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APPLICATION NO: 17/0082/STMAJW

VALIDATION DATE: 10.08.2017

DISTRICT REF: S.17/1888/MISC

AGENT: Malcolm Hunt Design Ltd., Frome Lodge, High Street, Chalford, 
Stroud, GL6 8DJ.

APPLICANT: Dr T Watson and S Williams, Fourways Farm, Waterlane, 
Oakridge, Stroud, GL6 7PH.

SITE: Fourways Farm, Waterlane, Oakridge, Gloucestershire, GL6 7PH.

PROPOSAL: Change of use of agricultural building to Use Class B2 and 
installation of proposed incinerator for the disposal of equine 
carcasses.

PARISH OF: Bisley-With-Lypiatt Parish Council

SITE AREA: 140 square metres

GRID REF: (E) 392221 (N) 204532

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission is GRANTED for the reasons 
summarised in paragraphs 9.58 – 9.61 of this report and 
subject to the conditions set out in section 10 of this report.

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 The incinerator was purchased by the applicant in March 2017. Whilst not ‘fully 
assembled or commissioned’, it is sited in situ within the former hay barn at 
Fourways Farm and associated drainage works have been carried out inside the 
building, along with concrete flooring. The applicant understood from the 
manufacturers that planning permission would not be required ‘for a low capacity 
machine of this type’ and that an installation of this type had the benefit of 
permitted development rights. The applicant states that this view was supported 
by information contained within ‘Regulation (EC) No.1774/2002 laying down 
health rules concerning animal by-products not intended for human consumption, 
and The Animal By-Products (England) Regulations 2005. S.I.2005/2347 
Controls on Low Capacity Animal Carcase Incineration Plants – Version 2.2.’
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1.2 The proposed use (Use Class B2) of the former hay barn does not have the 
benefit of being regularised through any previous planning consent at Fourways 
Farm.

1.3 Changing the use of the former hay barn from agricultural building to Use Class 
B2 (Incineration place, animal remains waste with throughput <50kg/hour) falls 
outside that permitted under any part of Schedule 2 of The Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015.

1.4 The development to which this application relates is a county matter by virtue of 
the incinerator being used for the disposal of equine carcasses and therefore a 
waste planning development and not as an ancillary agricultural activity.

2.0 LOCATION AND SURROUNDING AREA

2.1 Located within the parish of Bisley with Lypiatt in Stroud district, the proposed 
incinerator at Fourways Farm would be approx.:

- 9.67km north-west of Cirencester
- 5.24km east of Stroud’s urban fringe
- 2.19km south-east of Bisley
- 718m north-east of the outskirts of Oakridge Lynch
- 582m north-west of the nearest property in Far Oakridge

 
2.2 The nearest residential properties to the proposed incinerator include:

- curtilage of Highfield House 122m to the north
- curtilage of Spinneywell Farmhouse 142m to the north-west
- curtilage of Fourways Farmhouse 158m to the north
- Battledown Farmhouse 259m to the south-west
- boundary of nearest residential property fronting Limekiln Lane 285m 

to the north
- curtilage of Mannesty Farmhouse 403m to the east

2.3 The surrounding area is rural and characterised by agricultural fields, working 
farms, low density housing and pockets of woodland.

Access
2.4 Vehicular access from the highway to the veterinary practice and site of the 

proposed incinerator is via a recently created track that was approved by Stroud 
District Council on the 27th January 2015 under application S.14/2700/FUL.

Constraints
2.5 The following observations have been made in respect of natural and historic 

designations within the local area:
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- Located within Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
- There are no listed buildings or Scheduled Ancient Monuments in the 

vicinity
- Frith Wood is located approx. 308m to the east and is the nearest Key 

Wildlife Site
- Juniper Hill is located approx. 1.36km to the north-east and is the 

closest Site of Special Scientific Interest
- Not in floodplain
- Bridleway MBL76 intersects the vehicular access track that links the 

veterinary practice to the highway. There are no other Public Rights of 
Way within the immediate vicinity.

Topography of the area
2.6 At approximately 207 metres above Ordnance Survey Datum the site of the 

proposed incinerator occupies one of the high points within an undulating 
landscape.

3.0 THE PROPOSAL

3.1 Change of use of agricultural building to Use Class B2 and installation of 
proposed incinerator for the disposal of equine carcasses.

3.2 It is proposed that the incinerator would be housed in one of the buildings at 
Fourways Farm that had previously been used for the storage of straw, animal 
feeds and farm machinery.  This previously open-fronted shed has been clad in 
profile sheeting and doors fitted. The incinerator would occupy one bay (4.4m x 
7.4m) of the former hay barn, with the adjacent bay to be used as a wash-down 
area and a third bay for parking the vehicle and trailer used for carcase 
collection.

Pre-application
3.3 It should be noted that the proposed development was not the subject of pre-

application discussions with officers at Gloucestershire County Council.

Need for the development
3.4 The applicants are the owners of a small veterinary practice (Waterlane Equine 

Vets) dedicated to looking after horses, ponies and donkeys in Gloucestershire. 
The applicants are of the opinion that there is an identifiable need for an equine 
incinerator that provides for prompt, dignified and affordable cremation of horses 
at the end of their lives without prolonged storage or bulk transport to remote 
facilities.

3.5 Within the applicants’ supporting statement it states that on a national basis the 
economic value of the equestrian sector stands at £4.3 billion and reflects 19 
million consumers. There are an estimated 944,000 horses in the UK, 2.7 million 
riders and 446,000 horse-owning households. While there is no specific data on 
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Gloucestershire, the Facebook group Gloucestershire Horse Riders has 21,261 
members.

Environmental Impact Assessment – Screening
3.6. The appropriate guidance for the consideration of a Screening Opinion can be 

found within the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017 and the accompanying guidance contained 
within the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG). These documents set out 
the formal legislation against which Screening Opinions must be considered as 
well as the various thresholds for determining the need for EIA.

3.7 The development proposal falls within Schedule 2, Part 11(b)(i)(The disposal is 
by incineration) of The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017.

3.8 No Environmental Statement was submitted with the application. Under 
Regulation 8 of the EIA Regulations 2017 the Waste Planning Authority (WPA) 
undertook an EIA consultation with Stroud District Council; County Highways 
Development Management; the WPA’s technical acoustic advisor; the WPA’s air 
quality advisor and the County Council’s Principal Ecologist between the 
15.08.2017 and 29.08.2017.

3.9 It should be noted that since the publication of the updated Environment Agency 
SHWG area Consultation Filter in June 2016, the category for consulting the 
Environment Agency (EA) on screening opinions has been omitted. Therefore, 
the EA was not consulted for the purpose of the EIA screening as the EA no 
longer provide comment on such matters.  

3.10 Paragraph 58 of the NPPG relates to a table which lists indicative criteria and 
thresholds and key issues to consider to help determine whether significant 
effects are likely for schemes falling under Schedule 2 of the EIA Regulations. 

3.11 Based upon the comments received from the WPA’s technical advisors, the 
proposal is not considered to have a significant environmental impact in terms of 
its size, treatment process, pollution and nuisance potential, topography, 
proximity of dwellings and the potential impact of traffic movements and 
landscape character of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty to 
require an Environmental Impact Assessment to be submitted.

3.12 Whilst the proposal referred to above falls within the scope of Schedule 2, having 
regard to the consultation responses, it would not, in the opinion of this Authority, 
be likely that the scheme would have a significant effect on the environment in 
terms of the requirement for an EIA.  The proposal as detailed in the submission 
is not in this instance considered to be so significant as to warrant the production 
of an EIA. An Environmental Statement was therefore not requested.
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4.0 PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 The County Council have no records of any previous county matter applications 
at Fourways Farm. The development to which this application relates is a county 
matter by virtue of the incinerator being used for the disposal of equine 
carcasses and not as an ancillary agricultural activity.

4.2. Stroud District Council record the following planning history on the site:

- Ref. No: S.17/1416/FUL - Change of use of existing agricultural building to 
veterinary office, which was approved on the 8th September 2017.

- Ref. No: S.17/1418/FUL - Fourways Farm housing of an animal 
incinerator, which was withdrawn on the 25th July 2017.

- Ref. No: S.16/2181/FUL - Erection of agricultural building, which was 
approved on the 6th December 2016.

- Ref. No: S.14/2700/FUL - Demolition of existing farm building and 
construction of new farm building. New vehicular access and track 
(Revised Plan Rcvd. 15.01.2015), which was approved on the 27th 
January 2015.

5.0 PLANNING POLICY

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

5.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published on the 27th March 
2012, constitutes national policy for Local Planning Authorities and is a material 
consideration in determining the application.  In assessing and determining 
planning proposals, Planning Authorities should apply the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development, which is the main focus of the NPPF in relation to 
both the plan-making and decision making process. However, the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development does not apply where development requires 
an appropriate assessment under the Conservation of Birds Directive and the 
Habitats Directive.

5.2 The NPPF does not contain specific waste policies as these are published in the 
National Planning Policy for Waste (Oct 2014) as part of the National Waste 
Management Plan for England and decisions on waste applications should have 
regard to policies in the NPPF so far as they are relevant.

5.3 The following chapters within the NPPF are most relevant to the application.
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Chapter 1: Building a strong, competitive economy

5.4 Paragraph 19 of the NPPF states that ‘the Government is committed to ensuring 
that the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable economic 
growth’ and that ‘planning should operate to encourage and not act as an 
impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed 
on the need to support economic growth through the planning system.’

Chapter 7: Requiring Good Design 

5.5 The opening paragraph in Chapter 7 sets out the merits of good development 
design and states: 

“The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built 
environment.  Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is 
indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places 
better for people”.

Chapter 11- Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

5.6 The initial paragraph in Chapter 11 sets out the broad aims of policy relating to 
the natural environment and states: 

“The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: 

- protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 
interests and soils;

- recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services;

- minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity 
where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 
loss in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks 
that are more resilient to current and future pressures;

- preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or 
being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by 
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability; 
and

- remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated 
and unstable land, where appropriate.”

5.7 The overall objective of government policy on waste is to protect human health 
and the environment by producing less waste and using it as a resource 
wherever possible. The hierarchical approach to waste management is 
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reinforced as a means of achieving more sustainable waste management and of 
breaking the link between economic growth and the environmental impact of 
waste.

National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) (adopted October 2014)

5.8 In discharging its responsibilities the WPA has had regard to the policies within 
the NPPW during its consideration of the merits of the proposal to change the 
use of the former hay barn from agricultural building to Use Class B2 and 
installation of proposed incinerator for the disposal of equine carcasses.

5.9 By virtue of the nature of the incinerator, its location and proximity to residential 
and commercial properties and the nearest sensitive wildlife designations the 
WPA has had particular regard for Locational Criteria c, d, g and h in Appendix B 
of the NPPW.

Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy 2012 (WCS) (Adopted November 
2012)

5.10 Under Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004,
planning applications should be determined in accordance with the Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Development Plan 
relevant to this planning application will be the Gloucestershire Waste Core 
Strategy (adopted Nov 2012); Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (adopted Oct 
2004) and the Stroud District Local Plan (adopted November 2015).  

5.11 Gloucestershire’s Waste Core Strategy (WCS) was adopted 21st November 
2012 and forms a central plank of the Development Plan relevant to waste 
development proposals, providing a planning framework for waste management 
across the county of Gloucestershire in the period 2012 - 2027. It identifies a 
vision, objectives and strategy relevant to Gloucestershire and also identified 
strategic sites for waste management.

5.12 The following policies from the WCS are considered to be most relevant to the 
proposal.

WCS1- Presumption in favour of sustainable development         
WCS10 - Cumulative Impact
WCS14 - Landscape
WCS17 – Design

Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (Saved Policies)

5.13 The following saved policies are relevant to the proposed development and 
considered to be NPPF compliant:
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Saved Policies
Policy 33 – Water Resources (Pollution Control)
Policy 37 – Proximity to Other Land Uses 
Policy 38 – Hours of Operation

Stroud District Local Plan (adopted Nov 2015)

5.14 In determining the proposed development Stroud District Council asked that the 
‘determining Authorities’ consider the following Local Plan policies:

Core Policies
Policy CP1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Policy CP3: Settlement hierarchy
Policy CP14: High quality sustainable development
Policy CP15: A quality living and working countryside

Delivery Policy
Policy EI4: Development on existing employment sites in the countryside
Policy ES1: Sustainable construction and design
Policy ES3: Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits
Policy ES6: Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity
Policy ES7: Landscape character
Policy ES9: Equestrian development

The wording of each policy listed within paragraphs 5.12 to 5.14 have been 
reproduced in full as Appendix 1.

5.15 Having reviewed the policies suggested by Stroud District Council, it is the 
opinion of the WPA that the list of policies set out in paragraph 5.14 above are 
applicable in whole or in part to the development to which this application relates.

5.16 There is no adopted or emerging Neighbourhood Plan for the area in which the 
application site is located.

5.17 Consideration of Development Plan policies is not a legalistic forensic exercise. 
Often policies will pull in different directions. Decision makers need to consider 
whether the proposal broadly accords with those policies as confirmed in the 
case of R. on the application of Laura Cummins and London Borough of 
Camden, SSETR and Barrett Homes Limited [2001] in which Ouseley J. cited R. 
v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne [2000]. As Sullivan J. said in the Milne case:

“It is not at all unusual for development plan policies to pull in different directions. 
A proposed development may be in accord with development plan policies 
which, for example, encourage development for employment purposes, and yet 
be contrary to policies which seek to protect open countryside. In such cases 
there may be no clear cut answer to the question: “is this proposal in accordance 
with the plan?”
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The local authority has to make a judgement bearing in mind such factors as the 
importance of the policies which complied with or infringed, and the extent of 
compliance or breach.”

