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PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 21 March 
2019 commencing at 10.00 am.

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Phil Awford 
(Chairman)
Cllr Robert Bird
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Dr John Cordwell
Cllr Bernard Fisher

Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Shaun Parsons
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Pam Tracey MBE
Cllr Robert Vines

Substitutes:

Apologies: Cllr Stephen Hirst, Cllr Graham Morgan, Cllr Alan Preest, Cllr Keith 
Rippington and Cllr Simon Wheeler

10. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Cllr Awford & Cllr Vines declared they were both members of Tewkesbury Borough Council 
(TBC) and were members of TBC Planning Committee.   

11. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.  

12. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No members questions had been received.

13. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Resolved 

That the minutes of the meeting held on 31st January 2019 be approved as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairperson.  

14. LAND TO WEST OF WINGMOOR FARM, STOKE ROAD, BISHOPS CLEEVE. 
APPLICATION NO:18/0032/TWMAJW 

A summary of the application was presented by Denis Canney, Senior Planning 
Officer aided by a power point presentation.  (A copy of the presentation is attached 
to the signed minute book).
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This was a planning application by Mr W Gilder, owner of Gilder Environmental 
Services Ltd for planning permission for the use of the land for mixing lime with bio 
solids sludge cake mainly from the processing of waste water at the Toddington site 
and other waste water treatment sites.

It was noted that the application was originally reported to the January planning 
committee but was deferred to allow the applicant to attempt to address a 
procedural error in the original application submission in respect of the relevant land 
ownership certificates being served. The Waste Planning Authority (WPA) had 
acted in a pragmatic manner in allowing the applicant to retrospectively address the 
procedural error subject to the applicant taking their own legal advice. 

The applicant submitted to the WPA and publicised the appropriate land ownership 
certificate and press notice, it was explained that no representations had been 
received.

The Committee were advised that an update letter was sent by the agent to 
Members referring to the officer’s report and seeking support of Members in 
reversing the officer’s recommendation. The Chairperson confirmed with the 
Committee that Members had viewed this correspondence.  

Members were advised that the application site was located within the Parish of 
Stoke Orchard.  The Committee viewed a location map, which showed Bishops 
Cleeve (E & SE), Uckington (South), Swindon (SE) and Elmstone and Hardwicke 
(West) of the location site.  

The Committee’s attention was drawn to Slide 3 of the presentation; the application 
site was outlined in red including access from adopted public highway, rifle range, 
Park Industrial Estate and Wingmoor Farm West.

Slide 4 displayed the land registry details showing the extent of the applicant’s 
ownership.  Slide 5 showed the route to site going across unregistered land in order 
to access the development site.

Mr Canney summarised the proposed development and the material planning 
considerations.  It was explained that the proposal related to the liming of waste 
“sludge’s” arising from the treatment of waste at the applicant’s waste water 
treatment facility at Toddington, as well as bio solids from local waste water 
treatment facilities (identified at paragraph 2.9 of the report). The Toddington site 
treated waste liquids, septic wastes and other leachates in order to produce 
environmentally compliant processed liquids and bio solids cake/sludge that could 
be applied to land to provide ecological or agricultural benefit.
 
Members were informed that planning permission was sought to process up to 
20,000 Tonnes per annum. It was reported that currently 15,000 Tonnes per annum 
of material from the Toddington site was disposed of at landfill.
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The Committee noted that the site was adjoined by former airfield infrastructure 
buildings which were partly disused or used in connection with the telecom mast.   
There were public rights of way in the area notably across the field to the north, 
views into the site were mainly from the nearest dwellings and Waterloo Farm as 
well as the newer residential development adjoining the Stoke Road.  It was 
proposed to construct a landscape bund along the northern site boundary and the 
access road in an attempt to screen the development and its activities from public 
views.

Mr Canney explained the planning issues considered were the impact on the Green 
Belt, highway concerns, odour and potential noise impact. It was noted that the 
main material planning issues in this case was the impact that the proposed 
development would have upon the Green Belt and the Highway Authority concerns.
 
The Committee were advised that in particular the main issues to be considered 
were:
- Whether it was an inappropriate development within the Green Belt as 
identified in the NPPF/NPPW and development plan policy;
- The effect on the openness of the Green Belt;
- If it was an inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations so as to amount to the ‘very special circumstances’ necessary to 
justify the development;
- Amenity  in terms of the effect on the living and working conditions of 
occupiers of the nearest residential and commercial/industrial properties, 
particularly in relation to noise, dust and odour; and
- Highway Authority concerns.

