
TEWKESBURY BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

 
Minutes of a Meeting of the Planning Committee held remotely on                             

Tuesday, 18 August 2020 commencing at 10:00 am 
 

 
Present: 

 
Chair Councillor J H Evetts 
Vice Chair Councillor R D East 

 
and Councillors: 

 
G F Blackwell, L A Gerrard, M A Gore, D J Harwood, A Hollaway, M L Jordan, E J MacTiernan, 

J R Mason, J W Murphy (Substitute for R A Bird), P W Ockelton, A S Reece, P E Smith,                          
R J G Smith, P D Surman, R J E Vines, M J Williams and P N Workman 

 

PL.18 ANNOUNCEMENTS  

18.1 The Chair advised that the meeting was being held under the emergency provisions 
of the Coronavirus Act 2020 and, specifically, The Local Authorities and Police and 
Crime Panels (Coronavirus) (Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and Crime 
Panel Meetings) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020.  The meeting was being 
broadcast live via the internet, it was not being recorded by the Council but, under 
the usual transparency rules, it may be being recorded by others. 

18.2 The Chair outlined the procedure for the meeting, including public speaking. 

PL.19 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  

19.1  Apologies for absence were received from Councillor R A Bird.  Councillor                            
J W Murphy would be acting as a substitute for the meeting.  

PL.20 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

20.1  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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20.2 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 5h - 
20/00362/FUL –                 
St Petroc, Pirton 
Lane, Churchdown. 

Agenda Item 5i – 
20/00445/FUL –       
49 Yew Tree Way, 
Churchdown. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

A Hollaway Agenda Item 5e – 
20/00387/FUL –      
14 Jennings 
Orchard, 
Woodmancote. 

Agenda Item 5g – 
20/00376/FUL – 
Land at the Coach 
House, Post Office 
Lane, Cleeve Hill. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

M L Jordan Agenda Item 5h – 
20/00362/FUL –                 
St Petroc, Pirton 
Lane, Churchdown. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

M L Jordan Agenda Item 5i – 
20/00445/FUL – 
Yew Tree Way, 
Churchdown. 

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

E J MacTiernan Agenda Item 5f – 
20/00545/FUL -              
30 The Park, 
Northway. 

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

 

 

 

 

 
 

Would speak 
and vote. 



PL.18.08.20 

J R Mason Agenda Item 5a - 
19/00404/FUL – 
Land Rear of Grove 
View, Market Lane, 
Greet. 

Agenda Item 5c – 
19/01041/FUL – 
Dryfield Farm, 
Cheltenham Road, 
Winchcombe. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

J W Murphy Agenda Item 5a -
19/00404/FUL – 
Land Rear of Grove 
View, Market Lane, 
Greet. 

Agenda Item 5c – 
19/01041/FUL – 
Dryfield Farm, 
Cheltenham Road, 
Winchcombe. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

R J G Smith Agenda Item 5h – 
20/00362/FUL –               
St Petroc, Pirton 
Lane, Churchdown. 

Agenda Item 5i – 
20/00445/FUL –       
49 Yew Tree Way, 
Churchdown. 

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

Would speak 
and vote. 

P D Surman Agenda Item 5j – 
20/00317/OUT –                  
9 Cowlsmead, 
Shurdington. 

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

Is a Borough 
Councillor for the 
area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

R J E Vines Agenda Item 5j – 
20/00317/OUT -                
9 Cowlsmead, 
Shurdington. 

Is a Gloucestershire 
County Councillor for 
the area. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

M J Williams Agenda Item 5k – 
20/00533/FUL -
Elizabeth’s 
Orchard, Sandhurst 
Lane, Sandhurst. 

Is the applicant. Would not 
speak or vote 
and would 
leave the 
meeting for 
consideration 
of this item. 
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M J Williams Agenda Item 5l -
19/00925/FUL – 
Land off Ash Lane, 
Down Hatherley. 

Had spoken to the 
applicant and an 
objector in relation to 
the application. 

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

20.3 There were no further declarations made on this occasion. 

PL.21 MINUTES  

21.1  The Minutes of the meeting held on 21 July 2020, copies of which had been 
circulated, were approved as a correct record.  

PL.22 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL - APPLICATIONS TO THE BOROUGH COUNCIL  

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. 

 19/00404/FUL - Land Rear of Grove View, Market Lane, Greet  

22.1  This application was for conversion of an existing builder’s storage building to a one 
bed dwelling and change of use of builder’s yard to residential. 

22.2  The Chair advised that, since the publication of the Agenda, further information had 
been received concerning the recent unauthorised engineering works on land 
immediately adjacent to the site and building.  Unfortunately, Officers had not had 
time to properly consider this in detail therefore the Officer recommendation had 
been changed from permit to defer in order to allow the issues raised to be fully 
investigated.  Confirmation was provided that the applicant and their agent had 
agreed to a deferral.  On that basis, it was proposed, seconded and 

RESOLVED That the application be DEFERRED in order to allow the issues 
raised in the information submitted following the publication of 
the Agenda to be fully investigated. 

 20/00504/FUL - 51 Cotswold Gardens, Tewkesbury  

22.3  This application was for the erection of a two storey annexe and single storey 
storage building.   

22.4  The Planning Officer advised that the application related to a three storey dwelling 
located in Tewkesbury and sought the erection of a two storey annexe which was 
proposed for ancillary accommodation, incidental to the enjoyment of the main 
house.  The application required a Committee determination due to objections 
received from the Town Council which had raised concern in relation to 
overdevelopment, size of internal spaces and potential impact upon the highway.  
The design section of the Officer report assessed the concern relating to 
overdevelopment and it was the Officer view that there was no conflict with policy in 
that regard.  The matters of internal space and highway safety had been considered 
by Environmental Health and County Highways respectively and neither of these 
expert consultees had raised an objection to the proposal.  The proposed scheme 
complied with planning policy, therefore, the Officer recommendation was to permit. 
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22.5  The Chair invited a local resident speaking against the proposal to address the 
Committee.  The local resident indicated that he had lived in a neighbouring 
property with his family since 2011 and was concerned about the negative impact of 
the proposal on his property on terms of feeling squashed in, out of place and the 
site being overdeveloped.  He was not allowed to extend any part of his property, as 
his deeds stated this would cause overdevelopment, and he questioned why this 
proposal was any different.  The building would project past the build line of his 
property, and other neighbouring properties, and his house had been moved 
forward prior to being built so he questioned whether the property was able to be 
built in the proposed location.  In his view, the proposed two storey annexe would 
reduce the amount of natural light to his kitchen and garden and would overshadow 
the house due to its height and positioning past the rear of the property and along 
the boundary fence.  He had already installed bifold doors to increase light as 
windows could not be installed along the kitchen wall facing No. 51 and he 
requested that a daylight and sunlight assessment be carried out.  He went on to 
indicate that the proposal would overload an already struggling drainage system 
that had been problematic in the past and pointed out that residents had been 
forced to unblock drains only last week after drain water entered properties in 
Cotswold Gardens causing damage.  His concern was that the proposal would only 
increase the repeated issues experienced with drainage - he and his neighbours 
had already written to the Council to complain about this issue – and an extra 
dwelling would cause further problems, should the road flood again, and would 
prevent water draining away effectively leading to the same devastation 
experienced in 2007.  Furthermore, the proposal would generate an increase in 
traffic and cause highway safety concerns as well as compromising the adequacy of 
parking, loading and turning.  He advised that the turning bay was already being 
used to park cars outside of No. 51 making it harder to access the road from his 
drive and increasing the risk of hitting parked vehicles.  The proposal would also 
cause noise and disturbance which were already issues due to the property being 
used as an Airbnb – if the development was allowed to go ahead, he was 
concerned this would be exacerbated due to more occupants.  He pointed out that a 
tree needed to be removed from his boundary fence in order to make way for the 
proposal and he questioned whether any covenants were in place for the boundary 
fence as he had believed that was the case when the land had been sold to allow 
his property to be built.  He explained that he had always tried to be open and 
honest with the applicant and he was deeply concerned that the issues he had 
raised seemed to have been ignored.  The local resident indicated that he would like 
the Committee to consider deferring the application. 

22.6  The Chair invited the applicant to address the Committee.  The applicant explained 
that his main reason for attending the meeting was to highlight inaccurate elements 
from the objections received to his proposal.  He firstly wished to thank the Planning 
Officer for a thorough and detailed report which highlighted the issues he had 
experienced with privacy since the neighbouring property had been built.  In terms 
of the drainage concerns raised by the previous speaker, he explained that the most 
recent incident was unrelated to his property and was as a result of storm water 
drainage as opposed to foul water drainage.  Furthermore, the cars parked in the 
turning circle were nothing to do with his property which only had one vehicle 
associated with its use.  He went on to explain that two huge decking areas in the 
garden of the neighbouring property had resulted in overlooking and at least one of 
those had been constructed without planning permission.  His proposal would help 
to overcome this issue as well as addressing the limited storage in the current 
configuration, particularly bicycle storage, and futureproofing his family’s needs as 
the annexe could be used as a granny flat.  In terms of objections, the issue of 
parking raised by the Town Council had been discussed in the Officer report and 
County Highways had confirmed there was suitable parking for up to four vehicles; 
the storage building would only be used to support the main property and did not 
represent overdevelopment; and the drainage problems highlighted were not 
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connected to the domestic foul water drainage at his property, rather it was the 
design of the system used in the neighbouring property for pumping foul water that 
was the issue.  He pointed out that he had consulted with his neighbours on the 
proposal from the outset and reiterated that his proposals would support the daily 
use of the main property so the restrictions mentioned in the Officer report in terms 
of it not being used as a separate dwelling were welcomed – he fully recognised 
there would be implications if it were to be used as a standalone property. 

