
TEWKESBURY BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

 
Minutes of a Meeting of the Planning Committee held at the Council Offices, 

Gloucester Road, Tewkesbury on Tuesday, 21 April 2015 commencing at 9:00 am 
 

 
Present: 

 
Chairman Councillor J H Evetts 
Vice Chairman Councillor R D East 

 
and Councillors: 

 
R E Allen, P W Awford (Substitute for R A Bird), Mrs G F Blackwell, D M M Davies, Mrs J E Day 

(Substitute for J R Mason), M Dean, A L Keyte, A L Mackinnon, Mrs E J MacTiernan,                    
Mrs F M Ogden, Ms A E Ricks, Mrs P E Stokes, P D Surman, R J E Vines and P N Workman 

 
 

PL.98 ANNOUNCEMENTS  

98.1  The evacuation procedure, as noted on the Agenda, was advised to those present.  

PL.99 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  

99.1  Apologies for absence were received from Councillors R A Bird, J R Mason,                    
Mrs J M Perez and G K Shurmer.  Councillors P W Awford and Mrs J E Day would 
be acting as substitutes for the meeting.  

PL.100 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

100.1 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. 

100.2 The following declarations were made: 

Councillor Application 
No./Item 

Nature of Interest 
(where disclosed) 

Declared 
Action in 
respect of 
Disclosure 

R E Allen 14/00915/OUT  
Land At 
Toddington, B4632, 
Toddington. 

Had received a 
telephone call from 
the developer, as 
well as various 
correspondence from 
others, but had not 
expressed an 
opinion. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

P W Awford 14/01133/FUL                
182 Innsworth 
Lane, Innsworth. 

Is a Gloucestershire 
County Councillor for 
the area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 
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P W Awford 14/00965/FUL            
Unit 1 To 3 Bell 
House Farm,                
Old Road, 
Maisemore. 

14/00966/LBC                
Unit 1 To 3 Bell 
House Farm,                              
Old Road, 
Maisemore. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor and 
Gloucestershire 
County Councillor for 
the area. 

Had received 
correspondence in 
relation to the 
applications but had 
not expressed an 
opinion. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

Mrs G F 
Blackwell 

15/00205/FUL 
Golden Castle 
Caravans Ltd., 
Cheltenham Road 
East, Churchdown. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

M Dean 13/00817/FUL  
Land Adjoining 
Oakley, Far 
Stanley, Nr Gretton. 

Is a friend of the 
applicant. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

Would not 
speak or vote 
and would 
leave the 
Chamber for 
the 
consideration 
of this item. 

M Dean 15/00102/FUL 
Cotswold House, 
Post Office Lane, 
Cleeve Hill. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

R D East 14/01269/APP 
Homelands Farm, 
Gotherington Lane, 
Bishop’s Cleeve. 

14/00694/APP 
Homelands Farm, 
Gotherington Lane, 
Bishop’s Cleeve. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

A L Mackinnon 14/01269/APP 
Homelands Farm, 
Gotherington Lane, 
Bishops Cleeve. 

14/00694/APP 
Homelands Farm, 
Gotherington Lane, 
Bishop’s Cleeve. 

 

 

 

 

Is a Member of 
Bishop’s Cleeve 
Parish Council but 
does not participate 
in planning matters. 

Would speak 
and vote. 
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A L Mackinnon 15/00205/FUL 
Golden Castle 
Caravans Ltd, 
Cheltenham Road 
East, Churchdown. 

Is a Trustee of the 
Jet Age Museum 
which is on land 
which is incorporated 
into the application 
site. 

Would not 
speak or vote 
and would 
leave the 
Chamber for 
the 
consideration 
of this item. 

Mrs F M Ogden 13/00817/FUL  
Land Adjoining 
Oakley, Far 
Stanley, Nr Gretton. 

15/00102/FUL 
Cotswold House 
Post Office,                 
Post Office Lane, 
Cleeve Hill. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

Ms A E Ricks 15/00205/FUL 
Golden Castle 
Caravans Ltd., 
Cheltenham Road 
East, Churchdown. 

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

Had attended a 
meeting with the 
applicant’s agent and 
listened to their 
comments but had 
not expressed an 
opinion. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

Mrs P E Stokes 15/00205/FUL 
Golden Castle 
Caravans Ltd., 
Cheltenham Road 
East, Churchdown. 

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

Had attended a 
meeting with the 
applicant’s agent and 
listened to their 
comments but had 
not expressed an 
opinion. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

 

P D Surman 14/01275/OUT 
Braceland Nursery, 
Leckhampton Lane, 
Shurdington. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

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

 

Would speak 
and vote. 
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R J E Vines 14/01275/OUT 
Braceland Nursery, 
Leckhampton Lane, 
Shurdington. 

Is a Member of 
Gloucestershire 
County Council. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

P N Workman General 
Declaration. 

Had received 
correspondence in 
relation to various 
applications but had 
not expressed an 
opinion. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

100.3  There were no further declarations made on this occasion. 

PL.101 MINUTES  

101.1  The Minutes of the meeting held on 31 March 2015, copies of which had been 
circulated, were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.  

PL.102 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL - APPLICATIONS TO THE BOROUGH COUNCIL  

 Schedule  

102.1 The Development Manager submitted a Schedule, marked and hereinafter referred 
to as Appendix A, comprising planning applications and proposals with 
recommendations thereon. Copies of this had been circulated to Members with the 
Agenda for the meeting.  

102.2 In the case of those applications listed in Appendix A1 hereto, if any, particular 
reference was made as recorded in column 2 of that Appendix. 

102.3 The objections to, support for, and observations upon the various applications as 
referred to in Appendix A3 were presented to the Committee and duly taken into 
consideration by them prior to decisions being made on those applications 

102.4 The Committee acting for this purpose as the Council under powers delegated to 
them 

RESOLVED          (a) That, with the exception of those applications referred to in 
Appendix A2 which are further mentioned in sub-paragraph 
(b) below, the decision of the Committee be as in accordance 
with the recommendation set out in Appendix A, and/or the 
amended or supplementary recommendation set out in 
Appendix A1, if different therefrom. 

