldi and Lidl have a very strong presence throughout Gloucester 
including Bristol Road and Quedgeley.    
  
9.28 The impact on both convenience and comparison goods, i.e. the total retail impact is 
brought together in table 3. This indicates the following total negative financial impacts for 
these three centres, Stroud -0.8% to -1%, Stonehouse -2.1% to 2.2% and Nailsworth -2%. 
This is the solus (individual) impact of this proposed store. These figures have been updated 
from the previous report using the latest available figures and a design impact year of 2021 to 
provide an up-to-date information and consistence with the Daniels analysis.  
 
9.29 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 
passed the impact test (in relation to town centre vitality and viability) and was granted 
planning permission.    
  
9.30 Therefore, with the controls on the balance between convenience and comparison 
goods floorspace, our retail consultant has offered no clear reason in terms of financial 

Page 75 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

impact why the LPA should reach a conclusion which is different to the Dudbridge Road 
proposal and refuse this application.  
  
Cumulative impact 
9.31 There is also a need to consider the cumulative impacts 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 the more likely  discount grocery retailer (such 
as Lidl). With these situations, we have considered whether this proposal would increase 
these levels of convenience and comparison goods impact upon Stroud, Stonehouse and 
Nailsworth town centres.    
  
9.32 Bearing in mind the individual impacts associated with the proposal and the additional 
cross competition which would be created between  this store 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.. 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 as a significant adverse impact, 
which is the key test in paragraph 27 of the NPPF and Policy E19 of the Local Plan.  
  
9.33 An extended cumulative impact analysis also has to be considered to include both the 
Bath Road Trading Estate and the Daniels Industrial Estate proposals. This has to address 
whether the addition of both of these new stores would increase the individual impacts of 
either of these new stores (including the Avocet permission) in either a financial sense or a 
wider significant adverse impact on the health of nearby centres.  
 
9.34 Our retail consultant considers that the in-combination trading effects of the Avocet site 
and either the Bath Road or Daniels stores should be extended if the third additional store is 
added to the equation. In particular, the main source of competition for these three new 
stores will continue to be the three existing supermarkets outside of Stroud town centre, 
Waitrose, Sainsburys and Tesco. Whilst each of the three new stores would in principle divert 
trade away from Stroud, Nailsworth and Stonehouse town centres, their individual impact on 
these centres would be diluted to the extent that the combined effect is unlikely to materially 
increase the convenience goods impact of the largest store at Avocet. Our retail consultant 
considers that there is the potential for three new foodstores acting in combination to 
increase the amount of comparison goods trade diversion, particularly from Stroud town 
centre, although the increase (beyond the Avocet diversion) is likely to be minimal. This can 
be seen in Appendix table showing the cumulative impact of Avocet, Bath Road and Daniels. 
 
9.35 Beyond the financial impact, the approval of all three stores is likely to put some further 
pressure on nearby town centres, particularly Stroud town centre and reinforce existing 
competition from existing out of centre stores. However, a balanced view is required. Would 
the addition of further out of centre foodstores increase the severity of competition given 
there are three existing out of centre stores? Stroud town centre already has a modestly 
performing convenience stores and a comparison good sector that is losing market share to 
surrounding centres. Competition would be increased but the proposed scheme provides 
only a limited amount of comparison goods floor space which can be controlled by the 
conditions now proposed. Whilst Avocet is still a commitment, as discussed in the 
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introduction a main stream operator is increasing unlikely in current market conditions. It is 
therefore considered the cumulative impact would not be so great as to warrant a refusal. 
 
9.36 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. 
Within Stroud town centre, the Merrywalks scheme has been discussed above and the 
Market Tavern scheme which was actively considered during the recent assessment of the 
supermarket proposals has not been progressed over the past two years.    
 
9.37 The main impact on Nailsworth and Stonehouse will be focused upon their anchor 
foodstores (Morrisons and Co-op), both of which make an important contribution to the health 
of these centres. However, with input from our retail consultant, we do not consider the 
trading impact of both the Bath Road Trading Estate and Daniels Industrial Estate stores 
would increase the financial impacts upon these anchor stores over and above the level 
predicted for the Avocet mainstream retailer permission.  
  
