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PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 30 January 
2020 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 Stephen Hirst
Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Shaun Parsons
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Pam Tracey MBE
Cllr Simon Wheeler

Substitutes:

Apologies: Cllr Alan Preest, Cllr Robert Vines and Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Brown declared he was a member of Gloucester City Planning 
Committee. 

Councillor Wheeler & Councillor Fisher declared they were members of 
Cheltenham Borough Council Planning Committee.

2. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.  

3. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No Member’s questions had been received.  

4. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Resolved 

That the Minutes of the meeting held 21st November 2019 be approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairperson.  

5. MEMBERS SITE VISIT 
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Resolved 

That the site visit notes be noted.  

6. APPLICATION NO: 19/0070/GLMAJW (DISTRICT REFERENCE 19/01060/DCC) 
SITE: ALLSTONE SAND AND GRAVEL CENTRE 

A summary of the application was presented by Linda Townsend, Senior Planning 
Officer aided by a power point presentation (A copy of the presentation is attached 
to the signed minute book).  

The planning application had been made under Section 73 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990, which sought to renew a temporary planning 
permission until 5th October 2022. The Applicant also sought approval for a change 
to the approved site layout due to the installation of a concrete pad on which the 
wash plant was sited.

Ms Townsend explained that proposal was for the continued use of the 1.89 ha site 
for the crushing and screening of inert waste materials, to produce secondary 
aggregates and reduce the amount of waste material sent to landfill. The applicant 
sought another temporary permission following the grant of outline planning 
permission, in December 2018, by Gloucester City Council, for residential 
development of the Allstone site (16/00948/OUT all matters except access 
reserved).

It was noted that Members of the Planning Committee visited the application site on 
Thursday 23rd January 2020 and the notes of the Site Visit Meeting were available 
at the rear of the Council Chamber.  

Ms Townsend informed Members she needed to amend Condition 16 in Section 8.0 
of the report so that the hours of operation ended at 17.30 and not 18.00 as stated.  
It was noted that since the Committee report was published, a further objection had 
been received from a member of the public (initially sent to Gloucester City Council) 
increasing the number of objections received reported in paragraph 5.2 as being 
31.  The objection related to concerns about traffic congestion on Horton Road and 
the problems caused by HGV traffic which had also been made by other objectors.  
These traffic issues were referred to in paras 7.44 -7.49 of the report.  The 
Gloucester City Environmental Health Officer had also confirmed there were no 
further complaints about the site.

The Committee were informed that, in addition to these objections, the local County 
Councillor had added his objection, which had been reproduced in full in paragraph 
6.4 of the report.  Members noted there were no objections from Gloucester City 
Council, Environmental Health, Environment Agency, the Lead Local Flood 
Authority or the Highway Authority to this application.

Ms Townsend advised the Committee the 1.89 ha site was located 1km south-east 
of Gloucester city centre.  This elongated site lay immediately to the north of the 
Cheltenham to Gloucester railway line and occupied land which was formerly used 
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for railway sidings.  It lay to the northwest of an area of land known as the Railway 
Triangle.   Eastern Avenue was over 500 metres to the east and Metz Way was 75 
metres to the south.  The application site was accessed from Horton Road which 
was approximately 30m from the western end of the site.

An aerial photograph (Slide 3) showed Myers Road, leading off Horton Road.  
Members noted the redevelopment of land to the south of the railway with its 
Morrisons Supermarket, accessed off Metz Way was clear.   Gloucester Royal 
Hospital was located to the west of Horton Road.  St. Peters Primary School and a 
medical practice were located further north of the site, on Horton Road.  The 
Chapel House Care Home was located to the west of Horton Road and opposite 
the Myers Road junction.

Ms Townsend explained that two residential areas known as Swallow Park and 
Armscroft Park estate were located to the north and north-east.  Swallow Park also 
had access from Myers Road.  The area of public open space to the north east of 
the site was Armscroft Park.  This was used by the Gloucester Old Boys Rugby 
Club.  The Rugby Club and its car park were reached by a long access road, from 
Myers Road.  The access road ran along the northern boundary of the adjacent part 
of Allstone’s site. Members noted that Wotton Brook ran along the eastern side of 
Armscroft Park within 250 metres of the eastern end of the application site, but was 
not in the floodplain, it was culverted under the railway line.

The Committee were advised that land to the east of the application site was also in 
the ownership of the applicant.  This land was subject to a number of separate 
planning permissions for the large waste transfer building, external storage and a 
concrete batching plant.   It was noted that the planning history was laid out in 
section 3.0 of the report.

