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Item No: 02 
Application No.  
Site No. 

S.13/1893/FUL 
PP-02801748  (889) 

Site Address  Rooksmoor Mills, Bath Road, Woodchester, Stroud 
 

Town/Parish  Woodchester Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  384169,203149 
 

Application 
Type 

Full Planning Permission  
 

Proposal  'Hybrid' planning application. Full planning permission for 54 residential 
units, reinstatement of millpond, construction new access and associated 
car parking and landscaping. Refurbishment of cottage building. 
1,300sqm of commercial floorspace (uses within Classes B1, B2, B8) - 
(Revised Plans received 28/02/2017). 
 

Recommendatio n Resolve to Grant Permission 
Call in Request  Planning Manager as the application has previously been to DCC  
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Applicant’s 
Details 

Rooksmoor Mills Limited 
C/o Mr A L Cooper, The Old Rectory, Church Street, Kings Stanley, 
Gloucestershire GL10 3JA 
 

Agent’s Details  Stride Treglown Ltd 
Promenade House, The Promenade, Clifton Down, Bristol, BS8 3NE 

Case Officer  John Longmuir 
 

Application 
Validated 

18.10.2013 

 CONSULTEES 
Comments  
Received  

Parish / Town 
Historic England SW 
Development Coordination (E) 
Biodiversity Officer 
Parish / Town 
Natural England (E) 
The Environment Agency (E) 
Archaeology Dept (E) 
Development Coordination Revised Details (E) 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Ancient Monuments Society (E) 
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (E) 
National Trust 
 

Constraints  Affecting the Setting of a Cons Area     
Ancient Monument     
Conservation Area     
Within 50m of existing cycle track (LP)     
Key Wildlife Sites - Polygons     
Regionally Important Geological Sites     
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 This application was originally supported at DCC at the July 2015 meeting. The Section 
106 agreement was signed and the decision notice released in May 2016. However a High 
Court challenge was made and at the hearing on 1st December 2016, the original decision 
was quashed. 
 
1.2 The High Court decision means that the 2015 DCC decision has not been made and the 
application is still pending consideration.  Accordingly, it is brought back to this DCC meeting. 
Members should consider all matters afresh, including the heritage and other relevant 
planning matters. 
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1.3 This is a new committee report, not a mere update.  The proposal too has been 
considerably revised, which is described later in the report.  The revised scheme has been 
advertised and the subject of full consultation with statutory/non statutory consultees and 
neighbours.  A new Members Sites Inspection Panel visit has also been undertaken.  
 
1.4 A plan is attached in appendix 1, which shows the most immediate heritage assets 
including the Conservation Area (in part), the listed buildings and a SAM in relation to the 
application site.  The proposed layout is attached in appendix 2. This annotates the various 
parts of the scheme in relation to the A46 and cycle track.  
 
2.0 OTHER PLANNING HISTORY  
 
2.1 S.05/1834/CAC Demolition of some of the buildings. Consent 21-10-05. This was not 
implemented and expired. 
 
2.2 S.05/1766/FUL Erection of 51 dwellings, replacement retail/workshop units. Demolition of 
buildings. Permitted 27-3-08.  Again this was not implemented and expired but did form the 
basis for the 2015 scheme.   It had a similar footprint to the current proposal and elevationally 
the design was traditional.  The principal block was a very imposing structure.   
 
3.0 POLICY 
 
3.1 Interaction of statute and the NPPF 
 
3.2 The starting point is section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
read together with section 70(2) TCPA 1990. Section 38(6) provides: 
 
“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” 
 
3.3 The following principles on the application of s. 38(6) were set out in Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government v BDW Trading Ltd [2016] EWCA 493: 
 
-The section 38(6) duty is a duty to make a decision (or “determination”) by giving the 
development plan priority, but weighing all other material considerations in the balance to 
establish whether the decision should be made, as the statute presumes, in accordance with 
the plan. 
 
- Therefore, the decision-maker must understand the relevant provisions of the plan, 
recognizing that they may sometimes pull in different directions. 
 
- Section 38(6) does not prescribe the way in which the decision-maker is to go about 
discharging the duty. It does not specify, for all cases, a two-stage exercise, in which, first, 
the decision-maker decides “whether the development plan should or should not be accorded 
its statutory priority”, and secondly, “if he decides that it should not be given that priority it 
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should be put aside and attention concentrated upon the material factors which remain for 
consideration”. 
 
-However, the duty can only be properly performed if the decision-maker, in the course of 
making the decision, establishes whether or not the proposal accords with the development 
plan as a whole  
 
-The duty under section 38(6) is not displaced or modified by government policy in the NPPF. 
Such policy does not have the force of statute. Nor does it have the same status in the 
statutory scheme as the development plan. Under section 70(2) of the 1990 Act and section 
38(6) of the 2004 Act, its relevance to a planning decision is as one of the other material 
considerations to be weighed in the balance. 
 
In May 2017, the Supreme Court reiterated that the NPPF (paragraphs 14 and 49 in 
particular) is guidance and does not overrule the statutory development plan.    
 
3.4 This plan led emphasis is echoed by paragraphs 2 and 196 of the NPPF.   
 
3.5 The particular Local Plan polices of most relevance in considering this application are as 
follows.  They are given more explanation/interpretation later in the report. 
 
ES10: Historic Environment  
CP14: High quality sustainable development 
CP15 : A living and working countryside 
CP11 New employment Development 
CP8 New housing development 
CP7 Lifetime communities 
HC1: Meeting small scale housing need 
ES7: Landscape character 
ES6: Biodiversity 
E13: Small employment sites 
E12: Regenerating existing sites 
CP13: Demand Management and sustainable travel  
ES1: Energy efficiency and sustainable construction  
ES4: Flood risk and water resources 
CP9: Affordable housing 
EI12: Transport Choice 
EI13:  Protecting and extending our cycle routes 
ES1 Sustainable Construction and Design 
ES3 Quality of Life 
ES5 Air quality 
ES 8 Trees  
ES12 Better Design of Places  
 
3.6 Heritage is addressed by Local Plan policy ES10, Valuing our historic environment and 
assets. This states: 
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“Any proposals involving a historic assert need to describe the assets, its significance, its 
setting and assess the impact”.  
 
It continues  
Proposals will be “supported which conserve and where appropriate enhance the heritage 
significance and setting of the Districts heritage assets especially those elements which 
contribute and 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”.   
 
ES10 requires that any harm or loss would require “clear and convincing” justification. This 
provides a similar protection to that provided by the NPPF where the harm is less than 
substantial.     
 
3.7 In addition to the Local Plan there are other important matters:  
 
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation) Act 1990 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”.  
 
3.8 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 are 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.“ 
 
3.9 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 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including its optimum use” . 
 
3.10 Paragraph 14 has a “presumption in favour of sustainable development”.  
However, footnote 9 of paragraph 14 requires that development affecting heritage asserts are 
exempted from such an emphasis.   Rather, when assessing heritage assets, they must be 
considered in the context of the heritage section of the NPPF and, where there is less than 
substantial harm, against paragraph 134.   
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3.11 Various High Court and Court of Appeal decisions point to a special emphasis of 
heritage consideration which overrides the normal development presumption.     
 
3.12 The need to give “special regard” was highlighted in East Northamptonshire DC v 
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] 1 WLR 45. 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 give 
"considerable importance and weight" to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed 
buildings when carrying out the balancing exercise.  In R (oao Leckhampton Green Land 
Action Group Ltd) v Tewkesbury BC [2017] EWHC 198, the Court indicated that it is 
necessary when undertaking the assessment under paragraph 134 to give effect to the 
presumption against granting permission for development which harms the setting of a listed 
building.  Under paragraph 134, the Court found there is a tilt in favour of the preservation of 
that setting or the building.  The same approach would apply to conservation areas. 
 
3.13  The Court held in Forest of Dean DC v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government [2016] PTSR 1031 that the presumption in favour of sustainable development in 
paragraph 14 of the NPPF is not to be read into the assessment undertaken in paragraph 
134.   
 
3.14 In Mordue v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2016] 1 WLR 
2682, the Court of Appeal  highlighted the need to analyse the asset against the heritage 
section of the NPPF 
 
In R (oao Palmer) v Herefordshire Council [2016] EWCA 1061 it was stated that [29] “where 
proposed development would affect a listed building or its settings in different ways, some 
positive and some negative, the decision-maker may legitimately conclude that although 
each of the effects has an impact, taken together there is no overall adverse effect on the 
listed building or its setting”. 
 
3.15 NPPF paragraph 136 highlights demolition and the need for a condition for rebuilding.  
 
3.16 NPPF paragraph 137 recommends opportunities are taken to enhance the setting of 
assets. 
 
3.17 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. 
 
3.18 NPPF paragraph 141 suggests the recording of assets to be lost. 
 
Conclusion 
 
3.19 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”.  
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3.20 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.  
 
Other guidance  
 
3.21 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:  
 
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”. 
 
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”.    
 
3.22 The IHCA Conservation Area Statement Volume 2, identifies character areas. 
Rooksmoor Mills is characterised as one of numerous “hubs”. These are “large, complex 
areas, mostly centred on key crossing points over the conservation area’s watercourses. 
From the earliest settlement, centuries of evolving development has resulted in layers of 
history and infrastructure in each of these hubs. Hubs comprise fragmented examples of 
many of the other identified character types, often directly juxtaposed with each other”.  
 
3.23 The October 2011 publication by English Heritage (now Historic England) 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.   
 
3.24 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.  
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3.25 The recommended approach is to analyse the significance of the asset and its setting, 
and consider the capacity for change, the various impacts (positive and negative) of the 
specific proposal, whether the impacts can be mitigated and the permanence of the impacts. 
 
3.26 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”.  
 
3.27 Similarly, English Heritage in 2008  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. 
 
3.28 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”. 
 
3.29 The 2012 Woodchester Parish Design Statement, Supplementary Planning Guidance,   
echoes many of the principles in the Local Plan. It also mentions the Orpheus Pavement and 
the Old Priory, as well as the importance of the wool industry to the village’s development, 
principally along the valley floor.  The biodiversity of the area is highlighted.  The villagers’ 
responses to the Design Statement  refer to Rooksmoor and the need for a style of 
development that reflects the industrial/mill character. The document refers to a wide 
selection of local building materials, “quirky” individual detailing, appropriate boundary 
treatments and the need for new development to be designed to suit the particular attributes 
of the site. 
 
3.30 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 
a sense of place is also reiterated. Policy HC1 advocates that scale, layout and design are 
compatible with the surroundings whilst maximising site usage.  
 
4.0 REVISIONS TO THE SCHEME 
 
4.1 Following the High Court decision in respect of this application, Officers have had on-
going meetings with the applicants to explore a range of design changes which would 
address heritage issues.  Three sets of amended plans have been submitted and re-
consulted upon.   The latest plans were received on 9th June and the formal consultation on 
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these has now expired. The historic form of buildings and structures, the historic significance 
of the area  as well as the various views in the Conservation Area and the setting of the 
various listed buildings have led to the following changes in the proposals.   
 
4.2 The proposed layout is broadly similar to the 2005 permission and the 2015 scheme.  
The layout is essentially parallel buildings along the A46 (Blocks C and D) and the cycle track 
(Blocks A and F), with a connecting offshoot (Block B) which has an end onto the cycle track 
and A46. Block E is an isolated building set back from both the cycle track and A46.  This is 
shown in the layout plan attached in the appendix. 
 
4.3 The changes have been illustrated by comparative drawings and the Design and Access 
statement has been revised to rationalise the evolution of the scheme.  
 
4.4 The originally proposed top floor to Block B has been removed. The end elevation onto 
the A46 has also been trimmed. 
 
4.5 Block C, alongside the A46,  was previously proposed for demolition. In response to the 
June 27 Historic England comments, the applicants have agreed to keep and restore almost 
all the fabric of this element.   A traditional floor is proposed above. 
 
4.6 The “cycle track” (western) elevations to Block A have been redesigned and simplified.  
 
4.7 A 6m gap is now included in the building line by Building C. This is in addition to the gap 
at the vehicular entrance.  
 
4.8 The south elevations to Block B have been redesigned to give more a simpler 
appearance.  This has had several iterations.  The last changes in June 2017 removed a 
timber balcony system and inserted piers to interpret a mill style.  The A46 eastern elevation 
has too different detailing. Some fenestration offers relief.   
 
4.9 The southern end elevation of Block F has been designed to make the roofscape more 
coherent with the end wall.   
 
4.10 The A46 boundary treatments have been clarified. North of the access, after the 
gateway block would be a wire fence/hedge. The Mill pond would be fronted by a hedge.  
 
4.11 More detailed drawings have been provided.  Whilst the application is still a hybrid, now 
the only outline element is the employment area to the north of the site.  
 
4.12 The 2015 scheme had a similar footprint to the current proposal but elevationally the 
design was very different.  The principal block was a very imposing structure.   
 
4.13 In the storm of 13th September 2017 the willow tree fell over, onto the roof of the 
existing structure over the mill race. This may have structural implications for the roof and 
walling.  



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
5.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Comments Feb/March 2017 on the revised plans (post JR 2015 scheme): 
 
SDC Conservation Officer: No objection. 
SDC Ecologist: Comment opportunities for biodiversity improvements 
SDC Tree Officer: No objection. 
Local Residents: Objections: Too high, too urban, inappropriate materials, will deflect road 
noise, school provision, inadequate parking, sustainability, materials, loss of light, impact on  
cycle path, risk to wildlife, inadequate infrastructure, need for affordable housing, traffic, 
AONB, too much traffic generation, contrary to Local Plan, flooding . 
 
Woodchester Parish Council: Objection. Acknowledge the points by objectors. Under the 
NPPF Paragraph 14 it causes more harm than benefit, no affordable housing, loss of 
industrial heritage, visual impact-height and scale, harm to listed building, density too high. 
 
