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APPLICATION NO: 18/0043/STMAJW VALIDATION DATE: 14 June 2018

DISTRICT REF: S.18/0452/CM 

AGENT: Malcolm Hunt Design Ltd., Frome Lodge, High Street, Chalford, 
Stroud GL6 7PH

APPLICANT: Dr T Watson and S Williams, Fourways Farm, Waterlane, 
Oakridge, Stroud GL6 8DJ

SITE: Fourways Farm, Waterlane to Oakridge Crossroads, Waterlane, 
Stroud GL6 7PH

PROPOSAL: Resubmission of withdrawn application 17/0082/STMAJW for the 
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 SITE AREA: 0.014Ha

GRID 
REF:

392221 (E)
204532 (N)

RECOMMENDATION: Planning permission is GRANTED for the reasons summarised in 
paragraphs 7.68 to 7.70 and subject to the conditions set out in section 8.0 of this report.

1.0 LOCATION

1.1 Fourways Farm is located close to the small settlement or hamlet known as 
Waterlane, approximately 8 km east of the towns of Stroud and 10 km northwest of 
Cirencester.  Fourways Farm lies 280 metres south of the crossroads in Waterlane, 
where the public highway also known as Water Lane intersects with Limekiln Lane.  
The village of Bisley lies over 2 km to the north-west of the hamlet of Waterlane; the 
villages of Oakridge lies 1 km to the southwest and Far Oakridge approximately 0.7 
km to the southeast.  

1.2 The vehicular access to Fourways Farm crosses a field to the west of the farmyard 
before it meets the bridleway, linking the application site to Water Lane.  Bridleway 
(reference MBL76) runs roughly north-south from Waterlane, through Fourways 
Farm.  

1.3 The Fourways Farm site is roughly level and located on land between 200 and 205 
metres Above Ordnance Datum (AOD).  The land rises gently from east to west in 
the vicinity of the application site, up to a spot height of 213 metres AOD at a 
crossroads approximately 1km southwest of the application site.  
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The eastern part of the hamlet of Waterlane, closest to the application site is located 
downhill at between 185 m and 195 m AOD while the western part of the hamlet, 
from the crossroads, is located on land between 195 m and 210 m AOD.  An area of 
grassed public open space used as a children’s play area is located on the 
triangular shaped land, to the east of the crossroads.

 
1.5 The application site forms part of a group of barns and outbuildings set within a 

farmyard which was formerly a pig farm, and is now in use by a veterinary practice.  
Some of the outbuildings along the northern farmyard boundary were formerly used 
to house pigs which are now in a dilapidated condition.  The veterinary office is 
located within a modern detached building adjacent to and north of the entrance to 
the farmyard.  An unsurfaced car park is located to the south of the office and 
entrance gate.  

1.6 The building, for which the change of use is sought, consists only of the northern 
part of a larger agricultural barn previously used for storage, located to the east of 
the car park and the entrance.  The rear, southern section of the barn is used for 
stabling a horse and the eastern section is used for storage.  The section of barn for 
which permission is sought, has large opening doors in the northern elevation and 
side door allows pedestrian access from the western elevation.  

1.7 The applicants have indicated by showing land within a blue line, that he owns the 
farmyard in which the application site is located, a small field immediately to the 
east, accessed via a gate in the eastern boundary of the farmyard and the triangular 
shaped field to the west of the application site.  The bungalow known as Fourways 
Farmhouse is located at the apex of the triangle.

1.8 The area surrounding the application site can be characterised as rural with 
agricultural fields, hedgerows and scattered woodland, farmhouses and isolated 
residential properties with gardens.  The nearest dwellings to the development are:

 Highfield is 136 m to the north;
 Fourways Bungalow is 137 m to the north-north-west;
 Spinneywell Farm is 187 m to the north-west;
 Battledown Farm is 238 m to the south-west;
 Two unnamed properties on south side of Limekiln Lane are 282 m and 310 

m to the northeast;
 Mannesty Farmhouse is 435 m to the east;
 Frith is 575 m to the northeast.

1.9 The site is located within the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 
landscape designation.  There are no Scheduled Ancient Monuments in the vicinity 
of the application site.  The nearest listed buildings are Waterlane House and the 
associated Gateway House and located 558 and 515 metres to the north-east of the 
application site.  According to the Environment Agency’s mapping, the site is located 
on a principal aquifer and at low risk of flooding. 

1.10 There are 3 x nationally designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) within 
2 km of the application: Juniper Hill (1.4 km to NE), Daneway Banks (1.6 km to SE) 
and Strawberry Fields (1.6 km to the SW).  The nearest part of any National Nature 
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Reserve is the Cotswold Commons and Beechwoods NNR which is over 4 km to the 
northeast.  Rodborough Common Special Area of Conservation lies almost 7 km to 
the west and Cotswold Beechwoods is 6 km to the northeast.  There are 6 x locally 
designated Key Wildlife Sites within 1 km of the application site: Frith Wood, Frith 
Cottage Wood, Smart’s Grove, Limbrick’s Farm Wood, Ile’s Green Meadow and 
Oakridge Recreation Ground.  Frith Wood is closest at 0.3 km to the east and 3 x 
Conservation Road Verge within 2 km: Waterlane to the north, Tunley - Danelane to 
the east and Daneway Banks Lane to the southeast.

2.0 THE PROPOSAL

2.1 The applicants are the owners of a small veterinary practice (Waterlane Equine 
Vets) which operates from Fourways Farm.  The veterinary practice specialises in 
the care of horses, ponies and donkeys and while there is an office within the 
farmyard, the practice visits clients’ equines at their premises.  The proposal 
involves the disposal by incineration of equines such as horses, ponies and donkeys 
following death by natural causes or euthanasia.  The development to which this 
application relates is a county matter by virtue of the disposal of equine carcasses 
which do not originate on the applicants’ land and is not an ancillary agricultural 
activity which can be considered to be permitted development.

2.2 The incinerator was purchased by the applicants in March 2017.  Whilst not ‘fully 
assembled or commissioned’, it is sited within the former hay barn at Fourways 
Farm.  Concrete flooring and an associated drainage channel works have been 
carried out inside the building.  The applicants 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 applicants state 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.’

2.3 The proposed incineration would take place within a building and the only change to 
the external appearance would be the addition of a 450 mm diameter flue stack 
protruding 300 mm above the ridge of the roof of the barn.  The building measures 
18 m by 7.3 m and has 2 sets of double sliding steel doors in the northern elevation.  
The building has a pitched corrugated profile sheeting roof which measures 6.7 m to 
the ridge and 5.15 m to the eaves.  

2.4 The bodies of equines would be collected by appointment using the applicants’ Land 
Rover, towing a specialised trailer.  This is based on a converted horsebox, fitted 
with a winch and sealed body.  Any waste products which have collected in the 
trailer during the transportation can be washed out and collected in a sump tank.  
The applicants originally advised that the washing down solution would be pumped 
from the sump into the incinerator for disposal with the carcass.  However, the 
applicants have subsequently advised that the wash down solution could be 
directed to the farm’s non-mains drainage system which discharges to a field 
soakaway.  Equines would be unloaded intact within the confines of the building 
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upon arrival and placed into the incinerator unit.  In the event that the incinerator is 
already in use, then the equine carcass would remain in the sealed trailer, until such 
time as it can be unloaded when the incinerator is vacant.  Any such on-site storage 
would be for no longer than 12 hours.  

2.5 The unloading of carcasses from the specially designed trailer directly into the 
incinerator would take place within the building and behind closed doors with the 
assistance of a winch.  A noise assessment confirms that the expected noise levels 
that the incinerator would generate would be very low and barely audible and 
therefore would not impact on the environment.  Any noise from this activity and the 
operation of the incinerator would be mitigated by the fabric of the building and 
distance to the nearest dwelling from Fourways Farm.

2.6 The TB-AB incinerator, manufactured by Addfield Environmental Systems Limited, 
is diesel fuelled with an internal chamber volume of 4.18m2 designed for larger 
animals such as horses.  The unit has a manually operated lid for top loading. It has 
been designed to be mounted on a 150mm concrete base.  A separate fuel tank is 
shown in the adjacent storage building.  The manufacturer’s technical datasheet 
shows the unit’s measurements as 3.8 m by 3.5 m wide and 2.3 m high without its 
flue connection.  Elevational drawings submitted with the application show that the 
flue stack would extend between 1 and 1.3 metres above the slope of the pitched 
roof of the barn in which the unit would operate.  The unit comprising a primary 
loading chamber with 2 x 120 kw burners and a secondary chamber where a 1x 120 
kw afterburner draws hot gases from the primary chamber and burns at 
temperatures of 850 degrees Celsius for 2 seconds.  The combustion system is fully 
automated.  Any organic material placed in the unit is completely combusted with 
the production of carbon dioxide and water.  The process has been designed by the 
manufacturer to remove any potentially odorous organic compounds and ensure 
complete combustion of any hydrocarbon fuel.  

2.7 The waste resulting from the incineration would be ash representing 1-3% of the 
material combusted which equates to between 5-15kg of ash per horse, depending 
on size.  This ash would be transferred to sealed bins and collected by a waste 
collection company.  The applicants are not proposing to dispose of the ash on their 
own land.  The ash is classed as non-hazardous waste by Animal and Plant Health 
Agency and is permitted to be disposed of by landfill.  The ash would not be ground 
down nor returned to owners as in the case of pet cremations.  

2.8 The plant has a thermal capacity of 190kW overall with a low capacity specification 
burn rate of up to 50 kg/hour.  The average horse would take around 10 hours to 
incinerate and the whole heating and cooling cycle would take around 12 hours.  
The plant has the capacity to dispose of up to 2 horses per day. A handling capacity 
of two carcasses per day would generate a maximum of four additional vehicle trips 
daily to and from the application site.  

2.9 An additional 4 vehicular movements per day would be generated by the use of a 
Land Rover and horsebox trailer in order to collect the equine bodies for disposal.  It 
is proposed that the equines would be collected during the hours of 0700 and 1900 
hours Monday to Friday and 0700 and 1400 hours at weekends and Bank Holidays.  
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The majority of the work of the veterinary practice is within a 20 mile radius of the 
application site.  

2.10 The process is certified to British Standard EN 746-2:1997 to not emit smoke or 
odour during standard operating conditions and emits low noise.  The submitted 
manufacturer’s datasheet for the incinerator says that emissions of carbon dioxide, 
water, oxygen, nitrogen and smoke will be predicted to be well below EC limits at 
the flue exit before dispersion to the air occurs.  The proposed facility sits at the very 
lower end of the definition of small incinerators as set out in within the Sector 
Guidance Note IPPC SG10, July 2005, DEFRA.  The Animal and Plant Health 
Agency (APHA), an executive agency of the Department for Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs would regulate the process under the Animal By-products Regulations 
and does not require an Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency to 
operate.  

2.11 The Addfield TB-AB incinerator proposed to be used has ‘Type Approval’ from the 
APHA, which means that a government body confirms that a particular 
manufactured item meets required specifications and conforms to recognised safety 
standards.  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.

