
TEWKESBURY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Minutes of a Meeting of the Planning Committee held at the Council Offices, 
Gloucester Road, Tewkesbury on Tuesday, 21 September 2021                         

commencing at 10:00 am

Present:

Chair Councillor J H Evetts
Vice Chair Councillor R D East

and Councillors:

R A Bird, G F Blackwell, M A Gore, D J Harwood, M L Jordan, E J MacTiernan, J R Mason,                        
P W Ockelton, A S Reece, J K Smith, P E Smith, C Softley (Substitute for R J G Smith),                              

P D Surman, R J E Vines, M J Williams and P N Workman

also present:

Councillor V D Smith

PL.22 ANNOUNCEMENTS 

22.1 The evacuation procedure, as noted on the Agenda, was advised to those present.
22.2 The Chair gave a brief outline of the procedure for Planning Committee meetings, 

including public speaking.

PL.23 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS 

23.1 Apologies for absence were received from Councillor R J G Smith.  Councillor                         
C Softley would be acting as a substitute for the meeting.   

PL.24 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

24.1 The Committee’s attention was drawn to the Tewkesbury Borough Council Code of 
Conduct which was adopted by the Council on 26 June 2012 and took effect from 1 
July 2012.
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24.2 The following declarations were made:

Councillor Application 
No./Agenda Item

Nature of Interest 
(where disclosed)

Declared 
Action in 
respect of 
Disclosure

G F Blackwell Agenda Item 5c – 
21/00594/FUL – 
Unit 1412, Charlton 
Court, Gloucester 
Business Park, 
Brockworth.
Agenda Item 5d – 
21/00595/FUL – 
Unit 1414, Charlton 
Court, Gloucester 
Business Park, 
Brockworth.

Is a Member of 
Hucclecote Parish 
Council but does not 
participate in 
planning matters.

Would speak 
and vote.

G F Blackwell Agenda Item 5j – 
20/00956/FUL -    
25 Paynes Pitch, 
Churchdown.

Is a Member of 
Churchdown Parish 
Council but does not 
participate in 
planning matters.

Would speak 
and vote.

M A Gore Agenda Item 5a – 
21/00398/FUL – 
Land South of 
Wheatpieces, 
Walton Cardiff, 
Tewkesbury.

Had been in 
discussions with 
local residents in 
relation to the 
application but had 
not expressed an 
opinion.

Would speak 
and vote.

D J Harwood Agenda Item 5c – 
21/00594/FUL – 
Unit 1412, Charlton 
Court, Gloucester 
Business Park, 
Brockworth.
Agenda Item 5d – 
21/00595/FUL – 
Unit 1414, Charlton 
Court, Gloucester 
Business Park, 
Brockworth.

Is a Member of 
Brockworth Parish 
Council but does not 
participate in 
planning matters.

Would speak 
and vote.

M L Jordan Agenda Item 5j – 
20/00956/FUL -               
25 Paynes Pitch, 
Churchdown.

Is a Member of 
Churchdown Parish 
Council but does not 
participate in 
planning matters.

Would speak 
and vote.
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J R Mason Agenda Item 5h – 
21/00277/FUL – 
Tresco, Langley 
Road, 
Winchcombe.

Is a Member of 
Winchcombe Town 
Council but does not 
participate in 
planning matters.

Would speak 
and vote.

R J E Vines Agenda Item 5c – 
21/00594/FUL – 
Unit 1412, Charlton 
Court, Gloucester 
Business Park, 
Brockworth.
Agenda Item 5d – 
21/00595/FUL – 
Unit 1414, Charlton 
Court, Gloucester 
Business Park, 
Brockworth.

Is a Gloucestershire 
County Councillor for 
the area.

Would speak 
and vote.

24.3 There were no further declarations made on this occasion.

PL.25 MINUTES 

25.1 The Minutes of the meeting held on 17 August 2021, copies of which had been 
circulated, were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair. 

PL.26 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL - APPLICATIONS TO THE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

26.1 The objections to, support for, and observations upon the various applications as 
referred to in Appendix 1 attached to these Minutes were presented to the 
Committee and duly taken into consideration by Members prior to decisions being 
made on those applications.

21/00398/FUL - Land South of Wheatpieces, Walton Cardiff, Tewkesbury 

26.2 This application was for the erection of a two-storey office development (Class E 
use).  The application had been deferred at the Planning Committee meeting on 17 
August 2021 for a Planning Committee Site Visit in order to assess the proposal in 
the context of the objections raised by local residents.  The Committee had visited 
the application site on Friday 17 September 2021.

26.3 The Planning Officer advised that the application site comprised an undeveloped 
parcel of land adjacent to Rudgeway Lane and to the east of the Bloor Homes 
development at Tewkesbury Meadows.  To the north of the site was a recreation 
ground with housing at Nightingale Way and open fields to the south and east.  The 
application sought planning permission for a two-storey office building to provide a 
new regional office for Bloor Homes.  The building would be set to the western part 
of the site and would flank towards Bluebell Road.  The proposal included 66 car 
parking spaces to the southern and eastern part of the site along with additional 
landscaping to the site boundaries.  Policy SD1 of the Joint Core Strategy set out 
that employment-related development would be supported within the principal urban 
area of Tewkesbury town and in the wider countryside when it was located within, or 
adjacent to, a settlement - as in this instance – and when the development was of 
an appropriate scale and character.  This proposal accorded with the policy and 
therefore was considered acceptable in principle.  Members were advised that the 
proposed two-storey building would have a simple linear form and a low pitched roof 
which had been designed to be reflective of an agricultural barn.  The proposed 
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materials palette of red brick, metal cladding and roof slates would secure a 
satisfactory appearance and would reflect materials used in the adjoining housing 
development.  Whilst the building would be substantial in terms of its width, it would 
be set away from nearby dwellings and would not adversely impact the living 
conditions of those occupiers, or the character and appearance of the wider area.  It 
was noted that the proposed development would result in some landscape harm; 
however, it was considered this would be limited given the relationship of the site 
with adjoining built development.  A considerable number of objections had been 
received with the main concern relating to highway safety.  The Planning Officer 
advised that the proposal would result in an increase in vehicles using Bluebell 
Road and the scheme had been accompanied by a transport assessment.  The 
details had been reviewed by the County Highways Officer who had concluded that 
the proposal would not result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety or a 
severe impact on congestion in terms of the wider road network.  The Council’s 
Ecologist was satisfied that the development would not adversely impact newts and 
reasonable avoidance measures had been secured.  He clarified that the Additional 
Representations Sheet, attached at Appendix 1, included amended conditions to 
replace conditions 4, 6, 7 and 11 as set out in the Committee report – these were 
not additional conditions.  On balance, the proposal was considered to be 
acceptable and it was recommended that it be permitted, subject to the completion 
of a legal agreement to secure a travel plan bond and monitoring fee, and 
conditions set out in the Committee report, as amended by the Additional 
Representations Sheet.