5.18 Citing City of Edinburgh Council v. Secretary of State for Scotland [1997]
Sullivan J. went on to say that:

“I regard it as untenable to say that if there is a breach of any one policy in a 
development plan, a proposed development cannot be said to be “in accordance 
with the plan”. Given the numerous conflicting interests that development plans 
seek to reconcile: the needs for more housing, more employment, more leisure 
and recreational facilities, for improved transport facilities, the protection of listed 
buildings and attractive landscapes et cetera, it would be difficult to find any 
project of any significance that was wholly in accord with every relevant policy in 
the development plan. Numerous applications would have to be referred to the 
Secretary of State as departures from the development plan because one or a 
few minor policies were infringed, even though the proposal was in accordance 
with the overall thrust of development plan policies. For the purposes of section 
54A it is enough that the proposal accords with the development plan when 
considered as a whole. It does not have to accord with each and every policy 
therein.”

5.19 More recently, in Dignity Funerals Ltd v Breckland District Council [2017] EWHC 
1492 (Admin) Mr Justice Holgate rejected the claimant’s argument that because 
the council had found that the proposal conflicted with certain policies, and only 
accorded with others, it was legally impossible for it to conclude that the scheme 
accorded with the development plan as a whole, unless it identified compliance 
with one or more policies providing positive support for the scheme, 
finding that:

“Conflict with one particular policy may be treated as having an adverse impact 
and yet of relatively little weight. At the same time, the decision-maker may 
consider that compliance with other policies designed to secure that 
development in general takes place without causing significant harm to a range 
of environmental factors, does involve a greater degree of compliance with the 
development plan than the non-compliance. The decision-maker is entitled 
to regard compliance with those policy considerations (even in the sense of 
simply avoiding harm) as having a greater priority or importance than the 
noncompliance with a policy designed to protect one other aspect, such as the 
landscape.”

6.0 PUBLICITY

6.1 The publicity that was undertaken upon validation of the application included:
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- Six site notices displayed and site visit conducted on 13.09.2017 (site visit 
conducted in the presence of the applicant and planning agent).

- Newspaper advertisement taken out on 13.09.2017. Expiry date for 
representation was the 04.10.2017.

- Seventeen neighbour notification letters were sent out 07.09.2017. Expiry 
date for representations was the 05.10.2017.

6.2 A change in the description of development to include a change of use of the 
former hay barn from agricultural use to Use Class B2 and installation of 
proposed equine incinerator resulted in the following additional publicity:

- On the 17.10.2017 six replacement site notices dated 18.10.2017 were 
displayed in the same locations as those originally displayed, the expiry 
date for representations was the 08.11.2017.

- On the 18.10.2017 a second newspaper advertisement was taken out. 
The expiry date for representations was the 08.11.2017.

- On the 16.10.2017 two hundred and twenty seven notification letters were 
sent out to neighbours and contributors. Expiry date for representations 
was the 13.11.2017.

7.0 REPRESENTATIONS

7.1 Of the 225 public representations received at the time of writing this report, there 
are 120 objections and 105 in support of the proposal.

7.2 The grounds for objection raised by those contributors who object to the proposal 
are set out below:

- Noise generated by the incinerator;
- Adverse impact upon the character and setting of the Cotswolds Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty;
- Odour from the carcasses in transit and whilst loading the incinerator.
- ‘The incinerator at Lyppiatt's emissions can be smelled by the residents at 

Lyppiatt Manor and other houses in that lane.’
- Fumes from the incineration process that would result in ‘people with 

asthma or breathing difficulties’ being ‘adversely affected’;
- Weather inversion events and the perceived potential adverse impact 

upon human health;
- Industrial process (Use class B2) that is not in keeping with the rural 

economy and open to expansion. ‘Farms are not industrial they are 
agricultural’. ‘A precedent in increased commercial enterprise should not 
be set’;

- Highway safety: perception that the country lanes are unsuitable for the 
type of additional vehicle movements proposed for the delivery of diesel 
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used by the incinerator and for transporting equine carcasses;
- Farm diversification away from traditional agriculture;
- Catchment area for veterinary practice too large and provides services 

outside the local area;
- Other facilities for the disposal of equines already exists;
- Inappropriate activity in a residential area;
- Incinerator would be ‘an eyesore and produce upsetting images of dead 

horses being transported into the site.’;
- Adverse impact on tourism, ‘causing financial hardship’ for local 

businesses.

7.3 Those contributors who support the proposal raised the following points:

- Traffic would be minimal;
- Proposal is in the ‘heart of equine country’;
- Previous owner of Fourways Farm bred pigs, which involved ‘large 

livestock and feed lorries trundling up the track, pigs squealing day and 
night, and the pungent smell of manure. It was certainly not pleasant 
around the farmyard and bridle path.’

- ‘The use of an on-site incinerator with afterburner represents best 
available technique for animal remains disposal.’

- Many of the ‘traditional routes’ for disposing of fallen stock locally are 
‘no longer available’, ‘making disposal a costly exercise often with dead 
animals travelling long distances in unsuitable vehicles.’

- Proposal would ‘enable a swift and safe removal of dead horses and 
ponies.’

- ‘Not enough facilities like this in the area.’
- Proposed facility would be housed in an existing building.

7.4 In assessing the proposal due regard has been given to local residents’ 
comments as material planning considerations. Nevertheless, I am also mindful 
that decisions should not be made solely on the basis of the number of 
representations, whether they are for or against a proposal. The Localism Act 
has not changed this, nor has it changed the advice that local opposition or 
support for a proposal is not in itself a ground for refusing or granting planning 
permission unless it is founded on valid planning reasons.

8.0 CONSULTATIONS

8.1 On the 07.09.2017 notification letters were issued to the following consultees: 
Stroud District Council; Bisley with Lypiatt Parish Council; Local Member (Cllr 
Keith Rippington); County Highways; Atkins (technical advisor on noise and air 
quality); County Council’s Principal Ecologist; Environment Agency; Natural 
England; Severn Trent Water; County Public Health; Cotswold Conservation 
Board and Public Health England. Consultation expired on the 28.09.2017.
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8.2 Number of consultees who object (1): Bisley-With-Lypiatt Parish Council. 
Reasons for objecting are as follows:

1. Increase in transport on the country lanes.
2. Insufficient local carcases arising in longer journeys to transport the carcases.
3. Not suitable for residential area.
4. Concerns regarding pollution, smell and noise.  
5. Industrial facility not in line with Local Plan.

8.3 Consultees with no objection (10): Stroud District Council; County Highways; 
Principal Acoustic Advisor; Principal Air Quality Advisor; Principal Ecologist; 
Environment Agency; Natural England; Severn Trent Water; Cotswolds 
Conservation Board; Public Health England.

8.4 Consultees who did not respond (1):  County Public Health.

8.5 Following the change in description of development the consultees listed above 
were re-consulted on the 12.10.2017. The expiry date for representations was 
the 26.10.2017.

8.6 This planning application has been brought to Planning Committee for a decision 
as the local member requested that the concerns of local residents needed to be 
considered in detail.

8.7 Consultee comments have been reproduced in full as Appendix 2.

9.0 PLANNING OBSERVATIONS.

9.1 Taking the above matters into account it is considered that the main issues 
raised by the proposal are:
- The principle of development and whether it accords with the 

Development Plan, and;
- whether the development would be sustainable, having regard to the 3

dimensions of sustainability set out in the Framework: economic, social 
and environmental, in particular with regard to:

1. The economic role:
- Waterlane Equine Vets;
- catchment area;
- throughput.

2. The social role:
- residential amenity: hours of operation; noise.
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3. The environmental role:
- visual impact on Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty;
- drainage and protection of groundwater;
- biodiversity and protested species;
- proposed mode of transport;
- proposed vehicular access routes;
- air quality and emissions;
- weather inversion;
- proposed control of odour and pests related to reception and 

storage of carcasses;
- environmental regulation
- ashes
- drainage

Other matters:
- human rights issues;
- public sector equality duty.

These issues will now each be considered in turn.

1. The economic role
Waterlane Equine Vets

9.2 ‘Horses and related activities make a vital contribution to rural life, supporting 
many allied businesses and providing much needed employment. On a national 
basis the economic value of the equestrian sector stands at £4.3 billion and 
reflects 19 million consumers. There are an estimated 944,000 horses in the UK, 
2.7 million riders and 446,000 horse-owning households.’

9.3 ‘Waterlane Equine Vets is an ambulatory equine practice looking after horses, 
ponies and donkeys throughout Gloucestershire, from Thornbury in the south to 
Winchcombe in the north, Cinderford in the west to Lechlade in the east. It was 
founded by [the applicants] in April 2013 and now serves over 2,500 clients and 
employs two full-time and one part-time veterinary surgeon as well as a practice 
manager and part-time office administrator. In an era when there has been 
amalgamation of equine veterinary practices (e.g. Willesley and Bushy to form 
B&W Equine Vets, Woodlands Equine Vets and Dragon Equine Vets to form 
Cheltenham Equine Vets), as well as sale of practices to large corporate bodies 
such as CVS and IVC, Waterlane Equine Vets offer a personal but highly 
professional service and continue to be fully independent of corporate influence.’ 
[ applicants’ supporting statement ]

Catchment Area
9.4 The ‘catchment area’ for the equine veterinary practice is shown on the 

applicant’s submitted map (10.11.2017) to have a radius of 20 miles from 
Fourways Farm.  As stated in paragraph 1.8 on page 3 of the applicant’s 
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additional amended supporting statement received 19.12.2017, ‘the only equine 
incinerator in Gloucestershire is operated by Equine & Pet Services at Fosse 
Cross, Chedworth’, which offers an ‘ashes back’ service.

9.5 Waterlane Equine Vets may, on occasion, visit horses outside this area for 
specific purposes (e.g. pre-purchase examinations, lameness investigation or 
treatment) but does not provide primary veterinary services in these areas. Thus, 
for the purposes of equine carcass collection, the maximum radius from 
Fourways Farm would be 20 miles.

Throughput
9.6 The maximum burn rate of the incinerator would be <50kg per hour, which is the  

maximum burn rate sought by the Environmental Protection Manager at Stroud 
District Council in their representation dated 8th September 2017. Planning 
conditions would restrict the use of the incinerator for the cremation of equine 
carcasses only. The incinerator can only cremate one adult equine carcass at a 
time. Therefore, the maximum number of adult carcasses that can be cremated 
in a 24hr period is two. A lack of a time restriction on the hours of operation of 
the proposed incinerator would not result in an increase in throughput.

2. The social role
Residential Amenity
Hours of operation

9.7 The applicant is seeking a 24/7 operation on the grounds that there is a desire 
on the part of the applicant ‘to dispose of carcasses in a timely manner without 
unnecessary delay or storage.’

9.8 Within the applicant’s supporting email dated 13.11.2017 they provide an 
example of a situation whereby the applicant had need to euthanase a horse late 
on Good Friday and was unable to arrange its cremation until the following 
Tuesday because of it being the Easter bank holiday weekend.  The applicant 
states that ‘this caused the owners some distress and led to unnecessary and 
potential hazardous carcass deterioration at the owner's premises’.  It is such 
situations that the applicant’s business is ‘endeavouring to avoid’.

9.9 The applicant contends that to restrict operational hours would go against the 
applicant’s business pledge to dispose of horses locally and without delay and 
would necessitate storage of carcasses, which would in turn require refrigeration 
facilities that would generate additional noise and potential issues associated 
with carcass deterioration, odour and pests.

9.10 ‘In 2017 the practice euthanased and, or, arranged disposal of 64 horses. This is
equivalent to a weekly mean of 1.2 with a range of 0 to 5 per week.’ Based upon 
the applicant’s own records the number of weekend cremations required would 
be 6 per annum and limited to those infrequent cases where there has been 
emergency euthanasia or sudden death of a horse.
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9.11 The applicant states that the majority of collections would be for pre-planned 
elective euthanasia in normal practice working hours (Mon to Fri, 08.30 to 17.00) 
and can be organised so that collection and the large part of incineration takes 
place during the day.

9.12 To establish context to the scale of the proposed operation the case officer 
asked the applicant for an approximation on the number of equines in 
Gloucestershire. The applicant responded as follows:

‘There are no specific or reliable data on numbers of horses, ponies and donkeys 
in Gloucestershire. Nationally there were an estimated 944,000 horses and 
446,000 horse-owning households in the UK in the most recent survey,1 but 
these figures were not broken down on a county-by-county basis.

An epidemiological study of the size and spatial distribution of the equine 
population within Great Britain, reported in 2012, indicated that the South West 
region had a median estimate of 61 horses per 10km2, with a range of 39-76 per 
10km2. Assuming Gloucestershire occupies an area of 3,150km2, this would 
suggest the county’s equine population is some between 12,285 and 23,940, 
with a median estimate of 19,215.

This number might appear a reasonable guesstimate given that the Facebook 
group Gloucestershire Horse Riders has 21,261 members even though it is 
uncertain how this equates to numbers of equines. Members of this group may 
not own or might have several horses, all owners of horses in Gloucestershire 
are not in the group, and some members may be from outwith the county.’

9.13 On the question of how many equines there are within a 20-mile radius 
(collection area) of Fourways Farm, the applicant stated that ‘this number is not 
known but may be approximated using the 2012 data on spatial distribution of 
horses within the UK. Assuming a median estimate of 61 horses/10km2 in the 
South West, this would predict 19,774 horses within a 20 mile (32.1km) radius 
(an area of 3241.6km2) of Fourways Farm, with a range of between 12,642 and 
24,636.’

Noise
9.14 The proposed development would introduce a noise generating activity within 

122 metres of the curtilage of the nearest residential property as a result of the 
activities associated with the incineration process and vehicle movements to and 
from the site. The noise generated by the proposed incinerator would be 65 
decibels measured at one metre distance. 

