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1.

Introduction

1.1.

Savills is instructed by Bathurst Development Limited (BDL) to submit an outline planning
application for a sustainable mixed use development on circa 120 hectares of land to the south of
Cirencester, known in emerging documents by Cotswold District Council as “Land south of
Chesterton”.

1.2.

The main purpose of this Planning Statement is to:
 describe the proposed development, the site and the surrounding area;
 set out the planning context for the site and its development;
 demonstrate the conformity of the proposal with relevant planning policy guidance;
 review the technical surveys underpinning the proposal, and
 consider the main planning issues supporting the proposed development.

About Bathurst Development Limited
1.3.

BDL is a land promotion company, specifically set up to take forward the development of this site.
Its aims and aspirations are to deliver a high quality development that will complement the
character and appearance of Cirencester and mitigate impacts through extensive investment in
infrastructure and community facilities. BDL has the following vision for the development:
“Our vision is for the sensitive expansion of Cirencester through a complementary, integrated and
sustainable new neighbourhood that offers housing and jobs to suit the needs of a wide range of
people – in a place that they want to live as part of a wonderful, vibrant town.”
The Planning Application

1.4.

The planning application is submitted in outline form. Under such an application the BDL is only
seeking approval for the principle of the development on the land. In addition, any of the matters
listed below can be submitted in detail for consideration, or they can be reserved for subsequent
approval at a later stage and do not form part of the determination of the application.






1.5.

Access
Layout
Appearance
Scale
Landscaping

BDL has chosen for Access to be considered in detail at this stage, but reserves all other matters
for subsequent consideration. In this regard, consideration of access is limited to the main points of
access off Tetbury Road and Spratsgate Lane, Wilkinson Road and Somerford Road. The minor
access points off Somerford Road are not part of this application. In addition pedestrian access
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points off Tetbury Road, Cranhams Lane and Somerford Road are also for consideration.
1.6.

The outline planning application is submitted following extensive public consultation and preapplication discussion with the local community and key stakeholders (including Cotswold District
Council (CDC), Cirencester Town Council (CTC), Historic England, Thames Water, The
Environment Agency and Gloucestershire County Council (GCC)).

1.7.

In line with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011,
as amended, and on the basis of the scale of development it was concluded that the proposed
development would fall within Schedule 2 of the Regulations. On this basis BDL has volunteered to
prepare and submit an Environmental Statement (ES) and this accompanies the application.

1.8.

An EIA Scoping request was submitted to CDC on 19 April 2013. A formal scoping opinion was
th
received from CDC on 11 December 2013. The submitted ES sets out detailed information to
assess the potential significant environmental effects of the proposed development. A copy of the
scoping opinion is included within the ES folder.

th

Technical documents
1.9.

The application is supported by the technical documents and plans as set out below. This list has
been agreed with CDC as being the full extent of required information in accordance with National
and Local Validation Checklists (a number of these documents are included as appendices to the
ES):
 Environmental Statement (including Socio-Economic chapter) and Non-Technical Summary
prepared by Savills and others;
 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared by EDP;
 Statement of Community Involvement prepared by JTP;
 Transport Assessment and draft Travel Plan prepared by i-Transport;
 Sustainability and Energy Statements prepared by PBA;
 Ecology Reports prepared by EDP;
 Heritage assessments prepared by EDP;
 Archaeological Assessment and trial trenching prepared on behalf of EDP;
 Ground Investigation Report prepared by Environmental Management Solutions;
 Noise Quality Assessment prepared by AcousticAir;
 Air Quality Impact Assessment prepared by AcousticAir;
 Design and Access Statement prepared by JTP;
 Agricultural Land Classification Report prepared by EDP;
 Retail Impact Assessment prepared by Savills;
 Arboricultural Assessment prepared by EDP;
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 Heads of Terms for Section 106 prepared by Savills;
 Flood Risk Assessment prepared by Glanville;
 Drainage Report prepared by Glanville;
 Affordable Housing Statement produced by Savills;
 Utilities Assessment produced by Glanville;
 Topographical survey of the site; and
 Green Infrastructure Strategy produced by EDP
Formal Plans for Approval
The following plans are included for approval (see attached schedule for reference numbers).
 Site Location/Red Line Plan
 Demolition Plan
Parameter Plans
Notwithstanding the reserved matters, the following parameter plans are submitted for formal
consideration as part of this application and will form the framework for the development:
 Land Use and Access Plan
 Green Infrastructure Plan
 Building Heights Plan

Access Plans
The following access plans are submitted for formal consideration under the ‘access’ detailed matter:
 Principal Roundabout access from Tetbury Road and dual carriageway and pedestrian / cycle
path upgrades
 Secondary Roundabout access from Tetbury Road pedestrian / cycle path upgrades
 Main access points from Wilkinson Road/Spratsgate Lane
 Access arrangements from Somerford Road
 Pedestrian and cycle access routes from Cranhams Lane.
The Transport Assessment also provides plans, as listed below, for various off-site road, cycle and
footpath improvements required to mitigate the impact of the development on the local road
network and improve connectivity of the site to the wider area. These improvements are outside of
the application red-line area but will be delivered under a S278 Agreement(s) with the Highway
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Authority, GCC. The timing of delivery of such improvements will be agreed and set out in the S106
Agreement or secured by planning condition.
Illustrative Plans
The following plans are submitted for illustrative purposes only and are not for formal approval as
part of the application:
 Illustrative Master plan
 Indicative Phasing Plan
The Design and Access Statement and Green Infrastructure Strategy also contain various
illustrative material to assist in conveying the design approach/intent for the development.
Further/amended plans and technical details may be submitted during the course of the application
to assist in the determination process and/or to address issues arising.
Consideration of the Application and Engagement to Date:
1.10.

The proposals contained in this planning application have been drawn up with consideration of
policies in both the adopted Cotswold District Local Plan (2011) and the emerging Cotswold District
Local Plan. The scheme has also taken due account of national policy and guidance in the form of
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

1.11.

In addition, consideration has been given to the Planning Statement set out by CTC as it relates to
the proposed development, including the consultation draft Planning Policy Document, Our Future
Cirencester document and the Cirencester Concept Statement.

1.12.

The proposal has also been informed by extensive consultation over a period of 20 months from
April 2014. This has included community design workshops where local residents and stakeholder
groups inputted into the masterplan design process; public exhibitions; a learning journey to visit
other developments and extensive presentations and meetings. This process is detailed in the
attached Statement of Community Involvement and Design and Access Statement. However, in
summary the key stages have included:
 ‘Community Animation’ meetings in April and May 2014;
 Community Planning Weekend in May 2014
 Community Forum in June 2014;
 The ‘Learning Journey’ tour in August 2014;
 A Community forum focusing on transport issues in October 2014;
 A Movement and Transport day in November 2014;
 Community Update exhibition in July 2015;
 Consultation on the Master plan Framework in October 2015; and
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 Pre-submission Public Exhibition in November 2015.
1.13.

Furthermore, the site has been proposed through the Local Plan process for which there have also
been a number of public consultation events (these are detailed in a later section of this report).

1.14.

The following sections of this Statement describe the proposals in more detail and outline the key
planning policy considerations in the determination of the application.
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2.

Site Location, Description and Planning History
Site Location

2.1.

The site is located to the south west of the centre of Cirencester, Gloucestershire as shown on the
site location plan accompanying the application. The red line area of application extends to circa
120 hectares (297 acres).

2.2.

Cirencester is located 15 kilometres east of Stroud and 15 kilometres north-west of Swindon.
Gloucester and Cheltenham are located approximately 19 kilometres to the north east. The nearest
train station is at Kemble, approximately 4.5 kilometres to the south-west of the site.

2.3.

The site lies approximately 1.5 kilometres southwest of Cirencester Market Square. Cirencester is
a thriving market town with a rich and varied history. It is the largest settlement within the Cotswold
District. About 25% of the District's population lives in Cirencester and a third of all employment is
based in the town. It is listed in the top 200 retail centres in the UK. It is the most sustainable
settlement in the District by some margin.

2.4.

The application site is wholly within the Parish of Cirencester, with Siddington Parish located
adjacent to the southern and eastern boundaries of the site. The site covers parts of three wards.
The ward of Four Acres covers the western part of the site, with Chesterton Ward extending from
the east of Chesterton Farm yard up to Somerford Road and Spratsgate Lane in the east. The
ward of Watermoor covers the land to the north and south of Wilkinson Road to the east of
Spratsgate Lane. CDC is the local planning authority for the whole of the application site. CTC is
the administrative authority for the Cirencester Parish.
Site Description

2.5.

To the west the site borders the A429, Tetbury Road. The northern boundary abuts the existing
built up area of Cirencester, including the Cirencester Business Park to the north-west, a cemetery
and the residential area of Chesterton.

2.6.

To the east of the application site Wilkinson Road/Spratsgate Lane runs in a north-south direction
through the site. To the east of the roads the boundary of the site abuts the disused railway line
and to the north, allotments. The Love Lane Industrial Estate is located further to the east of the
site and contains a range of employment uses.

2.7.

The southern boundary of the site is defined by an existing farm track/bridleway. Beyond the track
is open agricultural land currently used for arable production. The site sits immediately adjacent to
the Chesterton residential area which is located on the south side of the main built up part of
Cirencester. There is open countryside to the south of the site and a number of small plantations
of trees exist in this area.

2.8.

To the west of the site is the extensive grounds of the Royal Agricultural University (RAU). To the
north west of the site lies Cirencester Sixth Form College and Deer Park Secondary School with
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Cirencester Park lying approximately 600 metres to the north west. The village of Siddington lies
approximately 600 metres to the south east of the site.
2.9.

The site has a number of definitive public footpaths and bridleways that cross over it, connecting
the existing built up areas of Cirencester to countryside to the south of the Town. The majority of
the paths travel in a north-east to south-west direction, with the exception of the bridleway that
forms the southern boundary of the site.

2.10.

Various utilities cross the site, including low voltage electricity cables on wooden poles, high
voltage electricity cables strung between pylons to the south-east of the site, sewers and two gas
pipe lines. These are clearly shown within the accompanying technical documents.

2.11.

The predominant land use on the site is agriculture, for both arable production and grazing of
horses. There are two groups of buildings, the first, located to the north-west of the site is a
collection of small agricultural buildings and a residential cottage known as The Steadings and the
second, Chesterton Farm yard in the centre of the site which contains a number of traditional and
more modern farm buildings, Chesterton Farmhouse and other farm cottages.

2.12.

Access to the site is currently achieved via a number of agricultural access points located around
the site. A metalled road from Chesterton Lane leads to Chesterton Farm yard.
Existing Landscape and Topography

2.13.

The site has no land use or landscape designations of merit as listed in the Local Plan. The
southern boundary of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) is defined by the
A429 Tetbury Road, immediately adjacent to the north-west red-line boundary of the site. The
AONB extends in an arc to the west of the Town. Land to the north-east of the Town is designated
as a Special Landscape Area. Land to the south-east of the Town is low lying and is covered by an
expanse of flood plains.

2.14.

The landscape within the site and in the immediate area to the south is rural in character
dominated by agricultural land with farm buildings and associated development dispersed within
the area. This contrasts with the main built up part of Cirencester located to the north of the site
which is characterised by suburban residential development. There is an abundance of hedgerows
and planting around the boundaries of the site which contribute to the rural setting and offer, in
part, screening to the built up area. However, many of the boundaries with the residential
properties simply comprise garden fences of various sorts immediately abutting the open
agricultural fields.

2.15.

The site contains several belts of trees that have been planted within the last 10-15 years. There
are a handful of more mature trees and a range of hedgerows dispersed throughout the site. All of
the trees on the site are covered by a Tree Preservation Order that was issued by CDC in July
2014 and confirmed in October 2014 (reference: 14/00010).

2.16.

The land is gently undulating with a slight fall to the south. The extent of undulation does not give
rise to any issues regarding the ability to build houses.
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2.17.

A more detailed analysis of the landscape setting of the site is contained in the accompanying
Landscape assessments. A full topographical survey plan has also been submitted as part of the
application.
Heritage

2.18.

There are a number of heritage assets on the application site and in the near vicinity. Within the
application site are two Listed Buildings which form part of the range of buildings at Chesterton
Farm. Chesterton Farmhouse itself, and the attached building and garden wall are Grade II Listed
(please refer to list description attached at Appendix A). Additionally, the Barn and attached cattle
stalls 20 metres to the north of the Farmhouse are Grade II Listed (please refer to the list
description attached at Appendix A).

2.19.

In the immediate vicinity of the site lie a number of other heritage assets. The nearest is a
residential property known as The Cranhams which is located immediately to the north of the site.
This property is Grade II Listed. There are four Listed structures within the cemetery adjacent to the
northern boundary of the site which include the wall and railings, the Cemetery Lodge and two
chapels. There is a Milestone marker on the northern side of the A429 which is Grade II Listed.
Finally, the Royal Agricultural University building and the University Chapel, to the north-west, are
both Grade II Listed. The avenue approach to the Royal Agricultural University is also recognised
for its importance in the setting of the University buildings.

2.20.

In addition to the Listed Buildings in and adjoining the site there is a Scheduled Ancient Monument
(SAM) which lies partially within the site and also extends to the south of the site. The area is
scheduled as the ‘Settlement to the South East of Chesterton Farm’.

2.21.

In addition to these nationally recognised heritage assets there are a number of traditional walls
and boundary treatments within and on the boundaries of the site which contribute to the local
character. The buildings around the Steadings are not Listed and the conclusions of the heritage
assessment are that they are only of local interest. All of the designated and non-designated
heritage assets have been reviewed by EDP and are summarised in the accompanying heritage
assessments and ES.
Planning History

2.22.

There have been various planning applications relating to the existing farm buildings over the past
20 years but no applications which are specifically relevant to the current proposals.

2.23.

Part of the land, located to the north-west of the site and immediately abutting Chesterton
Cemetery is allocated in the current Local Plan for an extension of the cemetery (Policy reference:
CIR.16). In addition, the land to the east of Wilkinson Road is allocated in the adopted Local Plan
for employment uses (Policy reference: CIR.11). Planning permission has previously been granted
for the erection of ten B2/ B8 units on this site under reference 06/00757/OUT. This planning
permission has however now expired. These are shown on Plan 1, below.

2.24.

Of relevance to the consideration of this application is the extant planning permission (reference:
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10/00964/OUT) on the land to the north of the application site, outside of the red line, forming part
of the Royal Agricultural University. This has consent for the development of a business park
comprising educational, research, agricultural business uses and conference facility with
associated access and ancillary work. For reference the site layout plan and decision notice for this
development are included at Appendix B.

Plan 1: Extract from Local Plan Proposals Map
Previous Local Plan Inquiry
2.25.

The land at Chesterton Farm, Somerford Road and Wilkinson Road was previously promoted by
the Bathurst Estate for mixed use development through the now adopted Local Plan process.
Indeed, it was considered by the then Local Plan Inspector in his final Report (Chapter 7 – see
copy at Appendix C), where he considered a number of potential development sites. CDC
identified at that time that the development of the site would raise no particular landscape concerns
and the Inspector agreed concluding that the site:
‘could offer a significant improvement over the current stark and unattractive southern edge of the
town which is clearly seen from the Fosseway’.
The Inspector further noted that:
‘a comprehensive development such as is proposed by the objector [Bathurst Estate] offers the
potential to provide more local facilities and improvements such as bus services’.
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2.26.

In his concluding comments relating to this site the Inspector clearly identified that the site was in
principle suitable for allocation.

2.27.

In the section of the Inspector’s Report which sets out his reasoning for allocating the Kingshill and
Kings Meadow Development sites the Inspector highlights that:
‘I have recognised the suitability of the site [Chesterton Farm] for allocation, and indeed consider
that the overall vision has much to commend it. But, as in 1995, there remain uncertainties as to
the strategic housing requirements beyond 2011. In my opinion the scale and comprehensive
nature of the proposed scheme is such that its success would depend on this being the principal or
only focus of growth around Cirencester and indeed the District’.

2.28.

For this reason the site was not allocated in the adopted Local Plan and development at Kingshill
north and south.
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3.

The Proposed Development

3.1.

The application seeks outline planning permission for a highly sustainable mixed use development.
All matters are reserved apart from access. Access to the site is via new access points off the
Tetbury Road, Spratsgate Lane/Wilkinson Road and Somerford Road. These elements are
submitted in detail as part of this application. The more minor access points to the parcel of land to
the east of Somerford Road are reserved for subsequent reserved matters submissions. In
addition, details of layout, scale, appearance and landscaping are reserved for future consideration
as part of the relevant reserved matters submissions. Parameter plans are submitted to set the
upper parameters of the development proposed. Illustrative plans are also submitted as part of the
application to illustrate the development which might be achieved on the site.

3.2.

The description of development is:
Outline application (with all matters except Access reserved for subsequent consideration) for a
mixed use development comprising demolition of existing buildings (as detailed on the submitted
demolition plan) and the erection of up to 2,350 residential dwellings (including up to 100 units of
student accommodation and 60 homes for the elderly), 9.1 hectares of employment land (B1, B2
and B8 uses), a primary school, a neighbourhood centre including A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5 uses as
well as community facilities (including a health care facility – D1), public open space, allotments,
playing fields, pedestrian and cycle links (access points onto Tetbury Road, Somerford Road and
Cranhams Lane) landscaping and associated supporting infrastructure to include vehicle access
points from Tetbury Road, Spratsgate Lane, Wilkinson Road and Somerford Road.

3.3.

The proposal includes the following items:
 Erection of up to 2,350 dwellings, including up to 100 units of Student accommodation (C3) and
60 homes for the elderly (C3);
 9.1 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8);
 A Community Hub including:
▫ Mixed use neighbourhood centre incorporating local convenience stores (A1, A2, A3, A4 and
A5);
▫ Community hall;
▫ Sports Hall; and
▫ Healthcare provision.
 3 Form Entry Primary School/ Pre-School;
 Open space/playing fields/allotments;
 Landscaping;
 New and improved pedestrian and cycle links;
 Supporting infrastructure (swales, pumping stations, electricity substations, gas governors etc as
necessary); and,
 Vehicular access points to and from the site.
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3.4.

The figures and information relating to floor areas as detailed in the application form are indicative
at this stage. The floor areas assessed in the ES for each of the above are set out in the table
below:

Proposed Use

Gross Floor Area (square
metres)

B1

30,658

B2/ B8

13,006

A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5

2,000

D1 (Healthcare)

500

D1 (Community Hall)

500

D1 (Sports Hall)

750

D2 (Health and Fitness)

250

Table 1: Maximum floor areas
Housing
3.5.

The proposed development will provide for a range and mix of homes throughout the site. The
scheme will cater for starter homes right through to large family homes. An element of the housing
is proposed for student accommodation (C3 use) in connection with the Royal Agricultural
University. In addition, an element of the units are proposed for homes for the elderly (C3 use).

3.6.

The indicative mix set out in table 2 below, whilst subject to further reserved matters submissions
indicates that the site can accommodate a range of house types and sizes from one bedroom flats
through to four or more bedroom family homes. The mix is based on the evidence gathered by
CDC as part of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and therefore reflects the local
need as required by emerging Local Plan policy.
Unit Type

One Bed

Two bed

Three Bed

Four + Bed

Market

3%

29%

47%

21%

Affordable

18%

26%

43%

13%

Table 2: Indicative Housing Mix
3.7.

A percentage of the dwellings is proposed to be affordable units to provide for residents in housing
need and in accordance with policy requirements. The accompanying Affordable Housing
Statement sets out further details on the proposed level and mix of such units, albeit that the
precise level will be agreed with CDC as part of the application process. This is because work on
the viability of the emerging Local Plan is on going by CDC and could result in a different
percentage from that in the current Local Plan.
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3.8.

Whilst the Council’s emerging policy requires up to 50% affordable housing, careful consideration
must be made in respect of important emerging national policies, promoting new build affordable
home ownership for a wide range of household incomes. As a result the Council’s current emerging
policy will require a full review. Therefore the percentage and mix of affordable tenures will be
determined during the planning application process, which will also be subject to site specific
viability.
Employment

3.9.

The application proposes 9.1 hectares of employment land as part of the scheme. The employment
element is proposed to accommodate a mix of B1, B2 and B8 uses reflecting the existing range of
business uses in the vicinity of the site. The employment area will provide circa 43,000 square
metres of employment uses split between B1, B2 and B8 uses. Indicative plans submitted in
support of this application indicate circa 30,000 square metres of B1 uses and circa 13,000 square
metres of B2/ B8 uses.

3.10.

The precise detail will be determined through the submission of the Reserved Matters applications.
Community Facilities

3.11.

The proposed scheme includes a community hub located within the site which is proposed to be
easily accessed by the footpath / cycle connections through and within the site. As well as the
school being located in this area the ‘Hub’ will provide circa 2,000 square metres of A Class uses to
provide for local convenience goods. In addition a community hall of circa 500 square metres is
detailed in the indicative plans as well as a circa 750 square metres sports hall to provide for indoor
sports provision with up to circa 250 square metres of health and fitness centre. Finally a
healthcare building is detailed on the submitted indicative plans.

3.12.

As well as indoor provision and facilities the illustrative masterplan shows outdoor sports provision
to include 3 tennis courts, 1 5v5 mini soccer pitch and 1 7v7 mini soccer pitch. Additionally, a
Neighbourhood and two Local Equipped Areas for Play (NEAP and LEAP respectively) will be
provided.

3.13.

The proposed community facilities will be secured through an appropriate S106 agreement.
Associated Highways Works

3.14.

Submitted as part of the application are the highways works required to gain appropriate access to
the site. The main access points are included, with those to the land parcel to the east of
Somerford Road, reserved for future reserved matters submissions. The access proposals include:
Tetbury Road

3.15.

The access into the site from the west will be obtained from the Tetbury Road. To enable safe
access the proposal includes the provision of two new roundabouts enabling primary and
secondary access into the development site. The roundabouts will be provided within either
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Highway land or that under control of BDL. The short stretch of carriageway between the existing
Tetbury Road and Stroud Road roundabout and the new roundabout into the site will be provided
as a dual carriageway to assist traffic flows which move beyond the application site. The roadway
will be flanked by a pedestrian footpath and a dedicated cycle path.

Spratsgate Lane/ Somerford Road
3.16.

Access into the site from the east will involve an amendment to the junction between Somerford
Road and Spratsgate Lane and the provision of a new roundabout. The existing T-Junction will be
relocated slightly further north and a new roundabout created enabling access into the main
development site and into the employment land located to the east of Spratsgate Lane. The
alterations to the road will be flanked by proposed widened footpaths for a length of the road before
tying back into various existing footway;
 Footpath / cycle links
Other Highways Works

3.17.

Various off-site highways works are proposed. Indicative plans of the off site highways works are
submitted with this application. These plans detail the off site highways works which are required to
mitigate the impact of the development on the wider road network. BDL will enter into a legal
agreement or accept a planning condition to ensure these works are carried out at an appropriate
time within the development program. Works are proposed to the areas detailed below and further
details of the works can be found in the transport assessment.






A419/ Hammond Way/ Cirencester Hospital Roundabout;
Somerford Road/ Chesterton Lane Junction;
A419/ A429 and Chesterton Lane Roundabout;
Midland Road, Bridge Road/ Love Lane Corridor;
A419 Swindon Road/ Bristol Road/ Middle Mead Junction

Listed Buildings
3.18.

The application site covers the Listed Buildings which sit at the centre of the scheme. The
illustrative proposals include the retention and conversion of the buildings as part of the proposed
community hub however, detailed proposals for this are not available at this time. As such, whilst
covered by the current outline application the formal permission for the change of use of the
buildings and any necessary Listed Building Consent will come forward at reserved matters stage.
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Implementation and Control Over the Development
Reserved Matters Submissions
3.19.

Matters including scale, appearance, layout and landscaping are reserved for future consideration,
albeit parameter plans indicating land uses and maximum building heights across the site are
included and fix the scope of any subsequent application. The accompanying Design and Access
Statement sets out an indicative masterplan, design cues and principles for the proposal. The
layout and design of the scheme has been informed from the output of extensive consultations with
local residents and with key stakeholders as set out in the accompanying Statement of Community
Involvement.

3.20.

Following outline planning approval a series of reserved matters submissions will be made for each
development parcel. It is expected that these will be submitted over a number of years as parcels
are built out. In this way, changes in housing need, mix, technology and energy use/ features can
be incorporated in the building designs. As such the outline consent needs to remain flexible over
the delivery time period to take account of changing needs and aspirations.
Use of Design Codes

3.21.

BDL is committed to providing a high quality development on the site which will contribute positively
to character and appearance of Cirencester. As such, whilst not provided at this stage BDL will
provide a bespoke Design Code at the reserved matters stage. This could be the subject of a
planning condition or part of the S106 Agreement. The use of Design Codes discussed further in
the accompanying DAS.
Use of S106, conditions and sale contract

3.22.

BDL is willing to enter in to a Section 106 Agreement to control obligations on the site and in the
surrounding area. There is also expected to be a detailed list of planning conditions attached to any
decision notice. These will effectively control the delivery and character of the development and set
out the timescales for delivery of the infrastructure and financial payments.

3.23.

In addition to the controls that can be imposed via the planning system (planning conditions and
legal obligations) BDL will also look to impose rigorous controls through any contract with
housebuilders and commercial developers to ensure its aspirations for a high quality development
are taken forward.
Phasing of the Development

3.24.

The development will come forward in a series of phases and it is currently expected that serviced
parcels will be sold off to housebuilders and developers to build out. An indicative phasing plan is
included in the Design and Access Statement to demonstrate how the site could be developed out.
The plan is purely indicative and has been prepared as a guide for infrastructure delivery. A
condition requiring submission of a detailed phasing plan is suggested.
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4.

Planning Policy Context

4.1.

Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) requires that
development proposals be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. In this context this section reviews the following documents:
The Development Plan:
 Cotswold District Local Plan 2001 to 2011 (Local Plan 2011);
Material Considerations:
 National Planning Policy and Guidance;
 The emerging Cotswold District Local Plan and evidence base; and
 Various other Supplementary Planning Documents and Guidance documents, including
Cirencester Town Council’s emerging Planning Policy document.

4.2.

The above documents will be reviewed in turn below.
The Development Plan

4.3.

The Development Plan currently consists of the saved policies in the Cotswold District Local Plan
2001 to 2011 (Local Plan 2011). The Local Plan 2011 was adopted in April 2006 and it superseded
the Local Plan previously adopted in 1999.

4.4.

A number of the policies of the adopted Local Plan were saved, by letter from the then Secretary of
State in 2009. The saved policies of relevance in the consideration of this proposal are set out
below.
 Policy 9 refers to protection of protected species and its habitat.
 Policy 10 seeks to prevent development that would impact on trees that are covered by Tree
Preservation Orders. It also seeks to protect important hedgerows.
 Policy 11 seeks to only support development which would avoid harm to the character,
appearance or setting of historic landscape features and seeks to encourage schemes which
enhance, restore and improve the management of landscape features.
 Policy 14 allows conversion of historic agricultural buildings subject to a number of criteria.
 Policy 16 refers to the need for transport assessments where developments are likely to
generate significant lorry movements.
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 Policy 18 refers to development within the development boundaries of Cirencester and the
Principal Settlements. A small part of the application site, to the south of Wilkinson Road is
located within the development boundary of Cirencester.
 Policy 19 refers to development outside of development boundaries.
 Policy 21 identifies that on sites for housing development the Local Authority will seek an
affordable housing contribution up to 50%.
 Policy 24 seeks to protect existing employment sites and encourages new employment uses in
the District.
 Policy 25 refers to the need for a retail impact assessment for new retail uses to ensure
protection of the vitality and viability of commercial centres.
 Policy 34 relates to landscaped open spaces and play areas. The policy outlines the
requirement for open spaces and play areas to be provided as part of residential development
sites and that the Council will seek contributions via a planning obligation for the future
maintenance of such spaces.
 Policy 36 encourages improvements to sustainable transport networks relating to cycling, public
transport and walking, especially within Cirencester.
 Policy 38 relates to accessibility to and within new developments. This highlights the need for
sustainable and safe access to and within proposed developments. It sets out a number of
criteria which should be met when designing new developments and also states that new
development which would generate a significant number of traffic movements should be
accompanied by a Transport Assessment.
 Policy 39 requires appropriate levels of parking provision to be provided within development
schemes including for use by those with physical disabilities.
 Policy 42 requires development to be environmentally sustainable and accord with local
character.
 Policy 43 requires that proposals for significant residential development will only be permitted
where safe and convenient access to community facilities can be provided. Any provision or
enhancements are required to be commensurate with the scale of development.
 Policy 45 identifies that high standards of landscaping will be required in relation to all new
development. the policy notes that attractive features should be retained where possible.
 Policy 47 notes that due regard should be paid to design measures to reduce the opportunity
for crime whilst ensuring that the development harmonises with the local environment.
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 Policy 49 relates to planning obligations and conditions and it sets out the requirement for
planning obligations to secure mitigation for the social, economic and environmental impacts of
the development to achieve sustainable development.
 Policy CIR.1 notes that contributions from new developments will be sought to secure a series
of traffic improvements throughout the Town.
 Policy CIR.11 relates to land east of Wilkinson Road. This allocates land within the application
boundary for B2 and B8 employment uses. The policy also requires that development on the
site will improve the approach to the town, will seek to retain important hedging along the
southern boundary and will respect the living conditions of neighbouring residential properties.
 Policy CIR.16 relates to land immediately south of the existing Chesterton cemetery and is
identified as an extension for the cemetery. The land to which this policy relates is also included
within the application site area.
4.5.

The above policies will be considered in more detail in relation to how they relate to the proposed
development later in this Statement.

4.6.

Policies 12 (Archaeology), 13 (Development Affecting a Listed Building or its Setting) and 37
(Travel Plans) were not saved by the Secretary of State.
Weight to be attached to the Adopted Local Plan Policies

4.7.

The Local Plan is time expired, ie it ran until 2011. According to paragraph 215 of the NPPF: ‘due
weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of
consistency with this framework (the closer the policies to the policies in the framework, the greater
the weight that may be given).’

4.8.

The NPPF sets out a positive stance to development. Indeed, paragraph 47 requires Local
Planning Authorities to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing and paragraph 14 sets out a
presumption in favour of sustainable development.

4.9.

In contrast the development strategy in the adopted Local Plan (as contained in Local Plan policies
18 and 19) states that the ‘overall strategy is to apply restraint on additional development’. The
strategy goes on further to note that new build market housing will only be allowed within the
development boundaries of settlements. The development strategy set out in the Local Plan is not,
therefore, in conformity with the NPPF and little weight can be attached to it. Policies 18 and 19
therefore should not be used in determining this application.

4.10.

This stance was supported in the recent appeal decision relating to land east of Broad Marston
Road, Mickleton (appeal ref: APP/F1610/A/14/2228762 – see copy at Appendix D). The Inspector
noted at paragraph 15 of her decision letter:
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“It follows that the appeal scheme must contravene the requirements of policy 19 [that prevents
development outside the development boundaries of Cirencester and the Principal Settlements].
But, the policy is time expired, conforms to a superseded strategy, fails to reflect the advice in the
Framework (NPPF) in severely restricting rather than significantly boosting the supply of housing
and conflicts with the emerging strategy now identifying Mickleton as one of the 17 settlements in
the District (other than Cirencester) suitable to accommodate additional dwellings…”
4.11.

Considering the other saved policies of the Local Plan a number are also inconsistent with the
NPPF and as such limited weight should also be attached to them in accordance with paragraph
215 of the Framework. The table below sets out the relevant saved polices of the Local Plan 2011
and their consistency with the NPPF:
Policy (adopted Local Plan 2011) Degree of consistency

Policy 9 (Biodiversity)

The requirement of the Local Plan to protect nationally,
internationally and locally designated sites unless there is no
alternative solution of there are reasons of overriding public
interest is generally consistent with the NPPF.

Policy 10 (Trees and Hedgerows)

The requirement of the policy to protect trees and hedgerows
unless there are ‘overriding reasons’ for their removal is
inconsistent with the NPPF which offers protection only to
veteran trees and ancient woodland unless the need for, and
benefits of the development in that location outweigh the loss.

The requirement of the policy is to prevent development which
would harm the character, appearance or setting of the historic
landscape. The NPPF notes the importance of the historic
Policy 11 (The Historic Landscape)
environment but requires an assessment of the impact of a
development upon the significance of any asset. Limited weight
should be attached to the policy.
The policy seeks to ensure the conversion of historic buildings
is appropriate and would not be of harm to the form or
character of the building and that any extensions or other
Policy 14 (Conversion of Historical works would not be harmful to the form or character of the
Agricultural Buildings)
building. The NPPF, in relation to non-designated heritage
assets notes that a balanced judgement is required with regard
to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the
asset. In this regard the policy is consistent with the NPPF.

Policy 15 (Conservation Areas)

Similar to the policy above, policy 15 requires preservation or
enhancement of Conservation Areas however, the NPPF
requires an assessment of the significance of such an asset.
Limited weight should be attached to the policy.

The policy seeks to prevent additional movements by lorries
Policy 16 (Minimising the Impact of which would cause unacceptable adverse impact on the
Lorries)
highway, residential amenity, safety or the local environment.
The policy does not outline what level of impact would be
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considered ‘unacceptable. The NPPF does not have specific
paragraphs on lorry movements but outlines that only
applications where the impact of transport increases are
‘severe’ should permission be refused. On this basis this policy
is considered to be inconsistent with the NPPF.

Policy 21 (Affordable Housing)

The policy requires a proportion of dwellings to be available for
sale or rent at a rate below the going market rate. Latest
guidance from the Government has introduced alternative
forms of ‘affordable housing’ including starter homes, which
would not fall within this requirement. The policy of out of date.

Policy 24 (Employment Uses)

The policy sets out the allocations of the Local Plan and
policies which seek to protect existing employment uses and to
control development in existing employment sites. The NPPF
sets out that Local Authorities should seek to allocate land for
employment uses but also notes that policies should not seek
the long term protection of employment sites which have no
reasonable prospect of being used for that purpose. On this
basis the policy is only partially consistent with the NPPF.

Policy 25 (Vitality and Viability of
Settlements)

The policy outlines a series of requirements in order to protect
the vitality of town centres in existing settlements. It notes that
development in commercial centres will only be supported if it
supports the vitality of centres and that development outside of
commercial centres will only be supported if there is a need, if
the proposal will not harm vitality and if it is available by a
choice of means of transport. The NPPF does not set out a
requirement for need to be demonstrated but states that
policies should identify primary and secondary centres and set
out what uses are appropriate in those areas. The policy is
therefore inconsistent with the requirements of the NPPF.

Policy 34 (Open space within
developments)

The policy requirements to provide appropriate levels of open
space within developments and contributions towards future
maintenance is consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.

Policy 36 (Sustainable Transport
Network)

The policy sets out the Council’s requirement to protect the
existing sustainable network or future sustainable networks.
The NPPF encourages the use of sustainable transport
networks and the policy is therefore in accordance with the
thrust of the NPPF.

The policy requirement for new development proposals to be
accompanied by a Transport Assessment and the
Policy 38 (Transport Assessments)
encouragement of alternative forms of transport is consistent
with the thrust of the NPPF.

Policy 39 (Parking Provision)
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number of factors (such as accessibility, local car ownership
levels and the need to reduce use of high emission vehicles)
should be taken into account. The figures produced at
Appendix 9 do not vary with regard to the above matters and
as such, are inconsistent with the requirements of the NPPF.
The policy requires development to be designed in a manner
which respects the character appearance and local
distinctiveness of Cotswold District. The NPPF notes that the
use of design guides is useful but sets out that these should
Policy 42 (Cotswold District Design
not be overly prescriptive and should seek to guide scale,
Code)
density, massing, height, layout and materials. It also notes
that policy should not seek to impose architectural styles or
particular tastes. On this basis the policy is considered to be
consistent with the NPPF.
Policy 43 (Provision for the
Community)

The requirement of the policy to provide access to community
facilities is consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.

Policy 45 (Landscaping in
Developments)

The requirement for appropriate landscaping is consistent with
the NPPF however, the clauses of the policy which state that
existing landscape features should be retained is inconsistent
as there is not the test of ‘unless the benefit outweighs the
harm’.

Policy 47 (Community Safety and
Crime Prevention)

The policy requires development to be designed so as to
reduce the opportunities for crime to occur and to enhance
community safety. The NPPF also recognises this requirement
and as such, the development is considered consistent with the
NPPF.

The policy notes that the Council will impose conditions or
require obligations for appropriate mitigation or compensation
Policy 49 (Planning Obligations and
for the development. The approach set out the in policy are
Conditions)
consistent with the NPPF however, it does not specifically refer
to the three tests set out in the NPPF.

Policy CIR1 (Traffic and the
Environment in Cirencester town
Centre)

The policy notes that measures for improvements to the
transport environment of the Cirencester. It also notes that
planning obligations would be sought to enable the measures
to be implemented. This does not acknowledge the three tests
set out in paragraph 204 of the NPPF (necessary to make the
scheme acceptable, directly related and fairly and reasonably
related in scale). On this basis it is considered inconsistent with
the NPPF.

Policy CIR11 (Land East of
Wilkinson Road)

The policy allocates an area of land for employment use. The
policy is not overly prescriptive and as such, is considered
consistent with the NPPF. This land is within the application
site area.

Policy CIR16 (Cirencester

The policy allocates an area of land for a cemetery extension.
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Cemetery)

The NPPF notes that any allocations should be realistic and
should be based upon up to date information. The site is
overlain over a Principal Aquifer where the Environment
Agency would not support burials. On this basis the allocation
is inconsistent with the guidance of the NPPF relating to policy
formation.

Table 3: NPPF compliance table
4.12.

On this basis, there are a number of policies which were saved by the Secretary of State which are
inconsistent with the NPPF and therefore should have limited weight attached to them in
determining this application.
Material Considerations

4.13.

There are a number of documents that are “material considerations” in the context of Section 38(6)
of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) that should be used to
determine the application. These are set out below.
National Planning Policy Framework

4.14.

The Government published the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2012. The
NPPF provides an overarching framework for the production of local policy documents and the
consideration of development proposals.

4.15.

Paragraph 196 of the NPPF confirms:
“Planning law requires applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This Framework is a
material consideration in planning decisions.”

4.16.

Paragraph 197 goes on to state that in assessing and determining development proposals, local
planning authorities should apply the presumption in favour of sustainable development. This
presumption is seen as the “golden thread” running through decision taking (paragraph 14 of the
NPPF). Paragraph 14 goes on to state that for decision taking the presumption means:
 Approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay;
 Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting
planning permission unless:
-

Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or

-

Specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.
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4.17.

Given the conclusions in the earlier paragraphs about the Development Plan being time expired
and the development strategy policies being out of date the planning application should be
determined in relation to the Framework, particularly paragraph 14, as set out above.

4.18.

In order to comply with the presumption set out in the NPPF it has to be sustainable. The definition
of sustainable development is set out at paragraph 7 of the Framework and includes an economic
role, a social role and an environmental role. These are seen to be mutually dependant and
paragraph 8 of the Framework confirms that to achieve sustainable development economic, social
and environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously.

4.19.

The NPPF sets out twelve core land use planning principles that should “underpin” decision taking.
These include:
 Always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and
future occupants of land and buildings.
 Take account of the different roles and character of different areas.
 Promote mixed use developments and encourage multiple benefits from the use of land in
urban and rural areas, recognizing that some open land can perform many functions (such as
for wildlife, recreation, flood risk mitigation, carbon storage or food production).
 Conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate 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 for
all, and deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local needs.

4.20.

The NPPF sets out that the Government expects the planning system to deliver homes,
businesses, infrastructure and improve local places whilst at the same time protecting and
enhancing the natural and historic environment. Paragraph 17 sets out how the planning system
should proactively drive and support sustainable development to deliver the new homes that the
country needs.

4.21.

Section 1 of the NPPF seeks to build a strong and competitive economy wherever possible.
Section 2 refers to ensuring the vitality of town centres.
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4.22.

The NPPF promotes sustainable transport. Paragraph 31 of the NPPF seeks local planning
authorities to develop strategies for the provision of viable infrastructure necessary to support
sustainable development. Paragraph 32 requires all developments that generate significant
amounts of movement to be supported by a transport assessment. 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; and, improvements can be undertaken within the
transport network that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of
development are severe.

4.23.

A key tool for promoting sustainable transport options is a Travel Plan (NPPF paragraph 36). In
addition the NPPF seeks to promote mixed use developments to provide opportunities to undertake
day-to-day activities including working on site. Where practical the NPPF also suggests key
facilities such as primary schools and local shops should be located within walking distance of most
properties.

4.24.

Section 5 of the NPPF recognizes the importance of high quality communications infrastructure for
sustainable economic growth.

4.25.

Section 6 sets out requirements for delivering a wide choice of high quality homes. Paragraph 47
identifies measures to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’. Local plans should meet the
objectively assessed need for housing in that area, whilst Local Authorities should 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%. Consideration of the
current position of CDC is set out at the end of this section.

4.26.

In terms of housing applications, Paragraph 49 states that they should be considered in the context
of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

4.27.

Paragraph 216 of the NPPF refers to Implementation and states:
“From the day of publication, decision takers may also give weight to relevant policies in emerging
plans according to: the stage of preparation of the emerging plan…..the extent to which there are
unresolved objections to relevant policies….and…the degree of consistency of the relevant policies
in the emerging plan to the policies in this Framework….”

4.28.