(b) That the decisions of the Committee upon applications in 
respect of which they did not accept the recommendation set 
out in Appendix A or the supplementary recommendation set 
out in Appendix A1 be as set out in Appendix A2 hereto.  

14/00915/OUT – Land At Toddington, B4632, Toddington 

102.5  The recommendation was to delegate authority to the Development Manager to 
permit this outline application for the erection of up to 25 dwellings and associated 
works with all matters reserved for future consideration with the exception of access.  
There had been a Committee Site Visit in respect of this application on 17 April 
2015. 
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102.6  A local Member indicated that he had reservations about the application, particularly 
in terms of the proposed access to the development which opened up onto a fast 
stretch of the B4632.  Whilst he noted that there were no objections to the proposal 
from the County Highways Authority, subject to conditions, he felt that the local 
circumstances were not always taken into account.  The site was located within 
Stanway Parish and adjoined Toddington Parish and both Parish Councils had 
raised objections to the application.  Toddington Parish Council had emphasised the 
fact that the village was linear in character and the layout and shape of the proposed 
development would be at odds with the existing locality.  The Member went on to 
indicate that an application for up to 72 dwellings and associated works had been 
refused in 2014 on land to the west of the application site.  That application was 
currently the subject of an appeal and he felt that it would be premature to determine 
an application for up to 25 dwellings without knowing the outcome of the appeal.  He 
felt that there were reasonable objections on the grounds of highway safety and 
public safety and he indicated that he would be voting against the Officer 
recommendation.  The Development Manager advised that, if Members were 
minded to defer the application pending the outcome of the appeal, the applicant 
would be able to appeal on the basis of non-determination and as such it would be 
prudent for Members to make a decision on the application before them. 

102.7  A Member indicated that the application site was located on the outlying part of the 
village and, if permitted, would extend further into another Parish.  He felt that the 
development was in the wrong location and he could not support the application.  
The draft Joint Core Strategy was due to be examined shortly and the Local Plan 
was proceeding at speed; he felt that it was time to place some reliance on those 
plans and to let that be challenged.  Whilst he agreed with the Development 
Manager that a deferral was not the right way forward, he was of the view that the 
application should be refused.  A Member drew attention to recommended Condition 
8, set out at Page No. 1182 of the Planning Schedule, attached at Appendix 5A to 
the Agenda, which stated that the development should not commence until drainage 
plans for the disposal of surface water and foul sewage had been submitted to, and 
approved by, the Local Planning Authority, and that the scheme should be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details before the development was 
first brought into use.  She questioned how it was possible to ensure that this 
actually happened, particularly in terms of future management and maintenance.  
The Development Manager provided assurance that a management and 
maintenance plan would be required as part of the recommended condition.  In 
terms of the emerging Joint Core Strategy and the Borough Plan, it was important to 
bear in mind that Toddington had been identified as a Service Village and there 
must be a degree of acceptance that there would be some development within the 
village on that basis; the specifics in terms of where that would be and how it would 
fit in with the existing area was a different matter.  The Member who had raised the 
point about the emerging plans indicated that he would agree with that argument if 
the development was within Toddington but the application site was located within 
the Parish of Stanway.   

102.8 A Member indicated that he had sought clarification on the Committee Site Visit as 
to the percentage increase the development would represent to the size of 
Toddington, if the application were to be permitted.  He had subsequently been 
advised by the Planning Officer that this would be approximately 14%.  He went on 
to question what the percentage would be if both this application, and the application 
which was the subject of appeal, were to be permitted.  The Development Manager 
advised that he was unsure of the exact figure but it would be in the region of 40%.   
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102.9 A Member who had attended the Committee Site Visit went on to explain that she 
had been troubled by the speed of the road and she felt that it was a very dangerous 
location for a housing estate.  Another Member shared these concerns and indicated 
that she had asked whether there was any intention of moving the 40mph sign, 
which would be just before the access to the development, as she feared that 
drivers would see the end of the restriction and begin to speed up.  She had been 
advised that, if the development were to go ahead, there was no suggestion that the 
sign would be moved and this was something which she found quite worrying.  The 
Development Manager understood the concerns which had been raised about 
highway issues but explained that a clear recommendation had been made by a 
specialist adviser in the County Highways Authority.  If the issues became significant 
to the local community there would be an option to address this through highway 
legislation to reduce the speed limit, however, this was outside of the planning 
system.  A Member agreed with the view that speed on the road was a big problem, 
but another significant issue for him was that of landscape. 

102.10 Having considered the information provided and views expressed it was proposed, 
seconded and  

RESOLVED That the application be REFUSED as the proposal would be out 
of keeping with the established linear settlement pattern and 
would not reflect the prevalent urban morphology of the area; 
would represent a significant encroachment into the surrounding 
rural landscape and would have a harmful impact on the 
character and appearance of the landscape within a Special 
Landscape Area; did not make adequate provision for on-site or 
off-site playing pitches, delivery of secondary education 
infrastructure or library provision to meet the needs of the 
proposed community; and it did not provide housing that would 
be available to households who could not afford to rent or buy 
houses available on the existing housing market.  See also 
Appendix A2. 

14/01269/APP – Homelands Farm, Gotherington Lane 

102.11  Members noted and agreed with the amended recommendation to approve this 
application for Phase 3a reserved maters details under the outline planning 
permission for Homelands 2 (10/01005/OUT) in respect of three residential 
dwellings (Use Class C3) forming part of Phase 3, following confirmation from the 
County Highways Authority that it had no objection to the application.  The County 
Highways Authority had confirmed that the proposed highway layout was acceptable 
and that the conditional requirements in respect of highway drainage, street lighting 
and fire hydrants should be agreed under a separate highways agreement.  See 
also Appendix A1. 

