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PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 9 May 2019 
commencing at 12.30 pm.

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Phil Awford 
(Chairman)
Cllr Robert Bird
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Dr John Cordwell
Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Stephen Hirst

Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Shaun Parsons
Cllr Keith Rippington
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Simon Wheeler

Substitutes: Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

Apologies: Cllr Bernard Fisher, Cllr Alan Preest, Cllr Pam Tracey MBE and Cllr 
Robert Vines

1. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.  

2. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No member’s questions had been received

3. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

It was noted that there was a typographical error on Page 10, first paragraph, the 
word ‘sudo’ be amended to ‘pseudo’.  

Councillor Bird requested that the sentence on Page 9, sixth paragraph “However, 
there was no issue of odour and therefore he felt the green belt argument was void” 
be deleted, as he felt it made no sense.  

Resolved 

That the minutes of the meeting held on 21st March 2019 be approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairperson, subject to the agreed 
amendments.   



Minutes subject to their acceptance as a 
correct record at the next meeting

- 2 -

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

Denis Canney, Senior Planning Officer informed the Committee there was a late 
request from Agent, for a deferment until the next Committee meeting pending 
advice from the Applicant.  

Councillor Cordwell proposed to defer the application, this was seconded by Cllr 
Morgan.  On being put to the vote, the proposal to defer the application was passed 
(10 in favour).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved

That the application be deferred until the July Committee meeting.  

5. APPLICATION NO:18/0073/TWMAJW.  LAND OFF SHURDINGTON ROAD, 
BENTHAM, NEAR CHELTENHAM 

A summary of the application was presented by Linda Townsend, Senior Planning 
Officer aided by a power point presentation (A copy of the presentation is attached 
to the signed minute book).  This was a planning application by Elliott’s 
(Cheltenham) Limited to use a 0.38 ha parcel of scrubland as an extension to the 
temporary waste recycling operation.  

The Committee were reminded that Members granted a 10 year temporary planning 
permission in 2016 under planning reference 15/0053/TWMAJW considering that 
‘Very Special Circumstances’ applied to this site in the Gloucester – Cheltenham 
Green Belt where waste development would not normally be permitted.  

It was noted that Members had visited the site, prior to the Committee meeting.  
The site visit notes were not available at this stage.  

Ms Townsend advised the Committee of the following corrections to the report:  
- Paragraph 7.19 (P50) incorrectly refers to temporary planning permission 
15/0053/TWMAJW being issued on 1.8.16 but it was issued on 19.10.16 and 
expires on 19.10.26 as stated elsewhere in the report.
- Condition 10 which related to ‘hours of working’ on page 64 incorrectly refers 
to ‘quarry working’ when it should just refer to ‘site working’ and Mineral Planning 
Authority when it should be the Waste Planning Authority. 

The application site was located on the western side of Cheltenham, approximately 
half a kilometre south-west of the village of Shurdington.  The site was accessed 
from a shared track on the north side of the A46 Shurdington Road, which was 
approximately 1 km northeast of the junction with the A417.  Members noted that 
the access track was 440 metres long and was shared with other users.    The 
public right of way known as the Gloucestershire Way ran alongside the access 



Minutes subject to their acceptance as a 
correct record at the next meeting

- 3 -

track from Shurdington Road until just passed the site and then continued north-
west, parallel with Badgeworth Lane.  

Ms Townsend explained the site sat within the Gloucester- Cheltenham Green Belt.  
The Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty lay on the southeast of the site, 
with its boundary running along the A46 Shurdington Road.  The Cotswold 
escarpment lay to the south east of the site.

The Committee were advised that the application site was located within a rural 
area of predominantly flat landscape character.  The nearest residential properties 
to the application site were located on Badgeworth Lane. With the closest dwelling 
‘The Paddocks’ 200 metres to the north-east of the site.  Deer Park Archery Club 
was located to the north of the application site and the beekeeping business known 
as Easy Bees was located to the east of the access track, approximately half way 
along its length. 

Members noted the existing waste recycling site was located immediately to the 
west of the application site.  Other land in the applicant’s control, was to the 
southeast of the application site.  The applicant also operated a sand pit to the 
north west of the application site (as depicted on slide 3 of the presentation), which 
was being restored following the expiry of planning permission 16/0058/TWMAJM.

Ms Townsend informed the Committee that the existing site had permission 
(15/0053/TWMAJW) to sort and recycle 40,000 tonnes a year of inert construction 
and demolition wastes such as soils and brick rubble and to sort up to 5,000 tonnes 
a year of non-inert skip wastes.  Permitted operations included crushing and 
screening of waste materials on a campaign basis for a maximum of 8 weeks in a 
year using mobile plant.  The site employs 5 men with up to 9 being present on the 
site during crushing campaigns.  

