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

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Phil Awford 
(Chairman)
Cllr Robert Bird
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Bernard Fisher
Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Stephen Hirst

Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Shaun Parsons
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Pam Tracey MBE
Cllr Simon Wheeler

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

19. CHAIRMAN'S OPENING NOTE 

The Chairman wished to extend condolences on behalf of the Committee to Cllr 
Cordwell, who had recently suffered a family bereavement.    

The Committee also sent their best wishes to Cllr Vines for his  recovery.  

20. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

No declarations of interest were made.  

21. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.  

22. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No Member’s questions had been received.

23. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Resolved 

That the Minutes of the meeting held on 26th September 2019 be approved as 
a correct record and signed by the Chairman.  
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24. ENFORCEMENT REPORT 

Andy Birchley, Enforcement Officer presented the report in detail.  Members were 
advised that there were 55 new enquiries which had led to formal investigation.  

Mr Birchley explained that when the Council’s requirements were not met, following 
a reasonable period given to comply, and where the identified breach is serious, 
then formal action would be considered to remedy the situation. This usually 
involved service of a Notice and/or Prosecution.

Members were advised that 5 Breach of Conditions Notices were currently in force 
relating to operational hours at Westington Quarry. Prosecution proceedings had 
taken place against the operator in respect of the alleged breach of some of these 
notices. The prosecutions were originally due to come to Court in April 2019, but 
were adjourned at the Defendant’s request to 30th September 2019; this has further 
adjourned to 19th November 2019. Members were advised that the court 
proceedings had concluded on the 19th November 2019 and 6 charges relating to 3 
offences had been admitted, which resulted in costs and fines of approximately 
£10k.  The Lead Commissioner explained that Officer time related to the Planning 
team only (legal costs not included), and the time equated to just over £3K 

I explained that the Council had tried to work with the operator to resolve the matter 
without the need for legal action, however this approach had not worked and so 
prosecution was taken as a regrettable but necessary last resort.

It was noted that a further Breach of Condition Notice was in force at Westington 
Quarry, relating to approved noise levels being exceeded. In addition a Noise 
Abatement Order had been served by Cotswold District Council’s Environmental 
Health team, who were monitoring noise levels.

Mr Birchley invited members to consider whether they wanted to receive the report 
in a different format, and include anything else. Cllr Parsons commented that the 
minutes were very readable so didn’t think they needed to change, and no other 
members raised any other point.  

Members thanked Mr Birchley for the update and felt it was advisable to highlight 
the case in the Press to ensure it was well reported.  

Members welcomed the report.  

Resolved

That the report be noted.  

25. DELEGATED DECISIONS TAKEN BETWEEN 12TH SEPTEMBER - 7TH 
NOVEMBER 2019. 

Sarah Pearse, Principal Planning Officer presented the report.  
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Resolved

That the delegated decisions made between 12th September and the 7th 
November be noted.  

At this juncture the Chairman adjourned the meeting until 10:30am, as some 
members had called to say they were stuck in traffic.  

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

Councillor Wheeler referred to the additional information at the rear of Chamber, he 
felt it was unreasonable to expect Members to read the information at such short 
notice.  The Chairperson advised Members that the additional information had been 
supplied by Mr Chatham, who was representing Stoke Orchard and Tredington 
Parish Council.  

Prior to the presentation, Mr Canney also made reference to written response from 
Uckington Parish Council (a copy is attached to the signed Mnutes), which was 
made available at the rear of the Chamber. It was explained that all matters raised 
had been covered in the previous and updated reports.   

An update of the application was presented by Denis Canney, Senior Planning 
Officer.  

Mr Canney explained that this application was due to be reported to the Planning 
Committee on 31st January 2019. However, the application was deferred from 
consideration pending resolution of a procedural error regarding statutory land 
ownership notification procedure when unregistered land across part of the access 
to the development site was identified. This was addressed by the applicant and the 
application was represented to the Planning Committee on 21st March 2019 with an 
Officer Recommendation to refuse the same. The original report to Members was 
attached at Appendix A.