15/00224/FUL – Roses Theatre, Sun Street, Tewkesbury 

102.12  The recommendation was to delegate authority to the Development Manager to 
permit this application for alterations and extensions to existing theatre building to 
provide additional facilities including new foyer, box office and rehearsal space 
subject to the undertaking of a satisfactory archaeological investigation, revised 
banner detailing and submission of additional details in respect of the pedestrian 
movement along the footway and type and orientation of external lighting. There had 
been a Committee Site Visit in respect of this application on 17 April 2015. 

 

 

 

 



PL.21.04.15 

102.13  The Development Manager explained that a Heritage Impact Assessment had been 
submitted by the applicant’s agent and the County Archaeologist had raised no 
objection in principle to the proposal, subject to the imposition of a condition to state 
that no development should take place within the application site until the applicant, 
or their agents or successors in title, had secured the implementation of a 
programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of 
investigation which had been submitted by the applicant and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.  The banners which would be affixed to the façade of 
the building had been revised and the planters on the ground had been amended to 
reduce the width so that they would no longer cause an obstruction on the highway.  
The County Highways Officer had looked at the plans and was happy that there 
would be no obstruction to users; as such, he had raised no objection to the 
application.  The banners on the lower sections of the frame would be 
interchangeable to advertise different shows and events.  Although concerns had 
been raised regarding vandalism, assurance was provided that they were robust and 
would be managed by the theatre which would ensure that any issues were 
addressed; the Development Manager did not feel that the fact the banners would 
be at an angle, as opposed to flush against the wall, would make them any more 
vulnerable to vandalism.  The building itself was not of significant architectural value 
and the proposed design would take away from the existing horizontal emphasis and 
add some vertical aspects which would better respect the historical architecture of 
Tewkesbury Town.  Some concerns had been raised by the Town Council in relation 
to the proposed lighting and additional details had been received, however, it had 
not been possible to obtain a view from the Environmental Health Officer in time for 
the meeting.  On that basis, whilst the majority of issues had now been addressed, it 
was proposed that authority be delegated to the Development Manager to permit the 
application, subject to the Environmental Health Officer having no objection. 

102.14  A Member indicated that she was still of the view that the vertical banners were 
vulnerable to vandalism and felt that they should be above head height.  The 
Development Manager felt that it should be borne in mind that theatres would 
always require some form of advertising.  Another option would be for the banners to 
be flush against the wall, however, from the agent’s perspective they would be just 
as susceptible to vandalism as they would be standing out at a 90 degree angle 
from the wall as proposed.  The Member went on to state that she could not see why 
the very tall banners could not be shortened or raised to ensure that they were kept 
in good condition.  In response, the Development Manager explained that there 
would be issues for the owners of the building in terms of maintaining banners which 
were in the upper section of the building.  Advertising regulations talked about 
advertisements being no less than 2.5m above ground floor level in certain 
circumstances and that was something which Members could include in the 
conditions if they were minded to permit the application.   

102.15 A Member expressed the opinion that vertical banners would be an excellent way of 
advertising, however, he did feel that they should be above head height and that 
moving them slightly higher would still add architectural value and leave plenty of 
advertising space.  The Development Manager clarified that the higher element was 
for advertising the building itself whereas the lower level would give people details of 
particular shows etc.  A Member expressed concern that the proposals could cause 
problems for people with disabilities, particularly for the blind.  In response the 
Development Manager explained that the frames themselves came down to ground 
level and they would essentially be no different to a lamppost on the pavement.  A 
Member was of the view that there were too many signs and that they would 
inevitably cause an obstruction on the footpath.  He felt that signs should be at least 
2.5m from ground level and he could not support the application without an 
amendment to reflect this.  The Development Manager reminded Members that 
there was no physical boundary demarking the highway and preventing people from 
going onto the application site; the highway itself would be free from obstruction 
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which was why the County Highways Officer had raised no objection.  Members had 
expressed the view that users of the highway would have no way of knowing where 
the highway ended and that there should be no banners below a particular height.  
On that basis he indicated that one option open to Members was to delegate 
authority for the application to be permitted subject to the submission of amended 
plans to restrict the height of the banners to be no less than 2.5m above ground 
level. 

102.16 A Member queried whether there had been any public consultation on the 
application given that the building was located in an area which was covered by the 
Tewkesbury Town Centre Master Plan and confirmation was provided that the 
application had been subject to public consultation in the same way any other 
planning application would be.  A local Member went on to express the view that the 
overall design would improve the building, however, he agreed with the previous 
points that had been raised about the height of the banners.  It was subsequently 
proposed, seconded and  

RESOLVED That authority be delegated to the Development Manager to 
PERMIT the application subject to the acceptability of the revised 
lighting details and revised plans showing that the banners would 
be no less than 2.5m from the adjacent ground floor level.  See 
also Appendix A1. 

15/00225/ADV – Roses Theatre, Sun Street, Tewkesbury 

102.17  The recommendation was to delegate authority to the Development Manager to 
grant consent for this application for the proposed installation of externally 
illuminated fascia and banner signage to the exterior of the building subject to the 
satisfactory submission of amended plans relating to the banner signage.  There 
had been a Committee Site Visit in respect of this application on 17 April 2015. 

102.18 In accordance with the resolution in relation to the full planning application at the site 
it was proposed, seconded and  

RESOLVED That authority be delegated to the Development Manager to grant 
CONSENT for the application subject to the acceptability of the 
revised lighting details and revised plans showing that the 
banners would be no less than 2.5m from the adjacent ground 
floor level.  See also Appendix A1. 