It was noted there were no permanent buildings on the site.  The site office, staff 
welfare facilities and storage were within steel containers which were located close 
to the site entrance, near the northern site boundary. The existing site was 
surrounded by an earth screening bund which varied between 3 and 5 metres in 
height.

Ms Townsend explained the applicant was seeking to enlarge the site to allow more 
space for the skip waste recycling without proposing to change the permitted waste 
throughput.  Skip waste recycling would be carried out on an extended concrete 
pad and by relocating a mechanised picking station into the extension area.  The 
western part of the site would be used for processing of inert construction and 
demolition wastes would remain unchanged.  

The existing screening bund which ran along the northern and southern site 
boundary would need to be extended while the bund along the existing eastern site 
boundary would need to be relocated so that it would screen the extension site from 
the edge of the access track.  In addition, landscape planting was proposed to 
extend along the edge of the bund.
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Members were advised that access to the application site would be from the 
existing site.  The office, storage and staff welfare facilities of the existing site would 
be used by the operatives of the proposed site.
The Committee noted the existing waste site was subject to a temporary planning 
permission which required the site to be restored to agricultural pasture by 19th 
October 2026.  The applicant proposed that the extension site would also be 
restored by the same date.  The proposed restoration would see the screening 
bunds removed but the boundary landscape trees and hedges retained.  

The photograph on slide 7, showed the application site where the access road turns 
the corner towards the site waste site entrance, with the building for Easy Bees 
shown on the left.

The photograph on slide 8 showed the existing site screening bund which 
delineates the eastern boundary of the existing waste management site.  This bund 
would need to be relocated to allow access between the existing site and the 
extension area

This photograph on slide 9 showed the screening bund on the left of the access 
road and the site entrance.  Deer Park Archery car park could be seen on the right. 
It was explained that the recycling operations were screened from view by the earth 
screening bund which surrounded the existing site.  

Members were advised that the applicant had resurfaced the access track with a 
bound surface between the application site and Shurdington Road in 2017, in 
accordance with the planning condition of the temporary permission.

The photograph on slide 10 showed the entrance to the access track on 
Shurdington Road.  Ms Townsend explained that objectors had raised concerns 
about a potential increase in the number of vehicle movements on Shurdington 
Road from the site, mud on the road causing blocked gullies and company vehicles 
using Badgeworth Lane to access the site.

Ms Townsend informed the Committee that the office and staff welfare facilities 
were within containers, close the northern site boundary to the west of the site 
entrance.  There were no buildings proposed on the application site.  The applicant 
had installed a weighbridge in accordance with the condition of the temporary 
planning permission.

The Committee were advised the photograph at slide 13, showed the mechanised 
picking station on the existing site.  It was proposed to relocate this plant to the 
extension area.  This equipment which was permitted in September 2017 provided 
weather protection for operatives who sort materials into skips below the conveyor 
belt.  

The photograph (slide 14) showed some machinery used in the sorting of materials 
on a concrete pad where wastes were tipped.  It was noted that some objectors 
referred to an increase in noise being created by operations on the site.  However, 
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the Environmental Health Officer was satisfied that the noise levels from the site 
could be adequately mitigated and controlled.  

The photograph (slide 15) showed the western part of the site looking southeast 
towards the higher ground in the AONB.  This part of the site was used to stockpile 
soils and process inert wastes. No change was proposed to the operations of this 
part of the site.

Slide 16 displayed the screening bunds which surrounded the site.  The grab arm in 
the processing area on the site could be seen above the 3 metre bund.  The 
applicant proposed to plant up the earth bund which surrounded the site with native 
trees and hedges in order to mitigate the views from higher ground.

Slide 17 showed the site from the elevated viewpoint in Crickley Hill Country Park, 
to the southeast of the site, with the application site is indicated.  Additional planting 
was proposed by the Applicant to help mitigate this distant viewpoint from the 
AONB.

Ms Townsend explained this application came before the Committee for 
consideration, as a County Councillor was an adjacent landowner and objections 
had been received from Badgeworth Parish Council and 4 local residents relating to 
noise, dust and increased traffic generated as well as general inappropriateness of 
the operation in the green belt and remaining time left of the temporary planning 
permission.  

Members were advised that the site was within the Gloucester- Cheltenham Green 
Belt, the waste development was deemed to be inappropriate and harmful to the 
Green Belt.  National planning policy reflected in local development plan policy 
seeks to protect the green belt and carries a presumption against inappropriate 
development unless ‘very special circumstances’ could be demonstrated that the 
harm can be clearly outweighed by other considerations.  