Ms Townsend advised the Committee that since the previous temporary permission 
15/0077/GLMAJW was granted, the applicant had purchased two dwellings, 
adjacent to the northern application site boundary, known as Numbers 1 and 2 Gas 
Holder Cottages but did not form part of the application site.

It was noted that the closest residential properties to the application site were 
accessed off Horton Road and lay to the rear of an electrical wholesaler and 
adjacent to the Irish Club car park and were occupied by Allstone employees.  The 
side/rear corner of Number 2 Gas Holder Cottages was within 5 metres of the site 
boundary.  Slide 5 depicted stockpiles of material on the application site, which 
could be seen to the side/rear boundary of this property.   A planning condition on 
the previous planning permission limited the height of the stockpiles to 6 metres.  

The Committee were informed that the noise limit set by the planning condition at 
55dB was recommended to be relaxed at this location to allow a greater noise level 
of 65dB at this location for up to 20 days a year, to allow for the crushing and 
screening campaigns which are of short duration.   The Noise Management 
Strategy included an acoustic fence of 1.8 m erected at the boundary of the site to 
provide additional noise protection for these properties.
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The next closest residential properties to the application site were in Etheridge 
Place, (numbers 5 and 6) which was 35 metres northeast of the site entrance.  The 
photograph at slide 6 showed the rear garden boundaries of these properties from 
Myers Road.  The fence line of a commercial property known as Cheltenham 
Surfacing Ltd could be seen on the left-hand side of Myers Road.

It was explained that the Myers Road provided access to a number of businesses 
as well as access to the Swallow Park housing estate.  Members noted the closest 
commercial property to the application site was located 13 metres north of the site 
boundary and 21 metres North West of the site entrance.  This neighbouring site 
was accessed off Myers Road and was used by a removals company for storage.

Ms Townsend advised the Committee that application was for the continued use of 
the site for the processing of up to 20,000 tonnes per annum of inert waste 
materials, to produce secondary aggregates, for a further three years.  Members 
noted the site had been operating since 2010.

It was noted that the inert waste material comprising demolition/construction wastes 
such as bricks/rubble and soils would be imported to the application site and 
stockpiled for processing.  The processing operations involved the crushing and 
screening of materials using mobile crushing and screening machinery, on a 
campaign basis.  

An external operator came to the site, twice a year over a 3 to 4-week period. 
Reusable material was then washed and stockpiled for distribution.  Any rejected 
waste material was sent to a registered landfill site for disposal.  The applicant 
stated that an average of 20 HGV movements a day were associated with the site 
operations. 

This photograph at slide 10 showed the typical view within the site of stockpiles of 
material.  There were no buildings, weighbridge or wheel wash on the site.  The 
buildings in the photograph were on the south side of the railway tracks in the 
Triangle Retail Park.

The Committee were advised that, as part of these proposals, the applicant had 
added a 38 metre by 30 metre concrete hardstanding, immediately to the west of 
the site entrance ramp and close to the northern site boundary. The ground level of 
the application site was lower than the land to the north and North West of the site.  
The washing plant was used to wash crushed material of soil and debris. It was 
sited on the concrete pad which had sealed drainage.  This part of the application 
site was partially screened from the neighbouring site to the north, which was used 
for storage, by an embankment and some limited natural scrub, which could be 
glimpsed to the right on the plant in photograph 11. 

Ms Townsend advised that the main issues which arose in the determination of this 
application related to concerns about noise, air quality, health and amenity on 
neighbouring residential properties as well as traffic congestion on the local 
highway network.  The applicant had submitted information in the form of noise and 
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air quality assessments which had satisfied the statutory consultees that the 
recycling operation could be carried out without adverse environmental impacts.  

Members were informed that, while traffic congestion along Horton Road was of 
particular concern, no change was proposed to the number or type of vehicle 
movements associated with the operation. The Highway Authority was satisfied that 
there was safe and suitable access to the site and that the impact on the adjacent 
transport network was not so severe to justify refusal. 

Ms Townsend advised that to counter criticism of the applicant’s poor track record 
of compliance with previous permission, amendments to the planning conditions 
were recommended to improve clarity. All the planning conditions of the previous 
planning permission had been reviewed and the amendments were shown in 
Section 8.0 of the report in bold and included four additional planning conditions.  