The NPPF also sets out criteria to deal with requiring good design. Paragraph 56 states that good
design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning and should
contribute positively to making places better for people. Paragraph 58 of the NPPF states that
decisions should aim to ensure developments:
 Will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over
the lifetime of the development;
 Establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and
comfortable places to live, work and visit;
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 Optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create and sustain an
appropriate mix of uses (including incorporation of green and other public space as part of
developments) and support local facilities and transport networks;
 Respond to local character and history and reflect the identity of local surroundings and
materials whilst not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation; and,
 Are visually attractive.
4.29.

The NPPF promotes healthy communities through a series of policies that encourage social
interaction and creating healthy, inclusive communities. A strong part of fulfilling these criteria are
to carefully consider the location of housing, economic uses, community facilities and services.
The NPPF also seeks to conserve and enhance the natural environment by protecting valued
landscapes and providing net gains in biodiversity. Paragraphs 123 – 125 seek to prevent
development from being impacted on by noise, air quality and reducing light pollution.

4.30.

Section 12 of the NPPF refers to the need to conserve and enhance the historic environment. In
determining applications applicants are required to describe the significance of any heritage assets
affected including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate
to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the
proposal on their significance.

4.31.

The NPPF sets out what weight should be given to the impact of a proposed development on a
designated heritage asset. Paragraph 134 states that where a development will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal.

4.32.

In determining applications paragraph 131 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to take
account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of a heritage asset, the
positive contribution that the asset makes to sustainable communities and the desirability of new
development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
th

4.33.

On 6 March 2014, the Department for Communities and Local Government launched its Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) web-based resource. This guidance provides a variety of practice
guidance in respect of planning considerations. A number of elements of the PPG are relevant to
the determination of this application. The following paragraphs identify the key considerations.

4.34.

Paragraph 21b-006 reiterates the guidance in the NPPF and states:
“Where the development plan is absent, silent or the relevant policies are out of date, paragraph 14
of the National Planning Policy Framework requires the application to be determined in accordance
with the presumption in favour of sustainable development unless otherwise specified…”

4.35.

Paragraph 21b-009 considers what is a material consideration and what weight can be applied to it:
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“The law makes a clear distinction between the question of whether something is a material
consideration and the weight which it is to be given. Whether a particular consideration is material
will depend on the circumstances of the case and is ultimately a decision for the courts.”
4.36.

Section 26 of the PPG refers to Design. Whilst this proposal is in outline form, the advice set out in
the PPG on Design issues has been considered and has informed the illustrative layout and design
principles in the Design and Access Statement.

4.37.

The PPG reconfirms the objectives in the NPPF that good design is an integral part of sustainable
development (PPG paragraph 26-001). It seeks for developments to reflect the requirement for
good design set out in National and Local policy. It also states that planning permission should not
be refused for developments which demonstrate good design and which promote high levels of
sustainability solely due to concerns about incompatibility with an existing townscape (Paragraph
26-004). Design is not seen as the preserve of specialists but should also include the views of local
communities.

4.38.

The PPG states that development should seek to promote character in townscape and landscape
by responding to and reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of development and that new
development should integrate with its surroundings. The guidance highlights that new layouts
should respond appropriately to existing layouts, spaces and buildings (PPG paragraph 26-009). It
also notes that the urban block layout provides an efficient template for development with building
fronts and entrances to public spaces and their more private backs to private spaces. Such layouts
minimise the creation of unsupervised and unsafe public spaces and unsafe access routes.

4.39.

Form, scale and use of materials are all highlighted in the PPG as important factors in considering
good design. In particular, in relation to housing design the PPG states that well-designed housing
should be functional, attractive and sustainable. It should also be adaptable to the changing needs
of its occupants. In relation to affordable housing it is stated that it should not be distinguishable
from private housing by its design, nor should it be banished to the least attractive part of the site
(PPG paragraphs 26-019 and 021).

4.40.

The PPG also provides guidance on Environmental Impact Assessments, travel plans, transport
assessments and other technical reports (heritage, ecology etc). However, the PPG is purely
guidance and is only therefore a material consideration in determining the application.
Emerging Cotswold District Local Plan 2011 - 2031

4.41.

CDC is preparing a new Local Plan entitled the Cotswold District Local Plan which covers the
period 2011 - 2031.

4.42.

CDC has undertaken a number of public consultations on the emerging plan including:
 Core Strategy Issues and Options Paper was consulted on in November and December 2007.
Whilst not setting out specific proposals one of the ‘development’ options considered was the
focus of new housing development around Cirencester.

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016

29

Planning Statement
Land South of Chesterton, Cirencester

 Core Strategy Second Issues and Options Paper was consulted upon in December 2011 and
January 2012. It set out a spatial strategy which concentrated development at Cirencester first
before considering the larger towns and villages within the District. It also introduced the option
of the strategic allocation of land at Chesterton. This was proposed alongside a second option
of land to the north of Tetbury.
 The Preferred Development Strategy (May 2013) was subject to a period of consultation
between June and July 2013. This document set out the Council’s preferred development
strategy of locating the majority of new employment and housing development at Cirencester,
given its pre-eminence as the most sustainable settlement within the District. The proposal set
out two options for development at Cirencester including the land South of Chesterton site.
 ‘Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation: Development Strategy and Site Allocations - January
2015’ was consulted on in January to February 2015. This set out the proposed allocation of
land south of Chesterton for mixed use development.
 ‘Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation: Planning Policies consultation - November 2015’ was
consulted on in November and December 2015.
4.43.

CDC has an adopted (June 2015) Local Development Scheme that sets out the following timescale
for the Local Plan:

Key Milestone

Timescale

Consultation on Pre-Submission Local Plan (full document and SA)

Spring 2016

Submission of Local Plan to Secretary of State for examination

Autumn 2016

Table 4: Local Plan timetable
4.44.

Paragraph 216 of the NPPF notes that weight may only be given to emerging Local Plan policies
according to:
 The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the preparation, the greater
weight they may be given);
 The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less significant the
unresolved objections, the greater weight they may be given); and
 The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to policies in the
framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the framework, the
greater weight they may be given).
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4.45.

Given the stage of preparation of the emerging local plan, at this time, limited weight can be
applied to the strategy and policies contained within it. However, the Plan and its evidence base is
the most up to date strategy for the District and is a material consideration in determining the
application. The Local Plan is being prepared in the context of the NPPF and therefore the strategy
and policies are being positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Indeed, given the timescales agreed in the signed Planning Performance Agreement with CDC (9
months determination period) the weight that can be applied to the emerging Local Plan will
increase.

4.46.

Paragraph 151 of the Framework outlines that a Local Plan must be prepared with the objective of
contributing to sustainable development and that it should be consistent with the principles and
policies set out within the NPPF, including the presumption in favour of sustainable development.
Development Strategy and Site Allocations, January 2015

4.47.

The Development Strategy and Site Allocations document, January 2015, set out a number of
policies against which the planning application has been based. These include:
 Policy SP1 sets out the Council’s presumption in favour of sustainable development. The policy
reflects the requirements of the Framework for there to be a presumption in favour of
sustainable development unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
 Policy SP3 refers to the objectively assessed need figure of 7,600 dwellings and seeks to
distribute it to 3 locations, the first of which is “the strategic site at Cirencester”.
 Policy SP4 identifies that any new development should promote the protection and
enhancement of the Districts historic and natural environment. The policy further notes that the
environmental and heritage assets should be protected with appropriate green infrastructure
incorporated into developments.
 Policy SP5 sets out a table for the distribution of housing and employment throughout the
District and includes 2,350 dwellings to “Cirencester strategic site south of Chesterton”.

4.48.

Section 8 of the document sets out a strategy for Cirencester. “Settlement Strategy 2” sets out a
Vision for the strategic site including a plan showing the designated area (a copy of the vision and
plan is included at Appendix E). The planning application’s red line exactly follows the proposed
allocation, apart from land at the Cranhams which is excluded.

4.49.

Policy SP6 refers to the Proposed Strategic Allocation for mixed use development on land south of
Chesterton, Cirencester. The Policy refers to a “sustainable and high quality mixed use
development on approximately 120 hectares of land south of Chesterton, between the A429
Tetbury Road and Wilkinson Road/Spratsgate Lane.” The policy text sets out that the development
will include the following:
 Phased delivery of up to 2,350 dwellings (including up to 50% affordable housing) in a mix of
sizes, types and tenure to meet local needs;
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 Phased delivery of approximately 9.1 hectares to meet future employment needs which are
appropriate for their location and would not cause unacceptable environmental problems;
 A neighbourhood centre to meet the day-to-day needs of people living and working within the
site, with an appropriate scale of A1 retail to protect the vitality and viability of the existing town
centre;
 The provision of, or contributions towards, education, community services and social
infrastructure required to meet the needs of the development;
 A comprehensive package of transport measures to mitigate the impact of the proposed
development on the existing road network and to ensure that the site is well connected to the
town and surrounding areas, maximising the opportunities for sustainable travel with the early
provision of key transport infrastructure requirements;
 Provision of public open space, to include formal and informal, equipped and non-equipped play
areas and opportunities for residents to grow their own food as well as the creation of new
habitats to be distributed within the site with measures to secure the long term maintenance and
up keep of them;
 The retention, where practicable, of important and protected trees, groups of trees and
hedgerows and the establishment of new structure landscape planting as part of a network of
Green Infrastructure;
 Supporting infrastructure and facilities to support the development including the early provision
of drainage infrastructure and the provision of a site-wide Sustainable Urban Drainage System;
and,
 Approximately 1.5 hectares reserved for an extension to the existing cemetery.
4.50.

The policy also requires the preparation and approval of a Master Plan Framework covering the
whole site. It also notes that the scheme is phased to ensure that all necessary supporting
infrastructure and community facilities are delivered on a phased basis with the housing and
employment development.

4.51.

The planning application accords fully with the requirements of policy SP6, apart from provision of
a cemetery on site. This follows ground investigations that revealed the site is underlain by a
principal aquifer. The Environment Agency does not allow burials within such locations. CDC is
aware of this issue.
Planning Policies, November 2015

4.52.

CDC has recently (November 2015) released for consultation proposed development management
policies. These policies are intended to sit alongside the Development Strategy and Site
Allocations document and be used to guide development in the District. Of relevance to the
determination of this application are the following policies:
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 Policy DS1 outlines the key settlements and sets out development boundaries within which
development will normally be permitted. The development boundary for Cirencester includes the
development site to which this application relates.
 Policy H1 relates to affordable housing. The strategic allocation policy which relates to this site
outlines the affordable housing requirements for the site however, it does provide further detail
on affordable housing provision. It notes that that the type, size, mix and tenure split of
affordable housing will be expected to address the identified need of the District. The policy
does not reflect recent Government announcements (Autumn Statement 2015) on changes to
affordable housing provision).
 Policy H2 relates to housing mix and tenure mix. This policy notes that all development will be
required to provide a suitable mix and range of housing in terms of size, type and tenure to
reflect local housing need, including providing for the aging population and for affordable open
market housing which reflects local earnings. The policy requires developments of 20 dwellings
or more to provide 5% of the dwelling plots to be available for self-build plots. This policy is not
currently backed up by evidence to justify the level of provision proposed.
 Policy EC8 highlights the need for a retail impact assessment to be made where retail floor
space above 500 square metres is proposed outside of an identified Primary, Key, District or
Local Centre. This differs from the level of 2,500 square metres set out in the NPPF and no
evidence is provided to justify the change.
 Policy D1 outlines that development proposals will only be permitted where they accord with the
Cotswold Design Code and policy EN1 notes that development will only be permitted where it
does not have a detrimental impact on the natural and historic environment. The policy also
notes that development needs to take account of local historic landscape features, visual quality
and local distinctiveness.
 Policy EN2 states that development which conserves or enhances trees hedgerows and
woodlands will be permitted with EN3 outlining that applicants will be expected to demonstrate
that there will be no net loss of biodiversity as a result of development proposals.
 Policy EN6 notes the importance of designated and non-designated heritage assets and
outlines that conversion of such assets will only be supported where the conversion would not
significantly harm its character, the appearance of the landscape and where it is structurally
sound and therefore its significance.
 Policy EN7 of the plan identifies that development on contaminated land will not be permitted
unless it can be demonstrated that there is no unacceptable risk to the future occupiers of the
development.
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 Policy INF1 relates to infrastructure and outlines that the Council will seek to secure developer
contributions towards the provision of infrastructure. The plan notes that the Cotswold
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) is currently under preparation and will be available during the
Regulation 19 stage of local plan preparation. Policy INF2 notes that the Council will seek to
implement a Community Infrastructure Levy Scheme and that additional contributions required
in relation to individual schemes will be sought through the use of appropriate S106
contributions.
 Policy INF3 relates to the provision of social and community infrastructure. It outlines that where
such facilities are being provided as part of a wider scheme that its provision should be
synchronised with the scale and the timing/ phasing of the wider development. The policy also
notes that the potential for multi-purpose uses of such facilities should be considered.
 Policy INF4 notes that only development which actively supports travel choices through
provision, enhancement and promotion of sustainable alternatives to the private car will be
supported. The policy notes that links to existing public rights of way and wider cycling networks
should be utilised. INF5 highlights that highway safety is of key significance and that
development will be expected to integrate with the existing transport network, create safe
layouts and provide safe and suitable access.
 Policy INF8 requires development proposals to contribute to the protection and enhancement of
existing green infrastructure. New green infrastructure will be expected to link to existing
infrastructure. Policy INF9 relates to flood risk and outlines the requirements of the National
Planning Policy Framework in relation to the requirement of flood risk assessments. The policy
also notes that new development should incorporate sustainable drainage systems.
 Policy INF12 relates to on site energy generation measures for new developments and requires
significant development proposals to examine opportunities to draw its energy supply from a
decentralised, renewable and/ or low carbon energy supply system.
Local Plan Evidence Base
4.53.

Underpinning the emerging local plan are a variety of evidence base documents. The documents
justify both the overall objectively assessed housing need (OAN) figure for the District, the spatial
strategy to accommodate the housing and employment needs and the choice of land south of
Chesterton as a strategic allocation. The following documents from the evidence base are material
considerations in assessing this planning application.

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016

34

Planning Statement
Land South of Chesterton, Cirencester

Preferred Development Strategy (PDS)
4.54.

This report builds on the conclusions of the 2012 ‘Role and Function of Settlements Study’ that
highlighted Cirencester as the most sustainable settlement within the District. It identifies that
Cirencester has the social and economic credentials and sufficient capacity for further development
to be justified. The report notes that Cirencester is the biggest settlement in the District housing a
population of circa 19,000 and one third of the District’s employment. The settlement also has a full
range of services including a hospital, secondary school and leisure centre. It also provides for the
largest retail offer in the District. The document notes that Cirencester, being the most sustainable
settlement provides the most appropriate location for the provision of increases in residential and
employment development, however, it is noted that there are limited opportunities within the
existing built up area. The report identifies that Cirencester is the most appropriate location for a
sustainable strategic scale development.
Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

4.55.

The most recent Assessment of Housing Need was carried out by Neil McDonald and Christine
Whitehead of NM Strategic Solutions Ltd in October 2014. The report concludes that there is a
requirement for 7,600 dwellings within the emerging plan period, 2011-2031 or an annual
requirement of 380 dwellings. The Emerging Plan detailed above sets out a housing requirement
which is based upon the evidence presented in this report.

4.56.

The same consultants were used to calculate the housing need for Stroud District Council and the
local plan for Stroud has recently undergone examination (Spring/Summer 2015). In response to
that plan and on the housing need identified in the NM Strategic Solutions paper the Inspector
(Stephen J Pratt) concluded that: ‘in determining the objective assessment of housing needs, much
depends on the assumptions used for economic and jobs growth, but CDC has taken a balanced
view with elements of realism, practicality and pragmatism, looking at the pros and cons of the
various forecasts’. Notwithstanding this, it is understood that CDC is currently refreshing the study
to provide an updated OAN figure.
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)

4.57.

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review in May 2014 identifies the application
site as “Chesterton Farm Site” and concludes that it is “suitable for development, available for
development and achievable.” The report notes that major infrastructure would be required and that
there are constraints to development which include a gas pipeline and overhead power lines. Listed
Buildings are noted within the site and the potential for contamination from the previous agricultural
use of the land. The document identifies the site as suitable for mixed use development but
predominantly housing. The report notes that the development would be phased over the medium
to long term.
Economy Evidence

4.58.

The most recent paper on the economy of Cotswold is in the update of the 2012 and 2013 papers
and is dated November 2014. This document does not propose any changes to the requirements
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for the application site. The Employment Study in 2012 identified a gross employment requirement
over the District of 15.28 hectares or (162,012 square metres of employment floorspace). The
study also identified that 9.16 hectares of this requirement should be provided in Cirencester on the
basis that this is the primary employment centre within the District. The Subsequent January 2013
evidence paper notes that the active population of Cirencester is however decreasing and as such,
new employment development should be provided alongside housing development which should
increase the active population. The latest Evidence Paper of the Economy, dated November 2014,
further distributes the allocation noting that 9.1 hectares of the employment land should be
provided within the Land South of Chesterton Site. Furthermore, it notes an indicative split of 6.0
hectares of B1 land and 3.1 hectares of B2/ B8 land. The illustrative masterplan currently shows
5.9 hectares of B1 and 3.2 hectares of B2/B8.
4.59.

It is important to note that the report only refers to the need for B class employment and does not
take account of any jobs in the retail elements, home working or jobs in the primary school, leisure
facilities and in constructing and maintaining the development.
Study of Land Surrounding Key Settlements in the Cotswold District: Update 2014

4.60.

The study identifies that any impact of development at the application site on the wider landscape
would be limited due to the established planting, older hedges and trees. The study notes that
residential development should involve a gradual loosening of the grain of recent housing
development (at Chesterton) and careful attention should be given to the southern boundary.
Overall the landscape sensitivity is evaluated at low/medium or medium. The site was also
assessed for whole scale employment uses. This assessment noted that due to the scale and
massing of the building required for such use that the landscape would be more sensitive to it.
Cirencester Sports and Recreation Needs Analysis January 2015

4.61.

The study analysed the level of sports provision within Cirencester, identified likely future needs
and set standards for future provision. The conclusions of the report identified that a number of
facilities would be required to meet the additional demand generated by the development. The
report made a number of recommendations as to how the additional facilities should be provided or
whether off-site financial contributions should be made. The recommendations for on-site provision
are currently being reviewed by CDC.
Statement of Community Involvement (2014)

4.62.

Appendix C of the Statement of Community Involvement sets out the consultation requirements for
the proposed strategic allocation at Land South of Chesterton. The planning application has closely
followed the requirements and has actively consulted on the proposed development. This is clearly
set out in BDL’s submitted Statement of Community Involvement.
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Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) and Guidance Notes
4.63.

There are several SPD and Guidance Note documents that have informed this application. These
include:
Affordable Housing SPD

4.64.

The Affordable Housing SPD (February 2007) is intended to support and elaborate on the
Affordable Housing Policy set out in the Local Plan 2001-2011. This document is now largely out of
date and consideration should be given to emerging affordable housing advice rather than relying
on this SPD.
Gloucestershire County Council Waste Minimisation SPD

4.65.

Gloucestershire County Council has produced and adopted (September 2006) an SPD which
relates to Waste Minimisation. The document outlines that applications for major development
should be accompanied by a Waste Minimisation Strategy. It identifies the principles of waste
management as:







The design proposals sustainably;
To reduce the amount of waste generated from development;
To conserve natural resources through re-using waste arising for construction;
To re-use waste materials on site and reduce transportation;
To use recycled materials where possible; and,
To reduce waste generated during the operational lifetime of the development and facilitate
recycling where waste does arise.

Cotswold Cycling Strategy
4.66.

The Cotswold Cycling Strategy was adopted in 2003 and sets out the guidance for improving the
Cycling Strategy throughout the District. It sets out the requirements expected of developers and
outlining projects which are underway. The SPG refers to relevant policies within the Local Plan
(notably saved policies 42 and 43).
Cirencester Town Council Planning Policy Document

4.67.

Cirencester Town Council has recently consulted on a Town Planning Statement (TPS) which was
st
accepted for adoption by the Town Council at its meeting on the 1 December 2015. The document
has not been produced as part of a Neighbourhood Plan and as such, does not form part of the
Development Plan. It is however, a material consideration in determining the application. The
relevant paragraphs of the plan are outlined below. The document is split into three core themes
which relate are:
 Growth which complements the Town;
 Quality of Design, and of life; and
 Links, movement and accessibility.
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4.68.

The TPS notes throughout that any development which results in intensification of any community
spaces or facilities will be expected to make development contributions to mitigate this intensified
use or for relevant improvements to support the facility.
Growth which complements the town

4.69.

The TPS notes that the Town Council will support proposals for co-housing within development
sites. It also outlines that development proposals will be expected to consider how they can
improve their energy resilience.
Quality of Design, and of Life

4.70.

The Town Council notes that it will encourage the inclusion of public art within development
proposals. Subsequent paragraphs of the TPS outline that development proposals which intensify
the use of community spaces will only be supported if they make a proportionate contributions to
sustaining and enhancing such community facilities, similarly this requirement exists in relation to
play parks, green infrastructure and Town Centre. The TPS highlights the need for developments
to promote good neighbourliness and to encourage health and well being.

4.71.

In specific policies the Town Council note that proposals which provide a realistic opportunity of a
bridge to the amphitheatre will be supported. the TPS outlines that developments which front
footpaths or link routes within the town will only be supported where they enhance the pedestrian
experience.
Links, Movement and Accessibility

4.72.

This section of the document notes that development proposals will only be supported by the Town
Council where they can demonstrate how much travel can be shifted to cycling by outlining
measures to encourage this mode of transport. The TPS further notes that developments which
generate car traffic that will affect Cirencester will only be supported where a shift from car use can
be demonstrated. It is also recognised that where new footpaths and cycle links are proposed the
management and finance of such provision will need to be addressed. This section also recognises
the need to account for residents with restricted mobility and the need for the provision of electric
car charging points.

4.73.

The TPS also has a section on development South of Chesterton which sets out the Town
Council’s approach in relation to the South Chesterton Urban Extension. The key section sets out
the principles for guiding off-site mitigation of the development, including:
 Development management should take into account circumstances where the new development
will create new users of existing infrastructure and this requires additional expenditure,
maintenance or expansion to maintain its original purpose.
 Existing congestion in Chesterton, on the ring road, and in the Town Centre should not be
allowed to reach levels which are almost severe before the LPA and the Highways Authority are
willing to make any intervention.
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 Sustainable transport must be promoted in all its forms to offset anticipated traffic impacts. This
includes provision in the town centre and other major destinations such as Kemble rail station
and the Water Park.
 Employment land provision is key to ensuring that new residents have the opportunity to work
locally. In addition to employment policies elsewhere in the planning statement, new
employment allocation on the development site should:
▫ Be required to have priming infrastructure in place such as roads and utilities to enable small
and medium sized companies to become established who may not otherwise be able to
sustain initial infrastructure costs;
▫ Make provision for active marketing of the employment land, for instance, by supporting a
post at CDC or CTC with a view to ensuring there is a long term future for employment land
on the new development.
 Take active measures to secure on site energy generation and conservation.
 Make provision for all people in all forms of income, health and mobility in line with the
aspirations of the remainder of the CTC planning Statement.

Summary
 The Development Plan is time expired.
 As confirmed in a recent planning appeal, the development strategy policies in the
Development Plan are out of date.
 Saved policies in the Development Plan are largely inconsistent with the NPPF and as
such limited weight can be attached to them.
 The NPPF and emerging Local Plan are important material considerations in the
determination of this application.
 NPPF paragraph 49 notes that housing applications should be considered in the context
of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.
 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF is therefore engaged and should be used for the determination
of this application.
 The proposed allocation of the application site in the emerging Local Plan is a significant
material consideration in determining the application.
 The evidence base underpinning the emerging Local Plan supports development at the
application site and the nature of Cirencester as the most sustainable settlement in the
District.
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5.

Planning Assessment

5.1.

The planning application is submitted in outline form with all matters except access reserved for
future consideration. Therefore the only matters that are before CDC for consideration at this stage
are the principle of the development on the site and the means of access. Matters such as layout,
appearance, scale and landscaping will be considered at the reserved matters stage and can be
governed through planning conditions and legal agreement.

5.2.

The application is accompanied by a series of parameter plans and detailed access plans that set
the framework for the development as required by the Regulations. The parameters have also
been used to assess the environmental impact of the development. A range of technical reports
and an ES demonstrate that the development is environmentally acceptable and technical issues
can be addressed to allow development on the site.

5.3.

Various other illustrative plans are included to demonstrate how the site could be developed to
meet the vision for a high quality mixed use extension to Cirencester. These plans will not form part
of any decision notice and can be varied at the reserved matters stage.

5.4.

This section considers the planning issues that underpin the determination of the application.
These are considered to be:
-

Whether the principle of the development is acceptable;
Whether the application raises any issues regarding prematurity;
Whether the proposal represents sustainable development; and
Whether the proposal is acceptable in environmental and technical terms, especially with
regard to access.

5.5.

These issues will be considered in turn below.

5.6.

A subsequent section will consider the benefits of the proposal and conclude on the planning
balance.
Whether the principle of the development is acceptable
Weight to be given to the emerging Local Plan and the NPPF

5.7.

Section 4 set out the relevant planning policy and material considerations for consideration of the
application. As outlined in Section 4, the Development Plan is time expired and relevant policies
are not consistent with the NPPF. Little weight can be given to the Development Plan. Paragraphs
211-216 of the NPPF, notably 215 and 216, are therefore engaged. Significant weight needs to be
given to the NPPF, in addition to the progress (and evidence) of the Cotswold District Local Plan to
2031.

5.8.

The PPG states at ID:21b-006-20140306 that “Where the development plan is absent, silent or the
relevant policies are out of date, paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires
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the application to be determined in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development unless otherwise specified”.
5.9.

The emerging Cotswold District Local Plan 2031 is considered to be positively prepared, and
outlines proposals to meet the objectively assessed housing needs (“OAN”). It has been through
several stages of consultation and therefore is broadly consistent with the NPPF. It is understood
that CDC is in the process of addressing any ‘unresolved’ objections to the Plan and will be
publishing a pre-submission draft Local Plan in the Spring 2016, ie well before seeking a resolution
on this application.

5.10.

The application parameters (outlined in Section 3) fully accord with the criteria in the emerging
policy for the site (SP6 of the Development Strategy and Site Allocations document, January 2015).
This supports a strategic allocation for a mixed use development of up to 2,350 dwellings, 9.1 Ha of
employment and appropriate neighbourhood centre, open space and education facilities.

5.11.

It is BDL’s case that in the absence of an up to date Development Plan that significant weight
should be attached to both the NPPF and the emerging Development Plan. Indeed, the current
development strategy that includes the proposed strategic allocation at the application site is based
on up to date evidence that demonstrates it is the most sustainable and suitable option having
considered reasonable alternative options (as set out in the Sustainability Appraisals).

5.12.

Given the above, paragraph 14 of the NPPF is engaged and should be used in the determination of
the application. The development proposal should therefore be approved, provided that there are
no significant or demonstrable reasons which outweigh the benefits, or where the NPPF specifically
seeks to restrict development.
Impact on Housing Land Supply

5.13.

BDL does not submit this application on a five year housing land supply basis. Indeed, CDC is
currently (December 2015) able to demonstrate a good supply of housing land and this has been
confirmed at appeal. However, BDL does reserve the position if during the determination period the
housing land supply position changes to argue the case.

5.14.

The strategic allocation being proposed at the application site will be fundamentally important for
housing delivery in the District as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2031. Indeed, against CDC’s
current OAN figure of 7,600 dwellings or 380 dwellings per annum over the plan period 2011-2031
(this need assessment is currently being updated to reflect the findings of the Stroud Local Plan
and the figure may change as a result) the SHLAA published in May 2014 identifies that the
application site will deliver over the five year periods 6-10, 11-15 and 16-20 - 830, 835 and 835
dwellings respectively (based on the earlier allocation of up to 2,500 dwellings). The SHLAA also
identifies that dwellings will begin to come forward on the South of Chesterton site from 2019.

5.15.

It is therefore important to grant permission for this application to enable such delivery to come
forward. Failure to do this will have a significant adverse effect on the ability of CDC to demonstrate
a five year supply of housing land over its emerging plan period.
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5.16.

On the basis of the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in the Framework,
the commitment of the emerging CDC Local Plan to the application site as a strategic allocation
and the lack of existing adopted policies which would set out a principle objection to the
development (due to their ‘out-of-date’ nature) the principle of development on this site for the
creation of a mixed use sustainable community is justified. This is subject to the material
considerations that will be considered below.
Whether the application raises any issues regarding prematurity

5.17.

The Framework states that prematurity should rarely be used as a reason for refusing planning
applications. The refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity will “seldom be
justified”. The planning balance essentially falls on whether the effect of the determination of the
application (including the associated mitigation packages) would cause harm to the plan-making
process, though i) cumulative effect and ii) predetermination. The key test, is to ensure that the
proposal is non prejudicial on the onward delivery of the Cotswold District Local Plan.

5.18.

The NPPG identifies that a refusal on prematurity grounds is only likely to be justifiable where both:


The development is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would be so significant, that to
grant permission would undermine the plan making process by predetermining decisions
about the scale, location or phasing of new development that are central to the emerging local
plan; and



The emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not formally part of the development plan for
the area.

5.19.

Should planning permission be refused on grounds of prematurity, CDC will need to demonstrate
clearly how the grant of planning permission for the development would prejudice the outcome of
the Local Plan process.

5.20.

It is first worth noting that the stage of the emerging Local Plan is advanced but not yet at proposed
submission stage. The NPPF is clear that in these instances, ‘the bar is set very high’ in respect of
prematurity justifications, as the Local Plan is not yet submitted. In any case, even if this were the
case, land to the South of Chesterton is proposed to be allocated and has been for a number of
years. There is no ‘predetermination’ as the Site is required to enable the delivery of the presently
stated OAN of 380 dwellings per annum.

5.21.

In respect of cumulative impacts, the relevant impacts have been assessed in the ES based on
emerging developments and commitments. The impacts of the development itself will need to be
mitigated via planning conditions and Section 106/ 278 Agreements.

5.22.

It is noted that the allocation of the site would be debated at a Local Plan Inquiry and that
objections to the development strategy would be heard by an Inspector. Equally the submission of
a planning application enables objections to be heard in the normal way.

5.23.

Given that the site forms a fundamental part of CDC’s emerging strategy for housing delivery in the
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emerging Local Plan 2031 with no other strategic sites identified there is no basis upon which to
substantiate a refusal reason on the basis that the proposal would prejudice the Local Plan
process. A significant evidence base has been prepared in relation to the Local Plan process which
supports the allocation of this site and, furthermore, the delivery of the site would form a significant
contribution to the Council’s ability to maintain a five year land supply (as outlined above).
Whether the proposal represents sustainable development
5.24.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. It
follows that in order for paragraph 14 to be engaged it is necessary to demonstrate that the site is
in a sustainable location and equally that the proposal is sustainable.
Definition of sustainable development

5.25.

Paragraph 7 of the NPPF sets out the definition of sustainable development. It notes that there are
three dimensions to sustainable development, namely:
 Economic dimension – contributing to strong, responsive and competitive economy;
 Social dimension – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities; and
 Environmental dimension – contributing to protecting and enhancing the natural, built and
historic environment.

5.26.

CDC’s Role and Function of Settlements Study (July 2012) assessed all the settlements within the
District and identified Cirencester as the most sustainable within the District. This evidence was
used in the Preferred Development Strategy (April 2013) which identified that Cirencester has the
social and economic credentials and sufficient capacity for further development. The document
notes that Cirencester, being the most sustainable settlement, is the most appropriate location for
the provision of increases in residential and employment development, however, it is noted that
there are limited opportunities within the existing built up area. The report concludes that
Cirencester is the most appropriate location for a sustainable strategic scale development.

5.27.

In this regard, CDC’s evidence confirms that Cirencester is the most sustainable settlement within
Cotswold District. Cirencester is noted in the Local Plan evidence base as the largest settlement in
the District housing a population of circa 19,000 residents and one third of the District’s
employment. It has a well served town centre with a large number of local and national chain stores
as well as social facilities, including public houses, restaurants and cafes. In addition it has a
number of schools (both primary and secondary and higher education in the form of Cirencester
College and the Royal Agricultural University). The town also has a large number of sporting
facilities including a Leisure Centre, a football club, cricket club, and rugby club, including many
other sports and social clubs. It also has a range of health care facilities including doctors
surgeries, dentists and a hospital.

5.28.

In terms of the proposed development, each of the 3 dimensions of sustainable development set
out in the Framework is assessed in turn below:
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The Economic Dimension
5.29.

In terms of the economic dimension building new homes, a community hub (with a variety of retail
uses), a new primary school and 9.1 Ha of employment uses will create significant new jobs and
thereby assists the national and local economy. In addition, CDC’s employment evidence highlights
that Cirencester has a high proportion of home workers. This “hidden” workforce will also grow
though the provision of new housing, some of which could be designed to encourage home
working.

5.30.

The submitted Socio-economic Assessment (Chapter 15 of the ES) sets out the significant
economic and social benefits arising from the scheme to help not only the local economy but also
that of the wider District. This concludes that the proposal will provide the following economic
benefits:
 Approximately 352 construction jobs for the construction of residential element over a ten year
development period;
 Supporting approximately 700 additional jobs associated with ‘spin-off’ services or industries
during construction;
 Following completion and occupation of the development the proposal is likely to generate a
total annual local spend of £42 million;
 Employment uses on site could provide for up to 1,600 new jobs in the local area;
 A three form entry primary school would provide for approximately 50 full-time equivalent jobs;
and
 Retail uses within the community hub have the potential to provide for approximately 100 jobs.

5.31.

In addition to direct employment provision the presence of construction at the site would have
secondary impacts on local trades and businesses which would also have a beneficial impact at
the local level. Furthermore, annual spending in the local area following occupation of the
development is estimated to increase by approximately £42 million.

5.32.

Ensuring an adequate supply of new homes also assists with achieving a flexible local labour
supply, ensuring that the workforce is able to find somewhere to live near to where job
opportunities exist. Conversely a shortage in new homes leads to constraints in the local labour
supply, which is damaging to the competitiveness of the local economy and thereby the economy
of UK plc. It is estimated that the proposed development will provide a home for 3,111 people
between the ages of 16 and 64 which would provide a valuable workforce for the local economy.
Additional businesses on the development also have the potential to generate additional income for
CDC through Business Rates of £790,000.

5.33.

The development would secure funds for the Council via the New Homes Bonus fund.

5.34.

Overall it is clear that the proposal will provide significant economic benefits to the local area.
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The Social Dimension
5.35.

The social benefits are referred to in full in the submitted Socio-Economic Assessment (Chapter 15
of the ES). However, in summary, the pure basic need for accommodation to address the housing
requirements of the District is a significant social benefit.

5.36.

The proposal will, include a mix of market and affordable houses to address specific requirements
in the area evidenced by the SHMA. Further to the recent Planning and Housing Bill the provision
of starter homes will be considered alongside the provision for self build and a range of
accommodation for the differing needs in society and the aging population of the Cotswolds. The
application submission proposes an element of affordable housing (subject to more detailed
viability work) including a variety of shared ownership, equity discount and starter homes. BDL is
also considering the range of new affordable housing options set out by the Government in the
recent Autumn Statement (2015) that seeks a move from rented accommodation to home
ownership.

5.37.

This contribution alone weighs significantly in favour of the development and is in line with
paragraph 47 of the Framework that seeks to boost significantly the supply of a range of housing to
meet identified needs.

5.38.

The proposal also provides a significant area of open space, constituting approximately 39
hectares. This will be attractive to the residential areas surrounding the site as well as new
residents and will be easily accessible by means of a network of cycle and footpaths which will
connect into the existing networks within Cirencester. A number of play areas will be provided
throughout the site with, at detailed application stage, consideration of outdoor gym equipment to
support the health and well-being of existing and future residents. In addition, sports provision is
made in accordance with the requirements of CDC’s evidence base.

5.39.

The community facilities in the centre of the development will be available for use by local residents
(both existing and new) as well as organisations. It will provide a centre for social cohesion. The
convenience store will provide a range of goods needed to meet a level of local need. In addition to
supporting existing local GP facilities and Dental Practices the scheme will add to the local
availability of services through the provision of a site suitable for a healthcare facility. In addition, it
is proposed to provide a primary school on site, adjacent to the community hub to add to its use
and focus for the development.

5.40.

Providing appropriate and flexible employment space, close to good public transport links and
housing provides a significant social advantage to both employers and employees, enabling short
journey to work times and more social interaction in the local community.

5.41.

Overall, the proposal provides significant social benefits.
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The Environmental Dimension
5.42.

In terms of the environmental dimension, the development is a mixed use scheme and provides
opportunities for a range of employment uses within short walking distance with improved walking
and cycling links to wider transport facilities thereby reducing the need to travel by car. Indeed, by
providing a mix of uses (employment, residential, retail and recreation) the proposal helps reduce
impact on the environment.

5.43.

The submitted ES reviews the impact on the environment and sets out conclusions in this regard.
The Full ES and Non-technical Summary are available to view in full.

5.44.

Notwithstanding this, the proposal will provide environmental mitigation in the form of areas of new
tree and hedgerow planting and the provision of areas of open space. These are set out in the
submitted Green Infrastructure Strategy document. These measures will enhance the range of
habitats available to wildlife on the application site. In terms of the effects of the proposal on
landscape and local ecology these matters are addressed in the technical reports submitted with
the planning application. No significant visual impacts have been identified and the heights of any
buildings will be regulated through the planning application (see building heights parameter plan).

5.45.

The proposed scheme pays appropriate regard to the local constraints such as archaeology and
heritage assets. The on-site part of the Scheduled Ancient Monument will be removed from
ploughing which will mitigate the current concerns of Historic England and enable the artefacts
which remain to be protected in the longer term. This is seen as a positive benefit and directly
related to the proposed development.

5.46.

The proposed development will result in the loss of some existing areas of tree planting to enable
access roads etc to be constructed. However, where this is the case replacement planting will be
provided and will result in a net gain in the biodiversity value of the site. Additional ponds, wetlands,
foraging opportunities, species rich grassland and nesting boxes will be provided within the site to
enhance the biodiversity of the site.

5.47.

Development at the site will be designed (at the detailed design stage) to incorporate measures
which reduce the consumption of water and measures to ensure energy efficiency within the
development through use of the Energy Hierarchy (see submitted Energy Statement produced by
PBA).

5.48.

Finally, the development, through the provision of off site improvements and travel planning will
improve the existing footpath and cycle links into the town centre as well as encourage more
sustainable means of transport rather than reliance on the private car. This will be enhanced
through a series of linked and connected footpaths and cycleways within the development site
which enable easy access to the existing facility. The Travel Plan sets out a package of initiatives
that will seek to enhance use of non-car methods of transport.

5.49.

In addition the improved footpaths and cycleways will also encourage existing residents in
Chesterton to use the existing footpaths for access to the town centre and services on-site as
necessary.
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5.50.

Overall, the proposal provides positive environmental benefits.

5.51.

From the above analysis it is concluded that the proposal fulfils the requirements of the three
strands of sustainability as identified in the NPPF as well as being located in a highly sustainable
location for the creation of a new mixed-use community.
Whether the proposal is acceptable in environmental and technical terms, especially with
regard to access

5.52.

This section of the Statement will assess the planning, environmental and technical considerations
related to the development. The following text will provide a high level summary of the documents
that accompany the planning application. For a full explanation please refer to the relevant
technical report.
Parameter Plans

5.53.

All matters with the exception of access are reserved for consideration as part of reserved matters
submissions. At this stage, no detailed designs for the development have been put forward and
these will be submitted as part of detailed applications relating to individual phases of development.

5.54.

At this outline stage parameter plans are submitted to be approved. The land use parameter plan
demonstrates that new employment uses will generally be provided alongside the existing
employment uses within the Love Lane Industrial Estate and the Cirencester Office Park. The
provision of additional employment in these locations will minimise the conflict between
employment and residential uses.

5.55.

The majority of the open space is provided as a swathe of green along the southern edge of the
site. Other smaller areas of open space are then provided throughout the site to help integrate the
development with existing boundary planting.

5.56.

The primary school, retail and other community uses are concentrated in a central location within
the development site which provides for convenient access from any point within the proposed
development and relates well to surrounding development parcels.

5.57.

As with layout, the scale of development is a matter which is reserved for later consideration
however, in order to demonstrate that development can be appropriately accommodated a
parameter plan detailing the heights of buildings has been submitted in support of the planning
application. This plan gives broad character areas with maximum heights of development within
them. The plan demonstrates that lower development will generally be closest to the southern edge
of the site and that taller and higher density development will be concentrated around the local
centre. Lower level office type development is proposed on the more visible parts of the
employment areas with the larger form B8 uses being provided closer to other similar development
as part of the extension to the Love Lane Industrial Estate.
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5.58.

The appearance of the site will be for the detailed design phase of the application process
(reserved matters). The Design and Access Statement does however, identify key features,
materials and forms which will be used to influence the design development of the scheme as it
emerges in phases. Similarly, more detailed landscape layouts will emerge through this process.
Wider scale landscape considerations are considered further below.

5.59.

The Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan demonstrates how the green infrastructure has been
provided to respect key views into and out of the site. These views are being protected helping to
assimilate the development into its context and to provide ‘landmarks’ for orientation within the
development. The proposals will also ensure the key features of the site, such as the Listed
Buildings and Scheduled Ancient Monument are recognisable and accessible.

5.60.