In summary, the consideration of this planning balance was set out in paragraphs 
7.67 – 7.71 of the report and the very special circumstances were considered to be 
sufficient to outweigh the harm caused by inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt, hence the recommendation for the granting of temporary permission as set out 
in section 8.0 (page 61) of the report. Similar planning conditions which apply to the 
existing waste site were recommended which include the expiry of the temporary 
permission on 19.10.2026 and correction of condition 10 wording referred to in my 
introduction.  .  

The Chairperson invited the agent to address the Committee: 

Susan Hughes (Agent): 

“This application aims to build upon recent improvements to the site Elliott’s have 
been able to put in place because of your past planning support for this recycling 
operation.  
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Today we ask for your permission for a small extension to provide more room for 
recycling operations and vehicle circulation.  At the moment the recycling area on 
site can get very congested as there is limited room for vehicles to unload material.  
The proposal will push back the screening bunds and landscaping to create a larger 
central area for waste to be unloaded from where it is sorted by machine grabs and 
hand into containers and where it is transferred to the picking station.  At present 
the recycling area is cramped with insufficient space for vehicles to manoeuvre and 
deposit material.  When there is more than one lorry in this area, the space 
becomes jammed.  This proposal will stop and will improve site safety and the 
working environment for site operatives as well as improving the efficiency of the 
operation.  The site has planning permission until 202, a further seven years, so it 
does make sense for Elliott’s to make this improvement for the good of the 
workforce and the business.  Also, the rearrangement of the space will actually 
have a slightly beneficial noise impact at the nearest properties as the noise from 
the picking station is less in the new location.  

We are grateful for your Planning Officer’s support for this proposal and her 
recommendation to approve the application and I can confirm that Elliott’s are 
willing to accept the majority of conditions proposed, however I am concerned 
about the necessity and reasonableness of conditions 24 and 25, which introduce 
new requirements.  

Condition 24 requires quarterly returns to be submitted to the WPA which will be an 
additional administrative burden which I don’t think is fair given the company are 
already keeping records and have to submit returns already to the EA and have 
demonstrated with this application that they are working within the required 
parameters of the planning permission.  I accept there was a problem with the 
records for 2017 but that was down to a break in into the weighbridge office, but we 
have provided full records for 2018 with the application, and going forward the 
company has tightened up its record keeping and now has a full time weighbridge 
operator who is responsible for this.  I know of no other operators who have to 
submit quarterly returns to the Council and Government Guidance says conditions 
shouldn’t duplicate other regulatory regimes.  

I also do not think it is fair or reasonable to ask Elliott’s to submit an annual 
progress report concerning their search for another site as this doesn’t meet the 
necessity test for conditions set out in Government Guidance.  Members were 
satisfied that there were no alternative locations when they issued the ten year 
planning permission in 2016.  This permission was not conditional to the 
demonstration that no other sites were available so how is it reasonable to ask for 
continued updates on this now?  The question that should be asked is without 
condition 25, is it necessary or appropriate to refuse planning permission?  The 
answer is no, therefore the condition is not necessary and fails to meet the required 
test.  

To conclude, to my mind both conditions 24 and 25 are unreasonable and 
unnecessary and place disproportionate financial burden on the applicant and I 
therefore hope members can accept the Officer recommendation to approve this 
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application, but ask them to grant planning permission without imposing conditions 
24 and 25.”

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentation.  

 
Councillor Bird asked Officers if conditions 24 and 25 were necessary.  Ms 
Townsend explained that in terms of condition 24, the Authority was of the opinion 
that the quarterly submission of data was not unreasonable, as the required data 
would be recorded on waste transport notes which were part of the daily operation 
of the site. It was noted that the Environment Agency (EA) didn’t collect data on the 
number of vehicle movements.  Members were advised that it had previously taken 
Elliott’s three months to submit the required data.  Officers felt that the reporting 
mechanisms were in line with the EA, therefore it shouldn’t be a problem to produce 
the required data.  It was deemed good enforcement practice and was necessary to 
ensure compliance.  

In relation to condition 25, Ms Townsend clarified that this was not an onerous 
requirement and would give the local community confidence in the operation.  It 
would also focus Elliott’s attention on the fact that it was a temporary permission, 
therefore an alternative site would be required at a later date.  

Councillor Bird remarked that the conditions should be about the operation of the 
site and not the operator’s future intention.  Ms Townsend explained that the 
number of vehicles visiting the site was an operation issue and officers were looking 
for a continuity of recycling targets.   