Members were reminded that at the March 2019 meeting the Planning Committee 
resolved as follows: 

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

It was noted that following this resolution the application was due to be reported 
back to Planning Committee so that proposed planning conditions could be ratified 
by the Members. 
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Mr Canney explained that the proposed conditions were attached as Item 6 to the 
Agenda on 9th May 2019. However, the applicant requested a deferral to the next 
available Planning Committee and Members resolved that the application be 
deferred until the July Committee meeting.   No Planning Committee was held in 
July and the matter was not considered at the September Planning Committee 
since the applicant and County Council were considering the legal advice obtained 
by the applicant regarding the requirement for a legal agreement relating to the 
highway visibility splay matters.

Members were advised that following the above deferral, further representations 
had been received by the Waste Planning Authority (WPA).  These related to 
procedural matters regarding notification to the Parish Councils, representations 
from residents nearby and additional Parish Councils and Highway Authority 
reconsideration of requirements.  

In terms of procedural matters regarding notification to the Parish Councils, Stoke 
Orchard and Tredington Parish Council had raised concerns regarding a failure to 
be notified of the March 2019 Planning Committee. As such they were unaware of 
the date that the application was to be considered and were denied the opportunity 
to make representations to the Planning Committee (verbally or otherwise) before a 
decision was made. 

It was noted that the Parish Council did request to speak at the deferred Planning 
Committee in January this year and were in attendance to do so. The Parish 
Council’s formal representation was reported at Paragraph 6.8 of the original report 
considered at the Planning Committee on 21st March 2019.

Consequently the Parish Council had requested to speak to Members of the 
Planning Committee as part of the decision making process.  

Mr Canney advised the Committee that representations had been received since 
the March 2019 Planning Committee from three residents along with Uckington and 
Elmstone Hardwicke Parish Council.  It was noted these were available to view 
through the Council’s Public Access website.

Members noted that the matters raised relate to the proposed development include:
• Being contrary to National and Local Plan policies;
• No Green Belt special circumstances;
• Other suitable alternative sites;
• Access;
• Odour;
• Noise;
• Air quality;
• Traffic and transport;
• Flies, dust and seagulls;
• Cumulative impact of waste sites; and
• Proximity to existing and future housing development.
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Mr Canney stated that GCC legal advice was such that the ‘in principle’ resolution 
to grant planning permission made in March 2019 did not preclude consideration of 
further material matters.  
In addition, the applicant had provided comments in response to the concerns 
raised. It was noted that this was available to view on the Council’s Public Access 
website. Officers had considered the representations raised and the responses of 
the applicant to them. Officers accepted that the representations raised were 
material planning considerations, but did not consider that they raised any new 
issues which had not been considered previously by Officers in considering the 
application. 

Mr Canney explained that following the applicant’s legal advice provided in August 
2019, which was publicly available on the GCC Public Access website, Council 
Officers and the applicant’s representatives met in September 2019 to consider this 
advice and discuss highway options going forward. The outcome of this meeting 
was that the Highway Authority was able to reconsider the need for the highway 
splay requirements resulting in an alternative solution to address highway safety at 
the gate entrance near to the Shooting Club and the Wingmoor landfill and 
household recycling facility. 

As such the Highway Authority had reconsidered the previous advice and its 
previous recommendation to the WPA. The revised consultation response, attached 
at Appendix B, had removed the need for visibility splays to be provided as part of 
the highway safety requirements relating to access and egress at the gated 
entrance serving the shooting club (also serving the Severn Trent Water Treatment 
Facility) near to the Wingmoor Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC). 

Mr Canney advised the Committee that the existing southern access opened out 
directly onto a private road in a way that had resulted in an inappropriate behaviour 
of exiting without taking into account adjacent accesses. Whilst visibility had been a 
concern previously, more recent pre-application discussion regarding proposals to 
alter the operational layout arrangements to the HWRC, identify that operational 
arrangements at this site were likely to always be subject to change, based on the 
use.  