26.4 The Chair invited the applicant’s representative to address the Committee.  The 
applicant’s agent noted that the Committee had visited the application site the 
previous week and he hoped that had been helpful, although Members would make 
their own minds up as to whether the car parking arrangements they had 
experienced on Bluebell Road were ‘normal’.  He did not intend to repeat the 
commentary in the Committee report except to highlight that the principle of the 
proposed office development on the application site was accepted by Officers and 
that there were no objections on matters of planning policy, highways, design and 
visual amenity, landscape impact, flood risk, heritage or biodiversity – in fact, there 
were no technical objections at all.  That said, he wished to address comments from 
within the local community which primarily related to matters of highway safety and 
the impact of the additional car journeys on the local highway network.  Those 
concerns were appreciated and the applicant’s representative assured Members 
that the nature of the operations - with staff and visitors entering and leaving the 
offices throughout the day, as well as flexible working hours – meant that traffic 
would be spread out; people did not all arrive and leave at the same time.  Notably, 
the Transport Assessment’s analysis of potential arrival and departure trips was 
based on a robust ‘worst case’ scenario and, even then, the generation of 41 two-
way vehicle movements during the busiest peak hour only equated to a movement 
every 90 seconds.  Needless to say, this scenario had been carefully considered by 
County Highways and its conclusion was clear and unequivocal.  Given the 
standard of Bluebell Road, with its 6.75 metre carriageway width, there would be no 
highway safety or capacity implications as a result of the proposal and there were 
no justifiable grounds on which an objection could be maintained.  Some Councillors 
may be aware that the current offices on Furrowfield Park were located at the end of 
a residential cul-de-sac, with a narrower five metre carriageway width, and were 
sited alongside a popular walking and cycling route to Tewkesbury School.  To his 
knowledge, there had never been any planning enforcement or community safety 
complaints to, or action by, Tewkesbury Borough Council in respect of Bloor’s 
business operations.  There were internal procedures in place with regard to the 
conduct of staff when entering and leaving the premises, including a 20mph speed 
limit, and the applicant’s representative provided assurance those procedures would 
be carried across to the new office.  He wanted to reassure Members that the last 
thing they intended to do was compromise highway safety on Bluebell Road for 
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local residents of homes they were proud to have built.  Finally, he could not really 
comment on a petition that he had heard about, but never seen, except to say that 
is should carry no weight in the Committee decision and he would be more than 
happy to talk to Tewkesbury Town Colts about their sports pavilion requirements in 
the context of Bloor’s wider land interests in the area.  He hoped that Members 
would be able to support the Officer recommendation and enable the £5m 
investment in Tewkesbury to proceed.

26.5 The Chair invited a local Ward Member to address the Committee.  The local Ward 
Member indicated that there were numerous planning reasons for the Committee to 
refuse the application and he pointed out that the MP for Tewkesbury had submitted 
a detailed response to the proposal along with many other written objections from 
members of the public and a petition containing 420 signatories who were against 
commercial development in a residential area.  It was not about NIMBY-ism but 
about appropriate development in appropriate locations and he believed the land in 
question should be used for the benefit of the community, for instance, providing a 
community hub or changing facilities for local teams.  He asked Members to reject 
the application and show developers and Officers that they were in charge and were 
listening to their communities.

26.6 The Chair indicated that the Officer recommendation was to delegate authority to 
the Development Manager to permit the application, subject to the completion of a 
legal agreement to secure a travel plan bond and monitoring fee, and conditions set 
out in the Committee report as amended by the Additional Representations Sheet, 
and he sought a motion from the floor.  It was proposed and seconded that authority 
be delegated to the Development Manager to permit the application in accordance 
with the Officer recommendation.  A Member indicated that he had attended the 
Planning Committee site visit and had requested clarification on the number of 
sports pitches in the locality and the designation of the land in the masterplan.  In 
terms of the petition, he noted that many of the signatories had addresses which 
were not within the borough, let alone in the immediate area impacted by the 
proposal.  In response, the Planning Officer advised that there was an 
acknowledged need for new sports pitches in the Tewkesbury Borough area as 
there was a lot of demand from up and coming teams.  The applicant had been 
required to provide Section 106 contributions towards playing pitch provision as part 
of the Wheatpieces development and he understood there was a parcel of land in 
the Wheatpieces area which could potentially be used for that purpose but there 
was resistance from the Parish Council to make that available for sports pitch use.  
In terms of the designation, the land fell outside of the original application for the 
area and was a piece of land which the applicant had since acquired.  A Member 
sought clarification as to whether his understanding was correct in that there would 
be a lot of land left over which could potentially be used for sports pitches after this 
development was built but the land had not been designated as such.  The Planning 
Officer confirmed that was correct and indicated that the land beyond was open 
countryside. 

26.7 In terms of traffic, a Member noted that the proposal included 66 car parking spaces 
with overspill provision for 20 more which was a total of 86 spaces; however, Page 
No. 65, Paragraph 7.8 of the Committee report, stated that the Transport 
Assessment had predicted that the proposal would generate 40 trips in the morning 
peak and 41 trips in the evening peak.  Whilst she appreciated there was provision 
for visitors, she felt that the amount of spaces being provided indicated that further 
traffic would be created.  In response, the Planning Officer drew attention to Page 
No. 66, Paragraph 7.12 of the Committee report, which stated that car parking 
standards were set out within the Manual for Gloucestershire Streets and, for non-
residential uses such as this, there was no defined parking standard so it was 
expected that commercial operators were best placed to understand the needs of 
the business.  In this case, a total of 86 car parking spaces had been proposed; as 
working offices there would be a number of staff based in the building and there 
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would occasionally be training events when people from other areas attended, 
which was the purpose of the overspill area, so a greater number of spaces were 
being provided than the immediate need.  The Member expressed the view that 40 
trips in the morning and 41 trips in the afternoon was far from accurate.  The 
Development Manager indicated that the applicant had planned for the worst case 
scenario on the basis that it was better to contain parking within the site than to 
overspill into the residential areas.  The representative from County Highways 
clarified that the trips identified in the Transport Assessment and referenced by the 
Member were single peak trips for the morning and afternoon – there would be 
traffic both before and after the peak hours.  He explained that 40 car parking 
spaces did not necessarily equate to 40 vehicles as not everyone arrived at the 
same time.  County Highways considered the parking arrangements to be adequate 
and there were no concerns about the projected traffic.  The Development Manager 
reminded Members that the applicant’s representative had spoken about flexible 
working and people arriving at different times during the day.

26.8 A Member indicated that he had sympathy with the local Ward Member and 
residents.  He recognised that some of the signatories on the petition were not from 
the local area but the majority were from the Wheatpieces estate or Walton Cardiff.  
The proposal was a great disappointment for residents who had been told there 
would be a different use for the land and had bought houses with that in mind.  This 
did not sit comfortably with him and he felt the applicant could have found a more 
appropriate location for its commercial offices so he was not able to support the 
application.  

26.9 Upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That authority be DELEGATED to the Development Manager to 

PERMIT the application, subject to the completion of a legal 
agreement to secure a travel plan bond and monitoring fee, and 
conditions set out in the Committee report as amended by the 
Additional Representations Sheet.

21/00391/FUL - 39 Yew Tree Way, Churchdown 

26.10 This application was for erection of a single storey front extension.
26.11 The Development Manager advised that a Committee determination was required 

as the Parish Council had objected to the proposal on the grounds that the 
extension would have an unacceptable impact on the streetscene and would create 
a precedent.  Whilst those concerns were noted, there were other examples of this 
type of development in the local area in close proximity to the site.  Overall, the 
proposal was considered to be of a suitable size and design and would be in-
keeping with the area with no undue impact on neighbouring residents, therefore, 
the Officer recommendation was to permit.

26.12 The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for this item.  The Officer 
recommendation was to permit the application and he sought a motion from the 
floor.  It was proposed and seconded that the application be permitted in 
accordance with the Officer recommendation and, upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That the application be PERMITTED in accordance with the 

Officer recommendation. 

21/00594/FUL - Unit 1412, Charlton Court, Gloucester Business Park, 
Brockworth 

26.13 This application was for proposed alterations to include the provision of external 
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condenser units, additional louvres and CCTV cameras to the external elevations of 
the building. 