9.38 In relation to the impact of the proposal on existing investment in these three centres, it 
is noted the recent Avocet 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 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.  
  
9.39 The conditions now proposed confirm the type of operator. The resulting type of 
customer would be largely car based involving bulky shopping which would not be expected 
to compete with town centres. The conditions also prevent town centre comparison goods.  
The retail impact study was conducted on the basis of  the foodstore being a “discounter” and 
carrying significant less goods and services than other types of foodstores. Its impact is 
significantly less than other types of foodstore. Officers therefore feel that it is essential to 
define (and not assume)  the type of foodstore to limit its impact. Any other foodstore in the 
future would need a fresh retail impact to prove that it is was not significantly adverse on 
town centres.        
     
  
9.40 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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9.41 The scheme is considered acceptable in sequential and retail impact terms. Therefore it 
does not conflict with the relevant retail planning policies in the Local Plan, material policy 
considerations in the NPPF and the Stroud NDP objective of “sustaining the economy of 
Stroud town centre”.   
 
 
DESIGN AND APPEARANCE 
10.1 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.  
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
10.2 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.  
 
10.3 Details of proposed acoustic fencing and other noise mitigation methods have been 
addressed and can be required at reserved matters stage or via condition.  
 
10.4 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 
10.5 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. 
 
10.6 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 
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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. 
 
10.7 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. 
 
10.8 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.  
 
10.9 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. 
 
10.10 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. 
 
10.11 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. 
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10.12 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. 
 
10.13 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.  
 
10.14 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. 
 
10.15 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. 
 
10.16 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. 
 
10.17 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 
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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. 
 
10.18 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  
10.19 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. 
 
10.20 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 
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. 
 
10.21 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. 
 
10.22 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. 
 
10.23 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.   
 
10.24 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 
11.1 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 
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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. 
 
11.2 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. 
 
11.3 It is therefore considered the scheme would improve the wider character of the area and 
its contribution to the setting of the AONB. 
 
DRAINAGE AND FLOOD RISK 
12.1 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.  
 
12.2 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 
13.1 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 
decisionmaker 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. 
 
13.2 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. 
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13.3 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. 
 
13.4 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. 
 
13.5 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. 
 
13.6 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. 
 
13.7 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. 
 
13.8 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. 
 
13.9 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 
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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. 
 
13.10 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. 
13.11 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. 
 
13.2 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 
14.1 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 
15.1 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. 
 
15.2 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. 
 
15.3 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 
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2 no. 3 bedroom house 
The details of this will be covered and controlled via a legal agreement. 
 
ECOLOGY 
16.1 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. 
 
16.2 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. 
 
16.3 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 
17.1 The Community Infrastructure Team at GCC have sought 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.   
  
17.2 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  
18.1 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 sought specialist independent 
advice from our retail consultant to assist in the assessment and provide a robust decision 
should either application end at an appeal.   
  
18.2 As outlined in the Officer's report, individually both of the Daniels and Bath Road 
schemes are considered to be acceptable. The extended cumulative assessment by our 
independent retail expert has also concluded that granting consent to both schemes is 
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unlikely to have a significant adverse impact on town centre health and investment with the 
additional impact being minimal.  
 
18.3 Therefore, whilst there will be some degree of harm on nearby town centres with the 
updated expert advice, the severity of competition and this being on the other existing out of 
town foodstores as well as the level of impact (and likelihood) from the Avocet permission, 
Officers consider, on balance, if Members are minded to grant permission for this scheme it 
would not be necessary to advise against permit the other foodstores. Having addressed the 
cumulative retail impact, a direct comparison of the merits of each proposal is not required 
and each application should be considered on its own merits.  
 
 

18.4 The retail impact study was conducted on the basis that both the Daniels and Bath Road 
stores would be  “discount foodstores”. The assessment of their impacts was on the basis 
that they have a limited range  of goods and services, which are much  less than normal 
foodstores. Because they offer a much more limited range of goods/services, their impact is 
not significantly adverse. Therefore the discounter nature of these foodstores is critical  and 
 should not be assumed, Officers propose conditions accordingly to confirm the type of  food 
retail and therefore limit the impacts on town centres. Any other type of foodstore would need 
another retail impact study. 
 