The Highway Authority considered the matter would be best dealt with by 
addressing north/south driver behaviour. In the absence of visibility and the 
possibility that at any time changes may require the adjacent access to require 
different lengths of visibility, the position was proposed to be addressed by the 
Highway Authority (in accepting minimal visibility) with the intervention of a Stop 
Sign/Line to the access to the application site.

This notably altered the original recommendation to Members in that a S106 legal 
agreement had been required to secure maintenance of visibility splays in the long 
term across 3rd party land not in the control of the applicant. This advice of the 
Highway Authority has now been amended and as a result the WPA was now 
recommending that the matter is controlled via a Grampian style condition. Such a 
condition would require that the applicant provide the recommended Stop Line and 
appropriate signage at the gated site entrance to the shooting club (also serving 
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Severn Trent Water Treatment Facility) near to the HWRC prior to commencement 
of the development. Given the Stop Line Sign option is also on 3rd party land it was 
recognised that the Highway Authority would become the enforcing authority should 
the applicant be unable to maintain the necessary highway safety works through 
the life of the permission. The Highway Authority has statutory powers under 
Section 230 Highways Act 1980 to require the owners of private streets to execute 
such repairs as are needed to obviate danger to traffic. The Highway Authority can 
undertake the repairs in default and recharge the cost thereof. There is a separate 
power for the Highway Authority under Section 230(7) to execute such repairs as 
are urgently required to prevent and remove danger to persons or vehicles in the 
street.

Mr Canney explained that if Members chose to accept the revised recommendation 
of the Highway Authority, it would require a formal amendment to the resolution of 
the 21st March 2019 to not require a S106 legal agreement. 

Mr Canney reiterated that, further to the 21st March 2019 Planning Committee, 
Members were now invited to consider whether planning permission should be 
granted subject to the following proposed conditions and without the need for a 
S106 legal agreement and also subject to any call in by the Secretary of State 
under the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009 as 
“Green Belt development”.  .  

In response to the points raised, the case officer referred to the draft planning 
conditions pointing out in particular, conditions  10 and 11 (Highways), 16 (Noise), 
19 (Dust)  and 21 (Odour) for which schemes were to be agreed with the planning 
authority before commencement of development.  Mr Canney explained that the 
gas main pipeline fell outside of the site.  

The Chairperson invited the registered speakers to address the Committee.  

Objecting: Anne Griffiths

“Thank you for allowing me to speak today.

My family have lived on Lowdilow Lane, Elmstone, Hardwicke for over 40 years. 
This is a small hamlet whose residents live within 500 metres, south of Wingmoor 
Farm West, Landfill and recycling site.

Over many years the landfill sites have grown and expanded with many additional 
and new processes evolving to deal with the counties waste.

We have experienced many nuisances including flies, dust, odours and seagulls. 
We have taken part in scientific research on the flies, and seagulls.  We continue to 
suffer from the dis-amenity which prevents us being able to enjoy the use of our 
own homes, with special regard to the odours.
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When the weather conditions, are calm, misty ,or foggy this can last for several 
days continuously. They can be smelt as far away as Tewkesbury Road, 
Sainsbury's and on occasions in Cheltenham town.  

Our elected representatives are members of this committee so they are aware of 
the issues raised by residents living around the huge landfill sites, and no doubt 
have expressed these issues to you.

The current operator ENOVERT, processes thousands of tonnes of the county's 
green waste here, using the winrow system, which is turned on a regular basis. This 
is a similar process that is proposed by this applicant.

We have voiced our concerns via the statutory agencies, including the Environment 
Agency, the Wingmoor Farm Liaison Committees. We were members of SWARD, 
Safety in Rubbish and Waste Disposal, a resident group concerned with issues 
around the sites. We also work closely with Enovert's on-site managers with any 
issues as they arise.

We have found it very difficult to access the documentation 'for this planning 
application. However, the Planning Officer has recently provided us with mapping 
by Wales and the West Utilities, which shows that the High Pressure Gas Main runs 
along the side of the proposed site. Therefore presumably this will be subject to a 
development exclusion zone.