26.14 The Development Manager advised that the wrong plans had been included with 
the Committee report for this item and he apologised for this error; the correct plans 
were included within the Additional Representations Sheet, attached at Appendix 1.  
He explained that a Committee determination was required as Brockworth Parish 
Council had objected to the proposal due to concerns in relation to noise, air 
pollutants and odours coming from business premises in the area and the impact on 
local residents; although the site was within Hucclecote, Brockworth Parish Council 
was concerned about the potential environmental impacts.  Whilst those concerns 
were noted, the nearest residential dwellings were over 100 metres from the site.  
The submitted noise report concluded there would be no adverse impact on the 
nearest residents and the Council’s Environmental Health Officer had raised no 
objections in terms of noise nuisance or air quality.  Overall, the proposal would be 
of an appropriate size and design and the external appearance would be in keeping 
with the character and appearance of existing businesses on the business park.  
Therefore, the Officer recommendation was to permit the application.

26.15 The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for this item.  The Officer 
recommendation was to permit the application and he sought a motion from the 
floor.  It was proposed and seconded that the application be permitted in 
accordance with the Officer recommendation.  The proposer of the motion 
expressed the view that more of these type of applications should be expected as 
technology moved forward and she suspected it would become less noisy as it 
advanced; nevertheless, in this instance a noise assessment had been undertaken 
and had shown there would be no adverse impact.  The seconder of the motion felt 
that, on the basis of the Environmental Health Officer’s report, he did not think there 
was any option other than to permit.  Upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That the application be PERMITTED in accordance with the 

Officer recommendation.

21/00595/FUL - Unit 1414, Charlton Court, Gloucester Business Park, 
Brockworth 

26.16 This application was for proposed alterations to include the provision of external air 
handling units and condenser units and additional louvres to the external elevations 
of the building.

26.17 The Development Manager indicated that there was very little to add that had not 
been said under the previous Agenda item.  This building was actually further away 
from residential properties to the north and was screened behind the building which 
was the subject of the previous Agenda item.

26.18 The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for this item.  The Officer 
recommendation was to permit the application and he sought a motion from the 
floor.  It was proposed and seconded that the application be permitted in 
accordance with the Officer recommendation and, upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That the application be PERMITTED in accordance with the 

Officer recommendation. 

21/00411/FUL - Land West of Manor Cottage, Walton Hill, Deerhurst 

26.19 This application was for the erection of a single residential dwelling (C3) and 
associated operational development (Plot 1).

26.20 The Development Manager advised that the application site was between the 
dwellings known as Laurel Cottage to the west and Manor Cottage to the east.  Two 
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separate applications – this application and application ref: 21/00412/FUL which 
was Agenda Item 5f – had been submitted for this site which had been granted 
permission in principle last year for two dwellings; therefore, the principle of 
development was acceptable.  The site was bounded by established 
trees/hedgerows and was located within the Landscape Development Zone.  There 
was an existing Public Right of Way passing through the site which was proposed to 
be diverted, subject to a current footpath diversion order which would need to be 
resolved before any works could take place.  There was an existing agricultural 
access along the southern (front) boundary of the site which would be improved to 
serve the proposed dwelling.  County Highways had considered the proposals and 
raised no objections, subject to conditions.  Members were informed that the 
maximum height of the proposed dwelling would be approximately 7.8 metres with 
eaves catsliding down the front elevation to reduce the apparent bulk of the building.  
The design incorporated a number of traditional features such as eaves detailing, a 
timber canopy and chimneys.  The proposal also comprised a two-bay detached 
garage sited to the west of the house.  The scale and design of the proposed 
development overall was considered acceptable and, in the Officers’ opinion, there 
would be an acceptable impact on the character and appearance of the area.  The 
dwellings would have a permeable driveway discharging stormwater directly to 
ground, as per the existing greenfield site, and the stormwater drainage system 
would flow to the north-east of the proposed dwelling boundary to a new crate 
soakaway.  Soakaway testing and infiltration rates had been provided and the Lead 
Local Flood Authority was satisfied with the information.  Whilst some trees and 
hedgerows were proposed to be removed, these had been assessed by the Tree 
Officer who was satisfied that those to be lost were unremarkable specimens so this 
was acceptable, subject to a high-quality landscaping scheme being secured by 
condition.  The Development Manager drew attention to the Additional 
Representations Sheet, attached at Appendix 1, which set out that condition 7 in 
relation to ecological enhancements had been reworded at the request of the agent.  
Further to that, the agent had suggested alternative wording for condition 10 to 
make it more specific and less onerous – this seemed reasonable on first reading; 
however, it was necessary to consult the Council’s Ecological Adviser to ensure 
they were satisfied.  On that basis, the Officer recommendation was to delegate 
authority to the Development Manager to permit the application, subject to the 
amendment of condition 10 provided that the Ecological Adviser was satisfied with 
the proposed rewording.

26.21 The Chair invited the applicant’s agent to address the Committee.  The applicant’s 
agent indicated that, as set out in the Committee report, the Council had granted 
permission in principle on this site for two infill dwellings within the last 12 months.  
That application was approved on the basis of housing comprising sustainable 
development in the context of the National Planning Policy Framework’s tilted 
balance and given the relative accessibility of the site with its location in close 
proximity to the A38 corridor.  That application had been supported by Deerhurst 
Parish Council; hence permission was granted under delegated authority.  The two 
applications before Members today for housing on this land were entirely consistent 
with the permission in principle application.  As such, although these proposals had 
come forward as separate full applications, he suggested that Members ought to be 
limiting their consideration to matters of design, layout and access with the principle 
having been firmly established.  As concluded by Officers, the proposal fitted with 
the broadly linear pattern of development on the northern side of the lane and would 
sit between other housing in the village on a spacious plot.  The size and design of 
the dwelling would largely reflect characteristics of other properties in the area, both 
in terms of its footprint and height.  The applicant and agent had worked closely with 
Officers to ensure the majority of mature boundary treatments would be retained 
and they had agreed there would be no adverse environmental impacts. The 
scheme had been amended in line with Officers’ comments to ensure that the 
development was as well-designed as possible.  The application was accompanied 
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by a range of assessments which demonstrated that safe and convenient access 
could be achieved off the lane with visibility splays in accordance with local 
transport standards.  There was also adequate space for turning and manoeuvring 
of vehicles within the site.  The arboricultural assessment demonstrated that mature 
boundary trees could be retained on site, with only light cutting back along the 
frontage to achieve the required visibility splays, and the drainage strategy complied 
fully with the Council’s Flood and Water Management Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD).  The Parish Council had now objected to the development which 
the applicant’s agent found confusing given its support for the earlier permission in 
principle application - it seemed the Parish Council had simply changed its mind but, 
unfortunately, a permission existed for development on the site.  Overall, the 
proposal clearly complied with the expectations of the development plan and should 
be supported.  Officers had recommended a number of conditions which would 
further ensure that a high-quality development was achieved and he hoped 
Members would be able to permit the application which would contribute positively 
towards the borough’s housing supply and support the vitality of rural communities. 