County Highways: No objection 
 
Environment Agency: No objection. 
 
Natural England: No objection, condition on Rodborough Common ecology. 
 
Historic England:  17 May 2017 response: 
 
“In our previous response dated 30th March 2017 we recognised the heritage benefits of the 
proposed retention of the stone cottage and the remnants of the brick ground storey to the 
roadside elevation. We recognise that the set-back fifth floor of Block B has now been 
omitted, and certainly this will have a limited reduction of the visual prominence of the tallest 
element of the development abutting the edge of the highway.  
 
Our remaining concerns are less associated with the building height, but rather the design 
approach. We recognise the council’s guidance document: ‘The Stroud Industrial Heritage 
Design Guide.’ This gives a constructive steer to the design of new buildings in the industrial 
heritage context and dissuades against a slavish copy of the existing/former mill buildings. 
We continue to support the aims of delivering a contemporary design on the site, but retain 
significant concerns over the way in which the character of these buildings has been 
interpreted.  
 
We noted in our previous response that the elevations of blocks B and F had urban 
undertones. In further explanation we advocate that the stronger horizontal proportions of 
Block F and the tendency for larger areas of glazing give a character and aesthetic more 
associated with a more urban context. The balcony structure set forward of the principal 
building line on the south elevation of block B gives a degree of articulation and shadowing 
that is quite absent in the historic industrial buildings of the area. The more solid-over-void 
character of robust, monolithic mill buildings and their greater vertical emphasis are 
architectural tools that could better interpret this character in a more legible manner. There 
also appears to be an overly generous palette of materials, which may well be intended to 
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add visual interest and variety. However, the homogenous nature of the construction of 
historic mill buildings would better inform a more success design approach. This is the 
primary reason why the northern half of the development achieves this more successfully, 
and why blocks B and F remain quite disjointed from this language. The impact of the 
development, on account of the form, design and construction, would be harmful to the 
character and appearance of the conservation area, and setting of listed buildings, and would 
fail to meet the requirements of para 137 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Our concerns are further exasperated by the rather rigid lines of the mill pond and the 
associated landscaping. This gives the southern aspect of Block B an almost civic feel. We 
would support the principle of a contemporary landscape scheme, and certainly a well-
informed and legible design can add value to the historic environment. We understand that 
the agent has indicated that the landscaping would be somewhat ‘softer’ than shown. 
However, the re-interpretation of the mill pond remains uncompromising and lacks the 
industrial character of the site, within a wider semi-rural and vernacular setting.  
 
The degree of harm is not substantially reduced from that of the previous submission, and 
therefore we would cite the harm to remain as less than substantial. We therefore refer you to 
paragraph 134 of the NPPF in requiring the local planning authority to weigh the harm 
caused against the public benefits.  
 
Central to our consultation advice is the requirement of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 in Section 66(1) for the local authority to “have special regard 
to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses”. Section 72 of the act refers to the council’s need to pay 
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
the conservation area in the exercise of their duties.  When considering the current 
proposals, in line with Para 128 of the NPPF, the significance of the asset’s setting requires 
consideration. Para 132 states that in considering the impact of proposed development on 
significance great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation and that the more 
important the asset the greater the weight should be. It goes on to say that clear and 
convincing justification is needed if there is loss or harm. 
 
Historic England has concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds. We consider 
that the issues and safeguards outlined in our advice need to be addressed in order for the 
application to meet the requirements of paragraphs 132 and 137 of the NPPF. In determining 
this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 66(1) of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability 
of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which they possess, section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of conservation areas, and section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to determine planning applications in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
Your authority should take these representations into account and seek amendments, 
safeguards or further information as set out in our advice. If there are any material changes 
to the proposals, or you would like further advice, please contact us.” 
 
Historic England  comments from 27 June 2017: 
 
“In our previous response dated 11th May 2017 we retained concerns over the design of 
blocks B and F on account of their overtly urban forms and detailing. We were also 
concerned over the landscaping of the site, with particular reference to the formal layout of 
the mill pond and its immediate fringe. It also now been drawn to our attention that there may 
be some ambiguity over the retention of the Bath Road remnants of the mill building. We 
understood that this, alongside the stone cottage would be retained to preserve an element 
of legibility of the former buildings and historic character of the site. Could we seek some 
clarity that the existing masonry abutting Bath Road will be preserved and incorporated into 
the new elevation? (Officer comments: this has been incorporated).  
 
We recognise that the design approach to Block B has now been better aligned to our 
previous comments. The more modest and simplified approach to these principal elevations 
without the projecting balconies is more successful in our view and portrays a valid 
interpretation of the industrial character of the area. The amendments to Block F are slightly 
less successful, although not sufficient enough to warrant an objection. However, we would 
pursue the retention of existing fabric in the ground floor of Block C and a more considered 
landscaping of the mill pond. 
 
As it stands, the degree of harm is reduced from that of the previous submission. In the case 
where the proposals were to include the proposed demolition of all surviving historic 
structures (part from the stone cottage) and without amendments to the layout and detailing 
of the mill pond, we conclude that the harm would remain as less than substantial.  
 
Central to our consultation advice is the requirement of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 in Section 66(1) for the local authority to “have special regard 
to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses”. Section 72 of the act refers to the council’s need to pay 
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
the conservation area in the exercise of their duties.  When considering the current 
proposals, in line with Para 128 of the NPPF, the significance of the asset’s setting requires 
consideration. Para 132 states that in considering the impact of proposed development on 
significance great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation and that the more 
important the asset the greater the weight should be. It goes on to say that clear and 
convincing justification is needed if there is loss or harm. 
 
Recommendation 
Historic England has concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds. We consider 
that the issues and safeguards outlined in our advice need to be addressed in order for the 
application to meet the requirements of paragraphs 132 and 137 of the NPPF. In determining 
this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 66(1) of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability 
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of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which they possess, section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of conservation areas, and section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to determine planning applications in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
Your authority should take these representations into account and seek amendments, 
safeguards or further information as set out in our advice. If there are any material changes 
to the proposals, or you would like further advice, please contact us.” 
  
Comments on the 2015 scheme (prior to the High Court judgement):  
 
Local Residents: Objections: Design/scale/massing, impact on listed buildings, light pollution, 
traffic and highway safety, flooding, noise,  ecological impact, demolition of historic buildings, 
impact on local facilities, impair cycle track, lack of affordable housing, ground stability poor 
and needs a better development mix. 
 
Woodchester Parish Council. Objection: Does not fit in with historic character- out of 
proportion and Block B is too high, question phasing 
 
Rodborough Parish Council: Lack of affordable housing  
 
Historic England: Object. We have received amended proposals for the above scheme. Since 
our last letter the plans have been modified to show the retention of the cottage. As stated 
previously we note that the application is made with reserved matters of appearance and 
landscaping. Given the significance of the location and the scale of the development this is 
regrettable. The design and landscaping will influence the degree of impact that the 
proposals will have on the conservation area and highly graded buildings. With regard to the 
designs put forward we still believe that it will jar with the character of the conservation area. 
Specifically neither the scale nor the overtly modern design reflects the local vernacular. The 
scale and design will also result in a detrimental impact upon the setting of Rooksmoor 
House. 
 
Whilst the setting of the Old Priory appears to be substantially retained it has still not been 
clearly demonstrated that as proposed there will not be some visibility of the new structures 
in the winter months. 
 
In summary the proposals would if implemented have a detrimental impact on the setting of 
the conservation area and the setting of Rooksmoor House. The retention of the cottage is 
however a welcomed improvement. In line with Paragraph 134 of the NPPF it is now for the 
local planning authority to consider whether the harm caused is outweighed by the public 
benefits of the proposal, including securing optimum viable use for the site. 
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GCC Archaeology: No objection 
Stroud Civic Society: Concern about loss of historic fabric. 
Natural England: Need to consider the impacts on Rodborough Common SAC, highlight 
potential for bats.  
County Highways: No objection, subject to condition 
Environment Agency: No objection 
SDC Water Resources Engineer: No objection 
SDC Environmental Health Officer: No objection 
 
CONSIDERATIONS 
 
THE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY AND THE PRINCIPLE OF RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT   
 
6.1 Section 38(6) requires development to be in accordance with the Development Plans 
unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
6.2 Policy SO6 of the Local Plan focuses development on brownfield sites within the Stroud 
Valleys.   
 
6.3 The Plan favours concentrated, rather than dispersed, distribution of housing growth. 
Paragraph 2.35 comments “this approach makes the best use of available previously 
developed land, which is generally focussed in urban areas”. 
 
6.4 The application site is largely previously developed land, which includes the 1,300sqm 
employment area to the north. The application does involve some new building on part of the 
site currently not occupied by building, which is around the former mill pond. 
 
6.5 NPPF paragraph 17 recognises the redevelopment value of brownfield land. Paragraph 
111 continues the theme: “Planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective 
use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), encourage 
the reuse of brownfield land, providing it is not of “high environmental value”.   
 
6.6 Permission for a similar scheme was granted in December 2007 for 51 houses. The site 
was also considered at the 2005 Local Plan Examination but removed due to flooding and 
land contamination.  
 
6.7 The Local Plan has a substantial preamble explaining its strategy. It has sustainability 
and accessibility as key aims.  These are part of the rationale for settlement boundaries.   
The settlement boundary in the November 2015 Local Plan does not include the whole of the 
application site.  Block F is excluded and is covered by countryside policy CP15, which 
precludes residential development.  The development is, considered to be contrary to the 
local plan as a result of this contravention.   However when addressing material 
considerations (which are dealt with in the conclusions section) officers consider that this 
should be  given limited weight. This part of the site is actually closer to South Woodchester 
than the rest of the site.  Consequently, it is more accessible to facilities in the village which 
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includes a school, a church and a public house. It is within easy walking distance of the shop, 
using a roadside footpath being less than 600m. 
 
6.8 Aside from sustainability, the other main aim of settlement boundaries is to prevent 
encroachment of built form into the countryside. This proposal reflects a mill form on a largely 
brownfield site and the small area of the site which is situated outside the settlement 
boundary would not read as an incursion into open countryside.     
 
6.9 The site has good connectivity to Stroud and Nailsworth. It is directly on the regular bus 
route 93, which extends up to Gloucester. It is within 700m of the settlement boundary of 
Stroud.     
 
6.10 Moreover the site has been consistently recorded and acknowledged in the SDC Land 
Availability Monitoring Reports   for 51 houses.  This is based on the 2007 permission. It has 
been shown as a firm commitment and implementable.  
 
6.11 Woodchester is a third tier settlement and so this amount of development could seem 
high. However it is close to Stroud and has been previously considered appropriate in the 
2007 permission.  
 
6.12  A wholly employment development here is felt to be very unlikely due to the nature of 
the buildings on the site and the location.      
 
6.13 The NPPF seeks to promote the supply of new housing.  This was confirmed earlier this 
year by the Housing White Paper.   
 
HERITAGE  
 
The heritage assets to be considered 
 
7.1 The site is within the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area, which is a ”T” shape covering  
the Stroud - Nailsworth Valley as well as the Chalford Valley and westwards beyond 
Stonehouse.  
 
7.2 To the west is the Grade 1 listed Priory adjacent to which are the buried remains of 
Woodchester Roman Villa, which is a Scheduled Ancient Monument. This includes the 
Orpheus pavement. 
 
7.3 To the east of the site, the buildings on the opposite side of the A46 are largely all listed. 
These include the Grade 11* Listed Rooksmoor House, the Grade 11 Old Fleece,   Grade 11 
Grigshot Lodge, Grigshot House and its associated Coach House as well as Grigshoot 
Cottages,  all Grade 11. Slightly further up Rooksmoor Hill   are a further group of Grade 11 
Listed Buildings, including The Nook and The Gables. 
 
7.4  Grigshot House is singled out in the IHCA Overview statement: “Built in the mid 18th 
century and is an interesting hybrid: a formal frontage with fashionable sash windows, but still 
has three cross gables”. 



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
 
7.5 There are non designated heritage assets in the vicinity, which are sandwiched between 
the listed buildings to the east of the site.  
 
The design of the proposal and impact on heritage assets. 
 
7.6 A detailed evaluation impact overview is attached in appendix 3 which summaries the 
setting of each asset, its significance and impact.   
 
Character of the area 
 
7.7 The IHCA Character overview and Design Guide do not specifically mention the site and 
the surroundings.   
 
7.8 The application site is hugely prominent from the A46 travelling northwards, as this part of 
the road is straighter than most sections.  Both sides of the road are open as the valley 
widens at this point.  The buildings opposite are low key due to their height, design and 
materials. They also do not really address the road. Rather, they are stepped away.  On the 
application site, the existing buildings are orientated along the road more assertively.  
Consequently, this aspect along the A46 is a particularly sensitive part of the Conservation 
Area. 
 
7.9 Travelling south along the A46 the site is also prominent for different reasons. Until the 
Rooksmoor area, the A46 is enclosed by the hillsides/vegetation and only opens out by the 
application site. Hence the view is a surprise and a shorter range focus compared with the 
longer view from the south.   
 
7.10 Throughout the IHCA, views can be often enclosed by buildings and/or the hillsides, 
which does tend to lead to shorter range views. 
 
7.11 Again the view from the north is more dominated by this site as the buildings are closer 
to the road although the Fleece Inn opposite is a feature.    
 
7.12 There is also an important public footpath to the North West by The Priory and the SAM. 
There are views over a copse towards the site and the A46.    
 
7.13 The cycle track runs parallel to the A46, however this has more limited inter visibility due 
to the vegetation. 
 
7.14 The site is particularly prominent from the Fleece Inn and the row of listed buildings 
opposite.   
 
7.15 Private views and historic association can also be important from the listed buildings, 
contributing towards their setting and significance.  
 