In addition, there was a new requirement for the applicant to supply an acceptable 
scheme to repair the deterioration in the surface of Myers Road (Condition 15); 
provide an annual progress report of the search for an alternative site (Condition 
35); provide quarterly reports on operations (Condition 33) which could be reviewed 
by a multi-agency liaison group, for which terms of reference had been agreed by 
the Waste Planning Authority (Condition 34).     

The Committee were informed given the lack of material planning reasons why a 
further temporary planning permission should not be granted; subject to the 
inclusion of the new and revised planning conditions, Officers were of the opinion 
that the operator could address the concerns raised by the public, provided that all 
the proposed mitigation measures were adhered to.  The granting of temporary 
planning permission was therefore recommended.

Members were advised that Chris Mead a consultant for the Highway Authority and 
Dan Boot, an acoustic consultant from Atkins were present to assist with questions 
on highway and noise impacts of the development.

The Chairperson invited the registered speakers to address the Committee.  

Mrs Valerie Gannon (Objecting): 
“I have lived in Swallow Park since 1992 long before this company existed.  Today 
as with most days I am up at 5:30am.  The Company in question although operating 
hours are 07:30 -17:30 they open their doors between 05:45 and 06:00.  They park 
from 06:00 onwards on land I believe they do not own.  

If indeed it is theirs, have they sought permission for a change of use as this is the 
car park for the rugby club.  They enter the site through the pedestrian access 
which I believe they had no permission to construct.  I am also a regular train 
traveller so can see first-hand the height of the piles which regularly exceed 
6metres.  These are evidence of general breaches in respect of this application.  

Weight Restrictions
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On previous permissions they have provided evidence within given timeframes set 
and once produced it was over the set tonnage.  So, do you believe they will stay 
within the 20,000 tonnes set.  What do you propose to do to monitor this and what 
will be the consequences if they exceed it?

On previous permissions a Condition 15 was to prepare a Noise Impact 
Assessment, this was never presented until the current application.  Why was this 
not pursued by the relevant agencies on previous permissions?

Condition 19 states that a Dust & Air Quality Management Strategy should have 
been completed, it was not on previous permissions, again why was this not 
pursued?

The traffic entering and leaving the site is of concern we have a large district 
hospital, a school and doctors’ surgery in the vicinity. The surrounding highways 
were not designed for this level of traffic or more specifically heavy goods vehicles.  

All of the aforementioned issues have been identified by the City & County 
Councils, County Air Quality Advisor and Enforcement Officer.  

Our main objection is that this company have repeatedly flouted conditions set and 
more importantly the agencies that are employed to monitor and inspect these 
premises have not done so robustly and to our knowledge have carried out no 
enforcement.  

Therefore, we are gravely concerned that the modus operandi of both this company 
and the agencies that serve the public will continue.  Do the committee believe that 
a company that continually breaches conditions and submits late applications is a 
responsible one?

Off the 77 letters sent to residents, 31 raised objections, we would regard this to be 
a significant number.  

This company have made no efforts to engage with the residents to appreciate the 
impacts of its business and to work towards mitigating these impacts.

Although we did receive a newsletter to correct any ‘myths’ we may have.  We live 
with this day to day these are facts not myths.  

We understand that to monitor this service more effectively, three monthly meetings 
will be held.  I am interested to know if the meeting planned for 21st January went 
ahead.  

In summary, we recommend that this application is rejected”.    

County Councillor Jeremy Hilton (speech summarised): 

Councillor Hilton explained that nine years of temporary crushing was too much and 
the application should be refused.  He added that he did support aggregate 
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crushing, but he felt this intensive site was too close to residential homes.  This was 
echoed by the fact that Allstones were using the rugby club car park, as they did not 
have sufficient space on their own site for vehicles.  

It was noted that Allstones had failed to meet the planning conditions in the past 
and Councillor Hilton felt the Council were useless at enforcing the conditions. He 
added that residents needed confidence in the enforcement of such conditions.  He 
referred to the fact that Allstones had also breached the 20,000 tonnes limit time 
and again and that the record keeping undertaken by Allstones was simply not 
good enough.  

Councillor Hilton remarked that nothing had been done by Allstones to search for 
an alternative site.  He advised the Committee that Gloucester City had given 
planning permission for homes to be built on the Myers Road site.  Therefore, this 
type of facility needed to be relocated, as Gloucester required more homes for its 
residents.  

In addition, Councillor Hilton referred to the damage to the road surface at Myers 
Road and Horton Road. He felt that Allstones should be made to contribute to the 
resurfacing.  He added he had living condition concerns for those employees who 
lived in the Gas Holder Cottages, given the noise levels were now 65db.  