2.12 The applicants have advised that representatives of APHA have visited Fourways 
Farm and subject to formal application under the Animal and By-products 
Regulations; they see no issue with licensing of the proposed facility.

Environmental Impact Assessment 

2.13 The development proposal is a type which falls within those listed in Schedule 2 of 
the Regulations, under Column 1 of Section 11(b) - ‘Installations for the disposal of 
waste (unless included in Schedule 1)’ and thresholds described in Column 2 (i) - 
‘The disposal is by incineration’.   The proposal is required to be screened under 
Regulation 8 of the EIA Regulations and against the criteria within Schedule 3 of the 
EIA Regulations which includes areas designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. 

2.14 Following consultation with statutory consultees, the Waste Planning Authority 
(WPA) considers that the development falls within the scope of Schedule 2 and 
Schedule 3.  Having regard to the consultation responses, whilst acknowledging 
Stroud District Council’s (SDC) uncertainty in relation to the need for environmental 
impact with particular reference to the District Council’s lack of expertise in relation 
to incinerator emissions, it would not, in the opinion of this Planning Authority, be 
likely that the development would have a significant effect on the environment, by 
virtue of its size, treatment process, pollution and nuisance potential, proximity of 
dwellings and the potential impact of traffic movements in terms of the requirement 
for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).  The WPA adopted a negative 
screening opinion on the 9th August 2018 that the proposed development would not 
have a significant impact on the environment in terms of the Regulations and an EIA 
was not required to be submitted.



7

2.15 A letter was received from a resident of Waterlane on 30.8.18 requesting that the 
decision not to request an EIA for this development was reviewed for the following 
reasons:

1. An EIA would reduce the risk of appeal by third parties if permission were 
granted.

2. An EIA which gave reassurances on air quality would relieve anxieties felt by 
local residents.

3. A decision to conduct an EIA would be viewed as the County Council making a 
public statement of concern for people who live in the county.  

4. An EIA would reverse the impression that the interests of those living locally are 
held in low regard and the public image of the County Council would be harmed.  

2.16 The response sent on the 31st August 2018 was that the County Council carried out 
the screening process in accordance with the EIA Regulations and consulted with 
other key parties to assist in this determination.  The absence of an EIA does not 
imply that the assessment of impacts of a proposal does not occur through the 
planning process with statutory consultees still providing their views.  The decision 
that a proposal is not EIA development does not in any way lessen the careful 
consideration of all matters raised on a proposal including the concerns of the local 
community.  Clarification was provided within the response that the EIA Regulations 
include the facility for third parties to request the Secretary of State for a Direction if 
they feel that an EIA should have been requested.  

Further Information Submitted

2.17 During the processing of the planning application further information has been 
submitted by the applicant in response to requests for clarification by statutory 
consultees.

2.18 Following comments by the County Highway Advisor, a revised site plan was 
submitted 14th September 2018 which shows a disabled car parking space close to 
the office of the veterinary practice.  A video clip was also provided by the applicants 
to demonstrate how the turning and manoeuvring of the applicants’ vehicle and 
trailer into the barn can be adequately achieved, allowing the vehicle to reverse the 
trailer into the barn and exit the site in forward gear.  The revised site plan also 
includes further detail of the appearance of the flue stack which would protrude just 
beyond the ridge of the barn roof.

2.19 An Environmental Control Manual was submitted on 17th September 2018 and sent 
to the District Environmental Health Officer (EHO) for comment.  In light of 
comments from the EHO, revised versions were submitted the last being version 3 
which was submitted on 15th October 2018 along with the manufacturer’s Operating 
and Set-up Manual and an email from the manufacturer confirming that “a 
secondary chamber of a minimum of 850 degrees C with a vertical chimney stack 
with an internal diameter of 350mm of 7 metres will effectively disperse hot gasses 
away from the building without the aid of additional fans.”
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2.20 The submitted Environmental Control Manual as recommended by the EHO covers 
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.

3.0 PLANNING HISTORY

3.1 SDC has determined three planning applications relating to the veterinary business 
at Fourways Farm since 2015.  The proposed development was first submitted to 
SDC under application reference S17/1418/FUL and then withdrawn for it to be 
submitted to the County Council as the WPA as the proposal was deemed to fall 
within the definition of a ‘County Matter’. 

3.2 The current planning application is a resubmission of withdrawn application 
17/0082/STMAJW for the same proposals.  The withdrawn application was deferred 
from the January 2018 meeting of the County Council’s Planning Committee to 
consider the late submission of information from third parties.  The application was 
subsequently withdrawn on the 14th June 2018. 

Application Ref Description of development Decision & 
date

17/0082/STMAJW Change of use of agricultural building to Use Class 
B2 and installation of proposed incinerator for the 
disposal of equine carcasses.

Withdrawn 
14.06.2018

S.17/1418/FUL Fourways Farm housing of an animal incinerator Withdrawn 
25.7.2018

S.17/1416/FUL Change of use of existing agricultural building to 
veterinary office

Granted 
08.09.2017

S.16/2181/FUL Erection of agricultural building Consent 
06.12.2016

S.14/2700/FUL Demolition of existing farm building and 
construction of new farm building. New vehicular 
access and track

Consent 
27.01.2015
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4.0 PLANNING POLICY 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

4.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) originally published in March 2012 
has been revised and replaces the original NPPF as of July 2018.  This revised 
document sets out the Government’s planning policies and how these should be 
applied with immediate effect.  The NPPF is a material consideration in planning 
decisions and must be taken into account.

4.2 Paragraph 7 advises that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development.  Sustainable development means that 3 
overarching objectives of building a strong and competitive economy, maintaining 
healthy and vibrant communities and protecting the environment need to be 
pursued.  

4.3 Paragraph 11 advises that decision takers should apply a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development by:  approving development proposals that accord with an 
up to date development plan without delay; or where there are no relevant 
development plan policies or the policies are out of date, granting permission unless 
the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provide a clear reason for refusing the proposed development or any 
adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.

4.4 Paragraph 83 supports the rural economy allowing for sustainable growth and 
expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both through conversion of existing 
buildings and well designed new buildings, as well as the diversification of 
agricultural and other land based rural businesses.

4.5 Paragraph 108 advises in assessing proposals for development it should be 
ensured that a safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users, 
while paragraph 109 requires development should not be refused on highway 
grounds unless there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the 
residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.  

4.6 Great weight is given in paragraph 172 to conserving and enhancing landscape and 
scenic beauty of AONBs which have the highest status of protection.

4.7 Paragraph 175 requires the protection and enhancement of biodiversity and 
geodiversity and in determining application should avoid significant harm through 
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts, mitigate or as a last resort 
compensated otherwise permission should be refused.

4.8 Paragraph 180 (previously 123) advises that planning decisions should ensure that 
new development is appropriate for its location, taking into account the likely effects 
of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the 
potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the 
development.  In so doing they should mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential 



10

adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development and avoid noise giving 
rise to significant adverse impact on health and the quality of life.  

4.9 The focus of planning decisions should be on whether the proposed development is 
an acceptable use of land rather than the control of processes or emissions where 
these are subject to separate pollution control regimes.  Planning decisions should 
assume that these regimes will operate effectively.

4.10 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.

National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW)

4.11 The National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) was issued in October 2014 and 
has not yet been subject to review like the NPPF.  The government expects that 
decisions on waste applications should have regard to policies in the NPPF so far 
as they are relevant.  When determining waste planning applications, WPA should 
only expect applicants to demonstrate the quantitative or market need for new or 
enhanced waste management facilities where proposals are not consistent with an 
up to date Local Plan.  In such cases, WPA should consider the extent to which the 
capacity of existing operational facilities would satisfy any identified need. 

4.12 The NPPW states that the Government is seeking a more sustainable and efficient 
approach to resource use and management and identifies positive planning as 
playing a pivotal role in achieving this.  In testing the suitability of sites in 
determining planning applications, WPA is asked to consider 12 locational factors 
set out in Appendix B of the document.  WPA should ensure that waste 
management facilities are well designed so that they contribute positively to the 
character and quality of the area in which they are located.  WPA are asked to 
recognise that proposals for incinerators can give rise to frustration when they do 
not reflect the aspirations and vision of local communities and should expect 
applicants to demonstrate that waste disposal facilities will not undermine the 
objectives of the Local Plan through prejudicing the movement up the waste 
hierarchy.  They are also urged to bear in mind the type and scale of the waste 
management facility.  The 12 locational considerations are:

a) Protection of water quality and resources and flood risk management;
b) Land instability;
c) Landscape and visual impacts;
d) Nature conservation;
e) Conserving the historic environment;
f) Traffic and access;
g) Air emissions including dust;
h) Odours;
i) Vermin and birds;
j) Noise, light and vibration;
k) Litter; and 
l) Potential land use conflict.
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Development Plan Policies for Gloucestershire

4.13 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 comprises the Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy (adopted 
Nov 2012); Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (adopted Oct 2004) and the Stroud 
District Local Plan (adopted November 2015).  

Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy 2012 (Adopted November 2012)

4.14 Gloucestershire’s Waste Core Strategy (WCS), adopted 21st November 2012 
provides the planning framework for waste management development in the county 
for the period 2012 - 2027.  The following policies from the WCS are considered to 
be most relevant to the proposal:

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.

1. INTRODUCTION
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.
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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.

WCS14 - Landscape

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).

WCS15 – Nature Conservation (Biodiversity & Geodiversity)

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and National Nature Reserves (NNR) will 
be safeguarded from inappropriate waste management development.

Planning permission for waste management development within or outside a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or National Nature Reserve (NNR) will only be 
granted where it can be demonstrated that:

- The development would not conflict with the conservation, management and 
enhancement of the site unless the harmful aspects can be satisfactorily mitigated; 
and
- The benefit of the development clearly outweighs the impacts that the proposal 
would have on the key features of the site; and
- The proposal complies with other relevant policies of the development plan; and
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- In the case of a SSSI, there would be no broader impact on the national network of 
SSSIs.

Local nature conservation designations will also be safeguarded from inappropriate 
development and planning permission will only be granted for development affecting 
such designations where it can be demonstrated that the impact of the development 
can be satisfactorily mitigated and that the benefit of the development clearly 
outweighs any impact.

Development proposals will be required to assess their impact on the natural 
environment and make a contribution to local nature conservation targets to ensure 
net gain for biodiversity.

Proposals that incorporate beneficial biodiversity or geological features into their 
design and layout will be favourably considered particularly where the proposal 
would result in a positive contribution to a Strategic Nature Area (SNA) as identified 
on the Nature Map for Gloucestershire.

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.

WCS19 – Sustainable Transport

In the interests of sustainable development and minimising the impact of waste 
management on Gloucestershire's roads and the wider natural and historic 
environment, proposals for waste-related development that utilise alternative modes 
of transport such as rail and water will be positively supported. This is subject to 
compliance with other relevant development plan policies and the contribution to a 
sustainable waste management system for Gloucestershire.