7.16 The IHCA statement overview has a section titled “Major Influences”. This includes 
Turnpikes and 19th century road building. The A46 is one of 3 examples given. 19th century 
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railways (Midland) 1867 are also included and the Nailsworth-Stonehouse branch is 
highlighted.  The line closed in 1966. 
 
Proposed Layout   
 
7.17 The proposed layout is largely based on the pattern of existing buildings. An exception 
to this is the offshoot at Block F.  However, this follows the form of the original group of mill 
buildings, which is discernible from historic maps. It also wraps around the mill pond, 
appropriately following its confines.  It does not block any notable outward view, and projects 
along the main thrust of the building line.  
 
7.18 The A46 and cycle track are discernible influences on the layout but both are respected.  
This is particularly important since the A46 was a historic toll road which was economically 
very influential on the development of the area in Victorian times. Similarly, the cycle track 
follows the former railway line which too was very influential.  
 
7.19 The revised scheme shows gaps in the building line along the A46. These differentiate 
the various buildings. They also allow views into the site and ensure that the buildings are not 
overly dominant.      
 
7.20 The proposal involves the expansion and restoration of the Mill pond. This is a 
considerable benefit to the historic character and appearance of the area. It helps the new 
building at Block F appear appropriate. Historic England in their 2017 May and June 
responses object to the straight lines. However there is some rationale in the design as a 
functional man made feature. It would also be problematical to change as the mill pond has a 
flood relief role.  There is also some scope for planting.  Moreover two corners were rounded 
off in the latest June revisions.  The historic maps do confirm this shape. 
 
7.21 Consequently the layout is felt to be historically and aesthetically appropriate. In layout 
terms the proposal is beneficial to the character of the Conservation Area and setting of listed 
buildings.  Consequently the layout is not harmful.  
 
Proposed Demolition 
  
7.22 This latest proposal includes the demolition of the following buildings none of which are 
listed or curtilage listed : The buildings along the cycle track (to be replaced by Block A), the 
building over the culvert (to be replaced by Block B).  In response to Historic England’s June 
27 response, the applicants have agreed that almost all of the A46 frontage buildings 
including The Cottage and “arches” would be restored, even though they are not listed.  
 
7.23 The 2005 scheme granted consent for the loss of some buildings. The Conservation 
Officer writing in the October 2005 delegated case report for consent notes: “The almost 
wholesale removal of the buildings facing the inner 'courtyard', in particular those of the 19th 
century roadside range, which seems to retain the original Victorian openings, is most 
contentious, however the buildings have been much altered, internally and externally”. 
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The 2015 scheme also involved demolition. Historic England and Stroud Civic Society did 
raise some concern about the loss of historic fabric. The July 2015 DCC report noted that the 
most significant building at the entrance would be retained. The report also commented that 
the A46 frontage buildings (Block C) were in very poor condition.  
 
7.24 There is some merit in Historic England 2015 comments when one considers the 
prominence of these buildings, the way they follow the road and cycle track, their use of very 
characteristic materials and a scatter of rich detailing.    
 
7.25 The physical condition of these buildings has deteriorated since that July 2015 report. 
There were 8 retail/storage units until 2006. Many now are vacant, not watertight and lacking 
sanitary facilities. Their reuse and adaption may not be economic, and further neglect would 
be likely. 
 
7.26 The proposed layout broadly recreates the historic layout of Rooksmoor Mills.  It is this 
form and siting which is particularly important rather than the buildings themselves.  Whilst 
mill production here does date back to at least the 1820s, much of the current buildings were 
rebuilt after the 1935 fire and some demolition took place after the closure in the 1960s.   
Overall they are not generally noteworthy for any outstanding architectural features or any 
historic significance.  The group of buildings are also incomplete. Indeed a historic etching 
shows that the main building, a four storey block and tall chimney is missing. 
“Gloucestershire Woollen Mills” by Jennifer Tann notes: “Few of the nineteenth century 
buildings remain”. Consequently these existing buildings are felt to have limited collective 
value.  Pevsner also only makes passing reference to the site: “Along the Nailsworth stream, 
which forms the E boundary of the parish are a series of mills”. In contrast, he does make 
detailed comment on other buildings in the vicinity.    
 
7.27 The most notable existing building is The Cottage. This is stone, built to the local 
vernacular. It will be retained and restored by this proposal. Another notable structure is a 
brick frontage wall with distinctive curved arches along the A46. This forms part of an 
otherwise utilitarian building.  The building (and especially the arches) are in poor condition.  
 
7.28 It has been agreed that the Block C A46 structures will be retained. Repointing will be 
needed. Similarly, some bricks have fragmented and these will need to be replaced. 
 
7.29 The mill building on the footprint of Block B, which is side on to the A46, would be 
removed. It straddles the stream and too has interesting arches. It does have a sense of 
appropriateness and nostalgic charm however it is not distinctive or historically important. 
Also in the storm of the 13th September, the adjacent willow tree fell onto the roof of the 
building. The resulting structural condition of the building is uncertain at this time of writing.  
 
7.30 The some loss of buildings, as in the previous schemes, is largely from the footprints 
occupied by the new Block A and Block D.  The principle of such losses has been long 
established. This scheme has the benefit of re-establishing an A46 frontage, including 
restoration of The Cottage and the brick arches.  
 



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
7.31 Overall, the demolition is considered to be only very slightly harmful to the Conservation 
Area, and is less than “substantial” for the purposes of paragraph 134 None of the buildings 
proposed for demolition are listed or curtilage listed.  They do not contribute to the setting of 
the listed buildings opposite on the other side of the A46. The one exception is the building 
over the stream but that has been  severely damaged by the fallen tree. Very little of the lost 
fabric is original  and it is offset by the new replacement buildings and restorative works. The 
replacement layout is similar to the original mill complex and there are no particularly 
outstanding features being lost.  The harm caused by the demolition is required to be 
assessed against national and local policy.  This is dealt with below.  
 
7.32 As a result of the proposed demolition, if the proposal is approved,  condition 39 
requires  the implementation of the replacement of the buildings in accordance with 
paragraph 136 of the NPPF. 
 
Elevations 
 
General: 
 
7.33 This revised application does have more detail than the 2015 scheme.  Elevations have 
been formally submitted detailing the majority of the scheme (the residential element). These 
are the most prominent part of the Conservation Area and closest to many of the listed 
buildings. Importantly, the proposal being largely detailed can be given thorough 
consideration.  
 
7.34 As evident from the above, the elevations bordering the A46 are critical to the character 
of the Conservation Area and the relationship with the listed buildings opposite, including 
their private views and maintaining their own distinctive identity. 
 
7.35 The viewpoints from the footpath to the North West as well as the curtilage of The Priory 
and SAM are significantly higher. The roofscape (and height) of the scheme is therefore an 
important consideration. 
 
7.36 The position, eaves and ridge heights of the surrounding buildings have been digitally 
surveyed.  Cross sections have been produced which shows the relationship with the 
proposal. The slab heights of the application site are lower and there is a reasonable 
separation distance as well as an offset juxtaposition. The height of Block B at 4 storey is 
now felt to be acceptable.    The heights also comply with page 78 of the IHCA Design Guide. 
This is the detailed interpretation of the objectives of Local Plan Policy ES10.    
 
The A46 facing elevations 
 
7.37 The most assertive element is the side-on elevation of Block B. This faces the Fleece 
Inn and other historic buildings as well as being prominent in the streetscene.    The attached 
evaluation (Appendix 3) notes this visual connection. Block B has been redesigned so that its 
width is stepped in and the top floor has been set back from the edge of the walling.   It also 
has been reduced in height.  These three changes mean it will not be unduly prominent or 
assertive.  It has a low key roofscape.   
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7.38 The detailing to this side elevation has also been changed. It now shows some 
fenestration and edging detailing whereas the previous scheme was blank. This elevation is 
also now behind a traditional frontage wall. This approach break ups the sense of scale.        
 
7.39 At the southern end of the site, Block F will be seen end on from the A46 and cycle 
track.  The southern end and mill pond elevations have been simplified, with less outward 
protruding bays. The eaves and rooflines have also been simplified.    The stair accesses 
only slightly break the otherwise flat roofline.  
 
7.40 The southern elevations of Block B face the A46. This has been substantially 
redesigned through several iterations, culminating in the June revisions.  Timber balconies 
were originally proposed but have been deleted. Instead the walls are plain and uncluttered 
but emphasised by brick piers. This is an interpretation of a mill style.   The design features   
the same rhythm as the repetitive detailing of mills. The IHCA statement overview (page 42) 
notes the classic Stroud Valleys Mill is long, tall and narrow, with repetitive regular 
fenestration. 
 
7.41 The detailing is coherent and easy to appreciate. It also addresses the concerns of 
Historic England who felt the detailing was critical to the vernacular which typically features 
robust vertically detailed buildings. The timber balconies did have the effect of obscuring the 
walling and looked contrived.  The walling now proposed looks functional, strong and 
purposeful. There are important subtleties in the profile of the brick as rebates and 
pronounced window reveals offer interest.   Similarly, a very slightly different brick would be 
used in the window bays to the adjacent piers, which helps define the building’s structure.  
  
7.42. The elevations are harmonious, especially the revisions to Block B (the offshoot 90 
degree to the A46) and Block C. Consequently the design of the new elevations does not 
challenge or compete with the neighbouring buildings.  The detailing and materials make the 
elevations easy to appreciate and the elements appear coherent.  While Historic England has 
concerns about the proposed scheme, they “recognise that the design approach to Block B 
has now been better aligned... The more modest and simplified approach to these principal 
elevations without the projecting balconies is more successful ... and portrays a valid 
interpretation of the industrial character of the area.” 
 
7.43 The roofline has also now been simplified to a flat roof, with a subtle rounding off 
parapet,  which does not compete with the elevations. 
 
7.44 Block C runs alongside the A46. The previous scheme demolished much of these 
buildings. This scheme retains much of the fabric.   The striking curved arches around the 
windows will be restored. The buildings currently have a low pitch sloping sheet roof. This 
would be removed and two storeys added, with a further attic space, served by a row of 
rooflights.    
 
7.45 The upper floors of Block C would have very similar bricks. The fenestration will be 
small and narrow to defer to the distinctive curved windows below.  This element retains the 
slight sense of enclosure/continuity that the existing buildings offer to the A46 streetscene.   
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The detailing reflects the historical context and shows a very broken form.   The Design and 
Access Statement makes particular reference to Merrets Mill and Lodgemoor Mills as similar 
examples.   
 
7.46 The remainder of the buildings along the A46 are a reinstatement of the existing. An 
exception is Block D. This has been designed as a small gateway with a broken massing. It 
completes the historic form of a mill group.     
 
7.47 The cycle track elevations have been similarly redesigned to give more harmony 
between the various elements. 
 
Courtyard 
 
7.48 The blocks adjacent to the A46 and cycle track create an internal courtyard. The 
elevations have also been redesigned. The random pattern of fenestration has been 
rationalised allowing the elevation to be seen as a whole.  In any event this courtyard is 
barely discernible from public view.  
 
Northern area   
 
7.49 The remainder of the scheme, at the northern end, is Block E, which is to be used for 
employment purposes.  This is set back from the A46/cycle track. It has not been detailed in 
these proposals, and is the outline element of this hybrid application. However, potentially 
low key, simple and functional employment structures can easily be designed, particularly 
given the context of an industrial area. Redevelopment should result in the improvement to 
this unsightly conspicuous area.   A new hedge will be planted along the A46 to offer some 
screening. This will improve the appearance of this currently unsightly area.  
 
Height/roofline 
 
7.50 The historic etching shows a full 4 storey building on this site with a steeply pitched, 
wide gabled roof forming additional floorspace. There was also a chimney twice the height of 
the building.  Another adjacent building was three and half storey with a similar chimney. 
Both these buildings were on the A46 frontage. The AHP heritage report for the objector 
acknowledges the main building was 4 storey with a central loading bay rising to 5 storey and 
9 bays wide, but was damaged in a fire in circa 1885. A historic etching depicts this image.  
 
7.51 There is therefore an historic precedent for tall buildings in this location. Indeed such tall 
buildings are characteristic of the IHCA in general and especially Mill complexes.  This is 
particularly the case with mills from the 19th century which adapted to the factory system 
(see the IHCA Statement overview).   Most significant is the former Bentley piano site which 
is within half a mile of Rooksmoor. This was 5 storeys high to eaves before it burnt down in 
circa 1998 and the complex sprawled over a wide area.  Ariel photographs clearly show its 
height and visual connection to Rooksmoor.   
 
7.52 The IHCA Design Guide has helpful advice: “Four storeys should be considered at the 
upper end of large and a height of five full storeys is exceptional”. Mention is also made of 
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the significance of gable widths.  The IHCA Conservation Area Design Guide on page 78, 
has a very helpful illustration on the height /massing of Mill buildings. A four storey building, 
13m high, is shown with a gable width of 8m.  
 
7.53 The latest proposal is lower than the 2015 scheme and the 2005 permitted scheme.  
Comparative cross sections have been produced using the measured existing slab heights. 
They show the 2005 scheme at a ridge height of 57.180 (although the chimney was higher), 
whereas this current scheme is 56.140 to the top of balustrade, which is transparent, and 
55.350 at the top of the parapet.  
 
7.54 In terms of height, the most significant element is Block B, which is end on to the A46. 
This has been lowered so that it is 4 storey, albeit with a parapet and safety rail.  Being gable 
end-on, the height is only over a narrow area from the east, which thereby avoids impact with 
the listed buildings opposite.  The A46, and in particular the listed buildings, are also higher 
than the slab level of Block B, which lowers the perception of the height.  From the north, the 
four storey Block B would be seen amongst the two and half storey of this ranging “Mill” 
complex and would not be out of keeping.  This is shown particularly well in the submitted 
illustration.   
 
