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1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 
 
1.1    The application site comprises a broadly triangular plot of land sited to 

the northeast of the junction between Bristol Road and Clifton Road 
and backing onto the rear garden boundaries to residential properties 
at Stroud Road. The land to the north comprises a bathroom store (now 
vacant) and a ‘Kwik Fit’ car repair garage.  

 
1.2    The application site was formerly occupied by terraced dwelling houses 

which were demolished in the 1980’s. The western part of the site 
fronting onto Bristol Road remained unused with the exception of some 
car parking, whereas the middle and eastern parts of the site, including 
a small detached building were used for the sale of second hand 
vehicles. 

 
1.3 The used car businesses which traded from the site have since 

relocated and the site is currently vacant in its entirety, save for some 
informal parking, which continues on the south-western corner of the 
site. 

 



1.4 The application seeks planning permission for the comprehensive 
redevelopment of the site to create an Aldi food store and associated 
car parking facilities.  

 
1.5  The proposed building would be located on the western side of the site 

adjacent to Bristol Road and would be constructed of red brick, curtain 
glazing and blue engineering brick detailing. The southern end 
elevation (facing the junction of Bristol Road and Clifton Road) would 
be constructed predominantly of glass. 

 
1.6  The proposed building would have a gross floor area of 1,680 square 

metres and a net trading/sales floor area of 1,125 square metres.  
 
1.7 The proposed car park would provide up to 88 parking spaces and 

would be accessed from Clifton Road, at a point to the south-eastern 
edge of the site. A pedestrian access would also be provided from 
Clifton Road at a point closest to Bristol Road. Additionally 5 cycle 
stands would be provided to the southern front elevation of the building. 

   
2.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
2.1   While the application site has been subject to numerous planning 

applications, the two most relevant applications with regards to the 
current planning application are summarised below: 

 
 11/01345/FUL - Redevelopment of site comprising erection of a motor 

vehicle showroom with ancillary servicing and administration facilities, 
mot workshop and associated off street parking – Granted 06.03.2012 

 
 00/00551/FUL – Redevelopment of site comprising erection of new 

Car showrooms, new vehicle workshop and ancillary works - Granted 
19.12.2000 

 
3.0 PLANNING POLICIES 

3.1 Central Government Guidance - National Planning Policy Framework 
The NPPF is a material consideration in determining this application. 
 
Decision-making 
The NPPF does not alter the requirement for applications to be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The NPPF is underpinned by a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. It advises that authorities should approve development 
proposals that accord with statutory plans without delay, and also grant 
permission where the plan is absent, silent, indeterminate or out of 
date. This should be the case unless the adverse impacts of allowing 
development would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies of the framework as a 



whole, or specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be 
restricted.  
 
Authorities should seek to approve applications where possible, looking 
for solutions rather than problems.  
 
Building a strong, competitive economy 
The Government is committed to ensuring that the planning system 
does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth. 
 
The NPPF retains a recognition of town centres as the heart of 
communities and encourages the pursuit of policies to support their 
vitality and viability.  
 
The sequential and impact tests are maintained for planning 
applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre 
and are not in accordance with an up to date Local Plan.  
 
Where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to 
have significant adverse impact on one or more the ‘impact’ factors, it 
should be refused.  
 
Promoting sustainable transport 
Seeks to ensure developments generating significant movement are 
located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of 
sustainable transport modes can be maximised. Decisions should take 
account of whether; 
▪ The opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken 
up;  
▪ Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people;  
▪ Improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that 
cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. 
Development should only be prevented on transport grounds whether 
the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  
 
PPS4 ‘Practice Guidance on Need, Impact and the Sequential 
Approach’ has now been replaced by new Planning Practice Guidance 
‘Ensuring the Vitality and Viability of Town Centres’ which places the 
onus is on the applicant to establish that there are no sequentially 
preferable sites. 
  

3.2 Local Plan Policy 
   
 For the purposes of making decisions, the National Planning Policy 

Framework sets out that policies in a Local Plan should not be 
considered out of date where they were adopted prior to the publication 
of the National Planning Policy Framework. In these circumstances due 
weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according 
to their degree of consistency with the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 



 
 The policies within the 1983 and the 2002 Local Plan remain therefore 

a material consideration where they are consistent with the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

 
 The relevant local policies from the City of Gloucester Second Deposit 

Local Plan (2002) are: 
  
 S4a – New Retail Developments outside of Designated Centres 
 ST.8 – Creating Attractive Routes to the Centre 
  BE.1 – Scale Massing & Height 
 BE.7 – Architectural design 
           BE. 21 – Safeguarding of amenity 
           FRP.1a – Development and Flood Risk 
 FRP.10 – Noise 
 FRP.11 – Pollution 
 TR.31 – Road safety 
            
3.5 All policies can be viewed at the relevant website address:- Gloucester 

Local Plan policies – www.gloucester.gov.uk/planning; Gloucestershire 
Structure Plan policies – 
www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/index.cfm?articleid=2112 and Department 
of Community and Local Government planning policies - 
www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/. 

 
4.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
4.1 DPDS Consulting has been instructed by the council to provide retail 

policy advice on the application. The opinion offered has informed the 
officers assessment set out in section 6 of this report. 
  

4.2 County Highways - No objection subject to conditions. 
 

4.3 Environmental Health – Land Contamination Officer – No 
objections subject to conditions 
 

4.4 Environmental Health – Protection Officer – No objections subject to 
conditions. 
 

4.5 City Archaeology Officer – no objections subject to condition. 
 

4.6 Environment Agency – no objections subject to conditions 
 

4.7 Civic Trust – Object to design 
 
5.0 PUBLICITY AND REPRESENTATIONS 
 
5.1 The occupiers of 55 neighbouring properties were notified for the 

application by letter. A site notice and press notice were also posted. 
 

http://www.gloucester.gov.uk/planning�
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/index.cfm?articleid=2112�
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/�


5.2 At the time of writing, three petitions have been received with a total of 
577 signatures as well as 58 individual letter of representation have 
been received. The comments raised are summarised below: 
 
Support 

• Would benefit the Stroud Road/Bristol Road community. 
• Walking distance and the costs of shopping at Aldi are a benefit.  
• This part of Bristol Rd / Clifton Rd has been an eyesore for far 

too long maybe 20 years or more.  
• Don’t need any more car showrooms 
• May improve shopping at the Quays as well 
• In favour of the redevelopment of this site and the jobs it will 

bring. 
 
Objections 

• Would affect trade to (Midcounties Co-operative ltd) 
convenience stores at Seymour Road and High Street 

• No current identified need for convenience floor space 
• retail impact figures presented are questionable 
• Sequential test does not appear to have been carried out 
• Other available sites closer to the centre  
• While application proposed new jobs, the lack of retail need 

could reduce jobs at other shops 
• Would affect Morrisons in Abbeydale district centre & new store 

on the ‘Triangle’ site 
•  Aldi is becoming less of a discounter and more like a 

supermarket & direct competition to existing supermarkets 
• Location is outside of primary shopping area and near Seymour 

Road Local Centre which are policy protected. 
• Failed to meet the requirements of Para 27 of the NPPF 
• Unlikely to generate linked trips 
• Less than one minute from Lidl which meets the discount 

demand for the area 
• Lidl had permission refused for Home Bargains (open A1) in 

March 2013. 
• Site is protected as employment land 
• Unacceptable trade diversion would arise 
• Site is in a  flood zone 
• Site is contaminated 
• Incomplete opening hours proposed 
• Assessment fails to acknowledge impact on Griffin’s store 
• Archaeological implications 
• Would affect a family run local shop 
• Local shop has supported local business & sells local produce 
• Reduced opening hours may be better 
• Local shop should be protected 
• No account of impact on small shop turnover 
• Should support small local shops  



• Would affect Bristol Road shops 
• Would affect town shops 
• Already served by Sainsburys and other shops in the area 
• Car park will be used by quays shoppers 
• Access would be dangerous 
• Accidents in the past in this area 
• Already traffic problems in Stroud Road 
• Traffic problems on Clifton Road and Bristol Road lights 
• More parents & children cycling to school & would be at risk 
• St Paul’s School is nearby – accident waiting to happen 
• Already an Aldi in Quedgeley 
• Enough small shops/supermarkets in Gloucester 
• Moreland’s already load and unload on Clifton Road blocking  

the road 
• Parking in surrounding streets is already bad 
• Unauthorised parking at Kwikfit - congestion would further affect 

trade 
• Would result in congestion and air pollution 
• Large car park will give rise to antisocial behaviour (drugs) 
• Don’t need an outlet for cheap alcohol 
• Much of the site will become ‘open’ 
• Against large building at bottom of back garden 
• Noise to/in gardens 
• Vermin from waste 
• Site should be used for a leisure or community use 
• Choice of planting and boundary demarcation along Clifton 

Road is poor.  
• The choice of low wooden fence that will rot and fall apart.  
• Capped low brick wall would be better. 
• Ecological desert of the rubbish attracting low maintenance 

shrubs is a disgrace. Bee friendly cherry blossom trees with 
lavender would be better 

• Site is in an historic part of the city 
• Development would be incongruous and insensitive & would 

blight views of this heritage.  
• There are many, more appropriate locations in the city. 

  
5.3 The full content of all correspondence on this application can be 

inspected at the City Council Offices, Herbert Warehouse, The Docks, 
Gloucester, prior to the Committee meeting. 

 
6.0 OFFICER OPINION 
 
6.1 It is considered that the main issues with regards to this application are 

as follows:-  
 

• Retail Assessment 
• Design and Layout  



• Traffic and Transport 
• Other Matters 

 
RETAIL ASSESSMENT 
 
6.2  The application involves a retail proposal, and retail is identified as a 

‘town centre use’ in planning terms. The location of the site is out of 
centre and under these circumstances the National Planning Policy 
Framework sets out the requirements for sequential and impact tests. 
These are also evident in the criteria of 2002 Second Deposit Local 
Plan Policy S.4a. 

 
6.3 The NPPF sets out two key tests for retail proposals which are not in a 

designated centre or in accordance with an up to date development 
plan. These are the sequential and impacts tests. Given the nature of 
such retail considerations and the detailed analysis that becomes 
necessary, the Council has commissioned a retail consultant, DPDS 
Consulting, to advise on the application.  