9.15 In considering noise impact, the Authority is mindful of the guidance in NPPG: 
Noise and related policy set out in paragraph 123 of the NPPF:

“123. Planning policies and decisions should aim to:
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- avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and 
quality of life as a result of new development

- mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and 
quality of life arising from noise from new development, including through 
the use of conditions

- recognise that development will often create some noise and existing 
businesses wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not 
have unreasonable restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby 
land uses since they were established

- identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively 
undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity 
value for this reason.”

9.16 The DEFRA Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) is referred to in the 
NPPF and this sets out that government policy is to “avoid significant adverse 
impacts on health and quality of life” due to noise.

9.17 At the request of the WPA’s acoustic advisor the applicant was asked to submit 
an environmental noise survey, which was undertaken on behalf of the applicant 
by Venta Acoustics. The survey determined the background noise levels at the 
surrounding noise sensitive premises as well as the sound levels generated by 
the proposed incinerator to be installed. These levels were then used to 
undertake an assessment of the likely impact with reference to the methodology 
in BS4142:2014 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial 
sound, BS8233: 2014 Guidance on sound insulation and noise reduction for 
buildings and the World Health Organisation Guidelines for Community Noise 
(1999).

9.18 In their review of the submitted Noise Impact Assessment by Venta Acoustics 
the WPA’s technical advisor for Acoustics, Noise and Vibration advise that ‘no 
objection should be made to this application on the grounds of noise or vibration.’

9.19 The proposed site is located on a working farm in a rural area of Gloucestershire, 
surrounded by agricultural fields. To the north of the site at a distance of 122m is 
the curtilage of Highfield house, at 142m to the north-west is the curtilage of 
Spinneywell Farmhouse, with the curtilage of Fourways Farmhouse 158m to the 
north, which is owned and occupied by the applicant. These form the nearest 
and most affected noise sensitive receptors. Other dwellings to the south-west 
(259m) and east (403m) are at greater distances.

9.20 The prevailing wind blows from the north-north-east to the south-south-west.

9.21 Although it is likely that the incinerator will typically only be operated during the 
day, the application seeks unrestricted hours of operation to allow for night time 
operation on occasions as may be required. The assessment made by Venta 
Acoustics considered the proposal as a 24-hour operation.
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9.22 The guidance on internal noise levels provided within the WHO Guidelines for 
Community Noise (1999) is the same as that provided in BS8233, but it also 
provides advice regarding maximum noise levels inside during the night-time 
period.

For a good sleep, it is believed that indoor sound pressure levels should not 
exceed approximately 45dB LAmax more than 10-15 times a night (Vallet & 
Vernet 1991).

When assessed using BS4142, noise from most activities on site have been 
shown to have a low impact. The proposals are therefore not expected to have 
an adverse noise impact on the amenity of the surrounding areas.

9.23 Based upon the supporting information submitted in connection with noise, no 
objection has been raised by consultees such as the WPA’s technical acoustic 
advisor, the Environmental Protection Manager at Stroud District Council, 
Environment Agency, County Public Health and Public Health England, all of 
whom advise on matters pertaining to public health and environmental control.

3. The environmental role
Landscape and Visual Impact

9.24 Core Policy WCS14 (Landscape) of the adopted Gloucestershire Waste Core 
Strategy is of particular relevance as it relates to waste proposals within or 
affecting the setting of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

9.25 Delivery Policy ES7 (Landscape Character) of the Stroud District Local Plan 
requires that development proposals are appropriate and integrate with the 
character of the landscape and conserve the important landscape 
characteristics.

9.26 Paragraph 17 of the Framework recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of 
the countryside as a core planning principle. Chapter 11 of the NPPF makes 
reference to the protection and enhancement of valued landscapes, the weight to 
be given to criteria based policies, such as landscape character designations, 
and the need to create, protect, enhance and manage green infrastructure.

9.27 Whilst the nature of the activities within the former hay barn would change, the 
size, character and appearance of the building would remain unaltered, except 
for the provision of a single 450mm diameter metal flue stack that would be 
painted in a suitable non-reflective finish and project 300mm above the ridgeline 
of the barn in which the proposed incinerator would be housed.

9.28 In assessing the visual impact of the proposal upon the character and setting of 
the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, no objection was raised by 
Stroud District Council, Cotswolds Conservation Board, Natural England or the 
WPA’s Principal Landscape Advisor. Whilst there are multiple references from 
objectors to the adverse visual impact the proposal would have upon the 
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Cotswolds AONB, Bisley-With-Lypiatt Parish Council made no reference to such 
concerns within their grounds of objection.

Protection of ground and surface waters from potential contaminants
9.29 Within the former hay barn the proposal makes provision for an impervious 

concrete wash down area adjacent to the proposed incinerator, the water from 
which would be caught in a drainage channel and sump from where it would be 
vaporised through the incinerator.

Biodiversity and protected species 
9.30 Relevant legislation includes the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) (as 

amended); the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000; the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC, 2006); and the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations (2010) and the EU Habitats Directive. Local 
planning authorities have a legal obligation to consider whether European 
protected species are likely to be affected by a proposed development.

9.31 The NERC Act 2006 requires that “Every public authority must, in exercising its 
functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those 
functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.” Further, The Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (Habitats Regulations 2010), 
Regulation 9(5) provides that “a competent authority, in exercising any of their 
functions, must have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive so far 
as they may be affected by the exercise of those functions”. The WPA is a 
competent authority for the purpose of these regulations and is exercising a 
function in deciding whether or not to grant a planning permission.

9.32 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to 
the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued 
landscapes and minimising impacts on biodiversity. In addition, paragraph 118 of 
the Framework seeks to ensure that development proposals incorporate 
measures for biodiversity enhancement. Policy ES6 of the Stroud District Local 
Plan seeks to protect wider biodiversity and is consistent with the Framework in 
so far as the planning system is required to perform an environmental role in 
protecting and enhancing the natural environment.

9.33 The County Council’s Principal Ecologist is of the opinion that ‘there are unlikely 
to be significant effects on biodiversity arising from the proposal.’ The air quality 
advice from the WPA’s technical advisors also comes to the same conclusion.

9.34 ‘The development footprint is unlikely to have a significant impact on valued 
biodiversity as it is to be situated within existing buildings with little or no 
alterations. The building is unlikely to support protected species such as 
breeding birds or bats but a precautionary advice note to cover this is 
recommended.’
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Proposed Mode of Transport
9.35 Deceased horses would be collected using a standard Ifor Williams horsebox 

trailer (HB511; external length 4.65m, width 2.26m). At present it is planned that 
this will be towed by a Land Rover Discovery 4 (length 4.83m, width 2.20m).  
The trailer would be modified internally to include a winch as well as sealed 
floor/sump tank to meet relevant Animal and Plant Health Agency requirements.

Proposed Vehicular Access Route
9.36 For all vehicular routes, the collection vehicle will turn left out of Fourways Farm 

to the crossroads towards Oakridge. It would then turn right and proceed along 
Holloway Road to the junction with Cheltenham Road. This is the route taken by 
the school and public bus services to Oakridge and avoids narrower roads in and 
around Waterlane, Far Oakridge and Tunley.

9.37 For collections south of the practice, the vehicle would then turn left following 
Toadsmoor Hill down to the A419 and on towards Stroud or Cirencester.

9.38 For collections to the north, the vehicle would turn right and along the 
Cheltenham Road through Bisley.

9.39 At the request of the County Highway Authority a Traffic Survey was carried out 
to which no objection was raised on highway grounds, subject to certain planning 
conditions. Furthermore, Para.32 of the Framework states that “Development 
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe”.

Air Quality and Emissions
9.40 Within the applicant’s additional supporting information they drew attention to

data on emissions contained within the study commissioned by the Department 
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs that was published in 2002, together 
with modelling of this data undertaken by Peter Brett Associates LLP in 2014 on 
behalf of Anglian Fallen Stock Company.

1. ‘The TB-AB incinerator is a two-stage unit comprising primary loading 
and secondary after burner chambers. The after burner draws hot 
gases from the primary chamber and ensures a clean and compliant 
burn at temperatures of 850-1150oC. The incinerator is CE Certified to 
BS EN 746-2:1997 and emissions are below EC limits. The thermal 
capacity of 190 kW; domestic boilers have capacities of 20-70 kW. The 
incinerator therefore has the thermal input of several domestic boilers 
and this puts into context the perceived potential for this equipment to 
cause unacceptable levels of pollution.

2. Operation of the incinerator falls under the auspices of animal by 
products legislation and will be enforced by the Animal and Plant Health 
Agency (APHA). The Addfield TB-AB has Type Approval from the 
APHA: a key criterion for approval is that gas from the process is raised 
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in a controlled and homogeneous fashion, even under the most 
unfavourable conditions, to a temperature of 850oC. There is no 
requirement for an environmental permit. It is a condition of APHA that 
temperature measurement requirements are specified and will be 
subject to inspection.

3. Low capacity incinerators of this type are exempt from other 
environmental regulations, such as Waste Incineration Directive (now 
incorporated into Industrial Emissions Directive), or Environmental 
Permitting requirements. It can be inferred from this that they cannot 
cause significant harm to the environment. In addition there are no 
emissions limits set for these incinerators and no requirement to 
monitor emissions, and therefore manufacturers do not generally hold 
or provide emissions data. Emission limits are set for larger scale 
incinerators in Process Guidance Note 5/03(13) [of the Statutory 
guidance Animal carcase incineration: process guidance note 5/03]. 
Because of exemption from these regulations manufacturers do not 
generally hold or provide extensive emissions data and hence there is 
little to add to the details already provided by the applicants in respect 
of the Addfield TBAB machine.

4. There are some published data in respect of atmospheric emissions 
from small carcase incinerators, which was produced for the 
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs by AEA 
Technology Environment and published in 2002. This included eight 
incinerators with afterburners fuelled by propane (n=5), kerosene (n=1) 
and diesel (n=2). Mass concentrations of total particulate matter ranged 
from 27 to 749 mg.m3 and were below the limit set for of larger scale 
incinerators (100 mg.m3) for five of the incinerators (27, 36, 58, 68 and 
90 mg.m3) and marginally in excess (106 mg.m3) in one other. It should 
be noted that it is now more than 15 years since this study was 
published and it clearly relates to incinerators that were prevalent at 
that time and does not take into account advances in combustion 
technology in the intervening period.

5. Peter Brett Associates LLP assessed the potential impact of the 
Masterburn 750 incinerator, which was the subject of the planning 
application by Anglian Fallen Stock Company and also has Type 
Approval from the APHA. The temperature (950oC) and residence time 
(2 sec) are similar to the Addfield TB-AB and meet the requirements of 
APHA regulations. Annual average concentrations of emissions were 
calculated on the basis of continual, year round operation (equating to 
438 tonnes) and represented a ‘worst case scenario’. Their calculations 
indicated that predicted short-term concentrations of hydrogen chloride 
and carbon monoxide are below levels that would be regarded as 
significant within Environment Agency H1 guidance. The data also 
predicted there would be no breaches of nitrogen dioxide and 
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particulate assessment levels. Their conclusion was that there was very 
little risk of harm to human health or the environment as a result
from emissions from the incinerator. These calculations were 
undertaken assuming an effective stack height of 0 m. It should also be 
borne in mind that these data relate to mass concentrations and that 
the output from low capacity incinerators is substantially lower than 
from larger scale industrial machines.

6. There is the possibility of running the incinerator on LPG and this would
remove any concerns over diesel as the fuel. However, in the AEA 
Technology Environment study one of the propane- fuelled incinerators 
had total particulate matter emissions of 373 mg.m3.’

9.41 Within their consultation response (dated 22.08.2017) the WPA’s technical 
consultant on air quality advises that ‘the main pollutants associated with such 
combustion plant are oxides of nitrogen, formed during the high temperature 
combustion process, and particulate matter PM10. However, the PM10 
emissions are likely to be of negligible concentrations due to the high 
temperatures achieved.’ Furthermore, the WPA are advised that ‘the oxides of 
nitrogen emissions thus discharged from this 360 kW incinerator are not 
considered likely to have any significant air quality effects on the environment in 
terms of the subsequent formation of nitrogen dioxide and the potential effect on 
human health. This small facility is not likely to adversely affect the achievement 
of the air quality objectives for nitrogen dioxide concentrations at relevant 
receptor locations.’

9.42 On the issue of odour, the WPA’s technical advisor on air quality is of the opinion 
that ‘there should be no concerns with regards to odour due to the stack 
emissions.’ This is due to the incinerator having an after burner, where ‘the 
temperature and flue gas residence time is such that any potentially odorous 
organic compounds would be completely combusted.’ It is also noted by the 
WPA’s technical advisor that ‘the incinerator combustion air will be drawn in from 
within the building, thus providing further containment and elimination of potential 
odours from material handling operations.’

9.43 With regards to the potential for the proposal to have an impact upon Juniper Hill, 
Strawberry Banks and Daneway Banks Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), 
it is noted that Natural England are of the opinion that the ‘proposal falls into the 
category of “general combustion” and the rated thermal input is 360 kW which 
puts the proposal into the under 200MW category. Combustion up to 200MW can 
impact designated sites up to 500m from the pollution source and the closest 
SSSI (Juniper Hill) is 1.4km away. Therefore our assessment concludes that the 
proposal will not impact upon Juniper Hill, Strawberry Banks or Daneway Banks 
SSSI’s.’

9.44 In the absence of any evidence to the contrary and based upon the advice 
received from the WPA’s technical advisors, it is the considered opinion of the 



23

WPA that the proposal accords with policy WCS10 (Cumulative Impact) of the 
adopted Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy, saved policy 37 (Proximity to 
Other Land Uses) of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, Core Policy CP15 of 
the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the Framework 
seeks to protect and promote.

