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APPLICANT : BARWOOD DEVELOPMENT SECURITIES 
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PROPOSAL : OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR THE 
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COMMUNITY SPACE/BUILDING, AS WELL 
AS ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPING, PUBLIC 
OPEN SPACE, ACCESS, DRAINAGE, 
INFRASTRUCTURE, EARTHWORKS AND 
OTHE ANCILLARY ENABLING WORKS.  

 
REPORT BY : JOANN MENEAUD 
 
NO. OF APPENDICES : 1. SITE PLAN 
  2. ILLUSTRATIVE MASTER PLAN 
  3.LETTER FROM GLOUCESTERSHIRE 

CONSTABULARY.  
  
   
 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 
 
1.1 The application site is of irregular shape and comprises 20 hectares of 

agricultural land, formerly part of Winneycroft farm. It is located to the eastern 
side of Winnycroft Lane and runs eastward to the M5 motorway.   
 

1.2 The northern tip of the site sits across Winnycroft Lane from the open space 
to the front of the flats at 20 Winnycroft Lane. The boundary of the site then 
runs along the road and in a southerly direction to opposite 60 Winnycroft 
Lane and just before the junction with Sneedhams Road. From here the site 
boundary runs along hedgerow lines to the fields to the rear of the residential 
properties The Chalet and The Villa on Winnycroft Lane and down to the 
motorway to the far tip of the southern boundary. The eastern boundary then 
runs adjacent to the M5 motorway and adjacent to the foot bridge over the 
M5. The site does not include the Winneycroft farm house and courtyard 
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buildings or the fields immediately surrounding the buildings, as this northern 
boundary is set back, to the south of the farm complex.  
 

1.3 The application is submitted in outline and proposes the erection of up to 420 
dwellings. All matters are reserved for future consideration with the exception 
of the means of access. The main access into the site would be via a new 
roundabout located opposite the flats 32 and 34 Winnycroft Lane. An 
additional access is proposed as a new junction opposite houses at 50 – 60 
Winnycroft Lane.  
 

1.4 A master plan is included within the application which details the proposed 
means of access and the areas of to be developed by housing, open space, 
sports pitches, allotments and community orchard. A copy of this plan is 
attached to assist members in their understanding and familiarity with the 
proposals.  The detailed proposals are fully explained within the officer opinion 
section of this report.  
 

1.5 The proposal has been the subject of formal screening under the 
Environmental Impact Regulations with the Council concluding that the 
proposal does comprise “Schedule 2” development but that it was not likely to 
result in significant environmental effects and therefore formal Environmental 
Impact Assessment was not required. 
 

1.6 Whilst the proposal is not considered to require a formal Environmental 
Impact Assessment it does raise many issues that require careful 
consideration and assessment. 

 
1.7 The application is supported by numerous documents and supporting 

information including the following: 
 
• Illustrative Master plan 
• Landscape Master plan 
• Planning Statement including Draft Heads of Terms 
• Statement of Community Involvement 
• Access Drawing 
• Air Quality Assessment 
• Geophysical Survey 
• Archaeological Evaluation 
• Arboriculture Baseline Assessment 
• Design and Access Statement 
• Ecological Assessment 
• Environment Risk Assessment 
• Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy 
• Heritage Setting Assessment 
• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
• Noise Assessment 
• Utilities Assessment/Foul Water Service Constraints Plan 
• Socio-Economic Report 
• Topographical Survey 
• Transport Assessment 
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• Travel Plan 
• Waste Statement 

 
 
2.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
2.1 There are no previous planning applications relating to this site.  

 
2.2 However Members should also note that we are also considering another 

outline application for residential development (up to 210 dwellings) on land to 
the north and east of this site. This other application includes land immediately 
around Winneycroft Farm (but does not include the house or buildings 
associated with the farm itself) and running along the boundary with Corncroft 
Lane and Winneycroft Lane and to the motorway to the east. I understand that 
the land was originally part of the original land holding associated with 
Winneycroft Farm but is now in two different ownerships.  
 

2.3 For ease of reference and to prevent confusion between the two applications, 
this application for up to 420 dwellings on the bigger land parcel is informally 
known as Big Winney and the adjoining site with the smaller land parcel is 
known as Mini Winney. I shall make reference to these informal names within 
the report to provide clarity where necessary.  

 
 
3.0 PLANNING POLICIES 
  

3.1 The following planning guidance and policies are relevant to the consideration 
of this application: 

Central Government Guidance - National Planning Policy Framework 

3.2 This is the latest Government statement of planning policy and is a material 
consideration that should be given significant weight in determining this 
application.  
 
Decision-making 
The NPPF does not alter the requirement for applications to be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  
 
In assessing and determining applications, Authorities should apply the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development.  
 
For decision-making, this means: 
 
▪ approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay; and  
 
▪ where the development plan is absent, silent, or relevant policies are out of 
date, granting planning permission unless: 
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- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF as 
a whole; or  
- specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be 
restricted.  

 
Authorities should look for solutions rather than problems and decision-takers 
should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where 
possible. 
 
Core planning principles 
Planning should: 
▪ Be genuinely plan-led;  
▪ Be a creative exercise in ways to enhance and improve places;  
▪ Proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver 
the homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local 
places that the country needs;  
▪ Secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity; 
▪ Take account of the different roles and character of different areas; 
▪ Support the transition to a low carbon future, take account of flood risk and 
encourage the use of renewable resources; 
▪ Contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment and 
reducing pollution; 
▪ Encourage the effective us of land by reusing brownfield land; 
▪ Promote mixed use developments; 
▪ Conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance; 
▪ Actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public 
transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations 
which are or can be made sustainable;  
▪ Take account of and support local strategies to improve health, social and 
cultural wellbeing and deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and 
services to meet local needs.  
 
The NPPF is topic based on a similar basis to the previous PPGs and PPSs: 
 
Promoting sustainable transport 
Seeks to ensure developments generating significant movement are located 
where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable 
transport modes can be maximised. Decisions should take account of 
whether; 
▪ The opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up;  
▪ Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people;  
▪ Improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 
effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development 
should only be prevented on transport grounds whether the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe.  

 
 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
 To boost significantly the supply of housing, Authorities should 
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 ▪ Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full 
objectively assessed needs to market and affordable housing in the housing 
market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF; 
▪ Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable site sufficient to 
provide five years worth of housing against their housing requirements with an 
additional buffer of 5%;   
 
Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of 
housing should not be considered up to date if the Authority cannot 
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.  
 
Requiring good design 
Emphasis is retained on good design, seeking to ensure that development will 
function well and add to the overall quality of the area, establish a strong 
sense of place, optimise the potential of the site to accommodate 
development, respond to local character and history while not discouraging 
innovation, ensure safe and accessible environments, and are visually 
attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping. 
Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take 
opportunities for improving areas.  

 
Promoting healthy communities 
Encourages the involvement of all sections of the community. Decisions 
should aim to achieve places which promote; 
▪ Opportunities for meetings between members of the community who might 
not otherwise come into contact;  
▪ Safe and accessible environments; 
▪ Clear and legible routes, high quality public space that encourage use. 
 
Decisions should also; 
▪ Plan positively for shared space, community facilities and other local 
services; 
▪ Ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, 
economic uses and community facilities and services. 
 
The importance of access to high quality open spaces is also emphasised.  

 
Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
Seeks to secure reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, supporting the 
delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.  
 
In terms of flooding, authorities should direct development away from high 
flood risk areas, but where development is necessary, make it safe without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere. The use of sustainable drainage systems is 
encouraged.  

 
Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the 
natural and local environment by: 
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▪ Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 
interests and soils; 
▪ Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 
▪ Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains where possible; 
▪ Prevention of unacceptable risks or adverse affects by pollution; 

 
 Authorities should set criteria based policies against which proposals for any 

development on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or 
landscape areas will be judged. Distinctions should be made between the 
hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites, so that 
protection is commensurate with their status and gives appropriate weight.  

 
Authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of 
agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, Local Planning Authorities 
should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 
higher quality.  

 
Authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the 
following principles; 
▪ If significant harm cannot be avoided, mitigated or compensated for, refuse 
permission; 
▪ Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should 
be encouraged; 
▪ Refuse permission for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats unless the need for and benefits of the development 
clearly outweigh the loss. 
 
Developments should be prevented from contributing to or being put at 
unacceptable risk from soil, air, water or noise pollution, remediate and 
mitigate land where appropriate, and limit the impact of light pollution.  

 
 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
Retains the general approach to protect and enhance heritage assets, and to 
require applicants to assess the significance of assets affected by 
development proposals, including any contribution made by their setting.  
 
An appropriate desk-based assessment and where necessary a field 
evaluation is required where an application site includes or has the potential to 
include assets with archaeological interest.  

 
 Authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage 

asset that may be affected taking account of the available evidence and 
expertise.  
 
 In determining applications, Authorities should take account of; 
 ▪ the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage 
assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 
▪ the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; 
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▪ the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 
 
Planning obligations and conditions 
Planning obligations should only be sought where they meet all of the 
following tests: 
- Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;  
- Directly related to the development: and 
- Fairly and reasonable related in scale and kind to the development.  

 
Planning conditions should only be imposed where they are  
- Necessary; 
- Relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted;  
- Enforceable; 
- Precise; and 
- Reasonable in all other respects.  
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance has also been published to 
accompany and in part expand on the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
 The Development Plan 
3.3 Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 has 

established that - “The development plan is 
 (a) The regional spatial strategy for the region in which the area is situated, 

and 
 (b) The development plan documents (taken as a whole) which have been 

adopted or approved in relation to that area. 
 If to any extent a policy contained in a development plan for an area conflicts 

with another policy in the development plan, the conflict must be resolved in 
favour of the policy that is contained in the last document to be adopted, 
approved or published (as the case may be). If regard is to be had to the 
development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts, the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

 
 Local Plan 
3.4 The statutory development plan for Gloucester remains the City of Gloucester 

Local Plan (Adopted 1983 and partially saved until the Local Development 
Framework is adopted) however this document does not actually include the 
application site – as at that time the site was not within the administrative 
boundary of Gloucester but within Stroud District Council .  

 
3.5 Subsequent to the 1983 plan there has also been the City of Gloucester (Pre-

1991 Boundary Extension) Interim Adoption Copy October 1996), and City of 
Gloucester First Stage Deposit Local Plan (June 2001). 
 

3.6 Regard must also be had to the 2002 Revised Deposit Draft Local Plan. This 
has been subjected to two comprehensive periods of public and stakeholder 
consultation and adopted by the Council for development control purposes. 
This cannot be saved as it is not a formally adopted plan, however with it 
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being adopted for development control purposes it is still judged to be a 
material consideration. Appeal reference APP/U1620/A/07/2046996 dated 
18th March 2008 confirms the degree of weight that may be afforded to the 
2002 Revised Deposit Draft Local Plan. It is considered that particular weight 
may be afforded to those policies that attracted a limited number of, or no 
objections during the consultation stages. In his decision the Inspector stated 
the following; 

“Although the local plan is not part of the development plan it has been 
adopted for development control purposes and I give considerable 
weight to it having regard to the amount of public consultation that it 
underwent….” 

2002 Plan Policies 

 B.6 – Prime Biodiversity Area 
B.10 – Trees and hedgerows on development sites 
LCA.1 – Development within landscape conservation areas 
FRP.1a – Flood risk 
FRP.6 – Surface water run-off 

  FRP.10 – Noise 
 FRP.11 – Pollution 
 FRP.15 – Contaminated land 

BE.1 – Scale, massing and height  
BE.2 – Views and skyline  
BE.4 – Criteria for the layout, circulation and landscape of new development 
BE.5 – Community safety 
BE.6 – Access for all 
BE.7 – Architectural design 
BE.8 – Energy efficient development 
BE.9 – Design criteria for large commercial development 
BE.12 – Landscape schemes 
BE.15 – Provision of open space in major development 
BE.17 – Design criteria for large scale residential development 
BE.18 – Vehicular circulation and parking in new residential development 
BE.21 – Safeguarding of amenity 
BE.31 – Preserving sites of archaeological interest 
BE.32 – Archaeological assessment 
BE.34 – Presumption in favour of preserving archaeology 
BE.36 – Preservation in situ 
BE.37 – Recording and preserving archaeology 
TR.9 – Parking standards 
TR.31 – Road safety 
TR.33 – Providing for cyclists/pedestrians 
H.4 – Housing proposals on unallocated sites 
H.7 – Housing density and layout 
H.8 – Housing mix 
H.15 – The provision of affordable housing 
H.16 – Affordable housing mix, design and layout 
H.18 – Lifetime homes 
OS.2 – Public open space standard for new residential development 
OS.3 – New housing and public open space 
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OS.4 – Design of public open space 
OS.5 – Maintenance payments for public open space 
CS.11 – Developer contributions for education 

   
3.7 In terms of the emerging local plan, the Council is preparing a Joint Core 

Strategy with Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Councils. The submitted JCS 
dated November 2014 is currently in the progress of being considered by a 
Planning Inspector through the Examination in Public process. While the JCS 
policies listed are relevant not all have been heard by the Inspector at this 
point in time.  
 