26.22 The Chair indicated that the Officer recommendation was for authority to be 
delegated to the Development Manager to permit the application, subject to the 
amendment of condition 10 provided that the Ecological Adviser was satisfied with 
the proposed rewording, and he sought a motion from the floor.  It was proposed 
and seconded that authority be delegated to the Development Manager to permit 
the application in accordance with the Officer recommendation.  A Member 
indicated that it was his understanding that each application must be determined on 
its own merits and he did not feel that this proposal should be permitted simply 
because permission in principle had already been granted for two dwellings on the 
site.  He was not happy to support the proposed change of wording to condition 7 as 
he would rather the plan detailing the location and specification of the ecological 
enhancements be approved prior to, as opposed to within three months of, 
commencement of development – if that was amended he would be happy to 
support the proposal.  The Development Manager indicated that this was within 
Members’ gift; however, the Council’s Ecological Adviser was happy with the 
rewording of the condition.  The Legal Adviser explained that, as this was a full 
planning application, a pre-commencement condition required the agreement of the 
developer; as the applicant’s agent had asked for the rewording, she assumed this 
had not been agreed in respect of that condition, in which case the only option 
would be to refuse if Members were not happy with the suggested rewording to 
require the plan to be submitted within three months of commencement of 
development.  She reiterated that Members had been advised that the reworded 
condition was acceptable.  In response to a query regarding the Newt Officer, the 
Development Manager explained that the Council had access to the Officer due to 
its involvement in a partnership project across various counties in the region looking 
at creating new habitats for newts.

26.23 Upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That authority be DELEGATED to the Development Manager to 

PERMIT the application, subject to the amendment of condition 
10 provided that the Ecological Adviser was satisfied with the 
proposed rewording.

21/00412/FUL - Land West of Manor Cottage, Walton Hill, Deerhurst 

26.24 This application was for the erection of a single residential dwelling (C3) and 
associated operational development (Plot 2).

26.25 The Development Manager explained that this was the second of two full 
applications on the site which had permission in principle.  This was slightly different 
in that the proposed access snaked around the back of Manor Cottage and served 
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both Manor Cottage and the building at the back as well as the proposed application 
site.  As with the previous application, the principle of development had already 
been established.  In this case, a single garage accompanied the dwelling and the 
County Highways Officer had considered the proposal and raised no objection 
subject to the conditions set out in the Committee report.  A number of traditional 
features had been incorporated into the design and both the scale and design would 
have an acceptable impact on the character and appearance of the area.  The 
drainage would be dealt with in a similar way to the previous application and the 
Lead Local Flood Authority was happy with that proposal.  As set out in the 
Additional Representations Sheet, attached at Appendix 1, condition 7 in relation to 
ecological enhancements had been reworded at the request of the applicant’s 
agent.  Further to that, the applicant’s agent had suggested alternative wording for 
condition 8, as per condition 10 of the previous application and, whilst Officers were 
happy with the suggestion, it was necessary to consult the Council’s Ecological 
Adviser to ensure they were satisfied.  

26.26 The Chair invited the applicant’s agent to address the Committee.  The applicant’s 
agent indicated that, given the similarities between this and the previous application, 
he did not intend to repeat himself in detail.  As Members were aware, permission in 
principle existed for residential development on this land and the proposal before 
the Committee reflected the scale, character, design and proportions of the 
development at Plot 1 and entirely met with the design expectations of the 
development plan.  The development would be served by an existing point of 
access which both met the prescribed visibility standards and enabled adequate 
space for turning and manoeuvring within the site.  The siting, scale and design of 
the dwelling would complement that at Plot 1 and other existing neighbouring 
properties in the area, particularly considering its spacious setting.  As per Plot 1, 
mature boundary treatments would be retained and all appropriate development 
management standards would be met through the application.  The applicant’s 
agent hoped that Members would permit the application in light of its clear 
compliance with the development management policies and the boost it would 
provide to housing supply.

26.27 The Chair indicated that the Officer recommendation was to delegate authority to 
the Development Manager to permit the application, subject to the amendment of 
condition 8 provided that the Ecological Adviser was satisfied with the proposed 
rewording, and he sought a motion from the floor.  It was proposed and seconded 
that authority be delegated to the Development Manager to permit the application in 
accordance with the Officer recommendation.  A Member sought clarification as to 
why two separate applications had been submitted when the permission in principle 
had been granted for two dwellings on the site.  In response, the Development 
Manager explained that it had not been necessary for two applications to be 
submitted; however, in this instance he understood that two separate applications 
had been made as the plots were in the process of being sold to two different 
parties.

26.28 Upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That authority be DELEGATED to the Development Manager to 

PERMIT the application, subject to the amendment of condition 8 
provided that the Ecological Adviser was satisfied with the 
proposed rewording.

21/00729/FUL - 41 Battle Road, Tewkesbury 
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26.29 This application was for the erection of single storey side and rear extension and 
retention of a 1.8 metre fence along the north-west boundary.

26.30 The Planning Officer advised that the application related to a detached property 
located on an estate in Tewkesbury.  The proposal was to add a single storey side 
and rear extension onto the dwelling and to retain a 1.8 metre close boarded timber 
fence along the north-west boundary.  A Committee determination was required as 
Tewkesbury Town Council had objected to the proposal on the grounds that the 
fence was out of character with the surrounding boundary treatments; whilst these 
concerns had been noted, the Officers’ view was that the proposal was in keeping 
with the surrounding development as outlined in the Committee report.

26.31 The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for this item.  The Officer 
recommendation was to permit the application and he sought a motion from the 
floor.  It was proposed that the application be permitted in accordance with the 
Officer recommendation.  The proposer of the motion indicated there were many 
examples of such fences in the vicinity which was the only reason for the Town 
Council’s objection. A Member noted there was no condition requiring the hedge 
removal to take place outside of bird nesting season and the Development Manager 
confirmed the hedge had already been removed.  The Member subsequently 
seconded the proposal and, upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That the application be PERMITTED in accordance with the 

Officer recommendation.

21/00277/FUL - Tresco, Langley Road, Winchcombe 

26.32 This application was for the erection of a single storey rear extension, first floor 
extension and dormer windows.

26.33 The Planning Officer advised that the proposal was to erect a single storey rear and 
first floor extension including a raise in the ridge height and the addition of dormer 
windows in the front and back of the dwelling known as Tresco located on Langley 
Road, Winchcombe.  A Committee determination was required as Winchcombe 
Town Council had objected to the proposal based on the scale of the extensions 
and the proposal’s lack of conformity with the requirements of Policy 3.3 of the 
Winchcombe and Sudeley Neighbourhood Development Plan relating to bungalow 
development.  Three letters of objection had been received in relation to the 
application on amenity grounds - one of which related specifically to the revised 
scheme - and concerns raised included potential overlooking, overbearing impact 
and loss of light to the adjacent dwelling to the east.  These concerns had been 
taken into account in determining the application but it was not considered that the 
proposal would have a significant adverse impact on the amenity of the 
neighbouring properties.  The Town Council’s concerns had been considered and it 
was recognised that the proposal would not fulfil the requirements of the bungalow 
development policy; however, it was Officers’ view that the proposal would be 
reasonable in the context, considering the scale and location of the development 
and the orientation of the dwellings in the locale.  In addition, planning permission 
had been granted on the site for a one and half storey replacement dwelling and 
detached garage in 2020 and the property benefited from permitted development 
rights, allowing for extension into the roof space without the need for planning 
permission – these represented realistic fallback positions.  It was therefore 
considered that the proposed extensions would be acceptable in the context and 
would not have an adverse impact on residential amenity, as such, the Officer 
recommendation was to permit the application.