The Chairperson wished to know what would happen while screening and bunding 
was being removed to replace the new bunding.  Ms Townsend informed the 
Committee that the planning conditions required the bunds to be relocated before 
the operation could commence.  It was evident that there was a lot of material on 
the site, which could be used for the construction of new bunds in a timely manner, 
while the existing ones were being removed. 

The Chairperson noted the Parish Council were concerned that the site was 
becoming more widespread.  Ms Townsend replied that there was no intention to 
increase the number of vehicle movements onto the site.  

Councillor Parsons wished to know the actual number of daily vehicle movements.  
Ms Townsend referred to paragraph 7.53 of the report, which stated there were 113 
daily movements.  She clarified there was no intention to increase the number of 
vehicle movements, however the numbers did fluctuate throughout the year.  

Councillor Parsons asked if the number of movements were within the planning 
condition.  Ms Townsend confirmed they were, she added that there was only one 
year of data held due to the break in at Elliott’s, hence the request for quarterly 
reporting.  
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Councillor Cordwell remarked that it was important to have Condition 24, so vehicle 
monitoring could occur to ensure compliance.   

Councillor Hale referred to paragraph 7.56 of the report and the Parish Council 
complaint in relation to blocked gullies.  He added that whilst on the Site visit he 
noticed they were blocked and the wheel wash was one man with a hosepipe and 
there were no drainage facilities.   Councillor Hale wished to know if it was possible 
to condition a wheel wash and a stand-off point, in order to minimise the road 
debris.  Ms Townsend clarified she had previously had a discussion with the 
applicant and it could be added, as the infrastructure was on site, however given 
the site was a temporary permission, it was a  question of investment.  

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Bird noted there was no mud on the road.  

Councillor Cordwell accepted there was a wheel wash facility on the site, in order to 
contain the mud.  

Councillor Parsons referred to the access onto the A46, travelling from the 
Cheltenham direction.  He noted that it was a tight fit if two lorries were accessing 
and exiting the site at the same time and suggested that this should be given further 
thought.  

Councillor Windsor Clive raised concern over condition 24 and 25.  He remarked 
that there were confidential issues in relation to searches for new sites and the 
impact on the applicant.  

Councillor Bird added that he was happy to accept the majority of the officer 
recommendations but had concerns over condition 24 and 25.  He felt that condition 
24 was merely replicating work and condition 25 was unnecessary at this stage, 
given the temporary permission.  He suggested that these two conditions should be 
removed.  

Councillor Cordwell reminded the Committee that the EA were collecting different 
data to that of the Authority and condition 24 should remain, as it would allow 
officers to check the number of vehicle movements and ensure compliance.  In 
relation to Condition 25, Councillor Cordwell felt that applicant should be searching 
for an alternative site as the permission was only temporary. Councillor Wheeler 
endorsed Councillor Cordwell’s view.   

Councillor Bird referred to condition 25, he felt that it was not appropriate to be 
demanding of the applicant, given that the permission was temporary, the 
application should be granted on that basis, therefore condition 25 was irrelevant.  

Councillor Windsor Clive remarked that he also didn’t agree with condition 24 and 
25, he felt that condition 25 was unenforceable.  
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Councillor Hirst proposed that officer recommendation should taken as presented 
before the Committee.  Councillor Brown seconded this proposal.  

The Chairperson asked for a proposal to remove condition 24 and 25.  Councillor 
Bird proposed the amendment, which was seconded by Councillor Windsor Clive.  
On being put to the vote, the proposal to remove conditions 24 and 25 was lost (3 in 
favour, 7 against).  

The Chairperson then put Cllr Hirst’s proposal to accept the officer recommendation 
as presented before the Committee, this was seconded by Councillor Brown.  On 
being put to the vote the application was passed (10 in favour, 1 Abstention).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be granted for the reasons summarised in 
paragraphs 7.67 to 7.71 and planning conditions recommended in Section 8.0 
of the report, subject to the Secretary of State for the Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government not ‘calling in’ the application for his 
determination under the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) 
Direction 2009 as “Green Belt development.”

6. PLANNING ENFORCEMENT REPORT 

Andy Birchley, Enforcement Officer presented the report in detail.  

Resolved

That the report be noted.  

7. DELEGATED DECISIONS 9TH MARCH - 26TH APRIL 2019 

Sarah Pearse, Principal Planning Officer presented the report.  

Resolved

That the delegated decisions made between 9th March and 26th April 2019 be 
noted.  

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 1.32 pm