Any development exceeding the thresholds set out in the Department for Transport 
publication 'Guidance on Transport Assessment' must be supported by a Transport 
Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan. Consideration will also be had to the location of 
the proposed development in determining whether a TA is required.
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Development that would have an adverse impact on the highway network which 
cannot be mitigated will not be permitted.

Where a Travel Plan is required the developer will be expected to enter into a 
Section 106 or unilateral legal agreement to secure the development of the travel 
plan and any contributions required to support its implementation. A contribution 
towards costs of monitoring the travel plan will also be required. 

Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (Saved Policies)

4.15 The Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan (WLP) was adopted in October 2004.  
However, following the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government’s 
Direction (dated 5 October 2007) the following WLP policies are ‘saved’ until 
replaced by Development Plan Documents contained in the Minerals and Waste 
Development Frameworks. The following ‘saved’ policies are considered compliant 
with the NPPF and relevant to the determination of this proposal:

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)

4.16 Stroud District Local Plan was adopted on 19th November 2015 and provides the 
planning framework up until 2031.  The Local Plan replaces the 2005 version of the 
Stroud District Local Plan.  Under Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compensation 
Act (2004) the Planning Authority must have regard to the Stroud District Local Plan 
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in considering planning applications unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  

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. 

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.
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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 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
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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
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
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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
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
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:
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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
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 ES5 - Air Quality

Development proposals which by virtue of their scale, nature or location are likely to 
exacerbate existing areas of poor air quality, will need to demonstrate that 
measures can be taken to effectively mitigate emission levels in order to protect 
public health and well being, environmental quality and amenity. Mitigation 
measures should demonstrate how they will make a positive contribution to the aims 
of any Air Quality Strategy for Stroud District and may include:

1. landscaping, bunding or separation to increase distance from highways and 
junctions
2. possible traffic management or highway improvements to be agreed with the local 
authority
3. abatement technology and incorporating site layout / separation and other 
conditions in site planning
4. traffic routing, site management, site layout and phasing 
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5. managing and expanding capacity in the natural environment to mitigate poor air 
quality.

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 Geomorphological 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 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 
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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.

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.
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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.

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

Environment Strategy 2007-2027 

4.18 SDC adopted a 20 year strategy with the aim ‘to help us live within environmental 
limits’ in February 2007.  The lack of compliance with this document was referred to 
by the Friends of Waterlane Action Group (FOW).  The Environment Strategy (ES) 
is not part of the Development Plan for Gloucestershire or material to the 
determination of planning applications by the County Council as WPA.  The ES is a 
set of community aspirations, priority actions and performance targets for SDC.  

5.0 REPRESENTATIONS

5.1 The application was publicised by a public notice placed in the Stroud News and 
Journal on 27th June 2018 and by the posting of five site notices in the vicinity of the 
application site on 26th June 2018.  Comments on the application proposals were 
requested by 18th July 2018.  

5.2 On the 20th June 2018 two hundred and two notification letters requesting 
comments by 20th July 2018 were sent to local residents and individuals who had 
made a representation on the previous planning application.

5.3 It should be noted that computer access to the County Council’s Public Access 
website was intermittent during some parts of the consultation period set out above 
due to off-site IT system problems beyond officers’ control.  For the avoidance of 
doubt, it was still possible for anybody who wished to make a representation to use 
email or post their comments beyond the stated closing date.  In addition the Local 
County Councillor forwarded all emailed representations he received to the case 
officer to check that we had received all representations.
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5.4 A total of 213 representations have been received at the time of writing this report 
as a result of this publicity, of which 127 were objections and 85 were in support of 
the proposal and 1 neutral response which referred to the necessity of such 
equipment for the equine and farming community.

Summary of issues raised in objections:
 The application should be accompanied by an Environmental Impact 

Assessment.
 The location plan submitted by the applicant is incorrect and misleading as it 

does not show some dwellings close to the application site.
 It is unfair that the application was withdrawn and people need to resubmit their 

views. The fact that the applicant has already installed the incinerator should not 
sway the decision.

 The site is close to sensitive receptors including protected wildlife sites, 
protected species, listed buildings, children’s play area, arable farmland, 
allotments and a footpath route on which there could be negative impacts.

 There is no need or justification for this facility as there is similar facility at Foss 
Cross within 11 miles of the application site which has spare capacity. There are 
other sites which will collect and alternative disposal options are available for 
equine carcasses which don’t involve incineration. 

 Undercutting the prices at Foss Cross could jeopardise the viability of the 
competition, which has a better location.   

 The proposal would be run for profit with no limit on how far bodies can be 
transported.

 It brings no benefits to the local community.  
 Those who support the proposal do not mainly live in the parish.
 The proposal does not create additional employment and could lead to job 

losses for those working in tourism and recreation by deterring tourism and 
walkers.

 The proposal for an industrialised process in the AONB is unsuitable and should 
be on an industrial estate, not close to residential areas.  

 It would create a precedent for expanded facilities and industrialisation if 
permitted.

 It does not comply with the Gloucestershire Waste Core Strategy which has no 
requirement for agricultural and other waste disposal. If incineration is required it 
should be taken to Javelin Park and the County should set up a facility on the 
Javelin Park site. Small scale of this plant suggests that it is not really needed.

 The proposal is not sustainable development and does not comply with National 
Planning Policy.

 The proposal does not comply with policies of the Stroud District Local Plan.
 There would be an increase in heavy goods vehicle movements on unsuitable, 

narrow rural roads which include deliveries of the fuel necessary and removal of 
ash. 

 Late night deliveries creating noise.  Problems of towing vehicles reversing and 
conflicts with users of the bridleway.  

 Residents have been told by the District Council that more houses can’t be built 
in the hamlet as local roads do not have the capacity. This should equally apply 
to this development which involves vehicles larger than cars.
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 There is a risk to health from smoke and particulate matter from incineration and 
use of red diesel which is particularly polluting/toxic and contrary to the Clean 
Air Strategy.  High volume of fuel is required to keep the plant running 24/7.  
Deliveries could be required every 10 days.  

 DEFRA research does not support the manufacturer’s claims regarding 
emissions.  Further independent verification is required. Data does not represent 
real world conditions. Poor combustion could lead to poor infection control and 
odours.  

 Difficulty in maintaining and enforcing appropriate standards to ensure optimum 
performance, especially if unsupervised overnight or not operated by the 
applicant.

 The emission stack would be visible and adversely affect open views of site 
which is at a higher level.  

 Noise levels would exceed World Health Organisation recommendation for 
background noise level.  

 The predominant wind direction blows towards the hamlet of Waterlane, which is 
also a lower level and could cause emissions to linger overhead in calm 
conditions during temperature inversions.

Summary of issues raised by supporters:
 The applicant is a well respected veterinarian who would provide a much 

needed service. The applicant provides emergency cover for a neighbouring 
veterinary practice when required.

 Provides a complete and humane service where the vet has been working with 
horses and owners which is welcomed.

 Provides a humane method of disposal at a difficult time for owners. There can 
be long delays before an animal can be picked up for disposal which is 
distressing for owners.

 Prime location for local hunt, horse racing and polo stables which have a high 
turnover of sick and injured animals.  

 This is a local business which supports the local equine community with a much 
needed service and makes the area a more attractive place to live.

 The plant is small, away from neighbours and can be used discretely and 
respectfully.

 The nearest neighbour is happy with the improvements and these proposals, 
having had these explained by the applicant in person.

 The process will need to meet strict certification with the decision based on facts 
and not emotive hysteria.  

 The idea that fumes and emissions will be harmful is ridiculous given that 
Cheltenham Crematorium is located in a residential area.

Friends of Waterlane Action Group (FOW)

5.5 The Friends of Waterlane Action Group (FOW) is formed of over 100 residents of 
the local community who object to the proposal and have commissioned their own 
environmental consultant: Mayer Brown Limited to comment on the proposals.  Two 
separate detailed responses on air quality and noise were made on behalf of FOW 
and have been reproduced in Appendices 1 and 2 of this report.  These consultants 
also provided detailed comments on the previous application.  The FOW 
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consultants’ views have been supplied to the statutory consultee (SDC’s EHO) and 
the County Council’s own technical advisors in order to support the WPA in the 
consideration of this proposal. 

5.6 The Mayer Brown response relating to noise reaffirms the views expressed in 
relation to the previous planning application that, in the absence of appropriate 
noise data, “it cannot be safely presumed that noise impacts from the proposed 
development will be controlled in line with the aims of the NPPF.”  It is 
recommended that the WPA impose three conditions to ensure compliance with the 
first and second aims of paragraph 123 of the NPPF.  The recommended conditions 
seek to impose: 

i) a maximum noise value to control emissions;  
ii) the submission of data prior to commencement of operations which 

demonstrates the capability of the plant to operate within the noise limit set; 
and 

iii) a requirement for the submission of a post completion validation noise 
monitoring exercise prior to use.

5.7 The Mayer Brown response relating to air quality is that “this scale of development 
is unlikely to result in a significant air quality impact on neighbouring receptors and 
probably unlikely to exceed nation[al] objective emission targets.  However this 
opinion should not be construed to imply that I support the application being 
determined by the LPA but should be taken as professional opinion that with 
appropriate provisions I consider that it would be technically feasible for this type of 
installation to be designed to avoid significant adverse impacts.  However where 
less polluting options are available these should be considered as an alternative.  If 
the WPA were minded to grant permission than any permission would need to be 
very carefully conditioned to ensure that the health of an amenity of the 
neighbouring residents is appropriately safeguarded.”  However the wording of a 
condition was not recommended.  

5.8 Following the applicants’ submission of Environmental Control Manual version 1 
(ECM) on the 17th September 2018, the FOW provided comments.  The FOW 
expressed scepticism at there being a new role for an incinerator operator; lack of 
detail around how nuisance factors would be controlled; concern about the disposal 
of ‘Virkon S’ disinfectant in the incinerator and a possible health hazard in terms of 
air emissions when the manufacturer’s data sheets only refer to the emissions from 
the incineration of animal carcasses; questions over whether the ash would be non-
hazardous if there was chemical and pharmaceutical residue and the possibility that 
other packaging may also be burnt; lack of operating information from the 
manufacturer or detail about servicing; questions about how the accuracy of logs 
can be checked; there is no information on the monitoring of stack output or 
dissection should the carcass not fit into the incinerator unit.  

5.9 The FOW consider that the application is in direct opposition to the adopted 
Environment Strategy (ES) of SDC with reference to the choice of diesel as a fuel 
source when lower impact alternatives exist which would lessen environmental 
impact.  They question the approval of facilities which would significantly increase 
carbon emissions when the aim is to reduce them.  Allowing this proposal when 
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there are alternatives, does not demonstrate a focus on environmental limits or 
continuous improvement as stated in the priorities of the ES.

5.10 Following the submission of the second revision to the ECM in which the applicants 
advised that the disinfectant could be disposed of to the farm’s foul drainage system 
to allay concerns about incinerating the product along with the carcass, the FOW 
expressed further concerns that the farm was not connected to mains drainage and 
the disinfectant wash down could cause pollution of groundwater if drainage was to 
a septic tank with soakaway.  There was also dismay that the applicants could keep 
changing the details of the operation and the validity and quality of the 
Environmental Control Manual. 