Weather Inversion
9.45 Following receipt of a telephone call from a local resident who objected on the 

grounds that the installation of the equine incinerator would give rise to potential 
adverse effects upon human health on the “infrequent occasions” when a 
“weather inversion” occurs that could “push smoke from the flue stack down into 
the valley”, a precautionary approach was taken in the form of an additional 
consultation with the Environmental Protection Manager (EPM) at Stroud District 
Council. Whilst no concerns were raised, the EPM at Stroud District Council 
commented that ‘statutory nuisance provisions would still exist to deal with any 
additional smoke/smell issues’. 

9.46 Although the EPM at Stroud District Council is of the opinion that the proposal 
‘would fall outside any requirement for an Environmental Permit’, they do expect 
the operator of the proposed incinerator to produce a Management Plan that 
would cover the following matters:

- ‘Control of potential odour and noise impacts related to the reception and 
storage of carcasses at the facility;

- Control of pests at the facility i.e. rodents and insects;
- Undertaking operation of the incinerator to ensure that it meets the 

specified emissions criteria set out in the submitted TB-AB document;
- Monitoring for smoke and smell in the locality of the incinerator;
- Control over the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated 

equipment;
- Undertaking the maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and 

associated equipment; and
- Undertaking the maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and 

associated equipment in line with the manufacturer's instructions.

As the objector notes, weather inversion would be expected to be infrequent and 
Atkins’ Memo response reinforces that emissions are not considered likely to 
produce significant air quality effects with a stack of suitable height discharging 
above the roof ridge line and unimpeded by cowls or caps.’

Proposed control of odour and pests related to reception and storage of 
carcasses

9.47 The applicant states that the on-site storage of carcases would be ‘short-term’, 
which the applicant maintains would result in negligible carcase deterioration and 
minimal odour and noise at the facility by virtue of the following:
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- All horses would be euthanased by injection. As such there is no leakage 
of blood that can be a source of malodour and attraction for pests.

- Leakage of fluids from the carcass during transport would be collected 
and contained within the sump tank fitted to the collection trailer. Any 
solids would be removed manually from the trailer prior to unloading the 
equine carcass. Both wastes would be incinerated along with the carcass.

- Carcases would be unloaded in the following manner: the collection trailer 
would be reversed into a bay adjacent to the incinerator and the horse's 
hind legs attached via a strap to a hook in the floor. The trailer would then 
be advanced so that the carcase slides out. The carcass would then be 
lifted directly into the incinerator using an agricultural loader. Noise would 
only relate to use of the vehicle that tows the collection trailer and an 
agricultural loader.

- There would be a maximum of two horses at the proposed facility at any 
one time and the applicants are willing for this to be a conditioned as part 
of any consent. 

- In the event that there is a carcase in the incinerator when another horse 
is collected, the latter will remain in the collection trailer inside the former 
hay barn until the incinerator is available to accept the carcass, which 
would be for a maximum period of 12 hours. During this time there would 
be ‘negligible deterioration of the carcase and it will not create malodour’.

- The applicants have considered the value of a refrigeration unit for storing 
any carcase awaiting cremation but feel that, given the limited period (<12 
hours) of storage, it is not necessary. This thinking also avoids any 
additional noise.

- As there would be no, or only short-term storage of carcases with minimal 
deterioration, the applicant is of the opinion that there would be no issue 
with pests at the facility. The incinerator itself is a closed unit and 
impervious to flies, birds and vermin.

- The collection trailer is impermeable to birds and vermin, and will be 
washed down immediately after use. It should not therefore represent an 
attractant to pests.

9.48 There are undoubtedly occasions when some horses may have been dead for a 
number of days prior to collection or have suffered catastrophic injuries with 
blood and exposure of body tissues, such that they are likely to be a source of 
malodour and attract pests. Such cases are extremely rare in the applicant's 
considerable veterinary experience of over 30 years. If, however, a horse is 
found in this state it would only be brought to the proposed facility at Fourways 
Farm when the incinerator is available for its immediate cremation.
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Environmental Regulation
9.49 Subject to a standard pollution prevention condition for a bunded compound 

around the proposed fuel storage tank, the Environment Agency has no 
objection to the proposed development. The activity proposed is exempt and not 
regulated by the Environment Agency under the Environmental Permitting 
Regulations. The WPA would control the activity through the imposition of 
planning conditions and post development checks as part of the WPA’s 
monitoring regime.

9.50 The EPM at Stroud District Council (SDC) has no objection to the proposal, 
subject to the operator submitting an Environmental Control Manual (ECM), the 
detail of which would require the prior written approval of the WPA following 
consultation with the EPM at SDC. A planning condition requiring the submission 
of an ECM can be found in section 10 of this report.

9.51 The EPM at SDC also advises that ‘statutory nuisance provisions would still exist 
to deal with any additional smoke/smell issues.’

9.52 In response to a question from the case officer regarding environmental 
regulatory controls, the applicant has provided the following information:

‘Low capacity carcase incinerators of the type proposed for Fourways Farm
are exempt from environmental regulations, such as Waste Incineration Directive
(now incorporated into Industrial Emissions Directive), or Environmental 
Permitting requirements. Instead they are controlled through animal by-products 
legislation and are inspected, approved and regulated by the Animal and Plant 
Health Agency (APHA), an executive agency of the Department for Environment, 
Food and Rural Affairs.

The incinerator at Fourways Farm (Addfield TB-AB) has Type Approval from the
APHA: a key criterion for approval is that gas from the process is raised in a
controlled and homogeneous fashion, even under the most unfavourable 
conditions, to a temperature of 850oC. It is a condition of APHA that temperature 
measurement requirements are specified and will be subject to inspection.

The site and incinerator at Fourways Farm have been visited by representatives 
of the APHA and, subject to formal application, they see no issue with licensing 
of the proposed facility.’

Ashes
9.53 Ash would be the only waste generated at the proposed facility, which represents 

1-3% of material combusted (5-15 kg per horse), and this would be transferred to 
a sealed bin or skip and collected by a waste management company. This 
material is classed as non-hazardous waste by the APHA and would be 
disposed to a permitted landfill site. The ash would not be disposed of on the 
farm.
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9.54 ‘Ashes will not be returned to owners and as such the facility will not have a 
cremulator for grinding bone fragments into a fine powder. Owners wishing to 
have ashes returned will be referred [by the operator] to the existing service 
offered by Equine & Pet Services at Fosse Cross, Chedworth.’

Drainage
9.55 Severn Trent Water are of the opinion that ‘the proposal has minimal impact on 

the public sewerage system’ and that they have ‘no objections to the proposals’ 
and ‘do not require a drainage condition to be applied.’

Other Matters
Human Rights Issues

9.56 As part of the consideration of this application, human rights issues have been 
considered in so far as they are relevant. It is considered that an appropriate 
balance between the interests and rights of the applicants (to enjoy their land 
subject only to reasonable and proportionate controls by a public authority in the 
public interest) and the interests and rights of those potentially affected by the 
proposal (to respect for private life and the home and peaceful enjoyment of their 
properties) has been achieved with conditions controlling the development where 
necessary.

Public Sector Equality Duty
9.57 In making this decision, the council has had due regard to the requirements of 

Section 149 of the Public Sector Equality Act 2010, which introduced a public 
sector equality duty that public bodies must, in the exercise of their functions, 
have due regard to the need to (a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, 
victimisation; (b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a 
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; and (c) foster 
good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it. Protected characteristics are: age, disability, 
gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, 
race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation. In this regard, and in coming 
to a recommendation it is considered that there would be no adverse impact on 
protected persons arising from the proposed change of use of an agricultural 
building to Use Class B2 and the installation of a proposed incinerator for the 
disposal of equine carcasses.

Conclusions and summary reasons for grant of planning permission and 
relevant development plan policies and proposals.

9.58 The NPPF identifies a series of the components that are considered critical to 
achieving sustainable development. In the opinion of the WPA, the above 
assessment of the planning application proposals against the planning policy 
framework demonstrates that the application responds to, and is in accordance 
with, the requirements of the adopted planning policy within the development 
plan and material considerations relevant to the determination of the application.
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9.59 Whilst the assessment is not an exhaustive list of all policies that are potentially 
applicable to this site, it seeks to address how the proposals respond to the key 
planning criteria in the planning policy framework against which the planning 
application will be determined.

9.60 Where a development is found to be sustainable development, a presumption in 
favour applies. In accordance with policy WCS1 of the adopted Gloucestershire 
Waste Core Strategy and Core Policy CP1 of the Stroud District Local Plan the 
decision taker should grant planning permission for such developments, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise or, where specific policies in the 
Development Plan or material considerations indicate development should 
be restricted.

9.61 Having regard for the policies in the Framework, it is the opinion of the WPA that 
the proposed development is sustainable when looking at its social, economic 
and environmental credentials. The adverse impacts of the development (taking 
into account the considerable importance and weight to be given to the less than 
substantial harm to the significance of the heritage assets) do not significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Overall it is considered that the 
proposal constitutes an environmentally, socially and economically sustainable 
form of development that accords with the Framework and the Development 
Plan as a whole.

Positive and Proactive Statement

9.62 In determining this planning application, the WPA has worked with the applicant 
and planning agent in a positive and proactive manner based on seeking 
solutions to problems arising in relation to dealing with the planning application 
by liaising with consultees, respondents and the applicant/agent and discussing 
changes to the proposal where considered appropriate or necessary. This 
approach has been taken positively and proactively in accordance with the 
requirement in the NPPF, as set out in the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) (Amendment No.2) Order 
2012.

10 RECOMMENDATION

10.1 That planning permission be GRANTED for the summary reasons set out in 
paragraphs 9.58 – 9.61 and subject to the following conditions:

Conditions

Commencement
1. The development hereby approved shall commence not later than 3 years 

beginning with the date of this permission. 
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Reason: To comply with section 91 of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act, 
as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

Scope of the Development
2. Unless otherwise required by conditions attached to this permission, the 

development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 
submitted planning application 17/0084/FDMAJW its accompanying supporting 
statements; Noise Impact Assessment produced by Venta Acoustics dated 26 
September 2017; Incinerator Data Sheet for the TB-AB Animal Waste Incinerator 
produced by Addfield; data sheet for BUS.2700 bunded fuel tank along with 
approved drawings: 

-  Location Plan;
-  Site Plan: drawing No.TW/17/02D dated Oct 2017;
-  Visibility Splays: drawing No.TW/17/03.

Reason:  In order to define the scope of this permission in accordance with 
Policy WCS1, WCS10, WCS14 and WCS17 of the adopted Gloucestershire 
Waste Core Strategy, saved Policy 33, 37 and 38 of the Gloucestershire Waste 
Local Plan 2002-2012, along with policies CP1, CP3, CP14, CP15, EI4, ES1, 
ES3, ES6, ES7 and ES9 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan (2015) and the 
aims and objectives that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to 
protect and promote.

Nature and Volume of Waste
3. The incinerator hereby approved shall be restricted to the disposal of equine 

carcasses and no other waste type.

Reason:  In the interests of neighbouring amenity and in accordance with saved 
policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud 
District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the National Planning Policy 
Framework seeks to protect and promote.

4. The total annual throughput of equine carcasses incinerated at the site shall not 
exceed 250 tonnes per annum and the incinerator capacity shall be no more 
than 50kg per hour.

Reason:  In the interests of neighbouring amenity and in accordance with saved 
policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud 
District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the National Planning Policy 
Framework seeks to protect and promote.
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5. No more than one equine carcass shall be left outside the incinerator’s 
combustion chamber for more than 12 hours.

Reason: In the interests of neighbouring amenity and for the avoidance of 
attracting pests and vermin in pursuant to saved policy 37 of the Gloucestershire 
Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims 
and interests that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and 
promote.

Noise
6. No development shall take place until an assessment to show that the rating 

level of any plant & equipment, as part of this development, will be below the 
background level at all times has been submitted to and been approved in writing 
by the Waste Planning Authority. 

The assessment must be carried out by a suitably qualified acoustic 
consultant/engineer and be in accordance with BS4142: 2014 Methods for rating 
and assessing industrial and commercial sound. 

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the occupiers of nearby residential 
properties and the character of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, pursuant to saved policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, 
policy CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the 
National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.

Hours of Construction and Installation
7. No works to facilitate the construction and installation of the incinerator shall take 

place except between the hours of 8:00 and 18:00 hours Mondays to Fridays 
and 9:00 to 17:00 hours on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays, Bank Holidays 
or public holidays.

Reason: In the interests of neighbouring amenity and in accordance with saved 
policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud 
District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the National Planning Policy 
Framework seeks to protect and promote.

Hours of Delivery
8. Activities related to the servicing of the business (unless it is an emergency and 

which shall be notified to the Waste Planning Authority as soon as practicable), 
and deliveries of equine carcasses or goods related to the operation of the site, 
deliveries shall be made to the site only between 07:30 and 18:00 hours 
Mondays to Fridays, 08:00 to 17:00 hours Saturdays and at no time on Sundays 
or Bank Holidays or public holidays.
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Reason:  In the interests of neighbouring amenity and in accordance with saved 
policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud 
District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the National Planning Policy 
Framework seeks to protect and promote.

Handling of Equines
9. All handling of equines shall be carried out within the building edged in red as 

shown on drawing TW/17/02D dated Oct 2017.

Reason:  In the interests of safeguarding neighbouring amenity and in 
accordance with saved policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy 
CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and interests that the 
National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.

Materials
10. Prior to the installation of the external flue, details of these materials and finishes 

to be used shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the County Planning 
Authority. Thereafter the development shall be implemented in accordance with 
the approved details.