 
6.4 The application site is approximately 870 metres from the Primary 

Shopping Area as defined in the 2002 Second Deposit Local Plan and 
approximately 250 metres from the Seymour Road Local Centre. The 
shops along Bristol Road to the south of the site are not within a 
designated centre. 

 
6.5 The sequential test requires ‘town centre uses’ to be located in town 

centres, then in edge of centre locations and only, if suitable sites are 
not available should out of centre sites be considered. It follows that 
when considering edge and out of centre proposals, preference should 
be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.  

 
6.6  Applicants should also demonstrate flexibility in terms of format, design 

and scale in considering alternative sites and authorities should take 
into account any genuine difficulties that can be demonstrated.  

 
6.7 The applicant’s agent Turley Associates (TA) has submitted a 

Sequential test and further clarification letters through the application 
process. The information has been assessed by the council’s 
independent retail consultants DPDS whose assessment is set out 
below:  

 
 Kings Quarter 
6.8 We commented in our both our report that the applicant had failed to 

supply sufficient information in its retail assessment or even to consider 
the relevant planning documents. TA’s letter of the 19th November 
made reference to the documents, but failed to establish that 
incorporating a store of this size would result in insufficient space for 
the proposed uses. We did note that Stanhope had not objected to this 
proposal but had to a number of applications to vary bulky goods 
conditions but that stronger evidence would be required before this 



could be accepted. We understand from the Council that the 
developers current intention is to include only one small food unit in the 
scheme, and we accept that it would be difficult to incorporate a 
foodstore in the scheme as proposed sufficiently close to the car park 
to make trolley use practical, even allowing for flexibility as to its size. 
We conclude that there is unlikely to be a suitable opportunity within 
the development to accommodate an Aldi store in the development.  

 
 M&S Unit Northgate Street 
6.9 TA had initially failed to identify the M&S unit in Northgate Street as a 

potential site and commented that the largest vacant unit in the city 
centre was 518 sq m. In its November letter, TA stated that it was not 
being actively marketed, at 2090 sq m was too large, of irregular shape 
and with a change in levels and lacked adequate servicing and 
dedicated parking. In its letter of 24th January, it commented that the 
site provides approximately 1854 sq m arranged over three floors and 
that the servicing via St Johns Lane was clearly unsuitable for the type 
of vehicles used by discount foodstores. 

  
 By this time we had established from sales details that the unit 

provided 4069 sq m with 1854 sq m on the ground floor. TA has 
corrected the error in the ground floor retail space in its letter of the 7th 
March and we conclude that the unit would provide sufficient retail 
floorspace at ground floor level for a store of about the proposed size 
with storage at the same level. We remain of the view that, given its 
previous use by M&S, the servicing is adequate for food retail use and 
retailers should be expected to show flexibility on such matters. We 
also consider that the lack of dedicated parking shows a lack of 
flexibility. However, given the significance of trolley use in Aldi stores, 
we consider that there is a lack of parking sufficiently close and 
convenient. This would make trolley use difficult and renders the unit 
unsuitable for this particular use.  

 
 Blackfriars 
6.10 TA’s original comment in full was that the Blackfriars site has been 

considered “but it is also proposed as a comparison goods-led site and 
is not, therefore, considered suitable for convenience goods floorspace 
proposed through this application”. TA’s letter of 19th November 
expanded on this slightly and referred to the relevant planning policy 
documents but repeated the claim that it was intended for comparison 
goods retailing only. TA acknowledged that there was no such policy 
restriction in it letter of 27th January but went on to claim that the whole 
Blackfriars area had to be developed comprehensively and there were 
no plans to do so. This is a misunderstanding of the policy and we have 
established that the requirement is that any planning applications 
should demonstrate how the development would relate to the planning 
brief and masterplan. The former Night Club site at 12-16 Quay Street 
which TA considered as a vacant unit falls within the Blackfriars 
redevelopment area. In its letter of the 24th Jan, TA gives the area of 



the site as about 0.23 ha. This is about half the size of the current 
application  

 
 Given the requirements arising from trolley use we consider that 

adjacent car parking would be required for an Aldi development in this 
area – a foodstore could not rely on existing general parking in the city 
centre. Although there are a number of public car parks in the 
Blackfriars development area, which serve the city centre, these are 
scheduled for redevelopment and there is no guarantee about the 
timing or location of their replacement. We consider that this would be 
a concern for the applicant and it would not be unreasonable for the 
applicant to want to be able to secure parking in the longer term. The 
site would have to be of broadly similar size as the application site and 
we understand that there are no sites of about this size that the Council 
can identify as sufficiently likely to come forward to rely on.  

 
 Barton Street  
6.11 We drew TA’s attention to the need to consider sites in the Barton 

Street Local Centre. In it letter of the 19th November it commented that 
the only site was Vauxhall Inn and Picturedrome site which was in 
active usage and therefore not available. In its letter of the 24th 
January some further consideration was given to other possible sites. 
We accept that none of the sites considered in the centre are 
sufficiently likely to be available to rely on. Sites to the south of the 
Sainsbury Local store were rejected by TA because edge of centre 
sites are defined in the NPPF as those within 300m of the primary 
frontage and the Local Plan did not define a primary frontage in the 
Barton Street Local Centre. However, the Local Plan does not use the 
terminology of primary shopping areas in any centre. We note that the 
Sainsbury store in the former India House public house was in fact 
outside the centre but a pragmatic view was taken and given the 
objective of the sequential test, we regard it as edge of centre. We do 
accept however, that sites to the south of this are not visually linked to 
the centre and would not in our view contribute much to the vitality and 
viability of the centre. They would not therefore be sequentially 
preferable for the proposed development. 

 
6.12 Additionally and in response to objections from existing retailers, DPDS 

have advised that while the test has been submitted on a post hoc 
basis to justify the applicant’s choice of site, and to some degree 
colours the evidence submitted, if the Council cannot identify 
sequentially preferable alternatives, it would be on weak ground at 
appeal. 

 
6.13 While it is noted that both Sainsbury and M&S operate from sites within 

the city centre it should be noted that both of these stores benefit from 
parking very near to their stores. It is also reasonable that an Aldi store 
would also need the benefit of an accessible car park.  

 



6.14 In view of the thorough independent appraisal of the applicants 
submission and the fact that the council is unable to identify a more 
sequentially preferable site for a food store of the size proposed and 
with reasonably accessible car parking facilities, or a reasonable 
prospect of a suitable site coming forward I conclude that the 
requirements of the sequential test have therefore been reasonably 
complied with. 

 
 Response to objections 
6.15 Concerns have been raised in relation to the expanded range of goods 

being offered by LAD (Limited Assortment Discounter) Operators and 
that they are being promoted as destinations for main food shopping as 
well as providing a top-up role which competes with established 
supermarkets and local centres. DPDS have advised that while the 
applicant’s impact assessment isn’t conclusive, it is unlikely that the 
development would affect Morrisons in the Abbey Local Centre, 
particularly as there are LAD’s closer to that site, nor the Morrison’s 
store at Metz Way, which itself is ‘out of town’ and not protected in 
planning policy terms. 

 
6.16 While the agents for Morrisons and Lidl have raised comments on the 

lack of capacity for additional convenience goods floor space, DPDS 
have advised that the lack of the need for the development should not 
be given significant weight. The need test was deliberately omitted from 
PPS4 which has since been replaced and is not included in the NPPF 
or the recently released Planning Practice Guidance – Ensuring the 
Vitality and Viability of Town Centres. 

 
6.17 Members will recall several recent applications for variations of 

condition at out of town retail premises to allow for a wider range of 
goods to be sold from them. It should be noted that unlike the recent 
applications at the Peel Centre and Canada Wharf, the nature of Aldi 
and it’s food retailing relies on the requirement for car parking in 
proximity to the store/site location to assist in the transportation of 
‘weighty’ shopping. This use of trolleys and the proposed food based 
retailing differentiate this application from the proposals at the two 
applications noted above which were for Home Bargains which does 
not have the same reliance on trolleys or the similar need for proximity 
based parking.  

 
6.18 It should also be noted that the nature of the development is not 

considered to be prejudicial to the Kings Quarter development which is 
comparison goods led scheme with provision for a significantly smaller 
convenience store floor space. Accordingly Stanhope has raised no 
objections to this application whereas they raised significant objections 
to the proposals at the Peel Centre and Canada Wharf which were for 
comparison goods stores and therefore significantly different to the 
current proposal. 

 



6.19 In order to define the terms of the permission and minimise impacts on 
the city centre, I recommend two conditions, the first to limit the nature 
of the Class A1 Retail – ‘food store’ use to ‘Limited product line deep 
discount retailing’ which shall be taken to mean the sale of no more 
than 2,000 individual product lines and secondly a condition to limit the 
proportion of the net sales area to be used for the sale of comparison 
goods, to not exceed 20% of the net sales area. This would serve to 
limit the nature of sales that can take place from the property and 
mitigate impacts of direct competition. 

 
6.20 DPDS have advised that there was likely to be some adverse impact 

on the Seymour Road local centre but concluded that this was unlikely 
to lead directly to the closure of the food shop. Members are advised 
that the issue of impact of new retail developments on local centres 
was not given great weight in planning appeals and DPDS have 
recommended against refusing planning permission on retail impact 
grounds. Additionally DPDS have advised that any impact upon 
Seymour Road shops should be weighed against the benefits of the 
proposal such as the regeneration of a long term vacant site and the 
improvement to the visual amenities of the area, supporting 
construction jobs and expanding the range of shopping in the locality. 

 
6.21 The application has been met by considerable objection and petitions 

on behalf of Griffins Cornershop which is located at the junction of New 
Street and St Paul’s Road, some 150-mmetres to the east of the 
application site. The concerns primarily relate to the possible impact 
upon this local convenience store, which appears to be well supported 
by the community. In planning terms it should be noted that this 
property is itself located outside of a local centre and as such is not 
afforded any local or national level policy protection. 

 
DESIGN AND LAYOUT 
 
6.22 The application proposes the regeneration of a prominent and currently 

vacant site adjacent to Bristol Road, which is a principal route into the 
City.  