6.0 CONSULTATIONS

Stroud District Council’s initial response

6.1 “Historically, Stroud District Council was not able to fully consider if the proposed 
incinerator would have any significant effects on the environment due to the limited 
level of information submitted.   Since this time, further details regarding 
Environmental matters have been submitted and the Council’s Environmental 
Protection Manager comments as follows:

"With respect to the emissions from the proposed incinerator and any need for 
consequent detailed assessment thereof, I would recommend that the Planning 
Authority commissions a specific report from a suitably experienced expert in the 
complex area of incinerator emissions. I regret that these matters fall beyond the 
expertise and experience available within this Authority.

Notwithstanding the above, the EHO recommends the following: 

1.  Prior to use of the development, the applicant shall submit in writing for formal 
approval by the Planning Authority, a formal Environmental Control Manual which 
shall set out the steps to be taken on an ongoing basis to:-

a. prevent unacceptable odour 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 in accordance with the manufacturer's 

operating instructions;
d) keep a record of any complaints received relating to the operation of the 

incinerator, investigate any potential causes and record any consequent 
remedial actions. The records shall be available to the Planning Authority on 
request;

e) control the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated equipment; 
and

e) undertake maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated 
equipment in line with the manufacturer's instructions;

The approved details shall remain in force for the duration of the development.
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2. The development hereby permitted shall only be used for the incineration of 
animal carcasses and the maximum rate shall not exceed 50 kg per hour.
3. Prior to commencement of operations, the applicant shall submit to the Planning 
Authority for approval a proposed height for the stack serving the incinerator based 
on accepted good practice.
4. The EHO recommends that the noise elements of this application should be 
subject to two conditions, as follows:-

a) a general "operational" condition to protect local residents on an ongoing basis, 
setting an operational Rating Level (as defined in BS4142:2014) that at all times 
does not exceed the measured background noise level at nearby noise receptors; 
and
b) a "prior to use" validation condition to demonstrate initial compliance with the 
operational noise condition above.

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
ES5 - Air quality 
ES6 - Providing for biodiversity and geodiversity
ES7 - Landscape character
ES9 - Equestrian development
The County Council is advised that this Council would wish to see additional detail 
addressed above as part of the planning submission.”

Stroud Council’s response dated 25th October 2018

6.2 Following our reconsultation of the District Council with the applicants’ 
Environmental Control Manual (ECM), SDC repeated that no objections were raised 
and provided the following comments on the submitted ECM:

“1: No off site monitoring of potential downwind malodour is proposed.
2: The ECM makes reference to operations in accordance with both 

manufacturers operating instructions and manufacturers guidelines. That 
documentation should be submitted in order to consolidate any permission.

3: Clarification will be required in respect of the use of the disinfectant ‘Virkon S’ 
and its combustion within the incinerator post disinfection. Health and Safety 
data for the disinfectant highlights a potential for creation of reactive sub-
products that can become highly toxic.

4: No specification or justification appears to have been provided for the height 
of the stack serving the incinerator.
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5: It would be helpful if the applicant could confirm the parameters that will be 
recorded on the data logging function and how long those records will be 
retained or stored.

We would also seek controls over any proposed lighting and controls on the hours 
of operation would also be recommended.”

6.3 SDC’s response repeated much of their preceding comments, listing the same 
policies of their original response as set out above, however in this response 
particular reference was made to Policy CP15 of Stroud District Local Plan and that 
the proposal should comply with this policy unless material circumstances indicate 
otherwise.  

Stroud District Council’s Environmental Health Officer

6.4 The Environmental Health Officer provided his comments on the submission of the 
ECM directly to the applicants.  Following comments made by the EHO, the 
applicants revised the ECM to change the disposal of the disinfectant wash down 
solution by incineration to disposal to the farm’s non-mains drainage system and 
clarified the operation log for the plant.  The EHO has confirmed that he is satisfied 
with the provisions of the third ECM revision subject to there being an acceptable 
means of disposal for the disinfectant wash down solution agreed prior to the 
commencement of operations.

6.5 In response to the point about the need for the WPA to commission an air quality 
assessment as SDC would be unable to provide assistance due to lack of these 
expertise, the EHO clarified in an email of the 29th October 2018 that he was not 
requesting any specific additional work as he is satisfied with the views expressed 
by the County Council’s air quality advisor.

County Councillor

6.6 Councillor Rippington on being notified of the planning application requested that 
the application be determined by Planning Committee, given the wider public 
interest in the development.

Parish Council

6.7 Bisley with Lypiatt Parish Council “opposes application 18/0043/STMAJW to place 
an equine incinerator in the residential hamlet of Waterlane and urges the Planning 
Authority to insist on a non-residential alternative location.

In the event permission were to be given in Waterlane it should be subject to the 
conditions and restrictions which are listed below.  However, by making reference to 
potential conditions and restrictions at this time the Parish Council does not wish to 
imply less than complete opposition to the incinerator proposal.

A full EIA is completed prior to permission in accordance with Schedule 2 of the 
regulations, covering specifically:
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a. population and human health including proximity to residential properties and play 
area (amendments to the current plan are required), and associated health 
conditions from emissions.
b. biodiversity and protected species including the local SSSIs, KWSs, red kites, 
barn owls, fieldfares, bats, dormice, butterflies, etc. 
c. land soil, water, air and climate including fuel source, emissions (with baseline air 
quality data and weather modelling), noise (modelling or more accurate 
measurement of similar install) and effects on groundwater from washdown.
d. material assets, cultural heritage and the landscape including position of the 
stack, locality to bridleway, and play area.”

Parish Comments on Further Information Submitted

6.8 Being notified of the submission of the ECM, the Parish Council provided further 
comments and advised of the serious health risk posed by the incineration of the 
disinfectant proposed and advised further investigation was necessary.  The Parish 
Council were critical of the lack of information relating to the control of ash, noise, 
odour and pests and waste disposal of ash and other wastes, lack of proactive 
maintenance measures.  The Parish Council considers that the control and 
monitoring process should be by local authority inspections to ensure that the 
incinerator conforms to guidelines and regulations.  

Environment Agency (EA)

6.9 The Environment Agency (EA) noted the resubmission of the application and had no 
objection.  They reiterated that the activity is not regulated by the EA under the 
Environmental Permitting Regulations and the Local Authority would regulate this 
activity.  A planning condition to prevent the pollution of groundwater by bunding the 
storage of fuels or chemicals was recommended.

6.10 Following the proposed change from the original submission to use a soakaway to 
dispose of chemical wash down from the animal transportation trailer, the EA was 
asked for their views.  The EA advised the applicants to direct the effluent to a 
sealed sump for off-site disposal via a waste contractor.

Public Health England (PHE)

6.11 PHE advised that local air quality issues, noise and contaminated land fall under the 
remit of the local authority.  They referred to their previous comments on the 
withdrawn application remained unchanged, that as a small scale incinerator, it 
provides no obvious cause for concern for local human receptors.  

Natural England (NE)

6.12 NE made no objection, reiterating their previous response that they did not consider 
that the proposed development would have a significant adverse impact on 
designated sites.
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Severn Trent Water

6.13 The utility company advised that the proposal would have minimal impact on the 
public sewerage system and they had no objection or require a drainage condition 
to be applied.

Cotswold Conservation Board (CCB) 

6.14 CCB considers that the proposed development is not likely to have a significant 
adverse impact on the Cotswold AONB and raised no objection to the proposal.  
They advised the proposed flue should be painted a dark colour to minimise the 
impact on the surrounding landscape and reduce glint which could result from 
galvanised material.  They further advised that all exterior lighting should be kept to 
a minimum in accordance with their Position Statement.

Highway Authority

6.15 The County Highway advisor, having reviewed the proposed access arrangements 
against local and national guidance, considers these to be acceptable.  The advisor 
is satisfied that the traffic movements associated with the proposal can be 
accommodated on the local highway network without severe harm in accordance 
with paragraph 108 of the NPPF.  No objection was raised subject to 6 planning 
conditions securing the visibility of the vehicular accesses onto both the bridleway 
and Water Lane, a disabled parking space and turning area kept free of obstruction.  
A personal planning permission for the benefit of the applicants’ veterinary practice 
and removal of permitted development rights were also recommended to maintain 
control over any future activities associated with the development.

County Public Health

6.16 The County Council’s Director of Public Health advises that on the basis on the 
information provided, the proposed installation does not suggest a significant risk to 
the public’s health.

Ecology

6.17 The County’s Ecologist has no objection to the proposals and recommends a 
planning condition requiring the submission of a lighting scheme for approval by the 
WPA if any additional external lighting is proposed to safeguard the amenity and 
ensure bats are not discouraged at this location.  An Advice Note relating to the 
protection of bats and birds which may found using the barn is also recommended.

Minerals and Waste Policy

6.18 The County Minerals and Waste Policy Officer noted that the proposal is for a very 
small-scale and extremely specialised facility.  Due to the highly regularised nature 
of the “waste” material in question, there is limited potential for treatment of the 
waste further up the waste hierarchy.  As such (and subject to comments from 
technical consultees such as EHO, ecology and the Local Highways Authority) she 
did not think that this is in conflict with the aims of the WCS or with paragraph 7 of 



31

the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW).  For the purpose of plan making the 
NPPW (paragraph 4 - in relation to the identification of sites) does suggest that 
priority should be given to the re-use of redundant agricultural buildings. 

County Air Quality Advisor at Atkins

6.19 The County’s Air Quality advisor’s comments can be seen in Appendix 3 of this 
report.  He has commented that the proposed unit will operate within the approval 
regimes appropriate to its size.  His review of the proposals in the context of 
relevant approval regimes is that the information provided is appropriate and 
proportionate.  He has also provided a commentary on the issues raised by the 
consultant at Mayer Brown.  While there appears to be disagreement between 
consultants, the County’s air quality advisor does not consider that the emissions 
from the proposed low capacity unit are likely to have any significant air quality 
effects on the environment or on human health.  This conclusion is formulated 
based upon the professional judgment of the competent expert who has undertaken 
stack height calculations and atmospheric dispersion modelling studies on many 
types of combustion plant, over a period of 30 years.

6.20 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. This can be 
secured through an appropriate planning condition.  The oxides of nitrogen 
emissions discharged from this 190 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.

County Acoustic Advisor at Atkins

6.21 The Venta Acoustics Report submitted with the application establishes the daytime 
and night-time background sound levels and shows that the operational sound from 
the incinerator will fall below these levels at all times, with characteristic penalties 
applied.  

6.22 The County’s acoustic advisor has considered and commented on the noise issues 
raised by Mayer Brown (the consultants working on behalf of FOW), which are set 
out in tabular form in Appendix 4 to this report.  There are some areas where Mayer 
Brown and the applicants’ consultants (Venta Acoustics) take a differing view, in 
particular regarding equipment calibration.  