Mr Canney informed members that a 3000 sq. m concrete pad would be installed 
(in excess of 50m by 50m), native hedgerow and tree planting would occur, a bund 
to the north of the hard core areas including the waste water tank to the west, post 
and rail fence and swale area to east.

The Committee were referred to Slide 8, which showed the location of submerged 
tank and swale.  The swale dimensions given were:
- Length: 30.0m Width (Top of Bank): 8.9m
- Depth: 0.8m, Volume: 57m³ (@ Max Water Level)

Underground sealed tank dimensions were: 
- Width: 5.0m Length: 18.0m 
- Depth: 1.5m Volume: 135m³

Mr Canney explained the waste would arrive at the site by tractor and trailer or 
HGV, where it would be inspected and stored in the reception area before being 
mixed with lime by loading shovel or specialist lime plant equipment (Eco Warrior) 
before being stored in windrows up to 2m tall. The windrows would be covered with 
either straw or other material (not identified at this stage), before being taken away 
for use as a soil improver/fertiliser. 
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It was noted that the material would be mixed and laid out in windrows on the 
concrete pad area (3000 sq. m = 54m by 55m) which was linked to a below ground 
drainage holding tank (dimensions 18m x 5m x 1.5m) the waste water would be 
taken back to the Toddington facility for further use within the existing waste 
processing system. Surface water would be directed towards a swale (30m x 8.9m 
x 0.8m deep) before discharging to the brook.

Members were advised that the development if granted would be subject to control 
via an environmental permit along with an odour management plan, noise and 
waste acceptance criteria. (As detailed on page 18 of report).

Mr Canney explained that access to the site was along a private road from Stoke 
Road towards Park Industrial Estate onto the household waste recycling facility and 
Wingmoor Farm landfill site entrance.  Access to the site was shared via a gated 
entrance to the rifle range. This access track ran alongside the proposed site and 
towards an existing Severn Trent facility before turning towards Waterloo Farm.
 
It was noted that the Highway Authority required forward visibility splays of 24 
metres to the south (household waste recycling centre/Wingmoor landfill site) and 
28 metres north (towards Stoke Road) in order that a safe exit could be achieved so 
as to avoid any highway safety concerns for other vehicles entering and leaving the 
Wingmoor Farm household waste recycling facility site. Without this being 
achievable a highway objection would remain. 

Mr Canney informed the Committee that in order to achieve the required visibility 
splays, this would involve control over land outside of the applicant’s control and as 
such compliance with the highway visibility splays would necessitate the agreement 
of more than one third party landowner.
 
Predicted vehicle numbers were based on a weekly average based on the 20,000 
Tonnes per annum being brought onto the site. This equates to 400 Tonnes per 
week or an average of 4 x 20T HGV delivery vehicles per day. Vehicles leaving the 
site and removal of the limed waste would also add to these figures. The site 
operating hours requested were from 0700 to 1800 hours Mon to Friday and 0700 
to 1300 hours on Saturdays.  

Slide 15 depicted the rights of way areas, pink were footpaths, blue were 
bridleways and the yellow arrows showed the direction of uninterrupted views into 
the site across an agricultural field.

Mr Canney advised the Committee that objections had been received from 
Tewkesbury Borough Council and the Parish Councils of Stoke Orchard and 
Tredington, Bishops Cleeve, Gotherington, Elmstone Hardwicke and Uckington.  
Section 5 of the report set out the consultation undertaken by the Waste Planning 
Authority (WPA).  In addition section 6 of the report summarised the consultation 
responses.  The objections referred to inappropriate development within the Green 
Belt contrary to adopted development plan policy, inadequate access, traffic, air 
quality, odour, noise impacts, drainage, pollution, flooding concerns and visual 
impact.
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The Waste Planning Authority’s recommendation was that Planning Committee 
should refuse planning permission for the reasons set out within the agenda report 
and summarised at paragraphs 9.0 to 9.10 and the reasons detailed in section 10 
of the agenda report (page 48).