He requested that Officers request an annual report on Allstone’s progress to find 
and alternative site.  

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentation.  

Councillor Brown requested to know which of the conditions were not being 
complied with.  Martin Evans, Solicitor, advised the Committee that enforcement 
issues were not material considerations when determining an application.  

Councillor Fisher referred to the Joint Core Strategy and the need for student 
accommodation and people’s desire not to live next to a recycling plant.  He 
questioned how enforcement issues were not material to planning.  Ms Townsend 
explained that outline planning had been given by Gloucester City Council for the 
housing development on the site; however the application before the Committee 
was for taking the site forward.   It was noted that Allstones would need to relocate 
before the site could be developed for housing.  

Councillor Cordwell asked if the intensification was due to the use of the specific 
site or was it wider.  Ms Townsend advised the Committee that it related to the 
adjacent site and Allstones were looking to reconcile some of the issues.  

Mr Evans reiterated that the issues of previous breaches of condition were not 
relevant to this application and referred to a High Court ruling in 2018 on this point.    

Councillor Fisher remarked that the Authority had not carried out any enforcement 
to date.  It was noted that Enforcement Officer was not present at the meeting. 
However Sarah Pearse, Principal Planning Officer explained that every complaint 
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received had been investigated in association with Environment Agency & the 
Environmental Health Officer.  

Councillor Parsons questioned if it was possible to stop the applicant requesting 
temporary permissions.  Ms Townsend explained that the applicant had requested 
temporary permission in light of the housing application.  Mr Evans advised the 
Committee that it was not possible to prevent the applicant from applying for 
temporary permission again and Committee would need to consider if the 
circumstances were justified at that time.  

Councillor Tracey wished to know how many occasions the Enforcement Officer 
had visited the site.  Mrs Pearse explained that she did not have the figures to 
hand, although she personally visited the site and the area once a month to monitor 
the site activity.  It was noted that Officer Visits were unannounced, in order to 
monitor noise, etc.  

Councillor Robinson recognised the importance of the site for the recycling of 
materials in Gloucester but raised concerns regarding the repeated temporary 
permissions.  Ms Townsend informed the Committee that the applicant had 
requested the temporary permission and they were entitled to do so.  It was noted 
that the statutory consultees, including Gloucester City Council, had not raised any 
objection to the temporary permission.  

Councillor Hirst felt reassured that the conditions were enforceable and referred to 
the conditions as detailed at Section 6.4 of the report.  He remarked there were 
practical conditions to focus the applicants’ mind and financial penalties if they 
failed to comply with the conditions.  Councillor Hirst questioned the possibility of a 
wheel wash on the site.  Ms Townsend explained that Allstones had a road cleaner 
which they used on the roads, therefore there was no need for wheel wash on site.  

Councillor Fisher questioned the recent permission and if it had expired.  Ms 
Townsend advised the Committee that the permission was initially for a three-year 
period and this had expired on the 5th October 2019. However the new application 
had been submitted before the expiration date.  Councillor Fisher stated that in 
effect Allstones were now operating without permission.   

Councillor Hale questioned the number of vehicle movements per day using the 
site.  Mrs Pearse explained that vehicles were using the access road to other 
businesses in the locality.  It was noted that the waste recycling site and the 
concrete site were part of the housing application site.  

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Bird proposed that the Committee should accept the Officer’s 
recommendation.  Councillor Parsons seconded the proposal. He appreciated 
residents’ concerns but felt there was no option at this stage.  

Councillor Wheeler felt that Allstones had no intention of moving to an alternative 
site.  He also felt that the site was ideal for residential properties and although 
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Allstones was a useful recycling business it was not in the best location.  As an 
additional point, Councillor Wheeler referred to the breach of conditions and felt 
they needed to be strongly enforced.  

Councillor Cordwell felt the issue was with the increased use of the site. However, 
he also felt there was no alternative but to accept the proposal subject to strong 
conditions being in place.  

Councillor Brown remarked that the Allstones site was a good business model for a 
city centre; however he had concerns over the number of temporary permissions 
applied for by the Applicant over the years and felt it was difficult to support the 
application.  

Councillor Hirst asked if it was possible to add a condition to prevent any more 
temporary permission applications.  Officers explained that this was not possible.  

