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PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 27 January 
2022 commencing at 10.00 am.

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Phil Awford
Cllr Paul Baker
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Alastair Chambers
Cllr Bernard Fisher
Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Nick Housden

Cllr Mark Mackenzie-Charrington
Cllr Chris McFarling
Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Gill Moseley
Cllr Robert Vines
Cllr Susan Williams

Substitutes:

Apologies: Cllr Linda Cohen, Simon Excell and Cllr Pam Tracey MBE

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Vines declared he was a member of Tewkesbury Borough Council (TBC) 
and a member of their Planning Committee.  He advised the Committee that he had 
no involvement in the TBC Planning Committee meeting that had previously 
discussed the application.  

2. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions were received.  

3. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No member questions were received.

4. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Resolved 

That the minutes of the meeting held on the 8th July 2021 were approved as a 
correct record.  

5. MEMBERS SITE VISIT 
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Resolved 

That the members’ site visit notes were received and noted.  

6. SITE: WINGMOOR FARM EAST, STOKE ROAD, BISHOP’S CLEEVE, 
CHELTENHAM, GLOUCESTERSHIRE, GL52 7DG  APPLICATION NO: 
19/0066/TWMAJW 

A summary of the application was presented by Marcus Sparrow, Senior Planning 
Officer aided by a PowerPoint presentation.  This retrospective planning application 
number 19/0066/TWMAJW was for the variation of condition 7 (Buildings, plant and 
machinery) and 19 (Hours of operation) relating to planning consent 
17/0066/TWMAJW dated 19th October 2017.

The Committee were advised that the following corrections needed to be made to 
the report:
- Paragraph 1.3:  the non-hazardous landfill area in the south eastern part of 

the site was accessed via the western access point and not the eastern 
access point.

- Condition 3 (Approval of plans and application documents): ‘Proposed MRF 
layout GRU016 Rev 0 16/03/09’ was superseded by ‘Amended Proposed 
MRF Layout’ drawing DG/EN/B-C/WDL/1040 following approval of non-
material amendment application 13/0010/NONMAT on the 26th February 
2013.

- Condition 32 (detailed surface water drainage strategy): This condition could 
be deleted as it was discharged under application 15/0048/COMPLI.

It was noted the proposed change for condition 7 involved the substitution of the 
word “and” for “or”, thereby enabling the bulking and transfer of residual waste to be 
considered in association with, rather than ancillary to, the Integrated Waste 
Management Facility. Whilst appearing rather innocuous and minor in nature, this 
change was significant, the implications of which had been highlighted in numerous 
letters of objection, as summarised at section 5.5 of the Agenda report.

Members were advised the scope of the development for condition 19 involved 
changes to the hours of operation that would allow vehicle movements and 
Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) operation on one Bank Holiday (Good Friday) 
between 9am and 4.30pm. It was also proposed to allow the longer operation of the 
Materials Recovery Facility (including vehicle servicing) until 4.30pm on seven 
Saturdays in the year, after the Bank Holidays. The Waste Disposal Authority’s 
examination of the weighbridge data at the Grundon site showed that the 
importation of residual municipal solid waste had taken place on days that were 
sought by the variation of condition 19. Therefore, the variations sought to both 
planning condition 7 and 19 were retrospective as the activity had already taken 
place on the site. The development to which these two variations related were also 
concurrent and prospective until the GCC contract expired on the 5th July 2022.

It was explained that the additional hours and days sought by varying condition 19 
had come about as a result of fulfilling the GCC contract only, and no other element 
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of the materials recovery operation had been taking place during any of the 
additional hours and day sought by the variation of condition 19. 

The Waste Disposal Authority had confirmed that Good Friday and any of the 
catch-up Saturday deliveries (up to 7 per year) involved normal daily inputs.  It was 
clarified that what wasn’t collected on a Bank Holiday Monday was shuffled along 
by one day, so operating Tuesday to Saturday instead of Monday to Friday.

The variation to condition 19b was required to permit operations within the MRF 
building during the additional times and day applied for. The operational activities 
that would take place within the MRF during those additional times and day were 
connected solely with the GCC residual waste contract.

Members were informed there was no proposed change to the wording of condition 
19c (Hours of operation).  The proposed change in wording to condition 19d was 
required to allow waste deliveries and operations on Good Friday.

The case officer explained that Wingmoor Farm East was an existing and well 
established Integrated Waste Management Facility site that covered an area of 
approximately 78.7 hectares.  The area of operation to facilitate the development 
covered an area of 14,712 square metres. The existing MRF building had a 
footprint of 3,818 square metres, the consent for which was renewed on the 11th 
November 2011 under planning application 09/0028/TWMAJW. Under the current 
extant planning consent 17/0066/TWMAJW, the MRF was to cease its operations 
on or before 31st December 2028 with all structures being dismantled and removed 
on or before 31st December 2029 prior to the site being fully restored by 30th June 
2030.
 
Slide 8 depicted the site location plan and the Committee were informed that the 
M5 motorway was approximately 2.8km to the west. Properties on the eastern 
fringe of Stoke Orchard were approximately 1.8km to the north-northwest. The 
boundary of the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty was approximately 
2.5km to the east. The Bristol to Birmingham railway line was approximately 822 
metres to the west and separated the Integrated Waste Management Facilities of 
Wingmoor Farm East (operated by Grundon) and Wingmoor Farm West (operated 
by Enovert).

The site plan was displayed at slide 9, it was noted that the site overlay a Minor 
Aquifer. There were also several public footpaths in the vicinity to the site and the 
site lay within the Gloucester to Cheltenham/Cheltenham to Bishop’s Cleeve Green 
Belt, the northern boundary of which followed Stoke Road.
 
The Committee were reminded that the waste operations at Wingmoor Farm East 
comprised of hazardous and non-hazardous landfills, a hazardous waste treatment 
plant, materials recovery facility, and an anaerobic digestion plant site operated by 
Andigestion. Associated activities within Wingmoor Farm East included a workshop, 
a clinical waste transfer service, weighbridges, offices and HGV depot parking for 
approximately 30 vehicles.
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Members noted to the west of the railway line, the neighbouring Integrated Waste 
Management Facility at Wingmoor Farm West, which included non-hazardous 
landfilling, a large composting facility and a Household Recycling Centre.