3.8 The following policies are of relevance and the plan is subject to 
representations through the consultation which affects the weight that can be 
attributed to the policies: 
 
SP1 - The Need for New Development  
SP2 – Distribution of new development 
SD1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
SD4 – Sustainable design and construction 
SD5 – Design requirements 
SD7 – Landscape 
SD9 – Historic environment 
SD10 – Biodiversity and geodiversity 
SD11 – Residential development 
SD12 – Housing mix and standards 
SD13 – Affordable housing 
SD15 – Health and environmental quality 
INF1 – Access to the transport network 
INF2 – Safety and efficiency of the transport network 
INF3 – Flood risk management 
INF 4 – Green infrastructure 
INF5 – Social and community infrastructure 
INF7 – Infrastructure delivery  
INF8 – Developer contributions 
 

3.9 In addition to the Joint Core Strategy, the Council is preparing its local City 
Plan. 

 
3.10 Policies can be viewed at the relevant website address:- Gloucester Local 

Plan policies – www.gloucester.gov.uk/planning; and Department of 
Community and Local Government planning policies - 
www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/. 

 
4.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Policy Officer 
The Planning Policy Officer emphasises that the Authority needs to continue 
to identify sites for housing development, particularly to meet the City’s needs 
in the longer term, and that it is committed to ensuring that the requirement to 
maintain a five year plus 5% housing land supply, as required by the NPPF, is 

http://www.gloucester.gov.uk/planning
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/
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met. It is noted that in principle, and subject to the site bringing forward 
suitable sustainable development, the site will help to ensure that the City 
maintains a healthy housing land supply and delivers more affordable homes  
and improves linkages and connectivity to green infrastructure. The Officer 
also considers that the development would provide the opportunity to address 
some of the weaknesses in the ward that were identified in the ward profile as 
well as providing the opportunity to deliver upstream flood storage betterment 
within the Sud Brook catchment.  
 
City Archaeololgy Officer 
The proposed development site has been subject to an archaeological 
evaluation (trial trenching). This has identified a late Iron Age and Roman 
settlement in the south of the site. A concentration of Roman pottery has also 
been identified in the centre of the site – indicating that further Roman period 
archaeological remains maybe present. In light of the above I advise that a 
condition requiring a programme of archaeological work be attached to any 
planning permission which may be granted for this development 
This condition will provide for further archaeological evaluation (trial trenching) 
in the centre of the site. This condition will also provide for a programme of 
archaeological excavation of all significant archaeological deposits in advance 
of the proposed development, with provision for community engagement and 
the appropriate archiving and public dissemination of findings. 
 

 Contaminated Land Adviser  
I have reviewed the 'Phase 1 Env Risk assessment' dated September 2014 
provided in support of the application. I can confirm WRS concur with the 
conclusions of the study which indicates site intrusive site investigation is 
required to confirm the findings of the study. WRS recommend the standard 
contaminated land condition is applied to the development should permission 
be granted to ensure necessary further works are undertaken. 
 
Urban Design Officer 
While both of the Winneycroft applications are separate in many ways, there 
are clear and logical relationships between them, notably the physical 
vehicular and pedestrian/cycle links, which are necessary to form a permeable 
and usable urban extension, which would allow free and easy movement 
within the wider area. 
As I have noted in my comments on the adjacent site application (reference 
14/01470/OUT), there are fundamental master-planning considerations which 
ideally should have been setout in a joint plan covering both sites. Principally, 
this masterplan should cover issues such as connections, noise attenuation, 
block layouts and landscaping features. 
 
Noise issues - One of the more significant issues affecting both of the 
Winneycroft Farm sites is the impact on future residents from the noise 
generated by the constant use of the M5 Motorway. 
Rather than pull back the development line away from the M5, which could in 
theory help to reduce the noise impact on future residents, on balance, it 
seems sensible to keep a building line as shown on the submitted layout 
plans. This allows a limited but usable depth of open space, which combined 
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with a noise bund and fence, will reduce the overall noise levels and provide 
an environment which would be acceptable for at least a section of the 
population to use for extended periods. This allows the orchard and allotments 
to be provided in that area. 
Following a site visit today to review plans for this site and to check noise 
levels, I am confident that the submitted noise report does broadly reflect the 
site conditions. There is a slight doubt concerning the effectiveness of the 
submitted vignette for blocks 11 and 12, in terms of noise attenuation. I 
believe the precise layout has not been tested to the same level as the blocks 
within the adjoining site and there is also a different approach here. Just 
based on the form of the blocks, including exposed side garden fences, gaps 
between houses above ground floor and access roads which cut through the 
blocks (at 90 degrees to the line of the M5), it does seem as though this is a 
looser form of development which could suffer from noise impacts. 
However, the conclusion of the noise report was that with appropriate 
measures, the blocks most affected by noise can be designed in such a way 
as to meet the necessary guidelines. 
 
Site access & circulation - The creation of the main access roundabout into 
the development is a logical approach and I have no objections to this. The 
roundabout could also serve to slow traffic speeds along Winnycroft Lane. 
The secondary site access further along the lane to the south will create a 
circular route through the site and allow more efficient access to the southern 
part of the site. 
 
Landscape and open space - Generally, the illustrative masterplan shows a 
layout and style of development which sits comfortably within the landscape 
and which makes good use of existing landscape features. 
The landscape features, such as a range of retained trees, the central ribbon 
park, wetland area, community growing areas and informal green areas, will 
really make a significant positive contribution to the character of the new 
development. 
The relative land use areas shows a positive balance of types, with the 
residential at 10.73 Ha and the combination of open spaces, sports & 
recreation and the landscaped bund at more than 9 Ha. This type of ratio is 
extremely rare and will result in a very positive environment. 
The existence of the sports area and community growing areas along the SE 
boundary with the M5 also helps to soften the boundary of the site and makes 
good use of these more marginal spaces. The one query I would have though 
relates to the growing of food for human consumption right next to the 
motorway, taking into account airborne pollution such as gases and 
particulates. Apart from this issue, the combination of these areas and the 
noise bund will give a reason for many more people to activate these spaces 
and could lead to more people starting to explore the areas to the south of the 
motorway. 
 
Housing densities and vignettes 
The submitted sketch vignettes were requested in order to show how a typical 
block would accommodate numbers of dwellings at a low, medium and higher 
range of densities. 
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Block 2 – higher density – 69 dwellings @ 53 d/ha 
Block 11&12 – medium density – 18 & 23 dwellings @ 36 d/ha 
Block 17&18 – medium and low density – 26 & 21 dwellings @ 42 d/ha & 30 
d/ha 
I’m satisfied that each example layout reflects the proposed densities and that 
the numbers can generally be achieved within the proposed layout. The only 
caveats to this relate to the final positions of the connections between the two 
application sites. The applicant for this site has not shown the two sites 
overlaid, but a plan has been submitted by the adjacent applicant which 
clearly shows the relationship between the two sites. 
 
Connections across both of the sites - For example, Block 18 will only function 
well if it stays at the shape and dimensions proposed in the blocks plans and 
vignette. This conflicts with the connections into the adjacent area and will 
lead to two dead end roads to the NW and SE of the block which do not 
connect anywhere. Moving the road which is shown to the NW of the block 
further north would be the only way to properly allow a functional block of 
houses and allow a connection to the adjacent site. This however does not 
necessarily connect well and could have an impact on the existing mature tree 
near the boundary. 
The next possible connection to the SE also does not line up with the road 
system in the adjacent site. In fact, only 1 road is shown as connecting 
between the two sites. This isn’t necessarily an issue which this applicant 
should be dealing with, it should be a joint decision by both applicants to 
consciously develop a plan which forms a suitable connections network. 
There are pretty clear wider connections issues and a single connection 
across the two major sites is not acceptable. 
 
Style and character areas - While this general element is reserved, the final 
character and style of the new residential area is very important to consider. 
I’m pleased to see that section 4.10 ‘development character and appearance’ 
within the design statement, sets out some guidelines on character areas. 
This is a very useful and logical approach to this site and relates well to the 
distinct elements. I would seek to base the detailed design for the site on this 
approach but add that I will be seeking a varying style of architecture across 
the varying character areas, which may include varying facing materials, 
massing, roof materials and detailing. This is the only acceptable approach 
when considering the total numbers of units and the area involved. 
 
Summary 
Having considered the issues and the submitted information, I would not raise 
an objection to the application and would support the general approach to 
development on this site. The focus on landscape and natural elements is 
very clear and will really improve the overall appearance and functioning of 
the wider area. 
 
County Highway Authority Manager 
Raise no objection subjection to the completion of highway works and with 
conditions. The full comments are set out within the highway section of the 
report.  
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Highways Agency 
Following our request for further and clarification the applicant has now 
provided further information to enable us to consider the impact of the 
proposal upon the strategic road network (srn).  
The proposals are identified to place a maximum of 25 two way trips on the 
A40 during the busiest evening peak hour period, with the proposals having a 
lesser impact on all other srn junctions during the weekday peak hour periods. 
Whilst the proposals have a small impact on a series of junctions,  we do not 
consider the proposals to have a severe traffic impact on any particular 
junction.  
 
 
Housing and Strategy Manager 
“This site represents a significant opportunity to meet the need for Affordable 
Housing in the City although the 15% contribution recommended by the 
Council’s consultant is some way short of what is required to meet this need.  
The applicant has suggested a range of house types and a suitable tenure 
mix between Affordable Rent and Shared Ownership although this is based 
on a 10% contribution.  Whilst Government Policy shifts to a focus on home 
ownership they is substantial need for rented accommodation in the City and 
a failure to meet this need will have adverse impacts on both the “housing 
Register” and increase pressure on the Private Rented Sector.  Again the 
range of house types is vitally important given the impact of the spare room 
subsidy both on new and existing tenants. The emerging Joint Core Strategy 
addresses this issue in Policy SD12 that: “promotes an appropriate housing 
mix and standards in residential development. An appropriate mix of dwelling 
sizes, types and tenures and should meet the needs of the local area, 
including older people”. In relation to provision it is expected that it should be 
on site and no robust justification for off-site has been provided. The diversion 
of an on-site contribution may again be detrimental to the overall supply of 
affordable housing in the City if no net gain of housing is achieved and again 
this would impact on the ability to meet housing need in the City. It is expected 
that the contribution will also ensure the delivery of  homes that are both 
adaptable and adapted to meet the needs for older and disabled households. 
It is also of vital importance that any S106 agreement shall ensure that the 
quality in terms of design and size of the units ” 
 
Severn Trent Water 
No objection to the proposal subject to a condition requiring a drainage 
scheme to be agreed prior to the commencement of development. 
 
English Heritage 
Advice - We note that the application area lies in proximity to a number of 
highly-graded, designated heritage assets, including: 
• The Scheduled Monument known as ‘Moated site at Sneedham's 
Green, 220m north east of Green Farm’ (National Heritage List ref. 1019399); 
and  
• the Church of St Leonard (listed at Grade II*; NHL ref. 1154810), 
together with a number of monuments listed at Grades II* and II.  
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We have closely examined the documentation submitted with the application – 
including the Heritage Setting Assessment and the Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment – together with our records of heritage assets in this 
locality, and have undertaken a site visit. We have also considered the 
application in the light of relevant guidance, including that published by 
ourselves (2011 The Setting of Heritage Assets) and that offered in 
paragraphs 13 and 17 of the DCLG Planning Practice Guide ‘Conserving and 
enhancing the historic environment’ 
In our view the application would not present serious harm to the setting (and 
thereby the significance) of the highly-graded assets noted above and thus we 
do not wish to raise any objection on this occasion. 
We note the comments made by the Gloucester City Council Principal 
Conservation and Design Officer (Ms C Lewis, memo of 25.11.14) regarding 
the impact of the proposals to the setting of the Winnycroft Farm complex that 
incorporates three buildings listed at Grade II and would encourage all parties 
to work together to mitigate impacts to this important group of historic 
buildings. 

 
Recommendation We would urge you to address the above issues, and 
recommend that the application should be determined in accordance with 
national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of your specialist 
conservation advice. It is not necessary for us to be consulted again. 
However, if you would like further advice, please contact us to explain your 
request.  
 
 
Civic Trust (Please note that these comments relate to this application and to 
the application on the adjoining site) 
The panel's main concern is the protection of the grade 2 listed Winnycroft 
Farm, its outbuildings and setting in an historic orchard. To this end the panel 
objects to the vehicle access to the site which crosses the orchard and to its 
associated houses in areas M and N. The panel was pleased to see that the 
two applications are now being  considered together and sees no reason why 
“Mini Winny” cannot be served by the indicated access further west off 
Winnycroft lane. The Tree Preservation Order proposals are noted and 
stringent archaeological conditions need to be applied to an area which could 
contain Roman farms. The balancing ponds will be a major feature of the site 
but details of their treatment and landscaping seem to be sparse at this stage. 
The noise, air pollution and visual intrusion from the M5 on houses to the 
south of the site will be intense. Planning conditions should specify special 
noise reduction measures. 
 
Ramblers Association  
On behalf of the Gloucester Group of the Ramblers Association I wish to 
object to the proposed development of land south of Winnycroft Farm and 
situated between Winnycroft Lane, Corncroft Lane and the M5, the proposed 
development being for 420 houses. This is a green field site crossed by 
numerous public rights of way. The paths are used for recreational purposes 
by local residents and others. There is also a link via a footbridge over the M5 
providing access towards the Cotswold escarpment. In addition FP EUL22 
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which crosses the site forms part of the Glevum Way. This is a 25 mile circular 
route around the City of Gloucester. It was created almost 20 years ago using 
existing public rights of way. It was designed to be walked as a long distance 
path, or in stages accessed by public transport. The Way is used by locals 
and visiting walking groups. The route is also used as a basis for some charity 
walks/runs. Development on these fields will lead to a loss of Public Rights of 
Way and the urbanisation of the Glevum Way which will detract from its rural 
nature. 