26.34 The Chair invited the applicant’s agent to address the Committee.  The applicant’s 
agent explained that planning permission was being sought for extensions to the 
existing bungalow to provide more appropriate living space.  The application had 
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come to the Committee for determination purely on the basis of the objection from 
the Town Council that the proposal conflicted with Policy 3.3 of the Winchcombe 
and Sudeley Neighbourhood Development Plan in relation to the retention of 
bungalows.  As the Committee report thoroughly explained, planning permission 
had been granted in 2020 for a replacement dwelling at the site and that scheme 
was for a new property similar in scale to the one before Members today which 
resulted in the loss of all ground floor bedrooms.  The Town Council had raised no 
objection to the replacement dwelling, nor had it objected to the recent application at 
Giles Piece, also on Langley Road, which proposed enlarging the roof space to 
relocate all bedrooms to first floor level and had been granted planning permission 
in April 2021.  Policy 3.3. of the Winchcombe and Sudeley Neighbourhood 
Development Plan did not appear to be applied rigidly or consistently by the Town 
Council and, with reference to this and other sites, the applicant’s agent could not 
see why it had objected to this scheme.  That aside, the current application retained 
two bedrooms on the ground floor and so enabled the single storey living that Policy 
3.3 sought to secure.  The aim of the policy was being met, even though it was not 
in other applications the Town Council had not opposed.  The Town Council had 
also raised concerns about perceived overdevelopment of the site; however, the 
Committee report carefully assessed the proposal, including the streetscene and 
neighbouring amenity, and found it to be acceptable in all respects.  The proposals 
showed a good design approach with no adverse effects and the resulting 
development allowed a local family to stay in their home for the long term, in a way 
which complied with the Winchcombe and Sudeley Neighbourhood Development 
Plan.  The applicant’s agent fully endorsed the Officers’ thorough analysis of the 
application and asked that Members grant planning permission in line with the 
recommendation.

26.35 The Chair indicated that the Officer recommendation was to permit the application 
and he sought a motion from the floor.  It was proposed and seconded that the 
application be deferred for a Planning Committee Site Visit to assess the proposal in 
the context of the streetscene and neighbouring properties. Upon being put to the 
vote, it was
RESOLVED That the application be DEFERRED for a Planning Committee 

Site Visit in order to assess the proposal in the context of the 
streetscene and neighbouring properties.

20/00089/FUL - Phase 1B, East Site, Homelands, Gotherington Lane, Bishop's 
Cleeve 

26.36 This application was for the removal/variation of conditions 2 (plans as set out), 4 
(landscaping compliance) and 11 (noise assessment) of planning application 
reference: 17/01131/FUL.

26.37 The Planning Officer advised that the application site related to the commercial 
centre of the Homelands development and planning permission was being sought to 
regularise the landscape work that had been undertaken and to discharge a 
condition requiring the submission of an additional noise impact assessment.  It was 
noted that the hedge adjacent to Gotherington Lane had not been removed but had 
been cut back and was slightly shorter in length to facilitate the cycle path and 
streetlighting in the area.  Whilst the concerns of the Parish Council were noted, it 
was considered that the character of the area had become less rural with the 
permission for the residential development and commercial centre.  The existing 
hedge and areas of grass provided a soft landscaping buffer to the commercial 
centre and the proposal was considered acceptable in terms of landscape 
character.  The noise impact assessment had previously been discharged in part of 
building A (the Co-op) and a noise impact assessment was required for the two 
other buildings before the installation of extraction ventilation equipment.  The noise 
assessment had stated that noise levels would be limited to a rating no higher than 



PL.21.09.21

existing background levels and hours of operation would be restricted to between 
0700 and 2100 hours.  The Environmental Health Officer considered the noise 
assessment to be acceptable and that there would be no undue impact to 
neighbouring properties, subject to the noise level and hours of operation being 
controlled by condition.  The Planning Officer explained there were some minor 
discrepancies in terms of the plans submitted - the plans in question showed the 
location of the cycle storage area and some of the landscaping which did not 
correspond - Officers had sought these revisions prior to the Committee but, as they 
had not yet been received, the Officer recommendation had been changed to 
delegated permit.  

26.38 The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for this item.  The Officer 
recommendation was that authority be delegated to the Development Manager to 
permit the application, subject to conditions and revised plans to address the minor 
discrepancies relating to the location of the cycle storage area and landscaping, and 
he sought a motion from the floor.  A Member indicated that she knew the area well 
as she drove past the site several times each day, it was used a lot by local 
residents and she had some safety concerns in relation to that.  She explained that 
the site was at the front of the fish and chip shop at the bottom of the building 
fronting onto Gotherington Lane and children sat on the grassy bank outside where 
there was no kerb.  As there was no speed limit on the road, cars came quickly 
around the roundabout and she had grave concerns that one would plough across 
the bank where people were sitting, especially as the lights were not currently 
working.  She would like to see bollards introduced, similar to those in front of the 
fish and chip shop in Bishop’s Cleeve, particularly now the hedgerow would 
potentially be removed, in order to create a separation between cars and residents 
waiting for their supper.  In response, the Planning Officer clarified that the 
hedgerow would not be removed and would remain in situ.  The verge was quite 
narrow approaching the fish and chip shop and it may be possible to negotiate with 
the applicant in terms of the provision of a hard boundary.  The County Highways 
representative indicated that this was a new request so had not been assessed by 
County Highways and he was unsure whether it was highway land.  Whilst the 
hedgerow would provide an element of safety, he would need to defer to the 
Planning Officer as to whether bollards could be requested as part of this 
application or if a new planning application would be required.  It was subsequently 
proposed and seconded that the application be deferred in order to investigate the 
installation of bollards to address highway safety concerns.  The seconder of the 
proposal expressed the view that the photographs did not show the extent to which 
the grass bank slanted down into the carriageway – people sitting on the bank 
risked falling into the carriageway if they were to bend backwards.  The 
Development Manager explained that bollards may not necessarily be the right 
approach so that was something which would need to be explored with County 
Highways and the applicant’s agent, should Members be minded to defer the 
application.

26.39 A Member indicated that she did not understand the technicalities of the noise 
assessments which made it very difficult to vote with an informed mind; the 
Committee report stated that the Parish Council claimed the noise report was out of 
date as it had been carried out in 2020 and she questioned whether a more up-to-
date assessment was needed.  She also queried whether the earlier reference by 
the proposer of the motion had been to streetlighting and the proposer confirmed 
there was no streetlighting.  A Member indicated that he was concerned about 
requests to remove or vary conditions and, in this instance, condition 4 had required 
trees to be planted and referenced the upkeep of trees for a five year period which 
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would ensure that any which died would be replanted so he did not wish to see that 
removed.  In response, the Development Manager advised that the purpose of 
securing revised landscaping plans was because the trees previously shown were 
not shown on the current plan and it was hoped that amended plans would be 
received through the deferral.  In terms of the noise assessment, should Members 
be minded to defer the application, he would speak to the Environmental Health 
Officer and, if necessary, invite them to attend the next Committee meeting to 
explain in more detail the response to the Parish Council’s concerns.  The proposer 
and seconder of the motion indicated that they were happy to include this within the 
deferral and, upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That the application be DEFERRED in order to investigate 

installation of bollards or other measures to address highway 
safety concerns; to allow revised plans to be submitted to 
address the minor discrepancies in relation to the location of the 
cycle storage area and landscaping; and to enable the 
Environmental Health Officer to explain in more detail the 
response to the Parish Council’s concerns regarding the noise 
assessment report being outdated.

20/00956/FUL - 25 Paynes Pitch, Churchdown 

26.40 This application was for demolition of an existing dwelling and erection of five 
dwellings and associated access.  The application was deferred at the Planning 
Committee meeting on 17 August 2021 in order to allow further conversations to 
take place in relation to access and design and to allow Officers to establish the 
proximity of Flood Zone 2 to the site.