22.7 A Member noted that the local resident had mentioned that the property was being 
used as an Airbnb and she sought confirmation as to whether that was the case.  In 
response, the Planning Officer clarified that a residential dwelling could be used as 
an Airbnb if this was an incidental and ancillary use; notwithstanding this, there was 
a judgement to be made on any intensification of that use and she provided 
assurance that any concerns in relation to that could be referred to the Planning 
Enforcement team to investigate if there were concerns. 

22.8 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 in order to assess the 
impact of the proposal on the neighbouring property and to receive more information 
in relation to the daylight/sunlight assessment.  Upon being taken to the vote, it was 

RESOLVED  That the application be DEFERRED for a Planning Committee 
Site Visit in order to assess the impact of the proposal on the 
neighbouring property and to receive more information in relation 
to the daylight/sunlight assessment. 

 19/01041/FUL - Dryfield Farm, Cheltenham Road, Winchcombe  

22.9  This application was for the erection of an agricultural worker’s dwelling. 

22.10  The Planning Officer explained that the proposal was for the erection of a detached 
dwelling to provide accommodation for an agricultural worker and their family.  The 
site currently contained an agriculturally-tied dwelling which was lived in by the 
applicant and his wife; however, the applicant intended to retire, handing control of 
the business over to his son.  The site was situated approximately two miles west of 
Winchcombe and just to the north of Cleeve Hill.  The current farmstead comprised 
several utility buildings including a grain store, an adjoining Dutch barn and a mono-
pitch barn occupying 208 acres, 100 acres of which was owned with the remaining 
108 acres being rented.  The site was within the Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty.  The location of the proposed agricultural worker’s dwelling was on currently 
undeveloped agricultural land within the holding of Dryfield Farm to the south west 
of the existing farmhouse and adjacent to a cluster of agricultural and residential 
buildings.  The proposed dwelling would be a two storey detached house with an 
integral office and garage and would benefit from off-road parking for three cars, 
residential garden space and an additional detached garage building.  As 
summarised in the Officer report, the proposal would not comply with the Council’s 
housing policies as it was considered there was no functional need for the worker to 
be located at Dryfield Farm on a full-time, year-round basis; however, as the Council 
could not demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, the 
development plan policies were considered to be out of date in relation to 
Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  In this situation, planning 
permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the 
policies in the framework taken as a whole.  Notwithstanding this, as set out in the 
Officer report, it was considered there would be significant and demonstrable 
environmental harms arising from both landscape impact and harm to the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, and the poor quality of the proposed dwelling, in 
conflict with the development plan and the Winchcombe and Sudeley 
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Neighbourhood Development Plan.  For this reason, applying the National Planning 
Policy Framework policies for conserving and enhancing protected landscapes, 
there was a clear reason for refusing the proposed development; consequently, this 
meant the tilted balance was not engaged and the ordinary planning balance was 
applicable in this case.  Overall, it was concluded that the significant and 
demonstrable harms identified within the Officer report outweighed the very limited 
benefits that would accrue from the proposal; therefore, it was recommended that 
planning permission be refused.  The report mentioned that no comments had been 
received from the Council’s Flood Risk Management Engineer in respect of 
drainage – whilst that was still the case, it was thought that a drainage scheme 
could be provided on site which could be dealt with via an appropriately worded 
condition, should Members be minded to permit the application.  The Planning 
Officer proceeded to show a video of the application site serving as a virtual site 
visit for the Committee. 

22.11  The Chair indicated there were no public speakers for this item.  The Officer 
recommendation was to refuse the application and he sought a motion from the 
floor.  It was proposed and seconded that the application be permitted on the basis 
there were very special circumstance which would outweigh the harm arising from 
the development.  The proposer of the motion felt there were very special 
circumstances in terms of the applicant’s own personal situation which needed to be 
taken into account and this proposal would ensure the farm business, which had 
been in operation for 35 years, would be able to continue.  He pointed out that there 
were already seven residential properties on the site and, although the Officer report 
suggested that the proposed dwelling was too large he felt it was better to build 
something that would suit the needs of the occupant from the outset rather than 
grant planning permission for a smaller building which later needed to be extended.  
In his view, it was completely necessary for agricultural workers to live on site given 
the nature of the farming business, therefore he felt the application should be 
permitted.  The seconder of the motion raised concern about the differences 
between the two agricultural reports – one submitted by the applicant and another 
commissioned by the Council.  There were several Members of the Planning 
Committee with knowledge of farming, himself included, and in his view, the report 
commissioned by the Council did not stack up in relation to the breeding of 
pheasants and the amount of time that needed to be spent with them on site – the 
hours identified within the applicant’s agricultural report also seemed to be quite 
conservative.  He agreed there were very special circumstances in this case which 
warranted planning permission being granted and considered that the need for an 
agricultural worker’s dwelling on site was paramount in securing the future of the 
farm if the applicant was to pass on the business to his son who currently lived 
approximately two miles away.  There was nothing closer to the farm to buy or rent 
so he could see the need for a large, modern house on the site.  He hoped that 
Members had been able to read the report from the applicant’s agricultural 
consultants whom he rated highly.  

22.12 During the debate which ensued, a Member indicated that Policy AGR3 of the 
emerging Tewkesbury Borough Plan supported rural dwellings where they could be 
robustly justified and she felt there was an essential and functional need for this 
particular dwelling, as evidenced within the Officer report.  Whilst she recognised 
the site was located within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and that it was 
necessary to minimise the impact in relation to the countryside, there was no other 
suitable alternative accommodation in the area, and the dwelling would be restricted 
for use by employees of the farm, as such, in her opinion the benefits of the 
proposal outweighed the landscape harm and she would be happy to support the 
motion to permit the application.  Another Member totally agreed with this view and 
considered it was important for someone to live on site, not only for the welfare of 
the livestock but also in terms of security.  There had previously been a Rural Crime 
Officer for the area but he was unsure if this post still existed and whether they had 
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been consulted on this particular proposal.  A Member was pleased that the 
applicant’s agricultural report had been circulated to the Committee as an additional 
paper as she had been disappointed with the assessment of the scheme in the 
Officer’s report.  She welcomed the continuation of a family business and felt the 
proposal should be supported.  Another Member shared these views and found it 
ridiculous to suggest there was no functional need for the dwelling – he had reared 
sheep for many years and was well aware of the amount of time that needed to be 
dedicated to the many associated tasks.  There must also be a duty of care to the 
horses at the livery when the owners were not available.  He did not think it 
reasonable for the applicant’s son to have to travel to and from the farm and pointed 
out that allowing him to live on site would reduce vehicle use.  He agreed with the 
comments regarding the agricultural reports and indicated that the Council’s report 
seemed to be very out of date.  Another Member advised that he had just retired 
from farming and he agreed with the comments that had been made by others 
regarding the amount of work involved.  He understood that there was a Rural 
Crime Officer in post but they were not particularly active in the area. 

22.13 A Member empathised with the views expressed but was concerned about the 
impact of the proposal on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and indicated that 
he would have expected references to specific planning policies which supported a 
refusal.  Another Member questioned whether an agricultural tie could be imposed 
for a minimum period of time and the Planning Officer explained that a time would 
not generally be included within an agricultural tie condition as this allowed for the 
running of the farm to be taken over by others if necessary, as was the case in this 
instance.   

22.14 The Chair felt that the debate in respect of this application had shown the benefit of 
a Committee determination as it was clear the majority of Members were supportive 
of the proposal despite the Officer recommendation.  His concern was that the 
Officers had considered the proposal from the perspective of a refusal, therefore, 
the design proposed was not the best that could be achieved and would be 
unsuitable within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  On that basis, he 
wondered if a deferral might be a better option.  A Member suggested that a 
delegated permission would provide an opportunity to refine the design and the 
Legal Adviser confirmed that would be an option under these circumstances.  The 
proposer of the motion to permit the application indicated that he would not be 
happy with a deferral but would be willing to amend his proposal to a delegated 
permit for Officers to negotiate an improved design and to secure appropriate 
planning conditions.  The seconder of the motion to permit the application confirmed 
he would also be willing to support this; however, he would not like to see the 
application delayed further.  A Member indicated that he would prefer a deferral and 
could not support a delegated permit due to the adverse impact of the proposal on 
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Another Member expressed the view that 
design was subjective and he felt it was perfectly acceptable as it was – it may be 
that the current scheme was the best that could be achieved on the site as had 
been the case with an application he could recall in Uplands, Dog Lane - as such, 
he would like to see the application permitted without any delegated authority to 
negotiate the design. 

22.15 Upon being put to the vote, it was 

RESOLVED  That authority be DELEGATED to the Technical Planning 
Manager to PERMIT the application, subject to further 
negotiations to improve the design of the building and to secure 
appropriate planning conditions. 
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 20/00410/FUL - 5 Doughmeadow Cottages, Laverton  

22.16 This application was for variation of condition 2 (approved plan) of planning 
application 17/00599/FUL to allow for the retention of changes to design and size of 
the extension. 