The combination of the parameter plans along with the Design Principles outlined in the Design
and Access Statement and the proposed bespoke Design Code will be used to influence
development which comes forward as part of the Reserved Matters submissions. The Illustrative
Masterplan does however, demonstrate that a scheme has evolved with a focus on high quality
design in accordance with paragraphs 56 – 59 of the NPPF.
Place Making

5.61.

The various plans and documents submitted in support of this application seek to set out a series
of upper limit parameters which have been used to inform the illustrative masterplan. The
illustrative masterplan is a culmination of the studies and reports which have been carried out to
date and provides an illustrative depiction of how the development could be laid out on the site.
The plan details a series of ‘areas’ within the development which relate to their context and the
character of the immediate landscape. Over the site there will however, be a range of densities
from 20dph up to 40 dph with smaller pockets of higher density development (45dph to 85dph) in
the community hub where a mix of uses and higher densities provide vitality to such areas.

5.62.

The range of densities over the site enables different character areas to be created within the
development as a whole. The differentiation between the areas creates the place and gives a
range of dwelling types and public open spaces which will suit various uses and users throughout
the development ranging from flatted developments with open space created with appropriate hard
surface treatments through to larger detached properties with green open spaces.

5.63.

The detailed Design and Access Statement (DAS) produced by JTP that accompanies the
application provides further information on how the proposal seeks to create a sense of place,
albeit subject to reserved matters approvals.
Housing Mix

5.64.

Emerging site specific policy SP6 refers to a phased delivery of up to 2,350 dwellings in a mix of
sizes, types and tenure to meet local needs. The supporting text to the policy refers to the need to
include a range of housing sizes to include self build and also dwellings specifically designed to
meet the needs of an ageing population.
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5.65.

The application is in outline only and proposes up to 2,350 dwellings with a proportion of affordable
housing. More information on the Affordable Housing can be found in the Affordable Housing
Statement which accompanies the application.

5.66.

For the purposes of assessing the development and for preparing the illustrative masterplan an
indicative housing mix has been used. This is set out in Table 1, section 3 of this Statement. The
mix is reflective of the conclusions in the SHMA. It therefore meets the policy test to meet local
needs.

5.67.

The exact housing mix of each phase will be discussed and agreed as phases of development
come forward. However, this indicative mix of dwellings is in line with Policy SP6 of the Emerging
Local Plan.
Noise, Air quality and Amenity

5.68.

There are no specific saved policies within the Local Plan which relate to air quality nor are there
any within the emerging Local Plan. The NPPF at paragraph 124 identifies that planning decisions
should take account of air quality, particularly in relation to Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA).
An Air Quality Assessment has been carried out in relation to the proposed development and it can
be viewed in full in the (Chapter 13). There are no AQMAs in close proximity to the site however,
there are three within Cotswold District. The baseline studies show that the site is suitable for
residential development and that there would be temporary effects from dust for neighbouring
properties during the construction period. The report further concludes that the traffic generated by
the development would only result in small imperceptible effects on air quality on the adjacent road
networks and as such there would be negligible effects due to the proposed development.

5.69.

In addition to the air quality survey a noise assessment has also been carried out. The noise
assessment can be viewed in full at Chapter 14 of the ES. The assessment concludes that the
noise conditions at the site are suitable for residential development through the incorporation of
practical design measures. It is acknowledged that there would be temporary minor noise impacts
during the course of the development however, the report highlights that these would be mitigated
through appropriate controls which could be secured by planning condition. Additional traffic
generated by the development is noted as having a minor noise impact however, in line with
paragraph 123 of the NPPF and the guidance in the NPPG this would have ‘no observed adverse
effect’ and that no specific measures are required.
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Energy and Sustainability Strategy
5.70.

Policies within the emerging Local Plan (INF12) and within the strategic allocation text (SP6)
identify that energy resilience is a consideration in any new development, particularly those of a
larger scale. In support of this application are two reports, an Energy Report and a Sustainability
Report (both produced by Peter Brett Associates). The Energy Report outlines the nature of the
development and provides a high level examination of the options which would be explored as part
of the detailed design stage. At this stage, there is insufficient detail about the layout and form of
the development to draw conclusions in regard to which options are the most appropriate or
deliverable. However, the Energy Report confirms that the development will be progressed by
seeking to maximise energy efficiency through careful masterplanning, and utilising high
performance fabric and efficient building services. Additionally, a suite of renewable and low carbon
technologies will be considered as part of the detailed design phases and these could include
photo-voltaic panels, solar water heating, air or ground source heat pumps.

5.71.

These matters will be considered in greater depth at the detailed design stage however, the
document submitted with the application demonstrates the options which BDL is committed to
exploring in due course. The proposal would therefore accord with the requirement within the
Emerging Site Allocations Policy (SP4) and INF12 of the Emerging Planning Policies document
which is currently being consulted on by CDC.

5.72.

A Sustainability report is submitted in support of the application. This identifies that the proposal
meets a range of local sustainability objectives thereby complying with the emerging Local Plan
Sustainability Appraisal.
Heritage

5.73.

The application is supported by a series of technical reports (contained within the appendices to
the ES) which consider the impact of the development on heritage assets not only within but in the
near vicinity of the application site. The reports consider both the designated and non-designated
heritage assets. There are no saved policies within the Adopted Local Plan 2011 which relate to
Listed Buildings and only limited weight can be attached to policy 11 (Historic Landscape) of that
document. Policy EN6 of the emerging Cotswold Local Plan 2031 states that CDC will not support
development which would have an unacceptable adverse impact upon heritage assets. Given that
the policies have limited weight the Heritage implications are assessed in light of the NPPF.

5.74.

Full assessment of the impact of the development upon heritage features can be found in the
Appendices at sections 11-6 and 11-7.
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5.75.

In relation to Chesterton Farm House and the associated on-site Listed Barn the reports conclude
that there are benefits to the setting of the existing structures through the loss of the modern farm
buildings. It notes that the significance of the buildings is associated with their form which sets out
the evolution of the farm holding and with their relationship with the open agricultural land to which
they are related. The report concludes that the conversion of the traditional buildings would ensure
their long term conservation and that the proposal gives a better opportunity to ‘reveal’ the
significance of the building to the wider countryside to the south through improvements to its
setting. The report noted that the key aesthetic links are between the building and the land to the
south and as such, the report recommends that this is borne in mind during the detailed planning
and masterplanning stage to ensure protection of the significance of the asset.

5.76.

In relation to the buildings at The Steadings, whilst not designated, it is identified that significant
alterations have taken place to these buildings which has significantly impacted upon their legibility.
On this basis it is identified that the buildings could be removed as they do not warrant retention.

5.77.

Overall, the reports identify the significance of the buildings and outline measures which will need
to be taken into account in further, more detailed, planning proposals which will preserve their
significance. On this basis, at outline stage the requirements of the NPPF have been complied
with.
Archaeology

5.78.

There are no saved or emerging policies which relate to archaeology and as such, decisions
relating to development affecting archaeology should be considered in line with the NPPF. The
NPPF requires that development which affects designated assets should be accompanied by a
relevant assessment of the impact of the development upon the significance of that asset.

5.79.

The whole of the application site has been subject to a thorough archaeological investigation. This
has included, not only a desk based report and geophysical survey, but also trial trenching. It is
understood that the County Archaeologist will require certain areas of the development to be
subject to further investigation prior to works commencing.

5.80.

In addition, suitable geophysical and trial trench examinations have been undertaken of that part of
the Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) located within the site. This identified that the majority of
archaeological features were concentrated in the southern part of the SAM with little information of
note to the northern end.

5.81.

The application, whilst in outline, does not propose any built form on the SAM with the exception of
a bus, cycle and footpath link. This is proposed to be located at the northern end of the SAM which
is not affected by any significant archaeology. A detailed proposal for this link has been agreed in
principle with Historic England.

5.82.

The approach followed by the technical consultants has complied with the requirements of planning
policy in relation to archaeological investigation in both the Local Plan and NPPF. It has also
demonstrated that development proposals within the site would not adversely impact upon any
archaeological features of significance.
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5.83.

A benefit of this development is that the SAM will be taken out of agricultural ploughing and a
management plan put in place which will significantly enhance its historic context. In addition, the
southern part of the SAM outside of the site area is also proposed to be the subject of a
management agreement with the cessation of ploughing. The proposals are therefore compliant
with the NPPF requirements and would improve the protection of the SAM.
Trees, Landscape, Open Space and Green Infrastructure

5.84.

Policies 34 and 45 of the adopted Cotswold Local Plan outline the requirement for protection of the
existing landscape and the provision of appropriate landscape and play space in any new
developments. These policies have a degree of consistency with the NPPF. Furthermore, Policies
EN1, EN2 and INF8 of the emerging Local Plan 2031 outline similar requirements identifying that
proposals should have regard to the local landscape setting and should conserve or enhance the
trees, hedgerows and woodlands associated with a site.

5.85.

The baseline assessments in relation to landscape (which can be viewed in full in appendices 10-1,
10-2 and 10-3 of the ES) identified the site as sitting on the urban/rural edge and notes the site as
being of medium value and capable of accommodating some change. The key landscape features
are noted as the trees, plantation belts, field boundary hedgerows and Cotswold Stone walls.
Whilst these features are noted as key within the site none are identified as of particular value, a
number of the trees and hedgerows are of poor quality. The report identifies that the site will have
some visibility due to its position however, it also identifies that the views from the south are
restricted by intervening woodlands and mature tree belts in the landscape.

5.86.

Views from the AONB which is located to the west are filtered by the changing land levels but, the
development will be visible in views from this designation. However, the assessment notes that the
development will only have a limited impact upon views from important public views and that, on
this basis, views out of the designated landscape will undergo only a limited level of change. In
relation to the views of the AONB the assessment notes that there are no key views into the AONB
which are altered such that the appreciation of the designation would be negatively impacted.

5.87.

Moving forward a series of objectives for the green infrastructure at the site have been set out.
These objectives relates to a number of key factors as detailed below. The full objectives, can be
reviewed in the Design and Access Statement and Green Infrastructure Document submitted in
support of the application.









Historic Environments;
Ecology;
Access and recreation
Woodland Trees and Hedgerows;
Water Resources;
Landscape Character and Visual Amenity
Urban Design and Built Environment; and
Management
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5.88.

The Green Infrastructure Plan acknowledges that the proposed development will result in the loss
of some features within the site however, it proposes a series of green spaces and interconnected
green swathes within the site which will contribute to enhancing the local landscape and improving
the biodiversity offer of the site. Additionally, the green infrastructure parameter plan identifies how
the area of green space (running through the site due to the presence of the gas main) will provide
appropriate contexts and setting for the housing proposed and to provide an appropriate context for
the heritage assets.

5.89.

There is Tree Preservation Order (TPO) which covers the whole site. Some trees covered by this
Order will be lost due to the enhancements required to provide access to the site however, the
losses will be suitably mitigated during the detailed phase of planning (i.e. reserved matters). It is
important to note that the fact that there is a TPO is in place does not prevent planning permission
being granted.

5.90.

No detailed landscaping strategy is proposed at this stage however the green spaces set out in the
parameter plan will outline an appropriate green strategy to enhance the character of the site and
improve the biodiversity offer of the site. As part of the developing scheme more detailed proposals
will come forward in line with the Green Infrastructure plan. The proposal is therefore considered to
comply with the requirements of the policies outlined above and the NPPF.
Ecology

5.91.

Policy 9 of the adopted Cotswold Local Plan 2011 is broadly consistent with the NPPF and policy
EN3 of the emerging Cotswold Local Plan 2031 both relate to biodiversity. They note that
development which results in loss of a site for protected species will not be supported unless
safeguarding mechanisms can be utilised.

5.92.

Detailed ecological assessments have been carried out on the site. All of the surveys are up to
date and comply with requirements. They are submitted in support of the application (see Appendix
9-1 of the Appendices of the ES). The surveys included studies of Great Crested Newts, bats,
breeding birds and reptiles. The surveys revealed the presence of bats, badgers, breeding birds
and common lizards on the site. In addition, it is noted that Great Crested Newts were present in a
pond within the Cranhams site (i.e. outside of the site area). There have been reports of Barn Owls,
however the site does have some potential for occasional use by the species.

5.93.

As noted above, protected species and habitats for such species are identified as being present
within or in close proximity to the site. The ecology survey identifies other features which have
been incorporated into the parameter plans. Additionally the parameter plans identify green
infrastructure proposals which, as noted above, improve the biodiversity of the site (compared to
the agricultural site). Proposing retention of some of these important ‘boundaries’ and utilisation of
appropriate methods for construction to preserve as much of the existing habitat as possible. In
addition to this the landscaping proposals and the measures detailed in the concluding sections of
the ecology reports will ensure that the biodiversity of the site is improved in line with the
requirements of the policies outlined above.
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Waste Strategy
5.94.

The requirements of the County Council’s Waste Minimisation SPD are noted. Paragraph 1.19 of
the document outlines that where outline applications are submitted and therefore precise details of
a number of matters are not yet agreed then a broad Waste Minimisation Strategy can be proposed
to cover this requirement. It notes that the document should set out broad principles and a
commitment to achieving high standards. The proposed high level Waste Minimisation Strategy is
set out in Appendix F.
Technical Considerations
Access and Movement

5.95.

Section 4 of the NPPF is of relevance to this matter. Policy 38 of the adopted Cotswold Local Plan
is broadly consistent with the NPPF and INF4 and INF5 of the emerging Cotswold Local Plan 2031
all relate to transport. The policies require that development proposals encourage the use of
sustainable transport measures and reduces the need to travel by private car. The NPPF notes that
any applications which generate significant amounts of traffic will need to be accompanied by a
Transport Assessment and that development should only be supported where:
 The opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up depending on the nature
and location of the site, to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure;
 Safe and suitable access can be achieved for all people; and
 Improvements can be undertaken within the network which limit the significant impacts of the
development. development should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual
cumulative impacts of the development are severe.

5.96.

Access is a detailed matter for consideration in the determination of the application. The
Application is accompanied by a series of detailed plans which set out the vehicular and pedestrian
access proposals for the site. The Transport Assessment has made a full assessment of the
proposed access points. All of the access arrangements have been through Stage F Feasibility
Road Safety Audits which have assessed the safety performance of each proposed access
arrangement. The Safety Audits have concluded that there were no overriding safety issues with
any of the proposed junctions. Similarly, appropriate safety features are proposed for the
pedestrian access points including tactile paving and bollards.

5.97.

The Transport Assessment has considered the development through the use of a purpose
designed traffic model which was expanded to include areas identified by CDC and the Highway
Authority. The Traffic Model has identified that:
 Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved;
 The site has appropriate accessibility to a range of destinations and facilities by a choice of
travel mode and the site is sustainable in transport terms;
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 Future residents and employees at the proposed development have the opportunity to access a
range of destinations by a choice of suitable transport modes.
 The proposed development is located where the need to travel will be minimised and, through
the Framework Travel Plan, the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised;
 Improvements to the transport network have been proposed that cost effectively limit the
significant impacts of the development with the residual cumulative transport impacts falling
short of the ‘severe’ test set by the NPPF; and,
 The proposed transport improvement, including the implementation of pedestrian and cycling
improvements and Smarter Choices measures, provide a benefit to the existing residents and
employees offering the opportunity for a modal shift from single occupancy car journeys.
5.98.

On the basis of the conclusions of the transport assessment and with regard to the Framework
Travel Plan it is demonstrated that the proposals would accord with the National Planning Policy
Framework’s test to ensure that the impact of development is less than ‘severe’ in highway terms.
Water Environment and Surface Water Drainage

5.99.

There are no saved policies within the adopted Cotswold Local Plan 2011 or the emerging
Cotswold Local Plan 2031 which set out requirements in relation to the water environment and
drainage. However, Section 10 of the NPPF outlines that development should be located in areas
of the lowest flood risk. The site is within Flood Zone 1. The NPPF at paragraph 103 notes that in
determining planning applications local planning authorities should ensure that flood risk is not
increased elsewhere.

5.100.

A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Report is submitted in support of the application,
prepared by Glanville (Appendix 8 to the ES). This report outlines the characteristics of the site
from a drainage perspective and outlines how surface water drainage from the site will be dealt
with.

5.101.

The report notes that the site is in Flood Zone 1 and therefore is at the lowest possible risk of fluvial
flooding. Groundwater is noted as being at depths of around one to two metres below ground level
and it is noted that the water encountered at these depths is groundwater passing through
permeable strata rather than a groundwater store. There is no evidence of flooding from overland
flows however, it is noted that some localised areas of the site do have pooled water during heavy
rainfall. There are episodes of flooding from the foul water sewers in the vicinity of the site.

5.102.

The report outlines a framework strategy for dealing with surface water from the site. The report
outlines that sustainable drainage techniques will be employed throughout the site with the scheme
mimicking the existing flow regime of the undeveloped greenfield site. Infiltration methods of
drainage will be used where feasible throughout the site and where necessary discharge into
existing watercourses will be maintained to a ‘pre-development’ flow rate. The existing layout of
watercourses and ditches has been retained so as to replicate the natural flow patterns through the
site.
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5.103.

In terms of the SuDS methods to be employed, they include a mix of water butts, domestic
soakaways, porous pavements, swales, detention / infiltration basins and geo-cellular storage. The
detailed report outlines that a combination of these provisions would enable surface water drainage
from the site to be restricted to greenfield run-off rates including an allowance for increased rainfall
intensities (of 30%).

5.104.

The report therefore demonstrates that sufficient space for SuDS will be provided for in the detailed
design proposals.

5.105.

On this basis it has been demonstrated that the site would employ suitable tactics to ensure that
surface water run off is dealt with appropriately and that the proposal would not exacerbate flooding
elsewhere. Given this the scheme is considered to be compliant with the NPPF.
Foul Water and Utilities

5.106.

As part of the development of the scheme a number of on site services have been highlighted, the
presence of which needs to be taken into consideration in the layout and design of the
development. Additionally, as part of the consultation which has been undertaken with the local
community, it has been identified that the local foul sewer capacity is limited and that, due to
unlawful surface water connections the system occasionally exceeds capacity resulting in flooding
of contaminated water.

5.107.

A Foul Drainage and Utilities report is submitted as part of the application. This confirms that the
proposal for foul water is to provide a dedicated, new sewer, from the development site to the
treatment works at South Cerney. This has been agreed in principle with Thames Water. Thames
Water is also undertaking an assessment as to whether a proportion of the existing foul water in
Cirencester can also go through the proposed new sewer to increase capacity in the Siddington
sewer.

5.108.

In terms of utilities, all major services are available within the vicinity of the site and no issues have
been highlighted regarding connection. No major service diversions are required to facilitate the
development. More localised diversions of smaller service routes may however, be required around
the proposed access points.

5.109.

Consideration of appropriate exclusion zones (for gas pipelines) and swing and sag distances (for
overhead power lines) have also influenced the masterplan design. A statement setting out the
compliance with the PADHI guidance is provided in Appendix G. This confirms that the land use
parameter plan takes account of current Health and Safety guidelines.
Ground Conditions

5.110.

Policy EN7 of the emerging Cotswold Local Plan 2031 outlines that development proposals on
contaminated land will not be supported unless it can be demonstrated that there would be no
unacceptable impact upon future occupiers of the development.

5.111.

Submitted in support of the application (see Appendix A7-1 and A7-2 of the ES) are a Phase 1
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Geo-Environmental Assessment and a Intrusive Ground Investigation Report. The Phase 1 report
outlines areas where potential contamination may be located on the basis of historic uses of the
site. The intrusive investigation undertook a series of samples and boreholes throughout the site to
assess the site for contamination. Samples were taken from appropriate locations and a series of
general samples were also obtained. Following testing it has been demonstrated that the potential
risk for future occupiers of the development from any potential contaminants is low to medium. At
this stage no remediation proposals are put forward, but these would be set out at the detailed
design stage if required.
5.112.

On this basis it is considered that the proposal currently complies with the requirements of policy
EN7 of the emerging local plan.
Footpaths

5.113.

There are no specific policies of the adopted Local Plan which relate to footpaths or rights of way.
The NPPF however notes that legible pedestrian routes contribute to the facilitation of healthy
communities (paragraph 69) and notes that Local Authorities should seek opportunities to better
provide facilities for users of public footpaths and notes that policies should protect and enhance
public rights of way (paragraph 75).

5.114.

A Public Right of Way Assessment is submitted in support of the application and notes that there is
a network of public rights of way within and near to the site which are generally well used. The
report however, notes that there are a number of deterrents to the use including poor sign posting
and obstructions in places. The assessment identifies that there is the opportunity to create a
series of circular routes within the site (through the areas of green infrastructure) and connecting to
existing routes outside of the site which would enhance provision locally. In addition, existing
obstructions to movement and poor sign posting can be rectified during any development
proposals. Whilst these are matters for detailed stages of the application process the green
infrastructure parameter plan demonstrates significant opportunity for such enhancements to be
created.

5.115.

With regard to the conclusions of the Public Right of Way Assessment the proposed development
would comply with the requirements of paragraphs 69 and 75 of the NPPF.
Agricultural Land

5.116.

There are no policies within the adopted development plan which relate to development on
agricultural land however, paragraph 112 of the NPPF notes that Local Planning Authorities should
take into account the economic benefits of best and most versatile land and where significant
development on agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary that poorer quality land should
be used in preference to that of higher quality.
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5.117.

Submitted in support of the application is a Soils and Agriculture Baseline study. The report
outlines that only 7.4% of the total land area for the site (8.9 hectares) is Grade 3a. This is
concentrated in two areas the largest of which is located centrally within the site. The largest
proportion of the land is Class 3b (86.3% or 103.8 hectares) with shallow underlying stone and high
stone content being the principle limitations of the land. The report notes that class 3b is not
considered to be the best and most versatile land. The conclusions of the report demonstrate that
the development is primarily located on land which is not the best or most versatile agricultural land
and as such the use of this land complies with paragraph112 of the NPPF.
Retail Impact Assessment

5.118.

Section 4 of the submitted Retail Impact Assessment document notes that the adopted
Development Plan is inconsistent with the NPPF in relation to the provision of new retail
development in that it requires an assessment of need which is specifically excluded from the
NPPF. Section 2 of the NPPF relates to ensuring the vitality of town centres and it notes that where
retail development is proposed outside of town centres it should be accompanied by an impact
assessment. This requirement is also reflected in the emerging Local Plan which states that
proposals with a net sales floor space exceeding 500 square metres should be accompanied by a
retail impact assessment. The NPPF outlines that such an assessment should include the impact
of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public investment in the town centre and the
impact of the proposal on the vitality and viability of the town centre.

5.119.

The retail impact assessment assesses the implications of the provision of up to 2,000 square
metres (gross) of retail uses on the application site. The report notes that the level of provision on
site is consistent with other ‘neighbourhood centres’. The report further concludes that there is
sufficient capacity within the proposed development to support the proposed retail provision with
any residual comparison goods expenditure being diverted to existing higher order retail facilities
within Cirencester. The report identifies that the retail offer will support the existing community
rather than diverting trade from existing retailers. The report identifies that there are no sequentially
preferable sites for such a neighbourhood centre of the proposed floor space and the proposal will
meet the day to day needs of people living and working within the development site. The submitted
information therefore demonstrates compliance with the NPPF.
Summary
 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF is engaged due to the out of date development plan.
 Provision of development on this site is required for CDC to realise its housing need
requirements.
 That the determination of this application would not be premature as it would not
prejudice the Local Plan process.
 The proposal represents sustainable development.
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 There are no overriding significant or demonstrable adverse impacts or technical
constraints that limit the development over and above those identified.
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6.

The Planning Balance

6.1.

Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) requires that
Development proposals be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. The preceding sections of this report have outlined that the
adopted Local Plan 2011, particularly its development strategy, is time expired, is unduly restrictive
of development proposals and does not accord with the requirement of the NPPF to ‘boost
significantly the supply of housing’. Furthermore, a number of the ‘saved policies’ within that
document are not fully consistent with the policies in the NPPF and limited weight should apply.

6.2.

The NPPF at paragraph 14 notes that: ‘where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant
policies are out of date’ Local Planning Authorities should be granting planning permission unless:
 Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against the policies in this framework taken as a whole; or
 Specific policies in this framework indicate development should be restricted.
The above will be considered in turn below:
Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this framework taken as a whole

6.3.

This is a highly sustainable development on the edge of the most sustainable settlement within
Cotswold District. It is mixed use development and has been designed and developed in response
to consultation with the local community to meet local needs and aspirations. Chapter 5 identifies
that the proposal is closely aligned with the tests set out in the NPPF that set out a presumption in
favour of the development; providing economic, environmental and social benefits.

6.4.

Chapter 5 also concludes that with appropriate regard at detailed design stage and suitable
mitigation the development would not give rise to significant and demonstrable adverse impacts.
with mitigation there is no significant harm arising from the development.

6.5.

The development would also deliver the following benefits:
Open Space
 Over 40 hectares of public open space are being provided on site;
 Area of hedgerows, trees and landscape will be safeguarded are part of the masterplan
process; and
 The northern part of the SAM will be taken out of ploughing and will be given over to publicly
accessible open space.
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Health



The land use parameter plan details the provision of health services to meet local needs, located
centrally within the Community Hub/ Neighbourhood centre;
Delivery of health facilities will be phased in line with dwelling delivery to ensure no unacceptable
strain on existing facilities.
Drainage
 A new foul water sewer is proposed in relation to the development directly linking the
development to the sewage treatment works ensuring no impact upon the existing foul water
drains.
 Subject to further investigations there is the opportunity for some of the existing foul water
associated with adjacent development to be re-directed into these drains mitigating existing
capacity issues.
 Surface Water Drainage will ensure greenfield rates of water run off are maintained.
Employment
 Provision of 9.1 hectares of employment land with a mix of B1, B2 and B8 uses. It is estimated,
based on average occupancy rates that the provision of such an area of employment land
would generate approximately 1,600 jobs for the local area;
 In addition approximately 352 construction jobs temporary jobs will be created during the
construction period with an additional 700 indirect jobs;
 The primary school provided on site is expected to provide for approximately 50 full time
equivalent roles and the retail and care facilities on site will also providing for approximately 100
jobs overall.
Highway Improvements
 Highways improvements aimed at providing an improved flow of traffic through Cirencester and
the mitigate the impact on the proposed development upon the highway network. These are
detailed in the Transport Assessment. The highway works also result in improvements to
pedestrian and cycle crossing points.
Sports facilities
 The application site will provide more than 1 hectare of open space which will include:
▫ Three tennis courts,
▫ Two junior football pitches;
▫ Indoor multi-purpose sports facility; and
▫ Health and fitness centre.
 Contributions will also be provided to off site sports facilities for their enhancement to meet
increased demands
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Schools
 Early years provision will be provided on site.
 A three form entry primary school will be provided on site in a phased strategy to meet the
needs of the development site;
 Contributions will be made to the local secondary school.
Walking and Cycling Links
 The existing footpath and bridleways in the site will be retained and enhanced as part of the
development.
 Existing footpath links in the surrounding area will be enhanced and improved to the benefit of
the existing residents.
 Additional circular routes will be provided within the Green Infrastructure provided on site.
Housing
 2,350 dwellings will be provided on site this will include:
▫ A proportion of homes for the elderly;
▫ Student Accommodation associated with the RAU;
▫ Affordable housing to reflect the latest guidance including affordable rent, shared ownership,
starter homes etc.
 The range of properties will include a mix of properties in accordance with the diverse local
requirements identified in the SHMA.
Planning Obligations and Conditions
 CDC will seek a series of Planning Obligations to ensure the development is acceptable in land
use planning terms in accordance with the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as
amended. These introduced a legal test under Regulation 122 for the application of planning
obligations, which requires the following three tests to be satisfied for an obligation to be legal:
(i) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms (ii) directly related to the
development and (iii) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.
Submitted with the application is a draft Heads of Terms document that sets out a commitment
to discuss and review the scope of obligations with CDC and GCC during the determination
period. The phasing of payments will relate to the delivery of the development.
BDL is also willing to discuss the scope of planning conditions to control the development where
necessary.
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Specific policies in this framework indicate development should be restricted
6.6.

The second criteria of paragraph 14 for decision-taking identifies that the presumption in favour
only applies if specific policies of the NPPF do not indicate that development should be restricted.
Footnote 9 to paragraph 14 gives examples of such ‘specific policies’ including: sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directives and / or SSSIs, AONBs, designated heritage assets and
locations at risk of flooding.

6.7.

The only issue that would apply in this case is designated heritage assets. These are in respect of
the various listed buildings and SAM within and adjacent to the site. Section 12 of the NPPF refers
to ‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’. The application is accompanied by a
detailed report on the significance of the heritage assets within and adjacent to the application site.
The ES has also assessed the impact of the proposed development on the assets in respect of
paragraph 132 -135 of the Framework.

6.8.

All of the listed buildings on the site (Chesterton Farm House and adjacent Barn) are being
retained. Subsequent planning and listed building applications will be submitted for the detail of
their conversion. The development will have some impact on the setting of the listed buildings
through loss of open agricultural fields. In accordance with the NPPF EDP has concluded that the
level of harm is “less than substantial.” Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that this harm “should be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal…”. The PPG states that public benefits include
“reducing or removing risks to a heritage asset”. In relation to the SAM, the development will
include a management plan that stops ploughing on the site and opens it up to public access along
with a long term management plan. This accords with the advice in the PPG.

6.9.

As set out in the planning application, there are significant public benefits arising from the proposed
development. In addition, paragraph 137 of the NPPF states that “proposals that make a positive
contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated favourably”. The EDP
Heritage assessments identify the areas of significance of the assets and the land use parameter
plan retains them. The illustrative masterplan and information in the DAS clearly set out the
proposed design response to enhance the significance of the assets. The proposals therefore meet
the tests set out in the NPPF. However, it is up to CDC to apply appropriate weight to the level of
harm to the setting of the heritage assets against the public benefits arising from the development.
The level should be considered in light of recent Court Judgments on the subject.

6.10.

Based on the above, the conclusion of this section is that there are neither ‘adverse effects’ or
‘specific policies’ that are such as to ‘significantly and demonstrably outweigh’ the overwhelming
public benefits of the proposal. On this basis, it has been demonstrated that the proposed
development is compliant with the relevant saved policies of the adopted Local Plan 2011 and with
the Framework. Planning permission should therefore be granted in line with paragraph 14 of the
NPPF.

6.11.

Notwithstanding the conclusion above, the emerging Local Plan 2031 currently being progressed
by CDC proposes an allocation for mixed use development on this site. The application is in full
accordance with the emerging policy and is justified by the evidence underpinning the Local Plan.
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Summary:
 Significant planning benefits would be achieved through the provision of development
on this site.
 Combined with the conclusions of the previous chapter the planning benefits are not
significantly and demonstrably outweighed by any adverse impacts.
 There are no policies in the NPPF which specifically restrict development in this location,
including those in relation to heritage assets.
 Therefore the presumption in favour of sustainable development is engaged by virtue of
paragraph 14 of the Framework.
 In addition, the emerging Local Plan allocation for the site is a significant material
consideration that adds weight to approve the application.
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7.

Conclusions

7.1.

The application seeks outline planning permission (with all matters except Access reserved for
subsequent consideration) for a mixed use development comprising demolition of existing buildings
(as detailed on the submitted demolition plan) and the erection of up to 2,350 residential dwellings
(including up to 100 units of student accommodation and 60 homes for the elderly), 9.1 hectares of
employment land (B1, B2 and B8 uses), a primary school, a neighbourhood centre including A1,
A2, A3, A4 and A5 uses as well as community facilities (including a health care facility – D1), public
open space, allotments, playing fields, pedestrian and cycle links (access points onto Tetbury
Road, Somerford Road and Cranhams Lane) landscaping and associated supporting infrastructure
to include vehicle access points from Tetbury Road, Spratsgate Lane, Wilkinson Road and
Somerford Road.

7.2.

Being in outline, the consideration of the application relates solely to whether the principle of the
development on the site is acceptable. In order to control certain aspects three parameter plans are
submitted, namely Land Use and Access, Building Heights and Green Infrastructure. In addition,
the main access points into the site are submitted in detail at this stage. Matters such as layout,
scale, appearance and landscaping will be subject to future reserved matters submissions.

7.3.

The application is accompanied by a wide range of supporting documents including an
Environmental Statement, Design and Access Statement and Green Infrastructure Strategy. These
documents provide justification for the proposal and demonstrate that the development can be
delivered on the site without detriment to the surrounding area.

7.4.

The Development Plan consists of the adopted Cotswold Local Plan 2011. It has been
demonstrated and confirmed in a recent planning appeal that it is time expired and that the saved
policies relating to development strategy are out of date. In addition, many of the saved policies are
not consistent with the NPPF and therefore limited weight can be attached to them in decision
making.

7.5.

The NPPF is a material consideration for the determination of the application and whilst CDC can
currently demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, due to the lack of a development plan the
tests set out at paragraph 14 of the NPPF are engaged. This sets out a presumption in favour of
sustainable development, which for decision making means approving development proposals that
accord with the development plan, or where relevant policies are out of date granting permission
unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, or where specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.

7.6.

The evidence produced by CDC confirms that Cirencester is the most sustainable settlement in the
District. The proposed mixed use development has also been shown to be highly sustainable in all
three dimensions, namely environmentally, economically and socially. On this basis the principle of
the proposed development is supported by Paragraph 14 of the NPPF.

7.7.

Furthermore, the development is supported in the emerging Cotswold Local Plan 2011 - 2031 as a
Strategic Allocation for the provision of a mixed use development. The emerging Local Plan has
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undergone several stages of public consultation and has been consistently selected by CDC as the
most appropriate strategy to deal with the identified housing need in the District. The plan is
supported by a range of technical and monitoring information that gives weight to the emerging
strategy.
7.8.

Moreover, CDC’s SHLAA indicates that the site will deliver housing completions from 2019 – 2031.
In order to meet this and to avoid adverse issues with the five year housing requirement the
planning application should be considered favourably.

7.9.

There are no issues regarding prematurity given the emerging development strategy for the District
and lack of any other strategic allocations.

7.10.

As the emerging Local Plan progresses through the procedures for adoption greater weight will
apply to the emerging policies in the plan.

7.11.

The parameter plans taken together set out the framework for future reserved matters applications
and high quality development. The parameters are underpinned by an extensive evidence base.
The parameters establish a green swath to the north of the development that will provide a green
buffer to the existing built up area and also has the potential to integrate the development through
provision of direct access.

7.12.

The illustrative masterplan demonstrates how the quantum and mix of development can be
accommodated on the site in an appropriate form that, subject to detailed design, comply with the
requirements of the NPPF and Local Policy in relation to high quality design and effective
community place making.

7.13.

A housing mix will be provided which responds to local needs and provides a range of house types,
sizes and tenures.

7.14.

Measures will be incorporated at the detailed design stage which will minimise energy use and
increase energy resilience within the development.

7.15.

The evidence has assessed the significance of the heritage assets on site in accordance with the
requirements of the NPPF. The proposed development will deliver enhancements to the on site
heritage features including the SAM. There are also significant public benefits arising from the
proposed development as set out in the Planning Statement.

7.16.

The proposal will provide significant landscape and recreation benefits through the provision of
Green Infrastructure within the site which will increase the connectivity of people and the landscape
and will integrate the proposed development within the surroundings through a framework of new
planting, habitats and open space.

7.17.

The existing site has limited biodiversity value and the Green Infrastructure proposals will deliver a
series of interconnected spaces which will provide new habitat creation as well as protecting
existing important habitats where they exist, particularly ponds, trees and hedgerows.

7.18.

The site will be drained using Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and on site storage of surface
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water. The site would discharge at a greenfield run off rate so that it would have no adverse impact
on the risk of flooding.
7.19.

Foul water will be handled through the provision of a new sewer directly to the treatment works
which will ensure no further strain on the existing sewer network and could be utilised to relieve
pressure on the existing foul sewer.

7.20.

Off site road infrastructure improvements will increase capacity of junctions, provide for pedestrian
and cycle crossing points and have the potential to reduce speeds on the ring road. These
improvements will enhance connectivity not only for the development but also the existing built up
areas of the Town.

7.21.

Improvements to cycle and pedestrian paths in the area and through provision of enhanced bus
routes will improve connectivity and non-car modes of transport. In addition, the submitted travel
plan sets out a range of measures to encourage modal shift to non-car modes.

7.22.

The development will deliver community uses, a new early years facility, primary school and health
centre.

7.23.

Given the above it has been demonstrated that:
 There are significant benefits associated with the development, including improved social
infrastructure, economic benefits and environmental improvements;
 A highly sustainable development would be provided comprising a mix of uses and adjoining the
most sustainable settlement in the Cotswolds;
 There are no ‘specific policies’ which restrict development;
 There are no adverse effects that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of
the scheme.

7.24.

Therefore, it is respectfully requested that planning permission should be granted for the proposed
development, subject to agreeing a package of measures to be secured via a Section 106
Agreement and planning conditions to control the development.
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Appendices
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Appendix A - Listing Descriptions
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BARN AND ATTACHED CATTLE
STALLS APPROXIMATELY 20 METRES
NORTH OF CHESTERTON
FARMHOUSE
List Entry Summary
This building is listed under the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended for its special
architectural or historic interest.
Name: BARN AND ATTACHED CATTLE STALLS APPROXIMATELY 20 METRES
NORTH OF CHESTERTON FARMHOUSE
List entry Number: 1187401

Location
BARN AND ATTACHED CATTLE STALLS APPROXIMATELY 20 METRES NORTH OF
CHESTERTON FARMHOUSE
The building may lie within the boundary of more than one authority.
County: Gloucestershire
District: Cotswold
District Type: District Authority

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1187401
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Parish: Cirencester
National Park: Not applicable to this List entry.
Grade: II
Date first listed: 24-May-1993
Date of most recent amendment: Not applicable to this List entry.

Legacy System Information
The contents of this record have been generated from a legacy data system.
Legacy System: LBS
UID: 365104

Asset Groupings
This list entry does not comprise part of an Asset Grouping. Asset Groupings
are not part of the official record but are added later for information.

List entry Description
Summary of Building
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.

Reasons for Designation
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1187401

18/12/2015
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History
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.

Details
CIRENCESTER
SP0100 CHESTERTON 578-1/7/344 Barn and attached cattle stalls approx 20m
N of Chesterton Farmhouse
GV II
Barn and attached cattle stalls. Barn is C18 and early/mid C19, stalls
early/mid C19. Coursed squared limestone rubble; Welsh slate roofs, hipped
to right on barn; barn has tall square-section tapering chimney to right front.
Barn originally C18 four-bay single barn with gabled porches extended to NE
in early/mid C19 by further 4 bays with pair of hipped-roofed porches, C19
lean-to addition between porches to SE side formerly housed steam engine
for which chimney remains. SE side has C19 window and plank door inserted
in blocked former doorway of C18 porch to left, timber lintel remains; pointed
opening with timber Y-tracery in gable of porch. Similar C19 window and door
in lean-to steam engine house; pair of plank doors with timber lintel and C19
window over in C19 porch to right. NW side has pair tall plank doors in C19
porch to left, opening in C18 porch to right now filled in. INTERIOR largely
floored; C18 trusses with C19 rafters to SW, C19 king post trusses to NE. Cattle
stalls attached to SW formerly open to front now boarded, has single-rafter
roof with plank ridge; interior divided into 6 stalls with feeding passage to
right side and rear, partitions now concrete blockwork. (Glocs. Records Office:
Map of Chesterton Farm House and Premises: 2nd Nov.: 1847-: D647B P24).
Listing NGR: SP0128700360

Selected Sources
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1187401
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National Grid Reference: SP 01287 00360

Map

© Crown Copyright and database right 2015. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence number 100024900.
© British Crown and SeaZone Solutions Limited 2015. All rights reserved. Licence number 102006.006.

The above map is for quick reference purposes only and may not be to scale.
For a copy of the full scale map, please see the attached PDF - 1187401 .pdf
(http://gisservices.HistoricEngland.org.uk/printwebservicehle/StatutoryPrint.
svc/371749/HLE_A4L_Grade|HLE_A3L_Grade.pdf)
The PDF will be generated from our live systems and may take a few minutes
to download depending on how busy our servers are. We apologise for this
delay.
This copy shows the entry on 18-Dec-2015 at 10:01:43.
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CHESTERTON FARMHOUSE AND
ATTACHED OUTBUILDING AND
GARDEN WALL
List Entry Summary
This building is listed under the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended for its special
architectural or historic interest.
Name: CHESTERTON FARMHOUSE AND ATTACHED OUTBUILDING AND
GARDEN WALL
List entry Number: 1298718

Location
CHESTERTON FARMHOUSE AND ATTACHED OUTBUILDING AND GARDEN WALL
The building may lie within the boundary of more than one authority.
County: Gloucestershire
District: Cotswold
District Type: District Authority
Parish: Cirencester

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1298718
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National Park: Not applicable to this List entry.
Grade: II
Date first listed: 25-May-1993
Date of most recent amendment: Not applicable to this List entry.

Legacy System Information
The contents of this record have been generated from a legacy data system.
Legacy System: LBS
UID: 365103

Asset Groupings
This list entry does not comprise part of an Asset Grouping. Asset Groupings
are not part of the official record but are added later for information.

List entry Description
Summary of Building
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.

Reasons for Designation
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.