Reason:  To ensure the use of appropriate materials in the interest of visual 
amenity and the character and setting of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty in accordance with policy WCS14 of the adopted Gloucestershire 
Waste Core Strategy and policy CP14 and ES7 of the Stroud District Local Plan 
(November 2015).

Permitted Development
11. Notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2, Part 2, Class C; Part 7, Class I; 

Part 7, Class L; Part 14, Class O and Part 16, Class A of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any order 
replacing, amending or re-enacting that order), no extension or alterations to the 
building or the external appearance of the flue stack hereby permitted whether or 
not for a temporary period shall take place on any part of the flue stack without 
planning approval from the Waste Planning Authority.

Reason: There is a need to maintain control over additional plant and machinery 
in the interests of the amenity of the area, nature conservation and in 
accordance with saved policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan 
(adopted Oct 2004), policy WCS10 and WCS14 of Gloucestershire's adopted 
Waste Core Strategy (adopted Nov 2012), saved policy 37 of the 
Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan and policy ES7 of the Stroud District Local 
Plan, along with the aims and objectives that the National Planning Policy 
Framework seeks to protect and promote.
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12. Notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2, Part 3, Class I of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or 
any order replacing, amending or re-enacting that order), no other activity within 
Use Class B2 shall be carried out within the red line shown on approved drawing 
TW/17/02D other than that approved by this permission.

Reason: There is a need to maintain control over the introduction any additional 
plant and machinery or inappropriate activity in the interests of the amenity of the 
area, nature conservation and in accordance with saved policy 37 of the 
Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (adopted Oct 2004), policy WCS10 and 
WCS14 of Gloucestershire's adopted Waste Core Strategy (adopted Nov 2012), 
saved policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan and policy ES7 of the 
Stroud District Local Plan, along with the aims and objectives that the National 
Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.

Highways
13. The vehicular access hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 

existing roadside frontage boundaries have been set back to provide visibility 
splays extending from a point 2.4m back along the centre of the access
measured from the public road (between Waterlane and Oakridge Lynch) 
carriageway edge (the X point) to a point on the nearer carriageway edge of
the public road 52m distant in both directions (the Y points). The area between 
those splays and the carriageway shall be reduced in level and thereafter 
maintained so as to provide clear visibility between 1.05m and 2.0m
at the X point and between 0.26m and 2.0m at the Y point above the adjacent
carriageway level.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that adequate
visibility is provided and maintained and to ensure that a safe, suitable and 
secure means of access for all people that minimises the conflict between traffic 
and cyclists and pedestrians is provided in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework paragraph 35.

14. The use hereby permitted shall only be associated and ancillary to the wider farm 
site and to the maximum number of movements stated within the supporting 
information.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that the site does not 
result in a significant increase in vehicle trips to ensure safe, suitable means of 
access for all people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists, 
pedestrians and highway users in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework paragraph 32 and 35.
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Defunct Apparatus
15. The flue stack to the incinerator shall be removed within 2 months of the 

cessation of the incinerator or in the event that the flue stack becomes obsolete 
and/or no longer required for the purpose for which the flue stack was installed.

Reason: To protect the amenity of the local environment, and in accordance with 
Policy WCS10 and WCS14 of the Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy (adopted 
Nov 2012), saved Policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (adopted 
Oct 2004) and Policy CSP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan (2015) and the 
aims and objectives that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to 
protect and promote.

External Lighting
16. No new external lighting shall be installed on the building edged in red as shown 

on drawing TW/17/02D dated Oct 2017 until an external lighting scheme has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. 

The details shall include: 
(a) the position, height and type of all external lighting; 
(b) the periods of day and night (throughout the year) when such external lighting 
is likely to be used. 

The approved scheme shall be implemented for the duration of the development 
and maintained thereafter in accordance with the scheme.

Reason: To safeguard the amenity of neighbouring residents in accordance with 
policy WCS10 and WCS14 of the Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy, saved 
policy 37 of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, along with policy  CP14 and 
ES7 of the adopted Stroud District Local Plan (November 2015).

Environmental Control Manual
17. Prior to the incinerator being brought into use, an Environmental Control Manual 

shall be submitted to and be approved in writing by the Waste Planning 
Authority, which shall set out the steps to be taken on an ongoing basis to:-

a) control the potential odour and noise impacts related to the reception and 
storage of carcasses at the facility;
b) control pests at the facility, i.e. rodents and insects;
c) undertake operation of the incinerator to ensure that it meets the specified 
expected emissions criteria set out in the submitted TB-AB document;
d) monitor for smoke and smell in the locality of the incinerator;
e) control the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated equipment; 
and
f) undertake maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated 
equipment in line with the manufacturer's instructions.
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The approved details shall remain in force for the duration of the development 
hereby approved.

Reason:  To ensure that appropriate environmental control measures are in 
place in the interest of safeguarding the amenity of neighbouring residents and 
occupiers, along with the character and setting of the Cotswolds Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in accordance with policy WCS10 of the adopted 
Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy, saved policy 37 of the Gloucestershire 
Waste Local Plan, along with policy CP14 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan (November 2015).

Pollution Control
18. Any facilities for the storage of oils, fuels or chemicals shall be sited on 

impervious bases and surrounded by impervious bund walls. The volume of the 
bunded compound shall be at least equivalent to the capacity of the tank plus 
10%. If there is multiple tankage, the compound shall be at least equivalent to 
the capacity of the largest tank, vessel or the combined capacity of 
interconnected tanks or vessels plus 10%. All filling points, associated pipework, 
vents, gauges and sight glasses must be located within the bund or have 
separate secondary containment. The drainage system of the bund shall be 
sealed with no discharge to any watercourse, land or underground strata. 
Associated pipework shall be located above ground and protected from 
accidental damage. All filling points and tank/vessels overflow pipe outlets shall 
be detailed to discharge downwards into the bund.

Reason:  To protect ground and surface waters (‘controlled waters’ as defined 
under the Water Resources Act 1991).

Advice Notes:
1. Prior to use of the incinerator, the applicant is advised to contact the 

Environment Agency to ensure that the correct waste exemptions to lawfully 
undertake the activity are in place.

2. This informative is given as a reminder of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) which makes it an offence to kill, injure or take any wild bird, and to 
intentionally remove, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest 
is in use or being built. It is also an offence to take or destroy any wild bird eggs. 
Bats and their roosts are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(as amended) and also the Conservation (Natural Habitats & c.) Regulations 
2010 (as amended). Bats and birds can sometimes be found in or on many 
buildings, even those that initially appear to be unsuitable.

3. The site is traversed by a public right of way and this permission does
not authorise additional use by motor vehicles, or obstruction, or diversion
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which would require separate approval by the Public Rights of Way (MBL76)
section of the County Council.

BACKGROUND PAPERS: 
Planning Application Forms and accompanying plans
Consultation Reponses
Letters of Representations

CONTACT OFFICER:
Case Officer – Marcus Sparrow Senior Planning Officer
Gloucester 01452 425652
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Appendix 1
Applicable Development Plan Policies

Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy 2012 (WCS)

Core Policy WCS1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach that 
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. It will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find 
solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the 
area.

Planning applications that accord with the policies in the WCS (and, where relevant, 
with policies in neighbourhood plans) will be approved without delay, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.

Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of 
date at the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise – taking into account whether:

- Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 
National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole;
or

- Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be 
restricted.

Core Policy WCS10 – Cumulative Impact
In determining proposals for waste related development for new or enhanced waste 
management facilities the Council will have regard to the cumulative effects of previous 
and existing waste management facilities on local communities alongside the potential 
benefits of co-locating complimentary facilities together. Planning permission will be 
granted where the proposal would not have an unacceptable cumulative impact.

In considering the issue of cumulative impact, particular regard will be given to the 
following:

1. Environmental quality;
2. Social cohesion and inclusion; and
3. Economic potential.

Within these broad categories this will, subject to the scale and nature of the proposal, 
include an assessment of the following issues: noise, odour, traffic (including 
accessibility and sustainable transport considerations), dust, health, ecology and visual 
impacts.



36

Core Policy WCS14 – Landscape
General Landscape
Proposals for waste development will be permitted where they do not have a significant 
adverse effect on the local landscape as identified in the Landscape Character 
Assessment* or unless the impact can be mitigated. Where significant adverse impacts 
cannot be fully mitigated, the social, environmental and economic benefits of the 
proposal must outweigh any harm arising from the impacts.

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
Proposals for waste development within or affecting the setting of the Cotswolds, Wye 
Valley and Malvern Hills Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will only be 
permitted where it can be demonstrated that:

- There is a lack of alternative sites not affecting the AONB to serve the market 
need; and

- The impact on the special qualities of the AONB as defined by the relevant 
management plan (including the landscape setting and recreational 
opportunities) can be satisfactorily mitigated; and

- The proposal complies with other relevant development plan policies.

In the case of major development within the AONB, a proven public interest must be 
demonstrated. Planning permission will only be granted in exceptional circumstances 
following the most rigorous examination and subject to the criteria above.

The County Council will continue to work in partnership with the respective
AONB Conservation Boards and/or Joint Advisory Committees to help deliver
the vision and objectives of the AONB Management Plans and Waste Core
Strategy (WCS).

Core Policy WCS17 – Design
Subject to compliance with other relevant development plan policies, planning 
permission will be granted for waste related development that achieves a high standard 
of design that is clearly robust and articulated through a Design and Access Statement.

Particular issues to address will include:

- How the proposal reflects, responds and is appropriate to its local environment 
and surroundings within Gloucestershire;

- The durability, adaptability and sustainability of the proposal including
the use of sustainable drainage to reduce the impact of surface water
run-off;

- How the proposal makes the most efficient use of the site; and
- The use of high quality architecture and landscaping.

Poor quality design which fails to reflect or contribute positively to the character and 
quality of the area in which the proposal is located will be rejected.
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Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (Saved Policies)

Policy 33 – Water Resources Pollution Control
Proposals for waste development will only be permitted where there would be no 
unacceptable risk of contamination to surface watercourses, bodies of water or 
groundwater resources. 

Policy 37 – Proximity to other land uses
Proposals for waste development will be determined taking into account such matters 
as the effect on the environment, occupants’ and users’ amenity and health, the 
countryside, the traditional landscape character of Gloucestershire, the local highway 
network, any hazardous installation or  substance and any adverse cumulative effect in 
combination with other development in the area. Where appropriate, suitable 
ameliorative measures shall be incorporated in the proposals to mitigate, attenuate and 
control noise, dust, litter, odour, landfill gas, vermin, leachate and flue emissions. 

Policy 38 – Hours of Operation
The Waste Planning Authority will where appropriate impose a condition restricting 
hours of operation on waste management facilities to protect amenity. 

Stroud District Local Plan (adopted Nov 2015)

Core Policy CP1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development
When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach that 
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. It will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find 
solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the 
area.

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and, where 
relevant, with polices in neighbourhood plans) will be approved without delay, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. Where there are no policies relevant to the 
application or relevant policies are out of date at the time of making the decision then 
the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – 
taking into account whether:

1. Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National Planning 
Policy Framework taken as a whole; or

2. Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted. 
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Core Policy CP3 – Settlement Hierarchy
Proposals for new development should be located in accordance with the District's 
settlement hierarchy. This will ensure that development reduces the need to travel and 
promotes sustainable communities based on the services and facilities that are 
available in each settlement. The use of previously developed land and buildings
will be encouraged.

Accessible Local Service Centres - First Tier
Cam and Dursley, Stonehouse, Stroud
These are the District’s main towns. They are the primary focus for growth and 
development to safeguard and enhance their strategic roles as employment and service 
centres. They will continue to provide significant levels of jobs and homes, together with 
supporting community facilities and infrastructure to meet their economic potential in the 
most sustainable way.

Local Service Centres – Second Tier
Berkeley, Frampton on Severn, Hunts Grove (anticipated)
Minchinhampton, Nailsworth, Wotton Under Edge
These market towns, large villages and planned urban extension have the ability to 
support sustainable patterns of living in the District because of their current levels of 
facilities, services and employment opportunities. They have the potential to provide for 
modest levels of jobs and homes in order to help sustain and, where necessary, 
enhance their services and facilities, promoting better levels of self containment and 
viable, sustainable communities.

Accessible Settlements with Limited Facilities – Third Tier
Amberley, Bisley, Brimscombe, Chalford, Coaley, Eastington, Hardwicke, 
Horsley, Kings Stanley, Kingswood, Leonard Stanley, Manor Village, Newtown / 
Sharpness, North Nibley, North Woodchester, Oakridge Lynch, Painswick, 
Slimbridge, Uley, Upton St. Leonards Whiteshill / Ruscombe, Whitminster.

These villages possess a limited level of facilities and services that, together with 
improved local employment, provide the best opportunities outside the Local Service 
Centres for greater self containment. They will provide for lesser levels of development 
in order to safeguard their role and to provide through any Neighbourhood Plans some 
opportunities for growth and to deliver affordable housing.

Accessible Settlements with Minimal Facilities – Fourth Tier
Box, Brookthorpe, Bussage, Cambridge, Eastcombe, France
Lynch, Middleyard, Newport, Nympsfield, Randwick, Selsley,
South Woodchester, Stinchcombe, Stone, Thrupp

Accessible Settlements with minimal facilities are defined as settlements with a very 
limited range of employment, services and facilities. Small villages have a low level of 
services and facilities and few employment opportunities. Development will be limited to 
that needed to help meet the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment 
opportunities, services and facilities. As such there is some limited scope for 
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development within these settlements, should this be required to meet specific needs 
identified by these communities in any Neighbourhood Plans.

Unclassified – Fifth Tier
Arlingham, Cranham, Haresfield, Hillesley, Longney, Saul, Sheepscombe,

These remaining settlements have a lack of basic facilities to meet day to day 
requirements. However, there could be scope for very limited development, should this 
be required to meet a specific need identified by these communities in any 
Neighbourhood Plans.