7.55 The cycle track is the historic railway line and tall buildings are common in such 
locations.  The 3 storey building proposed (Block F) is felt to be appropriate.  
 
7.56 From The Priory and SAM, a substantial copse obscures the application site, as noted in 
the attached evaluation. Almost all of the development will be obscured. However, even if 
these trees were felled, there is still a considerable separation distance as well as height 
difference and the design would not be imposing. Consequently the proposal will not be 
harmful. 
 
7.57 A condition on the removal of permitted development rights (clause 14) is felt to be 
helpful to future proof the development against any significant changes to the roofscape.  
 
Materials   
 
7.58 The materials are critical to this scheme, both in the traditional and contemporary 
elements.  They define the various elements and emulate the style of the particular building. 
The IHCA Design Guide notes: “Getting the materials and detailing right on a large building is 
essential”.          
 
7.59 The brick walling of the proposal will be very typical of the IHCA. Multi stock “earthy rich” 
red hues will be used, with detailing/edging using blue/black engineering bricks. Two types of 
red brick would be used which are almost identical but offer a very subtle difference. Such 
slight variation is common across the Stroud Valleys.    
 
7.60 Block B has been changed to brick which now replicates the remnants of the existing 
building and which reflects earlier comments from Historic England. This makes it more 
coherent with the rest of the scheme.   
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7.61. The contemporary Block F will use ashlar stone which works well with this style, 
evoking a modern interpretation of the vernacular. 
 
7.62  Render does not feature as the IHCA Design Guide notes that it is rarely seen on large 
buildings, and is consequently not proposed here. Grey windows are proposed which help 
reinforce a mill style appearance. 
 
7.63 The generic materials have been agreed. Specific samples will need to be approved. 
Similarly sample panels will be required in due course to ensure that coursing and mortar mix 
are appropriate.   
 
7.64 The architectural detailing will also be important and some details have been submitted 
at this stage rather than left to conditions. They show appropriate window reveals, unfussy 
eaves and simple fenestration. 
 
Visual impact of parking 
 
7.65 The proposal would increase car parking on the site.  Some will be visible from the A46, 
most significantly on the southern edge. Car parking is never attractive although perhaps is 
inevitable today.  The impact would be eased by a frontage hedge. The shape/form of the 
parking is broken up too. Although it would be detracting, the impact would be slight.  
 
7.66 At the northern end the parking would also be visible, as in the current situation. The 
appearance can be improved by planting a boundary hedge along the A46, which would be 
an improvement.  
 
Archaeology 
 
7.67 The site is close to a very important SAM, and the site itself has a history of use from 
the industrial revolution.  However, the County Archaeologist advises that only a recording 
condition is warranted. The Mill races were identified in the 2008 permitted scheme as being 
potentially noteworthy.   These are being retained in this scheme and will be repaired.   
 
Other benefits of the scheme 
 
7.68 The scheme, if implemented, would remove the cars stationed at the north end of the 
site. These are very visible and their colours and textures detract from the A46 aspects.   
 
7.69 Some of the modern buildings are dilapidated and are not attractive. Their removal 
would be beneficial.  
 
7.70 The site has a forlorn appearance after years of neglect due to unviable uses. Without a 
permitted scheme, the situation is likely to continue.  The scheme does give the site a future. 
 
7.71 It may be tempting to be overly focussed on the visual aspects of setting in relation to 
the character of the Conservation Area and Listed Buildings. As noted earlier, history and 
cultural significance area also important. It must be remembered that historically this was a 
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tall imposing mill complex with a particular amalgamation and form of buildings. This 
characteristic has been partly lost as little original fabric survives.   The proposal reasserts 
the mill’s height, form and array of buildings.  Rather than the “weak” existing buildings it 
would be more akin towards the original. This is beneficial to the Conservation Area and the 
listed buildings which have a historic connection to the site.       
 
Conclusion 
 
7.72 The scheme should be considered on its own merits and not by a comparison with the 
designs which were previously considered by the Council and were subject to the High Court 
challenge. 
 
7.73 The proposal has positive, neutral and negative impacts on the Conservation Area, but 
balancing the impacts against the visual and other benefits of the designs, the development 
is considered to have a neutral to very slight beneficial impact on this asset.   
 
There will, however, be some limited harm caused by the demolition works which are 
identified above. There will also be some limited impacts on a number of the listed buildings 
including their setting.  The impacts will be visual, historical or cultural.  Some impacts will 
overlap.    
 
7.74 There is a very slightly negative impact on the setting of the Fleece Inn due to the 
proximity of the new development. However, there were historically big buildings on the site 
and most significant element is gable end on to the asset, which is a small expanse. The 
design is deferential. Consequently the overall impact is very limited.   
 
7.75 This very slight impact on other A46 listed buildings lessens southwards as they are 
further away.   
  
7.76 Northwards on A46, the new frontage buildings are lower. Some are being restored 
which is a positive improvement. The original form is being re-created and the architectural 
style is appropriately robust, which is noted by Historic England. They are not felt to harm the 
setting of Rooksmoor House and the adjacent houses, due to their scale and design as well 
as their relationship.  
 
7.77. The proposal has a neutral impact on The Priory and the surrounding group. There will 
be a neutral impact on the SAM.  There will be a neutral impact on non-designated assets.   
 
7.78 As a result, it is necessary to consider, under Local Plan policy ES10, whether there is a 
“clear and convincing justification” for the harm to the listed buildings and to balance the 
harm against public benefits under paragraph 134 of the NPPF, taking into account the tilt in 
favour of the preservation of those buildings and their settings as a result of s. 66 of the 1990 
Act.   
 
7.79 The harm in question is considered both individually and in totality in order to ensure 
that the totality of the harm is captured.  The proposal gives a future to this forlorn site, which 
could otherwise be neglected for many years to come.  The Conservation Officer writing in 
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the Committee Report for the 2005 scheme noted that the overall appearance of the site is 
“down at heel and scruffy”. It has not improved   and remains neglected. Since 2005, the 
buildings and surroundings have had minimal external works and look more forlorn.  Any 
harm has to be balanced against the benefits the scheme can bring. The proposal would 
result in the development of a brownfield site and provide much needed housing in a 
sustainable location. The biodiversity of the site will also be enhanced with the expansion of 
the mill pond and new tree/shrub planting. 
 
7.80  As a result, it is considered that there is a clear and convincing justification for the harm 
in question and the development accords with Local Plan policy ES10 and paragraph 134 of 
the NPPF.   
 
LANDSCAPE IMPACT  
 
8.1 NPPF paragraph 115 places “great weight” on “conserving the landscape and scenic 
beauty” in AONBs.  Wildlife and cultural heritage are also raised.  Paragraph 116 states that 
major development should be refused in these areas unless in the public interest.  
 
8.2 Local Plan Policy ES7 similarly places “priority on the conservation and enhancement of 
the natural and scenic beauty of the landscape.” Reference is also made to biodiversity. 
Design is highlighted as are natural features including water.  The policy stresses the need to 
protect distinctive landscape types.   
 
8.3 The site itself is just outside the AONB, but both of the immediate hillsides are included. 
Hence the site is important to the setting of the AONB.   Policy ES7 highlights the protection 
of the setting of the AONB.  The site is not covered by any other landscape designations. 
 
8.4 There is some inter-visibility between the site and the AONB and it forms part of the 
sequence of views and experience of the Nailsworth Valley and the hills. However, the 
scheme does not obstruct or impair any outward or inward views.  
 
8.5 Historically, there have been tall buildings here and height of the scheme is easily 
absorbed within the adjacent steep valley sides.  
 
8.6 Such mill groupings are characteristic of the Stroud Valleys and they have a 
cultural/historic association with the landscape.   This is a compact rather than sprawling 
development and fits well within the valley floor. Consequently it does not look out of place. It 
is also not a sensitive site, being on a busy road and largely brownfield in nature. Its 
dilapidated state does not enhance the landscape.  
 
8.7 The proposal is therefore not felt to be harmful to the landscape including the AONB. 
 
ECOLOGY  
 
9.1 The Gloucestershire Biodiversity Action Plan seeks to promote the enhancement of 
habitat for varying species. It is a case of maximising opportunities bearing in mind the 
characteristics of the particular site as well as its surroundings.   
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9.2 Local Plan Policy ES6 similarly promotes biodiversity and geodiversity. It recognises the 
importance of protected species and their habitats.  Recreational pressures from new 
residents are highlighted. Mitigation measures are raised and long term management.   
 
9.3 NPPF paragraph 117 seeks to minimise biodiversity encouraging local networks, recreate 
habitats and the recovery of priority species. Paragraph 118 repeats the aim to conserve and 
enhance, providing mitigation where required, with the aim of providing a positive benefit.   
 
9.4 The Nailsworth/Stroud cycle track and Nailsworth Stream are immediately adjacent to the 
western edge of the site.  This is notable for allowing the passage of wildlife. Bats in 
particular move along this primarily vegetated corridor. The nearby Woodchester Mansion is 
designated as a SSSI for bats. 
 
9.5 The 2015 JR scheme had a thorough ecological survey and no protected species were 
found.  In September 2016, this was updated, particularly focusing on bats. Whilst some 
activity was found in the area, no evidence was found within the buildings.  Consequently, the 
demolition/conversion of the buildings will not harm bats or other protected species.  Light 
spillage onto the adjacent cycle track will need to be controlled and  condition 29 is warranted 
to require prior approval of external lighting.  
 
9.6 No badgers, otters, notable birds or protected aquatic species have been found on the 
application site. However, there is potential for biodiversity improvements.  Dipper and otter 
habitats can be provided. The mill pond restoration will be a huge benefit, so enlarging the 
aquatic habitat. This offers slow moving water in contrast to the flowing stream.  Marginal 
vegetation will also be established. Again lighting here needs to be controlled which could 
otherwise discourage some species.  A management plan is conditioned to ensure wildlife 
friendly maintenance especially for aquatic species.  
 
9.7 The site itself currently has very little vegetation, which avoids many of the impacts on 
habitat and foraging. New tree/shrub planting will be required which should be indigenous 
and supportive of the ecosystem.  There is also some scope for wildflower seeding. 
 
9.8 There is potential for bat/bird boxes within the buildings/structures and adjacent to the 
Nailsworth Stream and adjacent trees. Insect hibernacula can be established especially close 
to the mill pond which may support other species in the ecological food chain. The site is 
close to the Rodborough Special Area for Conservation, and visitors have been eroding the 
habitat.  Policy ES6 requires contributions for new residential development to facilities to 
manage the increased recreation pressures from bringing in new residents to the vicinity.  A 
pro rata contribution will be made as explained in paragraph 6.41 of the Local Plan and the 
response from Natural England.  
 
9.9 The Construction Environment Ecological Plan (condition 41) will have to deal with 
invasive species (Himalayan Balsam) and prevent pollution to the Mill Pond.  
 
9.10 The development does not prejudice any protected species and provides opportunities 
for enhancement of the biodiversity of the surroundings.     



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
 
Conclusion  
 
9.11 The scheme should increase biodiversity. 
 
HIGHWAY SAFETY 
 
10.1 Local Plan Policy CP14 promotes development at sustainable locations, safe convenient 
access by foot and cycle. 
 
10.2 EI13 protects the cycle path. EI12 promotes transport choice and accessibility. CP13 
again promotes sustainable travel, requires reasonable parking provision and protects road 
safety. 
 
10.3 Paragraph 32 of the NPPF has a “severe impact” test for determining new development.  
Opportunities for sustainable travel also need to be considered.  Safe access should be 
provided. 
 
10.4 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF promotes and prioritises pedestrians/cycle safety.  Public 
transport is also promoted. The needs of the disabled are also highlighted.  
 
10.5 The proposed site access on to the A46 would be relocated slightly to the south as in 
the 2015 JR scheme. This has better visibility than the existing; standard splay lines have 
been plotted and conditioned to be provided/maintained.  
 
10.6 The site is brownfield in part and has an inherent traffic generation from its ongoing 
commercial uses.  Whilst these uses may currently be fairly low they have the potential to be 
intensified.  
 
10.7 The new housing would increase current traffic generation, but this is balanced against 
the benefit of a safer access.   The net effect is not considered to increase traffic harmfully, 
even allowing for the “severe” threshold in NPPF.   
 
10.8 A non-vehicular opening would be made to gain access on to the cycle track, to 
encourage its use by new residents.  The cycle path would be otherwise unaffected.  There is 
pedestrian access to the A46 footpath, which links to the bus stop, the pub opposite and 
other village facilities.   
 
10.9 The scheme does not prejudice any existing right of way. It does not discourage or 
impair the access and movement for any challenged users across a fairly flat site. 
 
10.10 110 parking spaces are provided in open courtyards and integral garages for the 
residential element.  There is also separate provision for the employment buildings.  The 
standards in the Local Plan appendix require an average of 1.5/dwelling, but this can be 
increased to 2/dwelling if justified. Consequently, the provision here of 54 dwellings is 
reasonable.   
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10.11 Tracking for service vehicles, and reversing out from parking spaces have been 
provided. The internal roads are shared surfaces but speeds would be very low due to the 
confined layout.  
 
Conclusion 
10.12 The scheme would not harm highway safety and accords with paragraph 32 of the 
NPPF. 
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY  
 
11.1 Local Plan Policy ES1 protects against noise, smell, fumes, general disturbance, loss of 
daylight or sunlight, loss of privacy or an overbearing effect. Contaminated land or noisy 
environments should not jeopardise health.  The lower case text notes the implications of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990.  
 