26.41 The Development Manager explained that a number of additional objections had 
been received, as set out in the updated Committee report and the Additional 
Representations Sheet, attached at Appendix 1.  It was noted that the matters 
raised within the objections were addressed in the report.  There had been concerns 
about the construction access; however, as advised last month, recommended 
condition 18 required that work must be carried out in accordance with the 
submitted Demolition and Construction Method Statement.  With any development 
there would be a degree of noise and disturbance but controls could be put in place 
to mitigate against that and it was the Officer view that, in this case, that would not 
warrant refusal.  In respect of design, the agent had suggested three options with an 
alternative materials palette for the proposed dwellings and these and the location 
of Flood Zone 2 were shown on the presentation for Members’ information.  Officers 
agreed with the agent’s view that the materials originally proposed were acceptable 
given the contemporary design of the dwellings and the variety of design in the 
area, therefore, the recommendation was to permit the application.

26.42 The Chair invited a local resident speaking in objection to the application to address 
the Committee.  The local resident indicated that he was speaking on behalf of the 
residents of Dunstan Glen and the wider village community and he pointed out there 
had been 151 letters of objection to the proposal.  In terms of construction site 
access, this was the second choice and should be refused on the grounds of 
multiple safety issues.  A freedom of information request had confirmed that County 
Highways had not undertaken a pedestrian survey, or any other form of site survey, 
and strategies such as “banksmen” and site notices would not mitigate the risks or 
meet the duty of care required by the stakeholders to protect the public to 
acceptable levels.  An independent pedestrian survey had concluded that 18,078 
persons would pass the entrance over the build period, yet there were no footpaths 
in Dunstan Glen so pedestrians could not be segregated and protected from site 
traffic, raising a high risk of personal injury.  He pointed out that gardens were open 
plan and children played both in the gardens and on the roads.  Both roads would 
have densely parked vehicles 24 hours per day, seven days per week and the local 
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school also used the roads which included a sharp, blind bend that made it entirely 
unsuitable for Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs).  This was all contrary to Paragraph 
7.19 of the Churchdown and Innsworth Neighbourhood Development Plan, 
construction logistics and community safety standards and the National Planning 
Policy Framework in relation to highway safety.  In terms of design and 
overdevelopment, the local resident indicated that the cramped development was 
neither sympathetic to the local character, nor did it create a high standard of 
amenity.  It failed to address the urban structure and grain of the locality in terms of 
street pattern, layout, mass and form and it failed to address the scale, type, density 
and materials appropriate to the site and its setting.  The colour palette of black and 
grey bricks with dark blue roofs and split gable design did not integrate with the 
immediate vicinity in his view.  Furthermore, five properties were being shoehorned 
onto the plot – two had no garages, due to lack of space, and faced four properties 
in Dunstan Glen.  The proposal therefore failed to comply with Paragraphs 11 and 
12 of the National Planning Policy Framework, Policy SD4 of the Joint Core 
Strategy and Policy CHIN2 of the Churchdown and Innsworth Neighbourhood 
Development Plan.  The local resident pointed out that the site had a gradient of 
three metres and No.’s 21 and 23 Paynes Pitch had flooded in the past; the planned 
1,250 square metres of impermeable ground would only exacerbate this and the site 
would flood if the surface water retention tank failed.  This was contrary to 
Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework and INF2 Flood Risk 
Management.  The local resident also raised concern that 65% of the hedgerow was 
to be grubbed out, along with fencing not within the applicant’s ownership, which 
could result in the culling of hedgehogs.  In terms of land ownership, he explained 
that Bovis Homes had granted him the sole ownership and its title deeds for 
services to the community over the last 36 years.  He indicated that this failed to 
comply with Paragraph 15 of the National Planning Policy Framework, Section 4 of 
the Joint Core Strategy and Policies CHIN3 and CHIN9 of the Churchdown and 
Innsworth Neighbourhood Development Plan.  On that basis, he respectfully 
requested that the Committee refuse the application.

26.43 The Chair invited the applicant’s agent to address the Committee.  The applicant’s 
agent confirmed that he wholly endorsed the Officer recommendation to permit the 
application, subject to conditions.  Members would be aware that the site was not in 
open countryside, it was within an existing settlement and contained a sizeable 
building in a poor state of repair.  The proposal would provide much needed family 
homes in a very sustainable location, at a time when Tewkesbury Borough Council 
was unable to meet its housing supply targets.  The applicant had worked very hard 
with Officers over the last 11 months to address initial concerns raised which had 
resulted in a reduction in the scale of development from six to five homes, as well as 
changes to the proposed levels, increased distances to neighbouring properties and 
enhancements to the proposed landscape scheme.  The applicant’s agent was 
mindful that some concerns had been raised during last month’s meeting in respect 
of design; whilst the development adopted a modern approach, external materials 
could be controlled by planning condition.  The applicant’s agent was of the view 
that the originally proposed materials would be wholly appropriate, given the mix of 
styles and materials found within the local area; however, he had provided some 
illustrative elevations showing both a buff brick and red brick option that would be 
consistent with those immediate properties, should Members consider that 
approach to be more appropriate.  Concerns had also been raised in respect of site 
access but it was important to understand that the existing access from Paynes 
Pitch was currently deemed unsafe and sub-standard – this would be permanently 
stopped up as a result of the proposal.  Whilst the new access had been designed 
to meet highway safety standards, it also included provision for a new footway to 
take pedestrians off Dunstan Glen. No objections had been raised by County 
Highways and the access would be a significant improvement when assessed 
against the existing arrangement.  The applicant’s agent reminded Members that 
matters relating to ownership were strictly civil and should have no bearing on the 
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decision today; however, for information, he clarified that the applicant did have 
access rights over the land and that had been confirmed by their legal team.  He 
went on to advise that an updated Demolition and Construction Method Statement 
had been supplied which could reduce the impact of the construction stage on 
neighbouring residents by controlling a range of factors such as hours of working, 
vehicle parking, wheel washing and noise emissions. In summary, the development 
would not give rise to unacceptable impacts.  The application had been submitted in 
October 2020 and had consistently experienced significant delays yet it clearly 
accorded with prevailing policies and would help the authority meet its housing 
supply needs in a sustainable location.  The homes were modern and well-
designed, set within an existing residential area and would allow a site in desperate 
need of regeneration to be improved.