 
6.23 The site was formerly occupied by a terrace of dwellings which have 

since been demolished and the site has since been used for ad-hoc 
parking and used car sales, which have contributed in maintaining the 
site’s somewhat, abandoned appearance.   

 
6.24 The prevailing character of the area is of substantial, predominantly red 

brick buildings set on or close to the road frontage. To the south of the 
site, across Clifton Road is the 3-storey Moreland’s Building and to the 
west across Bristol Road is Toys R Us, behind which is the ''Wagon 
Works' building. 

 
6.25 The proposed design has been the subject of considerable discussions 

to secure a design which is of a high quality and responds to the 



prominent corner location of the site and is complementary to the 
adjoining industrial heritage of the Moreland’s and ‘Wagon Works’ 
buildings.  

 
6.25 The proposed building has been sited adjacent to Bristol Road in a 

similar manner to the adjoining Moreland’s building. This serves to 
continue the urban built form which is a characteristic of this part of the 
city and also serves to screen the car park from Bristol Road.   

 
6.26 The building has been designed with an entrance block which features 

extensive curtain glazing and a ‘wrap-around canopy to the southern 
elevation of the building and would be approximately 7.8 metres high. 
The northern part will be approximately 1.8 metres lower at 6 metres in 
height. This would present a strong and modern design statement to 
this prominent junction location. 

 
6.27 The western side elevation adjacent to Bristol Road would feature 5 

recessed brickwork panels set between brick piers. This design 
approach adds significant visual interest to an otherwise functional 
building. The recessed brickwork is also a particular design 
characteristic found on the adjoining Moreland’s and Wagon Works 
buildings.     

 
6.28 The recessed panels would include blue engineering brick detailing to 

the building’s plinth as well as underneath the high level windows to 
that side elevation. This design approach will allow the building to 
integrate into the street and would result in a significant improvement in 
the visual amenities of the area.  

 
6.29 The eastern elevation of the building would face towards the car park 

area and would be dominated by the glazed entrance screen and wrap-
around canopy, add visual interest to eastern elevation of the building, 
facing the car park area.  

 
6.30 The loading bay to the warehouse would be setback in the north 

eastern corner of the site and would be accessed through the car park. 
The service bay would be ramped down some 1.3 metres below the 
prevailing ground level. As a result the otherwise functional loading and 
servicing area would appear subservient to the main building.  

 
6.31 The northern elevation of the building would be blank and would abut 

the former vacant bathroom shop and Kwik-fit site and would not be 
visible from the wider area. 

 
6.32 Notwithstanding the submitted drawing the precise details of all 

external materials will require further consideration and can be 
controlled by condition to ensure a high quality finish to the 
development. 

 



6.33  While broad landscaping details have been submitted with the 
application, showing soft landscaping to the southern and eastern 
boundaries of the site, it is considered that the precise planting and 
boundary treatments will require further consideration by the council’s 
landscape officer. The precise details with regards to the landscaping 
of the site and means of enclosure can be controlled by condition. 

 
TRAFFIC & TRANSPORT 
 
6.34  The proposal would provide 88 off street parking spaces (including 2 

disabled spaces) and 10 cycle spaces. This level of on site parking is 
considered to be acceptable to serve the development and it should 
also be noted that the site is near a residential suburb, the city centre 
and is well served by sustainable transport options including walking, 
cycling and public transport.  

 
6.35 The proposal will include the closure of all but one of the site accesses 

onto Clifton Road and a pedestrian and cyclist access will be provided 
to the south-western corner of the site. A speed survey has been 
undertaken on Clifton Road which has demonstrated to the satisfaction 
of the County Highways Authority that the proposed entrance 
arrangements and associated visibility splays are appropriate.  

 
6.36 The submitted site plan includes a Swept Path Analysis, which shows 

how a delivery vehicle would manoeuvre within the site and around the 
customer parking bays. The County Highways authority is satisfied that 
any conflict between customers and delivery vehicles can be mitigated 
by a Servicing Management Strategy, which can be secured by 
condition.  

 
6.37 The trip generation for the discount food store development has been 

has been derived from the industry recognised TRICS database, (as 
was the previously approved car showroom and service development). 
The proposed trip generation has been assessed against that 
associated with the previously approved showroom as well as factoring 
in pass-by trips which are trips that are already on the network and also 
diverted and linked trips as these are trips that are already on the 
network and take an alternative route to their normal route in order to 
visit the site.  

 
6.38  As a result, the Highways Authority has advised that the increased 

level of trip generation associated with the development is not 
considered to be severe and therefore the proposal is acceptable in 
highway terms and in accordance with Paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 

 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
6.39 The application site backs on to the rear gardens to residential 

properties at Stroud Road. The submitted drawings show that the 
boundary would be screened by a new 2 metre high close board fence.  



 
6.40 The proposed building would be sited in a similar position to the 

previously approved showroom and repair garage, albeit that the 
current building would be between 1.6 and 2 metres lower than the 
previously approved development. As a result the proposal would have 
a lesser visual impact than the previously consented scheme. As a 
result there would be no adverse overbearing impacts to neighbouring 
properties. 

 
6.41 The servicing and plant area would be sited to the north eastern part of 

the site, approximately 20 metres away from the rear elevation of the 
nearest property. The application has been accompanied by a noise 
assessment which has demonstrated that the proposal would not result 
in significant harm to the residential amenities currently enjoyed by the 
occupiers of adjoining residential properties.  

 
6.42 Following advice from the councils Environmental Health Officer I 

consider it prudent to apply conditions relating to the hours of 
construction, hours of deliveries during and post construction and hours 
of operation. Subject to compliance with the recommended conditions I 
do not consider that there would be any demonstrable harm to the 
residential amenities currently enjoyed by the occupiers of 
neighbouring properties. 

 
6.43 It is considered therefore that the development would have a 

satisfactory relationship with the residential properties at Stroud Road 
and subject to compliance with conditions would not result in any 
demonstrable harm to the residential amenities currently enjoyed by 
the occupiers of those properties. 

 
OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
6.44 While the site benefits from an extant planning consent fro a car 

showroom and service depot, (which expires in March 2015) and a 
previously expired permission for the same, it has become apparent that 
there is no commercial demand for such a use at the site and as a result 
the site has remained un-developed and in temporary use for over 20 
years.    

 
6.45 The current application made is by an end user (Aldi) and should allow 

for this important site upon a principal route into the city to be brought 
forward and regenerated, which would result in a significant 
improvement to the visual amenities of the area as a whole. This 
regeneration benefit and the associated employment opportunities it 
would bring is seen as a significant material consideration in the 
determination of this application.   

 
6.46 The northern part of the site, adjacent to Bristol Road appears to be 

located on flood Zones 2 & 3. The Environment Agency have since 
advised that: 'further investigation of hydraulic model information (held 



by the EA) confirms that the site is located almost wholly in Flood Zones 
2 and 1 which represent a medium and low probability of flooding 
respectively'.  

 
6.47 In view of the above and the proposed use of the site for food retailing 

which is classified as a ‘less vulnerable use’, the proposed development 
would be acceptable in flood risk terms. Accordingly, the Environment 
Agency has raised no objections to the proposed development in flood 
risk terms, subject to a condition relating to finished floor levels. 

 
6.48 The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment and the 

applicant has submitted additional information to meet the requirements 
of the flood risk sequential test.  

 
6.49 The flood sequential test shows that the applicant has considered 

various other sites throughout the city which have been discounted on 
grounds of being unsuitable for their requirement, in parallel with the 
retail sequential test. Additionally alternative sites farther from the city 
centre would be unlikely to pass the necessary retail sequential test.  

 
6.50 The application site may have been subject to contamination from recent 

potentially contaminative land uses. In the interest of being prudent the 
City Environmental Health Officer has recommended a condition to 
require the investigation of and if necessary remediation of any ground 
contamination if discovered.  

 
6.51 The application forms state that the proposed development would result 

in the creation of 10 full time and 20 part time jobs (or 20 full time 
equivalent posts). It considers the proposal would have a modest effect 
on job creation, and would result in the creation of 10 (full time 
equivalent) more jobs than would have been created had the Showroom 
and garage development proceeded. The construction phase, although 
temporary in duration is also likely to sustain a number of jobs while the 
site is being built. 

 
7.0 CONCLUSION & REASON FOR APPROVAL 
 
7.1 The proposed development will bring back into use a prominent brown-

field site upon a principal route into the city and would make best use of 
this important brown-field site. It is considered that subject to 
compliance with conditions, the proposal would have an acceptable 
appearance which would enhance the visual amenities of the area and 
would not result in any demonstrable harm to established retail centres, 
or the residential amenities currently enjoyed by the occupiers of 
neighbouring properties. Additionally, the site is accessible by a range 
of transport modes and the proposed development would not result in 
any demonstrable harm to highway safety or have any severe impacts 
on the local highway network. It is therefore considered that the 
development accords with policies S.4a, ST.8, BE.1, BE.7, BE.21, 



FRP.1a, FRP.10 FRP.11 and TR.31 of the Second Deposit City of 
Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 

 
 8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 

MANAGER 
 
8.1 It is recommended that based on the information submitted, planning 

permission should be granted subject to the following conditions: 
  
 Condition 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. 
 
Condition 2 
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved drawing nos.110850-P(1)03 Rev.B, P(1)04, P(1)05, 
P(1)06, P(1)07 Rev.A, P(1)08 and 9553-0050 Rev.A received by the 
local planning authority on 7th August 2013  and drawing no.110850-
P(1)12 received by the local planning authority on 2nd February 2013 
and any other conditions attached to this permission. 
 
Reason 
To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans and in accordance with policies contained within 
Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRCTION 
 Condition 3 
 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 archaeological work in accordance 
with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the 
applicant and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
  
 Reason 
The proposed development site has potential to include significant 
elements of the historic environment. If present and revealed by 
development works, the Local Planning Authority requires that these 
elements will be recorded during development and their record made 
publicly available in accordance with policy BE.36 of the Second Stage 
Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 4 
Notwithstanding the submitted details, full architectural details of the 
following shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 



planning authority prior to the commencement of any works. The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details prior to its first occupation and maintained as such thereafter: - 
 
a) All external facing and roofing materials. 
b) Curtain glazing, including details of the colour, reveals, frames 
  and glazing joints. 
c) Windows and doors including glazing colour, frame colour, cills 
  and reveals. 
d) Recessed brick panels onto Bristol Road 
e) Canopy feature, including precise colour and materials 
f) All external guttering hoppers and down pipes, including,  
  materials and colour. 
 