14/00694/APP – Homelands Farm, Gotherington Lane, Bishop’s Cleeve 

102.19 Members noted and agreed with the amended recommendation to approve this 
reserved matters application in respect of Phase 1B of outline planning permission 
(10/01005/OUT) for 22 dwellings (Use Class C3), 448sqm of Use Class A 
floorspace, 500sqm of Use Class B1 floorspace, strategic parkland, public open 
space facilities and ancillary landscaping, vehicular access and provision of foul, 
surface water and infrastructure (duplicate application to 14/00481/APP), following 
confirmation from the County Highways Authority that it had no objection to the 
application.  The County Highways Authority had confirmed that the proposed 
highway layout was acceptable and that the conditional requirements in respect of 
highway drainage, street lighting and fire hydrants should be agreed as part of a 
separate highways agreement.  See also Appendix A1. 

14/01275/OUT – Braceland Nursery, Leckhampton Lane, Shurdington 

102.20 The recommendation was to refuse this outline application for redevelopment of 
former nursery site for the erection of two residential units and a storage barn for 
use by a tree surgeon’s business.  There had been a Committee Site Visit in respect 
of this application on 17 April 2015. 
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102.21 The local Member explained that the site had not operated as a nursery for many 
years and was starting to show signs of disrepair.  There had been no objections 
from local residents and the Parish Council was in support of the application.  In 
terms of the recommended refusal reasons, he indicated that the purpose of the 
Green Belt was to prevent the coalescence of Cheltenham and Gloucester, 
however, the impact of two new houses in this location would be minimal compared 
to the 1,500 houses in Brockworth or the 350 proposed for SD2 in the Joint Core 
Strategy.  The plot of land was bordered by mature protected trees and the 
proposed dwellings would be of a similar size and design to the existing line of 
residential development, as such, he felt that no more harm would be caused to the 
openness of the Green Belt than at the aforementioned Brockworth and SD2 sites.  
He felt that the proposal would enhance the approach to the village and remove 
what had become a real eyesore.  The Committee had previously permitted 
applications to redevelop former Green Belt sites which had fallen into disrepair, for 
example, Bentham Nurseries.  He did not feel that the proposal would encroach on 
the Green Belt given that it was already an enclosed area and could not be 
extended.  In his opinion, two houses would round off the site by making a complete 
line of residential dwellings which was in accordance with the character and 
appearance of the rural village.  He felt that there were no better exceptional 
circumstances than those proposed through this application; he would be voting 
against the Officer recommendation and asked that other Members support this 
approach. 

102.22 A Member indicated that the Chairman of Shurdington Parish Council had 
expressed his support for the application at the Annual General Meeting the 
previous evening.  He was aware of two other redundant nursery sites in the area 
which had been given planning permission for redevelopment and this had had a 
positive impact on the landscape.  He drew attention to Page No. 1216, Paragraph 
5.3 of the Schedule, attached at Appendix 5A to the Agenda, which stated that the 
existing plant nursery on the site was considered to represent agricultural 
development and he questioned whether he was right in thinking that the Ministerial 
Statement regarding residential use of particular agricultural buildings was still in 
place as it seemed to be relevant in this instance.  In his view, the benefits of the 
proposal far outweighed any harm which would be caused to the Green Belt. The 
Development Manager reminded Members that this application represented 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt as set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Local Plan policy and therefore very special circumstances 
were required to justify development.  Whilst the applicant’s agent and the Parish 
Council had referred to the site as a brownfield site, that was not the case.  One of 
the nursery sites which Members had quoted had been allocated in the Local Plan 
and, if Members wished to allow residential development at this site, it should be 
done via the plan making process.  In terms of Badgeworth Nurseries, the original 
application for market housing on that site had been refused by the Planning 
Committee and it had only been supported following revisions to include three 
affordable units.  The applicant’s agent had put forward the argument that the 
development would be contributing towards the housing land supply, however, as 
the scheme was for two houses, it would be difficult to give that substantial weight; 
the Inspector who had determined an appeal at Gretton View, Alderton had stated 
that four houses would not make a significant contribution towards the housing land 
supply.  The site was not in a bad condition when viewed from the roadside and it 
was very well screened which meant that the existing buildings could not be seen 
unless directly in front of the site access .  The proposed buildings would be much 
larger in scale and height and would therefore be more noticeable.  In his view there 
were no very special circumstances which outweighed the harm which would be 
caused to the Green Belt and he strongly recommended that the Committee uphold 
Green Belt policy and refuse the application. 
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102.23 A Member felt that, if permitted, this would be an example of allowing a community 
to grow, but at a more acceptable rate, and the proposal would remove what was 
considered by the local community to be an eyesore which was out of keeping with 
the area.  The buildings on the site were not being used for their original purpose 
and, if left alone, would become derelict.  He felt that Members should listen to the 
local community and he would be supporting the application.  Another Member 
agreed that the development would align with the two houses to the left of the site 
and he reiterated that it was an enclosed area which made it ideally suited for the 
proposals.  It was important to build appropriately in the Green Belt and the 
application would improve this blemish on the landscape which would inevitably get 
worse in the future if left alone.  With regard to the potential for the site to become 
more of an eyesore, the Development Manager advised that enforcement action 
could be taken if the site became unacceptable.  If this application was permitted, 
there was a danger that this could encourage others to run down their sites before 
applying for planning permission for housing.  If Members wished to see a Green 
Belt site developed, it could be put forward via the Local Plan. 

102.24 A Member indicated that she had attended the Committee Site Visit and was in two 
minds about the application.  She had been quite impressed by the state of the 
existing greenhouse buildings on the site and had been surprised to find them 
relatively clean with only one broken piece of glass.  She questioned whether the 
site was truly out of use as there had appeared to be a tree surgery business in 
operation.  Members of the Committee would be aware that she was of the strong 
opinion that the Green Belt should be protected and that building should only be 
permitted if there were exceptional circumstances, however, she felt that two houses 
on this particular site would be beneficial.  A Member questioned whether there was 
a danger of a judicial review should the application be permitted.  The Development 
Manager explained that someone would need to apply for a review which was not 
something which happened on a regular basis. 