 
 Stroud District Council 

Stroud District Council does not object to the proposed development, but has 
concerns on the following points which should be addressed as part of the 
application. 
The site is for a substantial development close to the Cotswolds Commons 
and Beechwoods Special Area of Conservation (SAC). As the determining 
authority you should ensure that you undertake an appropriate assessment 
under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations to establish 
whether the development would result in damage to the SAC resulting from 
recreational impacts or air quality. If damage would result there must be 
appropriate mitigation measures proposed and agreed to mitigate these 
effects. 
You should ensure that there is adequate capacity for additional traffic on the 
local road network within Stroud District and also that there is capacity for 
additional traffic on the strategic road network e.g.junction 13 of the M5. 
The site is large and close to the AONB. There must be appropriate 
landscape assessment to demonstrate that the development would have no 
unacceptable impact on the views into and out of the AONB. 
There appears to be a watercourse running through the site. The Flood Risk 
Assessment must show that the development of this site would not result in 
additional risk of flooding on adjacent land over and above that which 
currently exists. 
 

  Council for the Protection of Rural England Gloucestershire 
The location is a sensitive one affecting the setting of the Cotswolds AONB 
and we wish to endorse the response of the Cotswolds Conservation Board. 
The location was clearly recognised by the City Council as sensitive in 
landscape terms by its inclusion on the proposals map of the Second Deposit 
Draft of the Council’s Local Plan 2002 as a Landscape Conservation Area. 
Landscape Conservation Areas were defined as “areas of open space which 
have been assessed as containing inherent landscape value and/or provide 
green space and natural breaks in the urban environment.” 
The land was assessed in the work for the Council “Landscape Analysis of 
Potential Development Sites” by WSP (15 November 2013). WSP concluded 
that there were strong visual links with the AONB but there was an opportunity 
for development to the north east of the site where the link with the AONB and 
common land are not as direct. 
The site is only separated from the AONB by the width of the M5 motorway, 
which is predominantly in cutting as it passes the site. As the Conservation 
Board notes, the landscape character of the site shares many of the features 
of the nearby AONB – grazing land, mature hedgerows and mature trees, 
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both in hedgerows and standing alone; and there are clear views of the 
Cotswold escarpment from the boundaries of the site and the extensive 
network of rights of way across the site lead into the AONB across the 
motorway. 
Accordingly, if development is to be permitted at this location, it should be 
restricted to that part of the site close to Corncroft Lane, maintaining a wide 
buffer between any development and the M5 and AONB beyond. 
 

 
Cotswolds Conservation Board  
1. The Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty was designated in 
1966, and the designated area was extended in 1990. The primary purpose of 
designation is the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the 
area.  
2. The Cotswolds Conservation Board (‘the Board’) was established by 
Parliament in 2004.  
Under the provisions of Section 87, Countryside and Rights of Way Act 200), 
the Board has two statutory purposes:  
a) to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the AONB; and  
b) To increase the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of 
the AONB.  
In fulfilling these roles, the Board has a duty to seek to foster the economic 
and social well being of people living in the AONB  
3. The Board notes that development as proposed would interfere with views 
of the Cotswolds AONB.  
4. In determining appeal Ref APP/G1630/A/12/2183317 at Greeton Road 
Winchcombe the Inspector gave consideration to the issue of “setting” of a 
protected area. The Inspector noted that the proposed development would 
interrupt views of the AONB and that this represented “significant harm” to 
the setting of the AONB, contrary to development plan policy. A copy of the 
decision notice is attached.  
5. The Winchcombe case was determined in favour of the applicant primarily 
due to the lack of a five year housing supply in Tewkesbury Borough as a 
whole. However paragraph 14 of the NPPF which provides a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development, is caveated by footnote 9 to that 
paragraph. This indicates that where other policies in the NPPF restrict 
development, such as that for AONBs, then the presumption need not apply. 
6. The Board would therefore wish the Council to consider carefully if the 
harm identified to the setting of the AONB is sufficient to refuse consent for 
this proposal.  

7. The Cotswolds AONB Management Plan 2013-18 is a statutory plan1. 
Planning Practice Guidance states that ‘National Parks and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty management plans may also be material 
considerations in making decisions on individual planning applications, where 
they raise relevant issues.’ (Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 8-004-20140306).  
8. The Guidance also states:  
‘Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 
1949, Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 and Section 
85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 requires that ‘in 
exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land’ 
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in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, relevant 
authorities ‘shall have regard’ to their purposes. A list of the public bodies 
and persons covered under “relevant authorities” is found in Defra guidance 
on the ‘have regard’ duty. Natural England has published good practice 
guidance on the ‘have regard’ duty. 
This duty is particularly important to the delivery of the statutory purposes of 
protected areas. The duty applies to all local planning authorities, not just 
national park authorities. The duty is relevant in considering development 
proposals that are situated outside National Park or Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty boundaries, but which might have an impact on the setting 
of, and implementation of, the statutory purposes of these protected areas.’  
9. Landscape policies in the Management Plan are  
LP1: The key characteristics, principal elements, and special qualities 
(including tranquillity), which form the natural beauty of the Cotswolds 
landscape are conserved and where possible enhanced.  
LP2: Development proposals and changes in land use and management, 
both within and outside the AONB, take account of guidance and advice 
published by the Board. 

10. A ‘special quality’ of the Cotswolds AONB identified in the Management 
Plan is: ‘the Cotswold escarpment, including views to and from it’.  
11. The Board has published a Position Statement on Development in the 
setting of the AONB.2 This states:  

’ The Board considers the setting of the Cotswolds AONB to be the area 
within which development and land management proposals, by virtue 
of their nature, size, scale, siting materials or design can be considered 
to have an impact, positive or negative, on the landscape, scenic 
beauty and special qualities of the Cotswolds AONB.  
The Board will expect local authorities to be mindful of both the 
possible positive and negative impacts of a development within the 
setting of the AONB on the natural beauty and special qualities of the 
AONB when determining planning applications, and seek the views of 
the Board when significant impacts are anticipated.’  

12. The site is only separated from the AONB by the width of the M5 
motorway, which is predominantly in cutting as it passes the site.  
13. The landscape character of the site shares many of the features of the 
nearby AONB – grazing land, mature hedgerows and mature trees, both in 
hedgerows and standing alone.  
14. There are clear views of the Cotswold escarpment from the boundaries of 
the site and the extensive network of rights of way across the site lead into the 
AONB across the motorway.  
15. A landscape analysis of the site was undertaken by the Council in 
November 2013 as part of developing the evidence base for the Joint Core 
Strategy.3 The application site forms a substantial part of a larger area 
described as ‘Site 1, Winneycroft Farm’. The outcome of the analysis is 
shown in Appendix B of that report. This clearly shows that whilst some of Site 
1 could be suitable for development, a substantial area, including much of the 
application site is ‘not suitable for development.’ This is the area closest to the 
AONB.  
16. The Board strongly concurs with this analysis. Development of the area 
closest to the M5 would substantially interfere with views of the scarp slope 
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from numerous public viewpoints, and break the visual connection between 
the landscape of the AONB and the similar landscape to the west of the M5.  
17. In view of the above the Board would object to development of the whole 
site as proposed in the application, but would accept development on the 
smaller area as identified in the Council’s report.  
 
 

 Upton St Leonards Parish Council  
Object to the proposals for the following reasons: 
1. It is understood that Gloucester City Council has prepared 
development plans for the local authority including the identification of 
sufficient sites for residential development to meet identified need, including a 
supply adequate to meet needs for the next 5 years. There is therefore no 
reason to over-ride existing planning policies which indicate this site being 
retained as open countryside. 
2. Parts of this site are very near to the M5 carriageway and will be 
affected by noise and air pollution with development very close to the 
motorway also  being adversely affected by light pollution and spray in certain 
conditions. Where other sites, not so affected, are readily available for 
development, it is not sound planning to direct, or allow development in areas 
where residents will suffer long term problems that cannot be effectively 
mitigated. 
This is not surmise but the experience of Upton residents already affected by 
these problems. In particular, attention is drawn to the limitations of noise 
mitigation relying on noise barriers or building orientation.  From experience 
the enjoyment of gardens and formal and informal open spaces is severely 
compromised close to the carriageway and noise barriers of the type used on 
the M5  in Upton and Abbeydale do very little to ameliorate this.  If 
development in the form proposed is contemplated, it is strongly 
recommended that planners / councillors should visit existing areas of housing 
close to the motorway to experience existing conditions and residents 
reactions. 
3. The site is adjacent to AONB in a very sensitive location visually. Upton 
Lane forms a well defined development boundary where Gloucester City 
comes closest to the Cotswold Scarp edge. Upton PC believe that it is vitally 
important that further residential encroachment at this visually critical point is 
resisted. The M5 services near to this location were approved for exceptional 
reasons. Even so the sensitivity of the area was recognised by the need to 
introduce extensive landscaping and ‘green’ roofs over the main structures to 
ensure that   views from the Cotswold Scarp and from Robinswood Hill were 
not adversely affected. 
4. Road access to the site will need considerable upgrading if 
development of this scale is contemplated. It is not believed that the proposals 
as submitted adequately cater for this. 
For the above reasons Upton St Leonards Parish Council asks that the 
Application be refused. 

 
Brookthorpe with Whaddon Parish Council 
Brookthorpe with Whaddon Parish Council wish to register their strong 
objections to the proposals. Unfortunately it seems that Brookthorpe with 
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Whaddon Parish Council is not one of your statutory consultees although we 
have shared boundaries, and any such development would have a 
detrimental effect to our parishioners. 
When examining this application it would appear that there are the following 
grounds for refusing such an application. 
1. It is understood that the Secretary of State has already accepted the five 
year supply of housing that Gloucester City Council has prepared, and is 
contained within the new Local Development Plan. The Local Authority has 
already allocated sufficient sites for residential development to meet the need 
that has been identified. The delivery of the five year supply does not rely 
upon residential development at Winnycroft Farm to meet the identified need; 
consequently there can be no reason to over-ride the existing planning 
policies, which indicate that this site should be retained as open countryside. 
2. Parts of this site are very near to the M5 carriageway and will be 
significantly affected by both noise and air pollution. Any development that 
takes place very close to the motorway will also be adversely affected by light 
pollution and spray in certain conditions. This is not mere supposition, but is 
the very real experience of Upton residents that already live close to the M5 
motorway, their enjoyment of private gardens, and open spaces is severely 
compromised close to the carriageway. The existing noise barriers that are 
used along this stretch of the M5 in Upton, and Abbeydale do very little to 
ameliorate the problems. Attention is drawn to the limitations of existing 
mitigation measures, which rely on noise barriers or building orientation, and if 
development in the form proposed is contemplated it is strongly 
recommended that planners and councillors should visit the existing areas of 
housing close to the motorway, to experience for themselves the conditions 
that residents must endure. 
When there are other sites that are not so affected are available for 
development, it is not sound planning policy to direct, or allow development in 
areas where residents will suffer from long term pollution problems that 
cannot be effectively mitigated. Recent government research has warned of 
the long term effects that highways pollution has upon residents, particularly 
children, and has specifically warned against public buildings; education and 
healthcare facilities being built close to busy roads. The same concerns must 
be considered when locating homes. 
3. The site is adjacent to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and 
Upton Lane forms a well-defined development boundary where Gloucester 
City comes closest to the Cotswold Scarp. Brookthorpe with Whaddon PC 
believe that it is vitally important that further residential encroachment at this 
visually critical point is resisted. Whilst it has been claimed that the M5 
services near to this location warranted approval for exceptional reasons, the 
same argument cannot be offered for housing in this location. The open 
countryside that comprises Winnycroft Farm is a vital ‘green lung’ in this 
location, where the M5 comes very close to the Escarpment, and the 
residential settlements of Upton and Matson. Further residential development 
in this location cannot be simply mitigated by introducing extensive 
landscaping, and ‘green’ roofs over the structures, to ensure that views from 
the Cotswold Scarp, and from Robinswood Hill are not adversely affected. 
Whilst such strategies where used for the new M5 motorway services, it 
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should be acknowledged that this proved necessary only because the area is 
recognised as exceptionally sensitive. 
4. Road access to the site will need to be upgraded considerably if 
development of this scale is contemplated. Brookthorpe with Whaddon PC is 
already working closely with Gloucestershire Highways and Police, to address 
the existing and significant road safety concerns on Upton Lane. The outline 
nature of these proposals gives the Parish Council no comfort that highways 
safety has been adequately considered. 
For all of the above reasons, Brookthorpe with Whaddon Parish Council asks 
that the application be refused. 

 

Gloucestershire Gateway Trust 

I do not wish to express a view on the principal of the development rather I 
would like to comment on 2 elements should it proceed. 

Firstly to avoid Matson becoming an isolated island of social housing it is 
essential that this development supports the micro economy in Matson and 
Robinswood. Post build the most effective way to generate sustainable long 
term benefit in this micro economy is to ensure that the main paths and routes 
from this development encourage the flow of people and vehicles into Matson 
and towards the main community shops on the Matson precinct. The key to 
doing this will be to provide a short link road of approximately 20 metres 
between Matson Avenue and Winneycroft Lane to allow the no 1 bus to 
Matson to go to the new Winneycroft development and turn there rather than 
at the top of Matson Ave. This would provide the key link between Matson and 
the new development. Provision of other bus services to the Winneycroft 
development (such as 13) will leave the new community completely detached 
from Matson and not making any significant long term contribution to the local 
economy. The sustainability of the Matson micro economy depends on this 
new development making a fair and sustainable contribution to the local 
economy. Otherwise Matson will wither on the vine in the coming years. 
Connecting the Matson bus service to the Winneycroft development is the 
critical missing link in the developments proposals. 