There is no detail as to how the applicant will comply with this as it may restrict 
operations, with regard to the proposed concrete slab,  the holding tanks, the 
engineering operations of the plant and machinery occupied buildings, or traffic 
routes, as well as provisions for protecting the staff and members of the public.

The Health and Safety Executive is normally a consultee on a proposed 
development if it is within distance of a major accident pipeline. This does not seem 
to be available. By using the documents available online we wish to object to this 
application on the following grounds:
It does not comply with JCS Adopted Policy, SP15 Health and Environmental 
Quality, Para 4.15 states that development should protect and seek to improve 
environmental quality, and should not result in unacceptable levels of air, noise, 
water; light or soil pollution.

Also, the counties Waste Core Strategy Policy 10, states that due regard must be 
paid to the unacceptable cumulative affects of waste facilities. I note the 
Environment Agency statement also states with reference to ODOURS, that this 
site will be odorous owing to the type and nature of the waste’s involved. There is a 
significant potential for off-site odour particularly during calm conditions when it is 
likely to accumulate in the local area.

It is possible that residual odours may cause impact off-site and result in complaints 
from those potentially affected.  As this is a full planning application we request that 
permission is not granted until all the essential information is available for 
consideration by the committee in respect of a
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Full Odour Management Plan 
Health Impact Assessment 
Wales and the West Utilities Report 
Health and Safety Executive Report”

Applicant: Mr William Gilder  

“ Good Morning Chairman and committee. I don't think I need any introduction.
I feel that I don't need to reiterate the benefits of what we do, and it was clear from 
the last meeting when the committee supported this application and thank the 
officers involved for their support.  

We have now ironed out the conditions and hopefully we can proceed with the 
development. Just in case any of the committee are in any doubt, since we have 
submitted this application, there have been more and more land approved for 
development for houses in Gloucestershire.

This means more people, which makes our application more viable and more 
important.

We are not at the front end of recycling we are at the back end of recycling, that is 
not just a pun, lets think about it, every single human being in the world produce a 
waste every day, which has to be dealt with, in a responsible manner, we are only a 
tiny facility, dealing with a tiny amount but it all helps.
We are not in a glamourous industry but equally as important as any cutting edge 
technology. ln todays world, ¡t is all about carbon, and saving the planet, that is 
exactly what we are about, returning organic matter back to the land in a safe way, 
and to enable us to do this we need space away from houses, the site at Stoke 
Orchard is an ideal location.

By returning this material to land it is a huge carbon saving and a cost saving for 
farmers.  I have heard comments rom the objectors, however there is nothing new 
in this application.  

Recently I was named as one of the top entrepreneurs in Gloucestershire, I was 
shocked and  surprised but felt honoured, an accolade for my hard work, working7 
days a week, but also for the 200  family's that my business supports because with 
out, them I am nothing.

As one of the judges stated I see an opportunity and grasp it, seeing an opportunity 
and grasping it is one thing, getting it through planning is a completely different 
process.

Mr Chairman and committee please can we just get the job done and stand by the 
decision that was taken in March as this is very much an agricultural venture and 
we can start work.  

Thank You”
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Richard Chatham - Chairman - Stoke Orchard and Tredington Parish Council.

“All Previous Submissions of Objection on this case are still relevant, pertinent and 
current. You will find copies of those in your pack. Concerning Highways, Green 
Belt, and Odour.

We wish to bring to the Committee’s attention further evidence based information 
which will clarify certain points of discussion raised at the March 21st Meeting as 
recorded in the signed and adopted minutes.