102.25 The local Member asked that a common sense approach be taken; sites would 
continue to come forward for development until the plan making process had 
advanced and, in his view, the applicant had demonstrated the very special 
circumstances necessary to permit development in the Green Belt in this instance.  
The two houses would improve the site and enhance the approach to the village and 
on that basis he proposed that the application be permitted.  In response to a query 
about the timber business, the Planning Officer confirmed that a condition could be 
included to tie that use to the appropriate building. Subsequently the proposal was 
seconded and it was 

RESOLVED  That the application be PERMITTED subject to the inclusion of 
planning conditions to tie the timber business use to the 
appropriate building; demolition of the existing building; levels; 
submission of a Contaminated Land Risk Assessment; provision 
of car parking for two vehicles; drainage plans, landscape details; 
materials and surfacing; and the removal of permitted 
development rights.  See also Appendix A2. 
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PL.103 CURRENT APPEALS AND APPEAL DECISIONS UPDATE  

103.1  Attention was drawn to the current appeals and appeal decisions update, circulated 
at Pages No. 14-17.  Members were asked to consider the current planning and 
enforcement appeals received and the Communities and Local Government (CLG) 
appeal decisions that had been issued in February, March and April 2015. 

103.2  It was 

RESOLVED That the current appeals and appeal decisions update be 
NOTED. 

 The meeting closed at 10:55 am 
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APPENDIX A1 
 
Cases where particular reference, as indicated in column 2 below, was made to the applications 
mentioned hereunder.  See Minute No. PL.102.4 
 

1. 2. 
Application or Plan No. 

Site/Proposed Development  
and Applicant 

 

Nature of Reference/Decision 

14/01269/APP Schedule Page 1186 
Linden Ltd. 
Homelands Farm 
Gotherington Lane 
Bishop’s Cleeve 

Application changed from DELEGATED 
PERMIT TO APPROVE following confirmation 
from County Highways that it had no objection to 
the application. 
 
(See also Minute No. PL.102.11) 
 

15/00224/FUL Schedule Page 1191 
The Roses Theatre Trust 
Roses Theatre 
Sun Street 
Tewkesbury 
 

Application DELEGATED PERMIT subject to 
the acceptability of the revised lighting details 
and revised plans showing that the banners 
would be no less than 2.5m from the adjacent 
ground floor level.   
 
(See also Minute No. PL.102.12-16) 
 

15/00225/ADV Schedule Page 1196 
The Roses Theatre Trust 
Roses Theatre 
Sun Street 
Tewkesbury 
 

Application DELEGATED CONSENT subject to 
the acceptability of the revised lighting details 
and revised plans showing that the banners 
would be no less than 2.5m from the adjacent 
ground floor level.   
 
(See also Minute No. PL.102.17-18) 
 

14/00694/APP Schedule Page 1207 
C/o Origin3 
Homelands Farm 
Gotherington Lane 
Bishop’s Cleeve 
 

Application changed from DELEGATED 
REFUSE TO APPROVE following confirmation 
from the County Highways Authority that it had 
no objection to the application. 
 
(See also Minute No. PL.102.19) 
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APPENDIX A2 
 
Cases where the Committee made decisions on Planning Applications other than in accordance 
with recommendations of the Development Manager.  See Minute No. PL.102.4 
  

1. 2. 
Application or Plan No. 

Site/Proposed Development  
and Applicant 

 

Resolution of Committee 

14/00915/OUT Schedule Page 1173 
Mr & Mrs F Kennedy 
Land At Toddington 
B4632 
Toddington 
 

Application changed from DELEGATED 
PERMIT TO REFUSE as the proposal would be 
out of keeping with the established linear 
settlement pattern and would not reflect the 
prevalent urban morphology of the area; would 
represent a significant encroachment into the 
surrounding rural landscape and would have a 
harmful impact on the character and 
appearance of the landscape within a Special 
Landscape Area; did not make adequate 
provision for on-site or off-site playing pitches, 
delivery of secondary education infrastructure or 
library provision to meet the needs of the 
proposed community; and it did not provide 
housing that would be available to households 
who could not afford to rent or buy houses 
available on the existing housing market.   
 
(See also Minute No. PL.102.5-10) 
 

14/01275/OUT Schedule Page 1214 
Mr & Mrs Evans 
Braceland Nursery 
Leckhampton Lane 
Shurdington 
 

Application changed from REFUSE TO PERMIT 
subject to the inclusion of planning conditions to 
tie the timber business use to the appropriate 
building; demolition of the existing building; 
levels; the submission of a Contaminated Land 
Risk Assessment; the provision of car parking 
for two vehicles; drainage plans; landscape 
details; materials and surfacing; and the removal 
of permitted development rights. 
 
(See also Minute No. PL.102.20-25) 
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APPENDIX A3 
 

SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS - ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS 
 

The following is a list of the additional representations received since the Schedule of 
applications was prepared and includes background papers received up to and including the 
Monday before the meeting. A general indication of the content is given but it may be necessary 
to elaborate at the meeting. 
 
 

Page 
No 

Item 
No 

 

1173 3 14/00915/OUT  

Land At Toddington, B4632, Toddington 

Toddington Parish Council - Object for the following reasons: 

"In principle the council does not have an objection to a small scale development 
on this site within the Newtown area of Toddington, however 25 houses is still too 
many and the proposed layout is not in keeping with the existing houses of the 
village nor the rural character of the local area. Toddington has developed as 
ribbon based community and as such the proposed satellite development does not 
integrate into the existing built form and settlement pattern. 

The previous comments the council made to the original application still stand and 
in addition the council would like to stress that they are concerned about access to 
the development as it opens up onto a fast stretch of the B4632. 