 

18.5 The site is a mixed-use regeneration employment site with the scheme retaining 
employment opportunities within the proposed foodstore but also the regeneration benefits of 
the residential element. The impact on the local highway network, including cumulative 
impact should Members consider the Bath Road Trading Estate scheme permissible is also 
considered acceptable. 
 
Therefore, Members are recommended to Resolve to grant consent subject to a legal 
agreement.  
 
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. 
 
 

Subject to the 
following 
conditions: 

 
 1. Details of the appearance, layout, scale and landscaping of the 

site (hereinafter called "the reserved matters") shall be obtained 
from the Local Planning Authority in writing before any 
development is commenced. 
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 Reason: 
 To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

 
 2. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to 

the Local Planning Authority before the expiration of three years 
from the date of this permission. 

 
 Reason: 
 To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
 3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun either before 

the expiration of three years from the date of this permission, or 
before the expiration of two years from the date of approval of the 
last of the reserved matters to be approved, whichever is the later. 

 
 
 Reason: 
 To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
 4. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all 

respects in strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 
 
 Site Location Plan of  06/10/2016 
 Plan number = DLA-1732-L-00     
 
 Ghost Island Access Junction on A46 Bath Road plan of  

26/01/2017 
 Plan number = 1607-36_SK04     
 
 Proposed Residential Site Access on Dudbridge Road plan of  

01/02/2017 
 Plan number = 1607-36_FIGURE 6.8     
 
 Proposed Improvements to Golden Cross Junctions plan of  

06/10/2016 
 Plan number = 1607-36_FIGURE 6.13     
 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with 

the approved plans and in the interests of good planning. 
 
 5. The submission of all reserved matters and the implementation of 

development shall be carried out in substantial accordance with 
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the Illustrative Masterplan DLA-1732-L-MP-03- Rev A received on 
the 06 October 2016 and Indicative landscape sections DLA-1732-
L-02 Rev A received 06 October 2016. 

 
 Reason:  
 To define the scope of this permission. 
 
 6. The development shall not commence until a phasing scheme for 

the development which sets out the sequence in which the various 
elements of the development will be constructed and brought into 
use and proposals for monitoring and review of the scheme has 
been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved phasing scheme. 

 
 Reason: 
 To protect the employment and regeneration benefits of the site in 

accordance with Policy EI2 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
 7. The reserved matters referred to in condition 1 above shall include 

details of the siting, design, external appearance, landscaping, 
means of access, facilities, equipment and a programme for the 
maintenance for all formal and informal recreation areas. These 
areas shall then be provided in strict accordance with the approved 
details. 

 
 Reason: 
 To secure the appropriate provision and maintenance of attractive 

and usable public open space associated with the development in 
accordance with Policies CP7, CP8, CP14, ES12 and ES15 of the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
 8. No development shall commence until there has been submitted to 

and approved by the Local Planning Authority a scheme of hard 
and soft landscaping, which shall include indications of all existing 
trees and hedgerows on the land, and details of any to be retained, 
together with measures for their protection to be used in the 
course of development. The scheme shall also include buffer 
planting in locations where retail and employment development 
would be adjacent to dwellings, the proposed finished ground 
levels in relation to the existing levels, the height position and type 
of boundary treatment, the distribution and species of ground 
cover to be planted, the positions, species and planting sizes of 
the trees and shrubs to be planted and timing provisions for 
completion of the implementation of all such landscaping works. 

 All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of 
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landscaping shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding 
seasons following the occupation of the building or the completion 
of the development, whichever is the sooner. Any trees or plants 
which within a period of five years from the completion of the 
development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or 
diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others 
of a similar size and species.  

