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Notes taken by Sarah Pearse 05/05/2022

Member Site Visit Meeting (MSV)

5th May 2022

Weather conditions:  Fine and sunny with partial cloud and a light breeze.

Planning Committee Member Attendance:

Councillors:
AWFORD, Cllr Philip
BAKER, Cllr Paul (in part)
BROWN, Cllr David
COHEN, Cllr Linda
FISHER, Cllr Bernard
HALE, Cllr Terry**
HOUSDEN, Cllr Nick

Ap
P
Ap
Ap
Ab
P
Ap

MACKENZIE-CHARRINGTON, Cllr Mark*
MCFARLING, Cllr Chris
MILLER Andrew Cllr
MORGAN, Cllr Graham
MOSELEY, Cllr Gill
TRACEY, Cllr Pamela
VINES, Cllr Robert
Williams, Cllr Sue

P
P
Ap
P
P
P
P
P

Chairperson* Vice Chairperson **

Cllr Baker joined the meeting for the second site visit.

Key: P=present, Ab=absent, Ap= Apologies

Officers in attendance: 

Sarah Pearse, (SP) Principal Planning Officer, Kevin Phillips, (KP) Team Manager, 
Nick Bainton (NB), Senior Planning Monitoring Officer (Case Officer) (1st site only), 
and Carrie Denness (CD), Principal Lawyer (1st site only). 

Planning application 20/0056/STMAJW by Time Right Ltd, for the proposed use 
of field as pet cemetery. Use of site as waste transfer station for the temporary 
storage of clinical waste; retention of 2no. Cremators for clinical waste 
burning (abp cat 1 material domestic pets) and extended office building, 
together with associated works on land Limekiln Farm, Middle Lypiatt, Stroud, 
Gloucestershire. GL6 7LR.

Start Time: 10.15

Members were joined on site by County Councillor Chloe Turner (Local Member), 
Jacqui Brading and Mark Hinds representing Time Right Ltd., and local residents 
Stephen Lee, Roger Deacon, Jacqualine Burgon, Richard Claridge and one other 
local resident.
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NB the case officer (CO) described the site and proposal, pointing out relevant site 
features. He explained that the buildings were already permitted and will remain. The 
main matters for consideration are the continued use of 1 incinerator (there is a 
replacement incinerator representing a breach of planning control within the remit of 
the LPA – Stroud District Council) and the suitability of the creation of a pet cemetery 
for the burial of fully incinerated pet remains. The CO pointed out that the main 
operation of the site will not cease if this permission is refused.

Member Questions:

Cllr Tracey asked what sort of pets, would it include large exotic animals?

The CO explained that it would be ordinary household pets such as dogs, cats and 
guinea pigs, not including horses.

Cllr Tracey asked about the status of the access.

The CO explained that the access to the site is a no through road and adopted public 
highway and a public footpath. There are some weight restrictions in the locality but 
this would not prevent access for vehicles attending the site. 

A Member of the public pointed out that there is only permission for one stack and 
there are two. The CO advised this would be clarified at the Committee meeting.

Cllr Hale asked if all the buildings visible were in the same ownership. It was 
established that the offices, barn and incinerator buildings were owned by Time 
Right Ltd. Residential dwellings could be seen at the end of the no through road 
behind the offices and to the south west. The occupants had lived there for 20 and 
40 years respectively.

Cllr Tracey asked if the residents knew about the operation before they moved there. 
It was established that the person who had lived there for 20 years was aware of it 
before they moved in, but it had not been there when the other resident moved in.

Cllr McFarling asked what currently happens to the remains? The operator explained 
that the majority go back to the vets and then back to the owners. The residue is 
transferred to their Summerleaze site near Newport or another one of their sites and 
scattered at the cemetery.

Cllr Williams asked where do the deceased come from? The operator explained that 
the deceased pets either come from the local vets or individual owners where the pet 
died at home.

A Member of the public asked about the fall-back position and whether the ashes go 
to a commercial landfill. The Operator explained that the ashes could be sent to an 
appropriate landfill site but felt that would be disrespectful and they are spread at 
Company cemeteries.
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To clarify the CO explained that the other cemeteries would technically be classed 
as landfill sites.

Cllr Turner asked about the vehicle movement of 1 or 2 per day and whether that 
takes into account owners visiting the deceased graves? The Operator explained 
that the owners may come back once a year, but it is not a regular thing. 

Cllr Turner asked if the site will only bury ashes incinerated on site and whether 
anything else was incinerated i.e. clinical waste. The Operator confirmed that to be 
the case and the CO explained that there would be a condition to ensure that only 
ashes incinerated on site would be buried within the pet cemetery. The Operator 
confirmed that nothing other than the animal was incinerated. No clinical waste 
would be burned on site. 

A Member of the public asked how many pets were buried in all the Company 
cemeteries altogether. The operator suggested hundreds, but the 60,000 happy 
customers referred to on their website (as referenced by the member of the public) 
were not all burials.

CD clarified that the site visit was to consider factual matters such as point out 
physical features in respect of the application site.

Cllr Morgan asked about the memorials to be used. The Operator advised that there 
would be examples on the proposed site for members to see. 

The MSV moved to the proposed burial site where a sample memorial stone was in 
place as an example.

Local residents were concerned about the size of the field and that there was no limit 
on the number of burials or how many pets can be incinerated. The CO explained 
that it is a self-limiting exercise. The incinerator has to be cold to be loaded and 
unloaded. Also need to look at the market demand. The Operator clarified that it 
would be possible to incinerate between 25 to 50 pets per day depending upon size, 
but is generally not more than 30.