Mr Canney added that National Planning Policy Guidance required substantial 
weight to be attributed to any harm to the Green Belt whether caused through 
inappropriate development or by any other means. The harm by the proposed 
temporary waste use and the harm to the openness and visual amenities of the 
Green Belt were not considered insignificant and the benefits of the proposal, as 
well as its scale, temporary nature, as outlined by the applicant were not 
considered, on balance, so material to overcome the harm to the openness and the 
purpose of the Green Belt. It was considered that the argument put forward by the 
applicant did not represent “very special circumstances” to justify outweighing the 
harm to the Green Belt.
 
In summary, the proposal was a waste use that was considered to represent an 
inappropriate change of use in the Green Belt. The applicant had not demonstrated 
that “very special circumstances” exist (in this case) to justify what was considered 
to be an inappropriate development in this location. The nature of the use involving 
the siting of the 2m high windrows, screen bunding, temporary structures, 
requirement for a significant concrete hardstanding and drainage works, the 
presence and operation of plant and the external storage of plant and materials 
would be detrimental to the openness and visual amenities of the Green Belt.  

Mr Canney concluded that the overall net effect of the proposed development would 
be neither neutral or result in an improvement in both the quantitative and 
qualitative effect on openness and therefore was recommended for refusal for the 
reasons set out in the report.

Mr Canney referred Members to the correspondence they had received directly 
from the applicant’s agent in detail.  (A copy is attached to the signed minute book).  
It was noted that the matters raised by the applicant did not raise any new matters 
which hadn’t been considered in the agenda report. What was raised was a 
differing opinion in material matters relating to the Green Belt. In particular  Mr 
Canney stated that the engineering aspect was an ancillary part of the application 
and was therefore not of significant relevance and he once again reiterated that no 
‘very special circumstances’ existed in his opinion and it was inappropriate to 
develop in this location.  

The Chairperson invited the applicant to address the committee: 

Mr William Gilder (Applicant): 

“Good Morning, it’s nice to be here again, Mr Chairman, Members of the 
Committee.  I am William Gilder and I thank you for allowing me to speak on behalf 
of our application.  
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I am sure you will be glad to hear about sewage again, rather than Brexit.  We 
embarked on the journey of this application over a year ago when we applied to 
Gloucestershire County Council for pre-application advice.  Our planning adviser 
and I met with the GCC planning officer on site, who was broadly happy with what 
we were proposing, suffice to say that the land is located in the green belt but 
adjacent to a large and long standing refuse site operated by Enovert, which is also 
in the Green Belt.  

Unfortunately, once we had submitted our application, a different planning officer 
was appointed to handle the application.  The planning officer held a different view 
to the pre- application planning officer and, as a consequence a considerable 
amount of correspondence and meetings have ensued with the inevitable delays.  
Costs have now escalated in this application to in excess of £25,000 this is all a far 
cry from what we anticipated and understood from our pre-application meeting for a 
relative simple concrete pad.  

By way of background, the William Gilder Group employs nearly 200 staff and is 
one of Gloucestershire’s top 100 employers.  The business has grown steadily over 
the last twenty years and turnover this year will be in excess of £20million.  The 
group creates a lot of local employment.  

Some of you may be aware that we operate three sites: at Teddington Hands, 
Toddington Saw Mills and Gretton Fields.  We operate our sewage recycling 
business from our site at Toddington.  Given the growth of this industry and the 
move towards recycling more sewage waste, this business has grown significantly.  
In short we have run out of space.  

The sewage recycling facility at Toddington is unique.  Apart from the large water 
companies, there are no other operators, so far as I am aware, recycling treated 
sewage to land.  

Now, I realise that sewage is probably not at the forefront of people’s minds when 
the subject of recycling is discussed.  However, it is every bit as important as 
recycling cans, bottles or cardboard.  Recycled sewage sludge is a valuable 
product, which is high in phosphate and potash, potash is the single largest element 
used in industry and farming.  About 90 million tonnes of potash are mined each 
year, but the harsh reality is that this is a finite resource, it will run out and when it’s 
gone, it’s gone.  

By far the largest use for phosphate and potash is in agriculture, its essential for 
growing crops, nothing will grow without it.  Rather than exhausting valuable finite 
resources, sewage can be recycled by treating it and transforming it into a uniform 
product fit for agriculture.  As our population grows, with ever increasing demands 
on land resources for growing food, the need to use the valuable elements 
contained in recycled sewage will only increase.  However, to meet this demand 
and to do this properly, to ensure that the product is safe, uniform and traceable, we 
need to expand our facilities to Stoke Orchard.  
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Our application as it currently stands anticipates four vehicle movements a day, 
however, this may be a lot less and could be more like four vehicle movements a 
week.  