Reason  
These details will require further consideration to ensure that the 
materials are of high quality which are sympathetic to the existing 
character and appearance of the city and positively contribute to local 
distinctiveness in accordance with policy BE.7 of the Second Stage 
Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 5 
 Notwithstanding the submitted drawings, development shall not take 
place until there has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority, a plan indicating the positions, design, 
materials and type of all boundary treatment to be erected. The 
boundary treatment shall be completed in accordance with the 
approved details prior to the first use of the building hereby permitted 
and shall be similarly maintained thereafter. 
 
 Reason  
 In the interests of visual amenity of the area and to protect the 
residential amenities currently enjoyed by the occupiers of 
neighbouring properties in accordance with policies BE.21 and BE.4 of 
the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 6 
The development shall not take place until a scheme of hard and soft 
landscaping for the site has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be carried 
out in all respects not later than the first planting season following the 
occupation of any buildings or the completion of the development, 
whichever is the sooner. If at any time within a period of 5 years of the 
completion of the development any trees or plants die, are removed or 
become seriously damaged or diseased, they shall be replaced in the 
next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless the 
Local Planning Authority gives written consent to any variation. 
 
Reason  



To ensure a satisfactory and well planned development and to 
preserve and enhance the quality of the environment in accordance 
with policy BE.12 of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan 
(2002). 
 
Condition 7 
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 and turning of vehicles of site operatives and 
visitors;  
iii. provide for the loading and unloading of plant and materials;  
iv. provide for the storage of plant and materials used in constructing 
the development;  
v. provide for wheel washing facilities;  
vi. specify the intended hours of construction operations;  
vii. measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 
construction  
 
Reason:  
To reduce the potential impact on the public highway and in 
accordance with policy TR.31 of the Second Stage Deposit City of 
Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
  
Condition 8 
Works shall not commence on the development hereby permitted until 
a Travel Plan has been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, setting out;  
i. objectives and targets for promoting sustainable travel,  
ii. appointment and funding of a travel plan coordinator,  
iii. details of an annual monitoring and review process,  
iv. details of annual reporting to Gloucestershire County Council;  
v. means of funding of the travel plan, and;  
vi. an implementation timetable including the responsible body for each 
action.  
 
The approved Travel Plan shall be implemented in accordance with the 
details and timetable therein, and shall be continued thereafter, unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
Reason 
To encourage non-car modes and in accordance with policy TR.1 of 
the Second Stage Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
 
Condition 9 
The building(s) hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the 
vehicular parking and turning and loading/unloading facilities have 



been provided in accordance with the submitted plan drawing 
no.P(1)03 Rev B, and those facilities shall be maintained available for 
those purposes for the duration of the development.  
 
Reason 
To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that adequate parking 
and manoeuvring facilities are available within the site and in 
accordance with policy TR.31 of the Second Stage Deposit City of 
Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
 
Condition 10 
Development shall not take place, including any works of demolition, 
until a Servicing Management Statement has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The approved 
Statement shall be adhered to thereafter. The Statement shall:  
i. specify the type, number and frequency of vehicles that will deliver to 
the store;  
ii. specify delivery route to the store;  
iii. specify the delivery times outside of store opening hours, or specify 
a method of delivery and customer control that reduces the risk of 
collision between delivery vehicles and pedestrians if delivery during 
store opening hours is unavoidable  
 
Reason 
To reduce the potential impact on the public highway and in 
accordance with policy TR.31 of the Second Stage Deposit City of 
Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
 
Condition 11 
The development hereby permitted shall not commence until details of 
a lighting scheme to illuminate the external areas of the application site 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The details shall include the lighting fixtures, their location on 
the site/on the buildings, and the extent of illumination.  The scheme is 
also to include details on how the impact of how floodlights and 
external lighting will be minimised. The approved lighting scheme shall 
be implemented prior to the commencement of the use of the 
development and maintained for the duration of the use of the site, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason  
In the interests of crime prevention and to protect the amenities of the 
occupiers of neighbouring properties in accordance with Policies BE.5 
and BE.21 of the City of Gloucester Second Deposit Local Plan 2002. 
 
Condition 12  
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted a 
scheme for the management of dust from the construction process 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority and the use shall not be commenced until the approved 



scheme has been installed and made fully operational, and thereafter it 
shall be operated and maintained, as long as the use continues. The 
scheme shall include details of how dust will be qualitatively monitored. 
 
Reason  
In order to ensure that materials are handled and properly discharged 
in the interests of the amenities of residential property in the locality in 
accordance with policy BE.21 of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester 
Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 13 
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted a 
scheme for the management of noise from the construction process 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority and the use shall not be commenced until the approved 
scheme has been installed and made fully operational, and thereafter it 
shall be operated and maintained, as long as the use continues.  
 
Reason 
In order to ensure that materials are handled and properly discharged 
in the interests of the amenities of residential property in the locality in 
accordance with policy BE.21 of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester 
Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 14 
Notwithstanding the submitted details and prior to the commencement 
of development, precise details of the proposed foul and surface water 
drainage arrangements including details of catchments and disposal of 
surface water from the driveway and hard standing, shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The details 
submitted shall include proposals for the disposal of surface water in 
accordance with the principles of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems 
(SUDS) and an assessment of the hydrological and hydrogeological 
context of the development. The drainage scheme shall be 
implemented before the first occupation of the development and shall 
be maintained thereafter for the life of the development.  
 
Reason 
To ensure satisfactory drainage arrangements are provided in 
accordance with sustainable objectives of Gloucester City Council and 
Central Government, highway safety and in accordance with policies 
FRP.6 and TR.31 of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan 
(2002). 
 
Condition 15 
Development shall not commence (other than that required to be 
carried out as part of an approved scheme of remediation) until parts 1 
to 3 of this condition have been complied with, unless otherwise agreed 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Occupation must not take 



place

 

 until parts 4 and 5 have been complied with, unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

1 – Desk Study Assessment 
A desk study shall be undertaken, considering the history of the site 
and surrounding areas, and the proposed use, to allow the 
development of a conceptual model identifying potential risks to human 
health and the environment. The desk study shall recommend whether 
further site investigation is required, detailing investigation proposals if 
necessary. A Desk Study Report

 

 shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

2 – Site Investigation and Risk Assessment 
A site investigation should be undertaken, if recommended following 
the Desk Study Assessment, including all relevant soil, ground gas, 
groundwater and other environmental sampling. This should be carried 
out by competent persons. The findings of this investigation should be 
used to undertake a risk assessment for all identified health or 
environmental risks affecting the site. A Site Investigation and Risk 
Assessment Report

 

 should be submitted to, and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. 

3 – Remediation Design 
The findings of the site investigation and risk assessment should be 
used in order to design a suitable remediation strategy for the proposed 
development. The remediation scheme should include all works 
necessary to allow the site to be developed in a manner that is safe 
and suitable for use, and should include details of the remediation 
objectives and criteria, timetable of works and quality management 
procedures. Verification proposals, including validation testing where 
appropriate should also be included. Once written approval of the 
Remediation Strategy has been given by the Local Planning Authority, 
this scheme should then be appropriately implemented. A Remediation 
Strategy

 

 should be submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

4 – Reporting of Unexpected Contamination 
In the event contamination is found during the approved development 
that was not previously identified or anticipated within the Risk 
Assessment Report and Remediation Strategy, the Local Planning 
Authority must be notified immediately, and development in the vicinity 
of the newly identified contamination suspended until it has been 
appropriately characterised, risk assessed and further remediation 
requirements established, all to be reported in writing, and approved in 
writing by, the Local Planning Authority. 
 
5 – Verification Reporting 
Following the completion of the remediation works set-out in the 
Remediation Strategy, the agreed verification work, including any 
validation testing should be undertaken, and the findings incorporated 



into a Verification Report

 

, to be submitted to, and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The ultimate aim of this Verification 
Report being to document the site as having been suitably remediated 
and confirmed suitable for its intended use. 

Reason  
To ensure potential soil contamination is satisfactorily dealt with before 
the development is occupied and in accordance with Policy in 
accordance with policy FRP.15 of the Second Deposit City of 
Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
DURING CONSTRUCTION 
Condition 16 
 The floor levels of the buildings shall be set at least 600mm above the 
modelled 1 in 100 year peak flood level (including an allowance for 
climate change) on the Sud Brook of 12.37 metres above Ordnance 
Datum. 
  
Reason 
To protect the development from flooding in accordance with policy 
FRP.1a of the Second Stage Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan 
(2002). 
 
Condition 17 
No construction works shall take on the premises before 8am on 
weekdays and 8.30am Saturdays nor after 6pm on weekdays and 1pm 
on Saturdays, nor at any time on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays. 
 
Reason  
To safeguard the amenity of the area in accordance with policy BE.21 
of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 18 
No power tools or machinery shall be used on the site, other than 
portable hand tools between 08:00 and 08:30hrs Monday – Friday or 
between 08:30 and 09:00hrs Saturdays. 
 
Reason  
To safeguard the amenity of the area in accordance with policy BE.21 
of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 19 
 No materials or substances shall be burnt within the application site at 
 any time. 
 
 Reason  
 To safeguard residential amenity and prevent pollution in accordance 
 with policy BE.21 of the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan 
 (2002). 
 



BEFORE OCCUPATION OF THE BUILDING 
 
Condition 20 
The vehicular access hereby permitted shall not be brought into use 
until all existing vehicular accesses to the site (other than that intended 
to serve the development) have been permanently closed, and the 
footway/verge in front has been reinstated, in accordance with details 
to be submitted to and agreed in writing beforehand by the Local 
Planning Authority.  
 