Proof of Odour. Despite previous suggestions from certain committee members to 
the contrary - There is incontrovertible evidence that there is a dangerous, intrusive 
and unpleasant odour attached to Sewage Sludge.

a. We refer the Committee to the JCS Paper - “Revised Statement of Common 
Ground”. A section in this paper is concerned with the recorded problems of odour 
from the Hayden Sewage Works. Here, Severn Trent lay down their program of 
Odour reduction which includes an official Report from Odournet under Appendix 1.
We quote Paragraph 1.18

The Odournet report identifies the key contributors to odour on the site which are 
sludge handling and treatment and which account for approximately 60% of total 
site emissions of which the sludge cake storage comprises 40%. - exactly the 
material this Application is concerned with.

b. We also refer The Committee to the Tewkesbury Borough Plan Policy - ENV1 
“Development near Sewage Treatment Works.” Specifically paragraph 8.65 - which 
seeks to exclude all sensitive development inside a 1000 metre exclusion zone of 
Sewage Treatment works where people’s health and quality of life might suffer. We 
remind the Committee that such a zone around this site will include not only parts of 
the JCS Elm Park development but also parts of Bishops Cleeve are close enough 
to be affected by wind borne odour and spores.

2. Proof of Toxicity / Safety at Work - Please note that this proposal is for the 
chemical treatment of highly toxic Sewage Sludge - It is the Chemical process of 
adding lime (which is also a volatile and dangerous chemical substance to raise the 
PH to 12.4 for a period of 2 hours - We suggest hardly an acceptable use of Green 
Belt land under any circumstances.

Documentation of the dangers of handling and treatment of Sewage Sludge (or Bio 
solids) are available in a considerable number documents and we refer you to the 
HSE site - “Working with sewage The health hazards: A guide for employers” - 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/indg198.pdf  This gives reference to active danger of 
serious illness potential and danger of Pathogens and other organisms in this 
material before treatment.

The Government website on Safe Treatment and use of Sewage Sludge
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sewage-sludge-in-agriculture-code-of-
practice/sewage-sludge-in-agriculture-code-of-practice-for-england-wales-and-
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northern-ireland Sewage sludge in agriculture: code of practice for England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland Guidance - Published 23 May 2018

We refer with concern to guidelines in this document which include:
11. Protect the environment and avoid public nuisance. 
11.1 Safe Transport of sludge to avoid spillage and pollution. 
11.2 Avoid sludge run-off into water courses. 
11.3 Protect water from pollution. 
11.4 Reduce offensive odour to protect adjoining sites.

We refer to the committee to the inherent Health dangers referred to in both of 
these Site’s Guidelines in consideration not only the staff working on this site but 
also all the staff and public visitors at the Enovert Recycling Centre and the major 
employment area at the Park including Printwaste, CPC, and others. All these sites 
lie within a 250 metre radius and are in potential danger of pathogens and spores in 
the wind if the above Safety recommendations are to regarded.

3. Flood Water and Pollution. Whilst the Flood Risk Assessment refers to the level 
of Fluvial Flooding being in Flood Risk 1 area - no comment is made of Pluvial 
Flooding and with the experience of 7 days back, as Flood warden for the Parish, 
run off from the airfield was overwhelming all drains and watercourses running 
down the Stoke road 3 inches deep and in a similar situation this site represents the 
potential of an ecological disaster with the site drainage swale draining directly into 
the Hyde brook in less than 500 yards. The potential of leachate being in the River 
Severn in under 2. 5 hours.

4. Highways. We further re-inforce our concerns over Highway Safety for 
pedestrians and cyclists and the danger of the junction with Stoke Road after a 4 
car accident on the apex of the bridge under 6 weeks ago which left 3 cars 
damaged and one written off - saved from landing on the railway track by the safety 
fencing which can still be seen.

This Application proposes permitted traffic movement of 60,000 tonnes per year 
over this bridge. 20,000 tonnes of Sludge + 10,000 tonnes of lime in. 30,000 tonnes 
of treated sludge and leachate out.

Permission of this Application in the Green Belt against all Recommendations and 
with no benefit to this or adjoining Communities is unacceptable.  We rest our 
Case”.

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentation.  
 
Councillor Tracey asked what the situation was regarding flooding at the moment.  
Mr Mead explained that it was not under his Highways remit therefore he was 
unable to provide a response.  