22.17 The Planning Officer advised that the application related to a mid-terraced dwelling 
located within the village of Laverton.  The application sought to vary a condition in 
order to regularise changes undertaken to the size and design of the extension, 
namely, the increase of 0.5 metres in ridge height, taking the extension to 3.5 
metres in total height; the installation of a rubber roof as opposed to the originally 
permitted sedum roof; the overhang that had been created to the roof; alterations to 
the arrangement of the roof light windows; and changes to fenestration.  Whilst the 
letters of objection received from the Parish Council and local residents had been 
duly considered, they were not felt to present sufficient cause to warrant a refusal 
and the Officer recommendation was to permit the application. 

22.18 The Chair invited the applicant’s agent to address the Committee.  The applicant’s 
agent explained that the major works had been approved in 2017 after considerable 
discussion with the Case Officer at the time and the Council’s Conservation Officer.  
A minor amendment to the scheme had subsequently been submitted which had 
approved the parapet and the replacement of the sedum roof with a GRP roof 
covering, as such, there was no planning breach in respect of those elements.  The 
rooflights had also been approved as part of the original scheme in 2017.  Whilst the 
rear single storey extension was slightly taller than the original 2017 approval, a 
decision had been made on site to bring this in line with the flat roof which had been 
installed at the rear of the property.  This was a similar style to the parapet which 
had been approved and there were no issues regarding the impact on light to the 
property.  It was noted that, although the Parish Council had objected to the 
application, it had raised no objection to the proposal that had been approved in 
2017.  He hoped that Members would feel able to support the Officer 
recommendation and permit the application before them. 

22.19 A Member sought clarification as to exactly what the Committee was being asked to 
permit, in particular, whether the applicant’s agent’s assertion that the rubber roof 
had been approved in the non-material minor amendment on 20 November 2017 
was correct.  In response, the Planning Officer confirmed that both the arrangement 
of the rooflights and the rubber roof had been permitted in the minor amendment 
and she apologised for her mistake.  She clarified that Members were now being 
asked to determine the overhang and the changes to fenestration.  

22.20 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 in order to fully 
understand and assess the changes being proposed and, upon being put to the 
vote, it was  

RESOLVED That the application be DEFERRED for a Planning Committee 
Site Visit in order to fully understand and assess the changes 
being proposed. 
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 20/00387/FUL - 14 Jennings Orchard, Woodmancote  

22.21  This application was for the erection of a two storey side and rear extension. 

22.22  The Planning Officer advised that a Committee determination was required as the 
Parish Council had objected on the grounds of the size and scale of the proposal.  
Whilst these concerns had been noted, it was not considered that the size of the 
extensions would be excessive.  The first floor extension would have a lower ridge 
line than the main dwelling so would read as subservient and, although the single 
storey rear extension would be larger than the existing conservatory, it would not 
be out of keeping with the size of the plot and there would be sufficient garden 
space left free from additions.  The neighbouring dwelling at No. 12 Jennings 
Orchard had a similar side extension so the proposal would be in keeping with the 
existing streetscene.  Overall, the proposal was considered to be a suitable size 
and design and would not be out of keeping with the local area, as such, the 
Officer recommendation was to permit the application.  The Planning Officer 
proceeded to show a video of the application site serving as a virtual site visit for 
the Committee. 

22.23  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 
indicated that he knew the area well and most people who wanted to continue 
living in their properties needed to extend.  The seconder of the motion felt that the 
issues raised by the Parish Council had been addressed at Page No. 112, 
Paragraph 8.1 of the Officer report.   

22.24  Upon being put to the vote, it was 

RESOLVED That the application be PERMITTED in accordance with the 
Officer recommendation. 

22.25 The meeting was adjourned at 11:20am for a comfort break. 

22.26  The meeting reconvened at 11:30am with the same membership present.  

 20/00545/FUL - 30 The Park, Northway  

22.27  This application was for change of use of a strip of land from public open space to 
residential garden and erection of a two storey side extension. 

22.28  The Planning Officer advised that the application related to a residential dwelling in 
Northway bordered to the south by an area of grassland.  It was proposed to 
remove the existing southern boundary wall and to re-erect it three metres further 
south, encapsulating a 57 metre squared strip of the grassland in order to facilitate a 
two storey side extension.  Whilst the land was currently within the ownership of 
Tewkesbury Borough Council, the Property team had indicated it would be 
amenable to sell if planning permission was granted.  There were no concerns over 
the proposal, as such, the Officer recommendation was to permit. 

22.29  The Chair invited the applicant to address the Committee.  The applicant indicated 
that she did not believe the proposal would adversely impact on the character of the 
area as it would be similar to other properties in the street in terms of size and style 
and would have the same building lines.  The materials planned to be used would 
be identical to the existing property to be in keeping with the local aesthetic.  
Although the intention was to purchase a strip of the overgrown land from the 
Council in order to achieve this, there would still be a significant amount of green 
space left to ensure the local environment was not negatively affected.  The 
applicant explained that she had lived in the property for 10 years and was hoping 
to extend in order to raise a family. Everything had been designed to minimise the 
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impact on the area and, as her house was on the end, the proposal would have no 
impact on neighbours with the houses in Willis Walk facing the side of her property 
seeing little difference.  As it was only intended to extend by three metres, the 
gardens and views from No. 1 Willis Walk would not be overshadowed and she 
already had a driveway so there would be no highway impact.  With regard to 
concerns that had been raised in relation to flooding, she advised that she had not 
experienced any issues in the time she had lived there, including the most recent 
event in February 2020.  There had been no problems with the alleyway running 
behind her property which led to another nine houses and nothing had ever been 
mentioned in conversations with her neighbours regarding the 2007 floods.  The 
Officer report suggested that the proposal was unlikely to have an impact in terms of 
drainage; however, she had still taken this into consideration and explained that a 
replacement hedge would be planted to mark the new boundary and help absorb 
rainwater; the extension to the driveway would be block paving due to its porous 
nature; there would be no additional paving to increase surface run-off in the new 
space that would be gained in the back garden; and a significant amount of the 
grassed area that would still be owned by the Council would remain untouched so 
could continue to act as a soakaway.  The applicant indicated that she had sought 
advice from the Council at all points of the application process - including submitting 
a pre-planning application and the sale of the land being put to public and Parish 
Council consultation – and she hoped Members would agree that everything 
necessary had been considered to enable her to extend her family home positively 
within Northway taking into account environmental factors and impact on 
neighbouring amenity. 

22.30  A Member drew attention to Page No. 124, Paragraph 2.0 of the Officer report and 
sought clarification as to what had already been permitted as reference was made 
to application 17/00197/PRE which seemed to reflect the proposal in the application 
before Members.  In response, the Planning Officer clarified that the application 
referenced by the Member was a pre-application – this arose when an applicant 
came forward with a pre-application enquiry.  In this case, the pre-application had 
been determined favourably which had resulted in the applicant submitting the full 
application Members were asked to determine today.   

22.31  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 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. 

 20/00376/FUL - Land at The Coach House, Post Office Lane, Cleeve Hill  

22.32  This application was for the variation of condition 2 (drawing schedule) of planning 
permission 18/00563/FUL to allow for alterations to fenestration, building footprint 
and garden store (retention of works already carried out). 

22.33  The Planning Officer advised that the application site was a sloping parcel of land to 
the west of the Coach House on Post Office Lane within the Cotswold Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The principle of development on the site was 
established with the Inspector’s appeal decision and the extant permission 
18/00563/FUL.  Construction of the building had already commenced and the works 
undertaken were not in accordance with the approved plans – there was variation to 
the footprint of the building which had been reoriented from south to north; the front 
elevation faced more towards north north west; alterations to the fenestration 
included a small window to the front elevation for the study, two small windows to 
replace three larger sectioned windows on the ground and first floor, and a study 
window on the side elevation being reduced in size; and a garden store with an 
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external door to the side elevation had been created to the void under the drive.  
The main issues for consideration were whether the design was acceptable, and the 
impact on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the residential amenity of 
neighbouring properties.  The Planning Officer explained that the orientation of the 
building had made the west side elevation slightly more visually prominent from 
views from neighbouring dwellings; however, the character and form of the building 
remained largely unchanged.  The alterations to the fenestration were on the south 
elevation and were in keeping with the overall design and the garden store was 
located under the driveway so was not visually prominent – given the acknowledged 
limited views of the dwelling, it was not considered that these changes would make 
the proposal unacceptable in design terms.  The Planning Inspector had considered 
the site’s enclosed nature, sloping gradient and that it was partially encompassed by 
more dominant existing residential development, and felt that any visibility of the 
development from open public areas would be against a backdrop of existing built 
forms and there would be no significant perceptible change caused to the wider 
landscape.  The scale of the development had been established by application 
18/00563/FUL.  The building was set back in the hillside and, when viewed from the 
public realm, the slight reorientation and proposed alterations were not perceptually 
more harmful to the landscape and scenic beauty of the Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  Should Members be minded to permit the application, the Parish 
Council had requested a landscape condition to help screen the development but, 
given the conclusion that there would be minimal additional impact arising from the 
amended scheme, it was not considered that such a condition would be reasonable 
or necessary in planning terms.  Whilst the application was to amend the approved 
drawings, it remained the case that the proposal was for a new dwelling.  On the 
basis that the Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable 
housing sites, in accordance with Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, the presumption was that planning permission should be granted 
unless the application of policies within the framework that protected assets of 
particular importance provided a clear reason for refusing the development; or, any 
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the framework as a whole.  The were 
no policies within the framework which provided a clear reason for refusal and, 
given the extent of the changes to the plans, the impacts of granting permission for 
the amended scheme would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the – 
albeit limited – benefits.  As such, the Officer recommendation was to permit. 