Core Policy CP14 – High Quality Sustainable Development
High quality development, which protects, conserves and enhances the built and 
natural environment, will be supported. Development will be supported where it 
achieves the following:

1. Sustainable construction techniques, including facilities for the recycling of water and 
waste, measures to minimise energy use and maximise renewable energy production

2. No unacceptable levels of air, noise, water, light or soil pollution or exposure to 
unacceptable risk from existing or potential sources of pollution. Improvements to soil 
and water quality will be sought through the remediation of land contamination, the 
provision of SuDS and the inclusion of measures to help waterbodies to meet good 
ecological status

3. Adequate water supply, foul drainage and sewage capacity to serve the development 
and satisfactory provision of other utilities, transport and community infrastructure

4. No increased risk of flooding on or off the site, and inclusion of measures to reduce 
the causes and impacts of flooding as a consequence of that development

5. An appropriate design and appearance, which is respectful of the surroundings, 
including the local topography, built environment and heritage

6. Re-use of previously developed land and/or the adaptation of existing buildings that 
make a positive contribution to the character of the site and surroundings, unless 
demonstrably unviable

7. No unacceptable adverse affect on the amenities of neighbouring occupants

8. Contribute to the retention and enhancement of important landscape & geological 
features, biodiversity interests (including trees, hedgerows and other natural features)

9. Contribute to a sense of place both in the buildings and spaces themselves and in 
the way in which they integrate with their surroundings including appropriate 
landscaping, biodiversity enhancement, open space and amenity space
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10. A design and layout that aims to assist crime prevention and community safety, 
without compromising other design principles

11. Efficiency in terms of land use, achieving higher development densities in locations 
that are more accessible by public transport and other non-car modes and where higher 
densities are compatible with the character of the area and the setting of the 
development

12. It is not prejudicial to the development of a larger area in a comprehensive manner

13. Safe, convenient and attractive accesses on foot and by cycle and suitable 
connections with existing footways, bridleway, cycleways, local facilities and public 
transport

14. It is at a location that is near to essential services and good transport links to 
services by means other than motor car.

Major development should contribute to the provision for allotments and/or community 
gardens where there is an identified need.

Development proposals will be required to demonstrate how they have responded to 
the above criteria through the submission of Design and Access Statements and 
relevant technical reports. It is important that the applicant provides clear and 
informative plans, elevations and street scenes and, where required, Masterplans, 
Development Briefs, Concept Statements and Design Codes to show how these criteria 
have been taken into account where necessary.

Core Policy CP15 – A Quality Living and Working Countryside
In order to protect the separate identity of settlements and the quality of the countryside 
(including its built and natural heritage), proposals outside identified settlement 
development limits will not be permitted except where these principles are complied 
with:

1. It is essential to the maintenance or enhancement of a sustainable farming or forestry 
enterprise within the District; and/or

2. It is essential to be located there in order to promote public enjoyment of the 
countryside and support the rural economy through employment, sport, leisure and 
tourism; and/or

3. It is a ‘rural exception site’, where development is appropriate, sustainable, affordable 
and meets an identified local need; and/or

4. It is demonstrated that the proposal is enabling development, required in order to 
maintain a heritage asset of acknowledged importance; and/or
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5. It is a replacement dwelling; and/or

6. It will involve essential community facilities.

Where development accords with any of the principles listed above, it will only be 
permitted in the countryside if:

i) it does not have an adverse impact on heritage assets and their setting;

ii) it does not lead to excessive encroachment or expansion of development away from 
the original buildings;

iii) in the case of proposals to re-use an existing building or buildings, these are 
appropriately located and capable and worthy of conversion. Any such conversion will 
involve a building that positively contributes to an established local character and sense 
of place. In the case of replacement buildings they must bring about environmental 
improvement; or

iv) in the case of extensions to buildings, it does not result in an inappropriate increase 
in the scale, form or footprint of the original building; or

v) in the case of replacement dwellings the proposal must bring about environmental 
improvements and not result in an inappropriate increase in the bulk, scale, form or 
footprint of the original building; or

vi) in the case of new buildings for essential community facilities, they cannot be 
accommodated within the identified settlement development limits or through the re-use 
or replacement of an existing building.

Delivery Policy EI4 – Development on existing employment sites in the 
countryside
On existing employment sites in the countryside, the extension of buildings and the 
provision of new buildings, including infilling between existing buildings, will be 
acceptable provided that:
1. The proposal facilitates the retention or growth of local employment opportunity

2. The proposal would not cause an unacceptable visual impact on the local character 
in terms of its siting, scale, materials or site coverage

3. There are no suitable alternative buildings or sites that can be used adjacent to the 
site or locality

4. The proposal can avoid harm to local amenities and adjoining land uses
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5. The proposal would not generate significant traffic movement and volume that would 
lead to unacceptable environmental impacts or detriment to road safety.

Proposals will be expected to include measures to secure environmental improvements 
such as landscaping, enhancing biodiversity and incorporating SuDS.

Delivery Policy ES1 – Sustainable Construction and Design
Sustainable design and construction will be integral to new development in Stroud 
District. All planning applications should include evidence that the matters below will be 
addressed:

1. Maximising energy efficiency and integrating the use of renewable and low carbon 
energy (i.e. in the form of an energy strategy)

2. Minimisation of waste and maximising the recycling of any waste generated during 
construction and in operation

3. Conserving water resources and minimising vulnerability to flooding

4. Efficiency in materials use, including the type, life cycle and source of materials to be 
used

5. Flexibility and adaptability, allowing future modification of use or layout, facilitating 
future refurbishment and retrofitting

6. Consideration of climate change adaptation

7. Applications for all development will need to be accompanied by a Stroud District 
Sustainable Construction Checklist.

All development will be built in accordance with the approved plans and the Sustainable 
Construction Checklist.

Delivery Policy ES3 – Maintaining Quality of Life within our Environmental Limits
Permission will not be granted to any development which would be likely to lead to, or 
result in an unacceptable level of:

1. Noise, general disturbance, smell, fumes, loss of daylight or sunlight, loss of privacy 
or an overbearing effect

2. Environmental pollution to water, land or air and an unacceptable risk to the quality 
and quantity of a water body or water bodies

3. Noise sensitive development in locations where it would be subject to unacceptable 
noise levels
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4. Increased risk of flooding on or off the site, and no inclusion of measures to reduce 
the causes and impacts of flooding

5. A detrimental impact on highway safety

6. An adverse effect on contaminated land where there is a risk to human health or the 
environment.

Delivery Policy ES6 – Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity
European Sites
Development will safeguard and protect all sites of European and Global importance, 
designated as Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and 
Ramsar sites. Development must not result in significant adverse effects on these 
internationally important nature conservation sites, either alone or in combination with 
other projects and plans. The Council will expect development proposals to 
demonstrate and contribute to appropriate mitigation and management measures to 
maintain the ecological integrity of the relevant European site(s).

With specific regard to recreational impacts, the Council will use core catchment zones 
that identify potential impact areas which extend beyond the relevant European site 
itself. Development proposals within such areas will take account of any relevant
published findings and recommendations. There will be further assessment work on the 
Severn Estuary SPA and SAC that shall include recreational pressure.

National Sites
Nationally important sites, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and 
National Nature Reserves (NNR), will be safeguarded from development, unless the 
benefits of the development can be demonstrated to outweigh the identified national 
importance of the nature conservation interest or scientific interest of the site.

Local Sites
Local sites, including Local Nature Reserves (LNR), Key Wildlife Sites (KWS) and 
Regionally Important Geological and Geomorphalogical Sites (RIGS) will be 
safeguarded from development, unless the benefits of the development outweigh the 
nature conservation or scientific interest of the site. Where development is considered 
necessary, adequate mitigation measures or, exceptionally, compensatory measures, 
will be required, with the aim of providing an overall improvement in local
biodiversity and/or geodiversity. Opportunities will be sought to access and enhance the 
value of such sites for educational purposes, particularly in relation to promoting public 
awareness as well as appreciation of their historic and aesthetic value.

New Development and the Natural Environment
All new development will be required to conserve and enhance the natural environment, 
including all sites of biodiversity or geodiversity value (whether or not they have 
statutory protection) and all legally protected or priority habitats and species. The 
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Council will support development that enhances existing sites and features of nature 
conservation value (including wildlife corridors and geological exposures) that 
contribute to the priorities established through the Local Nature Partnership. 
Consideration of the ecological networks in the District that may be affected by 
development should take account of the Gloucestershire Nature Map, river systems and 
any locally agreed Nature Improvement Areas, which represent priority places for the 
conservation and enhancement of the natural environment. In this respect, all 
developments should also enable and not reduce species’ ability to move through the 
environment in response to predicted climate change, and to prevent isolation of
significant populations of species.

The District will have a number of undesignated sites, which may nevertheless have 
rare species or valuable habitats. Where a site is indicated to have such an interest, the 
applicant should observe the precautionary principle and the Council will seek to ensure 
that the intrinsic value of the site for biodiversity and any community interest
is enhanced or, at least, maintained. Where an impact cannot be avoided or mitigated 
(including post-development management and monitoring), compensatory measures 
will be sought. The Council may, in exceptional circumstances, allow for biodiversity 
offsets, to prevent loss of biodiversity at the District level.

Protected Species
Development proposals that would adversely affect European Protected Species (EPS) 
or Nationally Protected Species will not be supported, unless appropriate safeguarding 
measures can be provided (which may include brownfield or previously developed
land (PDL) that can support priority habitats and/or be of value to protected species).

Delivery Policy ES7 – Landscape Character
Within the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), or on land that may 
affect its setting, priority will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the 
natural and scenic beauty of the landscape whilst taking account of the biodiversity 
interest and the historic and cultural heritage. Major development will not be permitted 
unless it is demonstrated to be in the national interest and that there is a lack of 
alternative sustainable development sites.

In all locations development proposals should conserve or enhance the special features 
and diversity of the different landscape character types found within the District. Priority 
will be given to the protection of the quality and diversity of the landscape character.
Development will only be permitted if all the following criteria are met:

1. The location, materials, scale and use are sympathetic and complement the 
landscape character; and

2. Natural features including trees, hedgerows and water features that contribute to the 
landscape character and setting of the development should be both retained and 
managed appropriately in the future.
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Opportunities for appropriate landscaping will be sought alongside all new 
development, such that landscape type key characteristics are strengthened.

The Stroud District Landscape Assessment will be used when determining applications 
for development within rural areas.

Delivery Policy ES9 – Equestrian development
The keeping of horses for leisure and recreational purposes or as part of commercially 
based equestrian activity shall be considered acceptable where development that, 
through its environmental impact, either enhances or does not diminish environmental 
quality of those rural areas in which it is to take place. The level of activity generated by 
a proposal will be taken into account.

Such development shall be integrally connected with wider land management and be 
development requiring a countryside location. In particular, a longer term landholding 
management and maintenance plan will be expected to accompany any equestrian
development proposal.

Any proposal for the conversion or change of use of existing equestrian establishments 
to a non-equestrian use will be discouraged, unless there is a strong case setting out 
why an exception should be made.
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Appendix 2
Consultee Comments

Comments received from those consultees consulted in connection with EIA 
Screening between the 15.08.2017 and 29.08.2017:

County Council’s Principal Ecologist (comments received 17.08.2017):
The ecological matters to consider are the footprint of the development and risks of 
pollution (from stored fuel, horse carcasses and ash to water/land plus from flue 
emissions to air). Pollution is mainly a matter for the Environment Agency to consider 
but we need to determine if the proposal could be likely to have significant effects on 
the environment before determining this planning application. The development 
footprint is unlikely to have a significant impact on valued biodiversity as it is to be 
situated within an existing building with little or no alterations required.

The definition that this is a low capacity incinerator by the applicant seems valid when 
looking at guidance which indicates that an animal carcass incinerator burning less than 
1 tonne per hour is considered a small one (Sector Guidance Note IPPC SG10 July 
2005, Defra). The proposed facility (looking at the data sheet) is not capable of burning 
more than 0.1t per hour. The incinerator type has a secondary 'after burner' chamber 
for hot gases and such design usually produces less emissions of concern. The 
submitted data sheet for the incinerator says that emissions from the stack for carbon, 
water, oxygen, nitrogen and smoke will be predicted to be well below EC limits. This is 
presumably near to or at the flue exit before dispersion to the air occurs. 

In considering small animal incinerators it is usual to consider dispersion to SSSIs and 
International Sites within 2 km of the proposed facility (Process guidance Note 5/03[13], 
July 2013, Defra). Within 2km of the proposed development the following SSSIs occur:

-  Juniper Hill SSSI (about 1.4km away to the north east)
-  Daneway Banks SSSI (about 1.6km away to the west south east)
-  Strawberry Fields SSSI (about 1.6km away to the south west)

This facility will produce considerably less than 20MW of output (no more than 1MW 
probably). Given the SSSIs being more than 0.5km away Natural England will not need 
to be consulted (Impact Risk Zone [IRZ] data as at July 2017).

Conclusion
There are unlikely to be significant effects on biodiversity arising from this proposal and 
therefore no need for an EIA to be requested under the Regulations for ecological 
reasons (alone). However we should defer to the specialist advice being sought from 
Atkins if that raises issues of adverse impact on ecology being likely which I may have 
missed.
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Technical advisor to Waste Planning Authority for Acoustics, Noise and Vibration 
(comments received 17.08.2017):
Thank you for your screening letter regarding the above application. In respect of noise 
matters, we have reviewed the application documents and would comment as follows:

-  The number of movements (2 per day with 4x4 & a specialised trailer) does not raise 
any noise concerns. It is assumed these vehicle movements would be during daytime 
only (and should be conditioned as such). 