Reason 
To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring there is no further use 
of an access that is deemed to be unsuitable to the serve the 
development and in accordance with policy TR.31 of the Second Stage 
Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
 
Condition  21 
The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until 
‘Sheffield hoops’ or similar secure cycle stands for a minimum of 10 
bicycles to be parked have been provided on site in accordance with 
drawing no.110850 P(1)03 Rev.B. The stands shall be similarly 
maintained for the duration of the use.  
 
Reason 
To ensure that adequate cycle parking is provided and to promote 
cycle use, in accordance with Policies T.1 and T.3 of the 
Gloucestershire Structure Plan Second Review.  
 
 POST OCCUPATION OF BUILDINGS 
Condition 22 
The development hereby approved shall be used as a Class A1 retail 
foodstore.  This shall be restricted to ‘limited product line deep discount 
retailing’, and shall be used for no other purpose falling within Class A1 
of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987.  ‘Limited 
product line deep discount retailing’ shall be taken to mean the sale of 
no more than 2,000 individual product lines.  No increase in the number 
of product lines shall be permitted without the prior written approval of 
the Local Planning Authority.   
 
Reason  
To define the terms of this permission and in order to protect the vitality 
and viability of existing centres and to ensure the store retains its status 
as a deep discount retail food-store and in accordance with Policy S.4a 
of the Second Stage Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
 
Condition 23 
The net sales area of the store hereby approved shall not exceed 1,125 
square metres, as shown on the approved Proposed Floor Plan 
110850P(1)04.  The proportion of the net sales area to be used for the 
sale of comparison goods shall not exceed 20% of the net sales area 



without the prior written agreement of the Local Planning Authority.   
 
Reason  
To define the terms of this permission and in order to protect the vitality 
and viability of existing centres and to ensure the store retains its status 
as a deep discount retail food-store and in accordance with Policy S.4a 
of the Second Stage Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002).   
 
Condition 24 
The store shall only open to the public between the following hours: 
8am and 9pm Monday to Saturday and Bank Holidays and 10am to 
5pm on Sundays. 
 
Reason  
In the interest of the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring 
residential properties and in accordance with policy BE.21 contained 
within the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 25 
Deliveries to and dispatched from the development hereby permitted 
shall only take place between the following hours: 06.00 and 22.00 
Monday to Friday, 07.00 and 21.00 Saturdays and 09.00 to 18.00 
Sundays and Bank Holidays.  
 
Reason 
To safeguard the residential amenities if the occupiers of neighbouring 
residential properties in accordance with policies FRP.10 and BE.21 of 
the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Condition 26 
Public facilities for the recycling of glass shall at no time be provided at 
the site. 
 
Reason 
To safeguard the residential amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring 
residential properties in accordance with policies FRP.10 and BE.21 of 
the Second Deposit City of Gloucester Local Plan (2002). 
 
Notes 
The proposed development will involve works to be carried out on the 
public highway and the Applicant/Developer is required to enter into a 
legally binding Highway Works Agreement (including an appropriate 
bond) with the County Council before commencing those works. 
 
Note  
Your attention is drawn to the requirements of the Building Regulations, 
which must be obtained as a separate consent to this planning 
decision.  You are advised to contact the Gloucester City Council 
Building Control Team on 01452 396771 for further information. 
 



Note  
Notwithstanding the submitted drawings this permission does not imply 
any rights of entry to any adjoining property nor does it imply that the 
development may extend into or project over or under any adjoining 
boundary.   
 
Note  
 Your attention is drawn to the Party Wall Act 1996.  The Act will apply 
where work is to be carried out on the following: 
• Work on an existing wall or structure shared with another 

property 
• Building a free standing wall or a wall of a building up to or 

astride the boundary with a  neighbouring property 
• Excavating near a neighbouring building. 
The legal requirements of this Act lies with the building/site owner, they 
must find out whether the works subject of this planning permission 
falls within the terms of the Party Wall Act.  There are no requirements 
or duty on the part of the local authority in such matters.  Further 
information can be obtained from the DETR publication The Party Wall 
Act 1996 - explanatory booklet, available online. 

   
Decision:   .....................................................................................................................  
 
Notes:   .........................................................................................................................  
 
 ......................................................................................................................................  
 
 ......................................................................................................................................  
 
Person to contact:   Bob Ristic 
   (Tel: 396822) 
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To Development control 
It has come to my attention that there are plans for a new Aldi Store on the old Moreland 
Site in Gloucester. Even though there is a local Tesco express and Lidel’s close by, it is very 
sad that there has to be yet another big store going up putting the small businesses at risk.  
  
I know one small shop that will be effected and that is Griffins Office Licence in New Street. 
Last year I believe they celebrated 100 years of trade  
I used to lived in new street and shopped at the corner shop for over 30 years. 
  
There is nothing that hurts me more then to see someone loss they business to big  
companies like Tesco's, Lidels, Aldi, Sainsbury's and  Asda. 
  
 I feel that the  people who decide on allowing all these large supermarkets  being build has 
not thought twice on how it may affect other business or trade in the area or small shop 
Like Griffins 
in New Street. 
  
The amount of shops That has been build  this year is quite a lot. With the New Asda in 
Kingsway, Sainsbury's in barton street, Morrison off metz way, Tesco's with there Tesco 
express, and now sainsbury Express. I wonder when you the Development control will say to 
yourselves there is now  enough supermarkets. 
  
Please take note of my strong objections to this development of Aldi within Bristol Road. 
  
  
Best Regards 
  
Miss Janet Weston 
  
  
 



 

 

Bob 
  
Whilst appreciate you are trying to produce your report, after looking at the city plan other 
planning information, other comments and documents with the application I felt the need to 
prepare a further representation document which complements my previous additions. Please 
see attached. 
  
Also I have a few questions I am hoping you can assist with; 
  
1.How long is the determination period for this application? Is there a deadline for Aldi to 
comply with when submitting their documentation for the planning application from the date 
originally put forward? 
2.Did Aldi submit a section 106 agreement? if so please can you advise me where I 
can find if so I can see what the contributions are. Who is responsible to ensure these 
contributions are delivered? 
3.Has Aldi applied for or got a licence to sell alcohol? Is there a cumulative impact zone 
(CIZ) in the proposed development area. 
  
I look forward to hearing your answers regarding my questions and to receive report findings 
and date for the proposed meeting as soon as it is revealed. 
  
Meanwhile I trust the email is acceptable,  
Many thanks and kind regards 
Lisa Bayes. 
 



 

 

Dear Mr Ristic  
 
13/00710/FUL – Proposed Aldi Food Store – Clifton Road/Bristol Road, Gloucester  
 
I write with regards the above application, pending consideration. This document 
complements previously submitted representative documentation and gives further reasons 
why this proposal should be rejected. 
 
Legislation – planning a sustainable development 
The starting point is that the planning proposal submitted is not in accordance with 
fundamental aspects, elements and frameworks that govern planning a sustainable 
development demonstrated throughout this report. 
 
Aldi stated in their planning supporting statement section 5 policy context; 5.10 core policies. 
Elements of the NPPF has 12 core land use planning principles the ones of particular 
relevance to this application were listed, but evidence contradicts them and questions whether 
Aldi are able to successfully deliver the principles; 

- Proactively support sustainable economic development – How? They will negatively 
impact on vitality and viability of existing provisions, impact assessment studies 
reveal this. 

- Identify the development needs of an area – How? Residents and businesses a like 
identified no further supermarket need required at this site other use of land were 
highlighted for development. 

- Take account of the needs of the communities – How? Failed to listen and 
acknowledge to community evident from comments. Didn’t even acknowledge the 
existence of neighbour business Kwik Fit, Aldi said unit was vacant. 

- Deliver sufficient community facilities to meet local needs. How? What are they 
going to do and offer in facilities that are not already present? 

- Focus significant development in locations which have or can be made sustainable. 
How? The impact on local retailers will be negatively significant causing closures, 
redundancies, and unemployment as a consequence. 

 
Need 
The objections have encouraged genuine public participation from people who know what 
they want to shape their community with comments and petitions advocating for planning to 
be refused. On the basis that the proposal does not meet development needs for the area as 
existing supermarkets, shops, markets and convenience store provisions adequately serve the 
town, and offer choice, value and competitive prices. As Aldi’s application was not planned 
for in the city plan it can not proceed unless the applicant demonstrates that the community 
needs the development, and that it meets needs whilst ensuring the diversity and viability of 
the community according to Policy Planning Statement 6(PPS6). 
The council in their decision must consider this policy and listen to, engage and work with the 
community they serve. As the Localism Act 2011 states ‘Taking power away from officials 
and putting it into the hands of those who know most about their neighbourhood – local 
people themselves’.  
Aldi in their planning supporting statement (3.12) have said “Development on the site can 
achieve a satisfactory relationship with the residential properties at Stroud Road.” It is wrong 
for Aldi to assume an extant permission can form context for the application proposal now 
brought forward. Evidence from Stroud Road residents (Separate letters from Mr Tanner, Mr 
Patel, B Pearson to name a few) refute this statement with their strong objections and discuss 
how Aldi would harm and impact them, suggesting NO satisfactory relationship. Refer to 
comments on application petitions and letters. 
 
 
Sequential Approach  



 

 

Aldi did not undertake a fully compliant thorough sequential approach when examining 
suitable alternative development sites that meet principles, local plan, needs of community 
and vision for the future sustainable development. In council pre consultation discussions 
these sites were suggested which represent opportunities to make important contribution to 
City Centre retailing. Satisfying and benefiting all groups involved whilst protecting and 
promoting the vitality of the town achieving the NPPF, but Aldi failed to give full 
consideration to these alternative site locations and reasons for dismissing them being 
‘unsuitable’ - how would a different location not achieve their aim of having a deep discount 
facility to enhance retail offer? This can be done at any location when following the Aldi 
uniform site development approach. 
Therefore the proposal fails to comply with PPS6 and City plans strategy to ‘regenerate the 
City Centre and increase the number of people using it by adopting a City Centre first 
approach to development to regenerate and enhance the City Centre experience’. This is 
because the out of town development site would pull people away from shopping in town. 
Meaning exactly what it says ‘out of town’. In other words, rather than leading to spin-off 
shopping, (what Aldi propose) edge-of-centre has the potential to produce ‘spin-away’ 
effects, where shopping is drawn away from the existing retail centre. 
 