22.34  The Chair invited a local resident speaking against the application to address the 
Committee.  The local resident explained he was representing himself and a 
number of other Post Office Lane residents who objected to the proposed 
development and were unhappy that detailed evidence, including pictures, had not 
been adequately represented in the Officer’s report, analysis and presentation.  This 
development had a history of planning creep and obfuscation and he indicated that, 
in May 2018, the owner had applied for a variation to the drawings approved by the 
Planning Inspector to move the garage and relocate the front wall to allow for 
increased parking.  The floor area of parts of the building had been increased by 
around 40% with the addition of extra rooms and this “minor” amendment had been 
approved by Tewkesbury Borough Council in October 2018; in May 2019, piling 
machines had arrived and work had started on the site.  In January 2020, residents 
had suspected that the building was not being constructed in accordance with 
approved plans, enforcement had been called in and, over the next two months the 
full extent of the changes had been revealed by the applicant to the Council – this 
application had arisen from the intervention of the Planning Enforcement team.  
Recently released imagery of the site taken on 18 September 2019 showed the 
building foundations in place on that date and clearly showed the building rotation 
was also in place at that time which led to the conclusion that the building footprint 
had not been constructed in accordance with the approved plans from the outset.  
The local resident also noted that the unauthorised orientation and the blank wall 
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design of the east elevation were now significantly different from the original plan 
approved on appeal.   The local residents wished to argue that the impact on the 
residential amenity of neighbouring properties was unacceptable and the 
photographs included on the Additional Representations Sheet, attached at 
Appendix 1, showed the overbearing nature of the cold, stark and tall east curtain 
wall.  This was much more visible because of the rotation of the east end of the 
property out from the scarp as a result of not being built to the approved plans.  The 
visual impact of the end wall of the new development from the bedrooms of the 
Manse and Ivydene was particularly significant and unacceptable.  The local 
residents walked far and wide on the front face of Cleeve Hill Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty on most days – they lived on Cleeve Hill to enjoy its splendour and 
beauty – and they, and the Parish Council, strongly disagreed with the assertion at 
Page No. 132, Paragraph 7.9 of the Officer report that the rotation of the building 
outward from the hill on the east end was not perceptually more harmful.  Near 
continuous views of this property were significant over 350 metres of the Cotswold 
Way, despite full summer leaf cover, and the natural westerly viewpoint, above the 
entrance of the Rolling Bank Quarry Site of Special Scientific Interest, was marred 
by this development looking highly out of place within the group of traditional houses 
around the top of Post Office Lane.  The residents believed that the application 
detracted significantly from the views from these sensitive locations within the Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

22.35  A Member questioned whether the applicant had offered an explanation as to why 
the dwelling was not being built in accordance with the approved plans and the 
Planning Officer advised that the applicant had been present when she had visited 
the application site and had stated that the ground conditions when work had 
commenced had led to the reorientation of the building.  She confirmed that the 
planning application before Members was as a result of the enforcement case.    

22.36  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 permitted in accordance with the Officer recommendation.  During the 
debate which ensued, another Member indicated that the feeling among many local 
residents was that the building being constructed off-plan was completely wrong 
and that this had been the intention all along.  She was particularly concerned as to 
whether this would have been identified had the local residents not reported it to the 
Planning Enforcement team.  Another Member raised concern that Cleeve Hill was 
continually moving and there was an incident a few years earlier where a house 
located less than 50 metres from this site had been lost over the edge.  The 
proposer of the motion to permit the application suggested that the decision to 
reorient the building was probably made on the basis of the expert advice of those 
who had been employed to undertake the building works when they had assessed 
the ground conditions – he understood that rules were rules but there was an 
opportunity to apply retrospectively for that change.  A Member sought clarification 
from officers as to whether the tilted balance was engaged, given that the site was 
located within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and was advised that the 
Council was unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply, therefore, there 
was a presumption in favour of development unless any adverse impacts of doing 
so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 
against the policies within the National Planning Policy Framework as a whole – as 
the harm to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty arising from this proposal was 
not considered to be significant, the tilted balance was engaged. The Planning and 
Enforcement Team Leader (South) explained that Officers were just as frustrated as 
Members when developers failed to build in accordance with approved plans; 
however, this was not necessarily a reason to justify refusal and the judgement 
Members needed to make was whether what had been built was so unacceptable 
that it should be refused, bearing in mind that the principle of a dwelling on the site 
had been established by the Planning Inspector’s decision.  In terms of the 
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photographs that had been included in the Additional Representation Sheet, he was 
not convinced they were a true representation of what would be seen by the naked 
eye and felt that the changes would be much less perceptible than they appeared 
shot through a zoom lens.  In the Officer opinion, the changes to the approved plans 
were minor and would not have a significant impact in terms of landscape harm so 
would not make the proposal unacceptable, hence the recommendation for 
permission. 

22.37 A Member indicated that the Council had refused the original planning application, 
which had subsequently been overturned by the Inspector at appeal, and she did 
not feel she could make a decision on this application without visiting the site.  As 
such, she proposed that the application be deferred for a Planning Committee Site 
Visit to assess the impact of the changes.  Aside from this, she felt that the 
Council’s approach to enforcement needed to be addressed, with better use of stop 
notices, and she undertook to take this up with the Head of Development Services 
outside of the meeting.  The proposer of the motion to permit the application 
stressed that Members received the Planning Committee papers well in advance 
and had an opportunity to consider the applications and request a site visit before 
the meeting.  In his view, deferring this application for a site visit would just be 
prolonging the inevitable and he found it very frustrating that this matter could have 
been dealt with.  The Chair agreed with this view and indicated that he was unsure 
what a site visit would achieve in this instance.  A Member queried what action the 
Council could take if the application was refused and the Chair indicated that an 
appeal was likely to be lost on the basis that there was no significant material 
change between what had been approved and what had been built.  A Member 
indicated that he wished to second the proposal for a deferral for a Planning 
Committee Site Visit; whilst he recognised that the building was already there, if 
Members did not go and look at it then developers were effectively being left to do 
whatever they wanted once planning permission had been granted.  In terms of the 
suggestion that the ground conditions at the commencement of work had led to the 
changes, he raised concern that a full ground survey should have been conducted 
well in advance of that and a variation application should have been submitted at 
that time.  The Legal Adviser explained that the development would require building 
regulation approval and the issue of ground conditions and piling were matters for 
Building Control; the Committee was required to make a planning judgement based 
on material planning considerations so, although Members’ concerns could be 
passed on to Building Control, this was not a matter for the Committee to determine. 

22.38 A brief discussion ensued in relation to site visits and what the current situation was 
in respect of COVID-19.  A Member indicated that, prior to the pandemic, Members 
received notification of the applications to be considered by the Committee and a 
timeline for submitting requests for site visits but this information had stopped during 
lockdown.  Another Member pointed out that requests could still be made for virtual 
site visits whereby videos of the site were provided; however, physical site visits 
could only currently be proposed at the meeting.  The Chair felt it should be borne in 
mind that only one physical site visit had been undertaken since lockdown and that 
had been conducted on the basis that it could be facilitated with stringent safety 
regulations in place, for instance, the site could accommodate several vehicles 
meaning Members could travel alone etc.  He suggested that the Lead Member for 
Built Environment take this up with the Head of Development Services and the 
Member confirmed that she would do so. 
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22.39 A Member expressed the view that it was unfortunate that yet another development 
had not been built in accordance with the approved plans; however, he felt there 
was little option but to permit the application as the Council would inevitably lose an 
appeal if this was refused.  Another Member shared this view and felt that 
developers were riding roughshod over the planning process but Members had no 
choice but to support the application.  The proposer of the motion to permit the 
application indicated that, although he had made the proposal, he had done so with 
a heavy heart. 

22.40 Upon being put to the vote, the motion to defer the application for a Planning 
Committee Site Visit to assess the impact of the changes was lost.  A vote was 
subsequently taken on the motion to permit the application and it was  

RESOLVED That the application be PERMITTED in accordance with the 
Officer recommendation. 

 20/00362/FUL - St Petroc, Pirton Lane, Churchdown  

22.41  This application was for part change of use of existing dwelling to a physiotherapy 
clinic and retention of shed in front garden. 

22.42  The Planning Officer advised that the property in question was a large detached 
dwelling on Pirton Lane.  The site was located in a wholly residential area and was 
surrounded on all sides by existing residential development.  The application 
proposed to change part of the property to be used as a physiotherapy clinic and 
the plans showed this would be confined to a small area on the ground floor that 
was currently used as a family room and garden store; these rooms would be 
converted to a single consulting room with a separate lobby/waiting area and the 
remainder of the property would be retained as a dwelling.  Externally, the proposal 
would require the replacement of the garage doors with a set of doors with glazing 
on either side.  The clinic would be operated exclusively by the applicant who 
currently resided at the property and no other employees would be working from 
the premises.  It was stated that the business would normally operate between the 
hours of 0900 and 1445 Monday to Friday and it was anticipated there would be 
approximately 35-40 half an hour appointments per week which equated to seven 
or eight visits per day.  It was noted that the application also proposed the retention 
of the shed in the front garden.  The principle of the business use was established 
by the Joint Core Strategy which supported employment-related development 
where it would encourage and support the development of small and medium sized 
enterprises.  Given the scale of the business use, it was considered that the 
proposed change of use was acceptable and the County Highways Officer was 
satisfied from a highway safety perspective.  In terms of the shed, this was to be 
used for domestic purposes and was considered to be of an acceptable size, scale 
and design with an acceptable impact on the streetscene and neighbouring 
property.  Therefore, the application was recommended for permission. 