Wingmoor Farm East had two accesses onto Stoke Road serving different 
operations within the Integrated Waste Management Facility. Slide 10 showed the 
eastern access served the Materials Recovery Facility, its offices, weighbridge, 
workshop and depot parking. 

On the north side of Stoke Road the nearest residential dwelling house was 
Haydon, which was located 137 metres off the northwest corner of the MRF 
building. There was also a planned mixed development for commercial and 
residential properties on the north side of Stoke Road, which included 215 dwelling 
houses that were approved on appeal. The nearest of those proposed dwellings 
would be approximately 264 metres from the north facing end elevation of the MRF 
building. Beyond the rugby football ground to the northeast of the MRF was the 
nearest commercial premises known as Elliott Aggregates, the curtilage of which 
was approximately 190 metres from the MRF. Those residential properties whose 
curtilages form the western most fringe of Bishop’s Cleeve were approximately 400 
metres from the MRF building.

The Committee viewed a selection of slides and photographs which depicted 
photographs taken from outside the MRF building: 
- Slide 12 showed the view of the eastern entrance to the Grundon site looking 

southwest.
- Slide 13 showed the view of the MRF building’s east elevation looking 

northwest.
- Slide 14 displayed the view of the east elevation of the MRF building looking 

southwest. On this photograph, the large aperture on the right of the picture 
is the one used by the refuse collection vehicles to enter and exit the MRF 
building.

- Slide15 was a view of the MRF weighbridge looking north towards Stoke 
Road. The single storey building in the right of the picture relates to the 
neighbouring rugby football ground.

The Committee also viewed a selection of slides which displayed photographs 
taken from inside the MRF building: 
- Slide 17 showed a refuse collection vehicle unloading into the bay area 

within the MRF building. The bay area was used for the bulking of residual 
municipal waste and was within the northwest corner of the MRF building.  It 
took up about one seventh of the internal floor space, which comprised of a 
sealed concrete floor with any liquids going into an interceptor drainage tank, 
the effluent through which was controlled under the EA’s Environmental 
Permit for the site.

- Slide 18 showed the vehicular access within the eastern elevation of the 
MRF building looking northeast.

- Slide 19 displayed an internal view of the two large apertures within the east 
elevation of the MRF building looking east. These apertures had roller 
shutter doors that remain open continuously when the MRF building was in 
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use. The apertures provided passive ventilation and allowed natural light to 
enter the MRF building. Inside the MRF building there was no mechanical air 
handling equipment.

The Committee viewed the following set of slides which showed photographs taken 
in the vicinity of the MRF site: 
- Slide 21 showed the view of the entrance to Cheltenham North Rugby Club, 

which adjoined the entrance to Grundon’s MRF site.
- Slide 22 displayed the view along Stoke Road and entrance to Elliott 

Aggregates looking east.
- Slide 23 was a view along Stoke Road at the junction with Malvern View 

Business Park looking west.
- Slide 24 gave a view from Stoke Road looking south (opposite Malvern View 

Business Park).
- Slide 25 displayed a view of the residential property known as Haydon, 

looking west along the north side of Stoke Road. Haydon was located 
approximately 137 metres off the northwest corner of the MRF building. The 
field in the foreground formed part of the curtilage of the residential and 
commercial development that was approved on appeal.

- Slide 26 presented a view of land north of Stoke Road with Malvern View 
Business Park in the distance. This parcel of land formed part of the curtilage 
of the residential and commercial development that was approved on appeal.

Slide 27 (Figure 1) advised the Committee of the MRF weighbridge data between 
1st May 2020 and 30th April 2021. It showed all the one-way movements for all the 
refuse collection vehicles and heavy goods vehicles associated with both the GCC 
residual householder waste contract and the commercial and industrial waste from 
where recycled materials were recovered and sent off-site for processing. It was 
noted that the transfer of residual householder waste to the Energy from Waste 
(EfW) facility at Javelin Park involved the loading of loose waste into the back of 
sealed articulated lorries, each of which carried approximately 22 tonnes of residual 
waste, which was the equivalent of 3 to 4 refuse collection vehicles.

The case officer informed members that the Waste Disposal Authority’s comments 
on the application, pointed out that there were now fewer waste disposal journeys 
being made to Bishop’s Cleeve compared to the Waste Disposal Authority’s 
previous landfill arrangements when all residual waste from the Boroughs of 
Tewkesbury and Cheltenham were tipped at the landfill site at Wingmoor Farm 
West, which was operated by Enovert. The reduction in waste disposal journeys 
arises by virtue of the fact that approximately 30% of the residual waste from the 
Borough of Tewkesbury was direct delivered to the EfW facility at Javelin Park.

Members noted the additional importation and outbound transportation of residual 
household waste at the MRF site had increased the number of vehicle movements 
in and out of the MRF site, this increase did not exceed the 50,000 tonnes per 
annum (tpa) output full capacity limits that had previously been assessed and 
permitted at this site.
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Slide 28 (Figure 1) sets out the MRF weighbridge data between 1st May 2020 and 
30th April 2021 and showed 46,554 tonnes of waste was received into the MRF. 
This figure comprised of 10,151 tonnes of commercial and industrial waste 
materials that were both mechanically and manually sorted, bulked and transported 
off site for further use or treatment, and 36,403 tonnes of residual household waste 
that was bulked and transferred to the EfW facility at Javelin Park. It was noted that 
householder food waste formed part of a segregated kerbside collection within the 
Boroughs of both Tewkesbury and Cheltenham. 

It was highlighted at slide 29 from a Waste Composition Analysis of household 
collected residual waste carried out by Resource Futures in 2018/19 that 8.6% by 
percentage weight of residual householder waste in the Borough of Cheltenham 
was made up of ‘disposable nappies’ and ‘other sanitary’ items. It was reported that 
figure rose to 10.1% in the Borough of Tewkesbury.