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

with Policies CP8 and CP14 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
 9. The foodstore hereby permitted shall only be used by a Limited 

Assortment Discount food supermarket operator (as defined by the 
report of the Competition Commission into its market investigation 
in to the supply of the groceries in the UK – 30 April 2008) 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 goods and services shall not be operated from the 
land: 

 1. Banking facilities (excluding ATM) 
 2. Lottery tickets 

 3. Fresh meat and fresh fish (excluding pre-packaged meat and 
fish) 

 4. Delicatessen 
 5. Dispensing pharmacy 
 6. Dry cleaning or Post Office services 
 7. Photographic shop or booth 
 8. Café/restaurant 
 9. 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. 

 
NOTE: 
Paragraph 3.3 of the above report defines limited assortment 
discounters as “carry a limited range of grocery products and base 
their retail offer on selling these products at very competitive 
prices”. 

Page 89 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

  
10. No more than 1,398sq 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. 

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

approved plans and at no time shall there be sub-division of 
approved foodstore 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. 

 
12. No more than 20% of the net tradable floorspace (280sq 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. 

 
13. The proposed foodstore premises and drive-thru retail unit 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. 

 
14. 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. 
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 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. 

 
15. 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 

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, including those outlined in 
Section 6.1 of the entran Air Quality Assessment (version 1.0 
dated 22-12/16); 

 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 Policies CP13 and ES3 of the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
16. 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 
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adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 
 
17. The deliveries of goods to the foodstore and retail unit/drive-thru or 

collection of packaging, waste or other items shall take place only 
between the hours of 07:00 - 21:00 Monday to Saturday and 09:00 
- 17:00 on Sundays; unless otherwise approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

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

and/or working nearby including the proposed residential 
properties on and adjacent to the site in accordance with Policy 
ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
18. All foodstore deliveries shall be carried out in accordance with the 

mitigation measures set out at sections 7.1 and 7.2 of the ACP 
Acoustic Consultancy Report (Ref: 11006 Revision B, dated 23rd 
September 2016). 

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

and/or working nearby including the proposed residential 
properties on and adjacent to the site in accordance with Policy 
ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
19. Prior to commencement of trading, a Plant Noise Impact 

Assessment should be submitted and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority to demonstrate that the cumulative Plant Rating 
Noise Levels for fixed plant for both the foodstore and drive-thru 
will not exceed the values set out within Table 2 (Page 12) of the 
ACP Acoustic Consultancy Report (Ref: 11006 Revision B, dated 
23rd September 2016). 

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

and/or working nearby including the proposed residential 
properties on and adjacent to the site in accordance with Policy 
ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
20. Construction work shall not begin until a scheme of noise 

mitigation, clearly detailing the measures to be implemented to 
ensure that noise from the proposed foodstore and retail unit does 
not give rise to unacceptable levels of noise within the proposed 
and existing adjacent dwellings, garden and amenity areas, has 
been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 The scheme shall accord with the recommendations contained 

Page 92 of 100



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
05/09/2017 

 

within the acoustic report ACP Acoustic Consultancy Report (Ref: 
11006 Revision B, dated 23rd September 2016) and section 5.44 
of the submitted Planning Statement (Ref: 5078 – September 
2016). No dwellings or the foodstore shall be occupied until the 
agreed mitigation measures have been fully carried out in 
accordance with the approved scheme. The measures shall 
thereafter be retained in their approved form. 

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

and/or working nearby including the proposed residential 
properties on and adjacent to the site in accordance with Policy 
ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
21. 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. 
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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. 

 
 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. 

 
22. No building hereby permitted shall be occupied until arrangements 

for adoption by any public authority or statutory undertaker or any 
other arrangements to secure the operation of the agreed drainage 
scheme throughout its lifetime have been submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that the development is provided with a satisfactory 

means of drainage as well as to reduce the risk of creating or 
exacerbating a flooding problem and to minimise the risk of 
pollution for the lifetime of the development in accordance with 
Policies CP14, ES3 and ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan, November 2015. 

 
23. No development approved by the permission shall be commenced 

until a detailed drainage strategy has been submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The strategy must be 
compliant with the requirements of the NPPF, PPG, Non-Statutory 
Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage, Building Regulation 
H and local policy. The detailed drainage strategy must consider, 
but not be limited to; the SUDS discharge hierarchy, a scheme of 
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surface water treatment, management of exceedance flows, a 
construction method statement and be supported by sufficient 
evidence to demonstrate it is technically feasible. As this a 
sensitive site LLFA recommends to see the discharge of consent 
from Severn Trent water. The drainage scheme shall be carried 
out in accordance with the drainage strategy drawing number 
90898/0200 and must consider implementation of lined permeable 
paving or other type of porous structure (where possible) to allow 
additional stage of treatment of surface water runoff. 