Impact on viability and vitality  
To achieve the city plan the town business survival rates must be encouraged by providing 
genuine choice, working with and making provision for diversity of specialist stores, corner 
shops, convenience stores, farm shops and markets. This development will have a permanent, 
adverse effect on these businesses and their local suppliers, undoubtedly resulting in closures, 
loss of jobs, increasing numbers of unemployed and choice been eroded. The existing 
provisions will struggle to compete with Aldi’s buying power and aggressive pricing policies. 
In addition, Aldi sell non-food markets such as clothing, electrical goods, books, household 
and gardening goods. And are now planning to evolve in a direction that is more attractive to 
a wider group of people, by introducing fresh fish and meat produce and increase and 
improve their selection of goods. It is clear they aim to compete directly with the entire range 
of shops found in town in an attempt to increase market share, so the only choice will be to go 
to a different size store of the same chain.  
The proposal would create a drain on the town’s economy, and siphoning off profits from the 
community into the pockets of Aldi.  
 
I strongly disagree with Aldi Section 6 planning supporting statement; 6.10 ‘The Retail 
Assessment submitted with the application demonstrates that the proposed ALDI at Clifton 
Road will not have a detrimental impact upon Gloucester city centre or any other centres. The 
proposal represents no threat to planned investment in the city centre (or other designated 
centres) and will not deter future investment. The submitted Retail Assessment also 
demonstrates that the development will not have a significantly adverse impact on vitality and 
viability in relevant centres.’  
Fail to see how Aldi reached this conclusion when evidence suggests due to the rise of new 
supermarkets the rate of loss of independent shops is increasing - a recent study by the 
Institute of Grocery Distribution revealed that 2,157 independent shops went out of business 
or became part of a larger company in 2004, compared with a previous annual average of 
around 300 a year. (1) 
Also as data from the Department of Trade and industry shows that the UK lost 50 
independent shops a week over the last decade. Emissions and pollution from traffic is rising 
dramatically and the average person travels 893 miles per year to shop for food. Suppliers, 
farmers, the environment and smaller retailers are squeezed as the big four extract ever better 
deals from their market dominance. Cited in Ghost town Britain II death on the high street. 
(2) 
 
Along with the Department of Trade and industry concerns over proposed supermarket 
development impacts, comments noted below from the Richard Graham City MP and Mark 



 

 

Owen chairman of Federation of Small business FSB highlight issues. As detailed in Punch 
line Gloucestershire Means Business publication, discussing development of the proposed 
site. (3) The city MP Richard Graham said. “I would be interested to know the size of any 
building and what exactly they would be selling”. “However, I would be most concerned if it 
were anything that threatened the livelihood of the Griffins or any other local businesses. 
There are quite a lot of other supermarkets in the area as it is.”  
Mark Owen, chairman of the Gloucester branch of the FSB said: “I have lost count of the 
number of supermarket and express stores in Gloucester. They seem to be springing up all the 
time. We must be approaching saturation”.  
 
Also this retail assessment statement can not be reliable when data included was not 
complete. The proportionate Retail Assessment failed to identify key businesses which would 
suffer an impact (Griffins Shop New Street, food stores on Bristol Road, Park End Road, and 
Southgate Street to name a few roads) and under estimated the economic impact figures on 
stores so can not be regarded as factual evidence.  Section 27 of NPPF ‘where an application 
fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have significant adverse impact on one or 
more of the factors. In policies 23-26, it should be refused. 
Also the proposal must be rejected on the basis as stated in the Key Development Principles 
to Deliver the Strategy city plan point 3 “Development will not be supported where it will 
have a demonstrable negative impact on the City Centre and its regeneration.” (4) 
 
Jobs and Employment Land 
As outlined in the Gloucester City plan 2031 to support economic growth the City Plan needs 
to ensure it delivers enough employment land in the right locations to meet a variety of needs 
in respect of the quality and location of development sites. The proposed site is designated as 
employment use so following the pre application meeting has appropriate justification been 
given for the loss of an employment generating use? Even though Aldi proposes to bring jobs 
they fail to consider the wider picture of independent retailer turnover losses, bankruptcies 
and jobs lost as a consequence. A 1998 study by National Retailer Planning Forum NRPF 
examined the employment impacts of 93 superstore openings between 1991 and 1994 found 
that they resulted in a net loss of more than 25,000 jobs or 276 per store opened. (5)  With 
loss of jobs exceeding the creation of jobs this proposal should fail in its employment 
justification. 
 
Traffic and Transport 
Local knowledge suggests the roads surrounding the proposed site appear to be operating at 
their capacity. Whilst current evidence suggests highway concerns regarding the proposed site 
arrangement in terms of insufficient information submitted to accurately assess transport 
impacts, delivery manoeuvres, and pedestrian safety and vehicle movements. Strong concerns 
are raised about traffic patterns, increases in congestion, traffic emissions, noise and 
accidents. Considering these a highway objection must also apply. 
 
Summary 
Gloucester has a varied retail venue with its unique mix of shops, independent retailers, 
markets, farmers market, corner shops, convenience stores, restaurants, cafés and bars all 
providing an excellent retail setting for tourists and residents alike. These distinctly positive 
and attractive elements would change significantly if this inappropriate development is 
allowed. In all its activities, proposal and in the name of 'more jobs', 'more choice' and 'better 
prices', Aldi will negatively impact the vitality and viability of the town; unfairly competing 
with businesses causing subsequent job losses, rise in unemployment and business closures 
and a lot less choice in town as a consequence.  
To summarise the proposed Aldi application should be refused on grounds;  

• Legislation – Failure to comply with planning policy principles and criteria.  



 

 

• Need – Application not planned for in city plan at this site and Aldi failed to 
demonstrate how the community needs the development whilst ensuring diversity of 
the local community, according to PPS6.  

• Insufficient sequential assessment - Failure to undertake thorough sequential 
approach in considering and examining alternative development sites which comply 
with City Plan and PPS6. Not adopting a City Centre first approach to development to 
regenerate and enhance the town. Failure to understand the developments cumulative 
impact. The proportionate Retail Assessment failed to identify key businesses which 
would be impacted upon. The Figures used appeared to be underestimated and should 
be treated with a level of caution. 
Fail city plan point 3 “Development will not be supported where it will have a 
demonstrable negative impact on the City Centre and its regeneration.” (4) 

• Employment Land – Failure to fully explore and justify the land for the loss of an 
employment generating use. 

• Traffic and Transport – Failure to submit sufficient evidence and information on 
impacts from the development therefore a highway objection must be given. 

 
Invite the rejection to this proposal as the impacts of this development outweigh any benefits 
gained. 
 
References 

1. Institute of Grocery Distribution (2005) Convenience Retailing   
2. Cited in Ghost town Britain II death on the high street. 

http://www.neweconomics.org/gen/uploads/2hk0dtqtzv0run55afsou45151220031
14309.pdf 

3. Gloucestershire means business magazine 
http://www.punchline-
gloucester.com/articles/aanews/questionmarkoverbristolroadbrownfieldsite 

4. City plan Gloucester City plan 2031 shaping Gloucester regeneration journey 
5. Competition commission 2000 Supermarkets a report on the supply of groceries from 

multiple stores. 
http://www.competition-comission.org.uk/rep_pub/reports/2000/446super.htm 

http://www.neweconomics.org/gen/uploads/2hk0dtqtzv0run55afsou4515122003114309.pdf
http://www.neweconomics.org/gen/uploads/2hk0dtqtzv0run55afsou4515122003114309.pdf
http://www.punchline-gloucester.com/articles/aanews/questionmarkoverbristolroadbrownfieldsite
http://www.punchline-gloucester.com/articles/aanews/questionmarkoverbristolroadbrownfieldsite
http://www.competition-comission.org.uk/rep_pub/reports/2000/446super.htm


G&A Stores 
163 Seymour Road 
Gloucester 
GL15HH 

jr-'urS0 t"'iJppr I
\J~.r'~c Y ~\ , , ~ 

07 October 2013 SERVICES 
Democratic Services Team 1 0 OCT 2013 
Gloucester City COWlcil 
North Warehouse 
The Docks 

Gloucester 
GL12EP 

Ref 13/0071 OfFUL 

To whom it may concern, 

I, GaWlthi Rajkumar, am the owner of G&A Stores located in Seymour Road. I am writing 

regarding above reference, I strongly object to the planning on this groWld to be used as a 
supermarket. I believe ,that another supermarket in this area would destroy the trade ofthe 
small business in the surroWlding areas of which one is mine. 

I think it be more helpful to us and other small business if you put a stop on the planning 
permission of this supermarket. We already have so many supermarkets in this area that's 
including the New Morrison's. Shops around this area provide every think so another 
supermarket in this area is unnecessary. We welcome the development of the area but we 
don't need another supermarket. Development of this area should help the community and 
local business but a threat to them. 

Other factors to consider would be traffic and parking on Bristol road which is already 

Wlbearable. The road is very busy it will be busier and slower if 20mph put in place. I also 
hope the cOWlcil will help me to survive in these current times. 

Yours faithfully 

GaWlthi Rajkumar 
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Dear Mr Ristic 
 
13/00710/FUL – Proposed Aldi Food Store – Clifton Road/Bristol Road, 
Gloucester 
 
I write with regards the above application, which is pending consideration with 
Gloucester City Council. 
 
It is apparent that there is a high level of objection for this application amongst local 
traders, of which Lidl is one. 
 
There is currently no convenience goods floorspace capacity in the City; with a 
modest amount of growth only emerging after 2016.  This area of Gloucester is well 
represented with a range of food retailers; with all sectors being present.  The 
proposed Aldi store is less than one minute away from the Lidl store, with the need 
for a LAD (Limited Assortment Discounter) clearly being met by this latter store.  It is 
an offer therefore not needed within this particular area.   
 
It is important to note that Lidl had an application (12/01210/FUL) refused in March 
2013 when permission was sought to vary the existing consent of the vacant retail 
units adjacent to the Bristol Road store to Open A1 to allow Home Bargains to trade 
alongside Lidl in an amalgamated and extended 1,062 sqm unit (as compared with 
the 1,125 sqm footprint that Aldi are proposing).  In her Committee Report, the Case 
Officer also cited concerns regarding the cumulative impact this would have on the 
City Centre. 
 