The Committee noted at slide 30 the bulking and transfer of residual municipal 
waste did not fall within any of the permitted exceptions.  Therefore, the 
development to which this retrospective application related was considered by the 
Waste Planning Authority to be ‘inappropriate development’ in the Green Belt. It 
was explained this view was supported by GCC’s Minerals and Waste Policy 
Officer.

The case officer explained that inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
needed to be able to demonstrate ‘very special circumstances’ and be in 
accordance with part 13 (Protecting Green Belt land) of the NPPF (2021), along 
with development plan policy WCS13 (Green Belt) of the Gloucestershire Waste 
Core Strategy (2012) and policy SD5 of the Joint Core Strategy.

It was reported that the Waste Planning Authority agreed with some objectors in 
that the bulking and transfer of residual waste at Wingmoor Farm East was not 
dependant on the site’s landfill operation and could therefore be carried out 
elsewhere. However, for the reasons set out in the Alternative Sites section of the 
report, the evidence-based outcome from the submitted supporting documents had 
demonstrated that no other site in the locality was available or viable for the 
duration of the permission sought by this retrospective application. 

It was recognised that in the absence of an alternative site and any objections from 
environmental regulators and the Highway Authority, the Waste Planning Authority 
was of the opinion that ‘very special circumstances’ did exist and they had been 
adequately demonstrated within the body of the report. 

The case officer summarised overall the proposal gave rise to no material harm that 
could not be mitigated or controlled by planning conditions or by regulatory bodies, 
and was in accordance with the Development Plan, the NPPF and NPPW and there 
were no sustainable material considerations that could justify and sustain a reason 
for refusal.

In addition, the WPA has concluded that the continued use of the MRF building for 
bulking and transferring residual municipal waste was acceptable in planning terms 
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and that all amenity matters could be adequately controlled by planning condition 
and the continued function of environmental regulatory bodies.

The case officer reminded members that the issues raised on the application and 
the main planning matters considered were contained in the report.
Members noted at slide 32, the following revised text to condition 19, which would 
be the new condition 18, were necessary to ensure that the additional hours and 
day sought by varying condition 19 only applied to the residual municipal solid 
waste associated with the GCC contract.  As a result of updating the text to the new 
condition 18, it was also necessary to update the corresponding wording in the new 
condition 19.

The case officer concluded that planning permission should be granted for the 
reasons set out within the report, summarised in paragraphs 7.160 to 7.168 and 
subject to the updated planning conditions detailed in Section 8.0 of the report (as 
amended).  

The Chairman invited the following registered speakers to address the Committee: 

Objecting: Mrs Barbara Farmer:
“I have lived 500 metres downwind of Wingmoor since 2003 and I know every 
planning application since then inside out. The Materials Recovery Facility – MRF - 
was given planning consent, including very special circumstances in the green belt, 
as a major part of the diversion of waste from landfill to recycling. It was always 
described to the community as presenting no potential negative impacts as the 
items coming into the building for sorting would all be clean, dry recyclables.  

Now, residual waste is brought into the MRF. Nappies; pet waste; soiled hygiene 
products; any food wrappers too contaminated to go into the recycling; - load after 
load of such waste is tipped out onto the floor, then scraped up into an articulated 
lorry.  Members, does that sound like a Materials Recovery Facility to you? Or does 
it sound like a waste transfer station?

You have seen in the planning history in the officer’s report just SOME of the 
highlights of how this site has grown. Its impact on the neighbouring community has 
intensified with every variation. In the last 18 months there have been such 
increases in odour complaints to the Environment Agency that a special meeting of 
the Wingmoor Liaison Forum was held. 

The applicant themselves, objected strongly to the proposal by Gladman Housing to 
build 215 houses right opposite this site because of the risk of negative impacts, 
including odour because of the pressure it would put on their ability to operate 
within their permit. At the Wingmoor Liaison Forum both Grundon and the 
Environment Agency have reiterated that odour is expected around waste sites.

Why then would we want to add a new activity that certainly increases the odour 
problems? The applicant tells us how likely it is in the application itself.  Odour 
complaints are notoriously difficult to substantiate.  Unlike spillages, there is never 
any evidence left, so the vast, vast majority go unattributed to the source.
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Are we now completely abandoning the original purpose of the wording of Condition 
7 completely detaches the MRF from the rest of the site.  This request tells us that 
the transfer process does not, in fact, need to take place in this specific location. It 
certainly should not be opposite residential properties.
  
Please members, see the enormous impact of this application. If you feel that you 
cannot refuse, at the very least insist that Condition 7 remains. More importantly, 
please insist on conditions that a proactive odour control system is installed to 
protect both workers and local residents.  

As members saw at the site visit, there is nothing more than a single deodorising 
spray and the two open doors to alleviate the smell and contamination inside the 
building and what comes out of the building wafts over my house and all the over 
houses opposite. Please members, insist that this facility, if they want it, is made 
appropriate to a green belt location adjacent to hundreds and hundreds of homes.  
If you are minded to consent make it a condition for both the longevity and location 
of the site.  Thank you.”

Supporting: Mr David Baird
“Firstly I would like to express my support to Grundon’s planning application, mostly 
as a local resident that has lived and worked in Bishops Cleeve for about 7 years 
now with my wife and 2 young daughters. We don’t live far from the MRF site in 
question about 1 mile away. 

I also work for Grundon’s as the MRF Supervisor and have done for about 7 years. 
Grundon is a good company to work for. We take our responsibilities and 
environmental matters very seriously, I think that Grundon’s day to day operation at 
Wingmoor Farm/MRF is appropriately managed and that any smells that comes 
from the waste handling operation at the facility is being dealt with at the source to 
avoid the smell escaping the building and becoming a local nuisance. 

I know that Grundon is involved in a number of local projects and supports the local 
community. They also communicate with locals through the regular liaison group 
meetings , meetings are with local Councillors, Environment Agency, 
Gloucestershire County Council representatives and Grundon; meetings are hold 
twice a year.