 
 Reason:  
 To ensure the development is provided with a satisfactory means 

of drainage and thereby preventing the 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 and water quality in the 
locality. 

 
24. 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.16/2152/OUT and the date of commencement of work under that 
contract, [that shall be within 2 months of the date of submission of 
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. 

 
25. No demolition shall take place until the applicant, or their agents or 

successors in title, has carried out a programme of building 
recording work in accordance with a written scheme of 
investigation, which has been submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority.  

 
 Reason:  
 It is important to agree a programme of historic building recording 

in advance of the commencement of development, so that a record 
can be made before the demolition of any buildings. The recording 
will advance understanding of any heritage assets which will be 
lost, in accordance with paragraph 141 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 
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26. Prior to any building with vehicle access from Bath Road being 
brought in to use the access junction with Bath Road shall be 
completed in all respects in accordance with engineering details 
that have previously been submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that safe and suitable access and cost effective 

mitigation is provided in accordance with paragraph 32 of the 
NPPF and Policy CP13 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 
November 2015. 

 
27. Prior to any building with access from Dudbridge Road being 

brought in to use the access junction with Dudbridge Road shall be 
completed in all respects broadly in accordance with submitted 
drawing no. 1607-36 Figure 6.8 including visibility splays shown 
clear of obstruction between a height of 1.05m and 2m at the 
access (X point) and 0.6m and 2m at the extent of the splay (Y 
point) above the adjacent carriageway level and shall be 
maintained as such 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. 

 
28. Prior to the A1 foodstore building being brought in to use the 

improvements to the Golden Cross junction shall be completed in 
all respects broadly in accordance with submitted drawing no. 
1607-36 Figure 6.13 excluding the amendments to the bus stop 
north of the junction. 

 
 Reason:  
 To ensure that the opportunities for sustainable transport modes 

have been taken up, to give priority to pedestrian movements and 
to provide access to high quality public transport facilities in 
accordance with paragraphs 32 and 35 of the NPPF and Policy 
CP13 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
29. Prior to access via Dudbridge Road being made available to the 

public dropped kerbs and tactile paving shall be provided at 
Constance Close and across Dudbridge Road north of the access. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that the opportunities for sustainable transport modes 

have been taken up and to give priority to pedestrian movements 
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in accordance with paragraphs 32 and 35 of the NPPF and Policy 
CP13 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
30. The development hereby permitted shall not be brought in to use 

until a Travel Plan has been submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority, setting out; 

 i. objectives and targets for promoting sustainable travel, 
 ii. appointment and funding of a travel plan coordinator, 
 iii. details of an annual monitoring and review process, 
 iv. means of funding of the travel plan, and; 
 v. an implementation timetable including the responsible body for 

each action. 
 
 The approved Travel Plan shall be implemented in accordance 

with the details and timetable therein, and shall be continued 
thereafter, unless otherwise approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 
 

Reason: 
To ensure that the opportunities for sustainable transport modes 
are taken up in accordance with paragraphs 32 and 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Policy CP13 of the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
31. No building on the development shall be occupied until the 

carriageway(s) (including surface water drainage/disposal, 
vehicular turning head(s) and street lighting) providing access from 
the nearest public highway to that dwelling have been completed 
to at least binder course level and the footway(s) to surface course 
level. 

 
 Reason: 
 To minimise hazards and inconvenience for users of the 

development by ensuring that there is a safe, suitable and secure 
means of access for all people that minimises the conflict between 
traffic and cyclists and pedestrians in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework and Policy CP13 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
32. No development shall be commenced until details of the proposed 

arrangements for future management and maintenance of the 
proposed streets within the development have been submitted to 
and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The streets shall 
thereafter be maintained in accordance with the approved 
management and maintenance details until such time as either a 
dedication agreement has been entered into or a private 
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management and maintenance company has been established. 
 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that safe, suitable and secure access is achieved and 

maintained for all people that minimises the conflict between traffic 
and cyclists and pedestrians in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework and to establish and maintain a strong 
sense of place to create attractive and comfortable places to live, 
work and visit as required by paragraph 58 of the Framework and 
Policy CP13 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 
2015. 