History
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1298718
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Details
CIRENCESTER
SP0100 CHESTERTON 578-1/7/341 Chesterton Farmhouse and attached
outbuilding and garden wall
GV II
Farmhouse with attached outbuilding and garden wall. House is early/mid
C18 with mid C19 additions and alterations. Coursed squared limestone
rubble; artificial stone slate roof; 3 rendered and brick ridge and left- and
right-end stacks. Main 3-bay range has hipped roofed single-storey-and-attic
addition to right and additions to rear. 2 storeys, attic and cellar; 3-window
range. First floor has two C19 two-light timber casements to right, one C19
8/8-pane sash to left. Ground floor has 4 similar 2-light casements, one
similar sash window. Mid C19 half-glazed door with 4-pane overlight in mid
C19 pedimented porch to centre left. Flush quoins to left and right angles and
right angle of addition to right. Rear elevation has gabled wing to right,
2-storey cement-rendered lean-to, 2 gabled dormers with 2-light timber
casements. INTERIOR has C19 stick baluster staircase with oak grip handrail,
chamfered beams with run-out stops in first floor front right and centre
rooms, boxed-out beam in ground floor front right, mid C19 fireplaces in first
floor front left and ground floor front right, C19 roof structure with threaded
purlins. Outbuilding, former washhouse and boilhouse, to rear built into
garden wall is rat-trap bond brick to rear and left side walls, coursed squared
limestone and C19/C20 brick to front, Welsh slate roof; two C19 two-light
timber casements and 2 plank doors; slate shelves in room to left, privy
attached to right. Garden wall approximately 2m high in rat-trap bond brick
largely faced with limestone rubble to exterior with stone coping encloses
kitchen garden to rear of house. (Gloucestershire Records Office: Map of
Chesterton Farm House and Premises: 2nd Nov: 1847-: D647B P24).
Listing NGR: SP0128300308
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION
Agent
DNS Planning & Design
The Enterprise Studio
Malvern Hills Science Park
Geraldine Road
Malvern
WR14 3SZ

Applicant
Royal Agricultural University
The Royal Agricultural University
Tetbury Road
Cirencester
Gloucestershire
GL7 6JS

Renewal of extant permission 01/01011/OUT for the development of a
business park comprising educational, research, agricultural business
uses/conference facility, access and ancillary works at The College
Triangle Site Royal Agricultural University Stroud Road Cirencester
APPLICATION REF: 10/00964/OUT
FILE REF: CT.0054/4/A

DATE OF DECISION: 3rd May 2013

DECISION NOTICE
In pursuance of their powers under the above Act, and in accordance with the
requirements of the Town and Country (Development Management Procedure)
(England) Order 2010, the development has been fully considered and assessed to
comply with the relevant policy(ies) contained within the Development Plan as
detailed in the section called "Relevant Policies", on this certificate.
The Council therefore PERMITS the above development in accordance with the
details given on the application form and submitted plans which are subject to the
following conditions:
1
The development shall be started either by five years from the date of this
decision notice or before the end of 2 years from the date that the last of the reserved
matters is approved, whichever is the later.
Reason: To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.
2
Application for the approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local
Planning Authority by five years from the date of this decision notice.
Reason: To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).
DCPEFULZ
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3
The development hereby approved shall be implemented in accordance with
the following drawing number(s): Site Plan RPS1 and layout Masterplan RPS2,
referred to as DNS1 and DNS2 respectively in the submitted DNS Planning 'Update
Report' dated February 2010.
Reason: For purposes of clarity and for the avoidance of doubt, in accordance with
the guidance provided by Circular 11/95.
4
The development shall not be started before approval of the scale of the
proposed building(s) has been given in writing by the Local Planning Authority. For
purposes of clarity and in accordance with the approved layout (Masterplan) drawing
(RPS2, referred to as DNS2 in the submitted DNS Planning 'Update Report' dated
February 2010), no new building shall exceed 2.5 storeys in height and the total
(gross) floor area hereby permitted shall not exceed 25,083 sq metres.
Reason: This is a "reserved matter" and was listed in the application for later
approval. This is only an outline planning permission and this matter requires further
consideration by the Local Planning Authority. This condition is imposed to comply
with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.
5
The development shall not be started before approval of the external
appearance of the proposed buildings has been given in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: This is a "reserved matter" and was listed in the application for later
approval. This is only an outline planning permission and this matter requires further
consideration by the Local Planning Authority. This condition is imposed to comply
with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
6
The development shall not be started before approval of the landscaping of
the site has been given in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: This is a "reserved matter" and was listed in the application for later
approval. This is only an outline planning permission and this matter requires further
consideration by the Local Planning Authority. This condition is imposed to comply
with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.
7
The development shall not be started before approval of the means of access
for the proposed buildings has been given in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: This is a "reserved matter" and was listed in the application for later
approval. This is only an outline planning permission and this matter requires further
consideration by the Local Planning Authority. This condition is imposed to comply
with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
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8
The application site shall be used only for development comprising
conference, education and research and development purposes in connection with
agriculture, the agri-food business, forestry, rural conservation and rural land
management and for no other purpose, including any other purpose in Class B1, B2,
B8 and D1 of the Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order
2005 or the equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument amending or
replacing the 2005 Order or any other change of use permitted by the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995.
Reason: It is essential that the Local Planning Authority retains control over the use
of the premises because of unrestricted business development. Another planning
application will be necessary if it is proposed to change the use of the premises to
any use other than that specified in this condition. This condition is appropriate in the
light of advice within the NPPF and Circular 11/95, and having regard to Local Plan
policies 19 and 24.
9
Development shall not begin until foul and surface water drainage details,
incorporating sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological
and hydro geological context of the development, have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and the scheme shall
subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details before the
development is first brought into use/occupied.
Reason: To ensure the development is provided with a satisfactory means of
drainage and thereby preventing the risk of flooding and pollution in accordance with
Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 5 and the provisions of the NPPF.
10
No development shall commence before the approval by the Local Planning
Authority, in writing, of a development Masterplan. The Masterplan shall include:i) Pedestrian and Cycle connections from within the site to the proposed TOUCAN
crossing on the Stroud Road (A419);
ii) Pedestrian and cycle connection to the Royal Agricultural College campus;
iii) Bus facilities including a shelter and turning facility within the site;
iv) An emergency vehicular access to the site;
v) The proposed line of the public footpath which crosses the site.
The details submitted in reserved matters applications must then be in general
accord with that approved Masterplan.
Reason: To ensure that proper consideration is given to access to the site by all
modes, in the interest of highway safety and to encourage access by means other
than the private car in accordance with Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 38, and
the provisions of the NPPF.
11

No building hereby approved shall be benefically occupied until:-

i) A surfaced, lit footpath and cyclepath has been constructed to link it with the
proposed TOUCAN crossing of A419 Stroud Road to the east and to the RAC
campus to the west;
ii) A surfaced, lit footpath has been constructed to link it with the proposed bus
shelter and turning area within the site;
DCPEFULZ
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iii) The bus shelter and turning area within the site have been completed in
accordance with details which shall have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority beforehand;
iv) The vehicular access and its links to the A429 have been completed.
Reason: To ensure that safe access is provided for all modes of transport to the site
and to encourage access by means other than the private car in accordance with in
accordance with Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 38 and the provisions of the
NPPF.
12
No works shall commence on site until details of vehicular parking and
manoeuvring facilities within the curtilage of the site, including those for lorries, have
been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The parking and
manoeuvring facilities shall then be completed in all respects in accordance with
those details before the development is brought into use and shall be maintained as
such thereafter.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety, and in order to ensure that the
development complies with Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 39 and the provisions
of the NPPF.
13
No development shall commence until details of the provision of secure cycle
parking within the application site have first been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The secure cycle parking provided shall be
completed in accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of the
development hereby permitted.
Reason: To ensure adequate cycle facilities are provided to meet the requirement
for sustainable development, in accordance with Cotswold District Local Plan Policy
39 and the National Planning Policy Framework.
14
The proposed development shall be served by estate roads laid out and
constructed in accordance with details, including lighting and means of surface water
disposal, to be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that road works are completed to a satisfactory and safe
standard suitable for adoption as a public highway in the interests of highway safety,
in accordance with Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 38 and the provisions of the
NPPF.
15
No siteworks shall commence until such a time as a temporary car parking
area for site operatives and construction traffic has been laid out in accordance with
details to be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority and
that area shall be retained available for that purpose for the duration of building
operations.
Reason: To ensure that access roads in the vicinity of the site are kept free from
construction traffic in the interests of highway safety in accordance with Cotswold
District Local Plan Policy 38.

DCPEFULZ

010013392599

10/00964/OUT
CT.0054/4/A

16
Prior to the commencement of development wheel wash facilities shall be
provided on site in accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority. The facilities shall then be installed and maintained
for the duration of the development in accordance with the approved details. All
vehicles shall use the facilities prior to their exit from the site.
Reason: To ensure that mud and earth deposits are not brought onto the public
highway in the interests of highway safety in accordance with Cotswold District Local
Plan Policy 38.
17
No development shall take place until a 25 year landscape and ecological
management plan for the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The plan shall include:
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)
v)

Long term landscape and ecological objectives;
Appropriate management prescriptions;
Maintenance schedules, including annual work programmes for the first five
years;
Habitat features, for example bird nesting and bat roost provision on built
structures;
Monitoring schedule, including annual reporting to the Local Planning
Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the biodiversity of the site is protected and enhanced in
accordance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the provisions of the
NPPF.
18
The reserved matters plans shall show the existing and proposed ground
levels, the slab level of the proposed building(s) and the slab level of adjacent
buildings. The development shall only be carried out in accordance with the plans so
approved, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: It is important to clarify the height of the development in relation to existing
levels and structures both on and off the site. The information is necessary to allow
the impact of the development to be accurately assessed, in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
19
No development shall take place within the application site until the applicant,
or their agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a
programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of
investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To make provision for a programme of archaeological mitigation, so as to
record and advance understanding of any heritage assets which will be lost, in
accordance with paragraph 141 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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20
The development shall not begin until a scheme to investigate and remediate
any land contamination on the site has been approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The scheme shall include actions to identify and assess the
extent of contamination and measures to remove risks to human health and the
environment. Following remediation, a completion report that validates the remedial
measures must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority before any of the buildings are occupied.
Reason: To ensure that remedial measures are undertaken to remove the risks to
public health and the environment due to land contamination, in accordance with
Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 5 and the provisions of the NPPF.
21
Prior to the commencement of the development, details for the proposed relaying of the high pressure gas pipeline (HC/1496) that crosses the application site,
including details of the design and thickness of the pipework, shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the
Health & Safety Executive. The re-laying works shall then be completed in
accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of any of the buildings
hereby permitted.
Reason: To ensure that the development is undertaken in a manner appropriate to
ensure safety for those people occupying the development and for the wider general
public, in accordance with Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 5 and the provisions of
the NPPF.
INFORMATIVES :1
This permission is subject to, and must be read in conjunction with, a legal
agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act (1990) as
amended.
2
The indicative landscaping scheme illustrated by the proposed layout (drawing
ref JBB7372 Rev. 01 dated 3rd February 2006) shall form the basis of the detailed
scheme to be submitted as a reserved matter.
RELEVANT POLICIES & GUIDANCE :The following policies contained within the Development Plan and guidance from
National Policies were taken into consideration in the assessment of this proposal:
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
LPR04 Environmental Impact
LPR05 Pollution and Safety
LPR09 Biodiversity, Geology and Geomorphology
LPR10 Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows
LPR12 Sites of Archaeological Interest
LPR19 Develop outside Development Boundaries
LPR24 Employment Uses
LPR25 Vitality & Viability of Settlements
LPR32 Community Facilities
LPR37 Travel Plans
LPR38 Accessibility to & within New Develop
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LPR39
LPR42
LPR45
LPR49

Parking Provision
Cotswold Design Code
Landscaping in New Development
Planning Obligations & Conditions

Statement in respect of the positive and proactive approach undertaken by the
Local Planning Authority
In accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF, the
Local Planning Authority has worked with the applicant(s) in a positive and proactive
manner in order to secure sustainable development which will improve the economic,
social and environmental conditions of the area.
Your attention is drawn to the NOTES overleaf.

Kevin Field
Planning and Development Manager on behalf of Cotswold District Council
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INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DECISION
This is the Council's formal decision on your application. As your application has been agreed, conditions may have been attached. It
is very important that you take careful note of the conditions and comply with them. If there is anything about the decision or conditions
that you do not understand, then please contact Customer Services, Cotswold District Council, Trinity Road, Cirencester,
Gloucestershire, GL7 1PX Tel 01285 623000.
ENFORCEMENT
It is very important that you comply with the Council's decision. As your application has been allowed, you must follow the agreed plans
carefully and comply with the conditions.
If you fail to comply with this Decision Notice, then you could be in contravention of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 or other
legislation. In such circumstances, the Council may well initiate enforcement action.
APPEALING AGAINST A DECISION
If you disagree with the Council's decision, you can appeal to the Secretary of State against any of the conditions that have been
imposed under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. You must do so within 6 months of the date of this notice.
The Secretary of State can allow longer for you to lodge an appeal, but only in cases where there are special reasons which excuse the
delay in giving notice of appeal.
To appeal, you must complete a form which you can obtain from The Planning Inspectorate, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square,
Temple Quay, Bristol BS1 6PN or the Appeals area at www.planningportal.gov.uk Some personal information will be displayed on this
website, please contact the Planning Inspectorate if you have any concerns.
The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to him that the Council have no option under planning legislation but to
refuse permission or impose a particular condition, having regard to the statutory requirements to the provisions of any development
order and to any directions given under a development order.
BUILDING REGULATIONS
The development may involve building work which requires approval under the Building Regulations. You are responsible to ensure
that Building Regulation Consent is granted prior to commencement of work on site. Information about Building Regulation approval,
the procedure to be followed and application forms can be obtained from the Council's Building Control Section, Trinity Road,
Cirencester, Gloucestershire GL7 1PX Tel: 01285 623000
DEMOLITION AND OTHER APPROVALS
If the development involves demolition you should contact the Building Control Section for advice on how to proceed.
DISPOSAL OF WASTE CREATED DURING DEVELOPMENT
For advice please contact the Waste Advice Team at the below address or visit www.cotswold.gov.uk/go/WasteCarriers.
PURCHASE NOTICES
If either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State refuses permission to develop land or grants it subject to conditions, the
owner may claim that he can neither put the land to a reasonably beneficial use in its existing state nor render the land capable of a
reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted.
In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the District Council in whose area the land is situated. This notice
will require the Council to purchase the owners interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Chapter I Part VI of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Cotswold District Council, Trinity Road, Cirencester, Gloucestershire, GL7 1PX Tel 01285 623000 www.cotswold.gov.uk
OCTOBER 2010
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Cotswold District Local Plan - Inspector's Report

Chapter 7 - The District's Urban Area: Cirencester

CHAPTER 7 - THE DISTRICT'S URBAN AREA: CIRENCESTER
Cirencester - General
Objection
344/26

Cirencester Friends of the Earth

Cirencester General

Issue
The principle of development around the periphery of the town.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.1

I have considered in chapter 3 the objections to the overall scale and
distribution of development in addressing the District development
strategy, housing numbers and employment land provision in the light of
the policies in RPG 10 and the Structure Plan. I note that Friends of the
Earth has not objected to these aspects of the Plan.

7.2

These considerations have determined the land requirements in and/or
around Cirencester. In accordance with the strategy the Council has
effectively sought to maximise the use of brownfield land first. Specific
objections to the policies relating to the proposed sites, including the
Memorial Hospital site which is cited in this objection, are addressed
below. I therefore draw no conclusions on these matters here.

7.3

However, as the Council indicates, it is not possible to meet the town’s
requirements on brownfield land alone. Therefore urban extensions onto
greenfield land are a necessity. With good design and landscaping,
properly planned development on such land need not be ‘inappropriate
and unsightly’ as the objector claims. In any event, the objector has not
put forward any practicable alternative to the use of some peripheral land.
I address the merits of the specific allocations and other sites in this
chapter, but see no reason to reject them in principle.

Recommendation
7.4

I recommend no modification to the Plan in response to this objection.

Cirencester in 2001 - Paragraphs 7.1.1-7.1.15
Objections
171/9
181/6
332/10
344/25
352/44

English Heritage
Cllr J Dearnley
Cotswold Water Park Society
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West
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Issues
a.

The need to recognise the nature conservation value of the green
‘wedges’; and

b.

Whether Cirencester should be described as ‘by far the most
sustainable location in the District for development’.

Reasoning and conclusions
7.5

The objections by English Heritage, Friends of the Earth and GOSW have
been met by changes made at revised deposit stage.

7.6

Issue a – The Cotswold Water Park Society refers to the high nature
conservation value of some green wedges, which is undisputed, but this
does not necessarily apply to all of them. Other policies, particularly 9,
specifically address the protection of protected species and their habitats.
This section of the Plan provides only a brief introductory summary of the
attributes of the town, and I agree with the Council that it is unnecessary
to make specific reference to all aspects of the area here.

7.7

Issue b – I cannot accept Cllr Dearnley’s view that the statement in para
7.1.14 represents ‘territorialism’. It is a factual statement supported by
the adopted Gloucestershire Structure Plan and the evidence of the
Council’s sustainability matrix [CD/C/30/8 appx H], and I agree with the
Council that the terms in which it is expressed are appropriate.

Recommendation
7.8

I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Cirencester in 2011 - Paragraphs 7.2.1-7.2.6
Objections
187/18
325/2
334/34

Barratt Bristol
City Bank Tales
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust

7.2.1-7.2.6
7.2.5
7.2.3

a.

The appropriateness of the reference to new
development on the eastern side of the town; and

residential

b.

Whether reference should be made to the value and future of City
Bank.

Issues

Reasoning and conclusions
7.9

Issue a – This section effectively provides a brief preview of the expected
outcome of the development strategy and policies relating to Cirencester.
It seems to me that it reflects those policies rather than dictating them. I
address below the objections to them, including those regarding the

Page 7-2

Cotswold District Local Plan - Inspector's Report

Chapter 7 - The District's Urban Area: Cirencester

specific allocations of land for development and those regarding omission
of other sites. My conclusion on the appropriateness of statements such
as that in para 7.2.3, to which Barratt Bristol and Bathurst Estate object,
depends upon my conclusions on those matters. Therefore I conclude
here only that the Council should if necessary amend this section to reflect
any modifications made to the policies in this chapter.
7.10

Issue b – As the Council points out, the City Bank area is the subject of
section 7.7 and policy CIR.14. I address separately the objections relating
to these. I do not consider it necessary to duplicate the matters covered
there in this brief overview.

Recommendation
7.11

I recommend that the Council should make any necessary amendments
to this section consequential upon any modifications made to the policies
in this chapter.

Development Strategy for Cirencester
Paragraphs 7.3.1-7.3.8 (7.3.1-7.3.7) except 7.3.6 (-)
Objections
37/1
171/10
232/14
250/9
325/3
334/33
344/24
352/64

Castle Mews Residents’ Association
English Heritage
Cirencester Town Council
House Builders Federation
City Bank Tales
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Omission Policy
7.3.4
7.3.1-7.3.8 (7.3.1-7.3.7)
7.3.5
7.3.8 (7.3.7)
7.3.7-7.3.8 (7.3.6-7.3.7)
7.3.1
7.3.7 (7.3.6)

Issues
Detailed matters covered by the section.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.12

The objections by English Heritage and GOSW have been met, and several
others partially met, by changes made at revised deposit stage.

7.13

Although reference to servicing and waste disposal facilities for new
commercial developments in town centres has been added to note 1 to
policy 27 in response to the objection by Castle Mews Residents’
Association, I agree that such measures are only effective if enforced.
However, enforcement of planning conditions is an operational function of
the Council and so outside the scope of the Local Plan. Other legislation
such as the Environmental Health Act also addresses some of the matters
raised by the Association.

7.14

I note that Cirencester Town Council makes some general comments on
this section but does not seek any changes to it.
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7.15

The matters raised by the HBF regarding provision for affordable housing
have been addressed in the section on policy 23 in chapter 3 of this
report. I note, however, that para 7.3.5 has not been amended to reflect
changes made to the supporting text to that policy. For consistency this
should be remedied.

7.16

The City Bank area is the subject of section 7.7 and policy CIR.14. I
address separately the objections relating to these. I do not consider it
necessary to duplicate the matters covered there in this brief overview as
sought by City Bank Tales.

7.17

Bathurst Estate raised matters concerning the disposition of new
residential development in the town. I address this in the section on
Cirencester – General above and in further sections below. It may be
necessary to make changes to this section to reflect other modifications
made in this respect.

7.18

Friends of the Earth suggests that reference to Cirencester as ‘urban’
implies that it is to be treated in the same way as Gloucester and
Cheltenham, and that it should be subject to policies such as those
relating to market towns such as Moreton-in-Marsh. As CDC points out,
the Structure Plan Second Review distinguishes clearly between: the main
urban areas of Gloucester and Cheltenham; ‘other urban areas’ of Stroud,
Cirencester and Tewkesbury/Ashchurch; and market towns such as
Moreton-in-Marsh. To my mind it is entirely appropriate to reflect the
position of Cirencester in terms of scale and function as lying between the
main towns and the smaller market towns in the settlement hierarchy.

Recommendation
7.19

I recommend that this section be modified as necessary for continued
consistency with the supporting text to policy 23 and to reflect any other
modifications made to chapter 7 in the Plan as a consequence of my other
recommendations in this chapter.

Development Strategy for Cirencester
Paragraph 7.3.6 (-) including Summary Table of Planned Housing for
Cirencester
Objections
46/3R
132/1R
175/1R
232/3R
249/3R
316/1R
326/2R
352/9R

Cirencester Civic Society
Berkeley Community Villages
A L P Architects
Cirencester Town Council
Royal Agricultural College
Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
Robert Hitchins Ltd
Government Office for the South West
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Issues
a.

Whether additional information should be provided in the table;

b.

The appropriateness of the development densities assumed; and

c.

Whether the affordable housing requirement should be assessed on
a site-by-site basis rather than through a blanket formula.

Reasoning and conclusions
7.20

I have had regard to the corrections to the table indicated on the errata
sheet published with the revised deposit Plan.

7.21

The objection by the Town Council would be obviated by CDC’s suggested
deletion of the Four Acre Field allocation, which I address under the
heading of policy CIR.10A.

7.22

CDC has proposed some amendments to the summary table to correct
some minor discrepancies in the site areas of Kingshill North and South
and hence their dwelling capacities [LPA 5 annex A]. It seems to me that,
subject to my recommendations on these sites, these should be corrected
with consequential adjustments to the subtotals and totals. This, together
with a similar change to para 7.6.24, would meet the objection by
Berkeley Community Villages.

7.23

Issue a - The table provides a summary of the planned provision. More
detailed information is provided in the individual policy sections, which are
referenced by number in the table, but GOSW seeks clarification of the
table iteslf.
As the Council indicates, the sites are in 3 groups:
redevelopment (policy 22), mixed use (policies 2, 3, 4, 6 & 8), and
greenfield (policies 10 & 10A, the latter being proposed for deletion – see
above and under the policy). This would be clearer if this were indicated
by sub-headings.

7.24

Dwelling capacities are already indicated, though for the avoidance of
doubt it should be made clear that these are minima. Since both site
areas and dwelling numbers (including affordable housing) are given it is
simple to calculate gross densities. However, I agree with the Council
that net densities depend on the details of development schemes.
Therefore any net densities indicated at this stage would only be notional,
and in my view this would serve no useful purpose.

7.25

Issue b – A number of objectors propose that higher densities should be
required/assumed, with some suggesting that this would reduce the need
for greenfield urban extensions. PPG 3 does indeed indicate that densities
of less than 30 dwellings per hectare (dph) net should be avoided and that
those making more efficient use of land (30-50 dph) should be
encouraged. However, as CDC indicates the guidance recognises that
such densities may not be feasible or desirable in every case. I have
already recommended that it be indicated in the District development
strategy that a density at least 30 dph will be sought, and some of the
figures in this table already assume higher densities. These are derived
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from the Urban Capacity Study, and I have addressed issues concerning
the assumptions made there, and the sites included, in considering
objections to policy 22.
7.26

Actual densities on each site can only be resolved through the
consideration of specific development proposals.
There can be no
guarantee that higher densities could be achieved without compromising
other planning considerations, so to increase them now would run the risk
of a shortfall in housing provision in Cirencester. It seems to me that the
densities implicit in the table are appropriate as indications at this stage.

7.27

Issue c – The affordable housing requirements in the table are derived
from the provisions of policy 23 and its supporting text, objections to
which I consider separately. I acknowledge that in some circumstances a
variation in the affordable component to be provided on an individual site
may be justified, but it seems to me that this should be assessed in the
context of policy 23 rather than through changing the figures in this table
as sought by Taylor Woodrow Developments. A cross-reference to the
policy would clarify this.

Recommendation
7.28

I recommend that the summary table in paragraph 7.3.6 be modified as
follows:
i)

in accordance with proposed amendment no.3 in annex A to Inquiry
document LPA 5, with consequential adjustments to the subtotals
and totals;

ii)

add sub-headings for each of the 3 groups of sites;

iii)

make it clear that the capacities indicated are minima; and

iv)

indicate that the stated affordable housing requirements are subject
to policy 23.

(Note: I recommend further modifications to this table in the section on
policy CIR.10A.)

Cirencester Traffic and Environment Plan (CTEP)
Policy CIR.1 and Paragraphs 7.4.1-7.4.8
Objections
344/20
344/21
344/22
352/65

Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

7.4.4
7.4.1-7.4.8
Policy CIR.01
Policy CIR.01

Issues
a.

Whether CTEP (or its successor) leads to inappropriate development
in the town centre; and
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Whether clause 2 of the policy fails to seek alternatives to increases
in traffic.

Reasoning and conclusions
7.29

The objection by GOSW has been met by changes made at revised deposit
stage.

7.30

Issue a - The Council has put forward a proposed amendment to section
7.4 to reflect a change in circumstances (withdrawal of the District Council
from CTEP) since the revised deposit Plan was published. This removes
some of the detailed elements about which Friends of the Earth (FoE)
expresses concern, while retaining the aims of CTEP. FoE has indicated its
support for some of these, but without specifying which in the context of
the Local Plan. I see nothing amongst them that encourages the provision
of decked car parks as suggested by the objector, and the fact that that
there are such proposals (objections to which I consider separately) does
not invalidate the aims. I conclude that CTEP (or its successor) does not
lead to inappropriate development in the town centre. However, I agree
with the Council that the section should be updated.

7.31

Issue b – Clause 2 of the policy refers back to clause 1, which includes
references to management and calming of traffic, which can serve to
reduce traffic as well as ameliorating its impact, and to improved facilities
for modes other than the car which can also encourage a shift to such
modes. However, I agree with FoE that there is no direct reference to
traffic reduction, despite stated aims such as removal of all through traffic
and the Council’s acceptance of the desirability of reducing traffic. I
consider that a minor change should be made to the policy to meet this
point.

7.32

I note that note for guidance 1 to the policy still refers to measures being
set out in CTEP, and consider that this should be deleted as a
consequence of the proposed changes to section 7.4.

Recommendation
7.33

I recommend that
i)

section 7.4 of the Plan be modified in accordance with proposed
amendment no. 35 [CD/C/30/38];

ii)

clause 1 of policy CIR.1 be modified by insertion of ‘reduce, ’ before
‘manage’; and

iii)

note for guidance 1 to policy CIR.1 be modified by deletion of the
reference to CTEP.
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Mixed Use Sites: Livestock Market and Leisure Centre
Policy CIR.2 and Paragraphs 7.5.1-7.5.8
Objections
75/11
100/13
105/6
132/12
169/3
175/6
176/5
180/19
180/20
187/17
228/18
245/3
250/28
334/32
336/7
344/17
344/18
344/19
352/66

Countryside Properties Plc
Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
Berkeley Community Villages
AIPC Limited
A L P Architects
The National Farmers Union
Sport England
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
George Wimpey UK Ltd
House Builders Federation
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Cotswolds AONB Partnership
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.02
CIR.02
CIR.02
CIR.02
CIR.02
CIR.02
CIR.02
CIR.02
7.5.3
Policy CIR.02
Policy CIR.02
Policy CIR.02
Policy CIR.02
Policy CIR.02
Policy CIR.02
7.5.7-7.5.8
7.5.4
Policy CIR.02
Policy CIR.02

Issues
a.

Whether, in the light of the planning permission granted on the site
the reference to a residential element should be deleted; and

b.

Whether archaeological interests and the AONB are adequately
protected.

Reasoning and conclusions
7.34

The objections by Berkeley Community Villages and GOSW have been
partially met by changes made at revised deposit stage. The summary
table in para 7.3.6, inserted in the Plan at revised deposit stage also
meets the point of some objectors that indicative housing capacities
should be given for this site.

7.35

Issue a - A number of objectors refer to the planning application for a new
leisure centre, office building and associated car parking on this site that
had been submitted before or during the first deposit period.
I
understand that permission was granted in September 2003 (ref.
0202832/FUL). This resolves any uncertainty over B1 office use as
referred to by AIPC Ltd. It obviates the suggestion by ALP Architects that
the existing leisure centre be extended, not replaced, and meets Sport
England’s points about provision for a new leisure centre.
It also
overtakes the NFU’s concern about loss of the cattle market

7.36

However, as the Council points out, the permission does not relate to the
whole site. The remaining part, in use at the time of the Inquiry as a
garage and car showroom [187P & 334U], could still be redeveloped for
housing without compromising the development already permitted. The
summary table in para 7.3.6 shows a capacity of 10 dwellings. I see no
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need to delete this provision though, in view of its size, if it were not to
materialise it would not compromise the overall strategy.
7.37

Issue b – As para 7.6.7 indicates, a detailed archaeological assessment of
the site has been carried out and planning conditions would ensure
recording of the remains there. I consider that this meets the concerns of
Friends of the Earth in this respect. Its other detailed concerns are
already covered by this policy and by policy 13.

7.38

While the site almost adjoins the AONB, the boundary of which runs along
the opposite side of Tetbury Road, there is dense and high screen planting
along that boundary and I agree with the Council that the site is not
visible from the AONB. I therefore consider the concerns of the AONB
Partnership to be unfounded.

Recommendation
7.39

I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Mixed Use Sites:
Sheep Street ‘Island’ Site, Tetbury Road/Hammond Way, Cirencester
Policy CIR.3 and Paragraph 7.5.15
Objections
75/12
100/16
105/7
132/11
169/5
180/18
187/16
228/17
232/13
250/29
278/18
334/31
336/6
344/16
352/67

Countryside Properties Plc
Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
Berkeley Community Villages
AIPC Limited
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
Cirencester Town Council
House Builders Federation
Gloucestershire County Council
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Cotswolds AONB Partnership
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
7.5.15
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03
CIR.03

Main Issue
Whether the site has too many constraints to make its redevelopment
likely.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.40

The objection by the Town Council has been met by changes made at
revised deposit stage. I consider that the summary table in para 7.3.6,
inserted in the Plan at revised deposit stage, meets the objection by
GOSW as far as is necessary, for reasons outlined in my conclusions on
objections to that paragraph and table above.
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7.41

Turning to the main issue, I have seen nothing to substantiate the
suggestion by a number of objectors that the presence of listed buildings
and the fact that part of the site is within the Cirencester Town and Park
Conservation Area pose insurmountable difficulties for redevelopment. As
CDC points out, the site currently has a ‘mishmash’ appearance, and it
seems to me that with careful design a scheme could be devised that
would at least preserve the listed buildings and their settings and enhance
the character and appearance of the conservation area.

7.42

While the land is in a multiplicity of ownerships, the Council’s indications
that it owns a substantial portion of it and that other owners have
expressed interest in working towards redevelopment have not been
challenged. Use of compulsory purchase powers may not be required but,
while I understand that CDC does not normally use such powers, they
remain available if necessary. Nor have I seen anything to counter CDC’s
view that there are suitable sites in the town for the relocation of
displaced uses.

7.43

Friends of the Earth (FoE) claims that a decked car park can never be
unobtrusive, and others suggest that its proximity will render the site
unattractive for housing. I accept that many such structures are far from
pleasing aesthetically, but I have seen examples of good design. In this
case much would depend on the details of the scheme. Criteria in the
policy seek to ensure that it is of high quality and respects its
surroundings.
It seems to me that the car park and residential
development need not necessarily be immediately adjacent to each other,
but in any event the two elements could be integrated in a number of
ways including that referred to in the supporting text.

7.44

Policy 13 makes provision, amongst other things, for the recording of
archaeological remains. The Plan must be read as a whole, and I agree
with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate that provision in this policy as
sought by GCC. I note GCC’s support for para 7.5.16 and criterion (a) of
the policy.

7.45

While the site almost adjoins the AONB, the boundary of which runs along
the opposite side of Tetbury Road, there is dense and high screen planting
along that boundary and I agree with the Council that the site is not
visible from the AONB. I therefore consider the concerns of the AONB
Partnership to be unfounded.

7.46

Other matters – Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation.
The Plan must be read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is
unnecessary to duplicate that provision in this policy as sought by Sport
England.

7.47

I agree with CDC that, notwithstanding the aims of reducing through
traffic in the town centre and of encouraging use of alternative modes of
travel, contrary to the suggestion by FoE, it is still necessary to provide
car parking to preserve the town’s economy given the likely remaining
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reliance on the car in the town’s rural hinterland and to replace losses
elsewhere in the town.
Recommendation
7.48

I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Mixed Use Sites:
Former Memorial Hospital Site, Sheep Street, Cirencester - Policy CIR.4
Objections
9/1
46/1
75/13
100/17
105/23
111/1
169/4
171/7
180/17
187/15
228/16
232/12
250/30
278/19
334/30
344/15
352/68

Cirencester Archaeological & Historical Society
Cirencester Civic Society
Countryside Properties Plc
Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
Wildmoor Properties
AIPC Limited
English Heritage
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
Cirencester Town Council
House Builders Federation
Gloucestershire County Council
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04
CIR.04

Main Issue
Whether all or parts of the existing buildings should be retained.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.49

Various objectors seek retention of all or part of the hospital building,
though I note CDC’s view that only the Sheep Street frontage could be
considered to contribute to the character and appearance of the area.
The building is not listed, but at revised deposit stage the Council added
to para 7.25.21 an indication that it will have regard to English Heritage
guidance in determining the most appropriate scheme. I note the support
of that body for retention of full or partial retention of the building.

7.50

Having regard to the guidance referred to and to the statutory duty to
have regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of the Cirencester Town and Park Conservation Area within
which the site is situated, it may well prove desirable to incorporate part
of the existing building in any new development. On the other hand, the
possibility that an entirely new development would better serve the area
cannot be excluded at this stage.

7.51

I consider that the text added, together with the provisions of the policy
especially criterion (g), represent an appropriate way forward. Meanwhile

Page 7-11

Cotswold District Local Plan - Inspector's Report

Chapter 7 - The District's Urban Area: Cirencester

A further criterion (h) was also added to the policy at revised deposit
stage to secure retention of the front section of the hospital until a
satisfactory redevelopment scheme has been approved.
7.52

The Town Council states that the air raid shelter on the site has historical
and educational significance, though I have no further information on this.
CDC suggest that its retention would seriously prejudice the
redevelopment but, again, I have no evidence to support this. If it does
indeed warrant preservation it might, for example, be possible to
incorporate it in a development scheme, or even to move it. The text
added to para 7.5.21 would apply also to the air raid shelter but, in the
circumstances, I consider that reference to it should be added to criterion
(h) so as to safeguard it pending approval of a comprehensive scheme.

7.53

Other matters - CDC states that it owns the whole of this site, and I have
seen no evidence to the contrary. Therefore, I consider the concerns
expressed by a number of objectors that the site is unlikely to come
forward because it is in multiple ownership to be unfounded.

7.54

While there is no evidence that the site will come forward for office use as
AIPC indicates, I have again seen no evidence to the contrary. Given the
nature and location of the site, I agree with the Council’s more positive
assessment of its prospects. Wildmoor Properties seek acceptance of the
principle of a single use such as offices, but I agree with CDC that it is
also important to secure residential accommodation in or close to the
town centre.

7.55

Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation. The Plan must be
read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate
that provision in this policy as sought by Sport England.

7.56

The archaeological interest of the site, referred to by GCC and others,
would be safeguarded by criterion (a) to this policy together with policy
13.

7.57

Provision is made in the Plan for additional parking provision at a number
of locations in the town centre. Therefore I do not accept the suggestion
by several objectors that the need to provide alternative parking is an
impediment to redevelopment of this site.

7.58

I consider that the summary table in para 7.3.6, inserted in the Plan at
revised deposit stage, meets the objection by GOSW as far as is
necessary, for reasons outlined in my conclusions on objections to that
paragraph and table above.

Recommendation
7.59

I recommend that policy CIR.4 be modified by insertion of ‘and the air
raid shelter’ after ‘Hospital’ in criterion (h).
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Mixed Use Sites: Land Adjacent to Brewery Car Park
Policy CIR.5 and Paragraphs 7.5.24-7.5.31
Objections
46/1R
75/14
100/19
105/19
111/2
132/10
169/6
180/16
187/14
228/15
250/31
278/20
334/29
344/13
344/14
352/69

Cirencester Civic Society
Countryside Properties Plc
Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
Wildmoor Properties
Berkeley Community Villages
AIPC Limited
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
House Builders Federation
Gloucestershire County Council
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
CIR.05
7.5.28
7.5.29
Policy CIR.05

Main Issue
Whether redevelopment is constrained by multiple ownerships and uses
and by the archaeological sensitivity of the site.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.60

The objection by Wildmoor Properties at first deposit stage has been met
by changes to the policy and text made in the revised deposit Plan,
providing for use of the bowls club site for additional car parking. (I
assume that the reference to ‘Policy CIR.5/1’ in the first part of the policy
should read ‘the area annotated CIR.5/1’ as in criterion (d), as there is no
such policy.) The Civic Society has reservations about removal of the
bowls club, but the policy makes it clear that this is dependent on the club
being satisfactorily relocated. Moreover, as the Council points out, the
redevelopment of the main site could still proceed without the bowls club
as the policy also provides alternatively for off-site parking provision.

7.61

Main issue - The Council’s indications that it owns most of the site and
that a scheme broadly along the lines proposed would be feasible within
the land it owns have not been challenged by the objectors who point out
the multiplicity of ownerships. For its part the Council has not disputed
the assertion by a number of objectors that there is no intention to use
compulsory purchase powers, but these do remain available to it if
necessary. The Council suggests that the presence of existing uses,
including rear servicing, should not constrain the development, and it
seems to me that these could be retained as existing, provided for in the
redevelopment or relocated as appropriate. In my view neither of these
considerations is a major impediment to redevelopment.

7.62

The archaeological importance of the site, referred to by GCC and others,
is recognised in para 7.5.31 which also acknowledges that part of it is a
Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM).
These interests would be
safeguarded by criterion (a) to this policy, policy 13 and the statutory
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protection afforded to SAMs. Such constraints, which apply to much of
the ton centre, need not be an impediment to careful development.
7.63

Other matters - While there is no evidence that the site will come forward
for office use as AIPC indicates, I have again seen no evidence to the
contrary. Given the nature and location of the site, I agree with the
Council’s positive assessment of its prospects.

7.64

The policy refers to retail development ‘with offices and/or residential uses
above’. As the Council points out, national planning guidance encourages
making the best use of previously developed land in urban areas for
residential development, so I agree that this is a valid aspiration. I note
that no figures for dwellings here are included in the table in para 7.3.6,
which seems to me to be appropriate in view of the particular uncertainty
here. The number of residential units likely to be provided here is limited
and, while valuable, would not significantly affect the overall provision.
Therefore I do not accept the suggestion by some objectors that reference
to such provision should be deleted. In view of this I do not consider it
necessary for the Plan to include the information in respect residential
capacity of this site sought by GOSW.

7.65

The HBF seems to have misread the map; the proposed redevelopment
would not impinge on the existing car park as suggested in its objection.

7.66

Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation. The Plan must be
read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate
that provision in this policy as sought by Sport England.

7.67

I consider that the summary table in para 7.3.6, inserted in the Plan at
revised deposit stage, meets the objection by GOSW as far as is
necessary, for reasons outlined in my conclusions on objections to that
paragraph and table above.

7.68

I accept the point made by Friends of the Earth that many decked car
parks are far from pleasing aesthetically, but they need not be so - I have
seen examples of good design. In this case much would depend on the
details of the scheme. Criteria in the policy seek to ensure that it is of
high quality and respects its surroundings. Redevelopment offers the
opportunity to enhance the appearance of some parts of the site. The fact
that some less attractive elements nearby will remain does not, in my
view, negate the potential benefits of the development provided for by
this policy.

Recommendation
7.69

I recommend that policy CIR.5 be modified by deletion of ‘Policy
CIR.5/1’ and substitution of ‘the area annotated CIR.5/1’.
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Mixed Use Sites:
Land Fronting Dyer Street and The Waterloo, Cirencester
Policy CIR.6 and Paragraphs 7.5.32-7.5.38
Objections
50/4
65/1
75/15
100/5
105/18
169/7
180/15
187/13
228/14
232/11
250/32
278/21
334/28
352/70

Somerfield Stores Ltd
Michael & Wendy Goss
Countryside Properties Plc
Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
AIPC Limited
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
Cirencester Town Council
House Builders Federation
Gloucestershire County Council
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
7.5.34
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06
CIR.06

Main Issue
Whether redevelopment is constrained by multiple ownerships and uses
and by the archaeological sensitivity of the site.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.70

As the Council acknowledges, multiple ownership is an issue to be
resolved here. While I have seen no evidence of the willingness of the
owners to sell their holdings or to participate in a redevelopment scheme,
nor have I seen any evidence to the contrary. Bearing in mind that
redevelopment would be likely to add value to the land, I do not share the
pessimism of a number of objectors about the prospects for land
assembly. While the Council has not disputed the assertion by some
objectors that there is no intention to use compulsory purchase powers,
these do remain available to it if necessary.