22.43  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. 
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 20/00445/FUL - 49 Yew Tree Way, Churchdown  

22.44  This application was for change of use from an existing annexe to a self-contained 
dwelling.   

22.45  The Planning Officer advised that the site lay within a residential estate in 
Churchdown and No. 49 was the last dwelling in a row of terraced properties; it had 
front and rear amenity space but no on-site parking.  The dwelling had been 
extended and the extension converted to an annexe on appeal in 1990.  This 
proposal was within the existing residential curtilage and the site was on previously 
developed land, therefore, the principle of housing in this location was acceptable.  
The principle of conversion or subdivision of existing dwellings was considered by 
saved local plan Policy HOU9, and Policy RES8 of the emerging Tewkesbury 
Borough Plan was relevant in terms of space standards for internal accommodation.  
With regard to design, there were no external alterations to the building, although 
the amenity space would require subdivision.  The conversion of the annexe to a 
dwelling would reduce the private amenity area for both properties; however, there 
was access to public open space to the rear and would be adequate room for bin 
and cycle storage and private amenity.  The proposed accommodation would 
consist of one bedroom, one bathroom, a lounge and kitchen and internal 
alterations would close off the internal doorway to No. 49.  On balance, considering 
the existing use as an annexe and that it could be occupied by two people, the 
constraint of the existing layout and the available external space, it was deemed 
appropriate for independent residential use.  The site was in a residential 
development of mostly terraced properties which had no on-site parking provision, 
although some amenity spaces had been converted for parking in the area and 
there were separate garage blocks on the estate as well as roadside parking bays.  
The Parish Council had raised concern that the proposal would add to parking and 
traffic difficulties in the area; however, County Highways had assessed the proposal 
and had no objection in terms of parking provision or highway safety but 
recommended a condition in respect of cycle storage.  On that basis, the Officer 
recommendation was to permit the application, subject to conditions. 

22.46  A Member understood that, for terraced housing, there was a requirement for a nine 
inch wall between the properties which went into the roof space and he questioned 
whether that had already been achieved.  In response, the Planning and 
Enforcement Team Leader (South) advised that this was a building regulations 
matter dealt with under separate legislation and not something which the Committee 
needed to consider.   

22.47  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.  A Member explained that she was not against the application in principle, 
however, she was disappointed that Churchdown had been referenced as being on 
the urban fringes of Gloucester as this was not how local residents would describe it 
at all.  In terms of the issues of parking, as discussed at Page No. 153, Paragraph 
7.8 and 7.16 of the Officer report, she indicated that she knew the area very well 
and only one of the properties had off-street parking so she considered the 
illustration that had been shown to be misrepresentative. The Parish Council had 
been to visit the site prior to considering the proposal and had not been able to get a 
car down the road.  She also pointed out that the space at the rear was actually a 
child’s play area and not public space for access to those properties as such.  Page 
No. 153, Paragraph 7.11 of the Officer report discussed the issue of size and stated 
that the internal floor area was below the requirement for a two storey dwelling for 
two people and she sought further clarification on this.  The Planning and 
Enforcement Team Leader (South) recognised that the term ‘urban fringe’ had been 
used to describe Churchdown in the report as it did not sit comfortably with any of 
the definitions of settlements in the Joint Core Strategy.  Officers were aware this 
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was something residents were sensitive to and it was a matter that they would look 
to address as part of the Joint Core Strategy review.  Parking had been considered 
by the Case Officer and County Highways and, although the annexe was tied to the 
existing dwelling, it could be used independently by a family member therefore there 
would be no further material harm if it was a separate dwelling.  The issue of two 
person occupancy was dealt with in the Officer report and national space standards 
set a guide as to the space that was require for two people; although this scheme 
fell below those standards, they could only be enforced when they formed part of an 
adopted development plan.  He confirmed that the space standards would be 
included in the Tewkesbury Borough Plan but that was yet to be adopted.  In this 
case, given the existing annexe could be used independently by family members, 
Officers had taken a view that the size was acceptable.  In response to a query as 
to whether work had already commenced, the Planning Officer advised that, at the 
time of her site visit, work was underway on the front porch to No. 49; however, she 
clarified that no external works were required in terms of the annexe itself.  Another 
Member questioned whether the garden would be divided to provide two amenity 
spaces and confirmation was provided that there would be subdivision of the 
amenity space to the front and rear, as stated in the Officer report. 

22.48 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. 

 20/00317/OUT - 9 Cowlsmead, Shurdington  

22.49  This was an outline application for the erection of a single dwelling with access off 
Marsh Terrace (appearance, landscape, layout and scale to be reserved for future 
consideration). 

22.50  The Planning Officer advised that the application related to a plot of land which 
currently formed part of the rear garden of No. 9 Cowlsmead in Shurdington.  The 
application was in outline form with all matters reserved for future consideration 
except for access which was proposed to be off Marsh Terrace to the rear of the 
site.  The principle of development was supported by Policy SD10 of the Joint Core 
Strategy which supported housing where it represented infilling within the existing 
built-up areas of the borough’s villages and Shurdington itself was a designated 
service village.  Whilst matters relating to layout, appearance and scale were 
proposed to be reserved for future consideration, the application was supported by 
illustrative plans that showed how a dwelling could be accommodated on the site.  
Although it was a relatively constrained site in terms of its size, the plans illustrated 
that a single dwelling could be accommodated on the site in an acceptable manner 
with the detailed design dealt with at the reserved maters stage.  In terms of access, 
the Highways Officer was satisfied that the proposal was acceptable, therefore, the 
Officer recommendation was to permit the application. 

22.51  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.  A Member indicated that the Parish Council had very strong objections with 
regard to parking which was at a premium in the area.  He drew attention to the plan 
at Page No. 164 of the Officer report and pointed out that cars parked along the 
entire length of Marsh Terrace so it would be very difficult to gain access to the plot 
and cars would have to reverse out of the site back along Marsh Terrace and out 
onto Church Lane.  He could not see any other reason to refuse the application but 
was not happy to permit the proposal and would like to see it deferred for a Planning 
Committee Site Visit.  In response to a Members’ comment that it was difficult to 
understand how the access would relate to the site given the size of the site location 
plan, the Planning Officer provided a Google street map view to better show the 
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access.  The representative from County Highways explained that the internal 
parking arrangement was a reserved matter and there was adequate capacity to 
reverse into the adjoining turning head so this would not warrant a refusal on the 
highway safety grounds.  It was not usual to expect a turning bay to be provided in 
an unclassified road but this would be considered at the approval of reserved 
matters stage, if Members were minded to permit the outline application.  In 
response to a query as to whether the turning head could be restricted to stop it 
being used for parking, the County Highways representative explained this could 
only be achieved with a Traffic Regulation Order which was not a planning 
consideration. People frequently took advantage of opportunities to park on-street 
and prohibiting parking would not necessarily make the application more acceptable 
in planning terms.  A Member raised concern as to whether emergency vehicles 
would be able to exit the site and confirmation was provided that this would be 
unchanged by the application and there would be no detriment as a result of the 
proposal. Another Member queried whether it was possible to include something in 
the reserved matters application to ensure there was adequate space to turn a 
vehicle within the garden of the property and the Planning and Enforcement Team 
Leader (South) indicated that was something Officers could explore but any 
condition of that nature would need to be justified – the Case Officer and the County 
Highways Officer had both advised this was not the case in terms of the outline 
application before Members.  A Member pointed out that he was aware of one 
resident in Shurdington who had a turntable to secure egress from his property in a 
forward motion, rather than reversing all the way along Church Lane, which 
demonstrated just how much of an issue parking was in the area.   

22.52 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. 

 20/00533/FUL - Elizabeth's Orchard, Sandhurst Lane, Sandhurst  

22.53  This application was for removal of an existing conservatory and erection of a 
garden room. 

22.54  The Planning Officer clarified that the proposal was for a new garden 
room extension to replace the existing conservatory on the side elevation.  The 
proposal was considered to be of a suitable size and design and there would be no 
harm to the neighbouring dwellings as a result, as such, the Officer 
recommendation was to permit.  The Planning Officer proceeded to show a video of 
the application site serving as a virtual site visit for the Committee. 

22.55  The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for this item 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. 

 19/00925/FUL - Land off Ash Lane, Down Hatherley  

22.56  This application was for the construction of six detached single storey dwellings with 
associated garages and new vehicular access off Ash Lane. 