I feel as a local resident, who lives close to Wingmoor Farm me and my family have 
never experienced any problems coming from the site, such as unpleasant and 
persistent odour, noise or excessive or dangerous traffic. I do not feel that the air 
quality is worse in the village in comparison to other places further away from the 
MRF; me and my family can use the outdoor space open the windows at our 
property at any time during the day or night and enjoy the local area without any 
restrictions from the nearby MRF’s operations. Since the commencement of the 
Council’s contract and the black bin waste that is being delivered to the MRF for 
further transfer, me and my family have not noticed any changes or worsen of the 
local noise or smell. I have many friends, neighbours and family members that visit 
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and not one of them have ever complained that it smells in the area. The only 
smells I have known are the occasional stinky drain. 
  
I would also like to add that the Council’s contract has increased the workload to 
the MRF which means more staff had to be employed and current staff are 
occupied. So to end my statement again I am for the planning application at 
Grundon and feel no reason why it can’t be granted. 
Thank you.”

Supporting: Mr Wayne Lewis GCC 
“On behalf of the waste management service at the County Council, I’d like to set 
out the need for the development and explain why, from a waste management 
perspective, I think the development is appropriate. 

The Council’s waste team has a contract in place with Grundon for the bulking and 
transfer of household residual waste. This is waste collected from Cheltenham 
Borough Council and Tewkesbury Borough Council. 

The need for a waste transfer service for these boroughs has resulted from the 
commencement of the county council’s residual waste treatment contract. This 
ended the landfilling of our household waste at the Wingmoor Farm t landfill site at 
Bishops Cleeve and saw the commencement of household waste deliveries to the 
Gloucestershire Energy from Waste facility at Javelin Park. 

The council’s waste treatment contract and the supporting waste transfer contract 
with Grundon help us fulfil our legal responsibilities as a Waste Disposal Authority. 
They are crucial to our sustainable waste management strategy, which seeks to 
move waste up the waste management hierarchy and also to our fight against 
Climate Change. 

These contracts have helped to reduce the landfilling of household waste in 
Gloucestershire by 97%. Instead of household waste being buried in a landfill site in 
Bishops Cleeve, it is now used to generate electricity, with enough power generated 
each year for around 25,000 homes, metals within the household waste are 
recycled, and the ash from the combustion process is used as an aggregate. The 
Grundon facility provides important logistical support, by ensuring that waste is 
delivered to Javelin Park in an efficient way. It is saving around 130,000 road miles 
and 133 tonnes of CO2 each year compared to the direct delivery of waste to 
Javelin Park.

As well as these environmental benefits, there are also cost savings. A requirement 
for the borough councils to deliver waste directly to Javelin Park would cost them 
considerably more. The borough councils estimate this additional cost to be around 
£2 million per year, as well as capital and one-off revenue costs of a further £2.1 
million.  To incur such additional costs for no discernible gain would be a poor use 
of scarce public funds.
 
The need for waste transfer sites is recognised within the councils’ Waste Core 
Strategy. It states that appropriate supporting infrastructure, such as bulking and 
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transfer for residual waste treatment will be needed and that existing facilities could 
be expanded or that sufficient capacity would be available if their full capacity was 
utilised. This is exactly the approach that has been taken by the waste 
management service, by seeking to use the existing capacity at the Grundon site.

Grundon can fulfil its contractual commitments to the council without the need for 
any changes to the site and without extending the life of the site. The overall waste 
throughput and HGV movements remain within the current planning consent.

My officers visit the site regularly, and our experience is one of a well organised, 
clean and tidy facility. Tipping and loading operations are enclosed and waste is 
transferred daily, keeping the risk of odour, pests and noise to a minimum. The 
transfer service has operated without incident or complaint for over two years.

As Mr Sparrow pointed out an alternative sites appraisal was recently 
commissioned by the borough councils. It identified very few, if any, alternatives to 
the Grundon site. This means that the only viable alternative would be direct 
delivery of all household waste by the borough councils to Javelin Park. This would 
result in additional mileage, increased carbon emissions and increased public 
expenditure.”

Supporting: Mr Paul Carter Chairman of Cheltenham North RFC
“As you saw with the plans, we are the nearest neighbour to the Grundon’s site and 
in fact we share a boundary with them so we understand.  I’m also sitting here with 
the president of the rugby club Mr Paul Balmer who's been at the rugby club for 
over 40 years.  

 This actually had some historical context of relationships we have with Grundon’s, 
we became a neighbour of Grundon's in 1970 when the landfill operation was in its 
infancy.   Gloucester Sand and Gravel was extracting minerals from the site and 
was leaving a space for the landfill.   We’ve always striven to be good neighbours 
with Grundon and we share a sewage outage with Grundon’s and they erected the 
MRF facility obviously.   In return they have always been very tolerant of our club 
and we use the entrance and gateways on match days for overspill parking.  More 
recently we were able to agree a second pitch capped on top of the landfill at a 
peppercorn rent.  

Their patronage has enabled us to vastly increase the community areas that we 
have at the club.  We’re also working on a very exciting mini and youth section with 
over 250 kids enjoying sports at the club, we have a ladies team which is just 
recently emerged at the club and we’re going from strength to strength.  Our 
relationship has always been a very good and tolerable relationship.  

 In fact, if we talk about traffic on Stoke Rd it's much harder than it has been before, 
that’s a fact, but that is not due to Grundon’s.  We see those movements to do with 
the new housing estate at Stoke Orchard, a new farm shop at Court Farm and I 
think that road has become a bolt hole for traffic through from Tewkesbury through 
to Bishop’s Cleeve.  So we don't necessarily see that as a problem with Grundon’s 
lorries and in fact I go as to say, we have always seen Grundon’s operatives who 
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were driving in and out and accessing the site, as very considerate both to us at the 
club and other members of the road.  I think they're operatives really work hard to 
make sure that they're not causing issues on that road.  