7.71

The Council suggests that the presence of existing uses, including rear
servicing, should not constrain the development, and it seems to me that
these could be retained as existing, provided for in the redevelopment or
relocated as appropriate. In my view neither of these considerations
precludes allocation of the site for redevelopment.

7.72

The archaeological importance of the site, referred to by GCC and others,
is recognised in para 7.5.38 which also acknowledges that part of it is a
Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM).
These interests would be
safeguarded by criterion (a) to this policy, policy 13 and the statutory
protection afforded to SAMs. Such constraints, which apply to much of
the town centre, need not be an impediment to careful development.

7.73

Other matters – I acknowledge the national planning guidance regarding
retail capacity studies, as referred to by Somerfield Stores, but as the
Council indicates this site is already predominantly in retail use. Even if
redevelopment were to result in an increase in retail floorspace, the
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increase would be very modest in relation to the total provision in the
town centre. I therefore consider such an assessment to be unnecessary
in this instance.
7.74

Michael & Wendy Goss express concern about the loss of parking provision
on this site. However, I agree with the Council that additional decked
parking is proposed at the Sheep Street ‘island’ and, of particular
relevance to this site, on the Waterloo car park. Criterion (g) to the policy
would address the parking needs of the development itself. The Local
Plan allocation establishes the principles of development; precise details
would be determined in the context of specific proposals.

7.75

While there is no evidence that the site will come forward for office use as
AIPC indicates, I have again seen no evidence to the contrary. Given the
nature and location of the site, I agree with the Council’s positive
assessment of its prospects.

7.76

Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation. The Plan must be
read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate
that provision in this policy as sought by Sport England.

7.77

As the Council points out, national planning guidance encourages making
the best use of previously developed land in urban areas for residential
development. The contribution that this site could make in this respect is
limited, but I see no reason to delete this element as suggested by some
objectors.

7.78

Although the Town Council casts doubt on the reference in para 7.3.34 to
improvement of the ‘corridor’ between Dyer Street and the Waterloo, and
seeks consideration of alternatives, it does not suggest any. It seems to
me that redevelopment could offer the opportunity for improvement, and
that this reference should remain.

7.79

I consider that the summary table in para 7.3.6, inserted in the Plan at
revised deposit stage, meets the objection by GOSW as far as is
necessary, for reasons outlined in my conclusions on objections to that
paragraph and table above.

Recommendation
7.80

I recommend no modification to the Plan in response to these
objections. (Note: I do, however, recommend a change to the supporting
text to this policy in the section on policy CIR.7 below).

Mixed Use Sites: The Waterloo Car Park
Policy CIR.7 and Paragraphs 7.5.39-7.5.43
Objections
65/2
75/16

Michael & Wendy Goss
Countryside Properties Plc

Policy CIR.07
Policy CIR.07
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105/15
116/2
132/9
169/8
172/1
180/14
187/12
219/61
228/13
250/33
278/22
332/7
334/26
342/1
344/11
344/12
352/71
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Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
Cirencester Access Group
Berkeley Community Villages
AIPC Limited
Environment Agency
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Gloucestershire County Council
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
House Builders Federation
Gloucestershire County Council
Cotswold Water Park Society
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Mr R Brown
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
CIR.07
7.5.41
7.5.39
Policy CIR.07

Key Issues
a.

b.

The suitability of the site for development in the light of:
i)

The risk of flooding;

ii)

The archaeological value of the site;

iii)

The character and appearance of the surrounding area; and

iv)

The likely effect of development on the living conditions of
nearby residents.

The need for additional car parking here.

Reasoning and conclusions
Issue a(i)
7.81

The Environment Agency points out that the site is within the indicative
floodplain (zone 3), and Cotswold Water Park and Mr Brown also refer to
this. The Council reports no recollection of actual flooding of the site but,
by definition in PPG 25, this zone reflects a 1% or greater annual
probability of flooding. Therefore the lack of living memory of flooding
does not necessarily prove the lack of risk at such levels.

7.82

This is a fairly common situation, and the PPG accepts that such sites in
developed areas may be suitable for residential, commercial and industrial
development provided that the appropriate minimum standard of flood
defence can be maintained. This can normally be achieved through
detailed design of development schemes and, if necessary, provision of
off-site compensatory flood storage capacity. In my experience these can
prevent direct flooding and ensure that the risk of flooding elsewhere is at
least no greater than at present. In response to objections, a new
criterion was added to the policy at revised deposit stage to ensure that
the development can proceed only if there would be no adverse effects on
the floodplain and downstream. I see no need for this to go into further
detail as suggested by Mr Brown.
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I consider that flood risk, while an important consideration on the detailed
design of a development scheme here, does not preclude it.

Issue a(ii)
7.84

The archaeological importance of the site, referred to by a number of
objectors, is undisputed. This applies to much of the town centre, but Mr
Brown points out that a particular feature of this site is that it has had no
post-Roman buildings on it, having remaining outside the medieval town
and being used as fields or allotments up to the time when it was surfaced
as a car park. It does, therefore, seem likely that the Roman street and
building pattern remains largely intact here. This view is supported by
GCC’s objection which states that assessment has indicated the presence
of well preserved archaeological remains.

7.85

These interests have been recognised, albeit briefly, in para 7.5.43 which
also acknowledges that part of it is a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM).
They would be safeguarded not only by by criterion (a) to this policy, but
also by policy 13 and the statutory protection afforded to SAMs. These
may well require detailed investigation and careful treatment (which might
extend to making a feature of the most interesting features as suggested
by Mr Brown), and may represent a significant determinant of the form of
development. It seems to me that the Plan adequately addresses these
issues.
Moreover, I acknowledge the possibility that detailed
archaeological assessment might show that the site is so valuable as to
preclude any development. In that event the Council would have to
review the alternatives in a subsequent Plan.

7.86

I note that English Heritage has not objected to this policy. Mr Brown
suggests that this is due to a lack of understanding on the part of that
body of what is proposed, but in my experience it is very experienced and
assiduous in assessing such matters. I do not consider that there are
sufficient grounds for ruling out even the possibility of a carefullydesigned development that is compatible with the archaeological interest
of the site.

Issue a(iii)
7.87

The site is outside the conservation area, though adjacent to it. I agree
with the Council that it is not visually attractive as it is. Development
offers the opportunity to improve the appearance of the site and its
surroundings though, as the supporting text to the policy acknowledges, it
poses a challenge in design terms.

7.88

A key consideration in the design will be the existence of 4 storey
development immediately to the west. That is not to say that any or all of
the car park site should necessarily be developed to that height,
particularly close to the 2-storey houses in Corinium Gate (nor does
anything in the Plan require this).
However, it might provide the
opportunity to achieve a more sensitive transition between the two.
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7.89

As Mr Brown acknowledges, the rear view of the 1960s development on
Dyer Street is not attractive. Policy CIR.6 provides for redevelopment of
this area, but in any case development on the car park site would again
provide a transition between this and the low-rise housing in Corinium
Gate. I note the objector’s point regarding a comprehensive scheme
covering both sites. I do not see the fact that they are separated by a
road precludes such an approach as the Council suggests.
I do
acknowledge that the fact that the car park is owned by the Council while
the CIR.6 site is in a multiplicity of ownerships might make integration
difficult, not least because of the likelihood of different timescales for the
two developments. However, it seems to me that that does not negate
the desirability of such an approach. I consider that reference should be
made to this in the supporting text for both policies.

7.90

I understand the concerns expressed by a number of objectors about
inclusion of a residential element in this development, and recognise the
difficulties of integrating this with a decked car park. However, there are
various ways in which this might be achieved – and indeed the supporting
text suggests that the challenge here might lend itself to a design
competition. I have seen no evidence to show that it cannot be done
satisfactorily.
However, the summary table in para 7.3.6 does not
assume any residential element on this site.
Therefore, while any
provided here would make a worthwhile addition to the housing stock in
the town centre, if it were to prove impossible to achieve these for design
and/or financial reasons then the effect on the overall strategy would not
be significant. Also, for this reason, I do not see a need for the Plan to set
out more detailed information on the provision as requested by GOSW.

7.91

Criterion (f) to the policy addresses the design of the scheme, including its
relationship with surrounding development. It seeks to prevent any
development that did not achieve high standards of design that is
‘commensurate with its location’. Having regard to that safeguard, I do
not consider this to be a matter that precludes development here in
principle.

Issue a(iv)
7.92

It is undisputed that the relationship between the car park site and the
adjoining residential development is such that careful design would be
needed to protect the living conditions of residents, especially in terms of
avoiding undue overlooking but also having regard to factors such as
overshadowing. In the case of the Corinium Gate properties, some
screening is already afforded by vegetation along the River Churn, and I
note that the supporting text suggests provision of a landscaped public
walk along it. This might provide further opportunities for screening, as
well as incorporating a wildlife corridor and access to the river for
maintenance purposes. These are normal design considerations, to be
addressed as part of the process I have referred to above and again
subject to criterion (f) of the policy.

7.93

Mr Brown refers to noise and disturbance from the existing car park. As
the Council suggests, this is an unfortunate but foreseeable feature of
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urban life, but development here offers the opportunity to improve the
situation by shielding the nearby residential properties from the car park
as indicated in para 7.5.41 of the text.
7.94

The reluctance of existing residents such as Mr Brown and Michael &
Wendy Goss to accept new development nearby is understandable.
However, I consider that normal planning considerations in the context of
the safeguards afforded by this and other policies in the Plan would ensure
that there would be no unacceptable harm to their living conditions.

Issue b
7.95

Mr Brown and Friends of the Earth question the need for additional
parking provision here. The former cites surveys conducted by the
Corinium Gate Residents’ Association, but my own observations support
CDC’s evidence view based on its own surveys that The Waterloo car park
is at capacity for a substantial part of Fridays and Saturdays. Moreover, it
may be necessary to replace parking spaces lost elsewhere due to
redevelopment, such as on the CIR.6 site. Finally, it seems to be
assumed that development here would lead to an increase in the number
of parking spaces on the site, but in my view that is not necessarily so as
the car parking element, albeit on more than one level, may occupy only
part of the site.

Other matters
7.96

Mr Brown seeks a reference in the policy to the need for a scoping opinion
under the EIA Regulations. In my view this is unnecessary as the
regulations have statutory force in any event.

7.97

While there is no evidence that the site will come forward for office use as
AIPC indicates, I have again seen no evidence to the contrary. Given the
nature and location of the site, I agree with the Council’s positive
assessment of its prospects.

7.98

Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation. The Plan must be
read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate
that provision in this policy as sought by Sport England.

7.99

I agree with CDC that parking charges are not, as suggested by GCC, a
matter for the Local Plan. Cirencester Access Group suggests deletion of
clause (d) on the policy as, it claims, there is no longer any prospect of
provision of a shopmobility scheme here. I note that the desirability of
such a scheme is not questioned and, while there seems to be no funding
currently available for it, I agree with the Council that it remains
appropriate to seek such provision. The fact that it is included in a Local
Plan policy might encourage public funding or, alternatively, might secure
developer funding. I consider that this clause should remain.

Recommendation
7.100 I recommend that the supporting text for both this policy and policy
CIR.6 be modified by inclusion of references to the desirability of a
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comprehensive approach to the design of the schemes for the
development of the land fronting Dyer Street and The Waterloo (policy
CIR.6) and The Waterloo Car Park (CIR.7).

Mixed Use Sites:Cricklade Street/West Way, Cirencester - Policy CIR.8
Objections
50/1
75/17
105/14
111/3
132/8
169/9
180/13
187/11
228/12
250/34
263/1
278/24
316/1
334/27
352/72

Somerfield Stores Ltd
Countryside Properties Plc
Mr B Wicks
Wildmoor Properties
Berkeley Community Villages
AIPC Limited
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
House Builders Federation
Newcombe Beard Ltd
Gloucestershire County Council
Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08
CIR.08

Main Issues
a.

Whether redevelopment is constrained by multiple ownerships and
uses, the archaeological sensitivity of the site and its location within
the Conservation Area; and

b.

The appropriateness of criteria (c) and (d) and the justification for
the last criterion to the policy.

Reasoning and conclusions
Issue a
7.101 As the Council acknowledges, multiple ownership is an issue to be
resolved here. Bearing in mind that redevelopment would be likely to add
value to the land, I do not share the pessimism of a number of objectors
about the prospects for land assembly, and I note the Council’s indication
that there is third party interest in redevelopment. While the Council has
not disputed the assertion by some objectors that there is no intention to
use compulsory purchase powers, these do remain available to it if
necessary.
7.102 The site is already predominantly in retail use. It may well prove possible
to accommodate some or all of the existing shops in a new development
here or in units vacated by other retailers moving to new premises here.
I acknowledge the national planning guidance regarding retail capacity
studies, as referred to by Somerfield Stores but, even if redevelopment
were to result in an increase in retail floorspace, the increase would be
very modest in relation to the total provision in the town centre. I
therefore consider such an assessment to be unnecessary in this instance.
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7.103 The policy establishes the principle of redevelopment. It does not specify
any distribution of uses, and so does not necessarily require retention of
the uses on the builder’s yard referred to by Newcombe Beard. This
would be a matter to be determined at detailed design stage.
7.104 The archaeological interest of the site, referred to by GCC and others, is
recognised in para 7.5.48. This would be safeguarded by criterion (a) to
this policy and by policy 13. Such constraints, which apply to much of the
town centre, need not be an impediment to careful development.
7.105 As several objectors point out, the site is within the Cirencester Town and
Park Conservation Area. However, I share the view of the Council that it
is perfectly feasible to design a scheme that would preserve or enhance
the conservation area. Such a scheme does not have to be piecemeal as
some objectors seem to assume. I note that at revised deposit stage a
reference was added to the policy (criterion (f)) to retention and
enhancement of any buildings that make a positive contribution to it.
Issue b
7.106 Taylor Woodrow Developments questions the practicality of providing a
pedestrian link through the site that is open at all times as required by
criterion (c) that is safe and naturally policed at night time. I share that
concern and, as there is a convenient route between The Forum car park
and Cricklade Street via West Way, which would be unaffected by
redevelopment of this site, I do not see it as imperative that such a link
be available outside shopping hours.
7.107 The same objector also considers criterion (d) to conflict with the guidance
in PPG 13. The Council contends that the requirement is reasonable and
in accordance with national guidance, but I agree with the objector that
para 86 of the PPG advises that it is inappropriate to seek commuted
payments based purely on the lack of parking on the site. The PPG goes
on to refer to contributions towards other transport measures, and it
seems to me that the last criterion (numbered (e) in the first deposit Plan;
unnumbered at revised deposit stage) as amended covers this. Therefore
criterion (d) is not appropriate. It follows from this that para 7.5.47
should also be deleted, but I make a further reference to this below.
7.108 Neither the policy nor the supporting text refers to CTEP as suggested by
the objector, but the last criterion does refer to contributions towards
traffic measures including public transport. However, requirement set out
in the criterion is not absolute – it is qualified by ‘appropriate’. It seems
to me that this encompasses the tests for planning obligations and
provides for the eventuality of such contributions not meeting tests such
as necessity and being fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development. These are matters to be determined in the context of
specific proposals, but meanwhile I agree with the Council that this
criterion accords with national guidance.
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7.109 Having said that, I do accept that this criterion is not justified in the
supporting text. It seems to me that a change to para 7.5.47 would meet
this point as well as that addressed above in relation to criterion (d).
Other matters
7.110 Wildmoor Properties seeks extension of the site to include land between it
and The Forum car park. I note that at revised deposit stage the Council
extended the defined commercial centre to include the area in question,
thereby bringing it within the ambit of policy 27. It seems to me that in
principle this would provide for development that would improve the
townscape and reinvigorate the area as suggested by the objector.
7.111 While there is no evidence that the site will come forward for office use as
AIPC indicates, I have again seen no evidence to the contrary. Given the
nature and location of the site, I agree with the Council’s positive
assessment of its prospects.
7.112 Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation. The Plan must be
read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate
that provision in this policy as sought by Sport England.
7.113 As the Council points out, national planning guidance encourages making
the best use of previously developed land in urban areas for residential
development. The contribution that this site could make in this respect is
limited, but I see no reason to delete this element as suggested by some
objectors.
7.114 I consider that the summary table in para 7.3.6, inserted in the Plan at
revised deposit stage, meets the objection by GOSW as far as is
necessary, for reasons outlined in my conclusions on objections to that
paragraph and table above.
Recommendation
7.115 I recommend that:
a.

The second sentence of paragraph 7.5.47 be deleted and replaced
with ‘Therefore, if appropriate in the light of Government policy for
the use of planning obligations (see chapter 6), the Council will
seek contributions towards traffic measures, including public
transport, that may be necessary to accommodate travel demands
arising from the development.’; and

b.

Policy CIR.8 be modified by:
i) deletion of ‘at all times’ in criterion (c) and substitution of
‘during shopping hours’; and
ii) deletion of criterion (d).
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Mixed Use Sites: Kingsmead Lorry Park, Cirencester - Policy CIR.9
Objections
169/10
191/1
232/8
278/25
344/10
352/73

AIPC Limited
Hardyment & Co
Cirencester Town Council
Gloucestershire County Council
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.09
CIR.09
CIR.09
CIR.09
CIR.09
CIR.09

Main Issue
Whether the uses proposed for this site are appropriate.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.116 The supporting text sets out clearly the reasons for the proposed change
in the use of this site. I note the objection by Friends of the Earth to the
loss of the café, but there are other facilities available on the road
network, albeit that these may be different in character. This does not
justify retention of a facility (including the lorry parking) that has largely
outlived its purpose.
7.117 CDC has accepted that the suggestion by the Town Council that the site
be used as a ‘transfer station’ has some merit, and in principle I agree.
However, while the concept of transhipping goods from large lorries into
smaller vehicles for delivery into town centres is well-established, it has
proved difficult to put into practice due, not least, to the economics
involved. This is especially so in small towns such as Cirencester that
cannot offer the economies of scale necessary for financial viability.
Moreover, modern distribution, manufacturing and retailing methods
increasingly rely on ‘just in time’ deliveries where time is of the essence,
further militating against anything that delays the process. I therefore
share CDC’s view that such a scheme is unlikely to be viable here.
7.118 Hardyment & Co seek provision for retail relocation on the site in view of
the proximity to the large Tesco store. However, I agree with the Council
that such provision would not accord with the sequential approach to the
location of sites for retail development set out in PPG 6 (which was extant
at the time of the Inquiry).
7.119 I share the view of the Council that the uses proposed here have a
synergy with adjacent uses. AIPC suggests that there are other more
suitable sites for them, but does not specify where they are and I have
been unable to identify any.
7.120 Other matters - The archaeological interest of the site, referred to by
GCC, is recognised in para 7.5.54 and in criterion (a) to this policy. In
view of the special importance of the interests in and around Cirencester,
I cannot agree with GOSW that this criterion should be relegated to the
notes for guidance. I consider that it is unnecessary to add a specific
reference in this policy to archaeological recording as GCC seeks, because
this is covered by policy 13.
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Recommendation
7.121 I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Mixed Use Sites:
BT Exchange, Cirencester (Omission site)
Police Station/Magistrates' Court, Cirencester (Omission site)
Forum Car Park, Cirencester (Omission site)
Objection
123/3A
123/3B
123/3C
175/7

BT Group Plc
BT Group Plc
BT Group Plc
A L P Architects

Issue
Whether the car park should be allocated for development.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.122 Changes made to Inset Map 1A at revised deposit stage brought the BT
Exchange, the Police Station/Magistrates’ Court and their curtilages within
the defined commercial centre of Cirencester, and hence within the ambit
of policy 27. This meets the objections by BT Group in respect of these
sites.
7.123 The Forum car park has not been included but, as the Council points out,
nor have any others. It seems to me that the car park should be retained
as such unless positive proposals for its redevelopment are justified, in
which case it should be specifically allocated rather than being left to a
more general policy such as policy 27.
7.124 ALP Architects seek allocation of the car park for residential and Class B1
uses and decked parking in accordance with the Urban Capacity Study and
PPG3. These do not ‘require’ allocation as suggested by the objector but,
as the Council indicates, advise and inform the Local Plan process. It is
for the Plan to balance the need for such allocations against other
considerations.
7.125 The only reason given by the Council for not allocating this site is that the
car park is arguably the most archaeologically sensitive of all the town
centre sites. I have seen no evidence to counter that view. I note that
the Plan provides for decked car parks at the Sheep Street ‘island’ site
(policy CIR.3) and The Waterloo (CIR.7), and I have seen no evidence
that further such provision is required.
Provision is made for B1
development on a number of sites in the town centre, and again I have
seen nothing to suggest that more is needed. Housing provision in the
town centre may accord in principle with PPG3, but it seems to me that
this site, being largely surrounded by non-residential uses, is less suitable
than others for such development.
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7.126 In the absence of evidence of a need to develop this site sufficient to
outweigh its archaeological value, I conclude that it should not be
allocated for development.
Recommendation
7.127 I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Mixed Use Sites: Cirencester Rugby Football Club (Omission site)
Objection
251/21

Cirencester Rugby Football Club

Issue
Whether, having regard to the general strategy in the Plan, this site
should be allocated for mixed use development.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.128 I have recommended in addressing objections to policy 11 that the open
space designation covering the RFC site and the area to the east be
deleted. However, in considering the Club’s objection to inclusion of its
site within the Special Landscape Area (SLA) under policy 8, I have
concluded that it is appropriately included in view of its landscape value
and the visual links with the Abbey Grounds providing a strong connection
between the countryside and the historic core of the town, especially the
Church tower.
7.129 The RFC proposes provision for a mix of sports, leisure, tourism,
equestrian, employment and residential uses. It suggests that these
would help meet ‘clear deficiencies in the development strategy and the
shortfalls in allocation in or adjacent to Cirencester’. However, having
regard to my conclusions on the District development strategy and on the
housing and employment land requirements, I find that there is no need
for further such allocations here. As the Club acknowledges, the other
elements are already covered by specific policies in the Local Plan.
7.130 The Club also suggests that development would facilitate retention and
enhancement of the club facilities, and that the principle of facilitating
development has been established through the Inspector’s report on the
now adopted Local Plan and an appeal decision.
I accept that in
appropriate circumstances such development to enable provision and
enhancement of sports and recreational facilities accords with national
planning guidance.
However, the appeal proposal referred to was
dismissed on the grounds of harm to the SLA and, while this can only be
fully assessed in the context of specific proposals, it seems to me that that
this is an important consideration. Having regard to this and to the lack
1

Incorporates the objection originally numbered 251/10.
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of a general need for development here, I conclude that a specific
allocation here would not be appropriate.
7.131 That is not to say that there should not be any facilitating development
here. As I have indicated in addressing the Club’s objection to policy 8,
that policy provides for development that would meet the economic and
social needs of communities provided that it does not unacceptably harm
the area’s landscape character or appearance. I also note there that the
economic and social needs referred to include provision of facilities for
sport and recreation. Any proposals here would fall to be considered in
the context of policy 8 and others including 28 (tourism), 34 (equestrian
related development), 36 (community facilities) and 38 (playing fields,
sports facilities and allotments).
Recommendation
7.132 I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Housing allocations: Introduction and General Appraisal
7.133 Many of the issues raised in relation to the proposed housing allocations
and omission sites in and around Cirencester have already been addressed
in my consideration of the District development strategy, the housing
numbers and policies 20 & 22 in chapter 3 of this report. I have also
concluded on the principle of development around the periphery of the
town in the section headed ‘Cirencester; General’ in this chapter. Of
particular relevance are my conclusions on the quantum and broad
distribution of development. In essence I have concluded there that the
overall scale of residential development in and around Cirencester as
proposed in the Plan is appropriate and that some peripheral development
is necessary in addition to the use of previously-developed land within the
built-up area. In considering objections to the specific sites I have had
regard to those conclusions and, although those strategic issues have
been raised again in objections and submissions regarding individual sites,
I shall not revisit those issues.
7.134 It follows from the above that any additional allocations would have to be
matched by deletions of allocations in the Plan providing equivalent
numbers of dwellings, and vice versa. This requires a comparative
exercise to be undertaken. I set out below how I intend to proceed.
7.135 I shall first deal separately (and out of turn) with the allocation under
policy CIR.10A in view of the singular circumstances that arise with that
policy and allocation. I will then address briefly the individual attributes of
the major sites allocated and proposed as omission sites, followed by
similar consideration of all the other omission sites (these grouped into a
single section). Next I will come to overall conclusions on which site or
sites should be allocated. Finally I will address detailed matters in relation
to the recommended site or sites.
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Four Acre Field - Policy CIR.10A
Objections
At First Deposit Stage
232/24

Cirencester Town Council

Omission site

At Revised Deposit Stage
228/2R
357/1R
359/1R
360/1R
363/1R
365/1R
373/1R
379/1R
382/1R
385/1R
396/1R
397/1R
398/1R
400/1R
405/1R
413/1R
422/1R
423/1R

Batsford Estates (1983) Company Ltd
Mrs D Cork
Mr P A Fielden
Mrs D Edwardes
Ms J A Watkins
Mrs F A Hawes
Mr & Mrs T Arnold
Mrs B Landon
Mr P Martin
Mr C Weaver
Dr Hugh Martin
Mrs A Martin
Mr & Mrs W Sobczak
Mr & Mrs Kirby
Mr C J Salvage
Mr Victor W Causon
Mrs Helen Short
Mr & Mrs T Navin

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A
CIR.10A

Issue
Whether this site should be allocated for residential development.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.136 The site was allocated at revised deposit stage in response to an objection
to the first deposit Plan by the landowner, Cirencester Town Council. In
the light of the objections to this and others since withdrawn, CDC
reconsidered its position and resolved prior to the Inquiry to revert to the
position at first deposit stage, with the site unallocated. The Town Council
was advised of this change and given the opportunity to ‘resurrect’ its
original objection which had been conditionally withdrawn in the interim,
but did not do so.
7.137 I agree that development of this site would lead to an undesirable loss of
playing fields and informal recreational area, and might displace some
activities onto the adjacent Roman amphitheatre to the detriment of its
heritage and amenity value. I conclude that the policy should be deleted,
with consequential modifications to the supporting text and Proposals
Map.
7.138 Deletion of this allocation has been taken into account in the revised
housing numbers that I consider under that heading in chapter 3 of this
report. There is, therefore, no need to make any specific alternative
provision to replace the dwellings that had been proposed here.
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Recommendation
7.139 I recommend that:
i)

policy CIR.10A be deleted in accordance with the Council’s proposed
change (CD/C/30/37);

ii)

the (unnumbered) supporting text to the policy and the relevant
notation on Proposals Map Inset 1A be deleted.

iii)

the summary table in paragraph 7.3.6 be modified by deletion of
the figures for Four Acre Field, with consequential adjustments to
the subtotals and totals, to table 5 in Chapter 3 of the Plan and to
the table in Appendix 7 to the Plan (to the extent that such changes
are not obviated by other modifications that I have recommended
to these).

Land at Kingshill, Cirencester
Policy CIR.10 and Paragraphs 7.6.1-7.6.24
Objections
13/1
14/1
19/1
46/3
53/12
60/1
75/18
82/1
91/1
97/15
100/9
105/21
132/14
134/1
134/2
135/1
135/2
135/3
135/4
139/1
146/1
148/1
150/1
167/1
175/8
175/2R
180/12
187/10
188/1
193/1
194/1
197/1
225/1
231/1
232/3
232/6

Mr & Mrs A Messenger
Mr B Young
Mrs Julie Thorn
Cirencester Civic Society
Campaign to Protect Rural England
Mr & Mrs Boden
Countryside Properties Plc
Mr & Mrs Iredale
Mr & Mrs Miller
South West RSL Planning Consortium
Mr D Odell
Mr B Wicks
Berkeley Community Villages
Mr R Waldron
Mr R Waldron
Miss S Waldron
Miss S Waldron
Miss S Waldron
Miss S Waldron
Mrs H E Tonks
Mr & Mrs Wyatt
Mrs D South
Mr & Mrs J Dowling
Mrs B A Parsons
A L P Architects
A L P Architects
Sport England
Barratt Bristol
Mrs M Harris
M H Jupp
Mrs M R Taylor
Executors of R T G Shester-Master
Mrs S V Evans
Mrs S Clatworthy
Cirencester Town Council
Cirencester Town Council
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Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
7.6.10 & 7.6.22
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
7.6.14
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
7.6.9-7.6.21
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
Policy CIR.10
7.6.6
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232/7
232/2R
233/1
234/1
234/2
234/3
234/4
234/5
234/6
234/7
250/24
277/1
326/10
326/4R
331/1
334/25
340/3
344/4
344/5
344/6
344/7
344/8
346/7
352/75
352/76
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Cirencester Town Council
Cirencester Town Council
Mrs M Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
Mr S Bowcock
House Builders Federation
Fosse Close Residents Association
Robert Hitchins Ltd
Robert Hitchins Ltd
Mrs G E Lowdell
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Highways Agency
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Country & Metropolitan Homes Plc
Government Office for the South West
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

Policy
Policy

7.6.22
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
7.6.9
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
CIR.10
7.6.24
7.6.14
7.6.8
7.6.3
CIR.10
7.6.2
CIR.10

Interim issue
The suitability of these sites for allocation for residential development.
Interim reasoning and conclusions
7.140 The Kingshill sites are described in the Plan and shown on Inset Map 1.
Despite being allocated in the Plan under a single policy they are two
discrete sites, Kingshill North1 (shown on the map as CIR.10) and South
(shown as CIR.10/1). Neither site is subject to any national or local
landscape designation, though Kingshill North abuts the Special Landscape
Area (SLA) on the Burford Road boundary.
7.141 Kingshill North is bounded to the north-west and north by Burford Road
(the A429 Fosse Way) and its the intersection with the A417 bypass, to
the east by an undefined line parallel to and some 40m from the line of
pylons and high tension power line, to the south by London Road and to
the west by residential development. It falls gently from north to south to
a shallow dry valley then rises again slightly, and comprises two fields and
about half of a third. It is clearly visible on the approaches to the town
along the Burford and London Roads as well as from many nearby
dwellings. Evidence for the Council indicates that the whole site (and the
land beyond the pylons) is in single private ownership [LPA 19/6].
7.142 I agree with Bathurst Estate that the site remains clearly agricultural, but
it seems to me that the power line and, to a greater extent, the bypass
have visually severed it from the wider landscape to the north-east.
1

I have some sympathy with the suggestion by Bathurst Estate that the Kingshill North site would
more appropriately be called ‘Beeches North’ having regard to the name of the residential area to
the south of it. However, to avoid confusion I shall refer to it as indicated in the Plan.
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Moreover, the busy roads on 2 sides, the bypass a short distance beyond
a third side and residential development on 2 sides (including the
Corinium Heights development on the south side of London Road all
detract from its rural character, giving it something of an urban fringe
nature.
7.143 The Kingshill South site abuts the southern edge of the existing Kingshill
development, with the dual carriageway Swindon Road in cutting to the
west. The short eastern boundary is an undefined line parallel to and
some 25m from the line of pylons and high tension power line, and the
southern boundary follows part of a field boundary then a curve,
undefined on the ground, to the Kingsmeadow roundabout. It comprises
allotment gardens and parts of two arable fields on the side of the shallow
River Churn valley. The eastern half of it slopes very gently to the south
and the western part slightly more steeply to the south-west and west.
Apart from the allotments the site has the character of a pleasant but
unremarkable piece of agricultural land undifferentiated from the wider
open landscape. Evidence for the Council indicates that it owns the
allotment gardens, and that the remainder of the site and land extending
to Swindon Road (A419 Ermin Way) to the south and to Kingshill Lane to
the east is in single private ownership [LPA 19/6].
7.144 I note that development here would reduce the gap between development
and the Kingshill area and the outlying part of Preston around Preston
Forty, but it is clear from the map that the narrowing of the gap to the
main part of the village would be negligible.
7.145 Apart from the views from the rear of properties in North Home Road, the
main views of this site are more distant ones from Swindon Road to the
south and from Kingshill Lane and Preston village to the east (at distances
of between 300m and around 1km). In these views the edge of the
existing housing forms a hard and unattractive edge on the skyline. I
agree that the falling ground rules out any possibility of screening new
development from the same views, even if that were desirable. However,
it seems to me that, with careful design of the built development and
sensitive landscaping of the area beyond it (and possibly beyond the
allocation site itself), a ‘soft edge’ vastly superior to the existing one could
be achieved. This edge would be closer to the viewpoints, but would have
the important benefit of not being on the skyline.
7.146 In considering employment allocations below I address the suitability of
the site east of the Kingshill North site for that purpose. The Council’s
decision on my recommendation on that matter will have a bearing on the
form of treatment of the eastern edge of the housing site. Either way
careful design would be necessary, though to my mind it is not as
sensitive as the southern edge of the Kingshill South site. Such matters
could be addressed at detailed design stage.
7.147 The particular concerns of residents on the existing edge of the built-up
area adjacent to the Kingshill South site are entirely understandable.
Development on the site would block their views of the open countryside
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and take away the open area that they naturally value. No doubt those
living on the previous edge of the built-up area had similar feelings when
the dwellings in which the objectors now live were proposed. In my
experience such concerns would also be very likely to arise with any
peripheral development around the town and, for reasons I have already
indicated in the introduction and general appraisal on housing allocations,
I accept that it is necessary to allocate greenfield land somewhere around
the town for residential development. Therefore, while I sympathise with
the concerns in this respect, I do not consider this to be compelling reason
not to allocate this site.
7.148 I saw that the many of the allotments are not in use. I note the
suggestion by some objectors that this is due to obstacles placed in the
way of lettings by the Town and/or District Council though I have seen no
evidence to support this. In any event, I do not see the allotments as a
significant bar to development as they could be replaced on greenfield
land nearby if required.
7.149 The Council’s factual evidence regarding distances between the sites and
the town centre, other employment areas, shopping, education, health
and leisure facilities is largely undisputed, though its qualitative
interpretation of that evidence in terms of sustainability was challenged by
Bathurst Estate and others.
7.150 The Council indicates that one reason for selection of these sites is the
potential for development here to lead, directly or indirectly, to
improvements in the community facilities in what it terms, with some
justification to my mind, a relatively deprived part of the town. Particular
emphasis was placed on the provision of a new primary school on a site
reserved by GCC as local education authority adjacent to Kingshill
Secondary School. The potential benefits of this in terms of convenience
for children and their parents living in the Beeches/New Mills/Kingshill
area, for whom the nearest existing provision is at Cirencester Infant and
Junior Schools, are obvious. However, evidence for Bathurst Estate cast
doubt on the need for a new school in the light of existing and predicted
spare capacity and the thresholds for the provision of new schools.
7.151 I have seen no evidence that development of these sites would pose any
insurmountable infrastructure problems. It is proposed for the Council
that access to the Kingshill South site be from the Kingsmeadow
roundabout. This could be the sole vehicular access, or there could be
provision of a bus-only link to the existing estate. Another possibility is
an all-purpose link. I understand that this has some support amongst
residents in view of the poor existing access to the estate, but a number
of objectors are concerned about this creating a ‘rat run’ through the area.
As the Council suggests, such issues are best resolved through a transport
assessment.
7.152 Having regard to these considerations and all other matters that have
been raised in connection with these sites I conclude that in principle they
are both suitable for allocation.
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Recommendation
7.153 I make no recommendation on these sites here, but do so in the section
on further consideration of the housing allocations below.

Bowling Green Farm, Cirencester (Omission site)
Objection
187/3
187/15R
303/4
391/1R

Barratt Bristol
Barratt Bristol (part1)
North East Cirencester Amenities Society (NECAS)
The Executors of the Late Mrs P Freeth

Omission site
Policy 8 & Inset Map 1
Inset Map 1
Policy 8 & Inset Map 1

Interim issue
a.

Whether inclusion of this site in the Special Landscape Area (SLA) is
appropriate; and

b.

The suitability of this site for allocation for residential development.

Interim reasoning and conclusions
Issue a
7.154 This site is located on the north side of the town. It comprises agricultural
land bounded on the south and east sides by residential development in
the Bowling Green area, to the west by the valley of the River Churn and
to the north by open countryside. The western part of the site forms the
steeply sloping side of the valley. Most of the remainder is fairly flat,
though in the southern part the ground is uneven as a legacy of former
shallow quarrying.
7.155 The importance of the River Churn valley in its own right and as a buffer
between Stratton and the Bowling Green area is undisputed. There are,
however, significant differences of opinion on the landscape value of the
site itself.
7.156 In the adopted Local Plan the valley bottom and the area north of the site
were designated as SLA, but the current objection site was excluded. The
report on a review of SLA designations by consultants commissioned by
the Council to inform the review of the Plan recommended that [CD/C/31
para 5.10] that the boundaries remain the same, and this was reflected in
the first deposit Plan. The site was, however, added to the SLA at revised
deposit stage in response to the objection by NECAS.
7.157 Barratt Bristol and the Executors of Mrs Freeth object to the change. Both
objections relate only to the proposed omission site, and neither objector
questions the appropriateness of the designation of the area to the north

1

Remainder addressed under policy 8 (chapter 2).

Page 7-33

Cotswold District Local Plan - Inspector's Report

Chapter 7 - The District's Urban Area: Cirencester

as a SLA. However, Barratt suggests that the omission site differs from
the SLA in terms of topography, scale and character.
7.158 It is undisputed that the site is different to the river valley, but it seems to
me that it is similar topographically to the area to the north as a whole.
This includes both the valley slope and the flatter landscape of the
elevated plateau to the east. Clearly the objection site is less expansive
in scale than the open countryside to the north, and its character is
influenced by urban influences. However, both are due to the presence of
the adjacent housing. I have seen nothing to suggest that this proximity
to a built-up area precludes SLA designation in principle. Indeed there are
many places where SLAs abut development, including on the northern and
eastern sides of the Bowling Green area. I see no reason to doubt that if
the existing housing were not there the SLA would extend southwards to
Abbey Way as it does to Gloucester Road and Grove Lane to the west and
east. That of course is a hypothetical situation, but in my opinion it would
be arbitrary to make a distinction now between the objection site and the
wider area as the underlying landscape remains the same.
7.159 For these reasons, and having regard to all other matters put forward, I
conclude that this site is appropriately included in the SLA.
Issue b
7.160 At the Inquiry the Council conceded that the report to its Committee
regarding the selection of sites for housing allocations (at first deposit
stage) stated erroneously that the site was within the SLA. However, that
is not material to my consideration of this issue, which I have undertaken
on its planning merits.
7.161 The site is clearly visible across the valley from around the junction of
Gloucester and Cheltenham Roads various parts of Stratton. From these
places the most prominent part of the site is the valley slope, with the
edge of the housing development beyond the site to the east being clearly
visible on the skyline. From public rights of way in the valley the slope is
seen, but the flatter area above it and the housing beyond are hidden by
the topography.
7.162 It is undisputed that development on the steep valley slope would be
inappropriate. Barratt suggests that it be retained for open space and
landscaping. Development on the remaining part of the site would screen
the somewhat stark edge of the existing development, but its western
edge along the top of the valley slope would be prominent in views both
from across the valley and from the valley floor. I accept that careful
design could avoid a linear edge and that landscaping could soften this
further. Nevertheless, there is a pronounced break in the slope here and I
consider that the development along the top of this would be very
apparent on the skyline from all these viewpoints. Development would
represent a clear extension of the built-up area in to the countryside and,
in my opinion, be harmful to the landscape of the SLA.
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7.163 The factual evidence of Barratt Bristol regarding distances between the
site and the town centre, other employment areas, shopping, education,
health and leisure facilities is largely undisputed by the Council. However,
I note the authority’s view that the qualitative interpretation of that
evidence in terms of sustainability is more favourable than is justified,
especially with regard to walking. It seems to be agreed, however, that
some of the shortcomings identified by the Council are capable of being
remedied by improvements funded by the developer.
7.164 It was also agreed that there are no insurmountable infrastructure
constraints. The highway authority, on behalf of CDC, accepted that it
was possible to gain access via Berry Hill Crescent and that concerns
about off-site junction and other problems could be overcome.
7.165 Having regard to these considerations and all other matters that have
been raised in connection with this site I conclude that, while it would in
some respects be suitable for allocation, these do not negate the harmful
effects on the landscape of the SLA. These do not absolutely preclude its
allocation, but in my opinion they weigh against its allocation in the
comparative exercise I shall undertake later.
Recommendation
7.166 I recommend no modification to the extent of the Special Landscape
Area in this location.
7.167 I make no recommendation here on the question of allocation of this site
for housing development, but do so in the section on further consideration
of the housing allocations below.