22.57  The Planning Officer indicated that the application related to a parcel of land located 
along the western side of Ash Lane in Down Hatherley.  The site covered 
approximately 0.59 hectares and formed part of the strategic allocation A1 
Innsworth and Twigworth in the Joint Core Strategy and was shown to be ‘housing 
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and related infrastructure’ in the Joint Core Strategy indicative site layout proposal 
map.  The southern boundary of the site was in the ownership of the applicant and 
comprised a recently constructed housing development of five dwellings, granted 
under planning permission 18/00361/FUL, and a row of detached properties lay 
beyond this.  There was a small parcel of land to the northern boundary with 
existing residential properties behind, residential properties also bordered the east 
of the site and the land to the west was agricultural and also formed part of the 
strategic allocation.  This proposal sought full planning permission for the 
construction of six detached four bedroom bungalows with vehicular access to the 
development via an existing field off Ash Lane.  Each property would benefit from 
off-road parking spaces, in addition, three of the properties would have a detached 
garage and the other three would have an integral garage.  As part of the proposal, 
a pedestrian and cycle link to the wider strategic allocation would allow for social 
interaction and provide a movement network for residents of the properties to the 
facilities within the wider allocated site.  As part of the development, the applicant 
had indicated a willingness to enter into a legal agreement to secure an off-site 
contribution towards affordable housing and a financial contribution towards 
education and library provision and refuse and recycling facilities.  An assessment 
of the material considerations was included at Pages No. 170-182 of the Officer 
report.  As set out in the report, Officers had identified no adverse impact of granting 
planning permission, therefore, in accordance with Paragraph 11 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
indicated that planning permission should be granted.  As detailed in the Additional 
Representations Sheet, attached at Appendix 1, due to receipt of comments from 
County Highways and the Council’s Ecology Adviser, the Officer recommendation 
had been revised to delegate authority to the Technical Planning Manager to permit 
the application, subject to the addition/amendment of planning conditions as 
appropriate and the completion of a legal agreement to secure a financial 
contribution towards affordable housing and a developer contribution towards 
education and library provision and refuse and recycling.  Since the Additional 
Representations Sheet had been published the previous evening, two emails had 
been received from local residents requesting that the application be deferred in 
order to allow objectors the opportunity to speak and for Members to visit the site; 
Planning Committee Members had been copied in to both emails.  One of the 
emails raised a number of issues which the local resident felt had been overlooked 
and she proceeded to read this out in full.  With regard to safety, the email stated 
that Ash Lane did not have a clear pedestrian access – no footpath and no lighting – 
and increased traffic, both vehicular and pedestrians/cyclists, would inevitably lead 
to further issues.  The application suggested there was a footpath all the way from 
Ash Lane to the village hall but the email stated this was factually incorrect and to 
attempt to increase pedestrian access along an already dangerous road would only 
end in disaster.  In terms of access, the plans showed the proposed 
pedestrian/cycle access was almost 5.5 metres wide – this was wider than many 
roads and perhaps suggested a hidden agenda to railroad through vehicular access 
beyond the current application.  Ash Lane was a private road, therefore, this 
additional access would effectively change it to a public right of way and the email 
questioned the legality of this.  Brook Lane was already a public right of way so the 
six houses would already have pedestrian/cycle access from Ash Lane to the A38 
via Brook Lane, therefore, the additional access was totally unnecessary.  Other 
issues raised included the phase one condition concerning the Down Hatherley 
Lane and Ash Lane junction not being complied with and the phase one planning 
permission being based upon an inaccurate Certificate B which did not include 
access to the public highway.  The majority of other concerns about sewage, 
flooding etc. were covered in the brief objections section of the Planning Officer 
report.  With that in mind, the email suggested two options: delay any decision until 
Members had an opportunity to see for themselves the issues surrounding safety 
and access; or, remove the additional pedestrian/cycle access from the application.  
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The Planning Officer proceeded to show a video of the application site serving as a 
virtual site visit. 

22.58  The Chair indicated that there were no public speakers for the item.  The Officer 
recommendation was to delegate authority to the Technical Planning Manager to 
permit the application, subject to the addition/amendment of planning conditions as 
appropriate and the completion of a legal agreement to secure a financial 
contribution towards affordable housing and a developer contribution towards 
education and library provision and refuse and recycling, and he sought a motion 
from the floor.  A Member raised concern that this was a piecemeal approach to 
development and he pointed out there were potentially two other sites off the A38 
onto Down Hatherley Lane which were also speculative development – in his view, 
a joined up approach was needed and this should be addressed by the Joint Core 
Strategy review.  As such, he could not support the proposal.  Another Member 
raised concern that an email received that morning from an objector had suggested 
they had not been notified of the Planning Committee meeting and therefore had not 
been able to take up the opportunity to speak.  The Legal Adviser indicated that she 
could only assume that the usual procedure had been followed in terms of the 
scheme for public participation at Planning Committee and the registration process.  
The Planning Officer advised that she had checked with the Planning Committee 
administration team who had confirmed that it was not normal practice to notify 
people who had commented on applications as to when they would be considered 
by the Committee.  She also explained there was no requirement for strategic 
allocations to come forward in one application which meant it would be difficult to 
refuse on the basis of prematurity.  The policy governing the strategic allocation 
required approximately 2,295 homes and, whilst there was no requirement for that 
to come from a single scheme, it was required to come forward in a comprehensive 
manner which did not compromise the development of other areas, as set out in the 
Officer report.  The Planning and Enforcement Team Leader (South) confirmed this 
and indicated that it was inevitable a site of this size would be in the ownership of 
more than one person and the Planning Officer had sought an illustrative plan to 
demonstrate how this proposal would not hinder delivery of the rest of the site.  The 
Planning Officer confirmed that the plan had shown this could be achieved without 
compromising the future development of the land to the west which was part of the 
strategic allocation.  The Planning Officer indicated that she was unsure of the two 
speculative applications the Member had referred to; however, the planning history 
section of the Officer report included an outline application for up to 32 new homes 
on land to the south of Down Hatherley Lane and another approval of reserved 
matters application for the erection of up to 74 dwellings which were both pending.  
The Member undertook to follow this up after the meeting. 

22.59 A Member drew attention to the plan at Page No. 185 of the Officer report which 
showed the linear nature of the settlement and he suggested that a landscape 
buffer zone would have helped to retain that pattern.  The Planning Officer agreed 
with this but explained that the land was part of the strategic allocation and was 
earmarked for housing and necessary infrastructure which would be at odds with 
the previous settlement pattern – any proposal was likely to be the same.  The 
application needed to be assessed as part of the wider strategic allocation to the 
west and not as part of the linear development along Ash Lane.  Another Member 
pointed out that one of the conditions in relation to application 20/00317/OUT – 9 
Cowlsmead, Shurdington which had been considered earlier in the meeting was for 
electric vehicle charging points to be provided; he could not see any reference to 
this in the current application and questioned whether this was a mandatory 
condition for all residential development.  In response, confirmation was provided 
that an additional condition was included on the Additional Representations Sheet 
requiring the dwellings to be fitted with an electric vehicle charging point prior to 
occupation.  The County Highways representative confirmed that, going forward, 
County Highways would recommend that all residential development which provided 
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external car parking should be equipped with an electric vehicle charging point; 
however, there would be wider material planning considerations which would need 
to be balanced. 

22.60 It was proposed and seconded that authority be delegated to the Technical Planning 
Manager to permit the application in accordance with the Officer recommendation 
and, upon being put to the vote, it was 

RESOLVED  That authority be DELEGATED to the Technical Planning 
Manager to PERMIT the application, subject to the 
addition/amendment of planning conditions as appropriate and 
the completion of a legal agreement to secure a financial 
contribution towards affordable housing and a developer 
contribution towards education and library provision and refuse 
and recycling. 

 19/01227/OUT - Land off Rectory Close, Ashleworth  

22.61  This was an outline application for up to 42 dwellings including access and 
associated works (all matters reserved for future consideration).  The application 
had been deferred at the Planning Committee meeting on 21 July 2020 for a 
Planning Committee site visit to assess the proposal and its effects.  The 
Committee had visited the application site on Friday 14 August 2020. 

22.62  The Planning Officer reminded Members that the application was in outline form 
and proposed up to 42 dwellings including 40% affordable housing.  Whilst all 
matters were reserved for future consideration, the application was supported with 
a Design and Access Statement and illustrative site layout and Officers were 
satisfied this demonstrated that the proposed development could be 
accommodated on the site in an acceptable manner.  In terms of the principle of 
the development, the proposal did not comply with the Council’s housing policies 
due to its location; however, as per Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, due to the Council’s current land supply position, these were deemed 
to be out of date and the weight they could be afforded was reduced.  In this 
situation, planning permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of 
doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 
assessed against the policies in the framework taken as a whole – this was known 
as the tilted balance.  As set out in the Officer report, the development would be 
highly reliant on the use of the private car to access services and facilities and this 
was a refusal reason for the adjacent development; however, at appeal the 
Inspector had noted that, whilst Ashleworth was not categorised as a service 
village, it was a settlement of reasonable size with some primary and secondary 
service provisions including a post office, village hall, village shop, primary school, 
public house, sports pitches, a children’s play area and a place of worship which 
were generally within walking distance of the site.  The Inspector had also noted 
the close proximity of Tewkesbury Town and Gloucester City which had higher 
order facilities and employment opportunities.  Given the Inspector’s findings, it 
would be difficult to sustain a refusal on that basis and Members should also note 
that mitigation was proposed in the form of a financial contribution towards public 
transport provision, as per the adjacent development.  There would also be a 
degree of harm to the landscape but this was considered to be very localised and 
limited.  In this case, Officers were of the view that the harms identified would not 
outweigh the clear social benefits of providing much needed housing in the 
borough and the application was therefore recommended for delegated 
permission, subject to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement to secure the 
affordable housing and contributions towards education, libraries, public transport 
and play facilities. 
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22.63  The Chair invited the representative speaking in objection to the application to 
address the Committee.  The speaker indicated that he was surprised there was 
no reference to the latest updated highways guidance within the Officer report and 
could only presume that the assessment was based on the original criteria and not 
the new guidance which had come out in July and referred specifically to 
accessibility and sustainability.  That guidance required all new developments to 
ensure they provided sustainable transport choices and were not reliant on private 
motor vehicle use.  This recent change made the application even less sustainable 
with sites that had a poor relationship to amenities, services, education and 
employment by active travel modes unlikely to receive a positive recommendation.  
As such, he questioned why this site was recommended for permission.  Members 
would have seen the Parish Council submission and the objector highlighted the 
fact that Ashleworth was not a service village but had already taken an increase in 
housing of around 15% - this application was outside of the residential 
development boundary and would take growth in the village to around 37% despite 
reliance on private vehicles given the infrequent public transport service.  He 
argued that local infrastructure was lacking, pointing out that the public house had 
closed some years ago and the alternative would not reopen following flooding 
over the winter.  Those floods had shown the difficulty of commuting when both the 
A417 and B4213 were closed for considerable periods and long diversion routes 
were required.  If the latest guidance was applied to this application, it would not 
pass the accessibility and sustainability criteria and should be refused on those 
grounds.  Members had been strong enough to overturn Officer recommendations 
recently on far more sustainable sites than this and Ashleworth was not a location 
to be used simply because the Council was unable to demonstrate a five year 
housing land supply.  Given the many opportunities coming forward in far more 
sustainable areas – not least the emerging Golden Valley project and other urban 
extensions – this development was not merited based on the harms so clearly 
demonstrated in the Officer report and Members who had attended the site visit 
would have seen for themselves that the local highways network consisted of 
narrow and winding lanes so an increase in traffic would only amplify existing 
problems. 