11.2 NPPF paragraph 123 echoes the above Local Plan policy, making particular reference 
to tranquillity and the quality of life arising from new development.  
 
11.3 There are existing dwellings opposite.  However, the A46 is intervening which is a major 
pubic thoroughfare. There is also reasonable separation distance. The neighbouring 
dwellings are very slightly elevated, and, more importantly, they tend to face more into a side 
road rather than directly on to the A46. One of the nearest dwellings, and a possible slight 
exception to this siting, is Rooksmoor House, but this has an intervening garden before the 
A46.   Consequently, privacy is not felt to be significantly impaired.    
 
11.4 The development would also not cause significant overshadowing. The adjacent houses 
are east of the new development. The nearest element of the new building is an offshoot at 
90 degree to the A46. Because of its juxtaposition, it is not a wide structure, which is 
important as it faces towards neighbouring buildings. It is lower than the 2015 scheme. The 
starkness of the “end gable” has also been softened. Similarly, overshadowing  implications 
are not felt to be overly significant.   
 
11.5 There is a degree of mutual overlooking between Blocks B and F and A. However, this 
would be between new residents only and they would fully aware of the situation.  
 
11.6 The new residents would have reasonable daylighting. Only a minority of the dwellings 
would be north facing. Overbearing implications within the development have also been 
avoided. 
 
11.7 The submitted cross-sections confirm that the siting, mass and height of the new 
buildings will not significantly impair residential amenity. 
 
11.8 Some of the objectors question whether the buildings would deflect road noise across to 
the other side of the road. Noise and disturbance from the A46 here is a nuisance. However 
the new building is only a small part of the A46 frontage and the most significant building is 
opposite a pub. The dwellings are typically not directly opposite the site and/or are orientated 
away from the A46.   Consequently the proposal is not felt to significantly increase noise. 
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11.9. Similarly there is concern about air quality.  This is usually largely caused by waiting 
traffic or by buildings creating a “canyon effect”. Any increase in the vehicles using the site 
and the A46 will be negligible compared to the typical movements along the A46. Similarly 
the frontage of buildings is not overly long or continuous so as to create a “canyon” of 
stagnant air.  
 
11.10 At the north end of the site an employment area will be retained. This has good 
separation from the residential element to avoid significant noise and general disturbance.  
 
11.11 The dwellings generally do not have their own curtilage and private space, as is typical 
for flats. However, there is some shared amenity space.  
 
11.12 Disturbance during construction should be limited as the site is separated from 
neighbouring dwellings. However condition 26 does require the submission of a Construction 
Method Statement which requires details important to amenity. 
 
11.13 Lighting here needs to be strictly controlled to protect ecology. There is also merit in 
respecting CPRE’s “Dark Skies” policy approach and paragraph 125 of the NPPF. However 
lights from cars would be orientated towards the Fleece Inn rather than neighbouring 
dwellings, and indeed the A46 intervenes.   Therefore, lighting nuisance should be minimal 
and less than an uncontrolled industrial area.        
 
Conclusion  
 
11.14 The proposal would not significantly undermine residential and complies with Local 
Plan Policy ES3. 
 
FLOODING 
 
12.1. The site is bisected by the Nailsworth Stream. Some of the site is within Flood Zone 3, 
wherein residential development is normally discouraged in favour of safer areas (the 
sequential test).  
 
12.2 Paragraph 100 of the NPPF guards against development in areas of flood risk.  A 
“sequential approach” is advocated in NPPF paragraph 101 which aims to encourage 
development away from flood zones 2 and 3  if alternative sites are “reasonable available”. 
Paragraph 103 of the NPPF and the NPPG explain this sequential test, and the application of 
an exception test in flood zone 3.    
 
12.3 Paragraph 104 advises about the potential impact on other sites, the need for escape 
routes and emergency plans.    
 
12.4 Local Plan policy ES4 echoes the above tests. It also makes reference to SUDS 
principles, safeguarding watercourses, the ecological value of water and the proper 
discharge of water.   
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12.5 The NPPG states “when applying the sequential test a pragmatic approach on the 
availability of alternatives should be taken”.  
 
12.6 This is a  brownfield site, which should be reused as advocated by central Government 
Policy and good planning principles. It is more sustainable to make use of brownfield land 
rather build on green fields.    There are buildings on the site which again should be used in 
the interest of sustainability.  Moreover some of these buildings contribute to the character of 
the Conservation Area and their reuse is desirable. Indeed development here will prevent the 
ongoing neglect and dereliction which creates an unsightly and forlorn appearance. The new 
housing should help employment provision on the rest of the site as the access is being 
improved, infrastructure will be improved and the impression of neglection will be addressed. 
There is also limited development elsewhere in the Parish, the Nailsworth Valley and even 
the south side of Stroud. Therefore this is an opportunity to provide choice of  a range of 
housing in this locality. Development elsewhere would not meet these tests.   
 
12.7 The exceptions test is necessary in flood zones 3.  As part of this is the submission of a  
Flood Risk Assessment . This, includes modelling and levels, which  has been analysed and 
agreed  by the Environment Agency.  This notes the re-creation of the historic mill pond. This 
is a substantial area which forms additional holding capacity for flood water. It is well 
positioned being upstream before the new residential development. Detailed cross sections 
have been provided to show its proposed depth.  
 
12.8 The stream (on the upstream approach to the site) will also be widened for 
approximately 50m to increase its capacity. The land to form the front gardens for Block F will 
be lowered to create flood storage (a raised timber broadwalk will allow easy access). 
 
12.9 Much of the site is currently covered by hard surfacing. Some of this currently 
impermeable paving will be replaced by porous surfaces thereby decreasing the rate of run-
off, as required by condition 13.  
 
12.10 The stream traverses the site through historic culverts, working sluices and an overflow 
weir. Culverts are always a potential point of blockage, particularly these as they are long, 
approximately 50m. Any collapse of the culverts or an obstruction would spill flood water on 
to the site itself, the A46 and the surrounding buildings. Their maintenance is important to 
eliminate the risk of a collapse, silting up and the removal of debris. This proposal, under 
condition 12, ensures that the culverts are restored after years of neglect and that routine 
clearing/ maintenance will be carried out from the outset and into the future.       
 
12.11 Internal floor levels for the dwellings are proposed at 600mm above the critical 1:100 
year flood level.  
 
12.12 Dry, safe pedestrian access to safer higher ground is shown in several places to the 
north of the mill as well as the cycle track. A proposed flood evacuation plan is required in 
condition 11 to ensure that residents are knowledgeable about procedures and supported by 
advance warnings. Typically 2 hours warning can be given in this area.   
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12.13 Removing some of the current uses, the creation of the mill pond and marginal planting 
should also improve water quality of the Nailsworth Stream and thereafter the River Frome. 
    
12.14 A 4m maintenance strip has been allowed along the banks.   
 
Conclusion 
 
12.15 The NPPG states that “ultimately the Local Planning Authority needs to be satisfied in 
all cases that the proposed development would be safe and not lead to increased flood risk 
elsewhere.”  
 
12.16 Redevelopment here does meet the “ sequential and exception tests” .It makes much 
more efficient use of a neglected brownfield site in a sustainable location. Moreover the 
existing culverts which are potentially likely to fail could be highly problematic, will be cleared 
and maintained into the long term. Many of the existing hard surfaces will be removed in 
favour of permeable finishes. The re-created mill pond, widening of the stream and lowering 
of the land by Block F will create additional water holding capacity.   
 
12.17 This proposal would not jeopardise flood safety or water quality and accords with Local 
Plan Policy ES4. The Environment Agency does not object. The previous application also 
had a detailed FRA with a very similar layout and the measures were also deemed 
appropriate.    
 
CONTAMINATED LAND 
 
13.1 Much of this site has had ongoing industrial uses. A contaminated land survey has been 
carried out and the significance was found to be minor. More detail reporting and remediation 
is conditioned.  
 
13.2 Land stability is raised by one objector but this should not be problematical on such a 
flat site and can be controlled under Building Regulations. 
 
Conclusion 
13.3   Contaminated land and land stability issues can be appropriately addressed and the 
amenity of the area can be protected.   
 
OTHER MATTERS 
 
14.1 Secure by Design principles have been applied in the scheme. There is good 
surveillance of parking areas and clear separation of private/public space. Potentially the 
development is accessible to all users. 
 
14.2 Much of the site has little vegetation. The necessary clearance has largely already taken 
place.  The Arboriculture Officer has no objection.  
 
14.3 The proposal makes use of demolition arisings as required in condition 26. It reuses 
buildings where it can. Block B maximises passive solar gain by its orientation. The 
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elevations strive for good daylighting in their fenestration and internal plan.  The insulation of 
the buildings will be to a good standard.  The proposal has respect for sustainable design.    
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
15.1 Local Plan Policy CP9 requires 30% affordable housing on site unless unviable. 
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF has a similar vein.   
 
15.2 The lack of affordable housing was highlighted as a concern by the Parish Councils. The 
2015 scheme was costed by the District Valuer and found not to be viable with any affordable 
housing. The costs of dealing with site clearance and contamination were particularly high. 
Since then building costs have increased considerably and the market is uncertain 
particularly for flats. This current scheme has less floorspace with more expensive rebuilding 
of historic fabric.   
 
15.3. Having established that affordable housing would not be viable an overage mechanism 
is in the Section 106 agreement if circumstances change. Accordingly, there is not felt to be a 
conflict with Local Plan Policy CP9.      
 
15.4. In accordance with normal practice and the Natural England response, the proposal 
includes a modest contribution to the upkeep of Rodborough SAC to help absorb recreational 
pressures. £6,480 will be payable on first occupation. 
 
15.5 £5,000 has been offered to the Parish Council for a mountain bike trail and gates 
(payable on 40th occupation). This is a contribution towards the increased demand for 
recreational facilities from the new residents. Similarly £10,584 is offered toward library 
facilities. 50% on first occupation, 50% on 27th occupation.  
 
15.6 Most of the site is in the CIL exclusion area which covers the Stroud Valleys and is 
partly covered by existing buildings.  No other contribution is viable. 
 
16.0 OVERALL CONCLUSION 
 
16.1 The scheme does not harm the landscape, including the ANOB. It would not be 
perceived as an extension into open countryside and does not appear intrusive, in 
accordance with Local Plan policy ES7. 
 
16.2 Block F is the only part of the development which is outside the settlement boundary.  
This does conflict with Local Plan policy CP15.  Accordingly the proposal is contrary to the 
Local Plan and it must be considered whether there are material considerations indicating 
that permission should be granted.   
 
16.3 First, limited weight should be attached to the contravention of policy CP15. This is 
because, as has been indicated above, the area of the site subject to Local Plan policy CP15 
is limited.  The bulk of the site is within the settlement boundary and the part of the site 
outside the boundary is actually closer to South Woodchester than the rest of the site.  
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16.4 Second, the site as a whole is also on a good bus route and close to the edge of Stroud.  
It is a largely brownfield site, wherein reuse/redevelopment is encouraged.  Residential 
development here has been previously accepted. It is considered that is a sustainable 
location in terms of the principle residential development and the scale of the proposal.  

 
16.5 Third, the proposal gives this neglected site a future. There is a very slight impact from 
loss of fabric, but the loss is offset by the replacement buildings.  The three sets of revisions 
have evolved the scheme so that it fits comfortably with the surroundings.  It would not 
conflict with policy ES10, NPPF paragraph 134 and the 1990 Act.  
 
16.6 Fourth, the site makes a useful contribution to housing supply but in any event this is a 
secondary consideration to the need to give special attention/regard to the heritage.  
 
16.7 Fifth, ecology should be enhanced by expansion of the mill pond and other habitat 
creation in accordance with Local Plan policy ES8. Similarly the proposal offers long term 
prospects to ease flood risk in accordance with policy ES4.   Road safety will not be 
prejudiced in accordance with policy CP13.   Residential amenity is maintained, in respect of 
policy ES3. 
 
16.8 A section 106 agreement is being signed confirming the £5,000 recreation contribution 
and £10,584 towards library improvements.    
 
16.9 As a result of the above, it is considered that, in spite of the contravention of the 
development plan, material considerations indicate that planning permission should be 
granted. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
17.1 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. 
 
Appendix 
Location plan showing the heritage assets  
Proposed Layout Plan 
Evaluation impact overview  
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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 of each block hereby permitted shall not be 

commenced until a materials schedule and sample panels of all 
external materials (includes walling and roofing materials, doors, 
windows, roof lights and rainwater goods) have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
development shall then be carried out in strict accordance with the 
approved schedule. Eden Hall Midnight Blue 65MM Brick is 
approved for Blocks F and B and Forticrete Portland smooth stone 
is approved for Block F.  

 
 Reasons: 
 In order to safeguard the visual appearance of the development 

and to preserve the character and appearance of the Stroud 
Industrial Heritage Conservation Area in accordance with Policy 
ES10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  

 
3. No development of each block shall commence on site until the 

retention and protection of the retained trees, shrubs and hedges 
has been implemented as the recommendations of Tree Report 
TM/KS/11799/41885 January 2013. 

  
Reason: 

 To safeguard the existing trees in accordance with Policy ES8 of 
the adopted Stroud District Local Plan. 

 
 4. No trees or shrubs or hedges within the site which are shown as 

being retained on the approved plans shall be felled, uprooted, 
wilfully damaged or destroyed, cut back in any way or removed 
without the prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority. 
Any trees, shrubs or hedges removed without such consent, or 
which die or become severely damaged or seriously diseased 
within 5 years from the completion of the development hereby 
permitted shall be replaced with trees, shrubs or hedge plants of 
similar size and species unless the Local Planning Authority gives 
written consent to any variation. 
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 Reason: 
 To safeguard the existing trees in accordance with Policy ES8 of 

the adopted Stroud District Local Plan. 
 