-  The proposal is based on the horses having died or been euthanized before being 
brought to site. This obviously lowers the potential noise impact that might arise if 
horses were brought to site live and then euthanized. Again we would suggest this is 
conditioned.

-  No details are provided of noise from the incinerator itself. It is also started that the 
incinerator could work through the night. Because of this it would be prudent to request 
that a BS4142 assessment be provided by the applicant, detailing noise emissions from 
the proposed plant, including penalties as required for any attention attracting 
characteristics of the sound (tonality, hum, switching on and off etc), and comparing this 
to the existing background noise level at the closest noise sensitive receptors.

Beyond this, we do not believe a formal EIA under the regulations is required on noise 
grounds.

Additional comments from the Technical advisor to the Waste Planning Authority 
for Acoustics, Noise and Vibration (comments received 22.08.2017):
Dan Pope, our noise expert has reviewed this and comments as follows:

The planning agent's response only states 65 dB at 1m, it does not say whether that is 
a weighted dB(A) value, as it should be, or an unweighted dB value. Noise levels from 
the top of the external stack should also be provided. As it is that figure is not usable for 
a noise assessment. A BS4142 survey would require a correct, operational dB(A) noise 
level, including penalties if the source is also considered to be tonal, and this should be 
compared to the background noise level at the nearest NSR(s). For a source level of 65 
inside of a building it should not be too difficult to demonstrate that this will not exceed 
background noise levels at the NSRs.

I would still request that a BS4142 assessment be provided. 

I hope that clarifies but do contact me if you wish to discuss further.

Technical advisor to Waste Planning Authority on Air Quality (comments 
received 22.08.2017):
Atkins Limited have been asked to comment on the air quality implications of the above 
planning application, and whether it is considered that the proposed development would 
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be likely to have any significant air quality effects on the environment.  This will inform 
the County Council as to the need for an environmental statement to support the 
application.  

Proposed development
The application submitted by Dr T Watson & S Williams, of the veterinary practice 
Waterlane Equine Vets, is for an incinerator for the disposal of equine carcasses.  
The proposed equipment is a “low capacity” animal waste incinerator, i.e. capable of a 
throughput of less than 50 kg/h.  This category of incinerator is deemed to be exempt 
from the requirements of Part B Local Air Pollution Control.  The rated thermal input is 
stated to be 360 kW.

The proposed unit, a TB-AB 200 kg animal waste incinerator manufactured by Addfield 
Environmental Systems Limited, has a diesel fuelled fired primary chamber (2 off 120 
kW burners) and a fired secondary chamber (1 off 120 kW burner) that ensures the 
combustion gases attains 850 C for two seconds at a burn rate of 50 kg/h.  The 
applicant provides a certificate of compliance with the relevant EU regulation and the 
provisions of the Animal By-Products Enforcement (England/Wales/Scotland) 
Regulations 2011 that specify this temperature and residence time. 

Environs
The proposed site is in a predominantly rural location with isolated residential 
properties, the closest being Highfield 135 m to the north and Spinneywell Farm 180 m 
to the west north west.  

It is noted that the County Council’s Principal Ecologist advises that there are three 
SSSIs within two kilometres of the application site.  Juniper Hill is 1.4 km from the site 
and Daneway Banks and Strawberry Fields are both 1.6 km from the site.  

Potential emissions and discharge stack
The main pollutants associated with such combustion plant are oxides of nitrogen, 
formed during the high temperature combustion process, and particulate matter PM10.  
However, the PM10 emissions are likely to be of negligible concentrations due to the 
high temperatures achieved.  

The manufacturer’s data sheet does not state the anticipated oxides of nitrogen 
emission concentrations or the mass emission rate of this pollutant.  The data sheet 
shows a generic design drawing with a 3.47 m stack height, obstructed at the point of 
discharge by a chimney cap. It states that the chimney duct height may be increased.  

The application site plan drawing includes an inset plan and elevation of the building to 
contain the incinerator.  There is no clear indication of the proposed stack height on this 
drawing, nor is it apparently stated elsewhere.  

The Chimney Height Memorandum and Environment Agency guidance  provide 
guidance on stack heights and other overriding considerations, inter alia: 
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-  A discharge should be vertically upwards and unimpeded by cowls or any other 
fixture on top of the stack;  

-  No discharge stack should be less than 3 m above the ground or any adjacent area to 
which there is general access;  

-  A discharge should never be less than the height of any building…

Conclusions
It is recommended that a stack of suitable height. discharging above the roof ridge line 
and unimpeded by cowls or caps, is installed to assist dispersion.  The oxides of 
nitrogen emissions thus discharged from this 360 kW incinerator are not considered 
likely to have any significant air quality effects on the environment in terms of the 
subsequent formation of nitrogen dioxide and the potential effect on human health.  
This small facility is not likely to adversely affect the achievement of the air quality 
objectives for nitrogen dioxide concentrations at relevant receptor locations.  

The County Council’s Principal Ecologist concluded that there are unlikely to be 
significance effects on biodiversity and we concur with this view, particularly given the 
considerable distance to the nearest designated SSSIs. 

There is no need for an EIA to be requested to address the above issues.  

Stroud District Council
No comments received.

County Highways
County Highways were approached by the case officer on the 14.08.2017 and invited to 
comment on the proposal as part of the EIA screening consultation. County Highways 
stated that by virtue of the scale and nature of the proposal it was not necessary to 
consult them for EIA screening purposes.
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Comments received from consultees in connection with consultation that took 
place between 07.09.2017 to 28.09.2017:

Stroud District Council (comments received 08.09.2017):
Consultation response received from Stroud District Council on 8th September 2017:  

OFFICER'S REVIEW
BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION
The application site is remote and not contained within any development limits.

Due to the limited level of information submitted, it is not possible to fully consider if the 
proposed incinerator would have any significant effects on the environment. However, 
the following points are considered to be vital in order to form a judgement:

Further details regarding:

-  Controlling the potential odour and noise impacts related to the reception and storage 
of carcasses at the facility,
-  Controlling pests at the facility i.e. rodents and insects;
-  Undertaking operation of the incinerator to ensure that it meets the specified 
emissions criteria set out in the submitted TB-AB document;
-  Monitoring for smoke and smell in the locality of the incinerator;
-  Controlling the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated equipment; and
-  Undertaking maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated equipment; 
and
-  Undertaking maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated equipment 
in line with the manufacturer's instructions.

The Environmental Health Officer for Stroud District Council has recommended that the 
incinerator should only be used for the incineration of animal carcasses and the 
maximum rate shall not exceed 50kg per hour.

Furthermore, due to the limited level of information submitted, it is not possible to 
comment on whether the proposal would be harmful to the Cotswold AONB Landscape.

Bisley with Lypiatt Parish Council (comments received 05.10.2017):
PC Recommendation - Object

Comments - If the Council is minded to allow this incinerator we would recommend the 
following conditions are attached:-

1. The incinerator should only take horses from the local area, within a radius of 10 
miles.

2. The incinerator should not operate at weekends.
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3. The incinerator should operate under Best Available Technology conditions for 
emissions and end of burn waste, this should be checked and audited by the Local 
Authority for compliance.

4. As the incinerator is adjacent to a bridle path and footpath a condition should be 
attached to ensure there is no evidence of waste or waste handling visible from this 
highway.   

5. Installation and operation of the incinerator must not disturb existing wildlife on the 
site, or passing through site, a proposal needs to be submitted to show how this 
condition can be met.

In response to a question raised by the case officer in respect of the reasons for 
the parish’s objection, the following additional response was received from 
Bisley with Lypiatt Parish Council on the 10.10.2017:
There were nineteen members of the public present and following a lengthy debate the 
decision to object was carried.

There were several reasons of concern as follows.

Increase in transport on the country lanes.
Insufficient local carcases arising in longer journeys to transport the carcases.
Not suitable for residential area.
Concerns regarding pollution, smell and noise.  
Industrial facility not in line with Local Plan.

Local Member (comments received 12.12.2017):
Local member requested that the application be brought to Planning Committee for a 
decision because the concerns of local residents needed to be considered in detail.

Highways Development Management (comments received 04.10.2017):
The proposed incinerator based on the small number of vehicle movements described 
would not be considered to result in a significant intensification in potential vehicle trips 
and use of the site access subject to the following conditions;

The use hereby permitted shall only be associated and ancillary to the wider farm site 
and to the maximum number of movements stated within the supporting information.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that the site does not result in 
a significant increase in vehicle trips to ensure safe, suitable means of access for all 
people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists, pedestrians and highway 
users in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 32 and 35 
and the Local Plan.
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The vehicular access hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the existing 
roadside frontage boundaries have been set back to provide visibility splays extending 
from a point 2.4m back along the centre of the access measured from the public road 
(between Waterlane and Oakridge Lynch) carriageway edge (the X point) to a point on 
the nearer carriageway edge of the public road 52m distant in both directions (the Y 
points). The area between those splays and the carriageway shall be reduced in level 
and thereafter maintained so as to provide clear visibility between 1.05m and 2.0m at 
the X point and between 0.26m and 2.0m at the Y point above the adjacent carriageway 
level.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that adequate visibility is 
provided and maintained and to ensure that a safe, suitable and secure means of 
access for all people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists and 
pedestrians is provided in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 
paragraph 35 and the Local Plan.

Note: The site is traversed by a public right of way and this permission does not 
authorise additional use by motor vehicles, or obstruction, or diversion which would 
require separate approval by the Public Rights of Way (MBL76) section of the County 
Council.

Additional comments received from County Highways on 20.09.2017:
The proposed incinerator may result in an increase in daily vehicle trips to and from the 
site therefore visibility splays of 2.4m x 54m or based on DMRB 22/81 onto the byeway 
and 2.4m x 215m south and to the 30mph speed limit sign north onto Water Lane would 
be sought to be illustrated on scaled site plans to nearside vehicle track edge as per 
Manual for Streets figure 10.2 online in the absence of speed surveys. However as it 
appears 2.4m x 215m would not be available within applicant or highway land south of 
the access onto Water Lane it should be confirmed with a DMRB 22/81 guidance 
(online) compliant survey that northbound speeds are slower than 60mph to justify a 
suitable reduced splay south.

Additional comments received from County Highways on 04.10.2017:
The proposed incinerator based on the small number of vehicle movements described 
would not be considered to result in a significant intensification in potential vehicle trips 
and use of the site access subject to the following conditions;

The use hereby permitted shall only be associated and ancillary to the wider farm site 
and to the maximum number of movements stated within the supporting information.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that the site does not result in 
a significant increase in vehicle trips to ensure safe, suitable means of access for all 
people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists, pedestrians and highway 
users in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 32 and 35 
and the Local Plan.
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The vehicular access hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the existing 
roadside frontage boundaries have been set back to provide visibility splays extending 
from a point 2.4m back along the centre of the access measured from the public road 
(between Waterlane and Oakridge Lynch) carriageway edge (the X point) to a point on 
the nearer carriageway edge of the public road 52m distant in both directions (the Y 
points). The area between those splays and the carriageway shall be reduced in level 
and thereafter maintained so as to provide clear visibility between 1.05m and 2.0m at 
the X point and between 0.26m and 2.0m at the Y point above the adjacent carriageway 
level.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that adequate visibility is 
provided and maintained and to ensure that a safe, suitable and secure means of 
access for all people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists and 
pedestrians is provided in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 
paragraph 35 and the Local Plan.

Note: The site is traversed by a public right of way and this permission does not 
authorise additional use by motor vehicles, or obstruction, or diversion which would 
require separate approval by the Public Rights of Way (MBL76) section of the County 
Council.

Technical advisor to Waste Planning Authority for Acoustics, Noise and Vibration 
(comments received 13.09.2017):
Our Acoustics, Noise and Vibration team have reviewed the information submitted by 
the applicant in support of the above application. They advise that there is insufficient 
information regarding noise emissions to determine the application for the following 
reasons:

- The application documents do not adequately address the potential noise impacts 
associated with the proposed incinerator. The stated noise levels do not appear to have 
been measured in line with any appropriate standards. The lack of any A-weighting in 
the quoted source level makes use of the stated value suspect. The value is also 
quoted as being "at 1m" from the plant but does not specify what part of the plant, what 
direction, what height, under what load, etc.

- There is also no attention paid to any potential attracting characteristics of the sound, 
or mention of whether penalties should be applied for tonality, hum, intermittency, etc.

- The incinerator is to be housed in an enclosed building with a discharge stack to 
outside. Noise levels at the discharge stack are not stated.

- There is also no survey of existing background noise levels at the nearest noise 
sensitive receptors, which should be included to establish the lowest LA90, 5min 
background noise level over the night time operational period.
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A noise assessment in line with the methodology set out in BS4142:2014 should be 
carried out to establish whether the proposed use would lead to any adverse noise 
impacts at nearby noise sensitive receptors. This assessment should be submitted to 
support the application and this would then address all the concerns raised above.

Please note that feedback from the Air Quality team will follow in due course.

Technical advisor to Waste Planning Authority on Air Quality (received 
27.09.2017:
Our Air Quality Team have reviewed the information submitted by the applicant in 
support of the above application. They advise that no objection should be made to this 
application on the grounds of Air Quality and Emissions, with the following 
observations:

The description of the operation of the facility in “Proposed Control of Odour and Noise” 
provides reassurance that there would be minimal odour associated with the facility. 
The incinerator itself has an after burner; the temperature and flue gas residence time is 
such that any potentially odorous organic compounds would be completely combusted. 
It is also noted from the Site Plan that the incinerator combustion air will be drawn in 
from within the building, thus providing further containment and elimination of potential 
odours from material handling operations. There should be no concerns with regards to 
odour due to the stack emissions.