We’re extremely proud of our growing facility and are location at Bishop’s Cleeve 
which is now being used as said by the Women's Institute, dog training classes, 
dog grooming we have dog fitness training there and as we've said it's a very active 
mini and junior section at the rugby club.  We are more recently engaged with the 
Gloucester learning alliance which is over 10 schools and we’ve held a tag 
tournament at the club, which again Grundon’s have been very supportive of as 
part of that community outreach programme.  Those 250 children who attended this 
superb day event had a superb time at our club, those and others who visit our club 
are hugely complementary off the facilities and grounds.  Much of which has been 
at the bequest of Grundon’s giving us that land on a peppercorn rent, we also have 
good parking facilities but as I say we can use overspill with Grundon’s.   

We are unaware of any persons ever complaining about the location odours at the 
site or anything else, in fact we get quite the opposite most people who visit our 
sites say what a lovely venue it is, a great atmosphere and what a nice setting for a 
rugby club.  

Grundon’s are good neighbours of the  rugby club and are always supportive and 
ready to help.  We have an excellent working relationship with them both on a local 
basis and at director level within Grundon’s and Cheltenham North is very proud to 
be a good neighbour of Grundon and we look forward to many years of this 
constructive interaction with what we think is a respectable company carrying out 
essential services for the community”.

Applicant: Mr Jonathan Harris 
“Throughout the 30 years that I’ve worked in the waste management industry, I’ve 
seen progressive change and improvements in the methods employed, leading to 
better environmental outcomes for the materials we throw away.

Our industry changes, it evolves, it improves and hence from time to time 
operations will need to diversify, varying away from their original purpose. In many 
cases, to permit the positive changes, consents and permissions will need to be 
modified. Our application is an example of this.
 
Grundon fully supports the recycling of wastes, however there will always be a 
residual proportion for which recycling isn’t technically or practicably possible.

Historically, in the context of this application, the majority of this waste would have 
been landfilled at  Wingmoor. However, with the opening of the Javelin Park EfW, 
the Councils were presented with an opportunity to push their Municipal Solid 
Waste up the waste hierarchy, deriving electricity from the residents’ non-recyclable 
materials. 
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As we’ve heard direct delivery would result in both increased manpower and 
machinery requirements, along with the increased burning of fossil fuel, reducing 
much of the environmental benefit that had been gained. 

Transferring the relatively small loads at a local facility, close to the neighbourhoods 
producing the waste, maximises the environmental gain. It reduces the carbon 
footprint and the numbers of vehicles using the road network. 

As you know, we’ve been undertaking this operation for 2.5 years, without incident, 
and our application has been submitted to regularise this activity.

A number of our neighbours and local Councillors have expressed concerns about 
potential odours, however Grundon has already implemented several measures to 
minimise this. These include:
- The regular emptying and cleaning of the waste tipping bays. Most of the 

waste is only on site for a matter of hours.
- The waste acceptance procedures, whereby loads are inspected on arrival; 

checking to ensure they’re compliant.
- Amended procedures, where the loading door nearest the road is kept 

closed, only opened to allow the  tippers go in and out.
- Regular odour inspections inside, and outside the building and around the 

periphery of the site.
- Swift remedial actions if odours are detected.

Grundon is proactive, attempting to work in harmony with our neighbours. We do 
however recognise that a waste operation isn’t likely to be welcomed by most local 
residents, especially when it’s within an area in which several waste operations, 
managed by several companies, are active and where historically there have been 
issues with odour. 

I would like to highlight that this activity helps to reduce the amount of waste 
disposed to landfill. It’s also undertaken within a building in which controls are in 
place that involves the quick transfer, and not the disposal of waste. The potential 
for adverse odours escaping the building are minimal. 

Grundon is a responsible company, it’s one of our core values. We take 
responsibility and act if unexpected adverse events occur on our sites.
There was an example of this at the Wingmoor site, just over a year ago, when a 
very short term release of landfill gas occurred as a result of a power cut and the 
failure of a contractor. We investigated this fully, liaised with the Environment 
Agency and implemented a number of successful measures as soon as practicably 
possible to mitigate the risk and the potential of a reoccurrence. 

Through our regular meetings with the local liaison group, we also kept interested 
parties and stakeholders informed. We continue to participate in the liaison group 
meetings with the Parish Councillors and operate an open door policy where 
interested parties can visit our operations. 
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We value our relationship with the community and where possible invest in the 
community; examples being our support of wildlife conversation projects and public 
accessibility to the wildlife within the County. We also support our local rugby team, 
as well as other local projects, such as Maggie’s.

Our responsibility doesn’t stop with the welfare of our neighbours; it includes the 
environment. We and our neighbours produce wastes and we take responsibility for 
managing those wastes in the most appropriate way.  
 
Landfilling of some waste will always be required, however we fully support the 
Council’s commitment to dispose of their residual municipal wastes at an energy 
recovery and wish to continue to offer the transfer capability.  

As part of our application, independent studies were commissioned to determine 
whether our site was appropriate, or whether other, existing facilities were better 
placed. The conclusions showed that Wingmoor was best placed to meet the needs 
of the local community.

We therefore believe the need exists, that we’re best located to meet the need and 
are willing and able to fulfil it, whilst minimising the potential for adverse effects. 
Hopefully, everyone would have seen this during the visit to our Wingmoor facility. 
Thank you”

The Chairman briefly paused the meeting for a one minute silence to commemorate 
Holocaust Memorial Day.  

District Councillor Richard Stanley: 
“I would like to voice my opposition to this application and ask the Committee to 
refuse the application due to potential adverse impact from odours and additional 
lorries and pollution.  

My residents regularly raise their concerns regarding the mixture odours from the 
waste activities at Wingmoor Farm, the air temperature and wind direction often 
carry these odours over a long distance and can affect many people not just those 
living directly next to site.  

I recently heard from an asthmatic resident that the odours trigger coughing and 
irritate her lungs, forcing her to use her inhaler more.  Residents report being 
unable to open their windows at times due to the odours being so unpleasant, 
something I have personally experienced.  