22.64  The Chair invited the applicant’s agent to address the Committee.  The applicant’s 
agent indicated that she intended to focus on the matters that had arisen during 
the debate at the Planning Committee meeting in July.  With regards to drainage 
and flooding, there were no objections from the Lead Local Flood Authority or 
Severn Trent Water and the latter had confirmed there was capacity to connect the 
foul drainage.  As requested by the Parish Council as part of the adjacent 
development, a 50% allowance had been applied for climate change with regards 
to the design of the drainage system as opposed to the 40% allowance required by 
the Environment Agency, therefore, the proposed development would adequately 
deal with any increase in rainfall.  Concerns had been raised by local residents 
with regards to the adequacy of the existing drains in the centre of the village; 
however, as the flood risk assessment confirmed, the sewers the site connected to 
did not travel through the village centre so the proposed development would not 
impact on those areas of concern.  The proposed drainage strategy would also 
significantly reduce overland flow onto Waggon’s Lane as this would be collected 
within the sewers, attenuation pond and filter drain resulting in betterment for this 
area.  The drainage consultants had concluded that the site would not be at risk of 
flooding from any source and the relevant statutory consultees had agreed with 
those conclusions.  The applicant’s agent also noted that concerns had been 
raised during discussions regarding the access arrangements and highway 
implications – it should be borne in mind that Gloucestershire County Highways 
had raised no objections to the proposals and there was no recorded highway 
safety problem in the village or its access roads so no factual data to suggest that 
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local roads were unsafe.  Therefore, it was considered that refusal on transport 
grounds would not meet the stringent tests in the National Planning Policy 
Framework in that there would be no unacceptable impact on highway safety.  It 
was noted that the applicant was also agreeable to a financial contribution of 
£136,000 towards public transport.  At the meeting in July, the Parish Council had 
raised concerns regarding the proposed development representing a 
disproportionate increase to the size of Ashleworth and Members had made 
reference to other appeal decisions in the borough.  In terms of the weight and 
relevance of those previous appeal decisions, she pointed out that extreme caution 
should be applied as they concerned different developments, in different villages, 
some of which were over five years old, and she reminded the Committee that 
each application should be considered on its own merits.  There was also no 
evidence to demonstrate that the proposals would adversely impact on the 
services and facilities in the village.  There were no objections from the education 
or health authorities, or indeed any other services providers, and the additional 
population would assist in sustaining the range of facilities and services in the 
village – this issue was assessed within the Officer report and concluded that there 
were no adverse impacts on the settlement.  Finally, the applicant’s agent wished 
to reiterate that the proposals would help meet the Council’s future needs for open 
market and affordable housing as the proposed development would deliver 40% 
affordable housing.  In view of these matters, she respectfully requested that 
Members endorse the Officer recommendation and grant planning permission. 

22.65  The Chair indicated that the Officer recommendation was to delegate authority to 
the Technical Planning Manager to permit the application, subject to the 
completion of a Section 106 Agreement to secure the affordable housing and 
contributions towards education, libraries, public transport and play facilities, and 
he sought a motion from the floor.  It was proposed and seconded that the 
application be refused as the site was in an unsustainable location which was not 
served by adequate public transport and had poor accessibility to employment 
opportunities; the development would represent significant encroachment into the 
open countryside and would have a harmful impact on the character and 
appearance of the landscape.   

22.66 The proposer of the motion questioned why the Manual for Gloucestershire Streets 
July 2020 had not been mentioned and sought clarification as to the number of 
buses running to and from the village on a daily basis.  In response, the County 
Highways representative advised that the revision to the Manual for 
Gloucestershire Streets had been published in July 2020 and this application had 
been submitted in late 2019; in his view, the applicant had reacted to the available 
published advice in good faith and it would be unreasonable to assess the 
proposal against the more stringent standards within the updated guidance given 
the timescales.  He confirmed there were two bus services running through the 
community, although they may be impacted by COVID-19 going forward.  The 
proposer of the motion reiterated that, although it was a settlement of reasonable 
size with some primary and secondary service provision, Ashleworth was not 
classified as a service village due to its poor accessibility by public transport – he 
pointed out that the settlement had scored 0 out of a possible 15 in the Joint Core 
Strategy Rural Area Settlement Audit in July 2015.  Furthermore, the site was 
outside of the residential development boundary and this proposal would increase 
the size of the village by a further 15% or 37% in total – the Member recalled 
having similar discussions about a recent application in Gotherington.  Paragraph 
34 of the National Planning Policy Framework set out that decisions should ensure 
that developments which generated significant movement were located where the 
need to travel could be minimised and use of sustainable transport modes could be 
maximised.  This site was not served by adequate public transport facilities and 
had poor access to employment opportunities.  The proposal would also be a 
significant encroachment into the open countryside within a landscape protection 
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zone and would have a harmful impact on the character and appearance of the 
landscape setting of the Severn Vale.  As such, the proposal did not represent 
sustainable development and was contrary to Section 9 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework.  His conclusion was that these identified harms would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits and the proposal did not 
represent sustainable development. 

22.67 A Member recognised that Ashleworth was not a service village but noted that the 
appeal Inspector for the development that had been built in front of this site could 
see no reason for that so she felt this ought to be reconsidered.  At the last 
Committee meeting, Members had been keen to investigate the cumulative impact 
of development and it had been stated that the size of the village would be 
increased by 37% overall should the proposal be permitted; when considering 
other applications, that had been ruled as disproportionate.  She had hoped to see 
evidence from the Parish Council to support this but nothing had been produced to 
demonstrate that it would have a disproportionate impact on the village – rather, it 
had been suggested that the development would help to sustain services.  Given 
that Tewkesbury Borough Council was unable to demonstrate a five year housing 
land supply, she did not feel there were sufficient reasons to refuse the application, 
particularly in light of the previous appeal decision for the site in front.  As such, 
she could not support the motion to refuse the application.  The proposer of the 
motion felt that Members should determine the application on the basis of what 
was before them, not the appeal decisions of the past.  He drew attention to 
Paragraph 123 of the National Planning Policy Framework which set out that, 
where there was an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified 
housing needs, it was especially important that planning policies and decisions 
avoided homes being built at low densities and that developments made optimal 
use of the potential of each site.  In this case, there would be a density of less than 
20 per hectare compared to densities of 44 per hectare in developments in 
Longford and Down Hatherley.  The Planning Officer recognised that 22 dwellings 
per hectare was on the low side but this was appropriate given the rural setting and 
the illustrative masterplan did reflect that a higher density was not appropriate for 
this location.   

22.68 Upon being put to the vote, the motion to refuse the application was lost.  It was 
subsequently proposed and seconded that authority be delegated to the Technical 
Planning Manager to permit the application in accordance with the Officer 
recommendation and, upon being taken to vote, it was 

RESOLVED  That authority be DELEGATED to the Technical Planning 
Manager to PERMIT the application, subject to the completion 
of a Section 106 Agreement to secure the affordable housing 
and contributions towards education, libraries, public transport 
and play facilities. 

PL.23 CURRENT APPEALS AND APPEAL DECISIONS UPDATE  

23.1  Attention was drawn to the current appeals and appeal decisions update, circulated 
at Pages No. 190-194.  Members were asked to consider the current planning and 
enforcement appeals received and the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government appeal decisions issued. 

23.2  It was 

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

 The meeting closed at 1:43 pm 
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Appendix 1 
ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS SHEET 
 

Date: 18 August 2020 
 
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. 
A general indication of the content is given but it may be necessary to elaborate at the meeting. 
 

Item 
No 

 

5a 19/00404/FUL  

Land rear of Grove View, Market Lane, Greet 

Paragraph 1.8 of the Officer's report identifies 'an area' of land that would not be 
included within the residential curtilage (annotated on the plan). This should read; 
'Four areas of land that would not be included within the residential curtilage’ 
(annotated and shaded in yellow on the plan). 