 
33. No development shall commence on site until a scheme has been 

submitted to, and approved by the Council, for the provision of fire 
hydrants (served by mains water supply) and no dwelling shall be 
occupied until the hydrant serving that property has been provided 
to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 
 Reason: 
 To ensure adequate water infrastructure provision is made on site 

for the local fire service to tackle any property or building fire. 
 
34. The details to be submitted for the approval of reserved matters 

shall include vehicular parking, turning and loading/unloading 
facilities within the site, and the buildings hereby permitted shall 
not be occupied until those facilities have been provided in 
accordance with the approved plans and shall be maintained 
available for those purposes for the duration of the development. 

 
 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 National Planning 
Policy Framework and Policy CP13 of the adopted Stroud District 
Local Plan, November 2015. 

 
35. The details to be submitted for the approval of reserved matters 

shall include details of secure and covered cycle storage facilities 
and the buildings hereby permitted shall not be occupied until 
those facilities have been provided in accordance with the 
approved plans and shall be maintained available for those 
purposes for the duration of the development. 

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

cycle use and to ensure that the opportunities for sustainable 
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transport modes have been taken up in accordance with 
paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework and 
Policy CP13 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 
2015. 

 
36. No development shall take place (including demolition, ground 

works, vegetation clearance) until a construction environmental 
management plan (CEMP) has been submitted to and approved 
by the Local Planning Authority. The CEMP shall include the 
following: 

 - A full Badger Sett Closure Method Statement, to include timings, 
methods of working and monitoring of sett closures. 

 - A full method statement detailing how Himalayan Balsam an 
invasive species will be removed and disposed of. 

 - Methods and Timings for the removal of vegetation likely to 
support breeding birds. 

 - Details of site fencing. 
 - Details of site lighting. 
 - The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of 

works ECOW or similarly competent person. 
 
 The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented 

throughout the construction period strictly in accordance with the 
approved details, unless otherwise approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 
 Reason:  
 To ensure the protection of biodiversity in accordance with Policy 

ES6 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015 
and Section 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
37. No development shall take place until an Ecological Design 

Strategy (EDS) is submitted to the Local Planning Authority 
addressing recommendations made within the submitted 
Ecological Assessment, by Ecology Solutions Ltd, dated Sept 
2016, focusing on habitat enhancement within the development 
site. Has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. The EDS shall include the following: 

 
 - Purpose and conservation objectives for the proposed works. 
 - Detailed designs and working methods to achieve stated 

objectives. 
 - Tree retention and protection details. 
 - Native tree, scrub and native species rich grassland planting and 

establishment details. 
 - Erection of bat and bird boxes including box details and locations. 
 - Type and source of materials to be used where appropriate, e.g. 
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native species of local provenance. 
 - Timetable for implementation demonstrating that works are 

aligned with proposed phasing of development. 
 - Persons responsible for implementing the works. 
 - Lighting scheme to be designed to reduce the impacts to light 

sensitive species using the site. 
 - Details of initial aftercare and long-term maintenance. 
 
 The EDS shall be implemented in accordance with the approved 

details and all features shall be retained in that manner thereafter. 
 
 Reason:  
 The ensure the long-term biodiversity provisions within the site in 

accordance Policy ES6 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 
November 2015 and Section 11 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  

 
 
 
Informatives: 
 
1. This permission is granted having considered the retail impact of the 

proposed discounter foodstore. To protect the viability and vitality of 
nearby centres a scheme to alter and include a significant amount of 
non-food comparison goods will not be support on this site. 
 

2. This application is subject to a legal agreement and the applicant's 
attention is drawn to the requirements and obligations contained there 
in and the need to ensure compliance as the development 
progresses. 
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