The Chairperson concurred with the view of the Committee that the site was not 
ideally located. However a large brownfield site would be required to relocate the 
business.  He echoed the shared view of Members that it was unsatisfactory to 
keep applying for temporary permissions and it was in all parties’ interests that 
Allstones relocated from Gloucester City Centre.  It was noted that the Chairman 
had also visited the site on various occasions in order to gauge for himself the 
effects of the noise, traffic, etc.  He added that Gloucester City would undoubtedly 
welcome the site for housing.  

Councillor Robinson agreed with the Chair’s view and did not want to see the 
application back before the Committee again in three years’ time.  

Councillor Fisher referred to the Joint Core Strategy and the need for affordable 
housing in the city centre, while reducing the need for people to travel in relation to 
climate change.  He added that the business of Allstones was an industrial process 
and should be located accordingly.  Councillor Fisher moved to reject the 
application under the Joint Core Strategy and to keep granting temporary 
permissions would detract the Applicant from finding an alternative site.  

Councillor Morgan supported the proposal to accept the Officer’s recommendation. 
He understood Member’s views in terms of the business of being in the wrong 
location, but the recycling business was necessary.  He added that he would be 
reluctant however to support another temporary permission.  

Councillor Bird felt there was some confusion over the role of the Planning 
Committee versus the needs of the JCS for housing and that Members were 
present to determine the application before them.  It was for the landowner and 
developer to determine what would happen to the site and housing at this stage 
was not relevant to this application.  

Mr Evans reiterated that it was not possible to prevent the Applicant from applying 
for temporary permission. . He drew Members’ attention to the  new condition 
regarding the search for an alternative site.  He proceeded to explained that in the 
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future, Members could take into account the Applicant’s efforts to find an alternative 
site at a future application.    

The Chairperson summarised the current site was not ideal and he had sympathy 
for local residents and appreciated the concerns raised.  

The Chairperson then put Councillor Bird’s proposal to accept the Officer 
Recommendation as presented before the Committee, as seconded by Councillor 
Parsons.  On being put to the vote the application was passed (6 in favour and 5 
against).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be granted for the reasons summarised in 
paragraphs 7.74 to 7.78 and subject to the planning conditions in Section 8.0 
of the Officer Report.  

At this juncture, the Committee took a brief adjournment to allow members of the 
public to leave the chamber.    

The Committee reconvened at 11:10am

7. APPLICATION NO: 19/0036CHREG3  SITE: ST JOHN'S PRIMARY SCHOOL, 
ALBION STREET, CHELTENHAM, GLOUCESTERSHIRE GL52 2SN 

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).  

Planning application 19/0036/CHREG3 related to an application for a change of use 
from an open area of land to that for educational purposes. In particular the use 
would be for what was known as a Forest School use. The land would be enclosed 
by black 1.75m tall metal railings, with hedgerow behind, which surrounded most of 
the land. It was explained that the site would be landscaped in accordance with the 
details to be agreed via planning condition should the application be granted.

Members were advised that a Forest School was an outdoor, nature-based learning 
opportunity that focussed on the holistic development of the child. It was a regular, 
long term process rather than a one off activity and could take place in any natural 
outdoor environment which may be on school premises or in the local area.  Forest 
schools tied in with the National Curriculum contributing to geography, science and 
design and technology.

The off-site layout plan as identified in Slide 8 showed the black metal railings with 
native hedge inside, willow panel hide, fire pit and log seating area, hazel to 
coppice, mature shrub area and retention of the mature existing tree.  The 
application site was located within the Sydenham Character Area within 
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Cheltenham Central Conservation Area. It was noted that Grade II listed buildings 
were located along Berkeley Street including opposite and adjoining the site. 

Mr Canney referred to the consultation responses received from Cheltenham 
Borough Council (CBC), the Highway Authority and the County Ecologist. 

It was explained that Cheltenham Borough Council had raised an objection to the 
application regarding the impact it had on the area regarding loss of the open area 
which made a positive contribution to the area.  Members were advised that initially 
there were concerns regarding the impact of the proposed close boarded timber 
fencing which was considered to be of a poor design. Mr Canney informed the 
Committee that CBC still raised concerns regarding the loss of open space should 
the application be granted.

The Committee noted that the Highways Authority initially raised an objection 
regarding highway safety of vulnerable road users in accessing the site from the 
school; fire risk and accessibility by fire tender; and highway infrastructure (kerb 
heights). However, following discussion and the inclusion of a highways condition 
with detailed matters to be agreed along with an informative to the applicant the 
Highway Authority withdrew their objection.

Mr Canney advised Members that the County Ecologist raised no objections to the 
proposal identifying that there would be a small localised enhancement of 
biodiversity subject to conditions regarding planting and aftercare and an 
informative to the applicant.