5. No development of a particular block shall commence on site in 

connection with the development hereby approved, (including any 
tree felling, tree pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary 
access construction and or widening, or any operations involving 
the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) until a 
detailed service and foul and surface water drainage layout has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority for that particular block. Such layout shall provide for 
long-term retention of the trees and include details of all service 
runs for telephone, gas, water and electrical facilities. The 
development shall then be carried out in strict accordance with the 
approved scheme and no other service runs shall be provided, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason: 
 To safeguard the existing trees on the site in accordance with 

Policy ES8 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
 
 6. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until 

details of a scheme of hard and soft landscaping for the site have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The landscaping shall include details for the 
enhancement of the northern banks of the Nailsworth stream, and 
native planting (wildflower mixes, aquatic, marginal and scrub).   

 
 Reason: 
 In the interests of the character of the area and promote the 

ecological potential in accordance with Policies ES6 and ES7 of 
the Stroud District Local Plan.  

 
 7. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of 

landscaping shall be carried out in the first complete planting and 
seeding seasons following the occupation of the buildings, or the 
completion of the development to which it relates, 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 similar size and species. 

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

with Policy ES7 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
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8. Details of the proposed boundary fencing / railing treatment for all 

areas of the development shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme 
shall be implemented on each block in full prior to the occupation 
of the building to which it relates and maintained as such 
thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 To respect the character of the area in accordance with Policies 

ES7, ES8 and ES10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, 
November 2005.  

 
9. Prior to the occupation of a particular block further details of the 

proposed cycle and pedestrian links indicated on approved 
drawing 80308 P(0)03B shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. These details shall include 
the design, size, surface treatment and construction method of the 
proposed links. The approved scheme shall then be implemented 
in full prior to the beneficial occupation of the last residential unit in 
a particular block hereby approved and shall be maintained as 
such thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 To facilitate cycle access to the site in accordance with Policies 

El12 and El13 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
 
10. The development hereby approved shall be constructed and 

maintained in accordance with finished floor levels as drawing 
number 80308 P(0)03B 

 
 Reason: 
 To protect the development from flooding in accordance with 

Policy ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
 
11. Prior to the 1st occupation of the development hereby permitted a 

scheme for the provision of a flood warning plan shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by Local Planning Authority. The 
approved scheme shall then be implemented in full prior to the 
beneficial occupation of the development.  

 
 Reason: 
 To protect the development from flooding in accordance with 

Policy ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
 
12.     Prior to the 1st occupation of the development a scheme for the   

clearing, restoration and ongoing maintenance  
inspection/management of the existing culverts shall be submitted 
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to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The culverts shall 
be resorted and managed thereafter in accordance with the 
approved details.  

            
Reason: 

 To protect the development from flooding in accordance with 
Policy ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan 

 
13. Prior to the commencement of the development details of the 

resurfacing for all open areas, not occupied by buildings, shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval. It shall 
include a timetable for resurfacing and use Sustainable Drainage 
Techniques for water drainage.  The submitted scheme shall then 
be implemented in full accordance with the approved timetable and 
maintained as such thereafter. 

   
Reason: 

 To remove as much of the impermeable surfaces as possible  to 
slow water run off and to accord with  Policy ES4 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan.  

 
14. There shall be no discharge of foul or contaminated drainage from 

the site into either groundwater or any surface waters, whether 
direct or via soakaways. 

 
 Reason: 
 To prevent pollution of the water environment in accordance with 

Policy ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
 
15. Prior to the occupation of block F further details (including a 

method statement) of how the mill pond, indicated on approved 
plan P (0)3 A, is to be dredged and re-instated shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
submitted scheme shall include measures for the future 
maintenance of the mill-pond together with a timetable for the 
completion of the works. The development shall then carried out in 
strict accordance with the approved scheme and maintained as 
such thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 To prevent pollution of controlled waters in accordance with Policy 

ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  
 
16. The boardwalk area, including all supporting structures and a 

walkway, shall be implemented in full prior to the beneficial 
occupation of Block B as indicated on drawing 80308 P(0)05B and 
maintained as such thereafter. 



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure adequate maintenance is provided and that 

development does not occur over the watercourse or pond, in 
accordance with Policy ES4 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan.  

 
17. Prior to the commencement of development, details (including 

timescales) shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for 
approval for the provision bat boxes, bird boxes (including for 
dippers), insect hibernacula, amphibian habitat and otter holt. 
These measures shall be implemented in accordance with the 
agreed details including the agreed timescales.  

 
 Reason: 
 To protect and conserve the protected and locally valuable 

species, and promote biodiversity in accordance with Policy ES6 of 
the adopted Stroud District Local Plan. 

 
18. 1  Site characterisation  
             No development shall take place until an investigation and risk 

assessment, in addition to any assessment provided with the 
planning application, has been completed in accordance with a 
scheme to assess the nature and extent of any contamination on 
the site, whether or not it originates on the site.  The contents of 
the scheme should be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  The investigation and risk assessment 
must be undertaken by competent persons and a written report of 
the findings must be produced. The written report is subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.  The report of 
the findings must include: 

 
(i) A survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination; 
(ii) An assessment of the potential risks to: 
o Human health, 
o Property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, 
livestock, pets, woodland and service lines and  
pipes, 
o Adjoining land, 
o Ground waters and surface waters, 
o Ecological systems, 
o Archaeological sites and ancient monuments, 
(iii) An appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the 
preferred option(s) 

 
This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the 
Environment Agency's 'Model Procedures for the 
Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11'. 
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Reason: 
To ensure that risks from land contamination is understood prior to 
works on site both during the construction phase and to the future 
users of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together 
with those to controlled waters, property and ecological systems, 
and to ensure that the development can be carried out. 

 
2. Submission of Remediation Scheme 
Further to the site characterisation works, if deemed necessary no 
development shall take place until a detailed remediation scheme 
to bring the site to a condition suitable for the intended use by 
removing unacceptable risks to human health, buildings and other 
property and the natural and historical environment has been 
prepared, submitted to and been approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The scheme must include all works to be 
undertaken, proposed remediation objectives and remediation 
criteria, timetable of works and site management procedures. The 
scheme must ensure that the site will not qualify as contaminated 
land under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 in 
relation to the intended use of the land after remediation. 

 
Reason: 
To ensure that risks from any identified land contamination is 
understood prior to works on site both during the construction 
phase and to the future users of the land and neighbouring land 
are minimised, together with those to controlled waters, property 
and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can 
be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, 
neighbours and other off site receptors. 

 
3. Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme 
In the event that contamination is found, no development other 
than that required to be carried out as part of an approved scheme 
of remediation shall take place until the approved remediation 
scheme has been carried out in accordance with its terms.  The 
Local Planning Authority must be given two weeks written 
notification of commencement of the remediation scheme works.  
Following completion of measures identified in the approved 
remediation scheme, a verification report that demonstrates the 
effectiveness of the remediation carried out must be produced, and 
be approved in writing of the Local Planning Authority. 

 
Reason: 
To ensure that risks from land contamination both during the 
construction phase and to the future users of the land and 
neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled 
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waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out. 

 
4. Reporting of unexpected Contamination 
In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying 
out the approved development that was not previously identified it 
must be reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning 
Authority.  An investigation and risk assessment must be 
undertaken in accordance with the requirements of Condition 1 
above and where remediation is necessary a remediation scheme 
must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
Conditions 2&3, which is to be submitted to and be approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Following completion of 
measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a 
verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority in accordance 
with Condition 3. 

 
Reason: 
To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of 
the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those 
to controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to 
ensure that the development can be carried out safely without 
unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite 
receptors. 

 
19. Prior to the commencement of development of a particular block a 

scheme of soundproofing for Blocks C1, C2 cottage and D as 
indicated on P(0)03 A shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme 
shall then be implemented in full prior to the first beneficial 
occupation of either unit and shall be maintained as such 
thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 To safeguard the amenities of the future occupiers from adverse 

noise and pollution in accordance with Policy ES3 of the adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan.  

 
20. No development shall take place within the application site until the 

applicant, or  their  agents or successors in title, has secured the 
implementation of a programme of work to record historic 
structures and archaeological remains, in accordance with a 
written scheme of  investigation which has  been submitted by 
the applicant and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority'.  
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Reason: to make provision for the recording of historic structures 
and archaeological  remains, so as to advance understanding of 
any heritage assets which will be lost, in accordance with 
paragraph 141 of the National Planning  Policy Framework and  to 
accord with Policy ES10 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.   

 
21. The development shall hereby include cycle parking and storage 

facilities as drawing 80308 P(0)03B The approved scheme shall 
then be implemented in full prior to the beneficial occupation of the 
unit to which it relates and maintained as such thereafter. 

  
Reason: 

 To ensure that adequate cycle parking is provided in accordance 
with Policy El12 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  

 
22. The development shall hereby include the provision of refuse 

storage areas as drawing 80308 P(0)03B. The approved scheme 
shall then be implemented in full prior to the beneficial occupation 
of the unit to which it relates and maintained as such thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 In the interest of visual amenity in accordance with Policy ES7 of 

the adopted Stroud District Local plan.  
  
23. Notwithstanding the submitted information the development hereby 

approved shall not be commenced until a Waste Management 
Plan for the disposal or otherwise of the existing built-form on the 
site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall then be carried out in 
accordance with the approved scheme. 

 
 Reason: 
 To minimise the waste production arising from the development in 

accordance with Gloucestershire County Council supplementary 
planning guidance 'Waste Minimisation in Development Projects'. 

 
24. A scheme for the provision of fire hydrants served by mains water 

shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The approved scheme shall then be implemented in full 
prior to the occupation of the buildings to which it relates and 
maintained as such thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 In order to ensure that adequate facilities are provided for the 

emergency services. 
 
 



 

 
Development Control Committee Schedule 
21/11/2017 

 
25. No site works shall commence until such time as a temporary car 

parking area for site operatives and construction traffic has been 
laid out and constructed within the site in accordance with details 
to be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority and that area shall be retained available for that purpose 
for the duration of building operations. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure the access roads in the vicinity of the site are kept free 

from construction traffic, in the interests of highway safety and 
Policy ES3 of the Stroud adopted Local Plan.    

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

demolition, until a Construction Method Statement has been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning 
authority. The approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout 
the 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. specify provision and use of wheel washing facilities for all 

vehicles at all times leaving the site; 
           vi. specify the intended hours of construction operations; 
     vii. measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 

construction; 
            viii. reuse of demolition arisings 
            Reason:  

To reduce the potential impact on the public highway, promote 
sustainability and protect residential amenity in accordance with 
Stroud District Local Plan Policies ES1 and  ES3. 

 
27. The proposed development shall be served by roads implemented 

in phases laid out and constructed in accordance with details, 
including means of surface water disposal, to be submitted to and 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that road works are completed to a satisfactory and safe 

standard suitable for adoption as a public highway, in the interests 
of highway safety in accordance with the adopted Stroud Local 
Plan Policy ES4. 
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28. The proposed development shall not be occupied until car parking 

provision has been provided in accordance with the submitted plan 
and the parking areas (including the garages) shall be maintained 
for parking and no other purpose thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 To ensure that adequate off road parking is provided, in the 

interests of highway safety in accordance with the adopted Stroud 
Local Plan Policy ES3. 

 
29. All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with details 

submitted to and agreed by the Local Planning Authority 
beforehand, and maintained as such thereafter. No external 
lighting shall be installed other than that in accordance with the  
approved details.  

 
Reason:  
To minimise light spillage in the interest of amenity and ecology in 
accordance with Stroud District Local Plan Policies ES1, ES3, ES6   
and NPPF paragraph 125.  

 
30. The commercial elements of block E as indicated on drawing P 

(0)03 A, shall only be used for purposes falling within Classes B1, 
B2 and B8 of The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 
Order 1987 (as amended) and for no other purpose (includes any 
permitted change to Class B8)  

  
Reason: 

 To protect the amenities of the adjacent occupiers in accordance 
with Policy ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan.  

 
31. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order 
revoking and re-enacting that order with or without modification), 
no development permitted under Article 3, and described within 
Classes A, B, C and H of Part 1 of Schedule 2 (includes 
extensions, roof alterations and satellite dishes), shall take place. 

 
 Reason: 

In the interests of the amenities of the area in accordance with the 
NPPF and Policies ES7 and ES10 of the adopted Stroud District 
Local Plan. 
 

32. Occupation of Block F shall not be permitted until the new junction 
as approved plans have been laid out and surfaced to at least 
base course level for a distance of 20 metres from the carriageway 
edge of the A46,  
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 Reason: 

To ensure a satisfactory form of access to the site is provided and 
maintained in the interests of highway safety and in accordance 
with Policy ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan. 

 
33. Block B shall not be occupied until visibility splay lines have been 

provided in accordance with the approved plans and maintained as 
such thereafter. The area in advance of the splay lines so defined 
shall be cleared of all obstructions to visibility and maintained as 
such thereafter. 

 
 Reason: 
 
 To ensure that adequate visibility is provided for the duration of the 

use and maintained in the interests of highway safety and in 
accordance with Policy ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan. 

 
34. Within one month of the main new vehicular access being brought 

into use, the existing vehicular access to the site shall be stopped 
up, its use permanently abandoned and the footway crossing re-
instated in accordance with details previously submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason: 
 

 In the interests of highway safety and in accordance with Policy 
ES3 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan. 

 
35. No changes or attachments shall be made to the eaves or roofs of 

any building hereby permitted, including the flat roofs. 
 

Reason:  
To ensure the roofs are maintained in a satisfactory appearance in 
accordance with Stroud District Local Plan Policies  ES6, ES7, 
ES10 and the NPPF paragraph 115. 