Regarding the access we are more than happy to improve visibility and road 
surface.  Also to clarify the weight restriction is a private sign erected by the gun 
club and this is has no legal standing.  The road is already used by Severn Trent 
Water using 44 ton vehicles weekly.  

Although this application is situated in the green belt, it is adjacent to a large refuse 
site.  In addition, I’m sure you will agree that it is not the sort of operation that is 
suitable for being in close proximity to housing or in the middle of an industrial 
estate.  It is in open fields, and ideally situated, being not far away from our existing 
sites and having a degree of land spreading.  

Our application is seeking a temporary permission for a simple concrete pad.  We 
would have preferred a permanent approach, however after liaising with the officer 
we accept a temporary permission.  It is our view that our application will also 
enhance the local environment as we will be implementing a landscaping scheme.  

Our business is heavily regulated by the Environment Agency and we would need 
to apply for an EA permit, which can only be done once the appropriate planning 
permission is in place.  The EA are also tasked with ongoing monitoring of 
compliance to protect the environment.”

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentations.  

Councillor Bird asked if there were any concerns relating to odour at the Toddington 
site.  Mr Canney clarified that there no issues relating to odour; however this 
application was for the liming of materials at the Wingmoor site.  The application 
was a proposal to transport the sludge from Toddington to Wingmoor Farm.

Councillor Bird reiterated the question that there were no objections relating to 
odour.  Mr Canney explained that the waste product was currently disposed of at 
landfill.  Councillor Bird clarified that part of the process was conducted at the 
Toddington site with no odour.  Mr Canney explained that the process was not 
odourless.  

Councillor Bird accepted that rules and regulations had to be adhered to but 
questioned what was the degree of risk of odour at the application site.  

Councillor Parsons sought clarity as to the process being proposed at the 
application site and whether this would be different to that in respect of the  material 
produced at the Toddington site, also that the material currently went to landfill and 
there did not seem to be any odour problems.   Mr Canney explained that the 
applicant had proposed an odour management plan as part of the application.
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Councillor Vines made reference to Mr Gilder’s statement in that this application 
was the only facility in the County and requested to know if this was the case?  Mr 
Canney confirmed that there were no other facilities undertaking this process in 
Gloucestershire at the moment.  

Councillor Tracey added that given the number of lorry movements entering the 
site, could the access road be changed, widened and a speed limit enforced?  Mr 
Canney explained that the access road belonged to Tewkesbury Borough Council 
and provided heavy traffic access to the various sites.  It was explained that the 
Highway Authority had initially raised an objection as they felt the access points 
were too close together, given that the access road also accommodated the 
household recycling centre.  It was evident that engineering improvements would 
need to be made to achieve he necessary visibility splay and the cooperation of the 
third party landowners would be required.  

Councillor Tracey also raised concerns in relation to increased traffic in the summer 
months with people accessing the rifle range and the risk of stray bullets.  Mr 
Canney informed the committee that the rifle range was not within the control of the 
Waste Planning Authority and the access road gates were locked after the 
operating hours, that the rifle range had their own safety regime in place.  

Councillor Robinson wished to know what the height of the bund and planting would 
be.  Mr Canney advised the Committee that the height of the bund had not been 
agreed at this stage, as the Officer’s recommendation was for refusal.  However, if 
the application were to be approved then it would be controlled via a planning 
condition.  Councillor Robinson also asked whether the remainder of the field would 
remain in agricultural use.  Mr Canney stated that he did not know,  the Waste 
Planning Authority had concerns that the size of the site may not be able to 
accommodate the proposal, however the agent had confirmed that the site meets 
the needs of the operation.   

Councillor Hale questioned the temporary permission sought by the applicant, given 
the cost of the application; he wondered what the long term aspiration of the 
company was?  Mr Canney stated that the application had originally been for a full 
planning permission; however the applicant revised the application to a 5 year 
temporary permission.  Mr Canney advised that a new planning permission would 
be required beyond 5 years.

The Chairperson reminded Members that they were to consider the application 
before them.  

Councillor Parsons referred to Paragraph 2.5 of the report in terms of the advice 
provided by different officers of the WPA between the pre-application and formal 
application stage and questioned the subsequent need for ‘very special 
circumstances’.  