Section 3 of the Additional Supporting Information confirms this information and states: 
“It is a two stage incinerator unit comprising a primary loading chamber and secondary 
after burner. No smoke or odour is emitted under standard operating conditions ... This 
machine fits with the 2002 Defra report's recommendation on best available technique 
and is on the APHA list of approved incinerators.”

County Council’s Principal Ecologist (comments received 11.09.2017)
I refer you to my previous memo date 17th August on EIA screening which provides 
background information to my advice here. My EIA conclusion was there are unlikely to 
be significant effects on biodiversity arising from this proposal and therefore no need for 
an EIA to be requested under the Regulations for ecological reasons (alone). The air 
quality advice from the WPA's advisors Atkins also comes to the same conclusion 
although make comments on lack of information on the stack height. The top of the 
stack must be 4m or more from ground level looking at the plans and incinerator 
specifications submitted.

The development footprint is unlikely to have a significant impact on valued biodiversity 
as it is to be situated within existing buildings with little or no alterations. The building is 
unlikely to support protected species such as breeding birds or bats but a precautionary 
advice note to cover this is recommended. 
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The proposal for 'the installation of a low capacity horse carcase incinerator' and air 
emissions are modest and unlikely to affect designated sites in the vicinity. In 
considering small animal incinerators it is usual to consider dispersion to SSSIs and 
International Sites within 2 km of the proposed facility (Process guidance Note 5/03[13], 
July 2013, Defra). Within 2km of the proposed development the following designated 
sites occur:

-  Juniper Hill SSSI (about 1.4km away to the north east)
-  Daneway Banks SSSI (about 1.6km away to the west south east)
-  Strawberry Fields SSSI (about 1.6km away to the south west) In addition the following 
Key Wildlife Sites (KWSs) are present within 2km:
-  Under 1km (Frith Wood, Frith Cottage Wood, Smart's Grove, Limbrick's Farm Wood, 
Ile's Green Meadow & Oakridge Recreation Ground)
-  Between 1 and 2km (Trillis, Madam's Grove, Litteridge Wood, Tanner's Wood, Tunley 
Farm Wood, River Frome, Daneway wood, Lower Daneway grassland, Siccaridge 
Wood, Penny Grove & Peyton's Grove, Hillhouse Wood, The Valley, Moley & Gt. Moley, 
Three grove Wood and Pontin's Farm)

The nearest KWS is Frith's Wood (0.3km to the east) and the closest in the prevailing 
wind direction that would take dispersed emissions to or over are Smart's Grove, 
Limbrick's Farm Wood and Madam's Grove. In addition for completeness within 2km 
there is one Conservation Road Verge to the north (Waterlane), another to the east 
(Tunley-Danelane) and a third to the south east (Daneway Banks Lane).

This facility is at the lower end of the definition of small incinerators (0.1t per hour and 
probably generating less than 1MW). On inspecting the Natural England's IRZ data I 
note that for the distances to the SSSIs concerned Natural England do not need to be 
consulted. This IRZ data also implies that for nearer Key Wildlife Sites such as Frith 
Wood and Frith Cottage Wood a significant impact is unlikely via air quality changes 
whilst the incinerator is in operation. Further information on the height of the stack to be 
employed would not alter this conclusion due to the small throughput and distances 
involved.

Recommendations
Subject to any contrary further specialist advice on air quality, the informative below 
should be attached to any consent that may be granted:

1.  Advice Note - This informative is given as a reminder of the Wildlife & Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) which makes it an offence to kill, injure or take any wild bird, 
and to intentionally remove, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest 
is in use or being built. It is also an offence to take or destroy any wild bird eggs. Bats 
and their roosts are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) and also the Conservation (Natural Habitats & c.) Regulations 2010 (as 
amended). Bats and birds can sometimes be found in or on many buildings, even those 
that initially appear to be unsuitable.
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It is my view that the above advice is in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework, ODPM Circular 06/2005, Natural England's Standing Advice, and with 
Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 which confers 
a general biodiversity duty upon Local Authorities whilst exercising their functions.

Additional comments received from the County Council’s Principal Ecologist on 
14.09.2017:

At the request of the case officer the County Council's Principal Ecologist was asked 
(14.09.2017) to respond to an objector's query regarding the potential for the proposal 
to have an adverse effect upon bats. The Principal Ecologist commented as follows:

'The design of this modern building and the materials used in its construction make it 
extremely unlikely that bats would roost in this building. Nesting birds or other protected 
species are also unlikely to use the building at certain times. However as a very 
precautionary measure I am recommending an informative on protected species. It is 
definitely very unreasonable to request a bat assessment or ecological appraisal in this 
planning case. You may wish to quote government circular 06/2005 which at paragraph 
99 says:

"…bearing in mind the delay and cost that may be involved, developers should not be 
required to undertake surveys for protected species unless there is a reasonable 
likelihood of the species being present and affected by the development." 

Severn Trent Water Limited (comments received 15.09.2017)
With Reference to the above planning application the company's observations 
regarding sewerage are as follows.

As the proposal has minimal impact on the public sewerage system I can advise we 
have no objections to the proposals and do not require a drainage condition to be 
applied.

Public Health England (comments received 19.09.2017)
Thank you for sending us the planning application detailed above. The application is for 
an incinerator to be used to dispose of equine carcasses. The application states that 
“This category of incinerator is deemed to be exempt from the requirements of Part B 
Local Air Pollution Control.” As this application does not require an Environmental 
Permit it appears to be a fairly small scale operation. As such the application does not 
include detailed information about the air emissions to be released from the proposed 
operation, therefore we cannot comment on whether there will be a risk to public health.

Following on from our discussion you may want to liaise with Stroud District Council’s 
Environmental Protection Team for any further assistance. The Environmental Health 
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Team or Atkins may also have further information about what air emissions they would 
expect to be produced by such an operation.

The Department for Environment and Rural Affairs has also produced a Process 
Guidance Note, entitled “Statutory guidance for animal carcase incineration” which may 
be of interest to you.

Please feel free to consult Public Health England again, if you obtain more detailed air 
emission data which is above public health standards and is of cause for concern.

Environment Agency (comments received 28.09.2017)
Thank you for referring the above application which was received on 7 September 
2017. The Environment Agency has no objections to the proposed development but 
wishes to make the following comments.
 
The activity proposed is not regulated by the Environment Agency under the 
Environmental Permitting Regulations and the Local Authority would regulate this 
activity. We note there are limited environmental receptors within the vicinity that fall 
within our remit, with the exception of groundwater (the site is located upon a principal 
aquifer.) Accordingly we would only make the following general pollution prevention 
comments in the interests of protecting groundwater: 

Pollution Prevention:
Developers should incorporate pollution prevention measures to protect ground and 
surface water. We note the proposed drainage arrangements and that there is a fuel 
store associated with the proposal that is to be bunded. There should be no foul or 
contaminated water infiltrating to the ground or entering the water environment. Where 
oils, fuels or chemicals are to be stored on site they should benefit from double skinned 
tanks/impermeable bunding. The following condition is for your consideration (we would 
not seek to comment on any details submitted in relation to this matter):

CONDITION: Any facilities for the storage of oils, fuels or chemicals shall be sited on 
impervious bases and surrounded by impervious bund walls. The volume of the bunded 
compound shall be at least equivalent to the capacity of the tank plus 10%. If there is 
multiple tankage, the compound shall be at least equivalent to the capacity of the 
largest tank, vessel or the combined capacity of interconnected tanks or vessels plus 
10%. All filling points, associated pipework, vents, gauges and sight glasses must be 
located within the bund or have separate secondary containment. The drainage system 
of the bund shall be sealed with no discharge to any watercourse, land or underground 
strata. Associated pipework shall be located above ground and protected from 
accidental damage. All filling points and tank/vessels overflow pipe outlets shall be 
detailed to discharge downwards into the bund.

REASON:  To protect ground and surface waters ('controlled waters' as defined under 
the Water Resources Act 1991).
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Cotswolds Conservation Board (comments received 09.10.2017):
The Cotswolds Conservation Board (the Board) wishes to make the following 
comments on this proposal.

The site lies within the Cotswolds AONB. Section 85 of the CRoW Act 2000 states that 
"a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the 
natural beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty". Furthermore, Paragraph 115 
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that 'great weight' should be 
given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs. 

The site for the incinerator is located within an existing agricultural building within a farm 
yard.  It is the Board's opinion that should Gloucestershire County Council be minded to 
approve the application consideration should be given to the following:

-  The proposed flue should be painted a dark colour in order to minimise the impact on 
the surrounding landscape and reduce glint which could result from a galvanised flue.

-  All exterior lighting should be kept to a minimum.  The cumulative impact of local 
lighting schemes, for example for security purposes, can lead to loss of dark skies, 
which the Board are keen to retain wherever possible.  Please refer to our Tranquillity 
and Dark Skies Position Statement.

Natural England (comments received 11.10.2017):
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 07 September 2017 which was 
received by Natural England on 07 September 2017.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure 
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of 
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

SUMMARY OF NATURAL ENGLAND’S ADVICE

NO OBJECTION

Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed 
development will not have significant adverse impacts on designated sites and has no 
objection.

Natural England’s advice on other natural environment issues is set out below.

Juniper Hill, Strawberry Banks and Daneway Banks Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI)
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Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed 
development will not damage or destroy the interest features for which the site has 
been notified and has no objection.

Justification:
The application is within an impact risk zone for air quality for the above three SSSI’s. 
We have applied Natural England’s air quality assessment criteria to determine the 
impact this application may have on nearby designated sites.

This proposal is falls into the category of “general combustion” and the rated thermal 
input is 360 kW which puts the proposal into the under 200MW category. Combustion 
up to 200MW can impact designated sites up to 500m from the pollution source and the 
closest SSSI (Juniper Hill) is 1.4km away. Therefore our assessment concludes that the 
proposal will not impact upon Juniper Hill, Strawberry Banks or Daneway Banks SSSI’s.

Other advice

Further general advice on the consideration of protected species and other natural 
environment issues is provided at Annex A.

Should the proposal change, please consult us again.
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Comments received from consultees in connection with re-consultation that took 
place between 12.10.2017 to 26.10.2017:

County Council’s Principal Ecologist (comments received 16.10.2017):
In respect of the change in the description of this proposed development I can confirm 
that I have no further comments to make.

Environment Agency (comments received 17.10.2017):
We are in receipt of the amended consultation for the above proposal. Please note we 
have no further comments to make in addition to those made in our previous (attached) 
response.

Natural England (comments received 26.10.2017):
Thank you for your consultation dated and received by Natural England on 12 October 
2017.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure 
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of 
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England has previously commented on this proposal and made comments to 
the authority in our letter dated 11 October 2017.

The advice provided in our previous response applies equally to this amendment 
although we made no objection to the original proposal.

Should the proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the 
natural environment then, in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and 
Rural Communities Act 2006, Natural England should be consulted again. Before 
sending us the amended consultation, please assess whether the changes proposed 
will materially affect any of the advice we have previously offered. If they are unlikely to 
do so, please do not re-consult us.

Stroud District Council (comments received 04.12.2017):
It is noted that the sole amendment to the application relates to the change in 
description of development from: 'proposed incinerator for disposal of equine carcasses' 
to' Change of use of agricultural building to Use Class B2 and installation of proposed 
incinerator for the disposal of equine carcasses.'  Whilst the description of development 
has been amended, the previous comments from the LPA (Local Planning Authority) 
still stand.  

In addition to the previous comments made, the LPA would like to draw the determining 
Authorities attention to the relevant adopted Local Plan policy and further comments 
from the District Councils Environmental Protection Manager.  
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In determining the proposed development, please consider the following Local Plan 
Policy:

CP1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
CP3 - Settlement hierarchy
EI4 - Development on existing employment sites in the countryside
CP14 - High quality sustainable development
CP15 - A quality living and working countryside
ES1 - Sustainable construction and design
ES3 - Maintaining quality of life within our environmental limits
ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity
ES7 - Landscape character
ES9 - Equestrian development

{\b Environmental Matters}
The proposed scheme is a small scale operation such that, for example, it would fall 
outside any requirement for an Environmental Permit. It is expected that the operator 
should produce a Management Plan that would cover the following matters:-

-  Control of potential odour and noise impacts related to the reception and storage of 
carcasses at the facility;
-  Control of pests at the facility i.e. rodents and insects;
-  Undertaking operation of the incinerator to ensure that it meets the specified 
emissions criteria set out in the submitted TB-AB document;
-  Monitoring for smoke and smell in the locality of the incinerator;
-  Control over the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated equipment; 
and
-  Undertaking the maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated 
equipment; and
-  Undertaking the maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated 
equipment in line with the manufacturer's instructions.

As the objector notes, weather inversion would be expected to be infrequent and Atkins' 
Memo response reinforces that emissions are not considered likely to produce 
significant air quality effects with a stack of suitable height discharging above the roof 
ridge line and unimpeded by cowls or caps. It should also be noted that statutory 
nuisance provisions would still exist to deal with any additional smoke/smell issues.

Technical advisor to Waste Planning Authority for Acoustics, Noise and Vibration 
(comments received 11.01.2018):
Our Acoustics, Noise and Vibration team have reviewed the Noise Impact Assessment 
prepared by Venta Acoustics and submitted by the applicant in support of the above 
application. (Report reference VA1963.170925.NIA, dated 26 September 2017). They 
advise that no objection should be made to this application on the grounds of noise or 
vibration with the following observations:
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A condition should be applied to any permission that requires that operational noise 
levels, including the suggested 5dB penalty for tonality and intermittency, fall below the 
measured background noise levels at the nearby noise sensitive receptors at all times 
of day. The Venta Acoustics report of 26 September 2017 shows that this condition 
should not be problematic.