Furthermore the Parish Council are concerned over the planned footpath linking 
the new development to an existing footpath so pedestrians can walk safely up 
into the village. The current footpath shown on the plans does not exist and 
therefore the council would be concerned about the safety of walkers on this busy 
road".  

NHS England - No objection, the surgery at Winchcombe is to be extended and 
refurbished and the numbers generated by the housing could be absorbed.   

County Highway Authority - No objections are raised to the proposed 
development subject to conditions. Given that these comments were received 
after the publication of the Committee report an additional condition and slight 
variations to some of the published conditions are recommended. 

Additional Condition: 

22.  Prior to the occupation of the development hereby permitted the site 
 access shall be completed in all respects in accordance with Drawing 
 SK01- Rev and shall be retained as such thereafter unless and until 
 adopted as highway maintainable at public expense. 

 Reason: To reduce potential highway impact by ensuring that there is a 
 satisfactory access for pedestrians and vehicles, in accordance with 
 paragraph 32 of The Framework. 

Amendment to condition 14 to read: 

14.  No works shall commence on site until details of a pedestrian/cycle link to 
 connect to the existing footway on the eastern side of the B4632 to the 
 north west of the proposed development has been submitted to, and 
 approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority; no dwelling shall be 
 occupied until the approved works have been completed; the works shall 
 be retained as such thereafter unless and until adopted as highway 
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 maintainable at public expense. 

 Reason: To reduce potential highway impact, in accordance with 
 paragraph 32 and 35 of The Framework. 

Amendment to condition 16 to read: 

16.  No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a 
 Construction Method Statement has been submitted to, and approved in 
 writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The approved Statement shall be 
 adhered to throughout the construction period. 

 The Statement shall: 

 i.   specify the type and number of vehicles; 

 ii.  provide for parking of vehicles of site operative and visitors; 

 iii. provide for loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

 iv. provide for storage of plant and materials used in constructing the  
     development; 

 v.  provide for wheel wash facilities; 

 vi. specify the intended hours of construction operations; and 

 vii. measures to control the emissions of dust and dirt during construction. 

 Reason: To reduce the potential impact on the public highway. 

Amendment is also recommended to Condition 8 in relation to drainage: 

8.  No development shall take place until a scheme of foul drainage, and 
 surface water drainage, including a management and maintenance plan, 
 has been submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
 Authority. The approved scheme shall be completed before the 
 development is occupied and maintained thereafter.  

Amendment is also recommended to Condition 10 in relation to 
landscaping: 

10.  The reserved matters pursuant to condition 1 shall be accompanied by full 
 details of both hard and soft landscape proposals. These details shall 
 include, as appropriate: 

 i. proposed finished levels or contours; 

 ii. positions, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be    
     erected; 

 iii. hard surfacing materials; and  

 Soft landscape details shall include: 

 a. planting plans including positions for all trees, hedge and shrub planting; 

 b. written specifications (including cultivation and other operations        
     associated with plant and grass establishment); 

 c. schedules of plants, noting species, planting sizes and proposed  
    numbers;  

 d. densities where appropriate; and  

 e. implementation timetables including time of planting. 

Amendment to S106 requirements 

Paragraph 16.9 of the published Committee report omits the requirement for 
developer contributions of £22,634 toward playing pitches and changing facilities 
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(which are set out in section 10 of the report). Any S106 should therefore include 
the contributions listed in Paragraph 16.9 as well as the contribution towards 
playing pitches and changing facilities. 

1186 4 14/01269/APP  

Homelands Farm, Gotherington Lane, Bishops Cleeve, GL52 8EN 

The County Highways Authority (CHA) comments that the amended plans do not 
impact or conflict with the highway layout as approved by GCC under application 
reference 14/00694/APP. 

With regard to the conditional requirements the CHA provide the following 
comments: 

Highway Drainage 

In accordance with condition, details of highway drainage have been submitted, 
there is no reason why a suitable scheme to provide highway drainage throughout 
the development. A detailed review of the highway drainage will be undertaken at 
the section 38 stage. 

Street Lighting 

To be agreed at the sc38 stage. 

Fire Hydrants 

To be agreed at the sc38 stage. 

The CHA therefore has no objection to the proposal.  The full response is 
attached.  

Recommendation 

The recommendation is therefore to Approve the application. 

1191 5 15/00224/FUL  

Roses Theatre , Sun Street, Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire, GL20 5NX 

The Theatres Trust has submitted comments in respect of the proposal – 

The Trust supports the application and considers that the proposal would improve 
the theatre's front of house and improve the sense of arrival and provide much 
needed additional circulation and congregation space. The proposed replacement 
cladding, additional foyer windows and new signage would also improve the 
appearance, permeability and visibility of the theatre within the streetscape. 

The Town Council has raised concerns regarding the potential impact of the 
proposed lighting upon local residents in Oldbury Road and has requested further 
details to reassure that the lighting would be in keeping with the Conservation 
Area and would safeguard neighbour amenity. 

Subject to this issue, and the outstanding archaeological issues being 
satisfactorily resolved, permission is recommended by the Town Council. 

A sample of the standing seam zinc cladding has been submitted for approval by 
the agent. The submitted sample is considered by the Conservation Officer to be 
appropriate to the Conservation Area context. As such, Condition 2 will be revised 
accordingly to ensure that the zinc cladding used within the proposed 
development, accords in all respects with the submitted sample received by the 
Local Planning Authority on 14.04.2015. 

A Heritage Impact Assessment has been submitted by the agent on 
16.04.2015 with regards to the archaeological implications of the proposal.  

The County Archaeologist has been consulted in respect of the document and 
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has raised no objection in principle to the proposal, subject to the imposition of the 
following planning condition:- 

No development shall take place within the application site until the applicant, or 
their agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a 
programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of 
investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason: To make provision for a programme of archaeological mitigation, so as to 
record and advance understanding of any heritage assets which will be lost, in 
accordance with paragraph 141 of the NPPF. 