Further representations 

A further report highlighting issues has been received from a neighbour. This has 
already been sent direct to Members. The report is attached in full. 

5b  20/00504/FUL  

51 Cotswold Gardens, Tewkesbury 

Three further letters of objection have been submitted. One of the objectors 
has also submitted a series of annotated photographs - all of which have been 
appended.  

Whilst the majority of the points raised have been covered in the Officer’s report, 
one objector also references covenants and deeds which is not a matter for 
planning consideration. 

Likewise, a daylight and sunlight assessment is not necessary at this stage 
because Officers were able to assess the impact in sufficient detail and this impact 
is not considered sufficient to warrant a refusal. 

A flood risk assessment submitted with the application sets out mitigative steps to 
alleviate potential flooding issues which is in accordance with the advice set out by 
the Environment Agency. Flooding is therefore not considered to be a reason to 
warrant a refusal. 

Finally, whilst the objector references concern over the dwelling and annexe being 
utilised as a temporary holiday let on Air BnB, it is understood that the dwelling is 
the applicant's main place of residence and it is considered that such sporadic 
uses of the site would represent ancillary use in accordance with the suggested 
condition. If in the future it was considered that this was not the case, the 
Enforcement Team would reserve the right to investigate and enforce the 
condition as appropriate.  
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5g 20/00376/FUL  

Land at The Coach House, Post Office Lane, Cleeve Hill 

It is recommended conditions 2 and 3 are amended to the following and 
additional conditions 5 and 6 added to the decision notice. 

2. The materials implemented shall be in accordance with approved Drawing 
 number Materials 45-401-C (Finishes Schedule) and retained thereafter 
 unless otherwise approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
 window frames shall be powder coated aluminium grey in colour to match 
 those previously approved under application 18/00563/FUL. 

 Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the development is 
 satisfactory. 

3.  The foul drainage and surface water drainage implemented shall be in 
 accordance with the approved details and retained thereafter unless 
 otherwise approved in writing by the local planning authority:  

 - Proposed Drainage plan 003 Rev P3 

 - Flood Exceedance plan 005 Rev P1 

 - Private Drainage Typical Details plans 010 Rev P1 and 011 Rev P1 

 - File Soakaway calculations - Micro Drainage 

 The foul and surface water drainage schemes shall be completed before 
 the development is occupied. 

 Reason: To ensure satisfactory drainage of the site in accordance with the 
 NPPF. 

5  The works shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details 
 Construction Managements Plan AJP Associates Drawing 7718-1A and 
 Construction Management Plan Addendum (received 2nd January 2019) 
 unless otherwise approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

 Reason: To protect the amenity of neighbouring properties and to protect 
 the public highway. 

6.  The finished floor levels (only) shall be implemented in accordance with 
 approved plans: 

 - Site Section Dwg No. 7728/4 Rev C. 

 For the avoidance of any doubt, the ceiling heights shall be in accordance 
 with the email received on the 11th February 2019 from Andrew Jones 

 Reason: In order to ensure the satisfactory appearance of the development 
 and its relationship to adjoining properties, in accordance with the NPPF. 

Additional comments have been received on 17 August 2020 from an objector 
- attached in full. 

 

5h 20/00362/FUL  

St Petroc, Pirton Lane, Churchdown 

Further representations 

A further letter of objection has been received from Churchdown Parish 
Council, which reiterates their earlier concerns. No further matters have been 
raised. 
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5l 19/00925/FUL  

Land Off Ash Lane, Ash Lane, Down Hatherley  

Officer Update – 

At the time of writing the Committee report there was a number of outstanding 
matters required to be resolved.  An update on each is provided below:   

Highways 

At the time of writing the report no comments had been received from County 
Highways on the revised scheme.  Since then, County Highways has confirmed it 
has no objections to the development.  It is considered the proposal is unlikely to 
create a detrimental impact on the operation and safety of the highway.   

As set out in Paragraph 7.35 of the Committee report, a number of concerns have 
been raised from third parties regarding the potential use of the proposed 
pedestrian/cycle path to the wider strategic land to the west by vehicles.  To 
address these concerns County Highways has confirmed traffic management 
measures to prevent the pathway from being used by vehicles could be secured 
via condition.  A condition to secure this information is recommended below. 

Ecology 

At the time of writing the Committee report, the Council's Ecologist was in the 
process of reviewing an updated Biodiversity Enhancement and Construction 
Ecological Management Plan.  Having reviewed these documents, the Council's 
Ecologist has confirmed the details in the reports are acceptable.  Two conditions 
are recommended (see below); one to secure the mitigation works, the other 
requires details of any external lighting.  

Other Developer Contributions 

As set out in Paragraphs 7.32-7.34 of the Committee report, Gloucestershire 
County Council advised that the proposed development would require a financial 
contribution towards education and library provision.  At the time of writing the 
report ongoing discussions were taking place with regard to the contributions 
requested.  Since then, the applicant has indicated he is willing to pay the 
requested contributions to mitigate the impact of the development and has agreed 
to enter into a legal agreement to secure them.  

In addition, the applicant has agreed to enter into a legal agreement to secure a 
contribution of £73 per dwelling towards refuse and recycling.  This contribution 
covers the cost of providing a dry recycling, food waste and refuse bin for each 
dwelling.   

Additional conditions – 

Further to receipt of comments from County Highways and the Council's Ecologist 
the following additional conditions are recommended: 

Development shall not begin until visibility splays are provided from a point 0.6m 
above carriageway level at the centre of the access to the application site and 2.4 
metres back from the near side edge of the adjoining carriageway, (measured 
perpendicularly), for a distance of 22 metres north and 18 metres south measured 
along the nearside edge of the adjoining carriageway. Nothing shall be planted, 
erected and/or allowed to grow on the triangular area of the land so formed which 
would obstruct the visibility described above. 

Reason: In the interests of highway safety. 
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The development hereby permitted shall not be first occupied until the proposed 
dwellings have been fitted with an electric vehicle charging point. The charging 
points shall comply with BS EN 62196 Mode 3 or 4 charging and BS EN 61851 
and Manual for Gloucestershire Streets. The electric vehicle charging points shall 
be retained for the lifetime of the development unless they need to be replaced in 
which case the replacement charging points shall be of the same specification or a 
higher specification in terms of charging performance. 

Reason: To promote sustainable travel and healthy communities. 

The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until details of the 
pedestrian/cycleway access have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  The details shall include traffic management measures 
to prevent the use of the pathway by vehicles.  The approved details shall be 
thereafter maintained for the duration of the development. 

Reason: In the interest of highway safety. 

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict accordance with 
the measures set out in the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (2018 & 2019), the 
Biodiversity Enhancement (Version 2.0) Plan, dated 21.07.20 and the 
Construction Ecological Management Plan (Version 2.0), dated 21.07.20, all 
prepared by CTM Wildlife Ltd and submitted with this application. 

Reason: To ensure the development contributes to the conservation and 
enhancement of biodiversity within the site and the wider area. 

Before the development hereby permitted is first occupied details of any external 
lighting to be provided in association with the development shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details shall include 
times when the external lighting will not be switched on.  It is recommended that 
the lighting plan is devised following consultation with the project ecologists.  Only 
external lighting in accordance with approved details shall be provided on the 
application site.   

Reason - To ensure the proposed development does not have an adverse effect 
on biodiversity within the site and the wider area.   

Additional Informative Notes 

Further to receipt of comments from County Highways the following additional 
informative notes are recommended: 

1.  The Local Highway Authority has no objection to the above subject to the 
 applicant obtaining a section 184 licence. The construction of a new 
 access will require the extension of a verge and/or footway crossing from 
 the carriageway under the Highways Act 1980 - Section 184 and the 

 Applicant is required to obtain the permission of Gloucestershire Highways 
 on 08000 514 514 or highways@gloucestershire.gov.uk before 
 commencing any works on the highway. 

2.  You are advised that as a result of the proposed layout and construction of 
 the internal access road, the internal access road will not be accepted for 
 adoption by the Highway Authority under Section 38 of the Highways Act 
 1980.   

 The development will be bound by Sections 219 to 225 (the Advance 
 Payments Code) of the Highways Act 1980, unless and until you agree to 
 exempt the access road. 
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 The exemption from adoption will be held as a Land Charge against all 
 properties within the application boundary. 

Revised Recommendation 

In light of the above updates the recommendation has been revised to the 
following: 

That authority be delegated to the Technical Planning Manager to permit the 
application, subject to the addition to/amendment of planning conditions as 
appropriate and the completion of a legal agreement to secure a financial 
contribution towards affordable housing and a developer contribution 
towards education, library provision and refuse and recycling. 

Further representations 

A further letter highlighting issues has been received from a neighbour. The letter 
is attached in full. 

5m 19/01227/OUT  

Land Off Rectory Close, Ashleworth 

Further representations 

A further letter in support of the proposal has been received from the 
applicant. The letter is attached in full. 
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5a – 19/00404/FUL - Land rear of Grove View, Greet - report highlighting issues 
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5b – 20/00504/FUL - 51 Cotswold Gardens, Tewkesbury 
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5g – 20/00376/FUL - Land at The Coach House, Post Office Lane, Cleeve Hill Further 
representation 
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5l – 20/00925/FUL – Land off Ash Lane, Down Hatherley - Further representation 
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5m – 19/01227/OUT - Land Off Rectory Close, Ashleworth 
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