Mr Phillips informed the Committee that pre-application advice had been sought 
and he proceeded to summarise the 13 page pre-application advice given to the 
agent/applicant which was not fundamentally at odds between pre-application and 
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application stage.  It was noted that the pre-application response letter gave officer 
conclusions and that this pre-application advice was made without prejudice to any 
further information that may be required in relation to this site, or any application for 
planning permission that may subsequently be submitted to the Waste Planning 
Authority. 

Mr Phillips explained that the Pre App advice had stressed of significant importance 
is that the Development Plan requires justification for exceptional development in 
the Green Belt. Paragraphs 79, 87 and 88 of the Framework are especially 
prescriptive on this matter. The Pre Application advice  strongly suggested that the 
applicant considers and pays particular attention to the justification required under 
Paragraphs 87 and 88 of the Framework. The applicant was advised that he would 
need to carry out a site assessment, justifying this location and ruling out all non 
Green Belt alternative sites to demonstrate why the proposal requires this location. 

From the information provided in the pre-application package, by virtue of the 
potential scale, nature and siting of the proposal within the Green Belt and proximity 
to neighbouring residents/occupiers, the planning officer was of the opinion that the 
proposal would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt (see 
paragraph 88 of the Framework) and as such the proposal would need to justify 
exceptional circumstances to be granted consent in this location. Mr. Phillips 
confirmed that the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) confirms that waste 
management facilities located in the Green Belt would be inappropriate 
development. 

Mr Phillips also highlighted that in the Pre App advice whilst Policy WCS13 is 
relatively briefly worded, the Policy represents the crux of deciding if the proposal is 
acceptable or not. The applicant would need to prove that special circumstances do 
indeed exist in relation to this proposal for it to be considered satisfactory. Without 
such clear justification, the proposal would be deemed inappropriate and cannot be 
supported. Mr. Phillips confirmed that members need to consider the application in 
the context of the Development Plan including WCS Policy 13 and  in line with 
Section 38 (6) as a starting point unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Councillor Parsons questioned Paragraph 4.10 of the report.  Mr Phillips explained 
that paragraph 146 of the NPPF made reference to material change in use of land 
within the Green Belt, however it should be remembered that the NPPF is a 
material consideration which should be read alongside the NPPW which indicates 
how waste management operations should be considered in the context of the 
Green Belt.

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Bird suggested that the essence of the planning refusal was that this 
application was purely in the Green Belt, (as per Paragraph 4.9 of the report), which 
referred to Paragraph 145 of the NPPF.  However, there was no issue of odour and 
therefore he felt the Green Belt argument was void.  Councillor Bird debated the 
point that the application was for a concrete slab and not the construction of a new 
building.  
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Councillor Vines endorsed Councillor Bird’s viewpoint and put a proposal before 
Committee that the Committee should vote against the Waste Planning Authority’s 
recommendation that the application should not be refused and instead should be 
permitted. Councillor Vines put forward a motion to permit the application. He 
believed that very special circumstances could be applied in this case, especially as 
this facility was the only one of its kind in the County, and surrounding area. It 
would also ensure that 20,000 tonnes of muck would not go to landfill, which would 
comply with the requirements of the  Waste Core Strategy in particular WCS3 
regarding recycling and composting requirements. The application site was not 
close to housing but adjacent to a landfill site and therefore considered that this was 
an appropriate location for the proposal. That one would expect to see such sudo 
agricultural activity in this location and not for example on an industrial estate. He 
reiterated that the Council should support this type of application.  

Councillor Tracey seconded the proposal to allow the application subject to 
appropriate conditions, particularly in respect of landscaping.  She felt there was no 
problem with the location of the site or impact on the Green Belt.  

Councillor Parsons also added that he supported the application as he felt there 
were exceptional circumstances which met the requirements set out in S146 of the 
NPPF as set out by the applicant and his agent in their submissions to committee.  

Councillor Cordwell reminded the Committee that the facility was not currently in 
use on the site and he felt that the previous speakers had ignored the NPPF. He felt 
that Paragraph 144 of the NPPF referred to ‘very special circumstances’ and those 
referred to by other members were not sufficient to justify allowing the application.  
As it was only a temporary permission therefore the benefit would only be 
temporary.  