26.44 The Chair indicated that the Officer recommendation was to permit the application 
and he sought a motion from the floor.  It was proposed that the application be 
refused on the basis that it conflicted with Paragraphs 12, 14 and 125 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, Policy SD4 of the Joint Core Strategy and 
Policies CHIN2, CHIN3 and CHIN9 of the Churchdown and Innsworth 
Neighbourhood Development Plan.  The Development Manager asked the proposer 
of the motion to elaborate on the reasons why he felt planning permission should be 
refused in order for Members to decide whether they could second or support the 
proposal.  In response, the proposer of the motion indicated that he would first like 
to ask some questions of the Officers in order to inform his response.  He noted that 
Planning Officers continued to emphasis at Page No. 7, Paragraph 7.6 of the report, 
circulated separately, that Tewkesbury Borough Council had a 4.35 year housing 
land supply and he asked whether that was correct; he indicated that Members had 
been told that the borough’s annual housing supply had been more than met over 
the last three years and he asked whether that was correct; and he queried what the 
housing need was for this application and what evidence was available to support 
that.  In response, the Development Manager confirmed that the 4.35 year housing 
land supply was the current position and he clarified that it was the annual housing 
requirement that had more than been met over the past three years as opposed to 
the housing land supply, although he did not have the figures to hand.  In terms of 
evidence for housing need in this area, that was not particularly relevant to the 
current application which was in an area where the principle of development was 
acceptable in accordance with the Council’s policies and the tilted balance was in 
play which meant that, as the Council could not demonstrate a five year housing 
land supply, planning permission should be granted unless there were significant 
and demonstrable reasons otherwise.  The proposer of the motion went on to clarify 
that he felt the application should be refused as Paragraph 12 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework which related to the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development stated that, where a planning application conflicted with an 
up-to-date development plan, permission should not usually be granted.  Paragraph 
14 set out that, in situations where the presumption applied to applications involving 
the provision of housing, the adverse impact of allowing development that conflicted 
with the Neighbourhood Development Plan was likely to significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits provided that: the neighbourhood plan became 
part of the development plan two years or less before the date on which the 
decision was made, the neighbourhood plan contained policies and allocations to 
meet its identified housing requirement, the local planning authority had at least a 
three year supply of deliverable housing sites against its five year housing supply 
requirement and the local planning authority’s housing delivery was at least 45% of 
that required over the previous three years – the latter two points had been 
confirmed by the Development Manager.  Paragraph 125 b) stated that the use of 
minimum density standards should also be considered for other parts of the plan 
area and it may be appropriate to set out a range of densities that reflected the 
accessibility and potential of different areas, rather than one broad density range.  In 
terms of the Joint Core Strategy, he felt the proposal conflicted with Policy SD4 in 
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relation to design requirements set out at 1.i) that new development should respond 
positively to, and respect the character of, the site and its surroundings, enhancing 
local distinctiveness and addressing the urban structure and grain of the locality in 
terms of street pattern, layout, mass and form; it should be of a scale, type and 
density, and use materials appropriate to the site and its setting; design should 
establish a strong sense of place using streetscapes and building to create 
attractive and comfortable places to live, and have appropriate regard to the historic 
environment.  Policy SD4 iv) set out that new development should ensure that the 
design of landscaped areas, open space and public realm were of high quality, 
provided a clear structure and constituted an integral and cohesive element within 
the design; however, he considered that the new dwellings would be incohesive with 
the existing development.  Turning to the Churchdown and Innsworth 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, Policy CHIN2 stated that proposals for new 
development should contribute towards the local distinctiveness of Churchdown and 
Innsworth and should integrate positively received local design features, avoiding 
negatively received design features; Policy CHIN3 set out that new residential 
development proposals should demonstrate how they retained, and where possible 
enhanced, the environmental setting of Churchdown and Innsworth, in particular, 
the provision of green spaces, verges, trees and hedgerows; and Policy CHIN9 set 
out that proposals that incorporated design features which encouraged local wildlife 
to thrive would be strongly supported.  The proposer of the motion felt that the 
development conflicted with all these policies as a considerable number of trees and 
hedgerows would be lost to the development.  The proposal to refuse the 
application was subsequently seconded and the seconder of the motion indicated 
that, in her view, many of the issues presented by the local resident who had 
spoken in objection to the proposal were not insurmountable but she could not 
support the application as it currently stood.  If it were to be permitted then she 
would wish to see conditions added.

26.45 A Member indicated that she did not actively support a refusal; however, she had 
objected to the design at the previous meeting of the Committee on the basis of the 
proposed colour palette.  In her view grey was very much an ‘on trend’ colour which 
was being used a lot currently but fashions clearly changed over time and she did 
not think it was the most appropriate colour to use considering the existing 
properties.  She felt that the alternatives put forward by the applicant were 
preferable and would fit in better with the colour palette of surrounding properties.  
The Chair suggested that if the motion to refuse was lost, a proposal to permit could 
be made and voted upon and, if carried, there could then be proposals as regards 
the conditions.  The Legal Adviser stated that any motion to permit would need to 
include what was to be included by way of conditions prior to the vote being taken.  

26.46 The Development Manager recognised that the proposer of the motion to refuse 
had given a comprehensive list of policies which was helpful; however, the Legal 
Adviser having confirmed also that the reasons for refusal needed to be clear prior 
to Members voting on that motion, for further clarification, from the discussion that 
had taken place, he surmised that the proposer and seconder of the motion 
considered that, by reason of its design, layout and overdevelopment the proposal 
would not respect the character of the area and sense of place; it would not result in 
a high quality and cohesive development nor would it enhance the existing 
settlement contrary to the policies outlined.  The proposer and seconder of the 
motion confirmed they were happy with the suggested wording and, upon being put 
to the vote, the proposal to refuse the application was lost.

26.47 A brief debate ensued regarding the preferred colour palette for the proposed 
dwellings and the Chair suggested that option 3 –  a mix of buff and red brick - 
would be most suitable as the two tone palette would reduce the bulk and massing 
of the buildings.  It was subsequently proposed that authority be delegated to the 
Development Manager to permit the application, subject to amendments to change 
the colour palette to buff and red brick in accordance with option 3 of the proposed 
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alternatives put forward by the applicant.  A Member indicated that she had 
concerns regarding condition 14 which had been put forward by County Highways 
and required secure and covered cycle storage facilities for a minimum of two 
bicycles per dwelling.  She had raised this concern with such conditions at previous 
Committee meetings as she felt the condition was unnecessary.  She believed 
people buying bicycles for themselves and their children would provide their own 
storage and she pointed out that, in this instance, three of the five dwellings would 
have garages so she would like the condition to be removed.  The Development 
Manager advised that there was a good policy rationale for the inclusion of the 
condition and the dwellings were in a location where sustainable forms of transport 
should be promoted.  He appreciated that the Member had raised this before but 
indicated that was in the context of developments in areas such as Wormington 
where cycling may not be an appropriate choice of transport generally.  Whilst 
Officers felt there was merit in including the condition based on the location of the 
dwellings, the Development Manager noted that most of the houses would have 
garages which would probably satisfy the requirement of the condition and it was in 
Members’ gift should they wish to remove it. The proposer of the motion to permit 
the application understood that the condition often required cycle storage provision 
over and above garages and he made reference to an application in Toddington 
where both properties had garages but cycle storage had to be provided in addition 
to that.  He confirmed he was happy to amend his proposal to include the removal 
of condition 14 and the proposal was duly seconded.  A Member indicated that she 
did not agree with removing the condition and also had concerns about the removal 
of the hedge and southern boundary and some of the points raised within the 
ecological survey.  The proposer of the motion indicated that he was not willing to 
amend his proposal further and, upon being put to the vote, it was
RESOLVED That authority be DELEGATED to the Development Manager to 

PERMIT the application, subject to amendments to change the 
colour palette to buff and red brick in accordance with option 3 of 
the proposed alternatives put forward by the applicant and the 
removal of recommended condition 14 in relation to cycle storage 
provision.

PL.27 CURRENT APPEALS AND APPEAL DECISIONS UPDATE 

27.1 Attention was drawn to the current appeals and appeal decisions update, circulated 
at Pages No. 199-203.  Members were asked to consider the current planning and 
enforcement appeals received and the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government appeal decisions issued.

27.2 Accordingly, it was
RESOLVED That the current appeals and appeal decisions update be 

NOTED.

The meeting closed at 11:56 am

Appendix 1

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS SHEET

Date: 21 September 2021
The following is a list of the additional representations received since the Planning Committee 
Agenda was published and includes background papers received up to and including the 
Monday before the meeting.
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A general indication of the content is given but it may be necessary to elaborate at the meeting.