Secondly if this development proceeds it is also essential that its s106 
contribution is appropriate to the scale of development and is directed towards 
the key community organisations such as GL Communities, Together In 
Matson, Glos Wildlife Trust and Play Gloucestershire who deliver 
essential services, support and activities in the Matson and Robinswood 
community. 

Matson and Robinswood Community Partnership 
At the September meeting of the Community Partnership it was agreed to 
write to all concerned regarding the development of possibly 700 houses on 
two sites on Winnycroft Farm land. 
While we regret the loss of farmland we appreciate the need for more homes 
and have been in close contact with the developers trying to achieve the best 
provision possible.  Both developers have been very open and constructive.  
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One of our core aims has been to integrate the new development with the 
Matson estate encouraging use of the bus route, schools, shops, Library, 
Churches and doctors etc.  The side roads Caledonian Road and Birchall 
Avenue are totally inadequate for the task and we recommend a short link 
road between Matson Avenue and Winnycroft Lane in front of GCH Housing 
Block 20.  The construction of such a road would alleviate the bottleneck of 
Corncroft Lane and Painswick Road a major concern of people living in St 
Leonards Park.  We recommend that the cost of the road be met from 
Section106 monies fulfilling a requirement that the local infrastructure be 
enhanced. 
Regarding the bus services we believe that the new estates be best served by 
an extension of the Number 1 bus with its 10 minute service and access 
provision to all the Matson and Robinswood services and the City Centre.  
The Number 13 bus will not achieve this. 
The sustainability of the Matson mirco economy is dependant on the new 
housing making a much needed contribution to the local community and in 
addition s106 monies should be directed to support existing community 
organisations. 

 
Crime Prevention Design Advisor for Gloucestershire Constabulary 
In my capacity as Crime Prevention Design Advisor for Gloucestershire 
Constabulary I would like to comment on the material considerations of the 
planning application specifically relating to designing out crime. 
I would like to draw your attention to the PDF document attached to the 
carrying email which relates to the following comments. See annex A as 
below, referring to your Planning Authority’s planning policy 
It is recommended that the development is built to meet Secured by Design 
standards. Secured by Design (SBD) is a police initiative owned by the 
Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO), to encourage the building 
industry to adopt crime prevention measures in the design of developments. It 
aims to assist in reducing the opportunity for crime and the fear of crime, 
creating a safer and more secure environment, where communities can thrive. 
Research conducted by Secured by Design has proven that SBD 
developments are half as likely to be burgled, have two times less vehicle 
crime and show a reduction of 25% in criminal damage, thereby increasing 
the sustainability of a development. 
Developer Obligations 
Please be aware that these representations are prepared by Gloucestershire 
Constabulary Crime Prevention Design Advisor to address Crime Prevention 
through Gloucestershire Constabulary Crime through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) and the 7 Attributes of Safer Places. A separate representation may 
be submitted by the Constabulary Estate’s Department to seek developer 
obligations towards Police infrastructure through Section 106 and the 
Community Infrastructure Levy. 
Gloucestershire Constabulary’s Crime Prevention Design Advisors are more 
than happy to work with the Council and assist the developers with further 
advice to create a safe and secure development, and when required assist 
with the Secured By Design accreditation.  

  Annex A - Planning Policy 
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Gloucester City Council’s Supplementary Planning Document “Designing 
Safer Places” which provides guidance and offers “Good design is 
fundamental in creating usable, sustainable, attractive places and 
communities that are pleasant to be in. Taking into account community safety 
and how the users of the environment will behave and feel in a particular 
place is a key element of good design. This includes doing the utmost to 
ensure the safety of the community by using good design to reduce the 
opportunities for crime and to create positive places where people are safe 
and feel safe.” 

 
 Gloucestershire Constabulary  
 Gloucestershire Constabulary have requested a financial contribution of 

£142,196.23 to deal with the additional demands on the police arising from 
this development. Given the length of the comments (24 pages) the letter is 
attached to this report as an appendix. 

 
 
5.0 PUBLICITY AND REPRESENTATIONS 
 
5.1 Neighbouring properties have been notified of the application by letter. Site 

and Press Notices have also been published. Some additional consultation 
has been undertaken to ensure that the application has been advertised 
correctly and this has necessitated a further period of consultation 

 
5.2 The matters raised in representations received at the time of writing the report 

are summarised as follows: 
 

 This will be the thin end of the wedge for further development 
spreading into Sneedhams Green and beyond to the motorway.  

 Will put pressure on the local amenities – doctors, schools and 
roads. 

 Too large a housing proposal. 

 Additional traffic will cause further problems on already congested 
road. 

 The junction at Painswick Road is already dangerous with many 
accidents over the years. This should be controlled by traffic lights 
(even if during the peak times) together with a pedestrian crossing.  

 Traffic calming with be required along the lane.  

 There are always lots of parked cars on the lane making it 
impossible for two cars to pass. This is particularly dangerous at the 
bend in front of the flats when you can not see beyond the parked 
cars and have to move onto the wrong side of the road. 

 Improvements to the highway should be undertaken before any 
housing is considered. 
 How will the traffic cope when people are riding horses, sheep 
roaming all across the road, cyclists, joggers and school children all 
using the lane frequently. 

 Have previously raised concerns about rainwater and flooding.  
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 We have seen an increase in traffic along the lane since the new 
M5 services 

 This development will totally change the rural feel of the road. 

 it will have an impact on our privacy, by introducing the opportunity 
for people to overlook our property, particularly our back garden  

 Development should take place on brownfield sites not green belt or 
green field sites otherwise all our green and pleasant land will be 
gone. 

 Has already been plenty of development in the local area.  

 Will advsersely affect wildlife and their habitats. 

 This land may have Civil War archaeologist interest.  

 An extended bus service would be nice but where and how with the 
road widths as they are. 
 

A Petition from the Residents of St Leonards Park has been received 
containing 60 signatures and raising the following issues: 

 St Leonards Park is a small family estate on the edge of the 
countryside. Residents are wholeheartedly opposed to building on 
this virgin pasture land when other brown areas of land within the 
city could be used for housing.  

 The safety and welfare of our children, grandchildren and our 
elderly residents is paramount. The volume of traffic will rise and 
the likelihood of accidents will increase. 

 We are all very much aware of the accidents on Painswick Road 
which appear to be a regular occurrence, thankfully with no 
fatalities. 

 The proposed plans do not indicate how the problems of increased 
traffic, lack of amenities, schools, gp surgeries, parks and play 
areas will be dealt with.  

 
 The full content of all correspondence on this application can be inspected 
online at the following link or at Herbert Warehouse, The Docks, Gloucester, 
prior to the Committee meeting. 
 
http://glcstrplnng12.co.uk/online-
applications/simpleSearchResults.do;jsessionid=A12EAF13294E63C05D376
C55BC5B3872?action=firstPage 
 

 
6.0 OFFICER OPINION 
 
6.1 As referred to earlier in the report, the proposal is not considered to require a 

formal Environmental Impact Assessment however it does raise many issues 
that require careful consideration and assessment. 
 

6.2 Therefore the application is supported by numerous documents and 
supporting information including the following: 
 
• Illustrative Master plan 

http://glcstrplnng12.co.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do;jsessionid=A12EAF13294E63C05D376C55BC5B3872?action=firstPage
http://glcstrplnng12.co.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do;jsessionid=A12EAF13294E63C05D376C55BC5B3872?action=firstPage
http://glcstrplnng12.co.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do;jsessionid=A12EAF13294E63C05D376C55BC5B3872?action=firstPage
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• Landscape Master plan 
• Planning Statement including Draft Heads of Terms 
• Statement of Community Involvement 
• Access Drawing 
• Air Quality Assessment 
• Geophysical Survey 
• Archaeological Evaluation 
• Arboriculture Baseline Assessment 
• Design and Access Statement 
• Ecological Assessment 
• Environment Risk Assessment 
• Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy 
• Heritage Setting Assessment 
• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
• Noise Assessment 
• Utilities Assessment/Foul Water Service Constraints Plan 
• Socio-Economic Report 
• Topographical Survey 
• Transport Assessment 
• Travel Plan 
• Waste Statement 
 

6.3 It is considered that the main issues with regard to this application are as 
follows: 

 

 Delivery of housing / allocation position  

 Landscape and visual impact 

 Heritage issues 

 Noise assessment 

 Urban design and character of the area 

 Residential amenity 

 Drainage 

 Ecology 

 Traffic and transport 

 Open space and soft landscaping 

 S106 contributions  
 
 
 NPPF decision making 
6.4 The NPPF should be given significant weight in decision making as the most 

up to date national planning policy and in the absence of a recent formally 
adopted Local Plan. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out what the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development means for decision taking. This is not an 
adopted development plan allocation or otherwise directly supported in an 
adopted development. As such the NPPF instruction is to grant permission 
unless: 
▪ Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in (the NPPF) 
taken as a whole; or 
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▪ Specific policies in (the NPPF) indicate development should be restricted.  
 

Delivery of housing / allocation position 
NPPF  

6.5 The NPPF policy on housing is framed around increasing the supply of 
housing. The Authority is under a duty to maintain a 5 year supply of housing. 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF states (extract): 
 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, Local Planning Authorities 
should: 
▪ Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meet the full 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 
housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in 
this Framework … 
▪ identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 
sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against their housing 
requirements with an additional buffer of 5% …” 

 
6.6 If the Council fails to demonstrate its 5 year supply it risks losing appeals if it 

refuses housing schemes. Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states  
 

“Housing applications should be considered in the context of the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for 
the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the Local 
Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 
housing sites.” 

 
 

Local policy 
6.7 The site is not included in the 1983 adopted Local Plan as at that time it was 

located within the Stroud District Council administrative area.  
 

6.8 After the local government boundary review the site was brought within the 
City boundary and in the 2002 second Deposit Local Plan the site was 
identified within the Landscape Conservation Area. This designation was 
continued in the August 2006 Preferred Options LDF Site Allocations 
document, as part of the LDF.  

 
6.9 There is a tension between the 2002/2006 Landscape Conservation Area 

designation and the need in the emerging JCS/City Plan to deliver houses in 
the city, coupled with an updated landscape evidence base which moves 
away from Landscape Conservation Area designation.  
 

6.10 The JCS Submission document (November 2014) identifies an Objectively 
Assessed Need for the JCS area of 30,500 dwellings for the period 2011-2031 
with the Gloucester component being 11,300.   

 
6.11 The application site is not a JCS allocation, which are larger scale ‘strategic’ 

allocations. It is however a component of the JCS figures for housing delivery 
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and the site is included in the emerging City Plan capacity calculations and is 
a potential City Plan allocation. 

 
6.12 Each JCS authority undertook a Strategic Assessment of Land Availability 

(SALA) in 2013 which superseded earlier similar studies. This found the site 
suitable, available and deliverable for development within 5 years, although 
with a smaller capacity than that sought by the current application. This was 
due to the our assessment discounting a large area for flood betterment works 
and considering less of the site developable due to potential landscape 
impact. It should be noted that the SALA is predominantly a desk based 
assessment of capacity. 
 

6.13 The site was originally submitted to the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
assessment (SHLAA) in March 2012, prioir to that it had been identified as a 
“JCS peripheral officer identified site” in the December 2011 SHLAA, where it 
was identified as unsuitable for development for landscape constraint 
reasons.  
 

6.14 In 2012 the JCS Authorities completed the Landscape Characterisation 
Assessment and Sensitivity Analysis. This became the landscape evidence 
base against which sites were considered for the 2012 SHLAA updates in the 
JCS area with all peripheral locations around the urban parts of the JCS area 
being considered by the study.The application site was considered by this 
report as it lies on the urban fringe of the City. Only those areas identified as 
“high” landscape sensitivity were considered outright unsuitable for 
development on landscape grounds. On this basis the site changed from 
being unsuitable for development in the 2011 SHLAA to suitable for 
development in the 2012 SHLAA. Within the City area, only Robinswood Hill is 
considered to be of “high” landscape sensitivity.  
 

6.15 In 2013 consultants WSP provided evidence to support preparation of the City 
Plan looking in greater detail at potential development sites on the edge of the 
City and within the urban area that had landscape issues to consider. This is 
commented on in further detail in the ‘Landscape’ section of this report. The 
WSP report found that part of the site had development potential. The site 
was identified as a development opportunity site in the City Plan Sites 
Consultation (Summer 2013), referred to as MR2. 
 

6.16 The WSP Report also informed the 2013 SALA, whose findings were used to 
inform the potential City Plan capacity figure for the JCS. This is how the site  
appears in the JCS and City Plan figures/potential allocations.  
 

6.17 The JCS Housing Background Update Paper (4/12/15) identifies that the City 
no longer has 5 year plus 5% housing land supply as required by the NPPF.  
 

6.18 This updated Housing Background paper has been provided at the Inspectors 
request. When reviewing the delivery of all sites for the update paper the 
applicant took the view that the site could not contribute to the Citys five year 
supply. The site has therefore been shown in the City Plan potential delivery 
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trajectory for the JCS as contributing to housing supply for the City from year 
six onwards.  
 