Councillor Fisher questioned the special circumstances in relation to the Green 
Belt.  Mr Phillips advised the Committee that the issues surrounding Green Belt had 
been outlined to members in the report to Committee on 21st March. Members 
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discussed whether  very special circumstances existed to allow this development in 
the Green Belt and this was agreed by Members as set out in the March Committee 
Minutes.  Councillor Fisher remarked that since March 2019, all the Districts had 
signed up to the climate change emergency.  

Councillor Parsons wished to know if the points raised by Mr Chatham had been 
covered within the Officer report.  Mr Canney advised the Committee that he had 
only just received the pack from Mr Chatham and had not had the opportunity to 
read the pack at this stage.    

Councillor Hale wished to know what was currently happening with the waste cake.  
Mr Canney explained that the waste was disposed of at landfill and there was some 
odour associated with it.  

Councillor Hirst remarked that the Committee should only be discussing the 
material changes since the last meeting.  Mr Canney explained that the changes 
were the Highways Authority revised recommendation and the procedural issues in 
relation to notification of the Parish Councils.  Councillor Hirst asked if the Parish 
Council had raised any material changes, to which Mr Canney replied that, in his 
opinion, there were no material changes from the March 2019 Committee .  
Councillor Hirst felt these issues should not be considered.  

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Fisher referred to the waste cake and the lime mix in open air which was 
involved before it could be put back onto the land for use.  He added that it was an 
EU Directive to put waste back on to land, however changes in waste now made it 
more toxic.  He felt that the operation could be done in a controlled environment 
inside a plant facility, rather than in the Green Belt as dust and odour would be in 
the atmosphere, if done in the open.  Councillor Fisher made reference to the plan 
to build 4100 new houses in the local vicinity and the climate change emergency, to 
which GCC had signed up.   It was noted that lime odour would travel and there 
was enough pollution form the landfill site, which would eventually be returned to 
agricultural land.  In addition he referred to the 5 ton weight limit on the road.  

Councillor Bird referred Councillor Fisher to the March 2019 meeting, when 
Members had agreed the special circumstances in relation to this development in 
the Green Belt.  He felt there were no new issues raised and it would not be right to 
retrospectively change the decision, as this would undermine the decision making 
process.  He reminded the Committee that there were conditions to be approved 
and Councillor Bird proposed to grant planning permission subject to those 
conditions.  

Councillor Hale remarked that the lime would be added under controlled 
circumstances, unlike a farmer who could spray with no conditions.  The 
Chairperson allowed Officers to answer this question for clarity.  Mr Canney 
explained that a separate permit would be issued by the Environment Agency in 
relation to the site and boundaries.  
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The Chairperson called for a seconder to Councillor Bird’s proposal to accept the 
conditions.  Councillor Tracey seconded the motion, this was also supported by 
Councillor Hirst.  

Councillor Hirst reiterated there was no material change to the application since 
Members last considered it. .  

Councillor Fisher felt there were material changes and once again referred to the 
Climate Change emergency, as he felt the application would contribute further 
pollution to the environment and this operation should be done in an enclosed 
environment.  

Mr Evans, Solicitor, explained that Members were asked to consider the conditions 
before them as set out in the Officer Report. He confirmed that if Members 
accepted the proposed conditions, then the Section 106 agreement would no 
longer be required, as clarification had been obtained from the Highway Authority in 
relation to the stop line and sign.  However, the application would still  need to be 
referred to the Secretary of State before the planning permission could be granted.  

The Chairperson then put Councillor Bird’s proposal to grant planning permission 
subject to the proposed conditions as presented before the Committee, as 
seconded by Councillor Tracey.   On being put to the vote the application was 
passed (7 in favour and 3 against).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 

That planning permission be granted subject to the proposed conditions and 
without the need for a S106 legal agreement and also subject to any call in by 
the Secretary of State under the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) 
(England) Direction 2009 as “Green Belt development”.

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 11.14 am
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