It was noted that the application was publicised by site notices and a press notice in 
the Gloucestershire Echo and no representations had been received from members 
of the public.

Mr Canney summarised the main issues for consideration, these being: 

(a) Impact on designated Heritage Assets – (namely the Conservation Area and 
near to listed buildings) and whether there was considered to be less than 
substantial harm to the significance of the designated heritage assets;
(b) Impact on Residential Amenity (the site may produce smoke (fire pit) and 
noise (children play learning); and  
(c) Impact on Highway Safety (vulnerable users (children) and access for fire 
tender) 
(d) Whether it was considered that in the planning balance that the public benefit 
of the use of the private land for educational purposes was an acceptable use of 
the land in the context of the above planning considerations.

The Committee were advised that the proposed development of the outdoor “Forest 
School” on land opposite the school entrance was by virtue of its design, location 
and need for educational facility was, on balance, considered by Officers not to 
have an adverse impact on the local highway network, biodiversity or amenity of 
neighbouring and nearby residents and businesses.  The proposed development 
was considered to have a neutral effect on the character and appearance of the 
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Conservation Area and setting of the listed buildings.  Even if the development was 
shown to have a harmful effect on these heritage assets, Officers considered this 
would be less than substantial harm and would be outweighed by the public 
benefits of the proposal.   It was therefore considered by Officers that the proposed 
development was in accordance with Policy SD4, SD8, SD9, INF1 of the JCS and 
Paragraphs 94, 170, 175, 193 and 196 of the NPPF and that planning permission 
should be granted.

As there were no registered speakers, the Chairperson invited questions from 
Members following the presentation.  

Councillor Wheeler informed the Committee that he knew the site, as it was near 
the Liberal Democrat Office.  

Councillor Hirst asked whether, in terms of the fire pit, a condition could be imposed 
to ensure that it was properly extinguished at the end of the day and that the gates 
were locked.  Officers explained that the gates would be locked to restrict access to 
the site and if Members wished the fire pit could be removed from the application 
via a planning condition.  Mr Canney advised Members the site was in a heavy 
trafficked area.  

Councillor Hale felt the site was quite accessible and wondered if it was possible to 
secure the site at night to prevent inappropriate use.  Mr Canney explained that it 
was not possible to control those elements, he added that the height of the fence 
was 1.75m tall and the gates would be locked when the site was not in use.  

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Morgan felt it was a good opportunity for city children to be able to take 
part in the Forest School activity. He added if the fire pit was controlled and the 
gates were locked, he saw no issue with the application.  

Councillor Wheeler explained he was familiar with the site and was supportive of 
Forest Schools. However he felt the site in question made a valuable contribution to 
the Conservation Area and should be preserved as such.  Therefore, he was 
unable to support the application.  

Councillor Parsons questioned if Councillor Wheeler had a conflict of interest given 
the close proximity of the Liberal Democrat Office.  Mr Evans, Solicitor advised the 
Committee that he did not consider this to be a conflict of interest.  

Councillor Robinson strongly supported the use of Forest Schools and was pleased 
to support this application.  

Councillor Parsons advised the Committee that he had visited the site in his own 
time, and he felt the impact locally would be considerable given the volume of 
traffic.  He added that he supported Forest Schools but was unable to support this 
application.  
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Councillor Cordwell felt there were enough conditions to make it viable. He added 
that Regulation 3 would prevent the Applicant from being able to appeal if refused.  

Councillor Morgan proposed to accept the Officer’s recommendation.  This was 
seconded by Councillor Robinson.  

On being put to the vote the application was passed (7 in favour and 4 against).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be granted for the reasons summarised in 
paragraphs 7.22 and subject to the planning conditions in Section 8.0 of the 
Officer Report.  

8. SECOND REVIEW GLOUCESTERSHIRE STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT 

Robin Drake, Principal Planning Officer presented the report in detail.  

Resolved 

That the Committee noted the intention of the Director to prepare a Cabinet 
report for March 2020 that would seek a recommendation to County Council 
adopt the further revised (2nd Review) Statement of Community Involvement 
(SCI) for Gloucestershire incorporating the amendments made following the 
public consultation between October and December 2019.  

9. DELEGATED DECISIONS 

Sarah Pearse, Principal Planning Officer presented the report.  

Resolved 

That the delegated decisions made between 7th November 2019 and 15th 
January 2020 be noted.  

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 11.45 am