1199 7 13/00817/FUL  

Land Adjoining Oakley, Far Stanley, Nr Gretton, GL54 5HF 

Consultations and Representations 

Environmental Health Officer 

The Environmental Health Officer (EHO) has now assessed the noise report 
submitted by the applicant and is content with the method and conclusions 
reached. The EHO is satisfied that the impact of the activities now proposed, 
particularly as they are now vehicle movements alone (with some associated 
wood storage, loading and unloading activities), would not cause detriment to 
amenity for nearby residents, subject to the imposition of suitable planning 
conditions. 

Local Residents 

A letter has been received from the occupier of the nearest residential property 
outside the applicants' control (Dominique) to the revised scheme who advises 
that, as agricultural contractors, as well as a tractor and machinery dealership, 
their business generates volumes of traffic, including tractors and delivery vehicles 
throughout the week. As the nearest neighbour to this proposed planning he 
advises that he would fully support the application, as there will be no adverse 
effects to either his family or business. 

A letter has also been received from the noise consultant who has acted for the 
neighbour at Woodland View. Whilst the letter points out what the author 
considers to be minor technical flaws in the applicant's noise report, the letter 
concludes that the predicted noise impact at Woodland View (the neighbouring 
property) can now be considered acceptable subject to the hours of use being 
restricted. The consultant has also recommended tying the use of the yard to the 
residential property, The Oakleys. The EHO, however, does not consider that tying 
the use to the Oakleys is necessary from an Environmental Health perspective 
given the outputs from the noise report. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that Condition 1 included within the Officer report be deleted 
and the following conditions be added: 

1.  The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 
 five years from the date of this permission. 

 Reason: To comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and 
 Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and 
 Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
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2.  No wood processing other than storage, loading and unloading shall take 
 place on the site. 

 Reason: To safeguard residential amenity of nearby properties. 

3.  No process shall be carried out and no deliveries taken at or despatched 
 from the site outside the hours of 07:30 to 21:00. 

 Reason: To safeguard residential amenity of nearby properties 

4.  Prior to the relocated yard being brought in to use the existing field gate 
 access on the southern boundary shall be permanently closed as shown 
 on the submitted plan 07:1516:22. 

 Reason: To prevent the use of a sub-standard vehicular access in 
 accordance with paragraphs 32 and 35 of the NPPF and Policy TPT1 of 
 the Tewkesbury Borough Local Plan to 2011. 

5.  The proposed development shall be carried out in strict accordance with 
 the landscaping details included on drawing number 07:1516:23 and Tree 
 and Hedge Planting Schedule received by the Local Planning Authority on 
 25 March 2015 unless otherwise approved in writing by the Local Planning 
 Authority. 

 Reason: To ensure that the proposed development will be visually 
 attractive in the interests of amenity. 

6.  All planting, seeding or turfing in the approved details of landscaping shall 
 be carried out in the first planting and seeding season following the 
 occupation of the building(s) or completion of the development, whichever 
 is the sooner, and any trees or plants which within a period of five years 
 from the completion of the development die, are removed or become 
 seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting 
 season with others of similar size and species, unless the Local Planning 
 Authority gives written consent to any variation.  

 Reason: To ensure that the proposed development will be visually 
 attractive in the interests of amenity. 

1207 8 14/00694/APP  

Homelands Farm, Gotherington Lane, Bishops Cleeve, Cheltenham, 
Gloucestershire, GL52 8EN 

The County Highways Authority (CHA) has provided comment on the amended 
highways plans.  The CHA's comment that the concerns about suitability of the 
road layout for refuse vehicles has been satisfactorily address through the 
amended plans and information.  

With regard to the conditional requirements the CHA provide the following 
comments: 

Highway Drainage 

In accordance with condition, details of highway drainage have been submitted, 
there is no reason why a suitable scheme to provide highway drainage throughout 
the development.  A detailed review of the highway drainage will be undertaken at 
the section 38 stage. 

Street Lighting 

To be agreed at the sc38 stage. 

Fire Hydrants 

To be agreed at the sc38 stage. 
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The CHA therefore has no objection to the proposal.  The full response is 
attached 

Recommendation 

The recommendation is therefore to Approve the application 

Condition 1 is amended as follows: 

"Other than where varied by the conditions below the development hereby 
approved shall be implemented in accordance with the drawings detailed on the 
approved Drawing Schedule (Lob No 14-048) dated the 20th April 2015." 

1214 9 14/01275/OUT  

Braceland Nursery, Leckhampton Lane, Shurdington, Cheltenham, 
Gloucestershire,  

Update 

Additional information received from applicant on 13/04/15. 

A technical report has been submitted providing the results of a speed survey.  
Leckhampton Lane is subject to a 30mph speed limit at the point of the site 
access.  This does, however, change to 50mph at a point 60m to the east of the 
site access.  To ascertain actual speeds along this part of Leckhampton Lane a 
speed counter was installed at the speed transition point during the period 
between 08/04/15 and 11/04/15.  The results of the survey show typical 85th 
percentile speeds of 44 mph to the east of the access. 

The report indicates that, based on the actual recorded speeds, a visibility splay of 
120m looking east will therefore be required.  The existing access currently 
provides visibility of 72m in this direction.  The report advises that the enhanced 
visibility splay can be provided as part of the proposed development by 
removing/cutting back the existing boundary hedge. Where removed, the hedge 
will be replanted.  The technical report is accompanied by a plan showing the 
removal/cutting back of a stretch of hedgerow extending to approximately 65m in 
length.  

The technical report has been submitted with a covering letter from the agent 
making the following points: 

* The visibility improvement demonstrated in the technical report would result in a 
significant benefit to local highway safety and as such could be considered as a 
favourable material consideration in support of the proposal. 