6.23 In conclusion the County’s acoustic advisor is satisfied that, subject to two 
recommended planning conditions (as set out in conditions 8 & 19 in this report) to 
control the hours of deliveries and the requirement for a noise test on 
commissioning the equipment prior to its full operation, in order to validate the 
sound levels given in the submitted reports then the development can be carried out 
without any noise related adverse impact on residential amenity.
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7.0 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

7.1 The main considerations in the determination of this proposal to use of part of an 
agricultural hay barn for the disposal by incineration of equine carcasses in 
connection with the applicants’ veterinary practice are the extent to which the 
proposal complies with national and local planning policies along with issues raised 
by objectors.  

7.2 As a waste disposal activity, the policies of the WCS and saved policies of the WLP 
are most relevant to the determination of this planning proposal.  Stroud District 
Local Plan also contains relevant policies which relate to the rural economy and the 
environment.  The proposal involves a small scale waste stream and specialised 
waste disposal activity for which there are no specific policies in the WCS.  Policy 
WCS1 advises that, where there are no policies or they are out of date, then the 
Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise, 
taking account of whether any adverse impacts of granting would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the NPPF.  The NPPW 
being specifically concerned with waste development is also considered to be a 
material consideration for this proposal.  

7.3 The NPPW sets out 12 locational factors in testing the suitability of waste sites in 
determining planning applications.  Each will be discussed in turn below in order to 
consider all the material issues which were raised during the consultation process of 
this planning application.

Criterion 1: Protection of water quality and resources and flood risk management
7.4 The application site is not located within an area of high flood risk but is within an 

area protected as being a principal aquifer.  The application as originally submitted 
did not appear to affect groundwater quality or resources.  The floor of the building 
in which the incinerator is located has an impervious concrete floor with a drainage 
channel so that the washing down water from the trailer in which carcasses would 
be transported was to have been transferred with the body and vaporised by 
incineration.  The proposal was that ash from the process of incineration would be 
collected and removed from the applicants’ site to be disposed of at an engineered 
landfill facility.  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.  Severn Trent Water is 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.’   

7.5 However following concerns raised by objectors on the submission of an ECM that 
air quality may be affected by toxic chemicals remaining following combustion of the 
disinfectant, the Applicants revised the ECM submission so that the disinfecting 
wash down solution would instead be directed to the farm’s non-mains drainage 
system.  The EHO has commented that he is satisfied with the ECM subject to there 
being agreement on a satisfactory disposal scheme for the disinfectant.  While the 
activity proposed is not regulated by the EA under the Environmental Permitting 
Regulations, the EA has been asked for advice on the safe disposal of this 
disinfectant.  The EA has advised that a sealed drainage system for off-site disposal 
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by a contractor would be the most appropriate method of disposal of the 
disinfectant.  The submission of a satisfactory scheme for disposal can requirement 
of a planning condition.  The proposal is considered to comply with saved Policy 33 
of the Waste Local Plan in that there would not be an unacceptable risk of 
contamination of groundwater resources resulting from this proposal.  

Criterion 2 Land stability 
7.6 The proposal would have no adverse impact on the stability of land.  Only relatively 

small quantities of ash from the combustion process would need to be landfilled in a 
registered, off-site facility.  

Criterion 3 Landscape and visual impacts
7.7 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF recognises the need to contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment.  Paragraph 172 makes reference to the protection 
and enhancement of valued landscapes and that great weight should be given to 
conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs.

7.8 Core Policy WCS14 (Landscape) of the adopted Gloucestershire WCS is of 
particular relevance as it relates to waste proposals within or affecting the setting of 
AONB.  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.  

7.9 The proposed waste disposal operation would take place within part of an existing 
building behind closed doors.  The other parts of the barn would remain in their 
existing uses.  There would be only a minor change to the external appearance of 
the barn by the installation of a single 350mm internal diameter metal flue stack that 
would be visible just beyond the ridge line of the barn roof.  The delivery of animals 
for disposal would be by horse box trailer which would not be out of place in a rural 
area.  

7.10 The CCB has no objection to the proposal and does not consider there would be a 
significant impact on the landscape of the Cotswold AONB.  A planning condition to 
secure the colour finish of the flue to a dark green would mitigate the visual impact 
of this change to the barn and prevent any glint from the flue with a galvanised finish 
as recommended by the Board.  

7.11 In assessing the visual impact of the proposal upon the character and setting of the 
Cotswolds AONB, no objection was raised by SDC or NE.  As a small scale waste 
disposal activity that can be carried out within the confines of an existing building 
with only minor alteration of the roof, there is not considered to be a negative visual 
impact on the AONB or the rural landscape and the proposals are considered to 
comply with WCS Policy 14 and Core Policy ES7 of Stroud District Local Plan.

7.12 In addition to the visual impact test of Policy WCS14 of the WCS the policy also 
requires the applicant to demonstrate that there is a lack of non AONB sites to serve 
market need.  While the WCS has not identified a specific need for this type of 
development it should not be inferred that there is not a market need for such a 
facility as some objectors have stated.  There are other animal/pet crematoria 
facilities available although the only equine incinerator in Gloucestershire is located 
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at Foss Cross, Chedworth.  The services offered differ from that proposed by the 
applicant, which objectors have confirmed have spare capacity.  In this case, the 
service would be associated with the applicants’ established veterinary practice and 
serve his localised customer base within a 20 mile radius of the application site, this 
being well located to serve the rural location where horses are kept.  The aim is to 
provide a complete service for horse owners of care both before and after death.  
The proposal does not include the dropping off of animal carcasses by other 
veterinary practices or owners for disposal and does not include the return of ashes 
to owners.  Given the specialised type of localised market the facility is intended to 
serve as demonstrated by the practice’s average of 1.2 horses euthanased per 
week and expressions of support for such a service from members of the local 
horse owning community, in an area with a high horse population, the WPA is 
satisfied that there is a need for such a small scale facility and the siting of the 
facility in this location would not conflict with Policy WCS14 and more localised 
facilities would avoid the need to transport this type of waste over greater distances 
to reach sites beyond the AONB.  

Criterion 4 Nature conservation
7.13 There are three nationally designated sites of special scientific interest within 2 km 

of the application site and National Nature Reserve within 4 km.  While objectors 
have expressed concerns about adverse impacts of air quality on designated sites, 
NE was satisfied that the proposal would not adversely affect them.  

7.14 The County’s Ecologist has considered the impact on the proposal on biodiversity, 
particularly bats and other protected species.  He considers that the building is 
unlikely to support protected species, however recommends a precautionary advice 
note should be added to any planning permission to protect bats and breeding birds.  
In the event that external lighting of the building is to be changed the County 
Ecologist has advised that the imposition of a planning condition which requires the 
submission of a lighting scheme for approval would safeguard amenity and ensure 
that bats are not discouraged at this location.  

7.15 The proposals are considered to comply with Paragraph 175 of the NPPF and 
Policy ES6 of the Stroud District Local Plan which seek to protect wider biodiversity.

Criterion 5 Conserving the historic environment
7.16 Some objectors have raised concerns about the impact of the proposals on listed 

buildings, although relating primarily to air quality impacts on the fabric of buildings.  
The two closest listed buildings on the north side of Waterlane are both in excess of 
500 metres from the application site.  SDC has not raised any concerns regarding 
the negative impact of the proposals on the historic environment and impacts on air 
quality are addressed below.  

Criterion 6 Traffic and access
7.17 A bridleway runs north – south from the centre of Waterlane which has historically 

provided a vehicular access to Fourways Farm.  The applicant has created a new 
vehicular access onto Water Lane with an access road leading across his field to 
the west of the application site, crossing the bridleway, to enter the Farmyard 
following the granting of permission by SDC in 2015.  This existing vehicular access 
would be used for the delivery of equine carcasses to the site.  
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7.18 The equines would be collected using a Land Rover Discovery 4 and an APHA 
approved ‘Williams’ horsebox trailer (HB511; external length 4.65m, width 2.26m).  
The trailer would be modified internally to include a winch as well as sealed 
floor/sump tank to meet relevant APHA requirements.  These vehicles are already in 
operation from Fourways Farm and would be no difference in size or appearance to 
any farm vehicle expected to be seen in a rural area and would therefore not create 
any change in the appearance of the site as a result of this waste collection.  

7.19 The applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Highway Authority that 
there is sufficient turning space on the site to be able to manoeuvre the trailer into 
the barn and exit the farmyard in forward gear.  A planning condition to secure the 
visibility splay of the farm access onto the bridleway is recommended to avoid any 
potential conflict with pedestrian and other bridleway users.

7.20 The applicant anticipates that there would be no more than 4 vehicle movements (2 
each way) per day associated with the proposed collections, although there would 
be some movements anticipated with the delivery of fuel oil and collection of waste 
ash for disposal.  While objectors have stated that the increase in traffic and heavy 
vehicles on unsuitable roads would be unacceptable, the applicants have provided a 
traffic count along Water Lane and advised of the routes which they would use so as 
not increase traffic within Waterlane hamlet. 

7.21 The applicants have advised that 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.  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.  For collections to the north, the 
vehicle would turn right and along the Cheltenham Road through Bisley.

7.22 The Highway Authority is satisfied with the existing access arrangements at 
Fourways Farm and does not consider that there would an unacceptable impact on 
highway safety from this proposed use.  A personal planning consent has been 
recommended by the Highway Authority so that the development can only be 
carried out by the applicants’ veterinary practice in order to control the impacts of 
the development.  A condition to remove Permitted Development Rights for any 
other activities to be carried out within the application site would require the 
applicants to apply for planning permission before they could operate any additional 
equipment or expand the scope of the activity.  Subject to the imposition of the 
planning conditions to maintain the visibility of the access onto Water Lane and the 
bridleway, the provision of a disabled parking space, a personal planning permission 
and removal of permitted development rights, the proposal is considered to be 
acceptable in terms of highway safety and compliant with Paragraph 108 of the 
NPPF which states that “Development should only be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 
severe”.  
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Criterion 7 Air emissions including dust
7.23 A significant number of local residents objected to the proposal on the grounds of 

the potential negative impact of air quality on human health, biodiversity and 
heritage assets such as listed buildings in the area.  There is concern that there 
could be air pollution if the incinerator is not correctly operated or serviced.  The 
data supplied by manufacturers is not thought to reflect real conditions outside a test 
lab and that insufficient data has been made available to verify the true impacts.  
There is concern that the use of diesel fuel for the incinerator can cause air pollution 
and there is a more environmentally friendly fuel option available in the form of 
Liquid Petroleum Gas (LPG) such as propane and butane.  Related to these points, 
particular reference has been made to the proximity of sensitive receptors such as a 
children’s play area and residential properties which have not been shown on 
submitted plans.  It has also been mentioned that emissions from incineration might 
add to an existing problem when in certain weather conditions smoke produced 
within Waterlane can be trapped overhead in the hamlet, which could be 
exacerbated by additional emissions produced at Fourways Farm.

7.24 The proposed model of incinerator is certified to a British Standard EN-746-2:1997 
that the incinerator emissions are below EC limits and appears on APHA’s list of 
approved equipment.  The applicants drew attention in section 3.0 of their 
supporting information to data on emissions contained within the study 
commissioned by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs that was 
published in 2002.  