The site is currently designated as an employment site; which under policy E4 is 
protected.  Aldi have not undertaken any type of assessment nor marketing exercise 
to ascertain whether the site is of interest to this type of user or would generate 
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equal benefits as those suggested for a foodstore. Surely this is critical if 
employment sites are ‘protected’ under Gloucester City Council policy? 
 
From the figures presented by Turley Associates, it is apparent that both an 
unacceptable level of trade diversion and cumulative impact would arise if the Aldi 
was to be consented.  Such figures should also be treated with a certain level of 
caution since they are likely to be underestimated.  Of course, such an analysis does 
not account for smaller foodstores and other local businesses which would be 
directly affected by the development.   
 
It is a little strange that Gloucester City Council did not insist upon a full impact 
assessment as advised for certain applications beneath the 2,500 sqm threshold 
identified in the NPPF in the Joint Core Strategy Retail Study (2011-2031, prepared 
by DPDS), given the anticipated levels of impact estimated by Turley Associates. 
Indeed, we are aware that the Council themselves are concerned about the impact 
the development will have on existing retail and are likely to seek a independent 
consultant’s opinion (DPDS Consulting) with regards the proposals.  As this has 
currently not been undertaken, we kindly request that you insist upon this in the 
interest of openness and transparency in light of Lidl’s recent refusal. 
 
With regards to highways, Lidl understands that there are highway concerns 
regarding the current proposed site arrangement in terms of delivery manoeuvres, 
pedestrian safety and vehicle movements and would highlight that this is a critical 
safety issue which the current arrangement as proposed, does not resolve.  As such, 
a highway objection must also apply. 
 
With regards the sequential test, Lidl feel that Turley Associates have not provided 
an adequate assessment, particularly with regards the Kings Quarter development.  
Turley concludes that the site is both not available nor suitable for their clients.  
However, in her committee report on application 12/01210/FUL (March 2013), Ms 
Ristic states that: 
 
‘Given that there is an allocated, planned and committed site capable of delivering 
additional convenience and comparison floor space at Kings Quarter there is a 
sequentially preferable site.’ (p7) 
 
Furthermore, and quite significantly: 
 
‘The identified capacity for the plan period is not sufficient to support out-of-
centre development over and above the King’s Quarter committed, planned 
investment.’ (p7) 
 
There is seemingly only one course of action from this conclusion; that the proposed 
Aldi application should be refused on grounds of insufficient sequential assessment, 
the cumulative impact of the proposed development and a failure to fully explore 
policy E4 with regards to the potential to retain the land as employment use. 
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Should the application be recommended for approval, with Member’s subsequent 
support, Lidl reserves its right to seek a judicial review of the application. 
 
This objection has also been circulated to Planning Committee Members, Ward 
Councillors and Richard Graham (MP Gloucester). 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Wendy Hurst 
Acquisitions Manager – Lidl UK GmbH 
 



Sent from my iPad Hi Bob.   A letter was given in at reception from Sandra Williams who is a resident 
who has experienced traffic problems in the area,can you let me know if you have received this in the 
morning please.Also can you make sure Highways are aware that St Paul's school is situated at the 
back and is very busy with extra traffic and children. Thank you from Debbie 
 







 

 

Proposed development of Aldi Store 
13/00710/FUL | Demolition of existing building and erection of Class A1 food store (1,680 sq.m. 
gross; 1,125 sq.m. net) with associated access, parking and landscaping | Land at Junction of Clifton 
Road and Bristol Road Gloucester 
 
I am submitting this document on behalf of Griffins corner shop (107, New Street, Gloucester GL1 
5AZ). After looking at the documents involved with the planning applicat ion it has identified mistakes, 
queries, questions and concerns as to the viability and suitability of the development at this site. The 
table below details these concerns and questions in the hope that they will be considered and answered.  
 
Who Comment / description Possible Action to be 

taken 
Discussion points 
my Comments and 
questions  

Aldi 
Application 

Land assessment Has an accurate flood 
assessment been 
undertaken? 

The Land assessment 
reveals and details the 
proposed site is within an 
area of flooding. (Flood 
zone 1, 2 and 3a) Does this 
mean it is not suitable for 
building on? Does it have 
implications on current 
drainage? 

Aldi 
Application 

Application identified land 
suspected to be 
contaminated 

Has an appropriate 
contamination assessment 
been submitted with the 
application? 

Are there any restrictions on 
building on contaminated 
sites? What implicat ions 
may arise? 
What details are enclosed 
with the deeds of the 
property? 

Aldi 
Application 

Hours of Opening section 
20  

Aldi need to specify 
exactly the hours of 
trading 

Incorrect opening hours 
detailed Mon – sat 8am -
9pm and same on Sunday 
and bank hols? Therefore 
surely not within Sunday 
Trading laws. Conflict of 
informat ion the 
Travel p lan document 
details limited hours to be 
10am -6pm on Sunday.  
What are the proposed hours 
of trading?  

Aldi 
Application 

Assessment of impact Did A ldi undertake a 
thorough research 
investigation and 
sequential test on the site 
to determine the impact 
upon businesses both in 
and outside of food 
sectors within their 
catchment? 

Failed to a acknowledge 
impact on Griffins store and 
other small food stores on 
Bristol Road, Parkend Road, 
and Southgate Street to 
name a few in area in 
proportionate study. Failed 
to acknowledge presence of 
other businesses .i.e. Kwik 
fit , In A ldi ‘s Planning 
statement document page 9 
section 3.4 details To the 
north lie two vacant units 
formerly occupied by Kwik-
Fit and a bathroom 
showroom.   Kwik fit are 
still trad ing there and have 
included a comment on the 
application opposing the 



 

 

Who Comment / description Possible Action to be 
taken 

Discussion points 
my Comments and 
questions  
application and raising their 
concerns about the 
development. 

Archaeology 
comments 

Consultant submission was 
concerned that isolated 
areas of archaeological 
remains may be present 
within the site and 
potentially be impacted by 
the proposed development. 
The main issue from an 
archaeological point of v iew 
is the potential for human 
remains - a  number of 
inhumations were 
discovered in 1952 c.60m to 
the north of the site, these 
are thought to be of Roman 
date 
 

Findings recommend that 
a programme of 
archaeological mit igation 
should be undertaken so 
as record any 
archaeological remains 
and finds which may be 
adversely affected by the 
proposed development.  
Recommendation that the 
following condition is 
attached to any planning 
permission which may be 
granted for this 
development, i.e.;  
Condition AR1  
‘No development shall 
take place within the 
proposed development 
site until the applicant, or 
their agents or successors 
in title, has secured the 
implementation of a 
programme of historic 
environment work in 
accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation 
which has been submitted 
to and approved in 
writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The 
programme will provide 
for archaeological 
monitoring and recording 
(a ‘watching brief’) 
during ground works 
related to the 
development proposal, 
with the provision for 
appropriate archiving and 
public dissemination of 
the findings.’  
 

Are Aldi aware of the 
Archaeology importance of 
this land?  Have the bones 
been further investigated? 
Who currently owns deeds 
to property? IS it for them to 
action or Aldi? Do the 
Police need to be involved if 
chance of human remains? 
 
If the proposed development 
site has potential to include 
significant elements of the 
historic environment the 
Council requires that these 
elements will be recorded 
during development and 
their record made publicly 
available. This accords with 
policy BNE.9 of the Second 
Deposit City of Gloucester 
Local Plan (2002) and the 
Interim Adoption SPD of 
Gloucester City Council’s 
‘Development Affecting 
Sites of Historic 
Environment 
(Archaeological) Interest’ 
(2008). Are Aldi aware of 
this above legislation 
policy? 

Highways 
Alison Curtis 
Coordinator 
 

Refers to the planning 
application received on 8th 
August 2013.  Recommends 
that this application 
be refused on highway 
grounds for the following 
reason(s):-. 
Insufficient information has 
been submitted to enable the 
Planning Authority to 
properly assess the 

Need to submit Travel 
Plan referred to in  
the Transport Assessment. 

Has the transport 
assessment failed to 
acknowledge extra impact 
of the proposed use on roads 
and volume of t raffic and 
safety of customers 
especially during delivery? 
Has Pedestrian and vehicle 
access, roads and rights of 
way been addressed and 
correctly proposed when 



 

 

Who Comment / description Possible Action to be 
taken 

Discussion points 
my Comments and 
questions  

transport impacts of the 
development. 

developing a site?  
Especially when the 
highways are stating it 
should be refused. Has 
further info rmation now 
been submitted? 
 

Civic trust 
consultants 

The design of the proposed 
building is not acceptable 
and must be improved. Fear 
the building design has 
come straight out of the 
Aldi catalogue and bears no 
relation to its imposing 
Victorian industrial 
neighbours, the 
England’s Glory match 
works and the former 
Wagon Works. Planning 
permission should be 
refused pending further 
negotiations. 

Amendments needed to 
design of building. 

Have new proposed designs 
now been submitted to 
address issues raised by 
civic trust consultants? 

Wendy Hurst  
Acquisitions 
Manager – 
Lidl UK 
GmbH 

The proposed Aldi 
application should be 
refused on grounds of 
insufficient sequential 
assessment, the cumulative 
impact of the proposed 
development and a failure to 
fully explore policy E4 with 
regards to the potential to 
retain the land as 
employment use. 

Possibly further testing, 
assessment and research 
to be undertaken. 

Agree with valid points and 
concerns raised by Lid l 
which all need addressing. 
The employment section 4 
can not be ignored; in the 
city with unemployment a 
proposal on the site which 
would meet this planning 
guideline must only be 
approved. 
 

    
 
It is clear that unresolved objections and comments have been identified with the 
proposal, documents and plans, and the degree of inconsistency and inaccuracy with 
the details included in the proposal. Therefore it must be concluded and evaluated 
through the planning process not to be policy compliant and the application to be 
refused planning consent. 
Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the 
development needs of their area with the main conclusion that no further convenience 
food store provision is required at this site. Therefore, suggesting that possibly 
alternative sites would be more beneficial for the town. As described by the council in 
pre application discussions. Potential retail sites identified to be Kings Quarter, 
Greater Greyfriars and Blackfriars. These have been identified as representing 
opportunities to make an important contribution to City Centre retailing.  
Therefore, the impacts of building an Aldi store in the proposed area significantly and 
demonstrably do not outweigh the benefits. Development on this land should be 
restricted. A food store provision would have unacceptable impact on the local plan, 
viability and vitality of local food businesses and the location has an unacceptable 
impact upon travel patterns. 