Chesterton Park, Cirencester (Omission site)
Objection
334/1

Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
(part – see also section on omission sites (employment))

Omission site

Interim issue
The suitability of this site for allocation for residential development.
Interim reasoning and conclusions
7.168 This site lies on the south side of Cirencester, and comprises an irregular
swathe of land between some 150 and 500m deep adjacent to the existing
built-up area between Tetbury Road and Spratsgate Lane. The site as a
whole is proposed by Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust for
comprehensive residential and mixed-use development in 2 phases, one
within and one beyond the Plan period. I return to the employment
element later in this chapter. It is indicated that phase 1 could include
300 new dwellings. The objector suggests that the land for the second
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phase, which could provide a further 700 dwellings between 2011 and
2016, be included in the Plan as a reserve site.
7.169 The site is not subject to any national or local landscape designation,
though it abuts the AONB along the Tetbury Road boundary. It mainly
comprises agricultural land, some within grade 3a but mostly 3b or 4.
The landscape is open and only very gently rolling, and I share the view of
the objector that it is ‘pleasant but unremarkable’.
7.170 At the Inquiry the Council confirmed that it raises no specific landscape
objection to the development of this site, and did not challenge the
evidence in this respect for the objector. However, it expressed concern
at what the Inspector who reported on the objections to the now adopted
Local Plan termed ‘a massive southerly extension of Cirencester into the
surrounding countryside’ [LPA 53; 334H appx 3]. Certainly there is no
obvious ‘hard’ boundary to the south, but I note that the objector
proposes creation of extensive parkland to the south of the built
development, not as a buffer but to echo the character of the Royal
Agricultural College (RAC) and Cirencester Park on the urban/rural
transition. I accept that this could offer a significant improvement over
the current stark and unattractive southern edge of the town which is
clearly seen from the Fosse Way.
7.171 The objector stressed the proximity of this site to the employment area at
Love Lane (particularly the extension proposed under policy CIR.11) and
to the proposed employment development at the RAC if this proceeds.
Moreover, the overall concept also includes such development within the
site. However, I share the Council’s view that proximity of housing and
employment does not necessarily reduce commuting – it may simply lead
to commuting in both directions.
7.172 The factual evidence of Bathurst Estate regarding distances between the
site and the town centre, other shopping facilities, education, health and
leisure facilities and to Kemble Station is largely undisputed by the
Council.
However, I note the authority’s view that the qualitative
interpretation of that evidence in terms of sustainability is more
favourable than is justified, especially with regard to walking. On the
other hand I accept that a comprehensive development such as is
proposed by the objector offers the potential to provide more local
facilities and improvements such as bus services. Evidence for the
objector suggests that there is available capacity in existing schools to
accommodate children from the first phase of the development but that a
new school could be provided in connection with the subsequent
development, though the viability of this was challenged by the Council.
7.173 I have seen no evidence that development of this site would pose any
insurmountable infrastructure problems.
7.174 Having regard to these considerations and all other matters that have
been raised in connection with this site I conclude that in principle it is
suitable for allocation.
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Recommendation
7.175 I make no recommendation on this site here, but do so in the section on
further consideration of the housing allocations below.

Somerford Road, Cirencester (Omission site)
Objection
334/2

Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust

Omission site

Interim issue
The suitability of this site for allocation for residential development.
Interim reasoning and conclusions
7.176 This site is located on the south side of the town. It comprises allotment
gardens and a grassed field. I understand that there is no general public
access to either. It is bounded to the east by the Love Lane industrial
estate, to the north by residential development, to the east by Somerford
Road with residential development beyond and to the south by Wilkinson
Road with the proposed allocation for employment use under policy
CIR.11 beyond. I consider this policy separately, recommending only a
minor change to it. Thus the site is already enclosed on 3 sides by urban
development and is also likely to be partly enclosed on the 4th side.
7.177 The objector has proposed a site to the south of the CIR.11 site for
replacement of most of the displaced allotments.
I address this
separately in a subsequent section, but note here that the Council did not
challenge the principle of this save to point out that the replacement
allotments would be further from residential areas than the existing ones
and hence less sustainable.
7.178 At the Inquiry it was conceded for the Council that there is no outright
planning objection to the development of this site. It was also accepted
that development here would be sustainable in terms of factors such as its
accessibility to employment (in the Love Lane area, though less so in the
town centre), shops, schools, medical and leisure facilities as well as to
the railway station at Kemble.
7.179 The Council’s evidence on landscape issues was somewhat contradictory
with the evidence at the Inquiry coming to different conclusions to those
of the report on the study of land surrounding key settlements [CD/C/14]
in which the southern part of this site was considered to be suitable for
development in the short term. It is undisputed that the area is pleasant,
but nothing I have seen or heard leads me to the conclusion that it is of
particular intrinsic landscape merit.
7.180 I have no doubt that those living adjacent to it and those who pass it
value it as an open area and would wish to see it remain as such. But I
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share the view of the objector that the Council’s emphasis on the need for
a buffer between the residential and industrial areas is unjustified. As was
pointed out, there are no such buffers on the other sides of the Love Lane
industrial estate or in many other similar situations. Indeed, in some
respects, development here would better screen the estate from the
existing dwellings west of Somerford Road than does the open area.
Careful layout, design and landscaping could present an attractive
appearance on the boundary and maintain a degree of separation from
the industrial estate.
7.181 I have seen no evidence that development of this site would pose any
insurmountable infrastructure problems.
7.182 Having regard to these considerations and all other matters that have
been raised in connection with this site I conclude that in principle it is
suitable for allocation.
Recommendation
7.183 I make no recommendation on this site here, but do so in the section on
further consideration of the housing allocations below.

Other omission sites (housing)
Objection
109/3
169/12
225/2
231/2
241/11
265/1
266/1
351/1

Ms L Lloyd
AIPC Ltd
Mrs S V Evans
Mrs S Clatworthy
Diocese of Gloucester
A J Ponsford
Lord Banbury
J S Bloor (Swindon) Ltd

Stratton Place, Stratton
Kingsmeadow, Cirencester
Austin Road Flats, Cirencester
Hare Bushes, Cirencester or unspecified site at Stratton
Land at Stratton Rectory, Stratton
West of Cheltenham Road, Stratton
Land North of Baunton Lane, Stratton
Stratton Park, Stratton

Interim issue
The suitability of these sites for allocation for residential development.
Interim reasoning and conclusions
7.184 The sites at Stratton Place, Austin Road Flats and Stratton Rectory are all
below the minimum size for specific allocations in the Local Plan, and so
are not suitable as such.
They could, however, be considered for
development under policy 20, though I note that Stratton Place is within
an area designated as open space. Although I have recommended
deletion of policy 11 under which it falls in the Plan, I have also
recommended that the open spaces within the development boundaries be
retained and addressed under policy 20.
7.185 The site at Kingsmeadow is outside the development boundary and within
the indicative floodplain of the River Churn. This places it in the high risk
zone as defined in PPG 25, which advises that in undeveloped areas such
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sites are generally not suitable for residential development unless a
particular location is essential and that general-purpose housing should
not normally be permitted.
I have seen nothing to indicate that
development on this site is essential in the terms of the PPG or any reason
to allocate it contrary to the advice in the Circular, and conclude that it is
not suitable for allocation.
7.186 I agree with the Council that the Hare Bushes area is visually sensitive. It
has been designated in the Local Plan as part of the Special Landscape
Area (SLA) under policy 8. It seems to me that this is fully justified in
terms of own landscape merits and the more so because, as the Council
points out, it forms part of an important green wedge that links the
historic core of the town (via the Abbey Grounds) with the wold landscape
to the north. The policy aims to protect such landscapes, and for this
reason I conclude that this site is not suitable for allocation for residential
development.
7.187 Mrs Clatworthy also refers to unspecified ‘fields along the Gloucester
Road, towards the new bypass’ in the Stratton area. Almost all such sites
are within the nationally-designated Cotswolds Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB). Allocation of land here when there are suitable
sites outside the AONB would be contrary to the national, regional,
Structure Plan and Local plan policies that aim to conserve the natural
beauty of the landscape and countryside. Accordingly I conclude that this
site is not suitable for allocation for residential development.
7.188 J S Bloor suggests that the site at Stratton Park would represent an infill
site. However, while there is a single house (Stratton Park House) beyond
it, I agree with the Council that it is clear from a map view and on the
ground that this is a greenfield site beyond the edge of the built-up area.
Moreover, it is within the AONB, and so subject to the considerations I
have outlined in the last paragraph. I consider that it is not suitable for
allocation.
7.189 The site north of Baunton Lane is similarly outside the built-up area and
within the AONB, so the same points apply here too. It is suggested for
Lord Banbury that development here ‘would not affect the separate
identities of Stratton and Baunton but, on the contrary, it seems to me
that it would lead to their virtual coalescence. I consider that this would
significantly erode the distinct character of Baunton, and for these reasons
I do not consider that this land should be allocated.
7.190 I share the view of the Council that, rather than forming a ‘natural
rounding-off’ as suggested for Mr Ponsford, the site west of Cheltenham
Road would also extend the built-up area. I have come to this view
notwithstanding the sporadic development beyond it in the triangle
bounded by Stratton, Cheltenham Road and Baunton Lane. It is also in
the Special Landscape Area defined in the Plan and, again, would erode
the gap between Stratton and Baunton. For these reasons I conclude that
the site is not suitable for allocation for residential development.
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Recommendation
7.191 I make no recommendation on these sites here, but do so in the section
on further consideration of the housing allocations below.

Housing allocations: further consideration
Issues
a.

Which of the above sites should be allocated for residential
development; and

b.

The detailed provisions of the policy/ies and supporting text relating
to that/those to be allocated.

Further reasoning and conclusions
Issue a
7.192 Cogent arguments can be, and indeed have been, advanced to indicate
that every one of the sites that have been put forward for residential
development should not be developed. However, it follows from my
conclusions on the District development strategy and housing numbers
that allocation of none of them is not an option, so it is necessary to select
one or more of them. Indeed, to maintain the overall provision and
distribution of growth it is necessary to allocate land to accommodate
development approximating in scale to that which would be provided on
the proposed sites at Kingshill North and South, though not necessarily on
those sites.
7.193 In making the site selection I have had regard to my general appraisal on
housing allocations, my interim conclusions on the individual sites and all
other material considerations.
7.194 I have concluded above that none of the ‘other omission sites’ is suitable
for allocation.
Moreover, most of them are too small to make a
contribution to the housing requirements sufficient to obviate the need to
allocate one or more of the major sites that have been put forward, and
the capacities of others are unknown.
7.195 Of the major sites, I have concluded that both Kingshill sites and those at
Chesterton Park, Somerford Road and, with reservations, Bowling Green
Farm are suitable in principle for allocation. The indicated capacities in
dwellings (at 30 dwellings per hectare) are as follows:
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Kingshill North
Kingshill South
Bowling Green Farm
Chesterton Park (phase 1)1
Somerford Road

261
216
90
300
170

[LPA 5 annex A]
[ibid]
[187D]
[334G]
[334D]

7.196 None of the other sites alone could equal the potential provision on the
combined Kingshill sites, though Chesterton Park and Somerford Road
together could do so. Chesterton Park alone could replace Kingshill North
only and a combination of Bowling Green Farm and Somerford Road could
replace Kingshill South only, with slight surpluses in both cases. I have
not considered ‘splitting’ any sites, as I have seen nothing to suggest that
any could be developed satisfactorily in part only.
7.197 Despite the wealth of detailed analysis of the sustainabilities of the various
sites, the comparative assessment is inevitably largely a subjective matter
as it depends on the weight attached to the various factors. Not only is it
necessary to ‘compare apples with pears’, but some of the factors conflict
with each other. To give just one example, it has been submitted – as a
disadvantage - that Chesterton Park is the ‘wrong’ side of the town for
access to and from the A417 trunk road, leading to increased cross-town
trips. But it has also been contended – again as an alleged disadvantage
– that proximity of Kingshill North to the A417 would encourage more outcommuting from there to Swindon and Gloucester/Cheltenham.
7.198 Having seen and heard extensive evidence and submissions on the matter
I am led to the conclusion that the overall differences between these sites
are not sufficient to make a meaningful distinction between them in this
respect.
7.199 Nor, in my judgement having also carefully considered all the evidence on
these issues, are the differences in the effects on the landscapes and
characters of the areas generally significant enough to bear greatly on the
choice between them. The one exception is Bowling Green Farm which, to
my mind, performs appreciably worse than the others in this respect.
7.200 Each of the sites would bring local benefits in terms of addressing existing
deficiencies and problems, though the scope to do so is disputed in most
cases, as well as disbenefits.
While there are inevitably many
uncertainties about these at this stage in the process, it seems to me that
the Kingshill sites and Chesterton Park have some advantages over the
others in this respect.
7.201 Objectors sought to cast doubt on the deliverability of the Kingshill sites
within the Plan period, but it seems to me that these sites have the
important benefit of having been identified as ‘strategic reserve’ sites in
the adopted Local Plan (Area 7 paras 4.13 and 4.16) and having been
proposed as allocations in the first and revised deposit versions of the
emerging Plan.
As a result there has been ample opportunity for
1

For convenience, in the remainder of this section references to Chesterton Park relate to phase 1
of that proposal.
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objections to be made to them and considered, initially by the Council and
now by me. If the Council were to retain the provisions of policy CIR.10
without fundamental modification there would be little scope further
objections to delay progress to adoption, and little policy impediment to
the granting of planning permission for development on the sites.
7.202 By contrast none of the other sites has been the subject of such
opportunity to object and scrutiny. In the light of the objections made to
all such allocation in the Plan and my experience elsewhere, I would
expect there to be a substantial level of objection to them in the event of
their being put forward a proposed medications to the Local Plan. This
may give rise to the need for a further Inquiry, thus delaying adoption of
the plan as a whole and potentially also delaying the granting of planning
permission on the sites as their status would remain uncertain in the
interim.
7.203 Emphasis was placed by Bathurst Estate on the lack of a master plan for
the Kingshill sites in contrast to the submitted detail of proposals for
Chesterton Park. It was indicated for the Council that some progress has
been made on the former, but the authority was not prepared to publish it
at the stage reached at the time of the Inquiry. In any event, the
material relating to Chesterton Park that I have seen, while wide ranging
and well presented, lacks the range and depth of content indicated as
being required (in note for guidance to policy CIR.10), nor has it been
prepared ‘in close collaboration with the community, the District and Town
Councils and the County Highway Authority’ as required, and of course it
has not been adopted by the local planning authority as supplementary
planning guidance. I do not criticise the objector for this, but it suggests
to me that the proposals there are not further advanced than those for the
Kingshill sites.
7.204 The same applies at least equally to the other sites. From all that I have
seen and heard I remain unconvinced that any of the other sites offers a
better prospect of delivering housing to meet the requirements within the
Plan period.
7.205 It was put to me at the Inquiry that in the event of my not recommending
Chesterton Park as an allocation in the Plan I should consider
recommending its inclusion as a strategic reserve. I note that my
colleague who considered the objections to the now adopted Plan also
considered this proposition but concluded that there was no case for this.
In doing so he referred to the limited evidence before him on the
respective sites. I do not know what evidence he had on Chesterton Park,
but in the light of the extent and fairly recent origins of much that was put
to me I am confident that I have more information than was available to
him.
7.206 In the light of that evidence I have recognised the suitability of the site for
allocation, and indeed consider that the overall vision has much to
commend it. But, as in 1995, there remain uncertainties as to the
strategic housing requirements beyond 2011. In my opinion the scale and
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comprehensive nature of the proposed scheme is such that its success
would depend on this being the principal or only focus of growth around
Cirencester and indeed in the District.
I believe that it would be
inappropriate for me to pre-empt or even influence future decisions on the
need to follow such a strategically significant course.
7.207 Having had regard to these and the numerous other relevant
consideration I have come to the conclusion that the Kingshill allocations
should be retained. It follows from this that none of the other sites put
forward by objectors should be allocated.
Issue b
7.208 In the light of my conclusion on the above issue, I go on now to consider
those other objections to detailed aspects of policy CIR.10 and its
supporting text and notes for guidance that were not met by changes
made at revised deposit stage.
7.209 The Council has proposed amendments to para 7.6.24 to correct some
minor discrepancies in the areas of these sites and hence their dwelling
capacities [LPA 5 annex A].
It seems to me that, subject to my
recommendations on these sites, these figures should be corrected, with
any necessary consequential changes elsewhere in the Plan.
7.210 Friends of the Earth suggests that higher densities could be used. I have
addressed the general issue of densities in considering objections relating
to the District development strategy. In any event, as the Council
indicates, this is a matter that can best be considered in respect of specific
sites at detailed master planning stage.
7.211 Several objectors raise issues regarding the requirement to provide up to
50% affordable housing.
This requirement stems from policy 23,
objections to which have been addressed in chapter 3 of this report.
7.212 Some objectors object to the phasing provision in clause 2 to the policy,
others support it but consider that it should be more onerous, and others
question matters such as the lack of clarity as to the base date for the 135
dwellings to which it refers.
7.213 The reason for the requirement is set out in para 7.6.3 of the Plan and, in
view of the target set in the District development strategy for the
proportion of development on previously-developed sites, this seems to
me to be an appropriate approach. However, it has effectively been
overtaken by events in that it allows for development to commence on the
Kingshill sites from 2006 even if 135 dwellings have not been provided
through redevelopment within the Cirencester urban area. The Plan is
unlikely to be adopted before late 2005. Therefore, in my opinion, there
is no realistic prospect of development on the allocated sites, permitted in
accordance with this policy, commencing before 2006 in any event.
7.214 In those circumstances, to retain beyond that date a requirement that a
proportion of development on brownfield sites be completed before

Page 7-43

Cotswold District Local Plan - Inspector's Report

Chapter 7 - The District's Urban Area: Cirencester

greenfield development would delay these sites further. This would
seriously undermine the strategy by prejudicing the prospects for meeting
the general and affordable housing requirements and, more particularly,
the proportion of the overall development that should occur at
Cirencester. For these reasons I consider that this clause of the policy
should be deleted.
7.215 A number of the objections raise matters that would more appropriately
be addressed through the Master Plan referred to in para 7.6.23 and note
for guidance 1 to the policy. For example, some objectors to the Kingshill
South site are naturally concerned about the relationship between any
new houses and the existing properties, whether there would be a buffer
zone and concerns about overlooking and privacy. However, as the
Council indicates, the policy is intended only to give a broad indication of
the principles of development. I note that the Council has undertaken to
collaborate closely with the community and the Town Council amongst
others on the Master Plan for the development.
7.216 I have already referred to the issue of road access to and through the site,
and to the conflicting views on this. The second criterion in clause 1 of
the policy (unnumbered in the document as printed) addresses this
matter, but it seems to me that it needs rewording to make it less
prescriptive and avoid predetermining matters that ought to be considered
in the transport assessment and master plan. I do not accept the view of
Robert Hitchins Ltd that the criterion requires any phasing of development
beyond the need to provide access at the outset. The impact of traffic
generated by the development on the wider road network, including the
A417 trunk road and its junctions which are referred to by the Highways
Agency, would also be a matter for consideration through the transport
assessment, as would public transport improvements to which several
objectors have referred.
7.217 As Mrs Parsons and Miss Waldron point out, development of these sites
would remove informal recreational open space. As I have already
indicated, the allotments off North Home Road could be relocated, but as I
understand it there is no public right of access to the remainder of the
sites so any unauthorised use could be stopped at any time in any event.
As the Council indicates, the development would provide new
opportunities for informal recreation and leisure.
7.218 Policy 55 covers contributions to sport and recreation. The Plan must be
read as a whole, and I agree with CDC that it is unnecessary to duplicate
that provision in this policy as sought by Sport England.
7.219 I consider that the summary table in para 7.3.6, inserted in the Plan at
revised deposit stage, meets the objection by GOSW as far as is
necessary, for reasons outlined in my conclusions on objections to that
paragraph and table above.
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Recommendation
7.220 I recommend that:
i)

paragraph 7.6.24 be modified in accordance with proposed
amendment no.3 in annex A to Inquiry document LPA 5, and that
consequential changes be made to the summary table of planned
housing provision in Cirencester (in para 7.3.6) and the table in
appendix 7 to the Plan insofar as these have not been obviated by
my other recommendations;

ii)

policy CIR.10 be retained but modified as follows:

iii)

a.

in the (unnumbered) second criterion in clause 1:
delete ‘option’ and substitute ‘options’;
insert ‘and/or’ before ‘linking’; and
delete ‘the new’ before ‘access road’ and substitute ‘at
least one; and

b.

delete clause 2.

no other allocations be made for housing development.

Employment: Land East of Wilkinson Road
Policy CIR.11 and Paragraph 7.7.2
Objections
48/1
49/1
67/1
79/1
80/1
90/1
99/1
115/1
141/1
144/1
164/1
168/1
169/11
219/4
220/1
222/1
232/4
334/24
338/1
352/77

Dr N A Harker
J C Loveday
Mr W & Mrs J Lester
Mrs M E Whitby
Dr A Chapel
Dr D Gunary
A W Baxter
Siddington Parish Council
Mr & Mrs Moore
Dr & Mrs C J Goldie
Mr M Sefton
P & N Seager
AIPC Limited
Gloucestershire County Council
Mr D McHattie
Mr & Mrs M A Connor
Cirencester Town Council
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
W A Bullock
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
7.7.2
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11
CIR.11

Issues
a.

Whether this allocation should be deleted; but, if not

b.

Whether the policy should provide for class B1 development in
addition to B2 and B8.
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Reasoning and conclusions
7.221 The objection by GCC was met, and that by Bathurst Estate partially met,
by changes made at revised deposit stage.
Issue a
7.222 This site would effectively be an extension to the existing Love Lane
industrial estate. As the Council points out, it is one of the few areas
around Cirencester where class B2 (general industrial – which by
definition excludes a range of special industrial uses) and B8 (storage or
distribution) uses would be appropriate. Some objectors suggest that the
need is not great, with which the Council did not disagree, but I agree
that it is necessary to provide an element of choice.
7.223 A number of objectors claim that the site is in the Green Belt. I accept
that it is mostly green, but by no means all such land is designated as
Green Belt and none of the land around Cirencester is so designated. As
CDC indicates, the site has no particular landscape value, and the pylons,
sub-station and phone mast detract from its appearance. In my view the
proximity of the existing employment development is a further detractor.
As the Council put it, this is effectively ‘urban fringe’ land. A welldesigned scheme here has the potential to improve the appearance of the
estate. Indeed, criterion (a) to the policy makes this a requirement, and
criterion (b) requires retention and strengthening of the existing hedges
as far as practicable.
7.224 The site does not impinge on the glebe land or come closer to Siddington
that the existing industrial area as suggested by Siddington Parish
Council. The Council accepts that development here would narrow the
gap between the industrial area and the residential area west of
Somerford Road, but this would occur only at one point, and in visual
terms there would be little difference as vegetation already restricts views
out to the open countryside.
7.225 The concern of residents in the houses nearest to the site is
understandable but, as the allocation site is some 100m away from the
nearest of them with, effectively, two roads between. Moreover, the
shape of the site would be likely to preclude development right to its
south-western extremity. Criterion (c) requires ‘due attention’ to be paid
to the amenities of neighbouring residential properties, but it seems to me
that this is vague and should be strengthened. Subject to that, I consider
that there would be no undue harm to residential amenity.
7.226 Some objectors are concerned about access to the site, especially for
lorries. Most of these would come via the Love Lane estate, which links
with the A419 at a roundabout. While the estate roads themselves tend
to be congested with parked and manoeuvring vehicles, this is typical of
many industrial areas. I note that there has been no objection in this
respect from the highway authority (GCC).
A number of objectors
suggest that development along Swindon Road would be preferable in this
respect, but the locations suggested are in open countryside well outside
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the built up area. I do not consider that they would accord with the
development strategy.
7.227 Objectors suggest that the site is affected by landfill gas from waste filling
part of the former railway line. No objections have been raised by the
Health and Safety Executive, and the Council indicates that its
environmental health officers did not rule out employment development.
In my experience any such problems can usually be overcome through
remediation and/or detailed design of buildings on the site. I have seen
nothing to suggest that this could not be done here. At the Inquiry the
Council refuted claims by some objectors that a public sewer crosses the
site.
7.228 Having regard to the above considerations and all other matters raised I
conclude that this allocation should not be deleted.
Issue b
7.229 Bathurst Estate seeks addition of B1 to the permitted uses on the site (B8
was added at revised deposit stage). However, I agree with the Council
that there is adequate provision for such development elsewhere around
Cirencester, and note its view that there is a qualitative need for land for
uses in classes B2 and B8. I conclude that B1 should not be added to the
uses indicated in the policy.
Other matters
7.230 AIPC claims that the site ‘performs a valid planning function’ for lorry and
car parking. It was not in such use at the time of any of my visits to the
area, and I note that this is ‘not known’ to the Council. I take this to
mean that any such use is without the benefit of planning permission and
so is not valid. In any event, such use would not preclude development
for another purpose.
7.231 The Town Council’s concerns about the route of the former railway line are
unfounded as this site does not affect it (the former line runs on the edge
of the adjoining existing industrial area). Development on the allocation
site would not preclude re-use of the route for recreational purposes.
7.232 As the Council points out, policy 42 addresses accessibility requirements
for new development. Since the Plan has to be read as a whole, it is
unnecessary to duplicate its provisions here as sought by GOSW.
Recommendation
7.233 I recommend that criterion (c) of policy CIR.11 be modified to read ‘the
design and layout of buildings on the site shall be such that there is no
significant harm to the living conditions of the occupants of neighbouring
residential properties’.
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Employment: Smith's Field - Policy CIR.12
Objections
57/1
219/65
336/5
352/78

RPS plc
Gloucestershire County Council
Cotswolds AONB Partnership
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.12
CIR.12
CIR.12
CIR.12

Issues
Whether the policy should:
a.

provide for a wider range of uses;

b.

include accessibility criteria; and

c.

refer to protection of the AONB.

Reasoning and conclusions
7.234 Issue a - RPS suggests extending the range of uses allocated under this
policy also to include leisure and retail development to provide flexibility in
the event of the class B1 office development permitted not coming
forward. The Council expresses confidence that it will do so within the
Plan period, but clearly there can be no certainty about this. In any
event, I agree that in view of the location class B1 development is the
most suitable here. However, if the site were to remain undeveloped
when the Council’s relevant Development Plan Document is prepared, the
opportunity would arise to reconsider this in the light of any proposals for
more comprehensive development in the area.
7.235 Issue b – As the Council points out, policy 42 addresses accessibility
requirements for new development. Since the Plan has to be read as a
whole, it is unnecessary to duplicate its provisions here as sought by GCC
and GOSW.
7.236 Issue c – The AONB boundary runs along the opposite side of Tetbury
Road which, together with the roundabout at the Stroud Road junction,
clearly separates the site from the AONB so that it relates more to the
built-up area than to the countryside.
Nevertheless, I accept that
development here may affect the AONB to some extent. As drafted,
policy 7 in the Plan relates to development within that area but, in
addressing objections to it in chapter 2 of this report, I recommend its
extension to cover development affecting the AONB. If this is accepted
then there will be no need to duplicate its provision here as suggested by
the AONB Partnership. However I agree that otherwise a reference
covering the objector’s point should be added to the policy.
Recommendation
7.237 I recommend no modification to the Plan provided that my
recommendation regarding policy 7 is accepted by the Council. If not, I
recommend that ‘and that will conserve and enhance the natural beauty of
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the landscape and countryside in the AONB’ be inserted at the end of the
policy.

Employment: Royal Agricultural College, Cirencester - Policy CIR.13
Objections
53/11
219/66
232/2
249/1
334/22
336/4
352/79

Campaign to Protect Rural England
Gloucestershire County Council
Cirencester Town Council
Royal Agricultural College
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Cotswolds AONB Partnership
Government Office for the South West

Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy
Policy

CIR.13
CIR.13
CIR.13
CIR.13
CIR.13
CIR.13
CIR.13

Issues
a.

Whether this site should be allocated for employment uses; and

b.

If so, the detailed provisions of the policy.

Reasoning and conclusions
Background
7.238 Policy 7.16 of the adopted Local Plan allocated land at the Royal
Agricultural College (RAC) for ‘uses related to the continued use and
expansion of the RAC as an educational establishment, for conferences,
and for development for research and demonstration purposes in
connection with agriculture, the agri-food business, forestry, rural
conservation or rural land management’. The supporting text made it
clear that, as the site is within the AONB, development here would not
normally be permitted but a ‘special exception’ had been made to allow
the college ‘to continue in existence and realise its ambitions to seek
university status’.
7.239 In late 2001 the Council authorised the officers to approve, subject to
conditions and a s.106 agreement, an outline planning application for ‘the
development of a business park comprising educational, research,
agricultural business uses/conference facility, access and ancillary works’.
The Council indicated that the s.106 agreement will relate only to off-site
highway works. It has yet to be completed [CD/C/43 addendum], but I was
assured at the Inquiry that agreement was close. At the Inquiry the
Council stated its understanding that the RAC is no longer pursuing
university status, though I have seen no confirmation of this from the
college. Nevertheless, in July 2004 the Council reaffirmed its decision on
the planning application [CD/C/43 addendum].
Issue a
7.240 As the Council stressed, the uses that would be permitted would fall within
those specified in adopted policy 7.16. However, it seems to me that
while prospective condition no.6 would secure that, there is nothing in it
or any other condition to ensure that they will be ‘related to the continued
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use and expansion of the RAC as an educational establishment’ as the
policy requires [CD/C/43 addendum].
No doubt the financial benefits
accruing from the development would assist the college, but to my mind it
is clear that the policy aimed to secure a functional relationship rather
than simply to enable the college to engage in speculative development.
7.241 Thus, in my opinion, in making this decision the Council has moved away
from the exceptional justification put forward in the adopted Local Plan
(area 7 volume, para 8.4) for development in the AONB. I agree with
CPRE that policy CIR.13 in the Plan now under consideration moves still
further away as it requires no connection with the college other than being
within its campus and, furthermore, widens the types of development
proposed to include ‘general’ class B1 use. I note that the RAC itself, in
supporting the principle while objecting to detailed provisions of the
policy, refers to meeting the general need for employment land rather
than those of the college.
7.242 Unlike the adopted Plan, as the AONB Partnership and Town Council point
out, in the emerging Plan no exceptional reason is given for proposing
such development in the AONB – which is not even mentioned in the
policy or supporting text – and on two main of the approaches to
Cirencester. I note CDC’s point that that development here would be
subject to policy 7 (AONB), but it seems to me that it would be most
surprising if the site-specific allocation here were overridden by a general
policy to the extent of negating it altogether. CDC justifies the allocation
on the basis that Class B1 buildings would have a similar appearance to
development permissible under policy 7.16 [CD/C/43]. However, to my
mind the fact that a ‘special exception’ has been made in one instance
does not set a precedent for other development for which no such
exception is justified.
7.243 Given my conclusions on the overall level and distribution of employment
land, I accept that some provision around Cirencester is justified.
Whether it is justified here depends particularly on whether there are
other suitable sites outside the AONB. Therefore I shall I consider below
the other potential sites before returning to consideration of this site.

Omission sites (employment)
Objections
30/1A
30/1B
169/1
169/2
326/6A

Whitmarsh Preece Lockhart
Whitmarsh Preece Lockhart
AIPC Limited
AIPC Limited
Robert Hitchins Ltd

North of London Road, Cirencester
East of Kingshill, Cirencester
Kingsmeadow, Cirencester
Kingsmeadow, Cirencester
Siddington Park Farm, Siddington1

Although this site is in Siddington Parish, not Cirencester, I deal with it here in view of its
proximity to Cirencester.
1
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Robert Hitchins Ltd
Siddington Park Farm, Siddington
Robert Hitchins Ltd
East of Cirencester Bypass (omission site)
Robert Hitchins Ltd
East of Cirencester Bypass (Policy 26)
Robert Hitchins Ltd
Kingshill, Cirencester (omission site)
Robert Hitchins Ltd
Kingshill, Cirencester (Policy 26)
Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust
Chesterton Park, Cirencester
(part – see also section on large housing sites)

Issue
Whether, having regard to the general strategy in the Plan, these sites
should be allocated for employment development.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.244 I address these sites turn in terms of their site-specific merits. I shall not
revisit the strategic issues concerning the overall scale and broad
distribution of employment land.
East of Cirencester bypass
7.245 This site is sandwiched between the A417 bypass and Cherrytree Lane. It
comprises a single field used for grazing, but its immediate surroundings
are ‘urban fringe’ in nature, with sporadic development including a
garage, a highways depot, a nursing home and a scatter of dwellings. It
is visually fairly well contained, and the landscape here is not subject to
any designation. I agree with Robert Hitchins Ltd that, with good design
and landscaping, development here would not cause significant harm to
the landscape.
7.246 The site has good access to the trunk road network via the nearby
junction of the A417 with the Fosse Way. I note the highway authority’s
concerns about the capacity of Cherytree Lane and it seems to be agreed
that improvements would be needed to the busy traffic signal controlled
junction of Cherrytree Lane with the Fosse Way just north of the site, but
have seen nothing to suggest that either of these poses insurmountable
difficulties.
I agree with the Council that, even with the proposed
footway/cycleway along Burford Road as far as the bypass (but not
through the junction), this is not a location likely to encourage journeys to
work by modes other than the car.
7.247 Despite its modest effect in visual terms, development of thus site would
intensify and urbanise the area east of the bypass. I agree with the
Council that in the absence of an overriding need for development of this
site it would be undesirable to extend the urban area beyond the bypass.
As it indicates, if the principle of development of this site were established
it would become more difficult to resist further development along
Cherrytree Lane, thereby risking further urbanisation. At the Inquiry it
was conceded for the objector that it would not be logical to allocate land
outside the bypass unless all suitable sites inside it were allocated. In the
absence of an overriding need for development here I conclude that this
site should not be allocated for employment development.
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East of Kingshill
7.248 This site is east of Kingshill Lane, opposite Kingshill Secondary School and
bounded to the east by the A417 bypass. The site is quite prominent
being in a slightly elevated location in open countryside, though it is not
subject to any landscape designation.
As the Council indicates,
development here would extend the urban area east of Kingshill Lane. I
also agree that it is likely that access would have to be from the Lane,
with potential conflict with school traffic and danger to children. Also, the
route from here to the Fosse Way or A417 would not be straightforward,
involving several junctions and with one route passing through the builtup area. In the absence of an overriding need for development here I
conclude that this site should not be allocated for industrial/warehouse
use.
North of London Road / Kingshill
7.249 These are effectively the same site. It seems to be agreed that allocation
of this site would be contingent upon the Kingshill North (CIR.10)
allocation remaining in the Plan. This extends almost to the pylons while
the omission site covers the remaining triangle of agricultural land
bounded by that allocation, the A417 bypass and London Road. Robert
Hitchins Ltd suggested that access would be gained via the roundabout on
London Road proposed to serve the housing allocation. For the highway
authority on behalf of CDC concern was expressed that this might lead to
problems in London Road, Kingshill Lane and Cherrytree Lane. It was
suggested that an additional access onto Burford Road to serve both
developments might avoid this, providing more direct connection to the
trunk road network, though it might bring other problems.
7.250 The site is quite open and the ground generally falls from the bypass to
the boundary with the housing allocation. As a result the site is quite
prominent from London and Burford Roads. However, planting within the
highway boundary of the bypass provides a degree of containment on this
side. At the Inquiry the Council indicated that there were no overriding
objections to its development in sustainability or landscape terms, but
that the main concern (apart from lack of need) was that development
would result in an intrusion of the built form into an open area.
7.251 The Council stresses the importance of the line of pylons as the eastern
boundary to the town. South of London Road it does effectively form the
boundary of the built-up area, with mainly educational and recreational
uses between it and Kingshill Lane, but I agree with Robert Hitchins that
in this area the bypass forms a much stronger boundary. In my view if
the housing allocation were developed then this site would be a natural
extension to the built form, especially if additional landscaping along the
boundary with the bypass were provided to increase the sense of
containment. I therefore conclude that, subject to confirmation of the
Kingshill North housing allocation and to a need to allocate this site for
employment development, this site would be an appropriate location.
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Kingsmeadow
7.252 AIPC suggests allocation of this site for class B employment and
commercial uses (including hotel, car showrooms and other uses) or,
alternatively, for class A retail warehousing.
7.253 The objector considers that the principle of development on the site has
been established through the granting of planning permission for a hotel
in 1989 and (on appeal) in 1990 for class B1 development, though neither
was implemented, and through allocation of the site for class B1
employment use in the adopted Local Plan in 1999.
The Council
confirmed that it has no objection in principle to class B1 development
here, but that is not the sole consideration.
7.254 The Kingsmeadow site lies wholly within the indicative floodplain of the
River Churn.
As the Council points out, publication of PPG 25:
Development and Flood Risk in 2001 reflected a material change in
circumstances since the previous decisions and allocation. It emphasised
the precautionary principle, and advised adoption of a risk-based
approach to proposals in or affecting flood-risk areas through a sequential
test. Put briefly in the current context, this requires land at risk from
flooding to be allocated for development only where there are no
reasonable options available in a lower-risk category, consistent with
other sustainable development options.
7.255 The changed approach arising from the PPG was reflected in the refusal in
2003 of an application for development in classes B1 and B8 [169A appx
3(v)]. An appeal against this refusal was subsequently withdrawn on the
basis of the appellant’s acceptance that there was insufficient information
regarding the impact of the proposals to make a sound judgement [LPA 20
annex B, para 12].
7.256 In the absence of a full flood risk assessment as advised by the PPG, the
precise level of risk at the site is still uncertain. It seems to be agreed
that it is likely to fall within either zone 2 (low to medium risk) or zone 3
(high risk) as set out in table 1 of the PPG. I accept the objector’s points
that in neither case does the PPG place an absolute embargo on
development and that it might be possible to mitigate the effects of
flooding on the site, though until the matter has been fully assessed there
remains an element of uncertainty about the latter.
7.257 In any event, it is undisputed that there are other sites in and around
Cirencester that fall within zone 1 (little or no risk), allocation of which
would be consistent with sustainable development options. Therefore
allocation of this site, which on the basis of the information currently
available seems to carry a higher risk, in preference to them would be
contrary to the national guidance in the PPG.
7.258 At the Inquiry the objector indicated that any allocation here should be in
addition to others, not instead of them but, as I have indicated in chapter
3, there is already an overprovision of employment land in the District so
there is no overriding need for an allocation here. Moreover, that lack of
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need renders an allocation subject to a caveat making release of the site
for development contingent upon overcoming flooding issues, as
suggested by the objector, unnecessary.
7.259 I conclude, therefore, that allocation of this site would not be appropriate
in the present circumstances.
Siddington Park Farm (SPF)
7.260 Despite the name, this site is closer to the development boundary of
Cirencester than to the main part of the village of Siddington. It is,
however, separated from the town by the River churn floodplain. It
comprises an approximately triangular area bounded by the A419
Swindon Road to the north-east, South Cerney Lane (erroneously referred
to as Siddington Road in some evidence) to the west and the grounds of
Siddington House to the south-east and a group of dwellings to the south.
Beyond Siddington House on the south side of Swindon Road is an
industrial site (British Autoguard).
7.261 The site falls gently to the north-west and has the character of parkland,
indeed it seems originally to have formed part of the grounds of the listed
Siddington House, but is now severed from it functionally and visually by
vegetation along the boundary between the two, with a modern house
situated centrally within this site. SPF is largely enclosed by mature trees
and hedgerows. There are filtered views into it, particularly from the
north and west, in winter but less so in summer. In my judgement any
development here would be barely visible in distant views. The landscape
in this area is not subject to any national or local designation.
7.262 There is a recently-constructed footway/cycleway along the south side of
Swindon Road, and it was agreed that there are substantial residential
areas within a 5 km cycling distance. Some are within 2 km but there are
few dwellings within 1 km. The site is not well served by buses, but that
is true of most locations around Cirencester – the Council accepted that
there is none serving the existing Love Lane industrial area, for example.
Consequently I agree with the Council that the location would generally
not encourage use of non-car modes, but is similar to other sites around
the town in this respect.
7.263 Evidence for the Council that the Preston Roll Bar junction where South
Cerney Road and Kingshill Lane cross the A419 has a poor accident record
is not disputed. Some improvements have been carried out since the road
here was de-trunked and relieved of traffic with the opening of the A417
Cirencester bypass, and these seem to have led to a reduction in
accidents. Nevertheless the highway authority on behalf of CDC accepted
that it needs further improvement. The objectors have put forward
proposed arrangements for direct access to the site from the main road
some 220 m east of the existing junction, including a separate right
turning lane. Evidence that this arrangement would comply with national
guidance was not disputed, not was the objector’s suggestion that it
would improve the safety of the existing junction, especially if the existing
60 and 70 mph speed limits were reduced here.
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7.264 Having regard to these and all other matters raised, I conclude that this
site would be appropriate for a class B1 business park, subject to need.
Chesterton Park
7.265 This site lies on the south side of Cirencester, and comprises an irregular
swathe of land between some 150 and 500m deep adjacent to the existing
built-up area between Tetbury Road and Spratsgate Lane. The site as a
whole is proposed by Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust for
residential and mixed-use development in 2 phases, one within and one
beyond the Plan period. I have already addressed the housing component
of this, but it is indicated that phase 1 could include safeguarding of 6.7
ha of employment to complement the employment allocation at the RAC
and to be ‘released as needs arise’. The illustrative masterplan for the
site suggests that this would be located in the area adjacent to Tetbury
Road. However, the objector places much emphasis on the integrated
nature of the proposal, with the various elements forming part of a
comprehensive proposal. I have seen no suggestion that the employment
element be allocated in isolation from the proposal as a whole.
7.266 In the light of this and of my conclusions and recommendation on the
main housing component, and irrespective of the site-specific merits of
the area as a location for employment development, I do not consider that
it would be appropriate to allocate this site for such development within
the Plan period.
Overall conclusion
7.267 For the reasons indicated above, and in the light of all the other evidence
that I have seen and heard on these sites, I have concluded that
allocation for employment development of the sites east of the Cirencester
bypass, east of Kingshill, at Kingsmeadow and at Chesterton Park would
not be appropriate. However, the sites north of London Road / Kingshill
and Siddington Park Farm would be appropriately allocated subject in both
cases to need and in the case of the former to allocation of the Kingshill
North site for housing (policy CIR.10). I make no recommendation on
these here, but consider them together with the allocation at the RAC in
the continuation of my conclusions on that site below.
Recommendation
7.268 I recommend that the sites east of the Cirencester bypass, east of
Kingshill, at Kingsmeadow and at Chesterton Park are not allocated for
development.
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Employment: Royal Agricultural College, Cirencester - Policy CIR.13
(Continued)
Reasoning and conclusions (continued)
Issue a (continued)
7.269 The allocation proposed in policy CIR.13 is smaller than that in the
adopted Plan, and indeed, than the site of the development approved in
principle. The Council indicates that this reduction has been made in
recognition of the landscape issues here and that the policy also contains
criteria to address some site-specific concerns. However, having regard
to my conclusions above, it seems to me that this is not sufficient to
justify development in the AONB in the absence of an exceptional reason
for it and given that there are appropriate sites outside the AONB.
7.270 In the normal course of events it would simply follow from this that the
RAC allocation should be deleted and another site or sites allocated.
However, it is likely that planning permission will be granted for the
development approved in principle by the Council in 2001 and July 2004.
It appears that there is little impediment to this, and is clear from the
Council’s decision in July 2004 that it did not consider then that
circumstances had changed since 2001 sufficiently for it to reverse its
previous decision.
7.271 In the event of planning permission being granted for the proposal on the
RAC site there would be no need for the allocation as development would
be committed and the policy would have no further practical effect. Nor,
in that case, would there be any need to allocate other land. I note the
view of Robert Hitchins Ltd, put forward in the context of its objection to
the omission of the Siddington Park Farm site, that that site could come
forward more quickly than the RAC site in view of its particular
constraints. However, I have seen no evidence that this necessarily so,
especially in the light of the Council’s decisions on the outline planning
application. Allocation of another site or sites if the RAC development is
likely to proceed would carry with it the risk of increasing commuting to
Cirencester, which is not sustainable, and/or of increasing housing
demand in the area which would have consequences for the development
strategy.
7.272 On the other hand, though this seems unlikely, it is possible that by the
time the Council considers my recommendations circumstances will have
changed such that there is no longer any chance of the outline application
submitted in 2001 being permitted by the Council. This might arise, for
example, if the RAC has withdrawn the application, because the Council
has reversed its position or because for some reason there is no longer
any prospect of the s.106 agreement being finalised within a reasonable
period. In that case, for the reasons I have indicated, I consider that this
allocation should be deleted and other land be allocated. This would, in
addition to according with the reasons for deletion that I have indicated
above, avoid a situation where the allocation remains but would be
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unlikely to be implemented within the Plan period and so would not
contribute to the provision of employment land.
7.273 The CIR.13 allocation would provide for development of 11.5 ha. The
other potential sites I have identified - Kingshill (north of London Road)
and Siddington Park Farm (SPF) – have development areas of 5 and 6 ha
respectively so, fortuitously, they would jointly offer a quantitative
replacement for the RAC allocation. To my mind the SPF site offers the
most potential to accommodate class B1 development in a high quality
environment akin to that which could be provided on the RAC site. While
the pylons and proximity of the bypass affecting the Kingshill site would
not significantly constrain employment development, they might make the
site less attractive to potential occupiers in that particular sector of the
market, but the express purpose of the allocation of land over and above
the Structure Plan figure is to provide an element of choice. It seems to
me that allocation of both sites would meet that aim.
Issue b
7.274 I have concluded that, either way, the RAC allocation should be deleted.
There is, therefore, no need to go on to consider the detailed provisions of
policy CIR.13.
Other matters
7.275 In the event of the Kingshill and SPF sites being allocated it would be
necessary to draft supporting text setting out the basis of the allocations
and the requirement for development briefs to address matters such as
the development area and site coverage, landscaping and boundary
treatment, the floorspace mix and detailed uses provided for, access
arrangements and provision for securing necessary off-site works, public
transport provision, car parking, design heights and standards, signage
and drainage. In the case of the Kingshill site it would in addition be
necessary to address the implications of the pylons and the 400 KV power
lines that cross the site. At SPF it would also be necessary to address the
preservation of the setting of Siddington House and conservation of
habitats.
7.276 In the light of my considerations above it seems to me that development
on the Kingshill site should be contingent on development on the adjacent
housing site being fully approved to avoid it being developed in isolation.
The objector suggested that the uses allocated be class B1 and
‘commercial’, but the latter is vague and I can see no justification for it.
7.277 It would be logical to include the Kingshill site within the development
boundary but, as the SPG site is not immediately adjacent to it I consider
that it should remain as an allocation outside the development boundary.
Recommendation
7.278 I recommend that:
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i)