* Detailed plans to secure this could be provided via a pre-commencement 
condition.  A condition could also be included to ensure that the resulting boundary 
hedge is maintained in perpetuity so to ensure a robust boundary to the highway 
with regard to the Green Belt setting. 

* A suggested condition is put forward to secure the linking of the use of the barn 
to proposed dwelling Unit 2. 

* A appeal case is referred to in which the Inspector allowed an appeal against 
Wycombe District Council’s refusal of an application to the redevelopment of a 
redundant commercial nursery site to provide 1 no. new dwelling. 

The technical report, accompanying plan and covering letter are all attached 
to this document. 

In response to the additional information put forward by the applicant, Officers 
would comment as follows: 

The speed survey results are noted and, in accordance with the County Highways 
Authority’s Standing Advice, Officers can confirm that an average speed of 40mph 
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would require visibility splays of 120m.  The improved visibility splay that could be 
provided by the application could therefore increase the safety of the site access 
and Officers agree that this could potentially weigh in favour of the proposal in the 
planning balance.  However, the weight to be applied to this matter must be 
considered alongside the fact that providing this increased visibility splay would 
require the removal of a significant area of the existing established hedgerow.  
Officers are of the view that this would add to the harm caused by the proposal to 
the rural landscape of the area and this would negate any benefits that would 
result from this matter.  It is recognised that a replacement hedgerow could be 
secured, but this would take some time to become established and reach the 
height and density of the existing hedgerow.  During this period the site would be 
exposed and the harm to the Green Belt and rural landscape caused by the 
proposed development would be exacerbated.  Furthermore, liaison with the 
County Highways Authority on this matter indicates that there are no recorded 
traffic incidents in the vicinity of the site access and any benefits associated with 
the proposed visibility improvements would not be substantial.  Overall it is not 
considered that this matter would individually, or collectively with the other 
purported benefits, outweigh the identified harm to the Green Belt and the rural 
landscape.  Very special circumstances do not therefore exist and the 
recommendation to the Committee to refuse planning permission is unchanged.         

With regard to the other points made by the agent, no concerns have been raised 
by Officers in relation to the proximity of the storage barn to the dwellings, subject 
to a condition along the lines of that suggested in the letter.  This matter is not 
therefore in dispute.  Officers are aware of the appeal case referred to by the 
agent although this involved an application for a single dwelling on the site of a 
commercial nursery with a significant retail element.  The ridge height of the 
proposed dwelling would not have exceeded that of the main range of the existing 
greenhouse buildings on that site and the traffic reductions associated with the 
proposal would have been significant.  The appeal proposal therefore resulted in 
considerably less harm to the Green Belt that the proposal at Braceland Nursery 
and clear benefits amounting to very special circumstances were shown to 
existing.  The circumstances of the appeal case are therefore materially different 
to the proposal before Members.      

1220 10 14/01133/FUL  

182 Innsworth Lane, Innsworth, GL3 1DX 

Representation 

An additional representation has been received from the occupier of no. 184 
Innsworth Lane on 20/04/15.  This refers to an email from the previous Case 
Officer to the applicant during the determination of the previous (refused) 
application at the site.  In that email the Case Officer recommends that in the 
preparation of any revised application the proposed site access should be 
relocated slightly further to the west so that 2.4m x 54m visibility splays can be 
provided without crossing over land owned by 184 Innsworth Lane.   

The representation queries what changes have been made to the access point to 
address the previous officers concern on visibility splays.  It is also advised that 
the proposed site plan is inaccurate as it shows the mixed hedge between no. 180 
and 182 Innsworth to be at 1m high whereas it is actually 2.5m high.  It is queried 
whether this impacts on visibility. 

In response to these queries Officers can, having regard to the advice of the 
County Highways Authority on this particular application, confirm that the visibility 
splay requirements for the proposed access are 2m x 49m rather than 2.4m x 54m 
as previously advised.  The previous advice did not take into account local 
circumstances where slightly reduced distances can be acceptable.  These 
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include where the speed limit is no greater than 30mph, the site is located on a 
residential street, there is no departure from the forward visibility splay 
requirements and the adjacent carriageway width is not less than 5.5m.  As 
indicated by the County Highways Authority, these circumstances do apply in this 
instance.  Accordingly the proposed access can provide the required visibility 
splays without crossing over land owned by no. 184 Innsworth Lane. 

With regard to the inaccurate detail on the proposed site plan, Officers are aware 
of this but as the hedge does not impact on the required visibility splay this is not 
considered to be an issue.   

No further representations have been received in relation to the revised plans. 

1225 11 15/00102/FUL  

Cotswold House, Post Office Lane, Cleeve Hill, Cheltenham, 
Gloucestershire, GL52 3PS 

The following response has now been received from the Gloucestershire County 
Highways Officer: 

'The proposal is for an extension to an existing dwelling. The site fronts Post 
Office Lane which is a Class 4 road subject to a 30mph speed limit. The site has 
an existing access and off-street parking and garage facility from Post Office Lane 
which gained planning approval in 2010. I note that there are three letters of 
representation in respect to the application. They highlight concerns related to 
parking provision and prior construction works undertaken that impacted on Post 
Office Lane and a lane with shared access. Having considered these 
representations and in light of previous planning approval, the parking provision is 
considered to be adequate to service the property. Having considered the 
application and supporting documents submitted, I recommend that no highway 
objections be raised’.  It is therefore not considered to be necessary to attach a 
condition regarding the construction activity, particularly given that the proposal is 
solely for a first floor extension.  

1248 14 15/00205/FUL  

Golden Castle Caravans Ltd, Cheltenham Road East, Churchdown, 
Gloucester, Gloucestershire, GL2 9QL 

Recommendation: 

The recommendation should be amended to include reference to the completion 
of the S106 obligation to secure the contribution towards travel plan monitoring. 
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14/01275/OUT Item No. 9, Page no. 
1214 
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