‘A clean and efficient low capacity incinerator (TB-AB, Addfield Environmental 
Systems Ltd) was selected. It is a two-stage incinerator unit comprising a primary 
loading chamber and secondary after burner.  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 the 
manufacturer states that no smoke or odour is emitted under standard operating 
conditions and noise level is low.  This machine fits with the 2002 Defra report’s 
recommendation on best available technique and is on the APHA list of approved 
incinerators.  The TB-AB has 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 any concerns about the effect of the proposed facility on local 
amenity needs to be considered in this context.

‘A report produced for Defra on atmospheric emissions from small carcass 
incinerators was published in August 2002.6 This measured emissions from 11 sites 
and assessed impact on air quality, on both a national and local scale, to identify 
options for improvement and make recommendations for best available techniques. 
The key findings were:

 Several incinerators performed well against benchmarks on air pollution 
control.

  Presence of after burners makes a major difference of emission of some 
pollutants and, with correct training of staff and operation, means that 
emissions are similar to those of larger scale plant.

 Small carcass incinerators make a tiny contribution to UK emissions and total 
concentrations of key pollutants (0.03-0.17%; 1999 data).
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 A small carcase incinerator typically contributes less than 0.5% to each of the 
NAQS total pollutant concentration limits in the area outside a 1 km radius of 
the incinerator.

 The authors concluded that the use of an on-site small carcase incinerator 
with after burner, such as the one we have purchased, can be considered to 
represent best available technique for animal remains disposal.

While the TB-AB machine as not one of those tested, there have been substantial 
technological developments since that report was published nearly 16 years ago, 
which have improved the efficiency and effectiveness of small carcase incinerators.  
Specifically the Addfield product makes use of the following:

 Low nitrogen oxide (NOx) burners that substantially reduce nitrogen oxide 
emissions.

 Smart programmable logic controls (PLC), which allow the incinerator burners 
to hit optimum combustion temperature and then direct the burners to pulse 
fire in order to retain that temperature.

 Computational fluid dynamic (CFD) modelling of incinerators to offer greater 
thermal efficiency.

 Newer insulation materials.

Low capacity incinerators of this type, i.e. with a capacity of less than 50 kg/h, are 
regulated by the APHA. By way of their size they fall outside the local air pollution 
regime that requires regulation by local authorities. The APHA regulations ensure 
that approved equipment meets design standards and presents no appreciable risk 
to the environment.  Detailed assessment of emissions is not proportionate for such 
small-scale ‘type approved’ incinerators because they are simply not capable of 
causing significant impacts on the environment when operated and maintained 
according to manufacturer’s instructions and guidance.  Site-specific environmental 
assessment or controls are not warranted because the residual risk to the 
environment is considered to be so low. Stack monitoring or atmospheric dispersion 
modelling is not required and would be unduly onerous.

A key requirement for APHA ‘type approval’ is that manufacturers must demonstrate 
combustion gases reach a minimum of 850oC for 2 seconds. This is no less 
stringent that criteria applied to large-scale incineration facilities that fall under the 
Industrial Emissions Directive and Environment Agency regulation, and Local Air 
Pollution Prevention and Control regimes. Importantly, any organic material 
subjected to these temperature/duration conditions is completely combusted, with 
the production of carbon dioxide and water. This process removes any potentially 
odorous organic compounds and ensures complete combustion of any hydrocarbon 
fuel such as propane or diesel.’

7.25 Given that SDC does not have particular expertise in the assessment of air quality 
emissions from incineration, the WPA commissioned a specialist advisor on air 
quality from Atkins to review these proposals.  

7.26 The FOW also engaged their own air quality consultant from Mayer Brown to 
comment on the proposals.  These comments have been reproduced in Appendix 1 
of this report.  The County’s air quality advisor’s comments on matters raised have 
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been provided in Appendix 3 of this report.  However it is the professional opinion of 
the FOW’s consultant “that with appropriate provisions I consider that it would be 
technically feasible for this type of installation to be designed to avoid significant 
adverse impacts.”  

7.27 The County’s air quality advisor considers 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.’  

7.28 The applicants have submitted a revised site plan which includes the details of the 
appearance of the flue stack as it protrudes beyond the plane and ridge of the barn 
roof.  The manufacturer has advised that a flue stack of 7 metres high and a 
minimum of 350 mm internal diameter would disperse emissions.  

7.29 The County’s air quality advisor has commented that the Clean Air Act 1993 Part II 
Section 14 provides for formal stack height approval by local authorities for stacks 
serving furnaces burning liquid fuel at a rate greater than 366.4 kW thermal input.  
Approval may be granted by a local authority if they are satisfied that the height of 
the chimney will be sufficient to prevent gases from the chimney from becoming 
prejudicial to health or a nuisance.  The proposed low capacity incinerator is rated at 
190 kW thermal input hence it falls outside the scope of the provisions of the Clean 
Air Act 1993.

7.30 The Chimney Heights Memorandum provides guidance for local authorities and 
industry on calculating the minimum stack height of fuel burning plant with gross 
thermal input of between 0.15 and 150 MW.  This non-statutory guidance was 
formulated under the former Clean Air Act 1956 and was last revised in 1981, as the 
third edition.  DEFRA advise that the technical guidance in the Memorandum may 
be applied to those furnaces/boilers which are not statutorily bound by the Clean Air 
Act.   

7.31 For very low sulphur fuels such as diesel, the technical guidance in the 
Memorandum uses the heat release and the height of the building to which it is 
attached, (or any other building within a certain distance1 of the chimney), to 
determine an appropriate stack height.  Certain minimum overriding requirements 
are specified, including that the stack must not be lower than the height of the 
attached building, (or other building within a distance of 5U if relevant), and for 
boilers up to 2,200 kW, the target discharge velocity should not be less than 6 m/s.  
It is noted that the stack proposed by the Applicant complies with the underlying 
principles of the Memorandum, that are intended to ensure adequate dispersion of 
residual emissions; The stack discharges above the roof ridge height of 6.7 m; the 

1 Within a distance five times the calculated uncorrected chimney height, U.
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10.1 m/s discharge velocity is satisfactory.  It is noted that the very high temperature 
of the flue gas (>800°C) will enhance plume rise, and hence dispersion, due to 
buoyancy of the hot plume.  The above factors will ensure that the discharge will 
disperse effectively and will not be adversely affected by aerodynamic effects 
caused by the building itself.  

7.32 The Chimney Height Memorandum third edition stack height calculation uses the 
heat input Q (0.19 MW) to derive the uncorrected stack height, U (m), and then uses 
the building height H (6.7 m) to derive the corrected stack height, C (m).  

U = 1.36 Q0.6 U = 0.502 m
C= H +0.6 U C = 7.00 m

7.33 The County’s air quality advisor has confirmed he is satisfied with the flue details 
shown on the submitted drawing and a planning condition to secure these 
specifications are maintained would be acceptable.  The proposed stack height of 
7.0 m is in accordance with the Chimney Height Memorandum.   Although the 
proposed facility falls outside the scope of the Clean Air Act due to its small thermal 
input, the stack height as proposed by the Applicant is in line with accepted practice 
for larger installations and is considered satisfactory.  

7.34 In relation to the objections to using a less polluting fuel type because the Addfield 
incinerator may use diesel fuel or LPG, the applicant proposes to use diesel fuel.  
There is no reason to restrict the Applicant as to the type of fuel used in the 
incinerator.  The County’s air quality advisor is of the opinion that the operation of 
the type-approved incinerator presents no appreciable risk to the environment.  
Regardless of the type of fuel used, the incinerator will achieve a temperature of 
850ºC in the secondary combustion chamber for two seconds.  Complete 
combustion is achieved and hence all carbon-based compounds will form carbon 
dioxide and water.  The choice of fuel is thus considered immaterial in terms of 
potential emissions.  

7.35 Although SDC’s most recent consultation response of the 25th October 2018 repeats 
a recommendation for the Planning Authority to commission a specific report from a 
suitably experienced expert in the complex area of incinerator emissions, their EHO 
has confirmed in his email of the 29th October 2018 that he is satisfied with the 
information presented in the County’s air quality advisor’s report and he is not 
requesting any specific additional work.  The WPA is therefore satisfied with the 
advice and recommendations made by its consultant advisor as provided within the 
body and appendices of this report.

7.36 While objectors have raised concerns over adverse impacts on their health, from the 
operation of this facility, Public Health England and the County’s Public Health 
advisor have not raised any concerns over the impacts of the proposal on human 
health.  

7.37 Some objectors raised concerns over the impact of pollutants on the fabric of listed 
buildings. The District Council has not objected or expressed a view that the 
proposal may affect listed buildings in the area in their responses.
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7.38 With regards to the potential for the proposal to have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and protected sites such as SSSI, NE is 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.’  This view is shared by the County Ecologist, who does not consider that 
the proposals would negatively impact on biodiversity in the vicinity of the site.

7.39 A local resident 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”.  As the objector notes, weather inversions 
would be expected to be infrequent and the Council’s air quality advisor’s 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.’  The Council’s air quality advisor has confirmed that 
the proposal for a flue outlet 7 metres above ground level would be acceptable.  The 
applicants’ ECM has a section on how the operator would monitor the emissions 
from the flue stack.  The EHO has advised that statutory nuisance provisions exist if 
necessary to deal with any additional smoke/smell issues.  

7.40 Ash remaining after the completion of the combustion process has the potential to 
cause dust and airborne pollution if improperly handled.  The applicants have set 
out in their ECM that waste ash from cremation would be transferred to a sealed bin 
or skip stored within the barn and collected by a waste management company.  The 
amount of ash produced would be small, being between 5-15 kg per horse which 
represents only 1-3% of the amount of material combusted.  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 spread on land or disposed of on the farm as mentioned 
by some objectors.  

7.41 There are no proposals to grind down any larger bone fragments found in the ash 
which would have the potential to create further noise and dust problems as 
mentioned by some objectors.  A planning condition could be imposed which 
requires the operation to be carried out in accordance with the details set out in the 
planning application and ECM.  In addition a planning condition which removes 
permitted development rights would require the applicants to obtain planning 
permission prior to the acquisition of any new plant or equipment associated with 
this waste disposal process.  The WPA is satisfied that these two planning 
conditions would be sufficient to limit the scope of the operation to that set out in the 
application.  In addition the WPA considers that a personal planning condition which 
limits the operation only to the Applicants’ veterinary practice would prevent the 
business being operated by another company with a different business model 
without first applying for planning permission.  The applicants are agreeable to the 
imposition of such a condition.