6.19 The applicant has subsequently confirmed that should planning permission be 
forthcoming in the near future that it would be reasonable to consider that the 
site should start delivering towards the end of the first five year period, given 
the need to undertake ground work and secure reserved matters consents, 
and that some housing supply from the site therefore could be counted 
towards the five year housing land supply calculation, possibly in years four 
and five.  
 

6.20 The site is not currently allocated and is not brown field land. It is a green field 
site, located on the edge of the built up area of the city. The site has been 
assessed and is not defined within the “high “ category in terms of either 
Landscape Character or Landscape Sensitivity according to the JCS evidence 
base and therefore has been considered as suitable for development in the 
first five years through the SALA and taken forward as potential housing 
allocation through the City Plan process. 
 

6.21 Owing to delays in the processing of the JCS and therefore progressing the 
City Plan it is becoming necessary to consider applications on potential City 
Plan sites prior to them being formally considered by an Inspector through the 
development plan process as City Plan allocations.  

 
Conclusions 

6.22 Significant weight must be given to the NPPF, and the duty for Councils to 
maintain the delivery of housing. While the City Plan has not progressed to a 
formal submission, the most recent evidence base indicates that the site is 
able to contribute to the City’s five year housing land supply which needs to 
be maintained.  

 
Agricultural use of the site 

6.23 The site is currently in agricultural use and used for grazing.  
 
6.24 The NPPF guidance is to take into account the economic and other benefits of 

the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of 
agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, Authorities should seek to 
use areas of poor quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.  

 
6.25 Policy SD15 of the JCS requires that new development must take into account 

the quality and versatility of any agricultural land affected by proposals, 
recognising that the best agricultural land is a finite resource.  

 
6.26 There is a system for measuring the quality of agricultural land. The site is 

classified as the lowest quality of land and therefore would not result in an 
unacceptable loss of the best agricultural land, and I do not consider a 
defendable objection to the loss of agricultural land could be sustained.  
 

 Design, layout, density and compatibility with the local area.  
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6.27 The NPPF states that new residential developments should be of high quality 
design, create attractive places to live, and respond to local character 
integrating into the local environment. Additionally development should 
provide for a mix of housing to create mixed and balanced communities and 
this principle is promoted within JCS policy SD12. Additionally policy SD11 
requires housing of an appropriate density, compatible with good design, the 
protection of heritage assets, local character and compatible with the road 
network. Additional design requirements for new development are set down 
with policy SD5.  

 
6.28 In the 2002 Plan policies including BE1, BE4, BE5, BE6, BE7, BE12, BE13, 

BE17, BE18, BE21, TR9, TR31,ST7,  H7, H8,  seek to ensure that new 
housing development are of good design that is in keeping with its 
surroundings and follow accepted urban design principles in relation to scale, 
external appearance, layout, amenity and community safety. 

 
6.29 In looking at the built form of the local surroundings I consider that there are 

four distinct areas with their own particular character and building designs. 
The housing along Corncroft Lane between the junction of Painswick Road 
and Haycroft Drive comprises detached red brick houses, set back from the 
road with curtilage parking and generally open frontages. Visually, this is at 
contrast to the older parts of Matson, with their distinctive painted and render 
finish, mixture of two storey houses and three storey flat blocks. Between 
these two areas are the small number predominantly single storey properties 
rising up to Birchall Avenue, which are set well back from the road and with 
long front gardens. Further south along Winneycroft Lane, house locations are 
more sporadic and designs more individual with the properties sat in generous 
plots and this area has a very spacious and rural feel. Sneedhams Road 
forms a very defined physical and visual barrier between the built edge of the 
housing development and the countryside to the south.  

 
6.30 Whilst the application is submitted in outline, with just the means of access to 

be considered at this stage, we need to assess whether the site can 
accommodate the quantum of residential development, comprising the 420 
dwellings, that are proposed. 

 
6.31 Details of the principles of the design and layout for the new development are 

set down in the supporting documents The whole site comprises 20 has of 
land and this is split into approximately just over 11 has to be developed for 
the residential development and roads and just under 9 has of land 
comprising open space, sports facilities and drainage. This is a very low ratio 
of gross to net developable area for the whole site and comprises “over” 
provision of open space compared to our standards 

 
6.32 The applicant has stated that whilst a final mix of dwellings has not yet been 

determined it is intended that this would comprise two, three and four 
bedroom family homes. Reference is also made to development of between 
two and three storeys with three storey apartment blocks within the higher 
density area adjacent to Winneycroft Lane.  
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6.33 An illustrative density range plan has been submitted to demonstrate how the 
site could be developed. The proposed developable areas have been split into 
blocks with indicative numbers and densities for each block. Additionally some 
initial sketches have been submitted to demonstrate how the development 
blocks may be designed. .  

 
6.34 High density development, between 45 and 60dpha, is proposed within the 

main block adjacent to Winnycroft Lane, with low density development 25 -35 
dpha, to the to the north eastern boundary adjacent to the Mini Winney site 
and also to the southern part of the site adjacent to the fields closest to the 
scheduled ancient monument. The remaining areas are proposed as medium 
density 35-45 dpha. The overall density across the area of land to be 
developed by housing equates to 39dpha, but across the whole site this drops 
to 20.7 dpha and reflects the high proportion of open area.  

 
6.35 On this basis I consider that the site can adequately accommodate 420 

dwellings and that with the variety of building forms and designs in the 
immediate surroundings, a development of this size and scale should 
integrate into the existing area. 

 
6.36 Detailed matters including scale, layout and external appearance of the new 

housing, together with parking provision will all need careful consideration at 
the reserved matters stage. It will be essential that the housing closest to 
Winnycroft Lane provides an active frontage to the road and that regard is 
given to the height and massing of buildings at the higher levels of the site, to 
ensure that they do not appear overly dominant in the street scene and/or in 
longer views.  

 
Residential amenity 

6.37 Policy SD15 within the JCS is an overarching policy seeking to support the 
health and well being of local communities and requires that new development 
does not result in unacceptable harm to the amenity of neighbouring 
occupants.  
 

6.38 The housing polices within the 2002 plan referred to above and specifically 
policy BE21 seek to ensure that new developments are acceptable in terms of 
impacts upon the amenity of neighbouring residents.  

 
6.39 The proposed development site lies to the other side Winnycroft Lane from 

the existing residential properties. The master plan also details that the 
proposed housing fronting onto Winnycroft Lane will be set back from the 
road. It is also clear that the existing properties are sat at a higher level than 
the application site and are generally at varying set back distances from the 
road. 

 
6.40 In these terms I consider that the built form of the new development would 

have an acceptable relationship with the existing properties located along the 
frontage to Winnycroft Lane.  
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6.41 Additionally the site is of sufficient distance away from Winnycroft Farm 
buildings and the houses to the south west boundary fronting onto Winnycroft 
Lane, such that the amenity impacts arising from the physical built form would 
not arise.    

 
6.42 The outlook from the existing properties will undoubtedly change and local 

residents will also be aware of the additional traffic arising from the 
development. The properties located closest to the new access points at the 
roundabout and road junction will also experience some affects from vehicles 
entering and leaving the development. Overall I do not consider that these 
issues raise amenity impacts to a degree that would warrant the application 
unacceptable on these grounds.  

 
6.43 Conditions would be required to control the impacts upon residents arising 

through the construction period to limit working hours and the timing of 
deliveries, the requirement for wheel washing together with parking for 
construction workers within the development site.  

 
Noise 

6.44 The site is affected by noise from traffic travelling along the M5 and to a lesser 
extent by traffic noise from Winnycroft Lane.  In accordance with guidance 
within the NPPF and the Noise Policy Statement for England, noise is a 
material consideration and decisions should ensure that noise does not create 
significant adverse impacts upon health and quality of life.  

 
6.45 Policy FRP10 within the 2002 Plan states that planning permission should 

only be granted for developments in noisy locations where adequate 
mitigation, to reduce the noise levels, can be provided Policy SD15 within the 
JCS is an overarching policy seeking to support the health and well being of 
local communities and requires consideration of noise issues.  

 
6.45 The applicant has undertaken a noise assessment and proposed mitigation 

measures to deal with the high levels of noise across the site.  
 
6.46 The initial noise monitoring was undertaken at a time when 50mph speed 

restrictions were in place on the M5 motorway and whilst the modelling was 
able to predict levels without the restriction in place, we requested that further 
measurements be taken to ensure that the evidence was robust and accurate. 
There was also some concern that the results from the noise measurements 
from this site and the adjoining land at Mini Winney did not correlate with each 
other along the boundary of the two sites, as would be expected. 

 
6.47 Therefore additional noise monitoring was undertaken over a 24 hour period 

in June, at three locations across the site: at the western boundary with 
Winnycroft Lane, close to the eastern boundary with the M5 and in the centre 
of the site midway between these two site boundaries.  
 

6.48 Please note that the levels I refer to are LAeq which put simply comprise the 
average level of sound over the assessment period, which in this case is one 
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hour, and takes account of the maximum and minimum levels recorded within 
that hour. 
 

6.49 The greatest levels of noise are understandably at the point closest to the M5 
with 70.5 dba the highest laeq. The levels reduce with distance to the 
motorway to the central part of the site and then increase slightly from this, up 
towards Winnycroft Lane due to traffic noise from the road.   
 

6.50 At the motorway monitoring position, noise levels are at their lowest, just 
under 61, between midnight and 5 am, are fairly constant at 66/67 between 
11am and 4pm , rising to a peak of just above 70 between 7am and 9am.  
 

6.51 At the Winneycroft Lane monitoring position, noise levels are at their lowest 
within the 49/50 range between 1am and 5am, are fairly constant at 59 dba  
between 9am and 3pm with levels above 61 between 8am and 9am and 
between 4pm and 6pm.  
 

6.52 The World Health Organisation Guidelines for Community Noise set out 
health-based guideline values for community noise, including recommended 
noise level values for the onset of sleep disturbance, annoyance and speech 
interference for the general population. 
Guideline values are provided for outdoor living areas, living rooms and 
bedrooms, for both continuous noise and discrete noise events 

 
a. Living rooms (daytime) LAeq,16hour 35dB(A); 
b. Bedrooms(daytime) LAeq, 16hour 35dB(A); 
c. Bedrooms(night-time) LAeq, 16hour 30dB(A); 
d. Bedrooms (night-time) LAFmax 42dB(A); 
e. Bedrooms external (night-time) LAeq,8hour 55dB(A); and 
f. Gardens LAeq, 16hour 50dB(A) lower limit and 55 dB(A) upper limit. 

 
6.53 To comply with these guidelines noise mitigation together with careful building 

design and orientation, across the site will be required. The properties closest 
to the M5 may require habitable rooms being located on the elevations which 
do not face the motorway to ensure that future residents have a satisfactory 
living environment. This is as a result of the façade facing the M5 potentially 
being subject to unacceptable levels of noise. 

 
6.54 Furthermore the applicant is proposing the erection of a noise bund along the 

eastern boundary with the M5. This would comprise a 3 metre high bund and 
a 3.5 metre high acoustically treated fence. The bund and acoustic fence will 
result in a reduction in noise levels across the site closest to the M5 but for 
areas further away, additional mitigation in terms of close board fencing, 
orientation of buildings/gardens, the provision of suitable attenuated glazing 
and ventilation systems will be required to achieve recommended internal and 
external noise levels.  

 
6.56 Additionally, it should also be recognized that the non residential elements of 

the scheme including the sports pitches and allotments closest to the M5 will 
experience high levels of noise. It should be noted however, that there are no 
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specified noise level limits for allotments or playing pitches although, 
adequate speech intelligibility between players will be key. The sound level of 
conversational speech is approximately 60dB(A). As a general rule, speech 
would need to be approximately 10dB above the noise level to be adequately 
intelligible. Therefore voices may need to be raised to be heard at times, 
which is not considered to be above and beyond usual behaviour at any 
sports pitches. 

 
6.57 The exact details of the bund, fencing and mitigation measures will be 

required by condition and further sample testing, once the dwellings are 
completed, will be required to ensure the efficiently of the noise mitigation 
measures.  

 
Air quality  

6.58 The NPPF requires Local Authorities to fully consider the impacts of a 
development upon air quality in the local area and upon any designated air 
quality management areas. Policy FRP 11 of the 2002 Plan sates that 
development of housing will not be permitted where it would be adversely 
affected by existing pollution uses. Policy SD15 within the JCS is an 
overarching policy seeking to support the heath and well being of local 
communities and requires consideration of pollution including air quality  
 

6.59 The air quality report has identified the two main areas for scrutiny, these 
being the existing air quality on the development site having regard to M5 
traffic and the impact that 420 dwellings (and subsequently the traffic that will 
generate) will have on one of our existing Air Quality Management Areas 
(AQMA) at Painswick Road. The report satisfactorily deals with the issue of air 
quality on the development site and it is agreed that given the free flow of 
traffic at this location of M5 and its efficient dispersal, residents would not be 
subjected to unacceptable levels of air quality. Furthermore the traffic 
generated by the development has been identified as having a negligible 
impact on the Painswick Road AQMA. 

 
 
 Open space proposals 
6.60 The NPPF recognises the importance of good quality open spaces and that 

opportunities for sport and recreation can improve the well being of 
communities. It states that provision should be based upon an assessment of 
existing facilities and identification of specific needs.  
 

6.61 Policies INF4 and 5 of the JCS require that full consideration is given to the 
provision of open space, that proposals should contribute positively towards 
green infrastructure and that it is provided in a phased manner way with new 
development. Any loss of natural features should be justified and mitigation 
provided.  
 