 
36. Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, details of a management 

scheme for all of the area outside the domestic curtilages shall be 
submitted to and agreed by the Local Planning Authority. The 
aforementioned areas shall thereafter be maintained in 
accordance with the approved scheme. The details shall include 
measures for the maintenance of soft landscaping including trees, 
shrubs and grass, hard landscaping including surfaces and walls 
as well as   ecological measures. 
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Reason:  
To ensure the long term maintenance in the interest of the 
character of the area in accordance with Stroud District Local Plan 
Policies  ES6,  ES7, ES10 and the NPPF paragraphs 115.   

 
37. Prior to the start of development large scale plans 1:10 shall be 

submitted to the Local Planning Authority  for approval showing the 
cross section and elevation details of eaves, reveals, cills, 
headers, doors, windows, plinths, bays. These details shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved plans. 

 
Reason:  
To ensure an appropriate appearance in accordance with the 
adopted Stroud District Local Plan Polices ES10 and NPPF 
paragraph 64. 

 
38. The eastern A46 frontage wall (Block C) shall be retained. Lime 

mortar re-pointing, steam cleaning and the replacement of any 
failed bricks will be undertaken in accordance with  
samples/methodology submitted to and agreed by the Local 
Planning Authority beforehand.   

 
Note: This does not include the section filled with concrete 
approximately 500mm X 1.5 m as shown on the approved plan  

 
Reason:  
To retain as much historic fabric as possible, whilst ensuring 
appropriate repairs,   in the interests of the Conservation Area in 
accordance with adopted Stroud District Local Plan Policy ES10 
and NPPF paragraph 134.    

 
39. Prior to the commencement of the demolition of any structure a 

legally binding contract shall be fully agreed and signed by the 
particular builder for the rebuilding and restoration respectively of 
all the Block B and Block C structures r in accordance with the 
approved plans.   

 
Reason:  
To ensure that the historic form is maintained in the interest of the 
character of the Conservation Area in accordance with adopted 
Stroud District Local Plan Policy ES10 and NPPF paragraph 136.  

 
40. Prior to the first occupation of Block F, “The Cottage” and Block C 

shall be renovated/completed and available, fit and ready for 
occupation, in accordance with the approved plans. 
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Reason:  
To ensure that these existing structures are maintained and 
restored within an appropriate timescale in accordance with Stroud 
District Local Plan Policy ES10 and NPPF paragraph 136.  

    
41. Prior to the commencement of development a Construction 

Environment Ecological Management Plan shall be submitted to 
the Local Planning Authority for approval. This shall include full 
details of the removal/disposal of Himalayan Balsam, lighting, 
timing of all works, the methodology for the construction of the mill 
pond and the prevention of contamination of watercourses (from 
surface water run off).  The construction process shall then 
proceed in accordance with the approved details. 

 
Reason:   
To protect ecology in accordance with Stroud District Local Plan 
Policy ES6 of Stroud District Local Plan.   
 

42. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in all 
respects in strict accordance with the approved plans listed below: 

 
Reason:  
To ensure the development is carried out in accordance with the 
approved drawings for the avoidance of doubt.  

 
Informatives: 
 
1. The proposed development will involve works on the highway and 

the developer is required to obtain the permission of 
Gloucestershire County Council's Divisional Surveyor for the Area: 
Southern 01453 822193 before commencing those works. 

 
 2. The proposed development will require the provision of vehicular 

crossing from the carriageway and the applicant is required to 
obtain the permission of Gloucestershire County Council's 
Divisional Manager for the area on 01452 822193 before 
commencing works on the highway. 

 
3. The Local Highway Authority will require the developer to enter 

into a legally binding agreement to secure the proper 
implementation of the proposed highway works including an 
appropriate bond. 
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The Priory 

Grade 1 

Listing Description 

Large country house. c1580; extensive C18, c1830 and c1870 alterations, last 
probably by William Clissold. Ashlar limestone with some roughcast render; ashlar 
chimneys; stone slate roof. Two-storey with attic - upper floor becoming piano nobile 
in C18;C19 tower on north side of original H-plan. South front: 2gabled wings project 
either side of re-entrant, each wing with facing opposed gables. Moulded stone steps 
to central doorway with bracketted cornice and C20 6-panel fielded door; flanking 
single recessed chamfered fixed lights. Gable above with chimney and off-centre 2-
light upper floor casement. All gables have roll moulded coping with finials. Canted 
2-storey C19 bay windows on centre-line of wing gables with mullioned and 
transomed casements, plain canted base and crenellated parapet. West side: central 
gable; 3-window C19 enlarged mullioned and transomed fenestration to piano nobile, 
left in form of canted oriel with openwork stone parapet. Four 2-light casements to 
ground floor, 2 to right possibly original, others C19. Three-light C19 attic casement 
in gable with chimney to left and small parapet gabled eaves-mounted attic dormer 
with 2-light casement beyond. North side: 2-gabledwings with re-entrant between as 
to south except for addition of c1870 tower to inner side of west wing, originally with 
tallpyramid roof, removed in C20; upper floor mullioned and transomed oriel set at 
45º with coped top and moulded base. C19 glazed lean-to between wings with 
original 2- and 3-light recessed cavetto mullioned leaded casements above; 3-light to 
upper floor in central dormer. East end: C19 fenestration to piano nobile; small 
canted attic oriel in central gable. Interior: C18 raising of driveway and creation of 
piano nobile has left ground floor for service use. Much late C16 panelling on both 
main floors, especially to room in north east corner, having lozenge decoration to 
upper panels and matching stone fireplace with more elaborate panelling above. Hall 
remodelled cl83O with 2-bay pointed arched ceiling having moulded ribs and 
openwork Gothic corbels. Gallery added on south side with timber balustrade. Some 
Victorian work has been removed, restoring the interior to a late Regency Gothic 
appearance. Built on the site of an earlier manor house, known as the Manor until 
late C18. Stables and Stable Cottage stand to north (q.v.); gazebo to south west 
(q.v.). 

Various monuments in the churchyard of The Priory are listed in their own right as 
well as angled steps and chancel arch/section of north wall. 

Setting 

The Priory appears in its own setting above the valley and the Woodchester village. 
It is largely unimpinged by surrounding development although Lawns Park 
encroaches slightly at 200m away. Doubtless it was chosen for this elevated open 
aspect.   

The Priory pre-dates Rooksmoor Mill by a considerable time. The mill dates to the 
industrial revolution. Similarly the Priory pre-dates the turnpike road and was not 
therefore directly linked to its development.   

Pevnser states this has never been a monastic building but was a manor house.   



None of the buildings/structures on either site suggest any obvious link. There is no 
road link and even the footpaths are slightly circuitous. There is almost 200m 
separation between The Priory and the development. 

There does not seem to a historic connection. 

Impact-  

The scheme retains their distinct identities. The separation distance is being 
maintained. The roofscape is simple unfussy and clean. The form of mill follows the 
original. The elevations are appropriate.    

The height has is now lower than previous schemes and the original buildings. Likely 
that original mill roof would have been visible.  

The Mill is visually largely obscured by trees. But in any event the topography and 
distance provide separation.   

The perception is of self contained group in their own right, separated above valley. 

Conclusion: Neutral impact 

Orpheus pavement 

Romano-British Villa, a palatial complex, of which the best-known feature is the 
Orpheus Mosaic pavement which lies in part beneath the churchyard of the disused 
church. The pavement is grassed over but is periodically uncovered; the last 
occasion was in 1973 when 141,000 visitors came to view the site over a period of 
50 days. The whole of the villa site is a Scheduled Ancient Monument which extends 
eastwards and downhill as far as the line of the former railway. The full extent of the 
below-ground remains has not yet been established. 
 
Pevsner describes this as “sumptuous”. Sixty four rooms have been discerned. Much 
of it seems to be early C4 although some may well date to C2.   Pevsner describes 
the mosaic as the “largest and finest known in Britain”. Apparently it has 1.5 million 
pieces. 
 
Setting 
This has evidential value and the full extent is not known but seems to be distinct 
from the application site. There is apparent link, and seems to have been built in its 
own distinct grounds. It is reasonable to speculate that the line of the A46 may well 
have been a cart track providing a north - south link. The owner probably wanted to 
be separate from but close to such a public thoroughfare. 

Impact 

There is very limited visibility and the proposed roofline is very low key.  There is no 
direct historical or cultural relationship so the proposal will not impinge on its setting.  

Conclusion: Neutral impact. 

  



Stables north of Old Priory 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Former barn, now stables. C17; mid C19 alterations. Ashlar and random rubble 
limestone; stone slate roof. Barn with north and south porches; south lean-to stores. 
South side: central parapet gabled porch with finials, barn doors with timber lintel, 
leaded loft casement and 6 rows of pigeon holes with perches. Catslide roof to 
flanking lean-to stores. Casements to west end; glazed cupola at east end, formerly 
containing lamp used to guide returning carriages - possibly reused from earlier 
dovecote. Blank trefoil recess to gable. Lofts and stable fittings internally. Forms part 
of group with Old Priory (q.v.) and Stable Cottage 

Setting 

This is part of the Old Priory and shares its setting.  

Impact 

This is distinct from the application site and its context is with The Priory.   

Conclusion: Neutral  impact 

Stable Cottage 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Bailiff's house. 1871 by William Clissold. Coursed and dressed limestone; ashlar 
chimneys; stone slate roof. Two-storey with attic; L-plan. East front: steeply pitched 
gable to right with moulded parapet and finial. Mixed mullioned and transomed 
fenestration under continuous hoodmoulds. Blocked attic 2-light with pointed heads 
and dripmould over. Central 4-centred moulded doorway with plank door. Similar 
gable end fenestration on west side. South chimney gable built against north wall of 
stables. Interior not inspected. Included for Group Value 

Setting 

This is associated with the Old Priory and shares its setting. 

Impact 

This does not relate to the application site and is well separated; consequently any 
impact would be avoided.   

Conclusion: Neutral  impact. 

  



Rooksmoor House 

Grade 11* 

Listing Description 

Formerly large house with attached former weaving house; now 2 houses. Mid C16 
with early C17 addition; late C17 wing; early C18 addition. Random and coursed 
rubble limestone; rebuilt rendered brick chimneys; stone slate roof. Two-storey with 
attic; various additions form T-plan. East side (on Rooksmoor Hill): 4 gables, oldest 
pair to right of 2 builds; mid C16 at right end has parapet gable with cross roll saddle, 
2+2-light recessed chamfered ground floor casement with hoodmould and doorway 
to left with rendered lintel and 4-panel door; 2- and 3-light casements above under 
combined hoodmould; off-centre attic 2- light. Early C17 gable to left has 3-light 
recessed cavetto mullioned casement to ground and upper floors; 2-light to attic with 
single-light in gable apex. Two gables to left are early C18 addition with rendered 
chimney to each; 2-light stair casements set between gables. Ridge-mounted 
chimney at junction between 2 parts of building has double pulvinated frieze below 
moulded cap. North end: parapet gabled with rebuilt chimney. West side: parapet 
gable to left of earliest part of house with 3-light recessed cavetto mullioned ground 
floor casement, off-centre 2- light above and single attic light, all with hoodmoulds. 
Small round arched recess above attic casement. Upper floor additon in angle with 
west wing supported on brick pier has round arched sash window to each face. Late 
C17 wing has cross window fenestration, continuous dripmould above those to 
ground floor, combining hoodmould to upper floor windows; central gable to north 
and south, south with 3-light casement. Doorway with bolection moulded  architraves 
at junction between wing and main range with dripmould rising over 2 fixed lights 
above doorway; original plank door. Two gables of continuation of main range to 
south, left having cross windows as to wing, right with 3-window 2-light chamfered 
mullioned casements; two 2-light under combined hood to attic with 2-light above. 
Central C20 porch addition. Interior: fine panelled room in west wing has bolection 
moulded stone fireplace, bolection moulded door architraves with broken pediment 
over having small urn. Earlier features in north part of house. C19 linenfold panelling 
in room in south part of house, also having Gothick pierced truss beams with 
decorated spandrels. Presumably the mill house of Rooksmoor Mill. 

Setting 

The house has an historic association with Mill site. 

However the A46 is now a physical barrier, since it post dates both sites. 

Today it may be perceived as an even greater barrier due to noise and disturbance 
of increasing  traffic. 

The house “backs” away from site, it is not sited towards the mill site and the 
detailing is similarly not so orientated. There seems an avoidance of overlooking, 
perhaps due to the historically dirty, “industrial” mill. It is more akin to the rest of 
Rooksmoor hamlet rather than the mill site. 

  



Impact 

The house is opposite Blocks C and D, which are a series of buildings along the A46 
but with some gaps. The building line and rooflines are broken. Their form and 
detailing is simple. It is a re-interpretation of the original mill’s form, which is a 
positive benefit. The scale, mass and relative heights are non competitive. The 
proposed materials are vernacular. 

Consequently the visual character of the setting is not impaired. The historic 
association is now more strained but not prejudiced. 