 

 

As requested in pre application consultation the assessment Aldi made of the impacts 
of the proposal in retail economic terms is inaccurate and misleading. We understand 
that it is a proportionate retail impact assessment nevertheless it doesn’t take into 
account local shops percentage of anticipated trading effects, and failed to identify 
Griffins corner shop located around the corner and other stores in the catchment area 
of the proposed store. With the belief that the Griffins tore will experience a high 
impact as they trade in the same food sector with some customers doing weekly shops 
and some doing top ups (what Aldi function is). These impacts are related to the 
planning process and are not going to be as low and under exaggerated as described in 
supporting appendix documentation by Aldi. If planning for the Aldi store is granted 
it will be detrimental to the viability and vitality of Griffins convenience store and 
other similar shops. The Griffins shop has successfully served, met and exceeded the 
needs of their customers for over 70 years. 
 
We acknowledge and agree with the comments made by Lidl regarding this 
application and note all of the support, comments, concerns and opinions from the 
local community and residents who also believe that planning of this application be 
refused. 
 
However if planning permission is agreed then Griffin’s shop would be grateful to 
planning to advise about the processes involved with an appeal against the decision. 
If further attempts to appeal and obtain refusal to the planning proposed, the Griffin’s 
shop would welcome the assistance of the planning team to facilitate and condition 
Aldi to work with local businesses and advise about development timescales. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you soon with regard to the contents of this 
document and answers to questions and queries that have arisen. 
 
 



















I understand that an Aldi small grocery store will be constructed within this area of land next 
to my house. However I believe currently that there are too many supermarkets and grocery 
store in Gloucester. E.g. Sainsburys by the Quays is the nearest one, also Tesco and lidl on 
Bristol road. In fact we already have an Aldi on Bristol road. We now have a new Morrisons 
opening soon just by Asda off Metz way and I had lost count of how many Tescos there are in 
Gloucester now! I am aware that these giant retailers are just competing… What happened to 
protecting local small businesses such as corner shops? Has Gloucester gone corporate 
mad? 

Mr Jalaal Patel 
32 Stroud Road 
Gloucester 
GL1 5AQ 



I think this would benefit the Stroud road/bristol road community very much. Walking 
distance and the costs of shopping at Aldi. This part of Bristol rd / Clifton rd has been an 
eyesore for far too long maybe 20 years or more. We don't need any more car show rooms 
along Bristol road. Maybe this will improve shopping at the quays as well. 

Ms Elaine Thomas 
183 Church Drive 
Quedgeley 
Gloucester 
GL2 4US 



        

3 ST VINCENT WAY   
CHURCHDOWN 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE 
GL3 1NP 
 

August 2013. 

Reference – 13/00710/FUL         

Dear Mr Ristic, 

I write to express my disappointment that Gloucester City Council is considering 
backing the development of an Aldi store on the old Brownfield Site on Bristol Road.  

It is my opinion that we have more than enough large supermarkets in the area, some 
within a 3 mile radius. Why are we not supporting and concentrating our efforts on 
sustaining our smaller local businesses? 

Whilst I appreciate that times change and Aldi will provide some employment 
opportunities, I think the knock on effect for local businesses outweighs this greatly. 

Having grown up in the area I feel strongly that local voices are not heard enough.  Do 
we really need another supermarket? Large out of town retail parks have already killed 
off our High Streets, let us not allow the same fate to befall our local shops and 
businesses who have served their community for many years. 

Yours Sincerely 

 

 Sharron Holland 















































































































I object for the following reasons:- 1. The site is in an historic part of the city which has 
clearly visible Victorian industrial heritage aspects. This development proposal would be 
incongruous and insensitive to the area and would blight & possibly obliterate approaching 
views of this heritage. Further I believe the council should be giving serious consideration to 
preserving and positively celebrating the few remaining historical aspects of the city. 2. I 
believe it is very unnecessary to consider such a development proposal in this particular area 
and that there are many more appropriate locations in the city. 3. The traffic flow in the area 
is already massively challenged by several sets and junctions to the main city centre traffic 
light systems. A supermarket with a constant flow of possibly 1000’s of additional vehicles 
per day straight onto a very constrained junction would be chaos & probably create 
gridlock! 4. New Street has a Victorian primary school at the head of the street – this creates 
a high level of vehicle & pedestrian traffic twice daily, there are many families with small 
children walking & crossing roads amid already dangerous traffic flow & junctions. This 
over development proposal would greatly add to the risk to their safety. 

Ms Sophie Shuttlewood 
64 New Street 
Gloucester 
Gloucester 
GL1 5BA 



13/00710/FUL 

Dear Mr Ristic We don't need yet another supermarket in this area. It will put Griffins New 
Street corner shop out of business. This corner shop is the most friendly in Gloucester and 
deserves to survive.  

Maggie Gray 

 



Dear Mr Ristic 
  
Application Number 13/00710/FUL 
  
I refer to previous correspondence and particularly Lidl's letter of the 10th January 2014 and Turleys' 
letter on behalf of Aldi dated 24th January 2014. 
  
I have commented previously on the application in general but now wish to make further representations 
on the question of the Sequential Test following these recent letters.   
  
The Test should not merely be a hypothetical exercise where the applicant considers alternatives and for 
a variety of reasons, often not fully investigated or evidenced, dismisses these sites.  They therefore end 
up with the original (application site) on which they have already been involved in pre-application 
discussions, spent time and money on design and on which, no doubt, they have already entered into 
some form of legal commitment either by option or purchase. 
  
In dismissing the other options, Aldi argue that as a "deep discounter" they have a rigid architectural 
model to which they must adhere.  This is not a sound planning argument for dismissing alternative sites 
and in fact if the argument is accepted it is giving a commercial advantage to one retailer over and above 
their competitors. 
  
The other major supermarkets display much greater flexibility and have store formats that can work within 
the planning framework and utilise town centre sites.  I accept that these are frequently more 
difficult/expensive to develop but this should not exclude them from the site selection process under the 
Sequential Test.   
  
Ironically, Aldi now see themselves as a direct competitor of the other supermakets.  They have recently 
run a TV advertising campaign "Swap and Save" encouraging people to do their weekly shop with them.  
It seems however, that they are not prepared to work on a level playing field which it comes to site 
development.  Their selection process seems to be based on cost rather than good planning. 
  
The Dundee Decision still requires applicants to demonstrate flexibility with regard to sites and layout. 
  
On the grounds of good planning, I would ask that you apply the Sequential Test in a rigorous but fair way 
and interrogate the applicant's fully on the process they have adopted for sequential site selection. 
  
Regards. 
 
Richard Holmes 
 
Richard Holmes Property Consultants 
Office Tel:  
Mobile Tel:  
E-mail:  
 



There is only one thing I object to and that's the choice of planting and boundary 
demarcation along Clifton Road. The choice of low wooden fence that will rot and fall apart 
within a few years along this the ecological desert of the rubbish attracting low maintenance 
shrubs is a disgrace. The city is meant to be bee friendly how about some nice bee friendly 
cherry blossom trees with and lavender to replace the nondescript weeds they show on the 
plans. The "fence" could be replaced with capped low brick wall. Other than that I'm in 
favour of the redevelopment of this site and the jobs it will bring. 

Mr Tim Ballam 
28 Lannett Road 
Gloucester 
GL1 5DE 
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From: Mo Claridge 
Sent: 03 September 2013 19:25
To: Development Control
Subject: Griffin corner shop

I strongly object to plans to open aldi in clifton rd , it will add to more congestion in the area , we do not 
need another supermarket here , griffin stores serves this community very well  



To whom it may concern: 
 
What is going on with this Town, we just seem to have superstores and coffee shops springing up 
everywhere!!! 
 
We don’t need any more shops ,what’s up with people too darn lazy to get off there arses and travel a 
little distance, we have an Aldi in Qued only a couple of miles away WHY!!!! 
 
For a change let’s look after the little people   
 
Best RegaRds  
 
Ian 
 
Ian HatHaway 
 



Does Gloucester really need another huge supermarket? Another one will ruin the small 
nearby businesses. The corner shops have been serving the residents for many years. The 
local shops serve the community not just for the sale of goods, but they are where the locals 
can meet, especially the elderly and young mums who cannot drive or who do not have time 
to drive to the larger supermarkets. 

Mr G Shaw 
18 Montpellier House 
Suffolk Square 
Cheltenham 
GL50 2DY 



Dear Sir, This site is totally inappropriate for a large Class A1 food store usage. It is situated 
on a very busy road junction with complex traffic movements. The volume of traffic likely to 
be generated by such a use is likely to be considerable. Moreover there is a plethora of chain 
supermarkets on Bristol Road, indeed across the City. These can only be detrimental to long-
established local businesses. Yours sincerely, Mike Smith 

Mr Mike Smith 
82 Marlborough Road 
Gloucester 
GL4 6GD 



To whom it may concern 
  
I was outraged to hear that an Aldi superstore is being built in Clifton Road Glos. 
Was it not discussed or considered how much the local community will suffer? 
How much it will effect people and shops in the area who make a living with local 
produce and goods. 
I was a resident in New St many years ago and always used Griffins the corner  
shop which i believe has been in the same family for 70 years or more. 
They have been voted the friendliest shop in Gloucestershire on numerous occasions  
and always support activities and events for the local people and loyal customers to the shop. 
They will of course be affected by a supermarket opening so close to New St and within 
walking distance. 
I still visit the shop when im in the area as they have so much to offer and are always willing 
to help. 
It is a great pity that these people and many others are going to find it tough with the competition 
of such a big company.  
If there is anything i can do to stop this going ahead i will be more than willing to help these 
people. 
  
  
yours sincerely 
  
Amanda Dembenski 
5 Farmcote Gardens 
Winchcombe 
Cheltenham 
Glos 
Gl54 54FI 
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