Item 
No

5a 21/00398/FUL 
Land South Of Wheatpieces, Walton Cardiff
Three further letters of representation have been received and are summarised 
below and reiterate observations raised by other residents which are set out in 
the Committee report:
- Out of keeping with the estate
- Should be on a business park
- No other commercial buildings
- Influx of vehicles would conflict with resident's vehicles and pedestrians
- Road cannot cope
- Extra noise
The outstanding ecological matters have been resolved and the Council’s Ecological 
Adviser is satisfied with the proposal subject to the conditions set out below.
The recommendation remains to permit, subject to the completion of a legal 
agreement, the conditions set out in the Committee report and additional 
conditions set out below:
19. Prior to undertaking any site clearance a Landscape and Ecological Management 
Plan (LEMP) shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority. The LEMP should 
expand on the Ecology report recommendations for site wide ecological 
enhancements which shall also include details of timescales for implementation, 
persons responsible for managing and monitoring the site. These works shall be 
completed in accordance with the approved details prior to the first use of the 
development. 
Reason: To ensure adequate wildlife protection
20. Prior to undertaking any site clearance a pre-commencement check for signs of 
badger activity shall be undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist. If a sett is present 
and disturbance is likely, appropriate mitigation details will need to be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local planning Authority. Any necessary works shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the approved details. 
Reason: To ensure adequate wildlife protection.

21. No part of the development shall be occupied until an external lighting scheme 
has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority detailing location 
and specification of the lighting supported by contouring plans demonstrating any light 
spill into adjacent habitats. The eternal lighting shall be installed and thereafter 
maintained in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To reduce light pollution and ensure adequate wildlife protection.
22. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the ecological mitigation 
measures detailed within Ecological Assessment (Ecology Solutions, February 2021), 
eDNA survey (Ecology Solutions, May 2021) and Reasonable Avoidance Measures 
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(Ecology Solutions, September 2021).
Reason: To ensure adequate wildlife protection.

5c 21/00594/FUL 
Unit 1412, Charlton Court, Gloucester Business Park, Brockworth
The plans in the Committee report are incorrect. They should be as attached.

5e 21/00411/FUL 
Land West Of Manor Cottage, Walton Hill, Deerhurst
The rewording of the condition relating to ecological enhancements proposed at the 
request of the Agent from correspondence received via email dated 15 September 
2021 to the Planning Case Officer. 
Condition 7 as proposed:
"Prior to the commencement of the development, a plan detailing the location and 
specification of the ecological enhancements including but not limited to hedgerow 
enhancements, new native planting, bat and bird boxes recommended in the 
Ecological Impact Assessment (Swift Ecology, January 2021) and Updated survey 
(Swift Ecology, June 2021) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details.
Reason: To provide adequate biodiversity enhancements and ensure the protection of 
habitats."
At the request of the Agent, the following re-wording is sought:
"Within 3 months of the commencement of development, a plan detailing the location 
and specification of the ecological enhancements including but not limited to 
hedgerow enhancements, new native planting, bat and bird boxes recommended in 
the Ecological Impact Assessment (Swift Ecology, January 2021) and Updated survey 
(Swift Ecology, June 2021) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details.
Reason: To provide adequate biodiversity enhancements and ensure the protection of 
habitats."
All other mitigation and compensation measures from table 5.1 of the Ecological 
Impact Assessment, Swift Ecology dated January 2021 are covered by the detailing 
within Condition 5.

5f 21/00412/FUL 
Land West Of Manor Cottage, Walton Hill
The rewording of the condition relating to ecological enhancements proposed at the 
request of the Agent from correspondence received via email dated 15 September 
2021 to the Planning Case Officer. 
Condition 7 as proposed:
"Prior to the commencement of the development, a plan detailing the location and 
specification of the ecological enhancements including but not limited to hedgerow 
enhancements, new native planting, bat and bird boxes recommended in the 
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Ecological Impact Assessment (Swift Ecology, January 2021) and Updated survey 
(Swift Ecology, June 2021) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details.
Reason: To provide adequate biodiversity enhancements and ensure the protection of 
habitats."
At the request of the Agent, the following re-wording is sought:
"Within 3 months of the commencement of development, a plan detailing the location 
and specification of the ecological enhancements including but not limited to 
hedgerow enhancements, new native planting, bat and bird boxes recommended in 
the Ecological Impact Assessment (Swift Ecology, January 2021) and Updated survey 
(Swift Ecology, June 2021) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details.
Reason: To provide adequate biodiversity enhancements and ensure the protection of 
habitats."
All other mitigation and compensation measures from table 5.1 of the Ecological 
Impact Assessment, Swift Ecology dated January 2021 are covered by the detailing 
within Condition 5. 

5h 21/00277/FUL
Tresco, Langley Road, Winchcombe
Additional representation from a neighbour. See attached below.

5i 20/00089/FUL 
Phase 1B, East Site, Homelands, Gotherington Lane, Bishops Cleeve 
The Agent has informed the Case Officer on 15.09.2021 that they are unable to 
provide the revised plans to address the minor discrepancies prior to the Committee 
date. Therefore, the Officer recommendation has changed to DELEGATED 
PERMIT.

5j 20/00956/FUL 
25 Paynes Pitch, Churchdown
Since the Planning Committee on 17 August 2021 a further 14 objections have 
been received (summarised):

 The access route to the site presents unacceptable dangers to local residents 
and passing pedestrians and Oldbury Orchard and Dunstan Glen are narrow 
roads which are suitable for light residential traffic.

 The limited on-road parking opportunities already create informal, blind 
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chicanes that present hazards to pedestrians and cyclists from the passage of 
moderate size vehicles, let alone lorries used for 
demolition/delivery/construction purposes.

 There is no room for turning large lorries so they will have to be reversed back 
out of the surrounding roads.

 If lorries park up behind each other it will prevent emergency vehicles having 
access, especially fire service.

 The drives of the existing houses are also very close to each other so any lorry 
parking will block normal access for the residents in at least ten houses. 

 Dunstan Glen is a narrow cul-de-sac with no pavement and the site 
access/egress is well used by pedestrians and the construction access 
arrangement would pose a health and safety risk for pedestrians and cyclists 
including children and elderly residents.

 The Construction Management Plan is inadequate and may not be complied 
with.

 The construction vehicles will give rise to congestion.

 No amount of signage, traffic management or banksmen could make the use 
of the roads by HGV's, of a sufficiently low risk to meet Tewkesbury Borough 
Council's public duty of care.

 Vehicle access from Dunstan Glen will impact on the retained TPO trees and 
ecology including hedgehogs. 

 The site would sacrifice an excessive area of permeable ground and render 
adjacent properties in Paynes Pitch vulnerable to flooding. 

 The road surface in Paynes Pitch already becomes a fast flowing river during 
heavy rain with storm drains completely overwhelmed. The proposal will 
exacerbate this issue.

 The over-development of site consequentially means that that there is 
inadequate space for green infrastructure and drainage control mechanisms to 
mitigate the risk of flooding.

 The design is an over-development of the site and properties would have an 
appearance at total variance in appearance and quality with adjacent 
properties in Dunstan Glen, Paynes Pitch, and Oldbury Orchard.

 The primary use of monotone materials conflicts with the traditional red-brick 
or Cotswold stone appearance of the immediate area.

 The proposed parking provisions are inadequate in size and quantity for 
properties of this nature, exacerbated by the absence of adjacent on-street 
parking.

 The property frontage presents no meaningful landscaping to soften the view 
and is dominated by car parking

 The proposal extends beyond its legal boundaries.

 Concerns about what procedures will be in place for the safe removal and 
disposal of buried asbestos and gas tanks.
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Item No. 5c - 21/00594/FUL - Unit 1412, Charlton Court, Gloucester Business Park, 
Brockworth
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Item No. 5h - 21/00277/FUL - Tresco, Langley Road, Winchcombe
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