6.62 Within the 2002 plan, policy A1 requires the provision or financial contribution 
to new allotment facilities, policies OS3, OS4 and OS5 require open space, 
sport and recreational facilities to be provided, set criteria for their design and 
require appropriate future maintenance and management.  
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6.63 The application proposes a variety of open space, play areas and sports 

facilities. It includes a sport and recreation park, a ribbon park, a wetland park, 
allotments, community orchard and small areas of informal open space. For 
ease of reference the proposed master plan is attached to this report which 
details these proposed areas. 
 

6.64 The sports facilities are to be located at the southern tip of the site and include 
the provision of a full size football pitch, junior pitch, a multi use games area 
and a Neighbourhood Area of Equipped Play. To the north of the pitches and 
close to the footbridge that runs over the motorway, a community building 
providing changing facilities and a small hall together with parking is 
proposed. This building would also provide for some storage for the allotments 
and joint use of toilet facilities Further to the north east and along the eastern 
boundary adjacent to the motorway the allotments and community orchard are 
proposed. The size of the allotments has been increased since the original 
submission now proposing 2,000.sqm. These would be secured through the 
S106 agreement and the detail of the provision and requirements are currently 
being discussed  

 
6.65 The wetland park area is to be located within the northern part of the site and 

encompasses the existing stream. It would surround the main block of 
residential development adjacent to Winnycroft Lane at this point. It would 
also accommodate the four attenuation ponds being provided as part of the 
drainage scheme and a play area.  The park will retain many of the 
established trees and will provide an enhanced setting to the stream. In 
addition to its important function as part of the drainage scheme, the aea will 
will be of ecological benefit, creating new and diverse habitats as well as 
providing an attractive setting to the new housing. 
 

6.66 The ribbon park is proposed to link the sports pitches to the south with the 
wetland park area to the north. It is a linear area running north to south and 
also acts as a green buffer to the two areas of residential development 
proposed on either side.  
 

6.67 Overall the scheme proposes a higher amount of open space than is required 
by policy and as such a substantial benefit in terms of open space provision 
and green linkages to the wider area would arise. 
 

6.68 Commuted sums for the maintenance of the open space by the Council or 
management by an external company would need to be secured in a s106 
agreement. The delivery of such a substantial area of public open space 
would be a significant benefit from the development for both new and existing 
residents. 
 
Landscape and visual impact 

6.69 As already noted, the site was identified as a Landscape Conservation Area in 
the 2002 Plan and this was proposed to be continued in the 2006 LDF 
Preferred Options designations.  
 



 

PT 

Policy LCA.1 from the 2002 plan states: 
Development will not be permitted that would detract from the 
particular landscape qualities and character of Landscape 
Conservation Areas unless there are exceptional circumstances. 
Open air recreational uses and small-scale development required to 
support them, agricultural development and renewable energy 
proposals may be acceptable provided they are sensitively located, 
designed and landscaped.  
 

JCS policy SD7 states: 
1. Development will seek to protect landscape character for its own 

intrinsic beauty and for its benefit to economic, environmental and 
social well-being 

2. Proposals will have regard to the local distinctiveness and historic 
character of the differing landscapes in the JCS area, drawing, as 
appropriate, upon existing Landscape Character Assessments and 
the Landscape Character and Sensitivity Analysis. They will be 
required to demonstrate how the development will protect or 
enhance landscape character and avoid detrimental effects on 
types, patterns and features which make a significant contribution 
to the character, history and setting of a settlement or area.  
3.All applications for development will consider the landscape and 
visual sensitivity of the area in which they are to be located or 
which they may affect. Planning applications will be supported by 
a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment where, at the 
discretion of the Local Planning Authority, one is required. 
Proposals for appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures 
should also accompany applications.  

 
6.70 Other related policies within the 2002 Plan include BE12 and 13 which 

require a landscape strategy for new development and policy BE2 which 
requires  that proposals respect important views 
 

6.71 The NPPF sets out that due weight should be given to relevant policies in 
existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the Framework 
(the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater 
the weight that may be given). 
 

6.72 The approach of designating landscape conservation areas is not supported 
in the NPPF any more. The NPPF stresses the importance of protecting and 
enhancing valued landscapes and moves towards more specific landscape 
characterisation and sensitivity analysis. Indeed this approach was adopted 
for the assessment of sites for the JCS, where this site and other urban fringe 
sites were subject to a landscape characterisation and sensitivity study.  
 

6.73 The site formed part of a wider area of land that was assessed. The wider site 
included the whole area of land running between the M5 and Winneycroft 
Lane, to the point where the road elevates above the motorway and 
additionally the land between Winnycroft Lane and Matson Lane to the west. 
The analysis of the character of the area is as follows: 
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This area is classed as Settled Unwooded Vale, although it can appear as 
highly treed locally owing to tree lined field boundaries, remnant orchard trees 
and close proximity to the wooded landscape of Robinswood Hill and the 
AONB. Field pattern is quite irregular, with medium to small sized fields of 
unimproved pasture bound by structurally diverse hedge/tree boundaries and 
post and wire fence. Field pattern, with the exception of the dissection in the 
east caused by the M5, is unaltered from the 1884 OS map. Indeed the road 
that borders the area to the west and north, moated site, Winnycroft Farm, 
and a single remnant orchard are all present as 1884 features. Significant 
urban expansion of Matson in the west, and the M5 located on the higher 
ground in the east, are large scale detractors in an otherwise very rural 
environment, and impact upon views and tranquility. Furthermore, within the 
area the dilapidated state of the Winnycroft Farm sheds/shelters, the overly 
mature state of some boundaries, and occasional dilapidated fence (including 
a short section of much degraded high security fencing by Winnycroft Farm) 
give the area a poorly maintained, and somewhat unkempt, character. 
However, the rough grass; textural scrub and tree boundaries; old orchard 
and narrow and sporadically vegetated stream are likely to support significant 
biodiversity. The pasture becomes somewhat more improved and expansive 
in the very south of the area, and subsequently more in keeping with the 
character of the landscape south of Robinswood Hill. Although a very 
contained landscape, the area can be accessed by a number of public 
footpaths that cross the site and link with adjacent areas.  
 

6.74 The sensitivity analysis gave five landscape classifications ranging from low to 
high. It identified the site as being of medium sensitivity – which is defined as 
“key characterisitics of landscape are vulnerable to change and/or have value 
as a landscape resource”.  

 
Its assessment of the site is as follows: 
 
“a small compartment physically contained by landform to the east, west and 
south by housing in the north. Furthermore the M5 which is visually prominent 
in its immediate vicinity, creates a loud boundary to the south east. The area 
is visually associated with the AONB landscape and a pedestrian foot bridge 
provides amenity access across the M5, linking the two areas. Public 
footpaths also link with Robinswood Hill, although housing does, in part, 
interrupt the visual continuity between the landscape compartments.  
Land use is entirely pastoral and landscape features such as well established 
features such as well established dense hedgerows, mature trees and stream 
(supporting willows) are present, giving the area a well vegetated appearance, 
remnant orchard and a small field pattern add to the attractiveness. However, 
low levels of maintenance have led to a dishevelled appearance in places and 
the degradation of some features including the dilapidated Winnycroft farm 
buildings.  
 

6.75 In 2013 WSP undertook a further landscape analysis of potential development 
sites. Again this involved a larger site than just the application site but this 
time excluded the land between Matson Lane and Winnycroft Lane.  
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6.76 This analysis concludes that development on part of the site would not be 

entirely detrimental to the surrounding landscape character and visual amenity 
and suggests development on the north eastern part of the site. Alternatively it 
suggests a second option of developing the site as a whole with a 
comprehensive master plan with the important landscape features to be 
retained.  

6.77 It recommends low density development with open space areas to be within 
the development, the retention of hedgerows and trees, strengthening of 
hedegrows and further landscaping to soften the impact of views from the 
AONB and Robinswood Hill.  

 
Land to the east of the application site, to the other side of the M5 boundary 
forms part of the designated Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
The AONB is described as “an outstanding landscape whose distinctive 
character and natural beauty are so precious that it is in the nation’s interest 
to safeguard them. Such land is protected by the Countryside and Rights of 
way Act 2000. The Act places a statutory duty on relevant authorities to have 
regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the 
AONB when exercising or performing any functions affecting land in the 
AONB.  

6.78 The Cotswold AONB has an adopted management plan (2013) which sets 
down the vision for the AONB together with policies for its management and 
mechanisms for review. Of particular relevance to this proposal is policy LP 2 
which states that “development proposals and changes in land use and 
management, both within and outside the AONB, take account of guidance 
and advice published by the board” 
 

6.79 The applicant has undertaken a full landscape and visual impact assessment 
of the proposals for the site. The assessment considers the value of site 
features, topography and also the visibility of the site from various viewpoints. 
The appraisal concludes that the visual effects of the proposed development 
on the AONB are considered to be “moderate” and would not undermine the 
primary objectives of the AONB management plan.  

6.80 There have been a number of concerns raised by consultees in relation to the 
impact of the development upon the landscape character of the area and 
specifically the AONB including CPRE and adjoining Parish Councils. 
Additionally the Cotswolds Conservation Board, who are the body responsible 
for the management of the Cotswolds AONB, object to the development as 
proposed within this application. They conclude that whilst some of the site 
may be suitable for development, a substantial area, including much of the 
application site is not suitable for development. They consider that “the 
development of the area closest to the M5 would substantially interfere with 
views of the scarp slope from numerous public viewpoints and break the 
visual connection between the landscape of the AONB and the similar 
landscape to the west of the M5”. 
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6.81 At the pre application stage, concerns were raised with the applicant 
regarding the extent of the land to be developed. Particular concern was 
raised regarding built development on the southern parcel of land comprising 
the area to the south of the motorway footbridge. In our view development on 
this part of the site would visually interrupt the views from the Cotswold scarp 
across to Robinswood Hill. The applicant has sought to address these 
concerns in developing the master plan. The sensitive southern part of the site 
will accommodate the proposed sports pitches thereby retaining an open and 
undeveloped character.  

6.82 Winnycroft Lane clearly acts as a defined and hard boundary between the 
urban built up area of the city and the more rural character of the site and the 
wider area between Winneycroft Lane and the motorway. The motorway itself 
also acts as a hard and defined boundary and clearly impacts upon the 
character and appearance of the area. 

6.83 In my opinion, views from Robinswood Hill Country Park across to the site are 
fairly limited by the vegetation and the land form and there are also limited 
clear views from the golf course. There are some views into the site from the 
houses set up on the elevated part of Painswick Road to the east, from 
Winnycroft Lane and from surrounding houses. Views from traffic along the 
M5 are also limited as at this point as the motorway is in a cutting before it 
elevates and passes over Painswick Road.  

 
6.84  I consider that in wider views and from public vantage points there is limited 

visibility of the site. It is also considered that with the new development, the 
views from the higher footpaths within the AONB at a higher level across to 
Robinswood Hill will be maintained as the new development will be seen 
against the backdrop of Matson.  .Views in the shorter distance will be more 
affected such as from Winnycroft Lane, from surrounding residential 
properties and from within the site itself. Again in many views the new 
development would be seen against the backdrop of the existing houses and 
blocks of flats. Furthermore, from the south, views would be screened by the 
existing tree belt.  
In my opinion there are a number of factors that will limit the impact of the 
development in landscape terms and ensure that the character as identified in 
the landscape studies are not overly compromised or adversely affected. The 
overall density of the proposals is low with a high proportion of land to be used 
for open space. Most of the trees on site are to be retained and there will be 
strengthening and improvement to the hedgerows to the boundaries of the 
site. The existing stream is to be enhanced and will be set within an open and 
green setting and together the various open spaces will form green corridors 
through the site. New planting across the site and the provision of the new 
orchard area will all help soften the appearance of the development. The 
southern end of the site has been deliberatley proposed for the provision of 
the sports facilities This part of the site is considered the most sensitive in 
terms of views from the AONB and to keep this area open and in effect a 
buffer between the new built form and the adjacent fields helps reduce the 
overall impact. In this respect I conclude that the proposed development is 
acceptable in landscape impact terms and should not have a harmful impact 
upon the Cotswolds  AONB.  
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Ecology and trees 
 

6.85 Guidance in the NPPF seeks to conserve and enhance the natural 
environment, promote biodiversity and protect wildlife. Similarly Policies B7 
and B.8 of the 2002 Plan and SD10 of the JCS which encourage development 
to contribute positively to biodiversity and policy B10 requires the retention of 
important trees and hedgerows and compensatory replacement when this is 
not possible.  
 

6.86 There is tree preservation order across the site (which also includes the 
adjoining site) that covers a total of 22 oaks, one ash and one field maple, 
with 16 being on the application site.  

 
6.87 The applicant has carried out a full aboricultural assessment of this site which 

identifies 41 individual trees, 15 groups of trees and 21 areas of hedgerow. 
The report details the species, height, condition and value of each item and 
identifies a range of trees including oaks, field maple, ash and willows.  

 
6.88 There are a group of 7 oaks (with one field maple) located towards the 

southern part of the site that are to be retained and will form an attractive 
enclosure to the sports area and will screen the built development from the 
south . Additionally the five mature oaks located close to Winneycroft Lane 
are to be retained within the proposed open space areas and will enhance the 
attractiveness and setting of these areas. The remaining protected oaks 
dotted across the site are also to be retained within proposed open space and 
amenity areas, an approach which gives appropriate space to the tree. 