Well over 100 members of the public have submitted written objections to this 
application, do we really believe that members of the public are lying about the 
odours that they are experiencing and the impact that it's having.  

Tewkesbury Borough Council unanimously objected to this application with 
members sharing personal testimonies in their experience of odours from 
Wingmoor Farm.  This is a really serious issue that is depriving local people of the 
quiet enjoyment of their homes and gardens, to which they should be entitled. I 
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regularly attend the Wingmoor Liaison Forum and there have been a huge increase 
in odour complaints made to the Environment Agency regarding odours. The EA 
have increased the checks on the area to weekly, to monitor and identify the 
causes, with so many operators there are multiple causes and cumulative impact, 
multiple operators all insist that the odours come from one another.   

It's become a blame game where residents are suffering the impact, adding yet 
another source of potential odours will further add to the confusion.  So, the two 
variations are not the minor changes they may first appear.  They will make 
possible a process that will risk further odours and allow the applicants to radically 
change the original process upon which planning consent was given.  

The location is entirely unsuitable and set to come even less suitable following the 
planning consent given at appeal to build 215 houses less than 300 metres from 
Wingmoor.  Grundon objected and Tewkesbury Borough Council refused in 2019, 
on the grounds that the further housing would adversely impact on the existing 
waste facilities on the grounds of pollution risk.  

Grundon’s should not be arguing that there is an odour risk to residents in 2019 
only to request more odours now.  We cannot pretend that those 215 houses aren’t 
being built and expanding the waste operators and odours, so close to housing can 
continue in perpetuity.  

 The inconvenience and cost to the County waste team is not a relevant planning 
consideration, the proposal will have detrimental impacts on many people, and I 
urge you to reject this application or as a minimum insist the negative impacts are 
mitigated fully with air filtration and fast acting roller shutters.  Grundon’s insists 
they are responsible, so I’m sure they will have no concerns and will welcome the 
additional conditions to protect residents. Thank you.”

County Councillor Alex Hegenbarth: 
“The application before us really highlights the vital function this committee has in 
scrutinising the impact of what, many on the face of this seem like minor changes 
but instead have a significant impact to thousands of people in our county and in 
this area.  

My division like other surrounding us suffer enormously from the odours associated 
with the strategic waste sites.  I'm glad to hear there are people here who haven't 
been impacted by the odour, but they are very much in the minority as 
demonstrated by the 150 letters of objection from local residents.  Some who say 
they can't even open the windows in summer because of the impact of the smell on 
them.  

As Councillor Stanley attested to by the nature of our roles as being Councillor, we 
speak to hundreds of residents in our areas every year, either at surgeries or on the 
doorstep and this is the number one issue that comes up time and time again, when 
are the odours going to be sorted at Wingmoor Farm, why are we having to put up 
with this, why do we continuously have to deal with the smell time and time again.  
Not just in Bishop's Cleeve but Stoke Orchard and even Gotherington and 
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Woodmancote and other areas you wouldn’t think would be impacted by the issues 
with Wingmoor Farm as they get the smells up there as well.  

Ultimately the question members need to ask themselves is this, based on our 
council's environmental strategy if an application like this came to the committee for 
a residual waste transfer station in a green belt location, opposite a new housing 
development and downwind of hundreds of homes, impacting on thousands of 
lives, including the operator already stating that there was an increased risk for 
odour caused by the operation in another housing application, would we approve it.  
Not meaning to speak on behalf of the committee but most likely not.  

For consideration, while you may have also had submissions suggest that the only 
possible location for this transfer station was here, now and in the future and you 
may have also received correspondence giving you lots of financial reasons why 
the site must be used.  However, convenience and financial concerns are not 
material planning considerations but the dismity of the sites causes such as odours, 
dirt and noise are very much our planning considerations.  

All that people are asking who live in the shadow of the waste site is this, do we 
have to be impacted on by them on a daily basis and is that not an unreasonable 
request.  If colleagues generally believe that this is the right location consider what 
you'd expect from a brand-new waste transfer station.   So, let's think about how we 
can make things better for local residents.  As you have seen in your papers, the 
Environment Agency has noted that the doors are left open during operating hours, 
which is contrary to the original condition, so fast acting roller shutter doors as 
Councillor Stanley mentioned would enable the vehicles move in and out 
effectively.  If the building had a proper mechanical air scrubbing and filtration 
system, there would be no need to leave the doors wide open and for those working 
in recycle work under better conditions.   

Currently all the odour management is reactive, put in place when odour has been 
detected. As part of your deliberations today, you can ask to put in a condition for a 
proactive preventative odour management system and this will protect both those 
on site and in the surrounding community.  

If the odour can be reduced or even eliminated pretty much all together, it will vastly 
improve the lives of thousands of residents and those working on site.   Today you 
have in your gift by refusing the application or making sure the right provisions are 
enacted to eliminate the odours plaguing our area, to protect both residents who 
live near it and those who work inside it so let's show that we are a council who 
cares for local people”.  

At this juncture the committee adjourned for a short comfort break (11:03am).
The Committee reconvened at 11:15am. 

The Chairman invited questions from Members following the presentation.  

Councillor Chambers referred to slide 19, he felt the apertures were insufficient for 
ventilation and lighting for hazardous waste.  He raised concerns for the staff and 
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neighbours and asked if Grundon were a responsible company could there be a 
condition set to ensure the doors remained closed, and proper ventilation and 
lighting be installed in the MRF.  He also wished to know if the refuse collection 
vehicles were electric or fossil fuel. 

The case officer informed the Committee that the municipal waste in the MRF was 
not hazardous and the vehicles used to collect the refuse ran on diesel. It was 
noted there was no objection from the WPA, EA or Tewkesbury Borough Council’s 
Environmental Health Advisor and that ventilation equipment and lighting was not a 
required condition.  

Councillor Chambers was concerned at the operation using the doors as passive 
ventilation, given the number of diesel vehicles.  The Legal Advisor explained that 
health and safety was not a material planning consideration  and the responsibility 
of another statutory body to legislate. 