The CO reminded members that they were looking at whether this was an 
acceptable use of land as a pet cemetery.  

CD interjected at this point for a second time to confirm that the site visit was to 
consider physical matters and that site discussions should be of that nature and not 
potential debate regarding the application.

A Member of the public pointed out that the site would be screened and the views 
across the AONB from the footpath would be lost. The CO explained that 
sympathetic landscaping planting was proposed. However, clarified that in planning 
law there is no right to a view and the land owner could choose to plant a hedge at 
any point without the need for planning permission should they wish to. 
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Cllr McFarling asked how the land would be managed/ maintained. The Operator 
explained that it would be mowed rather than using livestock.

Cllr MacKenzie-Charrington pointed out the small plaques (memorials) laid out in the 
field. 

Cllr Turner noted that visitors would park on the other side of the hedge at the 
entrance to the cemetery field.

The MSV moved to view the Incinerators within the building.

The Operator showed the MSV an example of the remaining ashes of a 15kg dog. It 
was the equivalent of a large cup full and ground down to fine ash.

Cllr Tracey asked if they were individual cremations. The Operator explained that 
there was absolute tracking. The animals were delivered in plastic bags which were 
also incinerated. Each bag is labelled and the precise location of that animal was 
recorded within the incinerator to ensure that the correct ashes are returned to the 
Vets/ and or owner.

Cllr MacKenzie-Charrington pointed out that only one incinerator was working. The 
CO explained that the older incinerator was decommissioned. the current working 
incinerator was a newer model. The original planning permission from SDC named 
the specific model of incinerator, making this new incinerator a technical breach and 
needs regularising.

The MSV closed at 10.55

Planning application 22/0011/CHR3MJ by The Governing Body of Warden Hill 
Primary School and Asset Management and Property Services for the Variation 
of condition 3 (Scope of Development) relating to planning consent 
21/0024/CHR3MJ dated 08/09/2021 for the removal of time restrictions in full, to 
allow the new school to continue operating unrestricted hours that have been 
in place since the school opened in 1962 at Warden Hill Primary School 
Durham Close Cheltenham Gloucestershire GL51 3DF

Start Time: 11.40

Members were joined on site by Councillor Nelson (Local Member), Ms G Flooks 
(GF) (Head Teacher) and Local resident Mrs D Hughes (DH).

SP The CO described the site and surroundings, pointing out relevant site features. 
She described the proposal and outlined consultee and public comments.

Member Questions:

Cllr Tracey asked if the starting time of after 7 would affect breakfast club. The CO 
explained that restricting the school operations to between 7 am and 6 pm Monday 
to Friday would impact upon PTA meetings, afterschool clubs, parent’s evenings etc.
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GF explained that the school and Governing body had gone to great lengths through 
negotiating with refuse collection contractors, service and food deliveries and milk 
delivery to try and resolve the before 7am disturbances. These have now been 
resolved although the Cotswold Dairy milk delivery which delivers to Durham Close 
at the same time sometimes comes before 7am. Refuse is collected twice a week.

Cllr McFarling asked when the new hours come into effect? The CO explained that 
they would come into effect when the new school is completed and occupied. 

Cllr McFarling asked whether the schools street trial for the road closures at the start 
and end of the school day has resulted in a drop in disturbance to local residents. GF 
explained that it has stopped parents parking inconsiderately and across residents 
drives, although some will continue to do so and the school can only do so much. 
Some residents find the restricted hours associated with the traffic regulation order 
very restricting. 

Cllr Baker pointed out that this mistake has come about through an error made in the 
planning application submitted by the County Council. The school is being penalised 
because of this and being treated differently from other schools in the County. He is 
concerned that this will set a precedent and cause residents neighbouring other 
schools to look to have opening hours imposed.

Cllr Tracey asked if the school notified residents about school activities. GF 
confirmed that they do.

Local resident DH told Members that activities go on after 10pm sometimes until 
11.30pm. 

The CO explained that a compromise condition had been suggested with public 
access between 7am to 10pm Monday to Friday, 9am to 6pm on Saturdays and 
outside of these times would require prior written notification to the County Planning 
Authority.

GF stated that her interpretation of a compromise was where two parties meet. This 
has been a time quick procedure and there has been no meeting with local 
residents. It should be the school that decide rather than local residents. GF pointed 
out that the PTA fund raiser when these later activities took place, happened once a 
year.

Local resident DH explained the disturbance to local residents. The bungalows were 
built with the bedrooms at the front of the house on the road side and are sensitive to 
street noise and noise from the direction of the school. The new school has no air 
conditioning so any evening meetings would take place with the windows opening. 
Access to the school and car parking is now closer to residential properties exposing 
them to greater noise. She also wanted to know what activities a school needed to 
take place between the hours of 10 pm and 7am. [CO to address at meeting after 
discussion with applicant]. 
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Cllr Tracey asked how long the local resident had lived in Durham Close. Local 
resident DH clarified that she had been living there for 22 years. However, at that 
time the school opened at 8am and shut at 3.30pm.

Cllr Tracey asked if the school supervise the front of the school at the end of 
meetings. GF confirmed that they do and always advise members of the PTA to be 
courteous to local residents at the end of the meeting.

There were no District or Parish Council Representatives. Cllr Nelson the local 
member chose to reserve her comments until the Committee meeting.

Meeting closed at:12.10

https://wardenhill.gloucs.sch.uk/building-work-update/

https://wardenhill.gloucs.sch.uk/building-work-update/