7.42 In the absence of any objections from Public Health England, the County Public 
Health advisor, NE, SDC’s EHO and based upon the advice received from the 



41

Council’s air quality advisor, it is considered that the proposal accords with saved 
Policy 37 (Proximity to Other Land Uses) of the Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, 
Policy ES3 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and the objectives of 
NPPF paragraph 7 which seeks to build a strong and competitive economy, 
maintaining healthy and vibrant communities and protecting the environment.  Given 
that the low-capacity plant falls below the threshold for Local Air Pollution 
Prevention and Control (LAPPC) Part B regulation, the planning process should not 
impose control measures that would, if appropriate, be regulated under the LAPPC 
pollution control regime.  The plant is subject to the type approval and certification 
requirements of the Animal Health By-Products (Enforcement) (England) 
Regulations 2011, in line with the EU regulatory approach for such low-risk 
installations.  

Criterion 8 Odours
7.43 Objections have been made on the grounds of odour from both the burning of 

animal carcasses and from their storage on site, before they can be disposed of.  
On the issue of odour, the Council’s air quality advisor 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 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.’  
Although the proposal ‘would fall outside any requirement for an Environmental 
Permit’, the operator is expected to adhere to the provisions of their ECM.

7.44 There should not be an issue of odour from the on-site storage of carcasses.  In the 
event that there is already a carcass 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.  The design of the trailer, approved by APHA, would 
prevent the leakage of blood that can be a source of malodour and attraction for 
pests.  The leakage of fluids from the carcass during transport would be collected 
and contained within the sump tank fitted to the collection trailer for appropriate 
disposal.  There would be a maximum of two horses at the proposed facility at any 
one time and a planning condition is recommended to secure this and prevent the 
stockpiling of carcasses on site.  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 applicants’ 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.  Provided that the applicants adhere to the provisions of their 
ECM and the planning condition which would prevent the storage of carcasses 
outside of the trailer on site, the proposal should not give rise to odours and is 
considered to comply with saved Policy 37 of the Waste Local Plan.
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Criterion 9 Vermin and birds
7.45 Concerns have been expressed that this disposal method could attract vermin.  The 

applicants’ collection trailer is impermeable to birds and vermin and they have 
advised that it will be washed down immediately after use.  It should not therefore 
represent an attractant to pests.  After cremation, ash is the only residual waste 
product left in the incinerator which would need to be cleaned out ready for the next 
use and stored as previously described in a sealed bin for off site disposal.  The 
incinerator is a closed unit and impervious to flies, birds and vermin and is located 
within the confines of a building.  As there would be only short-term storage of 
carcasses with minimal deterioration, it is considered that there would be no issue 
with pests or vermin at the facility.  The EHO is satisfied that the provisions of the 
ECM can adequately control these issues and the planning condition limiting the 
storage of equines waiting disposal within the sealed trailer should be sufficient 
mitigation to avoid vermin issues.  These controls are considered to comply with 
saved Policy 37 of the Waste Local Plan.  

Criterion 10 Noise, light and vibration
7.46 Objectors have pointed out that the proposed development has the potential to 

introduce noise generating activity associated with the incineration process and 
vehicle movements to and from the site which could affect the nearest residential 
properties.  The incineration process, carried out in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions, should not cause vibration.  There should be no other 
processing associated with this disposal which would give rise to noise or vibration.  
No additional external lighting is proposed.  The disposal would take place entirely 
within an existing building.  The removal of permitted development rights by 
planning condition and requirement of a planning condition to submit a lighting 
scheme in the event of a change to lighting provides the WPA with some control 
over future activities which may create noise, vibration or light nuisance.

7.47 While the overall number of vehicle movements associated with this activity is 
considered by the Highway Authority to be low, a planning condition could be 
imposed which would restrict the hours in which deliveries can be made to preserve 
the amenity of the nearest residential properties.  While the applicants proposed 
deliveries between 0700 and 1900 hours on Monday to Friday and 0700 to 1400 
hours at the weekend, a planning condition restricting deliveries to between 0730 
and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday and 0800 to 1700 hours on Saturdays would 
better protect residential amenity of the nearest residential dwellings.  The 
applicants are agreeable to these hours as set out in the planning condition.  
Although it is likely that the incinerator will only be loaded and cleaned out during 
the day, as the whole cycle can take up to 12 hours to complete the incineration of 
one average size carcass means that there may be some night time operation of the 
incinerator.  

7.48 In considering noise impact, planning authorities should be mindful of the guidance 
relating to noise in paragraph 180 of the NPPF.  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.
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7.49 The applicants submitted an environmental noise survey, which was undertaken 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.  The assessment made by Venta Acoustics 
considered the proposal as a 24-hour operation.  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).

7.50 Based upon the supporting information submitted in connection with noise, no 
objection has been raised by consultees such as the Environmental Health Officer 
at SDC, EA, County Public Health and Public Health England, all of whom advise on 
matters pertaining to public health and environmental control.  

7.51 The FOW appointed their own noise consultant at Mayer Brown to review the 
application and whose comments appear in Appendix 2 of this report.  The 
consultant notes the updated noise assessment by Venta Acoustics does seek to 
respond to some of their previous observations but not all.  While he considers that 
significant adverse effects from noise are unlikely he considers that it is important 
that the applicants demonstrate compliance with the NPPF.  To this end he 
recommends three planning conditions which require a validation check of the 
equipment.

7.52 The County’s Acoustic Advisor acknowledges the continued disagreement with the 
objector’s consultant on noise regarding calibration issues in respect to 
BS4142:2014 but reiterates his view that suggests annual calibration falls under 
recommended good practice guidance but is not a requirement and considers the 
report is valid with the biannual calibration and internal cross checking performed by 
Venta Acoustics.  A calibration certificate does not have a period of validity; it is a 
record of the performance of equipment on that date.  Laboratory calibration is more 
than the period recommended by the standard, but the equipment is not considered 
to be out of calibration. 
 

7.53 In the County’s acoustic consultant’s review of the submitted Noise Impact 
Assessment by Venta Acoustics and the comments submitted by Mayer Brown on 
behalf of the FOW, the County’s acoustic consultant’s response is set out in 
Appendix 4 of this report.  The County’s Acoustics advisor was satisfied that subject 
to planning conditions requiring a validation test of the equipment and limiting of 
delivery hours that the process could be carried out without adverse impact on 
residential amenity.  

7.54 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.  The proposal is considered 
to comply with paragraph 180 of the NPPF by limiting the impact of noise from the 
development through a planning condition which will prevent operation until such 
time as the noise from the development has been demonstrated to be within 
acceptable limits.
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Criterion 11 Litter 
7.55 The proposal is not considered to be a type of disposal which would lead to litter 

being blown from the site.  There is no proposal to dispose of or store any other type 
of waste material on the application site other than that specified in the application.  
The imposition of a planning condition which limits the disposal of waste types to 
only those specified in the planning application is considered an appropriate method 
of mitigation which would comply with saved Policy 37 of the Waste Local Plan.  

Criterion 12 Potential land use conflict
7.56 Some objectors have referred to this proposal as introducing an industrialised 

activity which is not suited to the protected landscape of the Cotswold AONB, a rural 
location or one close to residential properties, users of the bridleway or public open 
play space.  There has been suggestions that if such a facility is required then it 
should be provided at the site of the County’s waste to energy plant which is under 
construction at Javelin Park or on an industrial estate or sent to other existing 
crematoria outside of the AONB.  

7.57 Landscape Policy WCS14 of the WCS requires the applicants to demonstrate that 
there is a lack of alternative sites not affecting the AONB to serve the market need.  
The applicants have provided information about the large numbers of horses which 
are likely to be kept in the County.  This established veterinary practice has over 
2500 clients, the majority of which are within a 20 mile radius Waterlane.  The 
information given that there is an average of 1.2 equines euthanased each week by 
the practice also gives some scale to need for disposal.  While there are alternative 
means of disposal of dead animals available and there is a cremation facility with 
capacity at Foss Cross that is within the AONB, the consultation responses show 
that the more specialised and quicker service proposed by the applicants clearly has 
the support of the local horse owning community.  Given that the proposed waste 
throughput would be small and would be subject to planning conditions which limit 
the scale of disposal to an ancillary operation of the applicants’ veterinary practice 
through the use of a personal planning permission, the proposal is considered to 
provide a local service for the clients of the practice which would not have a 
negative impact on the AONB or merit refusal on policy grounds. 

7.58 Stroud District Local Plan Policy CP15 has been specifically referred to in the SDC’s 
most recent response.  The policy’s aim is to protect the separate identity of 
settlements and protect the countryside outside identified settlements by preventing 
development with does not comply with 6 principles and then 6 further criterion.  It 
should be noted that Waterlane is not an identified settlement and SDC has not 
raised an objection to the proposal on policy grounds.  As the proposed equine 
disposal would take place within the confines of an existing building with only a 
minor external change which would neither impact on the separation of settlements 
or on the countryside, the WPA considers that the proposal would comply generally 
with this policy by providing a facility for the horse owning community and 
supporting rural leisure activities.  In the case of Dignity Funerals Ltd v Breckland 
District Council [2017] EWHC 1492 (Admin) for the erection of a new crematorium, 
Mr Justice Holgate considered 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 
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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.”

7.59 While it may be argued by some objectors that this proposal might not be 
considered to be wholly compliant with every development plan policy of the Stroud 
District Local Plan, in exceptional occasions where granting planning permission for 
development that would not normally be permitted on the site, a planning permission 
which is limited to a use by particular person or group of people rather than with any 
occupier of the land is considered appropriate in this case and can be justified on 
planning grounds.  The WPA considers that a personal permission is justified on the 
grounds that the applicants have successfully demonstrated a demand for a 
specialised disposal service, within a localised area and which can provided by a 
specific veterinary practice.  

7.60 The applicants have demonstrated with information submitted as part of this 
application to the satisfaction of the statutory consultees that this waste disposal 
operation can be carried out on this site without detriment to the visual or residential 
amenity of the area or to the wider environment in accordance with national and 
local planning policies as set out under the preceding headings.  

Other Matters Raised:

Need for EIA
7.61 There have been objections from local residents and Bisley with Lypiatt Parish 

Council that the planning application should be accompanied by an EIA.  In 
accordance with the EIA Regulations the WPA has carried out a screening exercise 
of the environmental impacts of the proposal in consultation with statutory 
consultees and is of the opinion that the development would not have a significant 
effect on the environment to warrant the production of an EIA.  The applicants have 
provided information as part of this planning application which has been considered 
by the statutory consultees to provide sufficient detail for them to be able to assess 
the impact of the proposal and which are proportionate to the scale of the activity 
proposed. 

Lack of local support
7.62 In assessing the proposal due regard has been given to the views expressed by 

local residents.  There has been some criticism by objectors of those that have 
supported the proposal do not live in Waterlane and would be least affected by it.  
Planning decisions should not be made on the basis of the number of 
representations made either 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.  

Accuracy of plans
7.63 There have been concerns expressed that the applicants’ submitted site plan is 

misleading as it does not show some dwellings in Waterlane.  The WPA and its 
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statutory consultees do not rely solely on the plans provided by applicants in order 
to assess proposals.  The submitted plan have assisted consultees in locating a site 
on their own mapping systems such as Geographic Information Systems (GIS).  
Aerial photographs and GIS can be used to check the relationship of a site to assets 
or constraints which are relevant to a particular consultee.  While a site plan could 
have been submitted which could have shown a larger number of dwellings in 
Waterlane, the WPA is satisfied that the site plan does accurately show those 
properties closest to the application site and that consultees would have been fully 
aware of Waterlane hamlet when making their response.  