Councillor Baker referred to the bank holiday varying operating conditions and felt 
that the condition should be amended to start at 10am on Good Fridays.  He 
questioned the expiry date of the permission sought, as this was noted as the 5th 
July 2022, and wished to know if a new application would be submitted for the 
operation to continue.  The case officer explained that a new application would 
need to be submitted by the 5th July 2022 expiry date, if the GCC waste contract 
were to continue.  With regards to the operation times the applicant was requesting 
permission to operate on a bank holiday (Good Friday) and up to seven Saturdays 
immediately following a bank holiday, but would involve normal daily movements.  

Members were advised that the additional days were for the handling of residual 
municipal waste only.  

Councillor Baker questioned the number of vehicle movements on any particular 
day.  Members were advised there were up to 80 daily vehicle movements (40 in 
and 40 out of the site).  The case officer explained that residual waste involved up 
to 25 one way movements on each of the seven Saturdays following a bank holiday 
and Good Friday.  It was noted that Saturdays after the bank holiday would be 
operating as a normal working day.  

Councillor Baker questioned the possibility of a 10am start time on a Good Friday, 
as he felt those who were religious regarded this a holy day.  The Case officer 
explained that suggestion would have to be put to the WDA to assess the impact on 
residual waste processing, if the start time was amended.

Cllr Baker also asked if there would be a further application before July 2022 should 
this operator wish to continue this operation, to which the case officer confirmed 
that this was dependent on the outcome of this application and whether the contract 
is extended.  

Councillor McFarling wished to know if the application supported good air quality 
and was it monitored.  The case officer confirmed the air quality was monitored.  
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Councillor McFarling also questioned the number of complaints that were upheld by 
the EA and if the odour management system was considered by the appropriate 
authority.  Members were advised that one complaint had been upheld by the EA 
and that the odour management system was considered appropriate by the EA.  

Councillor McFarling also questioned the climate emergency and wondered how 
many tonnes of CO2 were saved by this application.  The case officer explained the 
figures were as published within the report.  

Councillor Housden felt the monitoring of the air filtration system should be updated 
and a condition added to this effect should the application be granted.  The Legal 
Advisor explained that any proposed condition would have to meet the necessary 
legal tests and that such a request could be considered unreasonable, given that 
the EA had not raised any concerns as the appropriate body. The Legal Advisor 
also  reminded the Committee to consider what was being presented before them. 
If the committee were minded to add an additional condition then the applicant 
could appeal to the planning inspectorate.  

Councillor Housden questioned the roller doors and air quality inside the MRF 
facility.  The Legal Advisor informed the Committee that the operator had a permit 
from the EA and within that there were no instructions from the EA to operate with 
the doors closed.  The case officer explained there was no mechanical air handling 
inside the building.  

Councillor Moseley remarked that she could see the need for different operating 
hours but she felt there were two different views as Grundon’s were a responsible 
employer for their staff yet there were 100 complaints and those complaints 
shouldn’t be ignored.  She wished to know if it was possible to condition some form 
of air quality management.  

The Principal Planning Officer explained that they were aware of the complaints 
and the EA had investigated all of them.  It was noted the Principal Planning Officer 
attended all of the liaison group meetings, which had taken place prior to and 
during lockdown.  It was recognised there were complaints for odour but this 
referred to the entire site and there were no problems with the MRF facility. 
Members were informed that the number of odour complaints received by the EA 
had declined as many people returned to work and any issues found across all of 
the waste facilities were resolved to the satisfaction of the EA.   It was noted that 
the MRF was inspected in September and no complaints were substantiated.  

Councillor Moseley felt the perception of odour was subjective, she wished to know 
who else attended the liaison group meetings.  The Principal Planning Officer 
explained the liaison group meetings were attended by representatives from the 
operators, EA, Tewkesbury Borough Council, the Parish Councils and public 
representatives. She advised the Committee that the previous health impact 
assessment that had been carried out for Bishops Cleeve area associated with the 
waste operations in the area was currently being updated and the results would be 
presented to the liaison group soon.
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Councillor Awford questioned if the application was the trigger for the number of 
complaints and he wished to know who held the odour testing information.  The 
case officer explained that the issue of odour was associated with the whole site 
and he explained the public became aware of the planning application through 
statutory advertisement and consultation.  He recognised that municipal waste was 
odour generating and there were different waste streams in the locality.  The 
committee were advised that a significant number of objections had been lodged 
against the application.  

Councillor Awford referred to other MRF facilities and the issue of doors being 
closed for consistency across different sites.  The Team Manager for Development 
Management/Minerals & Waste Planning reminded members they were dealing 
with the application before them and advised it was not necessarily appropriate to 
make comparisons with other MRF facilities where different planning considerations 
might apply.  

Councillor Housden questioned the special circumstances, the case officer 
explained the site assessment demonstrated that the special circumstances existed 
as there were no other viable sites given the timeframe of the application.  

Councillor Housden wished to know why the additional days would be classed as 
special circumstances.  The Case officer advised members that it was not the 
additional days that gave rise to very special circumstances, but the variation to 
condition 7 to provide for a bulking and transfer station to enable waste to be 
collected and delivered to the EfW facility at Javelin Park.  

The Chair remarked that the bulking of waste cut the vehicle emissions, given the 
climate emergency.  Members were referred to paragraph 7.154 and 7.155 of the 
report which detailed the carbon dioxide emissions and road journeys.  

Councillor Morgan noted if the waste were held longer then the odours would 
increase, so he had no issue with the additional operating hours.  He added that 
this MRF facility was possibly being blamed for the odour from other sites.  The 
Case officer concurred that there were various other waste operating facilities on 
the Wingmoor Farm site and the prevailing south westerly wind passed over many 
sites, which could carry any potential  odours.  It was noted that the EA was the 
regulatory body and they had investigated these matters.  

Councillor Chambers referred to the original application and planning conditions, 
which was submitted in November 2005 as the decision was originally to safeguard 
the local community, he wished to know what had changed.  