Conclusion: neutral impact 

The Gables, the Nook and Rooksmoor 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Former detached house, now 3 houses. Mid Cl7; extensive late C17 or early C18 
enlargement and alterations. Coursed rubble limestone; rebuilt brick and concrete 
chimneys; stone slate roof. Two-storey with attic; cellar to Rooksmoor; L-plan. 
Earliest part appears to be The Gables and The Nook: 3 gables to north- south 
orientated range, west side having single-window recessed cavetto mullioned 
casement fenestration of 2 and 3 lights to left gable, mixed timber casements to right 
with timber lintels. Doorway between gables with C20 door and small casement 
above East side of range has later cross window fenestration. Projecting forward to 
west from right gable is 2-gable range, probably a later addition (now Rooksmoor) 
with 2-window cross window fenestration below each gable on north side; 2-light 
casement with hoodmould to attic gables, left recessed cavetto mullioned, right 
chamfered mullioned with oval above. West gable end: 2-window fenestration to 
cellar and ground floor, cross windows to ground floor under combined hoodmould; 
2-light cellar casement to left of doorway with plank door and timber lintel. Central 
upper floor cross window, 2-light attic casement above and val in gable apex. South 
side has 3 gables, left having 2-window fenestration as on north side. Interior not 
inspected. Probably built as mill owner's house 

Setting 

The site has a historic association with the Mill as possibly an owner’s house. 
However the A46 is again a physical barrier, which post dates the mill. This 
perception of this barrier is pronounced now due to the noise and disturbance of 
traffic. 

The buildings “back” away from the Mill, in terms of siting and detailing. There is a 
pronounced avoidance of overlooking, again perhaps as historically this would have 
been a dirty, industrial mill. This is in contrast to some mills elsewhere whereby the 
owners house was seen in the distance and often elevated. There is little 
flamboyance here to promote the perception of the wealth and size of estate, rather 
the relationship is more for convenience. This is also confirmed by the detailing. 
There are no windows, or features on either the mill or the Rooksmoor buildings that 
suggest a pronounced connection. An oriel window, a gazebo or an arch are 
examples of features that would suggest a stronger connection. Moreover the 



original mill buildings have been largely rebuilt since the 1935 fire and partially 
demolished since the closure in the 1960s. 

 Consequently the historic connection is not felt to be particularly important. 

Impact  

The buildings proposed along the A46 reflect the shape and form of the original mill. 
The elevational style is also reflective, with appropriate materials. Retention of The 
Cottage is similarly sympathetic.  The mill site is lower than the Rooksmoor 
(eastward) buildings, and the height of the proposal would not be competitive 

Conclusion: Neutral impact 

Breowan Cottage 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

House at end of row. Early-mid C18. Coursed rubble limestone; brick and ashlar 
rendered chimneys; stone slate roof. Three- storey. Front: 3-window fenestration. 
Central doorway with rusticated flat arch and cornice, chamfered quoins and 6-panel 
fielded door. Similar opening above with 16-pane sash. Keyed rusticated flat arches 
to outer ground and middle floor windows with timber casements. Plain upper floor 
openings with small- paned iron casements. Plain eaves band. Ridge-mounted gable 
end chimneys. Rear: scattered casements with timber lintels. Flat- roofed single-
storey addition is not of special interest.  

Setting 

This may originally have had a connection to the application site, possibly as 
owners/managers accommodation. However it is segregated from the A46 and has a 
siting orientated away from the site. Consequently it now seems to have more of a 
setting around the lane. 

Impact 

This is distanced from the application. It is also higher and is not facing but 
orientated away. These aspects tend towards low impact. The proposal involves the 
re-establishment of a mill complex which is positive. The Cottage would be restored 
and the brick building rebuilt. The new buildings reflect mill architecture and should 
not detract.  

Conclusion: Neutral impact 

Old Brewery Cottage and The Nog 

Grade 11 

Listing description 

Two houses in row. Late C18. Coursed rubble limestone; ashlar, rendered and 
concrete rebuilt chimneys; stone slate roof. Two- storey with attic. Front: right part 
continues line of Breowan Cottage, 3-window segmental arched upper floor 



fenestration with various timber casements. Doorway to right with 4-panel door on 
stone lintel; segmental arched casement to left. Plain eaves band continues from 
Breowan Cottage (q.v.). Central eaves-mounted roof dormer. Ridge-mounted 
chimney at junction with angled part of building to left (The Nog) having single 
segmental arched casement to each floor; blocked doorway to right with smaller 
segmental arched casement above. Eaves-mounted gabled roof dormer central to 
this part of building. North east end: gable end with off-centre upper floor doorway 
having keyed lintel and C20 door. Ashlar gable-mounted chimney. Rear: segmental 
arched casement fenestration; single eaves-mounted gabled roof dormer to each 
house. Interiors not inspected. 

Setting 

Similarly to the above, there may well have been a historic connection to the 
application site, however this has been eroded and is now very limited.  

Impact 

This has a similar siting and juxta-postion to the above, which limits potential impact. 
In any event the form of the mill complex is being reasserted and the A46 frontage is 
complementary.  

Conclusion: Neutral impact 

Fleece Inn 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Formerly 2 houses, later coaching inn, now public house. Mid C18; mid C19 
alterations. Coursed rubble limestone; ashlar chimneys; stone slate roof. Two-storey 
with attic. Front: gabled part to right with 4-window fenestration and 2 gables. 
Casements are mid C19 3-light mullioned with 4-centred arched heads and 
hoodmoulds; 3-light attic casement in each gable. Central Tudor arched doorway 
with hoodmould; double panelled doors. Ashlar gable end chimneys with moulded 
caps. Building to left has central Tudor arched doorway with hoodmould and 4-panel 
door. Three-window fenestration, 3-light to left, 2-light over door and to right, all with 
4-centred arched heads and hoodmoulds. Two eaves-mounted  gabled roof 
dormers. Single-storey projecting wing at north end. Rear: built into bank. Recorded 
as inn since 1870. 

Setting  

This directly fronts the A46 as evidenced by its siting and detailing.  

It is a former coaching inn and retains its prominence in that role. 

There may be a possible historic connection, as mill workers may have used the 
facilities. It is easy to speculate too that suppliers of wool to the mill would have used 
the pub due to its name and proximity. 

A46 is now more of a barrier due to the increasing traffic with the associated noise 
and disturbance.  



Impact 

The A46 fronting buildings mentioned above terminate here. They are vernacular 
orientated in form, materials, nature and do not compete with the Rooksmoor 
Hamlet. Block B which is bigger is gable end on, which reduces the impact from 
immediate views. From the south, the Fleece is seen in conjunction with the main 
elevation of Block B. The design is a mill interpretation, which reasserts the historic 
connection with a Stroud mill complex.   

Block B emulates the pattern of building associated with mill complexes. One would 
expect tall buildings with such a mill interpretation. Indeed originally there were tall 
buildings here. The Fleece is higher than the mill site and the relative height is not 
competitive.  

Block F is a more contemporary style. This will be seen to/from The Fleece but is 
well distanced and in its own space. It could be read as a latter day addition. It does 
follow the historic form of the mill. The detailing is repetitive and based on bays. It is 
simple, only three storeys and will not compete. 

The scheme re-establishes a representative mill complex here which is positive. The 
existing buildings appear slightly weak and lacking but are deferential. The proposal 
will be more conspicuous. 

Conclusion: Very slight negative impact 

Grigshot House  

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Large former mill owner's house, now house and flats. Mid C18; C19 addition; C20 
internal alterations. Ashlar limestone; coursed rubble to sides and rear: ashlar and 
brick chimneys; stone slate and concrete plain tile roofs. Three-storey with attic and 
cellar; 3-storey rear addition. Front: 3 gables, 5-window fenestration all 8-pane 
sashes with keyed beaded architraves and bull-nosed sills; small leaded attic 
casements with plain beaded architraves. Central doorway with moulded architraves 
and keystone has C20 glazed doors. Large Regency ironwork porch with tent roof. 
Mullioned cellar casements. Angled screen wall to left links with Grigshot Lodge 
(q.v.). North end: gabled with small single-light fenestration; ashlar gable-mounted 
chimney with moulded cap. South end: 2 gables with rebuilt brick chimney on ashlar 
bases to each. Off-centre sash window fenestration to left gable, all with keyed 
beaded architraves. C20 single-storey flat-roofed addition is not of special interest. 
Rear: 3 gables to rear of main range with parallel 3-storey range to left built into bank 
with 3-window fenestration, 12-pane sashes to middle floor, 6-pane above. C20 
altered addition to right. Interior: hall altered in C20 with removal of open well 
staircase. One good panelled room is intact, doorways having eared architraves and 
8-panel egg and dart enriched doors. Fireplace has fretwork frieze with central 
pedimented panel. Modillion ceiling cornice  All mouldings have egg and dart and 
bead and reel enrichment. In the late C18 and early C19 was home of owner of 
Woodchester Mill. Obadiah Paul entertained George III to breakfast here in 1788, 
probably in the elaborately panelled room. Forms part of group with Grigshot Lodge 
and Grigshot Cottages (q.v.). 



Setting 

There is clearly a historic connection between this and the application site, although 
this is now diluted by the predominance of the A46. Moreover much of the original 
buildings on the application site have been demolished /altered which further erodes 
the significance of the historic connection.  

It appears as a dwelling fronting the A46, independent from the mill. The mill 
currently appears insignificant having lost its original scale and importance. This 
would be re-established by the proposal. 

Impact 

The impact is similar to Fleece but slightly lessened being further away. The detailing 
of Block B is sedate and appropriate which avoids completion with  this vernacular 
building, but nonetheless it will be more prominent.  

Conclusion: Marginal negative impact 

Grigshot Cottages  

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Formerly 2 houses, now detached house. Mid C18; C19 addition. Coursed rubble 
limestone; ashlar chimney; stone slate roof, plain tile to addition. Two-storey with 
attic; 2-storey addition at south end. Front: 2 full attic gables each with 2-light 
chamfered mullioned casement fenestration; iron casements with leading to fixed 
light; 3-light casement to each floor below with doorways at outer ends having timber 
lintels and plank doors. Central ridge  mounted rebuilt chimney with plain cap. 
Addition to right has timber casements, 4-light row to upper floor. Plain sides and 
rear built into bank. Interior not inspected. Forms part of group with Grigshot House 
and Grigshot Lodge. 

Setting 

Being part of the group, there is some historic connection  

Impact 

This relates more to the A46 now, although recreating a mill character will be helpful.  
The proposal will be more conspicuous but should not significantly compete or 
deflect attention.  

Conclusion: Marginal negative  impact 

  



Grigshot Lodge 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Small detached house. Early C18. Coursed and squared limestone; ashlar chimney; 
stone slate roof. Square; 2-storey with attic. Large gable to each elevation with 3-
light chamfered mullioned attic casement with hoodmould; single attic light above 
with flat hood, both casements retaining leading. Two-window fenestration below to 
front elevation, each with relieving arch and continuous hoodmould, 3-light to upper 
floor; 2-light casements flanking central doorway with deep stone lintel, hoodmould 
rising over door lintel; C20 door. Single upper floor 2-light at south end. North end 
altered with upper floor C19 doorway having plank door; cross window with 
hoodmould to left. Off-centre C20 ground floor doorway with concrete lintel. Rear 
gable has off-centre 2-light attic casement and rendered ashlar chimney. Interior not 
inspected. Forms part of group with Grigshot House and Grigshot Cottages 

Setting 

Again part of the original  group, but less so apparent now.  

Impact 

Now seen as part of the A46 straggle. Increasing the mill status would be beneficial, 
and should not be upstaged by the Mill redevelopment.  

Conclusion: Marginal negative impact. 

Stables and Coach House approximately  25m NW of Grigshot Lodge 

Grade 11 

Listing Description 

Detached stable and coach house. Late C18. Coursed and dressed limestone; 
ashlar chimney; Welsh slate roof. Two-storey. South front: oval arched coach 
doorway with C20 doors to right; C20 altered opening to left with steel lintel. Two 
boarded loft openings. Hipped roof. East side: eaves-mounted chimney; wall built 
into bank. Rear: blocked central doorway with keyed stone lintel. Two loft openings 
with plank doors. Included for Group Value 

Setting 

This may well have had a historic connection to Mill. However the A46 is now more 
of a barrier. 

Original buildings largely changed- group value limited. But form/footprint type of 
buildings important.   

Impact 

Again this did have a historic connection but this has been eroded.  It has a visual 
connection to the Mill site and should not be upstaged.    



Conclusion: Marginal negative impact 

Conservation Area 

This is based around the 5 valleys. It reflects the historic development involving 
canal mills. It encompasses pre-industrial revolution facets as well as the later 
stages of the industrial revolution. Cloth making is one of the main drivers, 
associated with the quality of the local Cotswold fleece. 

The designation includes the application site, and the valley floor, stretching from 
Stroud to Nailsworth. 

The site is one of many historic mill sites that reflect the workings of wool.  The 
buildings themselves have been largely rebuilt following a 1935 fire. There has also 
been some demolition after the 1960 closure.  The shape and form of the current 
buildings do reflect the historic mill as shown on historic maps.    

Impact  

The loss of the building over the stream is sad but this is not an original building and 
has recently been damaged by a fallen tree. The buildings/structures along the A46 
are being retained and restored which is beneficial.  

There is some demolition/removal of modern utilitarian buildings which would be 
beneficial.  

The recreation of the historic mill’s form is beneficial. The 
juxtaposition/amalgamation/hierarchy of the proposed buildings typifies Stroud mills. 
The existing structures are   small and don’t reflect the scale and importance of the 
original, which stimulated the wealth of the valley and led to the adjacent buildings.  
The proposal gives more enclosure and definition to the A46 frontage. This is the 
essence of the Stroud Valleys. It allows a better connection with the Rooksmoor 
enclave.  

With the exception of Block F, the new buildings follow the mill vernacular and 
therefore avoid upstaging or competing with the rest of the adjacent buildings. Block 
F is contemporary but is based on the “rules” of mill architecture. It is on the edge of 
the scheme and distanced from the surrounding buildings, which gives an 
opportunity for a creative solution.  

Overall: Neutral/very slight beneficial  impact     

Non designated assets 

There is a scatter of non listed buildings behind the A46 frontage and on the 
Rooksmoor lane offshoot. They generally contribute to the character of Rooksmoor  
but none are notable in their own right. 

Overall: Neutral impact 
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