Quality and Validity of the Environmental Control Manual 

7.64 The applicants have submitted an ECM which was recommended by the EHO as a 
planning condition in order to control the disposal operation.  While the EHO is 
generally satisfied with the provisions as presented in the third revision, a planning 
condition requiring the submission of an ECM is recommended to ensure that all 
matters relating to the safe disposal of the disinfectant wash down can also be 
included in its provisions for final approval by the WPA as a reserved matter.

Human Rights
7.65 From 2nd October 2000 the Human Rights Act 1998 has the effect of enshrining 

much of the European Convention on Human Rights in UK law. Under 6(1) of the 
Act, it is unlawful for a public authority to act in a way which is incompatible with a 
convention right.  A person who claims that a public authority has acted (or 
proposes to act) in a way which is made unlawful by Section 6(1) and that he is (or 
would be) a victim of the unlawful act, may bring proceedings against the authority 
under the Act in the appropriate court or tribunal, or may rely on the convention right 
or rights concerned in any legal proceedings.

7.66 The main Convention rights relevant when considering planning proposals are 
Article 1 of the First Protocol (the peaceful enjoyment of property) and Article 8 (the 
right to a private and family life).  Article 1 of the First Protocol guarantees the right 
to peaceful enjoyment of possessions and Article 8 of the Human Rights Act 1998 
guarantees a right to respect for private and family life.  Article 8 also provides that 
there shall be no interference by a public authority with the exercise of this right 
except as in accordance with the law and is necessary in a democratic society in the 
interests of national security, public safety, or the economic wellbeing of the country, 
for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, or for 
the protection of the freedom of others.

7.67 One hundred and twenty seven objections have been received from members of the 
public and the Parish Council has objected.  The concerns raised within those 
objections have been addressed in the report above.  For the reasons set out in the 
planning observations it is not thought there would be any breach of the convention 
rights.  Even if there was considered to be an interference with convention rights 
then, in this case, it is thought that the interference would be justified in the interests 
of public safety and for the protection of the health of the wider community.  
Accordingly, it would not be unlawful to grant planning permission for this 
development.
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Conclusions and summary reasons for the grant of planning permission 

7.68 This proposal is concerned with a relatively small and specialised waste disposal 
activity, both in terms of size and scale of the processing plant and throughput of 
waste material.  The disposal would take place within an existing building which 
would require only a minor change to its external appearance to accommodate a 
flue pipe in the roof.  However it has generated a large number of objections from 
local people mainly with concerns over adverse impacts on health and their 
environment but there has also been support for the proposed benefit it would 
provide for a rural community of horse owners.  Other than Bisley with Lypiatt Parish 
Council, there have been no objections raised from statutory consultees to the 
proposals. 

7.69 The proposal being of such small scale, would not be regulated by the EA under an 
Environmental Permit regime but instead would be regulated by the Animal and 
Plant Health Agency with any complaints relating to the operation being dealt with 
by the District Environmental Health Officer.  While local concern is being expressed 
about the impacts of a lack of proper control and management of the operation, 
these are matters which have the potential to be controlled by planning conditions 
and separate pollution control regimes.   The NPPF’s focus is on acceptable land 
uses.  While a number of concerns have been raised by the local community to this 
application, all the matters have been considered and addressed in turn through 
paragraphs 7.4 to 7.67 of this report.  A planning decision should assume that all the 
proper pollution controls operate effectively as identified in the NPPF and NPPW.    

7.70 While there are no specific policies in the WCS for this waste type, the proposal is 
considered to be in accordance with Policy WCS1 where the presumption in favour 
of development applies unless there are material considerations which indicate 
otherwise.  Having regard to the applicable policies in the NPPF and locational 
criteria for waste sites set out in the NPPW, the proposal is considered to comply 
with national planning policies and policies of the Development Plan for 
Gloucestershire which are relevant.  All issues raised through the application 
process have been carefully considered and appropriate mitigation can be made 
which has satisfied statutory consultees that the impacts of the development can be 
controlled within acceptable limits.  

Positive and Proactive Statement

7.71 In determining this planning application, the WPA has worked with the applicants 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 applicants/agent 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.
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION

8.1 That planning permission be GRANTED for the reasons set out in paragraphs 7.68 
to 7.70 and subject to the following conditions:

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

with the date of this permission. 

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. The permission shall inure for the benefit of Waterlane Equine Vets Limited during 

its occupation of the land edged red as shown on the Location Plan.  When the site 
ceases to be occupied by Waterlane Equine Vets Limited, the use shall cease and 
all equipment brought onto the site in connection with this use shall be removed 
within 2 months of such cessation.

Reason: The use has been granted given the exceptional circumstances of the 
applicants and their business and allows the Waste Planning Authority to control the 
development.

3 Unless otherwise required by conditions attached to this permission, the 
development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the submitted 
planning application 18/0043STMAJW and its accompanying Supporting Statement, 
dated 22.06.2018; Noise Impact Assessment produced by Venta Acoustics dated 
16.05.2018; Data Sheet for the TB-AB Animal Waste Incinerator produced by 
Addfield; Environmental Control Manual Revision 3 and the following approved 
drawings: 

- Location Plan, received 14th June 2018;
- Site Plan: drawing No.TW/17/02F dated 18.09.2018;
- Visibility Splays: drawing No.TW/17/03, received 14.06.2018;

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
4. The development hereby permitted shall only be used for the incineration of equine 

carcasses and the maximum rate shall not exceed 50 kg 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. The permission for the disposal of equine carcasses by incineration shall exist only 
for animals which have been collected by Waterlane Equine Vets Limited.  No other 
waste is permitted to be disposed of on the application site.

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.

6. All animal carcasses shall be delivered and stored within the approved building.  No 
equine carcass shall be stored on site 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.

Hours of Construction and Installation
7. No works to facilitate the commissioning 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. Deliveries and collections relating to the operation of the incinerator (unless it is an 

emergency which shall require the veterinarian’s urgent attendance and which shall 
be notified to the Waste Planning Authority as soon as practicable), shall be carried 
out 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.

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 and their remains shall be carried out within the building 

edged in red as shown on Site Plan drawing TW/17/02F dated 18.0918.

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.
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Appearance of the Incinerator Flue
10. The details of the flue stack shown on drawing TW/17/02F dated 18.09.18 shall be 

implemented as approved.  The external portion of the flue shown with an outlet at 7 
metres (above ground level) shall be finished in a matt dark green colour and be 
unimpeded by a cap or cowl.  The appearance of the flue shall be maintained for the 
duration of the development hereby approved.

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 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.

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 part of the building edged red shown on 
approved drawing TW/17/02B other than that approved by this permission.

Reason: There is a need to maintain control over the introduction any 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 area between the visibility splays extending from a point 2.4m back along the 

centre of the vehicular access measured from the Water Lane carriageway edge 
(the X point) to a point on the nearer carriageway edge of the public road 52 m 
distant in both directions (the Y points) shall be maintained so as to provide clear 
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visibility between 1.05 m and 2.0 m 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 108.

14. The area between the visibility splays extending from a point 2.4 metres back from 
the centre of the farmyard access measured from the edge (the X point) to a point 
on the edge of bridleway MBL76 20 metres in both directions (the Y points) shall be 
maintained so as to provide clear visibility between 1.05 metres and 2.0 metres at 
the X point and between 0.26 metres and 2.0 metres at the Y point above the 
adjacent ground level.

Reason:- To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that adequate visibility is 
maintained to ensure safe, suitable means of access for all people that minimises 
the conflict between cyclists, pedestrians and highway users in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 108.

15. The use hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until a disabled parking 
space adjacent to the veterinary office entrance shown on the Site Plan drawing 
TW/17/02/F submitted on 19th September 2018 has been provided.  The parking 
bay shall be maintained for the duration of this planning permission.

Reason: To ensure safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 
users; to give priority to pedestrians and to address the needs of people with 
disabilities in accordance with paragraphs 108 and 110 of the NPPF. 

16 The area shown fenced with 2 m high close-boarded fencing, to the north of the 
barn entrance doors, on the Site Plan Drawing TW/17/02F dated 18.09.18 shall be 
maintained free of obstruction at all times in order to allow sufficient space for the 
applicants’ vehicle towing a trailer to safely enter the site, reverse into the barn and 
exit the site in forward gear.

Reason: To reduce the potential impact on the public highway and accommodate 
the efficient delivery of waste for disposal in accordance with paragraph 110 of the 
NPPF.

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

drawing TW/17/02F dated 18.0918.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. 
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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
18. Prior to the use of the development, the applicants shall submit in writing for formal 

approval by the Waste Planning Authority, an Environmental Control Manual which 
shall set out the steps to be taken on an ongoing basis to:-

a) prevent unacceptable odour 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 in accordance with the manufacturer's 

operating instructions;
d) keep a record of any complaints received relating to the operation of the 

incinerator, investigate any potential causes and record any consequent 
remedial actions. The records shall be available to the Planning Authority on 
request;

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;

The approved details shall remain in force for the duration of the development.

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 WCS14 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).

Noise Method Statement
19. Prior to the use hereby permitted, the applicants shall carry out commissioning 

testing of the incinerator to demonstrate compliance with the operative noise limit 
specified in the Noise Assessment by Venta Acoustic, (VA1963.180504.NIA2) dated 
16th May 2018.  A Method Statement setting out the details of how this noise 
monitoring test will be validated shall be submitted to and approved by the Waste 
Planning Authority not less than one month prior to the planned test date.  In the 
event that the operative noise limit is not achieved, the Method Statement shall set 
out details of additional works which would be carried out, the effectiveness of which 
shall require additional validation monitoring in order to secure compliance with this 
condition.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the occupiers of nearby residential 
properties and the tranquillity of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
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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.

Pollution Control
20. 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).

Disinfectant disposal
21. The use hereby permitted shall not commence until the provisions for the disposal of 

disinfectant wash-down following the transportation of a carcass has been submitted 
and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority.

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

Advice Notes:

1. 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.

2. The site is traversed by a public right of way (MBL76) 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 section of the County 
Council.

BACKGROUND PAPERS: 
 Planning application forms and accompanying plans for application reference 

18/0043/STMAW are available on the Council’ Public Access website along with EIA 
Screening Opinion and consultation responses.  Letters of Representations are 
available to view by appointment on the application file if not made online.

 The previous planning application 17/0082/STMAJW is available to view on Public 
Access or by appointment at the Council’s offices.
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CONTACT OFFICER:
Case Officer – Linda Townsend, Senior Planner 
Email: planningdc@gloucestershire.gov.uk 
Telephone: 01452 426896

List of Appendices
Appendix 1: Mayer Brown Air Quality response 
Appendix 2: Mayer Brown Acoustic response 
Appendix 3: Atkins Air Quality response
Appendix 4: Atkins Acoustic response
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