Policy CIR.13 and its supporting text be deleted, and Inset Map 1
be modified by deletion of the associated notation;

ii)

In the event of outline planning permission having been granted for
application no.CT.6/054/3/D, or of there being a reasonable
prospect of permission being granted, then no further allocation of
employment land be made; otherwise:
a. the Plan be modified by insertion of two new policies along
the following lines, together with supporting text as indicated
in my reasoning and conclusions above:
POLICY CIR.##: KINGSHILL NORTH, CIRENCESTER
[Proposals Map Inset 1]
Land at Kingshill North, shown as Policy CIR.##, is
proposed for 5 hectares of Use Class B1
development, subject to the following:
(a) Development shall not commence until planning
permission has been granted development of
the adjoining land allocated for residential use
at Kingshill North, shown as Policy CIR.10, all
reserved matters have been approved and any
associated planning obligations have been
entered into; and
(b) Development will be required to achieve a high
standard in terms of layout, design, materials
and landscaping, including public art, to reflect
the site’s location at one of the main entrances
to the town and to ensure a sympathetic
relationship with the residential development of
the adjacent site.
POLICY CIR.##: SIDDINGTON PARK FARM
[Proposals Map Inset 1]
Land at Siddington Park Farm, shown as Policy
CIR.##, is proposed for 6 hectares of Use Class B1
development.
Development will be required to
achieve a high standard in terms of layout, design,
materials and landscaping.
b. Inset Map 1 be modified by adding notations indicating the
above sites and including the Kingshill site within the
development boundary.
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Other Issues:
Land at City Bank. Beeches Road and the former Railway Line,
Cirencester
Policy CIR.14 and Paragraphs 7.8.1-7.8.171
Objections
172/2
325/1
325/4
332/6
332/8
332/9
332/11
344/3
352/80

Environment Agency
City Bank Tales
City Bank Tales
Cotswold Water Park Society
Cotswold Water Park Society
Cotswold Water Park Society
Cotswold Water Park Society
Cirencester Friends of the Earth
Government Office for the South West

Policy CIR.14
Policy CIR.14
7.8.1
Policy CIR.14
7.8.12
7.8.7
7.8.2
Policy CIR.14
Policy CIR.14

Issues
Detailed provisions of the policy and the wording of the supporting text.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.279 A number of these objections were partially met by changes made at
revised deposit stage.
7.280 Following discussions with City Bank Tales (CBT) at the Inquiry the
Council put forward suggested rewording of the policy and its supporting
text [LPA 50/1 annex A]. These were intended to meet CBT’s objections,
and the objector confirmed that this was broadly so, but put forward
further detailed changes [LPA 50/1 annex B], with which the Council
concurred with reservations.
7.281 It seems to me that the main differences between the texts put forward
by the Council and CBT are not matters of principle but stem from
different perceptions of the City Bank area. To my mind the Council
paints a rather bleak picture of it whereas CBT naturally tends to regard it
‘through rose-tinted glasses’, though I accept that this is a subjective
matter. I am conscious that the purpose of inclusion of this topic in the
Local Plan (which is to secure improvement and management of the area
not to set out a detailed treatise on it) and of the national planning
guidance that repetition and unnecessary detail should be avoided. I shall
therefore recommend changes to the text based on those suggested while
having regard to these points.
7.282 The Cotswold Water Park Society objects to the description of the area in
para 7.8.2 as a ‘barrier’, but the text expressly qualifies this with ‘in some
respects’. Its potential as a green corridor is adequately conveyed by the
section as a whole. The Society suggests a reference to high nature
conservation value in para 7.8.7. The Council considers this to be
unnecessary, but it is not explicitly stated elsewhere though it may be
inferred in respect of at least parts of the site from the references in paras
1

There are two paragraphs numbered 7.8.17 - one before and one after the policy 14 panel. I
refer here to the former.
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7.8.12 and 7.8.17 to Local Nature Reserves. I agree that there should be
a reference to this. It seems to me that taking the last-mentioned two
paragraphs together meets the Society’s objection to the first of them.
7.283 The Environment Agency points out that part of this area is within the
indicative floodplain, falling within zone 3 (high risk) as defined in PPG 25,
though it does not seek deletion of the reference to development. The
Cotswold Water Park Society and Friends of the Earth so suggest deletion
of this element however. Criterion (a) of clause 2 of the policy refers to
development being acceptable only if there would be no adverse effect on
the floodplain or any likelihood of exacerbating flooding problems further
downstream. Moreover, the Council has agreed that para 7.8.7 should be
changed to indicate that the only area with development potential is an
area of approximately 0.4 ha of the school playing fields at the end of
Purley Road [LPA 50/1 annex B]. I am satisfied that this would not impinge
on the indicative floodplain. No further change is necessary.
7.284 In its suggested change to para 7.8.7 the Council has accepted in principle
the view of CBT that a proportion of the receipts from sale of land for
housing should be directed towards the regeneration of the area, and the
desirability of this is undisputed. As thing stand there is nothing to secure
this, but CBT suggests a specific provision in the policy to do so [LPA 50/1
annex B]. It seems to me that the suggested planning obligation would
not comply with the Secretary of State’s policy as indicated in Circular
1/97 that obligations should be sought only where, amongst other things,
what is sought is directly related to the proposed development (para
7(iii)) or with the advice in para B9 of the Circular. While this may not
fully meet CBT’s aspirations, it seems to me that a more general reference
in para 7.8.7 would be more appropriate.
7.285 I share the view of GOSW that clause 3 of the policy relates to matters of
process. They state the intentions of the Council rather than matters that
will provide the basis for considering planning applications or for
determining conditions to be attached to planning permissions. I agree
with the Council that the matters covered by this clause do need to be
stated in the Plan, but I consider that they would more appropriately be
included in the supporting text.
7.286 That clause includes the reference to lighting, to which Friends of the
Earth objects and deletion of which is also sought by City Bank Tales. I
recognise that there are conflicting requirements in this respect, with a
need to balance the security and safety of users of the footpath (including
consideration of whether lighting does in fact help in these respects)
against environmental issues including light pollution. It seems to me
that, rather than either requiring or precluding lighting, the Plan should
simply provide for the issue to be resolved in the comprehensive plan to
be prepared in consultation with the bodies and groups referred to.
Recommendation
7.287 I recommend that:
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i)

paragraph 7.8.1 be modified by insertion of ‘, much of it green open
space,’ after ‘undeveloped area’;

ii)

paragraph 7.8.2 be modified as follows:
a. delete ‘substantial’; and
b. delete ‘The overall impression is’ and substitute ‘These give
an impression’;
paragraph 7.8.5 be modified by deletion of all after ‘There is no
lighting’;

iii)
iv)

paragraph 7.8.7 be modified as follows:
a. in accordance with the changes indicated in document LPA
50/1 annex A;
b. by insertion of ‘, and a Scheduled Ancient Monument’ (if this
is factually correct) after ‘archaeological interest;
c. by insertion of a new sentence after the first, stating that
‘Parts of the area are also of high nature conservation value.’;
and
d. by addition of a new sentence at the end of the paragraph,
stating that ‘The Council will seek the transfer of minimum of
50% of the development value of the land to a ring-fenced
fund dedicated to the environmental improvements, works
and management of the area covered by policy CIR.14 in
accordance with the policy and the comprehensive plan
referred to below.’

v)

paragraph 7.8.11 be modified by deletion of ‘installing lighting’;

vi)

paragraph 7.8.16 be modified in accordance with the changes
indicated in document LPA 50/1 annex B;

vii)

policy CIR.14 be modified as follows:
a. in accordance with the changes to clause 2 indicated in
document LPA 50/1 annex A; and
b. delete of clause 3;

viii)

the contents of clause 3 to the policy be moved to the supporting
text, subject to modifications to sub-clause (b) as follows:
a. delete ‘well designed lighting’ and ‘other’; and
b. insert ‘(including consideration of the need for and desirability
of lighting of routes and, if appropriate, its design)’ after
‘measures’; and

ix)

Inset Map 1 be modified by addition of a notation indicating the
extent of the area CIR.14A referred to clause 2 of the policy.
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Other Issues:
Open Countryside Between Cirencester and Neighbouring Settlements
Policy CIR.15
Objections
251/1
303/1
327/2

Cirencester Rugby Football Club
North East Cirencester Amenities Society (NECAS)
W Risby Ltd

Policy CIR.15
Policy CIR.15
Policy CIR.15

Issues
a.

Whether this policy is necessary; and

b.

If so, whether
designation.

the

appropriate

areas

are

covered

by

the

Reasoning and conclusions
7.288 Issue a – Cirencester RFC questions the need for the designation under
this policy. It seems to me that it serves functions very similar to those of
the open space designations outside the development boundaries under
policy 11. I do not doubt the value of protecting such areas as open
countryside or the general need to protect them from development that
would detract from their character and appearance or harm the settings of
historic buildings or conservation areas.
But, as I indicate in my
conclusions on objections to policy 11, I have been unable to discern any
justification for a further policy that purports to provide an additional layer
of protection over and above that afforded by other national and Structure
Plan policies, and by Local Plan policies. These include policies 8, 12, 16
and 21 where applicable (policy 7, to which I also refer in my conclusions
on policy 11, is not relevant in this instance as none of the sites concerned
is in the AONB).
7.289 In my view such policies are quite capable of resisting development in
important gaps. For example, policy 21 would, amongst other things,
preclude development that would not relate well to existing development.
It seems to me that development that would encroach on gaps between
Cirencester and a free-standing settlement close to it would not relate well
to the existing development in either settlement.
7.290 CDC accepted that the case for designated open spaces outside
development boundaries is ‘doubtful’, and it seems to me that this
principle applies equally to this designation. I conclude that it is not
necessary.
7.291 Issue b – It follows from my conclusion on the above issue that it would
inappropriate to designate further land under this policy as sought by
NECAS. Deletion of the designations would obviate Mr Risby’s objection.
Recommendation
7.292 I recommend that the Plan be modified by deletion of policy CIR.15, its
supporting text and the related notations on Inset Map 1.
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Other Issues: Cirencester Cemetery - Policy CIR.16
Objections
334/21

Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust

Policy CIR.16

Issue
Whether this allocation should be deleted unless it forms part of a
comprehensive development at Chesterton Park.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.293 I agree with the Council that this site would form a logical extension to the
cemetery - indeed it is the only adjacent land that is not already
developed or committed for development. However, at the Inquiry it was
indicated for the Trust that it owns the land concerned and would not
dispose of it in isolation. It was suggested that, for this reason, the
cemetery extension is not deliverable. To my mind para 7.8.22 in the
Plan does not convey any particular urgency in the need for a cemetery
extension, and it is always possible that its position on this may change in
the future. In any event, while I understand that CDC does not normally
use compulsory purchase powers, these remain available to it if
necessary.
7.294 It was also suggested for the Trust that there would be difficulties with
treatment of the boundary between the cemetery extension and any
adjacent new development. However, I note that the existing cemetery is
already mostly adjoined by residential development and by Smith’s Field
where planning permission has been granted for office development. I
share the Council’s confidence that there would be no difficulty in
providing suitable boundary treatment if necessary.
7.295 I address separately objections relating to the omission of an allocation for
development at Chesterton Park, and recommend there that it should not
be allocated in this Plan. Nevertheless, I do not regard this as justification
for deletion of this allocation. I have seen nothing to persuade me that an
extension of the cemetery onto this site could not proceed in the absence
of other development on the land beyond, or that such an extension would
significantly constrain any future development there.
Recommendation
7.296 I recommend no modification to the Plan.

Cirencester Deer Park School (Omission site - other)
Objection
103/1

Cirencester Deer Park School
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Issue
Whether, having regard to the general strategy in the Plan, this site
should be allocated for education/training/office development.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.297 The site forms part of the grounds of the school. This is outside the
development boundary and therefore subject to policy 21, amongst
others. This provides for development appropriate to a rural area, subject
various criteria. Note for guidance 1 to it indicates that ‘development for
educational training use, or uses ancillary to educational training, at
existing educational training establishments’ is one such use. Therefore I
agree with the Council that there is no need for a specific allocation here.
Recommendation
7.298 I recommend no modification to the Plan.

South of Cirencester (Omission site – other)
Objection
334/20

Bathurst Estate Younger Descendants’ Trust

Omission site

Issue
Whether, having regard to the general strategy in the Plan, this site
should be allocated for allotment gardens.
Reasoning and conclusions
7.299 This proposal is explicitly linked to the objector’s proposed allocation of
land at Somerford Road for housing (objection 334/2), which I have
considered above. In effect allotment gardens here would replace those
lost to housing development there, and I note CDC’s acceptance of this in
principle [334O para 10]. However, in the light of my recommendation
with regard to the proposed housing allocation, and irrespective of the
merits of this site, there is no need to allocate it for allotments. In any
event, the objector’s submission at the Inquiry that in law allotments fall
within the definition of agriculture and so use of this agricultural land for
that purpose would not constitute development was not challenged by the
Council.
Recommendation
7.300 I recommend no modification to the Plan.
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Appeal Decision
Inquiry opened 4 August 2015
Site visit made on 13 August 2015

by D R Cullingford

BA MPhil MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Decision date: 23/09/2015

Appeal Ref: APP/F1610/A/14/2228762
Land to the east of Broad Marston Road, Mickleton, Gloucestershire, GL55
6R9





The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.
The appeal is by Gladman Developments Limited against the decision of the Cotswold
District Council.
The application (ref: 14/02365/OUT and dated 27 May 2014) was refused by notice
dated 20 October 2014.
The development proposed is described as an outline application for ‘residential
development (up to 90 dwellings), access, parking, public open space, landscaping and
associated infrastructure’.

Summary of Decision: ~ The appeal is allowed, subject to conditions.
Procedural matters
1. Although this ‘urban development project’ falls within the descriptions set out at
paragraph 10b of Schedule 2, exceeds the thresholds in column 2 of the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales)
Regulations 2011, the Screening Direction issued by the Secretary of State on 21
July 2014 indicated that the scheme would not entail development in a ‘sensitive’
area and would be unlikely to have any significant environmental effect, bearing in
mind the criteria set in Schedule 3 to the Regulations. Consequently the scheme is
not EIA development and an Environmental Statement is not required. The
Direction concurs with the Screening Opinion issued by the Council and dated 27
November 2014. Nevertheless, the application was accompanied not just by a:
 A Planning Statement, including an Affordable Housing Statement,
 A Statement of Community Involvement, and
 A Design and Access Statement.
But also by:
 A Landscape and Visual Assessment,
 An Arboricultural Assessment,
 An Ecological Appraisal,
 Plans and illustrations for the ‘green corridor’,
 Ecological Surveys relating to bats and great crested newts,
 An Archaeological Desk-based Assessment,
 An Archaeological Geophysical Survey,
 An Archaeological Evaluation,
 A Heritage Assessment,
 A Transport Assessment and Travel Plan,
 A Flood Risk Assessment and Foul Drainage Strategy,
 An Agricultural Land Quality Assessment,
http://www.planning-inspectorate.gov.uk

Appeal Decision: APP/R3650/A/14/2223115






An Air Quality Assessment,
An Energy Assessment,
A Sustainability Assessment, and
A Socio-economic Sustainability Statement.

Reasons
The site and surroundings

2.

Mickleton is a village of some 750 households at the foot of the scarp slopes at the
northern end of the Cotswold Hills. It lies at the edge of the AONB, beneath
Hidcote Manor and gardens and just to the south west of Meon Hill, spreading into
the flat fertile lands that form the Vale of Evesham. The place is listed in the
Doomsday Book and the old centre is clustered around the High Street, Chapel
Lane and Hill Lane beneath the Parish Church of St Lawrence and the Manor
House. This is the core of the Conservation Area where Cotswold Stone (of the
hills) and thatched black-and–white buildings (of the Vale) jostle for position
around the tiny green beside the Three Ways House Hotel. There are 37 Listed
Buildings here, of which the Church, Medford House and its garden walls are
Listed as Grade I. Newer estates spread to the south and north, though the scarp
slope within the Conservation Area to the east is largely free from such
development. Much of those estates appear to cover land that once
accommodated orchards, nursery gardens or glasshouses, including the oddly
divorced and mainly post War estates at Granbrook Lane. The same appears to
apply to the 2 schemes recently granted planning permission involving up to 80
dwellings at Canada Lane (to the north, 13/03539/OUT) and some 70 dwellings at
Arbour Close (to the south, 13/04237/OUT).

3.

The village still has a Post Office, a general food store, a renowned traditional
butcher, a garage, an ATM and a farm shop. There is the King’s Arms and the
Butcher’s Arms and the Three Ways House Hotel: there is church and chapel and a
modern primary school: there are sports facilities, a playing field and a play
area: there are clubs and societies, including the Pudding Club which meets at
the hotel. There is a regular, if limited, bus service through the village connecting
Moreton-in-the-Marsh and Stratford-upon-Avon; it might provide for commuters
into Stratford but to nowhere else and it might provide day-time connections to
higher order places nearby; there is also a ‘Hedgehog Community bus’. The
nearest railway station is at Honeybourne, 3 miles away.

4.

Such characteristics have been assessed in the context of the emerging Local Plan
and Mickleton is ranked 13th out of the 17 settlements (other than Cirencester)
identified in the consultation document as sufficiently ‘sustainable’ to
accommodate additional development. Although employment is limited and other
than by car-borne commuting restricted, the small Seyfried Industrial Estate to
the north of the village offers some local job opportunities, as do the businesses in
the village itself. True, neither the mooted business development envisaged as
part of the Canada Lane scheme or the doctor’s surgery at Arbour Close now
appear likely to materialise. But Mickleton, along with Blockley and Wilersey, is
described as forming a cluster of villages around Chipping Campden so that,
collectively, employment and higher order services (such as secondary education,
a doctor’s surgery, banking and additional leisure facilities) are within reasonably
easy reach. Hence, the village is identified as suitable to make a reasonable
contribution to the overall District housing requirement, without compromising the
environmental constraints evident elsewhere, including at Chipping Campden.
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5.

The site itself is a flat expanse of good arable land that wraps around the school
and the cul-de-sac at Sovereign Close and extends north westwards into the
countryside beyond the rear gardens of the dwellings in Back Lane. It amounts to
some 8.4ha. Hedgerows and some remaining trees enclose the north eastern and
north western boundaries: the remnants of derelict agricultural buildings,
immersed in vegetation and shrouded by trees, enclose the south western edge
beside the single track Broad Marston Road, though a wide gap in the foliage here
serves as an entrance into the field: ponds, fed by a ditch, lie in the south western
corner, ostensibly (but almost imperceptibly) 5m lower than the north eastern
extremity: along the south eastern boundary are the fences and hedges of the
dwellings in Back Lane. The whole of the village intervenes between the site and
the AONB, so that the site is seen in the context of the adjacent estates and
separated from the attractive designated landscape to the east.

6.

A public footpath crosses the site and paths run along the southern boundary to
the Heart of England Way or through the play area and the village to Baker’s Hill
and beyond. There are views across the site to Meon Hill and from the site to the
church spire, seen against the scarp slope of the Cotswold Hills. But views across
the flat vale soon peter out amidst successive envelopes of field hedges and
boundary trees.

The proposal

7.

The proposal is made in outline with all matters except the means of access
reserved for subsequent approval.

8.

The access arrangements entail the provision of an estate road 5.5m wide
between footways 2m wide connecting to Broad Marston Road north of the school
and the dwellings at Sovereign Fields and curving through the appeal site. Broad
Marston Road would be widened between that new access and the entrance to
Sovereign Fields forming a carriageway 5.5m wide with a single footway 2m wide
along its north eastern edge.

9.

The scheme envisaged is illustrated by a revised ‘development framework plan’.
An indicative layout is no longer suggested, although the scheme remains one for
some 90 dwellings to be served by a new estate road. The proposal would
accommodate space to expand the school and to provide new sports pitches
adjacent to the existing village playing fields, all enveloped by swathes of ‘green
space’, buffer planting, a SUDS balancing pond and retained field hedges. The
overall density would be fairly modest at about 25dph. About 4.3ha (just over
50% of the site) would be laid out as some form of ‘green space’, including sports
pitches, landscaping and buffer planting. The footpath across the site is shown as
being enveloped in a wide, landscaped ‘greenway’ orientated towards the spire of
St Lawrence’s Church. Swathes of space would also accommodate the footpaths
beside the gardens behind Back Lane and a new ‘greenway’ around the periphery
of site.

10. A mix of dwelling types and sizes is proposed, including the occasional 2.5 storey
property positioned at particular focal points; designs and materials are intended
to reflect those evident in the village. The project would also deliver 50% of the
homes (that is up to 45 properties) as ‘affordable dwellings’. That provision would
reflect the aspirations indicated in the explanations attached to policy 21 of the
adopted Local Plan and the Affordable Housing SPD.
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11. A signed and dated section 106 Undertaking would provide for the maintenance
and management of the open space and playing fields through the provision of a
‘management plan’, to be submitted to and approved by the Council, and covering
not just the management objectives, but also the means of funding the works
involved. A contribution of £46,260 would be made towards the costs of creating,
implementing and monitoring a sustainable Travel Plan designed to encourage non
car-borne travel. A primary education contribution of some £263,070 (though
dependent on the number of ‘qualifying’ dwellings eventually erected) would be
offered to provide for the remodelling or upgrading of the local primary school
and, similarly, a secondary education contribution of some £240,732 would
provide for any necessary upgrading of Chipping Campden School. A sum of up to
£17,640 would be offered to improve library facilities at Chipping Campden and a
sum of £13,207.60 would be available to improve the Meon Medical Centre in
Stratford-upon-Avon. In addition, a sum of £250,000 would be offered as a
contribution towards providing a community building on land, made available for 3
years, to accommodate just such a structure: £2,000 would be offered to provide
secure cycle stands around Mickleton: £3,000 would be made available to
research potential pedestrian and cycle schemes that might enhance the
connectivity of the site.
12. Suggested conditions would ensure that the scheme would be implemented as
intended and that no more than 90 dwellings, 50% to be affordable units, would
be erected along the lines indicated in the ‘development framework plan’: that the
reserved matters and other details (including hard and soft landscaping and
boundary treatments) would be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for
approval: that foul and surface water drainage systems would be installed and
controlled: that a Construction Management Plan (including hours of operation)
would be devised and implemented: and that an Ecology Management Plan for the
open space, detailing its layout, management and maintenance, would be
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval.
Planning policy and the main issues

13. The Development Plan currently consists of the ‘saved’ policies in the Cotswold
District Local Plan (2006), a document designed to conform over the period 20012011 with county-wide and regional plans long since revoked. A new Local Plan is
emerging and has reached a stage in the consultation process; a Regulation 18
Consultation: Development Strategy and Site Allocations document having been
published in January 2015. As yet a response to that consultation is awaited and
the details of the mooted policies and proposals might well undergo alteration.
14. No Development Plan policy is cited in the one remaining reason for refusal,
though policy 19 is referred to in proofs of evidence and statements of case. That
policy aims to restrict development beyond ‘development boundaries’ to schemes
‘appropriate to a rural area’, provided that such projects would, amongst other
things, relate well to existing development, only result in new-build open market
housing that would help to meet the social and economic needs of rural residents,
not damage existing patterns of development, not materially increase car-borne
commuting and not significantly compromise sustainability. As ‘development
boundaries’ are only identified for the 9 principal settlements (a list that does not
include Mickleton), in addition to Cirencester, the whole of Mickleton lies beyond
any ‘development boundary’ and all development within or without the settlement
must be ‘appropriate to a rural area’ and satisfy the relevant constraints of policy
19. It is clear from the reasoned justification (particularly paragraph 3.3.19, but
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also from the reference to paragraph 15 of the Annex in the superseded PPS7 and
the explanation that ‘the numbers involved are likely to be very small’) that the
policy is intended to be very restrictive; apart from replacement, sub-division or
conversion, all new dwellings beyond ‘development limits’ must be either
‘affordable’ or encumbered by an appropriate occupancy condition. Indeed, the
policy was devised to conform to a strategy where all ‘new-build open market
dwellings’ beyond ‘development boundaries’ were deemed to be unwarranted.
15. It follows that the appeal scheme must contravene the requirements of policy 19.
But, the policy is time-expired, conforms to a superseded strategy, fails to reflect
the advice in the Framework (NPPF) in severely restricting rather than significantly
boosting the supply of housing and conflicts with the emerging strategy now
identifying Mickleton as one of 17 settlements in the District (other than
Cirencester) suitable to accommodate additional dwellings. Moreover, adhering to
the provisions of policy 19 in relation to the appeal proposal cannot be consistent
with the recent permissions allowing 80 dwellings at Canada Lane and 70 homes
at Arbour Close. In those circumstances, policy 19 can only be regarded as outof-date. And, of course, the emerging Local Plan has not yet reached a stage
where its mooted policies might reasonably serve as ‘replacements’.
16. The ‘legal’ suggestion that policy 19 (or some of it) remains ‘up-to-date’ because
elements chime with the Core Principles or other advice in the Framework is, I
think, flawed. First, the policy criteria must logically be applied in the context of
the policy, rather than as independent requirements unfettered by the carefully
scripted scope of the policy itself. Second, the content of those criteria (requiring
schemes for open market housing to relate well to existing patterns of
development, to add little to car-borne commuting and to be ‘sustainable’, for
example) has relevance not because it relies on the remnants of policy 19, but
because it chimes with, and is endorsed by, the guidance in the Framework.
Third, I disagree that the policy must imply open market housing to be
appropriate to a rural area in order to engage with such development at all. The
policy, as written, does engage with open market housing. But it insists that for
such development to be ‘appropriate to a rural area’ it must be created by the
replacement, sub-division or conversion of existing buildings; everything else is
intended to be encumbered by some form of occupancy condition or to be offered
as affordable housing.
17. Given that policy 19, the only policy cited as relevant, is ‘out-of-date’, the
Development Plan can have little direct bearing on the determination of this
appeal. Instead, as paragraph 14 of the Framework indicates, the proposal must
be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development and permission granted unless tests derived from specific policies in
the Framework (or material considerations) indicate otherwise or any adverse
impact of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits of the scheme when assessed against the Framework taken as a whole.
Those are the tests that I apply here.
18. In addition, the appellants claim that a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land
still cannot be demonstrated. There is no dispute that some 3045 dwellings would
be likely to be delivered over that period. Rather, the dispute relates to the
housing likely to be required and to the magnitude of the ‘objectively assessed
need’. Estimates range from 380dpa for the Council through 500dpa for the
appellants to an ‘illustrative’ 860dpa for estimates incorporating some noticeable
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redress in ‘affordability’ ratios. What might a reasonable estimate of the
‘objectively assessed need’ for housing and the housing requirement entail here?
19. In those circumstances, and from all that I have heard, read and seen, I consider
that this case turns on:
i) the level of ‘objectively assessed need’ for housing that might be
reasonable,
ii) the requirement for, and the provision of, housing over the next 5 years,
iii) the requirement for, and the provision of, affordable housing,
iv) the impact of the scheme on amenity, on the landscape and on the
character of Mickleton,
v) the overall planning balance in relation to the economic, social and
environmental dimensions of ‘sustainable development’.
Objectively assessed need

20. The Guidance (NPPG) indicates that establishing the future need for housing is not
an exact science and that no single approach will provide a definitive answer.
However, the approach suggested follows several discrete steps. The latest
household projections are to provide the starting point adjusted, if necessary, to
reflect any local demography or household formation rates not captured in past
trends, such as formation rates suppressed by any under-supply or worsening
affordability; similarly, migration levels may be affected by changes in
employment growth or a one-off event and the demographic structure may be
affected by local circumstances. The results might be adjusted to reflect
appropriate market signals, to be assessed by appropriate comparisons and longer
term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of change) entailing such indicators
as land and house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and
overcrowding. It is explained that a worsening trend in any of those indicators
could require an upward adjustment to housing numbers. The likely change in job
numbers (based on past trends or economic forecasts) should be assessed and
related to the forecast working age population in the housing market area (taking
account of migration assumptions) to estimate the potential requirement for
additional dwellings. In addition, an increase in the total housing figures should
be considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable
homes.
21. As indicated above, the purpose of addressing the ‘objectively assessed need’ for
housing here is to arrive at a reasonable estimate of the housing requirement to
set against the agreed supply of dwellings over the next 5 years. In the absence
of a tested Framework-compliant figure in an up-to-date Development Plan, the
Hunston judgement indicates that the requirement should reflect the full
objectively assessed need over the 5 year period. Much in the ‘standard
methodology’ set out in the PPG is to be applied across a housing market area
invoking the ‘duty to cooperate’ (as a means of addressing market-wide and
region-wide processes) to resolve a range of inter-locking assumptions, involving
migration flows, patterns of employment growth and the like. It is simply not
possible to agree cross-border flows, commuting patterns or how to accommodate
labour force movements in isolation from the other ‘members’ of the housing
market area, from which it follows that the ‘standard methodology’ cannot easily
be applied accurately in the context of a section 78 appeal; to do so must entail
some fairly heroic assumptions. Indeed, the PPG implies that a more appropriate
place to normally consider such matters is in the context of a local plan, for the
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advice is clearly directed towards ‘plan-making’ rather than ‘decision-taking’. For
those reasons, it seems to me that the results of the current exercise should be
treated with a degree of circumspection. While they might provide a broad range
in which a reasonable ‘objectively assessed level of housing need’ might lie, they
should not, in my view, be taken to identify what the ‘objectively assessed level of
housing need’ might actually be. That exercise must await the sort of testing and
wider considerations applicable to assessing the soundness of the new Local Plan
that eventually emerges here.
22. Nevertheless, the assessment undertaken for the Council has been commissioned
to provide advice as to what the ‘objectively assessed need for housing’ might be
in the context of the emerging Local Plan, applies a methodology common to other
Gloucestershire Councils (the Forest of Dean and Stroud) in line with the Guidance
and does what it can to accommodate County or market-wide circumstances. The
assessment undertaken for the appellants is rather more confined to the District
and does not follow the ‘standard methodology’, though that is not an inherent
flaw.
23. Both assessments concur that an average of some 320dpa would be required to
meet the demographically induced housing needs of the District up to 2031. But,
the assumptions behind that concurrence are quite different. For the Council the
2012-based projections are adjusted by ‘smoothing’ out migration levels to reflect
the last 10 years rather than rely on the trends derived from the steeper falls
experienced during the recent recession; that seems reasonable to me. For the
appellants, the 2012-based projections are adjusted by assuming that the
household headship rates for the 25-34 year old cohort departs from the trend
projected to achieve a level last attained in 2001 by the end of the plan period.
And (though with less impact) that the household headship rates for the 35-44
year old cohort reverts to the modestly increasing trend evident in the 2000s.
24. I fear that both those assumptions are baseless. The proffered explanation that
past trends will return as constraints caused by the recession and housing
unaffordability ease, fails to address either the evident onset of declining headship
rates some 8 years before the ‘crash’ (during which time the markets, awash with
mortgage finance, staged a mini house building boom) or the foreseeable
continuation of further severe constraints manifest in the added burden of
financing higher education, the absence of previously available welfare benefits
and the post-recession tightening of mortgages. Nor is it clear why the headship
rates for the 25-34 year old cohort should return to the highest level achieved in
the last quarter of a century, which is what the level attained in 2001 actually is.
And, since the only credible explanation for the adjustments to the headship rates
in the 35-44 year old cohort is to reflect the ‘cohort effects’ of the 25-34 year olds,
the adjustment must be equally unwarranted. In any case, it is not clear that
either of these adjustments reflects any local demographic departure not captured
in past national trends, as the Guidance suggests.
25. In the ‘standard methodology’ the next step is to consider whether the results
might be adjusted to reflect appropriate market signals. Since the graphs for all
the indicators and comparators considered follow similar patterns, no adjustment
is made by the Council. However, as the Guidance indicates that ‘absolute levels’
should also be taken into account, the appellants argue that the markedly higher
house prices and the noticeably worse measures of affordability (for example) that
have persisted in the District warrant an ‘uplift’ in the provision of dwellings. On
the basis that the median house price to income ratio in Cotswold should fall from
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11.6 to 7 or even further to about 5.5 (reflecting ‘improvements’ advocated for
England and assuming a price elasticity of -2 in relation to the total housing stock,
as derived from the ‘Reading model’), it is suggested that an additional 150390dpa should be required over the plan period. Those additions are added not to
the basic demographic requirement, but to the jobs-led assessment, without
correcting for any potential double counting. That may be a mistake but, to be
fair to the appellants, I think that there is an ‘illustrative’ quality to these
calculations.
26. Nevertheless, even as an ‘illustration’, I consider that those scenarios lack reality.
A house in the Cotswolds costs more than other places at least partly because it
offers attractions that do not exist elsewhere. The same applies to the Chilterns
(also offering swathes of AONB landscape and where similar differentials exist)
and to Kensington and Chelsea (currently the place where the ratio of lower
quartile prices to lower quartile incomes is the highest in the land). Because
location is an integral characteristic of any dwelling, there are numerous
geographical discontinuities in housing markets. That makes it inappropriate (and
very misleading) to apply a price to stock elasticity derived from national (and
possibly regional) models to predictions purporting to illustrate such effects within
the confines of one modest District. Indeed, as the lower quartile house price to
income ratio for Cotswold has remained at a fairly consistent level above that for
Gloucestershire and England for the last 15 years or so, it may well be that the
absolute differential elicited here is an expression of just such a geographical
discontinuity. (The lower quartile house price to income ratio for Cotswold has
remained roughly 1.4-1.6 times above that for Gloucestershire - it now stands at
about 1.5 - and roughly 1.5-1.9 times that for England – it is currently about 1.7 –
throughout the period 1997-2013.) The implication is that the price and
affordability of houses in Cotswold has not been especially responsive to supply
(which is one of the main implications of the Reading model nationally). It follows
that a significant increase in the stock of houses in Cotswold would be likely to
result, not in a noticeable decrease in house prices or improvements in
affordability, but in new residents with the wherewithal to pay the prices sought.
For those reasons I think that the issue of ‘affordability’ requires a different
approach (which I address later). In my view, the evidence adduced does not
demonstrate that market signals warrant an increase in the objectively assessed
need for housing in the District of Cotswold.
27. The next step in the ‘standard methodology’ is to allow for the likely change in
jobs and whether that might require the provision of additional dwellings.
Forecasts are applied from Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics. But,
they give dramatically different results everywhere except for Cotswold District
and even there the results are derived from dramatically different assessments of
the local economy. Within the County an ‘excess’ of 7,100 dwellings contrasts
with a need for 6,100 additional homes: in the ‘joint core strategy’ area
(Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury) the excess varies from 9,500 to just
600 homes: in the other Districts significant surpluses conflict with equally
significant shortages: only in Cotswold do both ‘forecasters’ predict a need for
additional dwellings and only in Cotswold are those predictions within the same
‘ball-park’ (3,800 or 2,900 new homes, respectively). But, that apparent
concurrence is derived from growth driven by completely different sectors of the
economy; significant growth in construction and financial and business services is
forecast for one against growth in government services, accommodation and food
for the other. The implied perception of the local economy could hardly be more
different. Clearly, it is necessary to adopt some form of modus operandi in
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dealing with such conflicting and contradictory predictions. And, it is the response
to the inherent uncertainty created by these job forecasts that is the source of the
main difference between the competing ‘objective assessments of housing need’.
28. For the Council, the forecast for the District is linked to the forecast for the County
by interpreting the ‘excess’ of 7,100 dwellings predicted as a need for no further
homes, but halving the predicted need for 6,100 additional homes on the basis
that there must be a 50% chance that the other forecast might materialise; the
resulting 3,050 additional dwellings is then distributed between the Districts in
accordance with the ‘matching’ predicted share of the ‘additional’ jobs to give an
additional requirement for Cotswold of some 1,300 dwellings, or about 65dpa.
This is clearly somewhat arbitrary. But, it does represent a way to acknowledge
the uncertainty created by the conflicting predictions and it does have some
regard for the circumstances pertaining within related labour and housing
markets, at least at the County level. (I realise that the Council have based their
future provision of industrial and employment land on these job forecasts, but that
does not, in itself, render the predictions inherently more reliable; and, in any
case, I think that rather different considerations relate to such provision.) Adding
the ‘jobs-led need to the demographic ‘objective assessment of housing need’
results in a requirement for about 385dpa, presented as a need for 380dpa.
29. For the appellants the average of the 2 competing predictions for additional
dwellings (3,350) is added to the adjusted demographic assessment to achieve a
requirement of 10,000 additional homes over the plan period, or about 500dpa, of
which some 180dpa would cater for job increases. However, I think that such a
simple approach is flawed. First, it places unwarranted reliance on the numerical
concurrence between the 2 competing forecasts without addressing either the
completely different sectors on which such growth is based or the substantial
divergence between the predictions that occurs everywhere else. Second, it
implies a sustained average increase over the period 2014-2031 in the household
population of some 965ppa. That is roughly 2½ times the average increase
achieved in the past (1991-2014) and, although such a level of development has
been achieved once in the past 25 years, no evidence is adduced to demonstrate
that it could be realistically sustained over the next 20 years. It may represent a
‘significant boost to the supply of housing’ but, in the absence of compelling
evidence, it seems unlikely to be achievable to me. Third, almost all the growth
predicted for Cotswold is assumed to require additional dwellings without
recognising that there may be a good chance that adjacent Districts and nearby
centres of employment might contain an ‘excess’ of homes. I think that this
unrealistically ignores the interconnectedness within and between housing and
labour markets. As a consequence, there would be a chance that the assessment
would be predicated on failing to properly utilise existing infrastructure and
dwellings and, thereby, be strategically unsustainable.
30. For all those reasons I prefer the estimate, at 380dpa, put forward by the Council
as the ‘objective assessment of housing need’. And, although I realise that the
Inspector at the Stroud EiP initially criticised the assumptions used to allow for the
additional jobs forecast as ‘somewhat arbitrary’, further analysis there has now led
to the acceptance of a practically identical ‘objective assessment of housing need’,
the difference being less than 2%. There may thus be good reason to prefer the
results of a similar methodology in a neighbouring authority. (Very fairly, the
other figures presented by the appellants replicating the previous rates of job
growth - over the period 1991-2013 - are put forward as illustrations rather than
as estimates of any ‘objectively assessed need’, so I do not need to address them
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here.) I consider the need for affordable housing and whether an increase in the
total housing figures might help to deliver the need identified later.
The 5-year housing supply