The Chairperson reminded members that they needed to provide reasons for ‘very 
special circumstances’ being met in this application.

Councillor Bird reiterated his previous point, that it was not the construction of a 
new building.  Ms Denness explained that the construction of a concrete slab was a 
new development, and therefore members needed to provide very special 
circumstances to permit the application.  

The Chairperson informed the Committee that any form of development was a 
development in the Green Belt.  

Councillor Cordwell referred to paragraph 144 of the NPPF  (as referred to on Page 
16 of the report) and felt this applied to any planning application.  

Councillor Bird once again referred to paragraph 4.9 of the report, which referred to 
paragraph 145 of the NPPF, he strongly felt that this was not a new building.  

Councillor Parsons concurred that the concrete slab preserved the openness of the 
Green Belt and referred to paragraph 4.10 of the report, which referred to 
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paragraph 146 of NPPF.  He felt this application should be allowed as it preserved 
the openness of the Green Belt.  

Councillor Cordwell stated that it was not an engineering operation, but a waste 
operation which is not identified as an exception within the Green Belt.

Councillor Fisher added that a concrete slab did constitute a building in the Green 
Belt and asked the Chair to move to the vote.  He added that organic waste going 
to landfill was not a problem; it was the inorganic waste that was the problem.  Mr 
Canney explained that the waste in its current form could already be used on the 
land, but seasonally at present.  

Councillor Hale felt that common sense should prevail and added that he would be 
supporting the application. 

Councillor Parsons suggested the very special circumstance that the application 
preserved the openness of the green Belt, and should be allowed. 

Councillor Vines referred to paragraph 4.6 of the report (Para 133 of the NPPF), he 
explained that the application had no impact on built up areas and preserved the 
openness of the Green Belt.  He remarked that the five principles of the Green Belt 
were unaffected and did not compromise the Green Belt in any way.  He added that 
this type of application should be encouraged, as it prevented waste from going to 
landfill.  He summarised by saying that the list of ‘very special circumstances’ 
should be provided by Government, therefore this was a subjective view point.  

Ms Denness informed the Committee as members were minded to go against the 
Waste Planning Authority’s recommendation to refuse the application, that any 
determination of the application would be a ‘minded to approve’ the application as 
the application would need to be referred to the Secretary of State under the 
direction procedure, to allow the Secretary of State an opportunity to consider his 
power to call in the application for determination directly (given that this was 
development within the Green Belt). In addition if they were minded to approve they 
would need to consider the requirement for appropriate conditions to be attached to 
any permission, as the recommendation was for refusal no conditions had been 
considered. Members may wish for officers to draft appropriate conditions and to 
bring back before them at the next Planning Committee to ratify such conditions.  

Also that members needed to note that given the Highway Authority’s outstanding 
objection in respect of visibility issues to the access and the need for third party 
agreement to allow the requisite visibility to be achieved that the applicant would 
need to enter into a section 106 agreement to secure the necessary visibility 
requirements, this would need to be entered into before planning permission could 
be formally issued.

The Chairperson confirmed with Members that they were happy to accept the 
Officer’s points in respect of any determination of the matter; the above were noted 
and agreed.  
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On being put to the vote, the proposal to allow the application was passed (6 in 
favour and 3 against)

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be granted in principle, subject to any call in by the 
Secretary of State. In addition the requirement of the Planning Committee to 
ratify any planning conditions that the application should be subject to at the 
next Planning Committee and a section 106 agreement being in place prior to 
the issuing of planning permission to overcome the Highway Authority’s 
planning objection.

15. PLANNING ENFORCEMENT REPORT 

 Andy Birchley, Enforcement Officer presented the report in detail.  

During the discussion Councillor Bird thought as far as he was aware the lighting 
issues relating to enforcement complaints at Cleeve School had been resolved.  
The Enforcement Officer confirmed he had had no further complaints since 
requesting the lights to be switched off after 9pm.  

Councillor Tracey raised concerns with the increased waste on and near the 
Willows Caravan Site in County Council ownership and managed by Alan Bentley,  
who was arranging for missing fences to be replaced and waste to be removed.  

Resolved

That the report be noted.  

16. DELEGATED DECISIONS 19TH JANUARY - 8TH MARCH 2019 

The Committee received the report.  

Resolved

That the delegated decisions made between 19th January 2019 and 8th Match 
2019 be noted.  

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 11.32 am