 
6.89 The submitted details propose the removal of 5 individual tress comprising a 

bird cherry, an elm, a hawthorn, a crack willow and an oak.None of the trees 
to be removed are within the Tree Preservation Order and there is no 
objection in principle to their removal given their value and/or condition. The 
oak to be removed has been identified as one of a number of trees with bat 
roosting potential, however it is described as 90% dead and for safety reasons 
should be felled given that it would be located in the area proposed for a 
childrens play area. This would be subject to a separate application for 
request for felling and would need to be subject an updated bat survey at that 
time. If bats are found to be using the tree then a a separate license would be 
required.  
  

6.90 The applicant has undertaken an extended Phase 1 habitat survey to assess 
the ecology of the site and subsequent further detailed Phase 2 surveys 
relating to breeding birds, bats, badgers, great crested newts and a grassland 
botanical survey. 
 
In summary the reports identify; 

 There are no statutory of non statutory ecological designations within 
the application site.  

 Ecological constraints and issues have informed and influenced the 
design of the master plan. 
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 The majority of the site is intensively grazed semi improved pasture of 
little intrinsic value.  

 The stream, semi improved neutral grassland, hedgerows and mature 
trees comprise the most valuable habitats on the site.  

 All of the existing hedgerows that run across the site, forming the old 
field boundaries are to be removed however they are generally in poor 
condition and of limited ecological value. The hedges to the perimeter 
boundaries of the site are generally to be retained.  

 Surveys have identified populations of breeding birds, 
foraging/commuting bats with potential roosting in trees and badger 
setts and activity. 

 There are no ponds on the site suitable for great crested newts 
however they have been identified in ponds within 500m of the site.  

 
 
6.91 From the survey information it is clear that the bats are commuting and 

foraging along the stream and the hedgerow network, most of these hedges 
that lie within the site are to be removed. The new development would provide 
a number of green corridors and wedges and these should provide acceptable 
alternative foraging and commuting routes for the bats. Where lighting is 
required for these areas it must be designed to be bat sensitive and avoid light 
spillage upwards.  
Some of the trees across the site have been identified as having high bat 
roosting potential, however during the bat activity surveys, no evidence of 
emergence or entry was recorded and I refer to the oak to be removed earlier 
in the report.  
I accept the conclusions of the report that the development will have some 
impact upon the existing habitats. I also agree that as the majority of the site 
comprises semi improved pasture that it does have limited ecological value 
and whilst a significant proportion of hedgerows are to be removed the 
boundary hedgerows will be strengthened and improved. 
 
In terms of the overall impact upon bat species we need to be clear that the 
three derrrogation tests have been addressed. The first concerns the 
overriding public interest - 11,800 homes have to be built in Gloucester up 
until 2031. This site is required to help deliver this figure. We have already 
identified that the development of the site is acceptable for housing  and 
would assist in meeting the Councils housing supply. Given the tight urban 
boundary of Gloucester, there are few if any sites that can deliver this number 
of houses within that timeframe. Additionally as the site is only used for 
foraging and commuting and because linear features are either protected of 
compensated for then it will not have any material impact upon the 
conservation status of any bat species.    
 

6.92 The most important ecological components on the site, namely the ancient 
trees and the stream corridor are to be retained and the latter enhanced.  Also 
the proposal includes measures to enhance biodiversity and provide 
ecological benefits and these include new hedgerow, tree and landscape 
planting; the creation of a new orchard area, the enhancement of the stream 
and stream corridor and new wetland features as part of the drainage 
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proposals. Such areas will provide new habitats of greater ecological potential 
than the existing pasture. The applicant also suggests a condition requiring 
the submission of an ecological management plan which would include the 
following an update survey of affected habitats immediately prior to the 
commencement of development, measures to protect the badgers and their 
setts (which will require a separate licence from Natural England in any case), 
increase bat roosting potential, a wildlife sensitive lighting scheme, bird boxes, 
management of hedges and detailed measures to protect species, trees and 
landscape features throughout the period of construction. 
 

6.93 Further conditions will require a scheme for new hedgerow planting and 
improved hedgerows to the boundaries of the site, tree protection measures 
including fencing and root protection zones, tree felling to be undertaken in 
the presence of a licensed bat ecologist and outside of the bird nesting 
season. With these safeguards in place it is considered that the application 
accords with the general principles of the guidance and policies in place.  
 
 

 Public footpaths 
6.94 The NPPF states that planning policies should protect and enhance public 

rights of way and access and opportunities should be sought to improve 
facilities.  
The 2002 Plan through policy TR38 seeks to ensure that new proposals make 
satisfactory provision for the retention or diversion of public rights of way.  
JCS policy SD5 promotes well designed development with layouts that are 
easy to navigate, have links to green infrastructure and legible routes linking 
in with wider connections.  
There are a number of footpaths crossing the site including the Glevum Way. 
The footpaths provide access to the motorway foot bridge and across the site 
to the adjoining Mini Winney site and to the land to the south accessed from 
Winnycroft lane. Supporting information states that diversions to these 
designated routes will be required. New routes would be proposed through 
the open spaces, alongside the allotments to access the footbridge and 
across into the Mini Winney site.  

 
6.95 The applicant states that the improved footpath connections across the site 

would facilitate pedestrian movements from the neighbouring housing through 
the development site and into the countryside to the south and to the AONB to 
the other side of the motorway. The provision of better and more legible 
routes was a particular mater raised in the community engagement 
undertaken prior to the submission of the application.  
The Ramblers Association have objected to the application on the grounds 
that development on these fields would lead to a loss of public rights of way 
and would urbanise the Glevum Way.  

 
6.96 Any proposed diversion of the public rights of way would be subject to a formal 

diversion order and it will be important to ensure that new routes link in with 
routes running up to the boundaries of the site. I do not agree with the view of 
the Ramblers Association as the open space network will encompass new 
footpaths providing clearer and more legible routes across the site and this 



 

PT 

together with the new road accesses will create greater permeability and a 
choice of formal routes through the development.  

 
 

Flooding and drainage 
 

6.97 The NPPF requires that development is directed to the areas at lowest risk of 
flooding, that new development should take the opportunities to reduce the 
causes or impacts of flooding, should not increase flood risk elsewhere and 
take account of climate change. Policy FRP1a of the 2002 Plan also promotes 
the risk based approach and policy FRP6 requires the provision of appropriate 
surface water disposal.   

 
Policy INF 3 of the JCS follows the principles set down within the NPPF in 
relation to applying a risk based sequential approach, requiring new 
development to contribute to a reduction in flood risk and requiring the use of 
sustainable drainage systems. 
 

6.98 The entire site lies within Flood zone 1, which is the lowest risk zone with a 
 less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of flooding. A stream runs west to east 
across the top third of the site and the Environment Agency’s surface water 
mapping shows some risk of surface water flooding along this watercourse.  
 
The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of flood risk at the site and as 
the site is in Flood Zone 1, a Sequential test does not need to be undertaken. 
 

6.99 The developer has carried out some additional hydraulic modelling along the 
watercourse. This shows some out of bank flooding for the 100 year and 1000 
year events, and largely reflects the EA’s surface water flood map. This 
flooding is restricted to a tight corridor along the watercourse and does not 
come close to the proposed development areas as shown on the indicative 
plans.  

 
6.100 The application includes a drainage strategy for the site incorporating a suds 

system. The drainage strategy plan identifies three catchment areas from the 
residential development, served by four attenuation ponds and a number of 
swales. The applicant has also provided percolation tests for the site. It is 
accepted that the soil is not sufficiently permeable to allow infiltration 
techniques to work. It is proposed to connect the surface water drainage from 
the new development into the Sud Brook. There are a number of flooding 
hotspots along the Sud Brook downstream of the development site, and a 
high level of control is therefore required for surface water runoff. 
 
Together the ponds would allow for over 6,000sqm of storage and the 
applicant is proposing to limit the surface water runoff rate to the Qbar value 
(2.52 l/s/ha or 16.1 l/s for the whole site). The ponds would provide sufficient 
storage for the 1 in 100 year flood event plus a 30% allowance for climate 
change as is the required standard. The proposed peak runoff rate and 
attenuation volumes are deemed acceptable as a general principle. 
 



 

PT 

The detailed design of the ponds will require careful consideration to ensure 
that they look as natural as possible. In order to achieve this, they should be 
irregular, and unsymmetrical, in plan-view, straight edges should be avoided 
and there should be variation in the angle of slope of the sides with a 
maximum gradient 1 in 3). As they comprise a large area of the overall of the 
public open space, in the northern section, it is important that they are multi-
use and can be enjoyed by dog walkers, children playing games etc. This 
should be eminently achievable given that the basins will only contain 
significant volumes of water on an infrequent basis (but small volumes on a 
regular basis). A meandering stream should be incorporated into each basin, 
between the inlet and outlet to ensure that for small rainfall events the majority 
of each basin remains dry.  

 
6.101 Some concern is raised at the initial positioning of a foul pumping station to 

serve the development. This does raise a number of issues including the need 
for a pumping station compared to the use of a gravity system and this 
decision will ultimately be dependent on technical and capacity issues and 
subject to advice from Severn Trent Water. The fact that the station would 
require vehicular access and needs to be sited 15 metres away from dwellings 
will also impact upon the potential areas that it can be sited.  The applicant 
has stated that the station can be designed without a building and just as a 
fenced area protecting the engineering equipment. It will be important to 
ensure that the appearance of the station does not detract from the open 
nature and character of the adjoining open space. Therefore should a 
pumping station be considered necessary a condition is proposed to require 
details of its location, design and screening. 
 

6.102 A condition would be necessary to require detailed drainage proposals across 
the site together with full design details of the ponds that accord with the 
general principles set down within the submitted drainage strategy.  
 
 

 Archaeology and heritage assets 
 
6.103 The NPPF requires that in determining applications, Authorities should take 

account of; 
▪ the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 
heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation; 
▪ the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can 
make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; 
▪ the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to 
local character and distinctiveness. 

 
Policies BE31, 32, 33, 34, 36 and 37 of the 2002 plan lay down the criteria for 
assessing sites with archaeological interest, together with the requirements 
for site evaluation and recording. Policy BE23 seeks to ensure that 
development does not adversely affect the setting of listed buildings.JCS 
Policy SD9 stresses the importance of heritage assets and their contribution 
to local character and identity. Furthermore the policy requires that heritage 
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assets and their settings are conserved and enhances as appropriate to their 
significance.  

 
6.104 The local area has significant archaeological interest. The moated site at 

Sneedhams Green lies approximately 100 metres south west of the southern 
boundary of this site. It is formally designated as a Scheduled Ancient 
Monument and it is believed that the moat dates back to the 13 or 14th 
century. 
Previous archaeological work in the local area has identified evidence of a 
Roman farmstead (dating to the 1st century AD) and a later villa (dating to the 
2nd to 3rd centuries AD) ,together with  2nd to 3rd century Roman Pottery.  

 
6.105 In this context an evaluation of the application site has already been 

undertaken with the excavation of 47 trenches, spread across the land  but 
with a particular concentration at the southern part of the site closest to the 
SAM.  

 
The evaluation has identified archaeological features, predominantly of late 
Iron Age/early Roman date, within the proposed development area. The finds 
comprised predominantly pieces of pottery, fired clay and bricks which would 
indicate occupation dating from the mid/late first century through to the 
second century. 

 
Evidence of ridge and furrow and land drains suggest that the site was of an 
agricultural character during mediaeval times and beyond.  

 
6.106 Further archaeological work will need to be undertaken, and this can be dealt 

with by condition. This condition will provide for further archaeological 
evaluation (trial trenching) in the centre of the site. This condition will also 
provide for a programme of archaeological excavation of all significant 
archaeological deposits in advance of the proposed development, with 
provision for community engagement and the appropriate archiving and public 
dissemination of findings. 

 
 
6.107 S106 contributions  
.  
 Education and libraries 

The County Council seeks a contribution to education on the following basis: 
 
Primary school requirements – at the rate of £11,692 per primary pupil (420 
dwellings would result in a total contribution of £1,227,660). Payable six 
months after the commencement of the development. 
 
Secondary school requirements – at the rate of £17,832 per secondary pupil 
(420 dwellings would result in a total contribution of £1,123,416). Payable six 
months after the commencement of the development. 
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Pre-school requirements – at a rate of £11,692 per preschool pupil (420 
dwellings would result in a total contribution of £343,745). Payable six months 
after the commencement of the development. 

 
The total contribution required for education for 420 dwellings and assuming 
no one bedroom dwellings would be £2,694,821. 

  
The County Council also seeks a contribution to library services on basis of 
£196 per qualifying dwelling (420 dwellings would result in a total contribution 
of £82,320). 
 
Sports community building 
A building is proposed to serve the playing pitches to provide changing 
accommodation, toilets, storage and a small “hall” together with associated 
car parking. The applicant has agreed to the provision of a building costing up 
to £250,000 for this. 
 
Open space 
This includes the provision of the allotments, community, orchard, parks, play 
areas and sports pitches. The S106 agreement would secure their timely 
provision on site on a phased basis and require future maintenance either 
through an external management company or through adoption by the City 
Council, subject to agreement to pay maintenance sums.  

 
Highway associated works 
The County Council have requested a sum of £86,280 for the implementation 
of a travel plan. 
 
Works are required to the Corncroft Lane/Painswick Road junction to provide 
a right hand turn lane, amount to £104,709 – however this may reduce 
depending on when the adjoining site at Winneycroft is developed, as costs 
for this would be shared proportionately between the two sites. 
 