The Principal Planning Officer explained that the operating hours were set by the 
original application. However, it was for the Committee to consider the application 
as was before them now on its own merits.  

The Case officer reiterated that the changes only related to the increased hours 
until 4:30pm on up to 7 Saturdays following a bank holiday and the addition of a 
bank holiday (Good Friday) for the importing of residual and municipal waste.  
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Councillor Baker sought clarification, he asked if the application were to be refused 
then the refuse lorries would have to travel directly to the Javelin Park from 
Cheltenham and Tewkesbury.  Officers confirmed this was correct.  

Councillor McFarling referred to paragraph 7.58 of the report and the NPPF, he felt 
this gave some reassurance that odours were being managed by the appropriate 
bodies. 

Councillor Williams asked for clarification as to adding any conditions to the 
permission. The Legal Advisor explained that the conditions must be appropriate or 
the applicant could have grounds for appeal.   

The Committee entered into debate.

Councillor Fisher felt this was a difficult application and referred to the very special 
circumstances.  He summarised the locality of the site and the MRF facility, he 
continued to question the viability of the site and felt that nothing had been done to 
mitigate the odours.  He suggested that a scrubbing system could be installed, as in 
his opinion the vaporising spray did not mask the odours.  Councillor Fisher didn’t 
feel the operating environment was fair on the staff operatives and moved for a 
deferment to enable the operator to consider the installation of a scrubbing system.  
Councillor Moseley seconded the deferment. 

The Legal Advisor questioned what the deferment was for/what the committee 
would be looking to achieve as officers would need to have a clear understanding 
as to would need to be considered before bringing the matter back before 
committee.  Councillor Fisher replied that it was the inappropriate use of the Green 
Belt and nothing was being done to mitigate the odour.  Members were advised that 
other sites had been looked at but none were considered viable given the time 
frame remaining in respect of the inappropriate use within the Green Belt.  

The Legal Advisor explained that that EA was the relevant body who controlled 
pollution control and that they did not require the operator to provide anything 
further than was not already contained within the permit to control odour from the 
site. Therefore it was unlikely that a deferral in respect of mitigating odour was 
going to assist the committee, as no issue had been raised by the EA.  The 
Committee were also advised to be mindful that should a deferral be requested the 
applicant  could seek to appeal for non determination of the application. 

On being put to the vote, Councillor Fisher’s proposal for deferral as seconded by 
Cllr Moseley was lost (2 in favour, 10 against).

Councillor Vines proposed to accept the officer’s recommendation as detailed in the 
report.  He referred to the member site visit and he felt there were no strong odours 
emanating from the MRF.  He noted that the doors needed to remain open for 
vehicular access and if the application were not granted then many more lorries 
journey would be required to transport the waste to Javelin Park and this would 
increase the tonnes of CO2 produced.  
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Councillor Awford seconded Cllr Vines proposal to accept the officer’s 
recommendation.  

Councillor Housden remarked that the application wasn’t ideal but the alternatives 
were far worse.  

Councillor McFarling was supportive of the application, he felt it was a question of a 
balanced decision, in terms of cost savings and the CO2 emission saving 
outweighed the minimal harm of odour. He noted that the EA visit and monitor the 
site and in their view there is no requirement to increase odour management at this 
time. 

Councillor Chambers felt there was a moral obligation to make a decision on the 
matters before the Committee and felt that a condition should be applied to install a 
ventilation system to reduce the detrimental impact on the local community.  He 
reiterated if the doors were to be closed then the dust, dirt and smell would be 
contained within the MRF and would reduce the anxiety of its neighbours.  He felt if 
Grundon’s were not willing to accept the added condition, then he had no choice 
but to abstain.  

Councillor Vines rejected Councillor Chambers request to a condition to his original 
proposal.  Councillor Awford agreed and referred to previous advice given by the 
Legal Advisor and Case Officer.  

The Legal Advisor reminded the committee of the timeframe of the application and 
the fact that the application would expire on the 5th July 2022. If the applicant 
wished to extend the operation at the site in due course, then a new application 
would be required. She added the applicant was present at the meeting and had 
heard Committee’s concerns regarding odour, and would note these in respect of 
any future application.

Councillor Awford recapped that there was no amendment to Councillor Vines 
proposal and he felt there were no other sites given the timeframe.  He noted the 
considerable increase in carbon emissions if individual lorries were to travel to the 
Javelin Park site and given the climate changes targets he felt this was 
unacceptable.  

Councillor Baker felt there were odour control conditions within the application and 
he hoped the applicant had listened to the complaints and would consider them 
before submitting a new application.  He requested that the Good Friday operating 
hours be amended to start at 10am.  This proposal was seconded by Councillor 
Fisher.  On being put to the vote, the proposal was for the hours of operation to 
commence at 10am on Good Friday, this motion was agreed (7 in favour and 5 
against).  

The Legal Advisor advised the Committee to amend the wording to condition 19, 
now condition 18 and new condition 19 in the appropriate sub-clauses as 
highlighted in the slides to the officers presentation,  and to add the word 
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‘immediately’ to the condition to avoid ambiguity (which wasn’t set out in the 
wording on the slides presented) to clearly state “for residual MSW waste only” and  
“on any Saturday immediately after a bank holiday”. 

Councillor Vines proposal to grant the application, subject to the amendments that 
were required to some of the conditions as set out in the officer’s presentation and 
clarification during Committee and the amended condition of a start time of 10am 
on a good Friday, this was seconded by Councillor Awford.  On being put to the 
vote, the application was granted (10 in favour, 1 against and 1 abstention).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved

That the planning was GRANTED for the reasons set out within the report, 
summarised in paragraphs 7.160 to 7.168 and subject to the updated planning 
conditions detailed in Section 8.0 of the report (as amended) and the agreed 
amendment of the operating hours to commence at 10am on a Good Friday 
and any Saturdays that immediately followed a Bank Holiday.

7. DELEGATED DECISIONS REPORT 

Resolved

That the report be noted.  

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 12.39 pm