Additionally there is a requirement for works to the Norbury Avenue junction 
which amount to £81,505. This is not actually set down within the S106 but is 
dealt with by a condition but is obviously an additional cost to the developer.  
 
Linkages with the adjoining Mini Winney site.  
Provision to include footpath linkages with the adjoining site along the north 
eastern boundary of the site.  
 

 Employment opportunities 
The applicant is proposing a local employment and training initiative to 
promote opportunities for local residents and local companies. This will be set 
down within the S106 and follows similar principles to that used employed in 
the s106 relating to the development of the new M5 services 

 
All of the above matters are agreed in principle between ourselves and the by 
the applicant and a draft 106 agreement is now well advanced. 
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Gloucestershire Constabulary 
Gloucestershire Constabulary has requested a financial contribution of 
£142,196.32. The applicant has advised that they do not consider that this 
request is justified and also refer to the issue of viability. Members will be 
updated in more detail on this matter.  
 
Affordable Housing.  
 
Unfortunately the provision of affordable housing is not yet agreed between 
ourselves and the applicant.  

 
 The NPPF states that where Local authorities have identified the need for 

affordable housing, polices should be set for meeting this need on site, unless 
off site provision or a financial contribution can be robustly justified. It also 
states that local authorities should identify the size, type and tenure of housing 
that is required, by reflecting local demand.  
 
Polices H15 and H16 set out the requirements for affordable housing within 
the 2002 plan. They require an overall target of 40% affordable housing  
(subject to site and market conditions), generally provided on  site but in 
exceptional circumstances off site provision may be acceptable. The 
affordable housing should be provided across the development site and 
provide a range of house sizes to meet local need.  
 
Policy SD13 of the JCS relates to the provision of affordable housing, policy 
INF 7 relates to infrastructure delivery and policy INF8 advises on viability. For 
completeness the policies are detailed in full below.  
 

 Policy SD13 
1. The JCS local authorities will seek through negotiation to deliver new 

affordable housing as follows: 
 

i. On sites of 5-9 residential units (or covering 0.2 hectares or more of land), 
20% affordable housing will be sought 
 

ii. On sites of 10 or more residential units (or covering 0.4 hectares or more of 
land), 40% affordable housing will be sought. 

2. For the purpose of this policy, residential units are dwelling houses (use class 
C3) and also any self-contained units of accommodation within a residential 
institution (use class C2). Where a development site has been divided into parts, 
or is being delivered in phases, the site will be considered as a whole for the 
purpose of determining the appropriate affordable housing requirement. 

3. Where possible, affordable housing should be provided on-site and should be 
seamlessly integrated and distributed throughout the development scheme. On 
sites where it is not possible to deliver all affordable housing as on-site provision, 
the residual requirement should be provided through acceptable alternative 
mechanisms (such as off-site provision or financial contributions). Further 
guidance on acceptable mechanisms may be provided in District plans. 



 

PT 

4. Affordable housing must also have regard to meeting the requirements of Policy 
SD12 concerning type, mix, size and tenure of residential development. 

5. The design of affordable housing should meet required standards and be equal to 
that of market housing in terms of appearance, build quality and materials. 

6. Provision should be made to ensure that housing will remain at an affordable 
price for future eligible households, or that subsidy will be recycled for alternative 
affordable housing provision. 

Rural exception sites 
7. In certain circumstances, where there is clear evidence of a local housing need 

that cannot be met elsewhere, affordable housing will be permitted on rural 
exception sites. A rural exception site must be within, or on the edge of, a rural 
settlement. It should be of a small scale and well related to the settlement both 
functionally and in terms of design. 

Viability 
8. Where there is an issue relating to the viability of development that impacts on 

 delivery of the full affordable housing requirement, developers should 
consider: 

 
i. Varying the housing mix and design of the scheme in order to reduce costs 

whilst having regard to the requirements of other policies in the plan, 
particularly Policy SD5, and the objective of creating a balanced housing 
market 

 
ii. Securing public subsidy or other commuted sums to assist delivery of 

affordable housing 

9. If a development cannot deliver the full affordable housing requirement then a 
viability assessment in accordance with Policy INF7 will be required.  

 
Policy INF7:   Infrastructure Delivery 
 
1. Where need is generated as a result of individual site proposals and/or as a 

consequence of cumulative impact, new development will be served and 
supported by adequate and appropriate on- and/or off-site infrastructure and 
services. In identifying infrastructure requirements, development proposals will 
also demonstrate that full regard has given, where appropriate, to implementing 
the requirements of the Joint Core Strategy Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

2. Where need for additional infrastructure and services and/or impacts on existing 
infrastructure and services is expected to arise, the local planning authority will 
seek to secure appropriate and proportionate infrastructure provision in respect 
of: 

i. Affordable housing  
ii. Climate change mitigation/adaptation  
iii. Community facilities  
iv. Early Years and Education 
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v. Health and well-being facilities 
vi. The highway network, traffic management, sustainable transport     and 

disabled people's access  
vii. Protection of cultural and heritage assets and the potential for their  

enhancement  
viii. Protection of environmental assets and the potential for their  

enhancement   
ix. Provision of Green Infrastructure including open space 
x. Public realm, and 
xi. Safety and security including emergency services 

This list is neither exhaustive nor are its elements mutually exclusive. 
 

3. Priority for provision will be assessed both on a site-by-site basis and having 
regard to the mitigation of cumulative impact, together with implementation of the 
JCS Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

4. Planning permission will be granted only where sufficient provision has been 
made for infrastructure and services (together with their continued maintenance) 
to meet the needs of new development and/or which are required to mitigate the 
impact of new development upon existing communities.  Infrastructure and 
services must be provided in line with an agreed, phased timescale and in 
accordance with other requirements of this Plan. 

 
Policy INF8:  Developer Contributions 

 
1. Arrangements for direct implementation or financial contributions towards the 

provision of infrastructure and services required as a consequence of 
development, including its wider cumulative impact, and provision where 
appropriate for its maintenance, will be negotiated with developers before the 
grant of planning permission.   

2. Where, having regard to the on- and/or off-site provision of infrastructure, there is 
concern relating to the viability of the development, an independent viability 
assessment, funded by the developer and in proportion with the scale, nature 
and/or context of the proposal, will be required to accompany planning 
applications. The submitted assessment and its methodology may be 
independently appraised.   

 
In accordance with policies where a policy compliant level of affordable housing 
can not be provided, the applicant has undertaken a viability assessment of the 
proposed development. The assessment considers scenarios with different levels 
of affordable housing (70% affordable rented and 30% shared ownership). 

 

 40% affordable housing - £11.5 million deficit 

 30%affordable housing - £8.5 million deficit 

 20% affordable housing - £5.8 million deficit 

 10% affordable housing - £3.1 million deficit 

 0% affordable housing £0.5 million deficit.  
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The report concludes that “all the above scenarios show viability deficits 
therefore technically the scheme can not support any affordable housing”.  

 
However notwithstanding the results of their assessment, the applicant has 
stated that they “are potentially minded to accept an impact upon a normal 
rate of developer return and work with the council to achieve a 10% provision 
of affordable housing and may  also look to achieve some of this as an off site 
contribution”. At the time of writing the report the applicant had confirmed at 
10% affordable housing would be provided on site. For 420 dwellings, which 
would be the maximum number of houses to be agreed under this application, 
this equates to 42 dwellings. At this stage we do not have any details of the 
mix of tenures or range of house types that the affordable housing scheme 
would comprise.  

 
We have appointed an external consultant to advise us on the applicants 
viability report. His view is that the development of the site would be viable in 
providing 15% affordable housing – thereby an increase of 21 dwellings from 
42 (at 10%) to a total of 63 dwellings.  The applicant has since advised that in 
their view 15% is not achievable.  

 
Our consultant has highlighted a number of areas that in his view affect the 
overall viability of the site: 

 The price of the land to be paid to the owner – which should realistically 
reflect the planning requirements arising from the development of the site. 

 Some of the financial costs put forward in the report and in particular the 
interest rates. 

 The floor areas proposed for the new dwellings are larger than those 
currently being sold by the national house builders but this is not reflected 
in the expected sales prices.  

 The expected level of profit by the applicant, on the basis of a risk/reward 
ratio and then the expected level of profit by the subsequent developer, 
once the land is sold on 

 The extent of the gross developable area of the site and high proportion of 
the site that is to be used for open space and sports provision. 

 High level of other S106 costs required ie education contributions, highway 
works, sports building etc.  

 
The Planning Practice Guidance requires local authorities to be flexible in 
seeking planning obligations where an applicant is able to demonstrate that 
they would cause a development to not be viable.  

 
There are other cases across the City where schemes have satisfactorily 
demonstrated that the development of the site would not be viable with 40% 
affordable housing. In those circumstances we have come to an agreement 
on a lower figure and in some cases we have also agreed a review 
mechanism to enable viability to be re-assessed. There is no reason to take 
a different approach with this application.  
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However as previously stated the applicant is proposing only 10% affordable 
housing and has also stated that a review mechanism would not be 
acceptable to them. I consider that with such a large number of dwellings 
and expected build rates, over a five year period, a review mechanism is 
essential. 
 
The advice from our consultant is that 15% affordable is achievable and 
therefore I propose to include the requirement for 15% affordable housing 
within the s106 agreement. 

 
 
7.0 CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 The application requires a careful balancing of a range of often competing 

issues. The need to find sites to deliver housing requires difficult decisions to 
be made about sites that previously might have been ruled out of 
consideration, because there was any form of restrictive designation and 
because other less sensitive sites were alternatives. 

 
7.2 The identification of the site as a Landscape Conservation Area allocation 

within the 2002 plan would indicate that a new housing development should 
be resisted. However the weight that can be given to this policy, given the 
dated approach and emerging JCS policy, is limited. Additionally with the 
need to continue an ongoing 5 year supply of housing, other sites must come 
into consideration for development, in order to preserve areas of the highest 
sensitivity from development. 

 
7.3 As with any new development there will be some impacts arising from it. All 

impacts have to be assessed against the need for providing housing to meet 
predicted demand and the mitigation or design solutions proposed to reduce 
those impacts. The site is on the urban edge and is in a sustainable location 
with good access to public transport, shops and community facilities in 
Matson. 

 
7.4 It is clear from the applicant submissions that they have sought to maximise 

existing landscape features on the site. A small proportion of trees are to be 
removed but the great majority, and those of highest quality are to be 
retained. The high proportion of land to be utilised as open space will create 
attractive areas, adding to the opportunities for participation in sport and 
recreation in the local area. Additionally the open areas will provide more 
diverse habitats in ecological terms and provide and attractive setting to the 
new housing.  

 
7.5 Additionally the high proportion of open space to developable area, together 

with the overall design approach of setting lower density development to the 
most sensitive boundaries, will help to soften the introduction of the built form 
onto this agricultural land. Furthermore this approach along the southern part 
of the site together with the open nature of the pitches will help integrate this 
part of the development with the adjacent fields. Further landscaping along 
these boundaries, together with the network of green spaces and corridors 
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proposed, will further soften views from outside of the site including to and 
from the designated Cotswolds AONB. 

 
7.6 The scale of the proposed development of up to 420 houses should be 

satisfactorily accommodated on the site and integrate well with the local 
surroundings. Existing and new residents will benefit from the open space, 
allotments, play areas, and new sports pitches and community building. 
However residents will experience additional traffic along the local road 
network and obviously those immediately surrounding the site will have a very 
different outlook from their properties. 

 
7.7 The Highway Authority are satisfied that with the road improvements required, 

including the provision of a right hand turn facility on Painswick Road, the 
traffic arising from the development can be safely accommodated onto the 
local highway network. Similarly the Highways Agency raise no objection in 
terms of the impact of the proposals upon the strategic road network.  

 
7.8 The site is subject to high levels of noise from the M5 and to a lesser extent 

from traffic along Winneycroft Lane. The applicant has demonstrated that with 
adequate mitigation the noise levels for the new dwellings can meet the WHO 
guidelines. The motorway will always have some impact upon the site and this 
will be noticed more within the areas or adjacent open space, allotments and 
sports pitches. . Planting to the noise bund will help screen the visual impact 
of vehicles travelling along the motorway as well as providing further visual 
screening to the site when viewed in shorter views from the east.  

 
7.9 The development is also considered acceptable in terms of the setting of 

surrounding listed buildings and the Scheduled Ancient Monument.  
 
7.10 The scheme provides a significant number of financial contributions however 

there is a notable shortfall in terms of the proposed affordable housing 
provision. It is accepted that the development of the site raises viability issues 
and as such the overall “package” of contributions should be seen in that 
context. However on the basis of the information with the Council, and the 
consultants advice, I consider it reasonable to require 15% affordable housing 
and a review mechanism to be included in the section 106 agreement.  I 
consider.   

 
7.11 Overall I consider that the principle of development is acceptable and that 

subject to appropriate conditions and the completion of a s106 agreement 
securing the required level of affordable housing that outline planning 
permission should be granted.  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MANAGER 
 
8.0 That subject to no new material planning considerations being raised within 

the consultation period, that  outline planning permission is granted subject to 
the completion of a section 106 agreement to secure the requested planning 



 

PT 

obligations together with the provision of 15% affordable housing and a review 
mechanism for the re-assessment of the viability of the scheme.  

 
 A fully detailed list of conditions will be provided within the late material report.  
 
 

Decision: ……………………………………………………………………………… 
  

 
Notes:   ………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
  

Person to contact: Joann Meneaud 
 (Tel: 396787) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