31. As it is agreed that some 3045 dwellings would be likely to be delivered over the
next 5 years, it follows directly that the Council can demonstrate a supply of
housing, with a 20% buffer, to satisfy the ‘objectively assessed housing need’ over
the next 7.8 years. The appellants demonstrate that a supply of nearly 4.7 years
would exist even with their own need assessment of 500dpa. But that shortfall
depends on applying the 20% buffer in response to a ‘persistent under-delivery’ in
the supply of housing. In spite of agreement between the parties and numerous
appeal decisions by my colleagues and the Secretary of State applying just such a
20% buffer, it seems to me that the circumstances that currently apply do not
support such a stance now. As clearly indicated in the Bloor Homes judgement
(Bloor Homes East Midlands Limited v SoSCLG [2014] EWHC 754 (Admin) at
[122]), ‘The word ‘persistent’ seems to imply a failure to deliver the required
amount of housing that has continued or occurred for a long time, though not
necessarily through an authority's deliberate default.’ The evidence available
here, and set out below, does not demonstrate such a persistent failure.
32. The contrary view seems to depend upon seeking to match comparisons between
the annual delivery of dwellings and the annual average requirement. But, there
is no requirement (of any kind) that the delivery of dwellings should always match
the annual average provision. Indeed, such an expectation would be unrealistic.
Uniform distributions of dwelling delivery do not even occur at a national scale, let
alone within the confines of a modest District. The provision of housing comes in
‘lumps’ and it follows ‘cycles’. So, variations about the annual average
requirement should be expected and periods of plenty, followed by periods of
‘famine’, should be accommodated in meeting what is actually required, namely
the number of dwellings to be provided over the Plan period. Indeed, the PPG
advocates as much. In assessing the ‘local delivery record’ a long term view is
encouraged to accommodate cycles in the housing market and the advice is that
past excesses can be taken into account to off-set any current under-provision.
33. In this case, the actual record of delivery over the period 1991-2014 set against
the requirements prevailing at the time (the adopted Structure Plan, the Local
Plan and the current ‘objectively assessed need’) indicate that the years when a
shortfall occurred are matched by the years when a surplus was delivered (12
years to 11), a pattern that is only to be expected in comparing annual
observations against an annual average. Moreover, there have been several
periods when the cumulative delivery exceeded the cumulative requirement
(during the 1990s and in the early 2000s), demonstrating that any under-delivery
has not always persisted. And, although currently there is a cumulative shortfall
against the cumulative requirements, it is very small (less than 2% in almost a
quarter of a century) and is being reduced by annual surpluses achieved for each
of the last 4 years. In my view, this situation cannot be described accurately as
representing the ‘persistent under-delivery’ of the housing required. It is thus
inappropriate to apply the 20% buffer now.
34. With a 5% buffer the agreed supply of housing would be sufficient to satisfy the
‘objectively assessed housing need’ of 380dpa over almost the next 9 years and
the 500dpa requirement suggested by the appellants over a little more than the
next 5 years. Hence, I consider that a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land is
demonstrated.
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The need for affordable housing

35. The SHMA (2013) identifies an annual ‘overall’ need for affordable housing within
Cotswold District as 574dpa. This figure is derived largely from following the
methodology outlined in the now superseded Strategic Housing Market
Assessments: Practice Guidance 2007. The number of households currently in
some form of housing need is estimated together with those newly arising
households likely to be in need to set against the current and future supply of
affordable dwellings; the number that cannot be housed by the estimated supply
is, essentially, the need for additional affordable housing. The 2007 Guidance
indicated that households unable to afford suitable accommodation on the open
market were those unable to meet lower quartile accommodation costs from 25%
of their gross income, excluding what were then, ‘housing benefit’ payments, the
rationale (not entirely understandable) being that a higher proportion of income
devoted to housing costs could induce ‘poverty’ and that ‘housing benefit was only
paid to households who would otherwise be unable to afford their housing’. The
current Guidance retains the ‘entry’ level at the lower quartile of accommodation
costs, but it does not insist that those costs should be met from no more than
25% of household income nor does it explicitly exclude ‘local housing allowance’
(that now replaces housing benefit) as a source of income.
36. The draft version of the current Guidance emerged in August 2013 as the SHMA
was being written and, perhaps in anticipation of the impending changes, the
SHMA indicates that other estimates of the need for affordable housing might be
legitimate. It shows that if payments for accommodation at lower quartile prices
were to be taken from up to 35% of gross income and if the annual availability of
lettings supported by ‘local housing allowances’ were to be added to the supply of
affordable dwellings, then the annual need for affordable homes would be reduced
to 130dpa. The comments contained in the SHMA are instructive. It states that
‘The figure of 574 remains the overall need figure, because it is calculated in
accordance with the approach [then] set out in the Practice Guidance and is
therefore comparable with historical estimates and figures derived elsewhere.
However, the figure of 130 is more representative of the way that housing need is
experienced in current market conditions, as acknowledged by stakeholders. This
can be viewed as the core housing need in Cotswold’. I interpret this to imply that
the figure of 130 is more realistic and more reflective of local conditions. And,
although more people might justifiably benefit from affordable accommodation,
that justification appears to rest on superseded guidance and the ‘luxury’ of
historical and geographical comparisons.
37. Clearly, an ‘objectively assessed need’ of 380dpa could provide 190dpa as
affordable homes (well in excess of the ‘core need’) if all developments were to
yield 50% as affordable units. Of course, that would be most unlikely, in spite of
current policies; many schemes would be small scale and below any threshold
likely to require provision and some would be subject to viability constraints.
However, recent experience is that an annual average of 132 affordable homes
was achieved from 2008/9-2012/13 with even greater provision made recently
entailing an annual average of 160 affordable dwellings from 2010 to 2014. It is
thus at least plausible that a realistic need for affordable housing, reflective of
local conditions, could be achieved in the context of the estimated ‘objective
assessment of housing need’. It follows that the ‘core need’ for affordable housing
does not necessarily require an increase in the ‘objective assessment of housing
need’.
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38. However, that does not mean that provision for affordable housing would not be
required in relation to the appeal scheme. The Planning Officer’s careful report
indicates that a local need is evident in Mickleton. Some 82 households with a
connection to the District are registered for rented affordable housing in this and
neighbouring parishes. And local studies indicate that the Chipping Campden subarea, of which the Mickleton is a part, has a gross annual need for 11 affordable
homes. Although the 2 permitted schemes at Canada Lane and Arbour Close
should deliver some 73 affordable units, the 45 affordable dwellings that could
materialise on the appeal site would provide for the annual local needs arising
over some 4 years, or for a slightly shorter period if used to meet any existing
shortfall.
39. Moreover, the provision of affordable housing seems to me to be one of the few
effective ways (in the absence of Council housing) to address the housing
affordability issues recognised by the Council itself as operating in the District.
The fact that housing in the Cotswolds has always (within the range of the
statistics) remained consistently more unaffordable than housing in
Gloucestershire or England, for example, demonstrates that this is a place where a
geographical discontinuity in the housing market operates, so that prices are likely
to be irresponsive to supply and different mechanisms, entailing administrative
and legal measures, must be used to provide the housing people need. The
provision of affordable housing here would meet those requirements.
Amenity, landscape, character and agriculture

40. The site is a flat expanse of arable land beside the school and the cul-de-sac at
Sovereign Close extending into the countryside beyond the rear gardens of the
dwellings in Back Lane. The ‘development framework plan’ indicates that a
swathe of open space some 40m wide would lie between the closest dwellings and
the properties along Back Lane, so avoiding any overlooking and providing a
potentially green and pleasant outlook from the small rear gardens there. Space
would also exist to ensure that the dwellings of a similar scale and with similar
rear gardens would line the entrance to the new estate road and back on to the
dwellings in Sovereign Close, thereby safeguarding the privacy and prospect that
existing residents might reasonably expect to enjoy. Some 93 2-way trips are
predicted during the morning peak hour with a similar number (87 2-way trips)
during the evening. Such limited traffic, just 2 vehicles every 3 minutes, could be
easily and safely accommodated on the widened Broad Marston Road and traffic
modelling demonstrates that, even with all the development likely to be delivered
by 2019, there would be sufficient capacity along Back Lane and at the Chapel
Lane and High Street junction. The Travel Plan, to be secured through the section
106 Undertaking, should reduce the number of single occupancy car trips. Hence,
the scheme would not seriously impinge on the amenity of local residents.
41. The appeal site is seen as part of the flat fertile landscape spreading into the Vale
at the edge of the village. It is quite well contained (as all agree) by hedges,
foliage and trees and by the vegetation and fences of the adjacent school and
back gardens. There are views across the site to Meon Hill, but views into the
Vale soon peter out amidst successive envelopes of field hedges and boundary
trees. Importantly, the site lies beyond the AONB and apart from the Special
Landscape Area and, as such, is a rare piece of land in this District (just 20% or
so) not specially designated within a distinctive or attractive landscape. It is also
often seen with, and is perceived in the context of, the newer estates that spread
to the south and north of the village. These estates separate the site physically
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and visually from the Conservation Area and the village core while the whole
settlement intervenes between the site and the AONB, divorcing it from that
attractive landscape and, as indicated below, from its natural setting.
42. Those characteristics would ensure that the impact of this scheme upon the
surrounding landscape would be limited and restricted. Of course, this flat field
would be transformed into a ‘suburban-like’ estate. But all that would be evident
from most vantage points beyond more than a field away would be a new edge to
the village and, since that would be immersed in swathes of green space and
foliage, the current estate-like edge would be much enhanced. Views across the
site to Meon Hill would be altered, but the scheme would barely affect views from
vantage points just beyond. From vantage points along the scarp slope, the new
estate would only be glimpsed and even then (as I saw for myself from Bakers
Hill) it would only be manifest as a sliver of additional rooftops behind existing
buildings. The views and experience of walkers on the public footpaths across the
site, or adjacent on Broad Marston Road, would be altered. But those paths
already run beside, or within the ambience of, existing dwellings or the school.
And, although the vista of open countryside would be postponed in striking north
westwards across the site, the avenue of green space would herald the approach
of fields and farmland or safeguard views of the church spire against the Cotswold
Hills for the ‘homeward’ journey. Hence, I agree with the Planning Officer and the
appellants that, with the landscaping and planting proposed, this scheme could be
accommodated in this landscape without any significant adverse effects, as the
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment demonstrates.
43. Mickleton is not a ‘linear’ settlement. It originated as a cluster of dwellings around
the High Street, Chapel Lane and Hill Lane huddled beneath the Parish Church and
the Manor House. The assertion made in the Gloucestershire Landscape Character
Assessment (2006) that it is ‘aligned predominantly along the B4632’ and ‘is likely
to have been a linear village that has since expanded’ is wrong and is contradicted
by all the available old maps, by the archaeological evidence and by the existing
settlement pattern. Because the appeal scheme would be located adjacent to the
newer estates spreading to the south and north of the village core, it would not
impinge on the Conservation Area or any of the 37 Listed Buildings that contribute
to the character of the place. On the contrary, it would be seen in conjunction
with modern development and the links, landscaping and community provision
indicated on the ‘development framework plan’ would serve to integrate the
scheme in the pattern and social fabric of the village.
44. So, although the proposal would project some 200m into the countryside from
Back Lane and about 100m from the school and Sovereign Fields, it would often
be seen against modern development and appear commensurate with the existing
estates. Indeed, it would mirror the projection of the permitted scheme at
Canada Lane across the intervening ‘ridge and furrow’ field. It would not be
located on the lower scarp slopes, but then neither are the dwellings in Back Lane
or at Sovereign Close or on many of the new estates here. It is only the
Conservation Area and the older parts of the village for which that could
reasonably be described as an ‘established pattern of development’. The widening
of Broad Marston Road would alter the character of a narrow rural lane. However,
permission for 2 dwellings on 2 separate plots opposite the appeal site would also
alter the character of that lane, thereby reducing the incremental damage that
might otherwise be attributable to the appeal scheme alone. For those reasons, I
consider that the proposal would not seriously impair the character of this village.
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45. The proposal would result in the loss of the ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural
land; 5.7ha is indicated to be of grade 2 quality and 1.9ha is shown as grade 3a.
The land is actively farmed and managed, it must contribute to the viability of a
farming enterprise and it is a resource of inherent value. I agree with the Council
and Cllr Hughes that such land should be safeguarded for future generations, if
possible. Indeed, the Framework indicates that the economic and other benefits
of the best and most versatile agricultural land should be taken into account and,
where significant development of agricultural land might be necessary, poorer
quality land should be used in preference to that of a higher quality. Neither the
Framework nor the Guidance indicates what a ‘significant development’ might
entail in this context. Clearly, the scale of the proposed development would be
well below the 20ha ‘consultation threshold’. And, the long-term impact might be
even less significant as only half the site (about 4ha) would actually accommodate
buildings, the rest being laid out as various forms of ‘green space’. No evidence is
adduced to show that the scheme could be accommodated on lower quality
agricultural land and the 2 recently permitted schemes also entail the loss of the
‘best and most versatile’ land, even though I understand that none of it was of
grade 2 quality. In any case, the loss of very good agricultural land must be set
against the contextual setting of the scheme amongst the modern estates and the
complete absence of almost all other constraints to development that affect so
much of the land within Cotswold District. The restrictions imposed by the AONB
and special landscape designations, by flood risks and by the presence of heritage
assets mean that good use should be made of those few sites where such
restrictions do not apply. In my view, that is the case here.
The planning balance

46. As indicated above, this scheme must be considered in the context of the
presumption in favour of sustainable development. It should succeed unless tests
derived from specific policies in the Framework (or material considerations)
indicate otherwise or any adverse impact of granting permission would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme when
assessed against the Framework taken as a whole. Is the scheme sustainable?
47. It seems to me that Mickleton itself is a reasonably sustainable place. It has a
Post Office and a range of local shops: it has a garage, an ATM, 2 public houses
and an hotel: there is church and chapel and a modern primary school: there are
sports facilities, clubs and societies: and, there is a regular, if limited, bus service.
It functions, as one of a cluster of villages around Chipping Campden so that,
collectively, employment and higher order services (such as secondary education,
a doctor’s surgery, banking and additional leisure facilities) are within reasonably
easy reach. Those characteristics have led the Council to identify the place as one
of just 17 settlements suitable to accommodate additional housing.
48. The scheme would be sustainable too. It would lie adjacent to modern
development at the edge of the village and would incorporate physical links,
indicated on the ‘development framework plan’, physically connecting the new
dwellings to the rest of the village while the Travel Plan would help to reduce the
car-borne journeys that might otherwise occur. The project would contribute
towards meeting the needs for market and affordable housing, providing for a
mixed and inclusive community, as the Framework advocates. Moreover, the
proposal would incorporate several measures to foster the integration of the new
residents into the social fabric of the place; land would be made available for 3
years to provide either for the expansion of the school or for a community
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building; open space would be provided to expand and enhance the existing
provision and allow for off-street parking on part of the existing playing field;
additional sports pitches would be provided. The green space and buffer planting
would enclose this corner of the village enhancing its visual and environmental
integration with the surrounding landscape without impinging on the setting of the
AONB and offering the opportunity for ecological enhancement and new
recreational pursuits. A SUDS balancing pond, an appropriate drainage scheme
and appropriate contributions to the provision of other services and facilities would
ensure that the scheme would not adversely impinge on existing infrastructure.
49. The proposal, together with the 2 permitted schemes, would expand Mickleton by
roughly 30%. However, there is no evidence that such growth would be harmful
or, given the social provision incorporated into the scheme, threaten community
cohesion. On the contrary, there is some evidence that the new developments
would result in more trade for the local shops, more customers for the local pubs
and more support for the local school. And, although the provision of some 239
dwellings over the Plan period would be relatively high for what is in the adopted
Local Plan a ‘non-principal settlement’, it would not be unique and would not
appear to undermine any discernable settlement strategy exhibited in the current
version of policy SP5 of the consultation document in the emerging Plan.
50. I consider, therefore, that this scheme would represent sustainable development
in a reasonably sustainable place. Moreover, no conflict with a specific policy in
the Framework has been demonstrated. Would any adverse impact of granting
permission significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme,
assessed against the Framework as a whole?
51. I think that the adverse impacts of the scheme would be very modest. They
would amount to the loss of the ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land and the
transformation of a field, crossed by footpaths, into a residential estate. For the
reasons given above, the loss of this very good agricultural land would be
warranted by the need to make good use of the limited supply of developable land
unencumbered by the many restrictions that must apply in much of Cotswold
District. And, although the scheme would itself project into the countryside
beyond the village, the impact would be limited, being visually and physically
contained in the landscape, such containment being reinforced by swathes of open
space and ‘buffer’ planting.
52. The scheme would deliver several benefits. It would provide 90 dwellings within
the next 5 years, boosting the supply of housing in a suitable and reasonably
sustainable location. The new residents would be expected to support the social
and economic sustainability of the place and add to the potential custom enjoyed
by the local shops and services. The ‘framework development plan’ could provide
the basis of a well-designed scheme, preserving important views and creating
broad corridors of attractive green space with links to the village and the
countryside beyond. Measures to manage the green space and to enhance
ecological diversity would also be instigated, together with proposals to foster the
social integration of prospective residents in contributing to the community and
social life of the village. The scheme would also be likely to add to the
economically active in Mickleton and, possibly, to about £2m of additional
household expenditure. It would lead directly to the spending of some £9.25m on
construction, the provision of some 86 jobs (or their full-time equivalent) over 3
years and indirectly to another 94 jobs. And, there would be a ‘new homes bonus’
payment of about £850,000.
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53. Most importantly, the scheme would boost the supply of affordable housing by
offering 50% of the units as affordable homes. That proportion is relatively high
across the Country and it is unlikely to be achievable on all development sites or
in relation to all developments. It is thus particularly important to utilise
effectively those situations where such provision is possible. As I indicate above, I
consider the provision of affordable housing to be one of the very few effective
ways in which the ‘affordability gap’ evident in the District (and recognised by the
Council) might be addressed.
54. For all those reasons, I conclude that the limited adverse impact of granting
permission here would be significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the
benefits of the scheme.
Other matters

55. Although not raised as issues at the Inquiry, several other matters affect the
nature of the scheme or the conditions that might be imposed. First, although the
site is in Flood Zone 1, it is flat and the development would increase surface water
run-off. The submitted Flood Risk Assessment indicates how the discharge of
surface water could be limited to green-field rates by installing a SUDS drainage
scheme. The Environment Agency raises no objection, subject to the imposition of
suitable conditions.
56. The foul sewage and the water supply systems involve infrastructure elements
that are inadequate. The consultation response from Thames Water suggests that
conditions should be imposed to require an assessment of the additional capacity
that might be required and to indicate suitable connection points. However, there
is a statutory duty to provide such connections under the requirements of the
Water lndustry Act 1991. Hence, there would be no need for planning conditions
to duplicate powers available under other legislation, as the submitted notes
confirm.
57. The submitted Ecological Appraisal demonstrates the presence of ponds, wet
habitats and amphibians (though no protected species), the existence of a main
Badger sett, the foraging of bats along the boundary hedgerows and the potential
use of some trees by bats. As the ponds are to be retained, a 30m safeguarding
zone maintained around the sett, badger pathways and forage areas
accommodated, and the hedgerows and trees preserved, the scheme need not
unacceptably impinge on any protected species or habitat and could accord with
policy and the relevant Regulations. However, such compliance would depend
upon the detailed management of the proposed green spaces and ponds, so that a
condition requiring the submission of an Ecological Management Plan would be
warranted.
58. An original reason for refusal, since withdrawn, related to the absence of an
archaeological investigation of the appeal site, given the wealth of interesting finds
uncovered in the vicinity, including those relating to prehistoric and Roman
settlements at the former Meon Hill Nurseries site. However, a subsequent
investigation has shown that there is no potential for unknown archaeological
remains on the appeal site. Hence, there is no requirement for further
archaeological work.
The Undertaking and conditions

59. The provisions of the signed and dated section 106 Undertaking are outlined
above; they should comply with the tests set out in CIL Regulations 122 and 123.
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The submitted ‘CIL compliance statement’ demonstrates that those tests are met,
and supported by policies in the adopted Local Plan, with respect to the
contributions towards primary and secondary education and to the library at
Chipping Campden, all in accordance with policy 49. In a similar vein, the
contribution to the Meon Medical Centre would ameliorate pressure on existing
facilities due to the development. In addition, several elements of the
Undertaking would be directed at providing specific facilities for the proposal
(thereby not entailing payments that could be ‘pooled’) and be integral to the
‘sustainability’ of the scheme, a finding on which my decision depends. This would
include contributions towards the costs of creating, implementing and monitoring
a sustainable Travel Plan to promote non car-borne travel, to provide secure cycle
stands and to explore the implementation of schemes to foster travel on foot and
by bicycle.
60. Provision for the maintenance and management of the open space and playing
fields through the preparation of a ‘management plan’ and the creation of a
‘management company’ would be vital to achieving the visual containment and
the environmental enhancements fundamental to my decision. In addition, I think
that the measures to foster the integration of the scheme into the social fabric of
Mickleton are also integral to the nature of the proposal and the ethos it exhibits.
This would include the offer to make land available for 3 years to provide either
for the expansion of the school or for a community building and, if the latter, to
contribute to its construction. This would be directly related to the development,
‘reasonable’ in relation to the scale of the scheme and ‘necessary’ to achieve the
type and quality of the project intended. And, being specifically related to the
village, it would not constitute a ‘type of infrastructure’ featuring in previous
Obligations. I think that the requirements of the Regulations would be met.
61. As indicated above, the conditions are intended to ensure that the scheme would
be implemented as intended. I have explained the absence of conditions relating
to foul water drainage and archaeology. I need only add that, as the proposed
access arrangements were deemed to be acceptable, further approval would not
seem to be required; construction of the roads and the surface water drainage
details would be subject to other legislation or other conditions. Also, I think that
the operating hours of the construction should be controlled, in view of the
proximity of the site to existing dwellings and this quiet rural location; a suitable
condition is imposed. The need to undertake an investigation for potential
contamination is mainly due to the presence of derelict structures towards the
south western corner of the site. The reasons for imposing the other conditions
are either explained elsewhere or are self-evident.
Conclusion

62. I have found that a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land is likely to exist,
given the level of ‘objectively assessed housing need’ that I find likely to suffice.
Even so, I consider that the provision of some 45 units (50%) as affordable
dwellings would make an important contribution to addressing the ‘affordability
gap’ evident in the District. The scheme would not seriously impinge on the
amenity of local residents and, with the landscaping and planting proposed, it
could be accommodated in this landscape without any significant adverse effects
and without seriously impairing the character of the village. As the proposal
would represent sustainable development in a reasonably sustainable place, and
as its few adverse impacts would be clearly outweighed by the many benefits of
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the scheme, I conclude that this appeal should succeed in accordance with the
advice in the Framework, subject to the conditions listed in the attached schedule.
Decision
63. The appeal is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for residential
development (up to 90 dwellings) including, access, parking, public open space,
landscaping and associated infrastructure on land to the east of Broad Marston
Road, Mickleton, Gloucestershire in accordance with the terms of the application
ref:-14/02365/OUT (dated 27 May 2014) and the plans submitted therewith,
subject to the conditions listed in the attached schedule.

David Cullingford
INSPECTOR
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comments to Biodiversity Officer
23-09-14 Email exchange chasing Committee Report
30-09-14 Further email to Case Officer chasing Committee Report plus
info on Fairford appeal decision
30-09-14 Response from Case Officer confirming CDC aware of
Fairford appeal decision
30-09-14 Email from Case Officer forwarding response from Mickleton
Parish Council
01-10-14 Email to Case Officer clarifying various points
02-10-14 Email from Case Officer confirming further details passed to
County Archaeologist and seeking clarifying on various points
02-10-14 Email from Case Officer forwarding County Archaeologist's
response
02-10-14 Response to Case Officer

CD4
4.1

Officer's Committee Report
Officer's Committee Report

CD5
5.1

Decision Notice
Decision Notice

CD6
6.01
6.02
6.03
6.04
6.05
6.06
6.07
6.08
6.09
6.10
6.11
6.12
6.13
6.14
6.15
6.16
6.17

Consultation Responses
24th July 2014 - Affordable Housing - CDC Housing Enabling Officer
24th June 2014 - GCC Archaeologist
4th July 2014 - Chipping Campden Town Council
3rd July 2014 - CDC Environmental Protection Officer
3rd September 2014 - Development Services - Biodiversity FINAL
8th July 2014 - Development Services - Biodiversity
11th July 2014 - GCC Asset Management & Property Services
10 July 2014 - Environment Agency
27th June 2014 - Development Services - Conservation
1st July 2014 - Development Management - Highways
26th August 2014 - Development Management - Highways FINAL
10th July 2014 - Development Services - Landscape
15th July 2014 - NHS Property Services
9th July 2014 - Mickleton Parish Council
2nd July 2014 - Severn Trent Water
7th July 2014 - Thames Water
31st July Development Services - Tree Team

CD7
7.1
7.2

Planning documents
Extracts from emerging Local Plan Feb 2015
New housing land supply paper 2015 and Residential Land Monitoring

3.42
3.43
3.44
3.45
3.46
3.47
3.48
3.49
3.5
3.51
3.52
3.53
3.54
3.55
3.56
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7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10
7.11
7.12
7.13
7.14
7.15
7.16
7.17
7.18
7.19
CD8
Landscape
8.01
8.02
8.03
8.04

Stats April 2015
New Housing Land Supply Paper 2015
Housing and growth
Affordable housing SPD
Local Plan Reg 18 Consultation: Development Startegy & Site
Allocations Jan 2015
Local Plan 2001-2011(ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Regional Spatial Strategy (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Structure Plan 1991-2011 (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Structure Plan 2001-2016 (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Local Plan Consultation Paper Preferred Development Strategy 2013
(ELECTRONIC ONLY)
NPPG (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
NPPF (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
NPPF Technical Guidance (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
CIL (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Regional Planning Guidance for the South West (RPG 10) (ELECTRONIC
ONLY)
The Regional Strategy for the South West (Revocation) Order
(ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Saved Policies and Schedule (ELECTRONIC ONLY)
Additional Documents

Cotswold DC land sensitivity report - EXTRACTS
Cotswolds AONB LCA - EXTRACTS
Gloucestershire LCA 2006 - EXTRACTS
Landscape Character Assessments outside AONB - CHAPTERS 1 AND 4
ONLY
8.05
NCA 106 Severn and Avon Vales MW171214
8.06
NCA107 Cotswolds 160315MW
Housing & Sustainability
8.07
Housing Evidence Paper December 2014
8.08
MacDonald and Whitehead
8.09
Gloucestershire SHMA 2014
8.10
Inspector's Interim Conclusions
8.11
PS A017b Inspectors Interim Views
8.12
Mickleton Mosaic March 2015 Understanding Demographics Describing
Mickleton In Relation To Cotswold
8.13
Mickleton PDP March 2015 Property Development Pack Describing
Mickleton In Relation To Cotswold
8.14
Department for Transport: National Travel Survey: England 2013
8.15
Office for National Statistics - Characteristics of Home Workers, 2014
8.16
ONS: The Headlines: Household Expenditure at a Glance, published
2012
8.17
ONS: The Headlines: Household Expenditure at a Glance, published
2013
8.18
DEFRA: Policy brief - how increased connectivity is boosting economic
prospects of rural areas, December 2014
8.19
ONS: Record proportion of people in employment are home workers
8.20
Cotswold District Local Plan: Evidence Base Development Strategy
Evidence Paper April 2013
http://www.planning-inspectorate.gov.uk
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8.21
8.22
8.23
8.24
CD9
9.01
9.02
9.03
9.04
9.05
9.06
9.07
9.08
9.09
9.10.
9.11
9.12
9.13
9.14
9.15
9.16
9.17
9.18
9.19
9.20.
9.21
9.22
9.23
9.24

Cotswold District Council: Residential Land Monitoring Statistics April
2014
Cotswold District Council: Role and Function of Settlements Study Local
Plan: Evidence Base July 2012
TUC: Home-working on the increase despite the recession, May 2013
UCL: Research into Rural Housing Affordability, Executive summary
Appeal decisions
Land at Gaydon Road, Bishop’s Itchington, Southam, Warwickshire Ref:
APP/J3720/A/13/2202961: 29 January 2014
Land opposite Rose Cottages, Holmes Chapel Road, Brereton Heath,
Cheshire Ref: APP/RO660/A/13/2192192: 12 February 2014
Land Off Banady Lane, Stoke Orchard, near Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire
Ref: APP/G1630/A/14/2223858: 22 January 2015
Land off Bath Road, Leonard Stanley Ref: APP/C1625/A/13/2207324: 21
July 2014
Land off Nantwich Road, Tarporley, Cheshire Ref:
APP/A0665/A/11/2167430 29 August 2013
Land off Walden Road, Thaxted Ref: APP/C1570/A/14/2222958 : 1 June
2015
Highfield Farm, Tetbury, Glos APP/F1610/A/11/2165778; 13 February
2013
Tetbury JR [2013] EWHC 3719 (Admin)
Land to the South of Berrells Road and to the west of Bath Road,
Tetbury, Glos APP/F1610/A/12/2173305; 13 February 2013
Bishop's Cleeve APP/G1630/A/11/2146206, APP/G1630/A/11/2148635
16 July 2012
Land off Station Road, Bourton-on-the-Water, Gloucestershire Ref:
APP/F1610/A/13/2196383 15 January 2014
Land at Todenham Road, Moreton in Marsh, Gloucestershire
APP/F1610/A/10/2130320; 12 April 2011
St Albans v SoS Hunston
SoS Hunston v St Albans
Paddock adjacent Glyde House, Stratford Road, Mickleton, Chipping
Campden APP/F1610/A/12/2182300, 21 December 2012
Land adjacent Badgers Field, George Lane, Chipping Campden, Glos
APP/F1610/A/12/2173963 25 September 2012
Land at Top Farm, Kemble, Cirencester, Gloucestershire Ref:
APP/F1610/A/12/2173097: 9 January 2013
Wells Masonry Group Ltd, Ilsom Farm, Ilsom, Tetbury Ref:
APP/F1610/A/13/2193264 3 July 2013
4 - 6 Black Jack Street, Cirencester, Glos APP/F1610/A/12/2189488 &
APP/F1610/E/13/2189900 12 August 2013
Land adjacent to Badgers Field, George Lane, Chipping Camden, Glos
Ref: APP/F1610/A/13/2202439 12 November 2013
Land west of Siddington Road, Siddington, Cirencester Ref:
APP/F1610/A/11/2161332 13 July 2012
APP/Y2810/A/14/2228921, New Street, Weedon, Northamptonshire,
determined 12 June 2015, §86
APP/Y2810/A/14/2225722, Salisbury Landscapes Ltd, Boughton Road,
Moulton, Northampton, determined 18 June 2015, §80
APP/D0840/A/13/2209757, Land north of Upper Chapel, Launceston
PL15 7DW, determined 11 April 2014, §51
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9.25
9.26

9.29

APP/F1610/A/13/2203411 Land at Oddington Road, Stow-on-the-Wold
APP/P1133/A/12/2188938 Land to the South of Shutterton Lane,
Dawlish, Devon. Allowed 10 September 2013
APP/H1840/A/13/2199085 and APP/H1840/A/13/2199426 Land at Pulley
Lane, Newland Road and Primsland Way, Droitwich Spa
APP/F1610/A/14/2213318 Land south of Cirencester Road Fairford GL7
4BS
[2015] EWHC 488 (Admin) Stroud DC -v- SoS and Gladman

CD 10
10.1
10.2
10.3
10.4
10.5
10.6
10.7
10.8
10.9

Second Planning Application
Framework Plan Rev K
Planning Committee Report
Decision notice
Consultation responses - ELECTRONIC ONLY
Representations - ELECTRONIC ONLY
Further archaeology report revised scheme
Agricultural land report revised scheme
DAS Addendum Rev C
Email from GCC to LPA confirming land for school expansion not required

CD 11
11.1
11.2

Miscellaneous Documents
Committee report Cala site
Committee report Newland site

9.27
9.28

PLANS
Plans

A

Plan

B

Plan

C

1
Revised ‘development framework plan 5932-L-01/K
2
Site access arrangements
C13684-002/B
1
‘Development framework layout plan 5932-L-03/B
2
Site access arrangements
C13684-002
Agricultural land quality; south west region, Natural England
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Schedule of Conditions
Details
1)

Details of reserved matters set out below (‘The Reserved Matters’) shall be submitted to the Local Planning
Authority for approval within three years from the date of this permission:
i.
layout,
ii.
scale,
iii.
appearance, and
iv.
landscaping.
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved ‘Reserved Matters’. Approval of all
‘Reserved Matters’ shall be obtained from the Local Planning Authority in writing before any development
commences.

2)

The development shall begin no later than 2 years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved
matters to be approved

3)

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out along the lines shown on the ‘development
framework plan’ 5932-L-01/K and shall be limited to no more than 90 dwellings.

Affordable housing
4)

Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the provision of affordable housing as part of the
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The affordable
housing shall be provided in accordance with the approved scheme and shall meet the definition of
affordable housing in the National Planning Policy Framework, or any future guidance that replaces it. The
scheme shall include:
i.
the numbers, type, tenure and location on the site of the affordable housing provision to be
made, which shall consist of not less than 50% of the total number of dwellings permitted;
ii.
the timing of the construction of the affordable housing and its phasing in relation to the
occupancy of the market housing;
iii.
the arrangements for the transfer of the affordable housing to an affordable housing provider,
or alternative arrangements for the future management of the affordable housing;
iv.
arrangements to ensure that the affordable housing is affordable not only for the first
occupiers but also for subsequent occupiers; and
v.
the occupancy criteria to be used for determining the identity of occupiers of the affordable
housing, and the means by which such occupancy criteria will be enforced.

Drainage
5)

No development shall take place until aa scheme for the provision and future management and
maintenance of the surface water drainage from the site, incorporating ‘sustainable drainage principles’,
together with a timetable for its implementation has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be implemented in full before the development is
first occupied and shall be retained at all times thereafter.

6)

The development hereby permitted shall only be carried out in accordance with the approved Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA) produced by Hydrock Ref R/C13684 dated 22 May 2014 and the following mitigation
measures detailed with the FRA:
Limiting the surface water run-off from the development to the equivalent existing green-field run-off
rates so that it will not exceed the run-off from the undeveloped site and not increase the risk of
flooding off-site,
The mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and subsequently in
accordance with the timing and phasing arrangements embodied within the scheme, or within any
other period as may be subsequently agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Ecology
7)

No development works shall take place on site until a Badger Mitigation Strategy and a 10 year Landscape
and Ecological Management Plan (to include pond restoration) and based on the recommendations in the
Ecological Appraisal (December 2014), the Bat Survey report (January 2015) and the Great Created Newt
Survey report (August 2014) by fpcr (and illustrated on drawing no. 5932-L-03 rev B) has been submitted
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. All the works must be carried out in
accordance with the details in the approved plans and strategies, and thereafter permanently maintained.

Tree protection
8)

Prior to the commencement of development, a tree protection plan and arboricultural method statement
that accords with BS5837:2012 shall be submitted for approval to the Local Planning Authority. Once the
tree protection plan and method statement have been agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, all
the details shall be implemented in full and in accordance with any timescales laid out in the tree
protection plan and method statement.

http://www.planning-inspectorate.gov.uk
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Roads and surfaces
9)

No dwelling, hereby approved, shall be occupied until the access arrangements shown on the Proposed
Access Drawing C13684-002 Rev B have been completed and open to the public.

Construction method statement
10)

Construction works pursuant to this permission shall not take place other than between the hours 08.00hrs
and 18.00hrs Monday to Fridays and between 08.00hrs and 13.00hrs on Saturdays. No works shall take
place on Sundays or on Bank or Public Holidays.

11)

No development shall commence until a Construction, Transport & Management Plan, has been submitted
to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The Plan shall include details of:
i.
Parking for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors;
ii.
Loading and unloading of plant and materials;
iii.
Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development;
iv.
Provision of boundary hoarding behind any visibility zones;
v.
Wheel washing facilities
vi.
Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction;
vii.
On-site turning facilities for construction vehicles; and
viii.
A scheme for recycling or disposing of waste resulting from the construction works.

Contamination
12)

No development shall take place until a site investigation of the nature and extent of contamination has
been carried out in accordance with a methodology which has previously been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The results of the site investigation shall be made available to
the Local Planning Authority before any development begins.

13)

If any significant contamination is found during the site investigation, a report specifying the measures to
be taken to remediate the site to render it suitable for the development hereby permitted shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any development begins. The
Remediation Scheme, as agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, shall be fully implemented in
accordance with the approved timetable of works and before the development hereby permitted is first
occupied. Any variation to the scheme shall be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority in
advance or works being undertaken. On completion of the works the developer shall submit to the Local
Planning Authority written confirmation that all works were completed in accordance with the agreed
details.

14)

If, during the course of development, any contamination is found which has not been identified in the site
investigation, additional measures for the remediation of this contamination shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The remediation of the site shall incorporate the
approved additional measures.
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Appendix E – Site Vision from Reg. 18 Consultation
Document

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016

83

Planning Statement
Land South of Chesterton, Cirencester

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016

84

"

LOCAL PLAN REG. 18 CONSULTATION: DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY AND SITE ALLOCATIONS

"

8 The Strategy

Urban Areas

"

STRATTON

Strategic Site

!
&

Scheduled Ancient Monument
Somerford Road Allotments
Areas at Risk of Flooding
Historic Park Land (Grade 1)

A417

AONB

!
&

Kingshill School/ Recreational & Sports Area

"

Electricity Pylons

CIRENCESTER

R

ha

m

Alexander
Drive
Berkeley
Road

Lan
e

s L
a ne
The
Maples

d
oa

A429

Cr
an

!
&

!
&
e
Lov

y

Drift
Way

d
oa

R
rd
Somer fo

r
bu

Cotswold
Avenue

!
&

Royal
Agricultural
College
t
Te

"

Stroud Road

"

A419

A429

!
&

"

"

A419(T)
Kingshill Lane

Gas Pipeline Buffer Zone

!
&

"

A429

Special Landscape Areas

Wilkinson
Road

"

PRESTON

A419

"

"

Spratsgate Lane

"

"

SIDDINGTON

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2014.

Vision for the Strategic Site

"

"

"

The Council, with community participation, has set out a vision for the site. The vision sets
out how the development will look and function, and will inform the design principles and
Masterplan Framework.
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The Strategy 8

Settlement Strategy 2
Strategic Site Vision
1. Development of the land south-west of Chesterton and adjacent to the Royal Agricultural
University presents an opportunity to create a new and attractive south-western edge to
Cirencester. This vision statement describes the ultimate ambition for the place. The development
will sit comfortably within the gently undulating landform, successfully incorporating significant
trees and hedgerows within green corridors. A range of public open spaces will also help to
green the place. In its town planning, the development will reflect the built environment of
Cirencester. All buildings will exhibit high architectural quality, making optimum use of modern
systems internally. The external appearance will avoid pastiche whilst preserving contact with
the best local building traditions, not least in the use of high quality materials. The built environment
will strike a successful balance between variety and harmony. As in the best historic townscapes
the scale, massing and detailing of particular buildings will respond to the character and role of
the street they address. Within the layout, focal points and landmarks will be highlighted with
distinctive buildings and spaces. A carefully planned network of green infrastructure will serve
as a foil to the built environment, helping to create and define smaller, recognisable
neighbourhoods within the development. As a consequence, the layout will be easy to understand
and navigate. Integration with existing streets and paths in the vicinity, which will be enhanced
where necessary, will ensure this new part of Cirencester is well connected to Chesterton, the
rest of the town, and the countryside beyond.
2. The mix of homes and tenure types will reflect the needs and ambition of the local community.
Residents will have convenient access to community facilities such as schools, shops, health
care and play areas. Sufficient employment land and buildings will be provided to ensure a wide
range of job opportunities, and these will be closely integrated with residential uses where
practicable. All properties will have convenient access to public transport and to a finely branched
network of safe and direct walking and cycling routes, linking people to schools, work places
and services, both within the development and beyond. Ready access to high speed broadband
will enable home working and help reduce the number of journeys by private car. Public spaces
will be well designed, with suitable management and maintenance arrangements in place to
ensure their continued upkeep. All public spaces and routes will be overlooked to ensure they
feel safe.
3. This new part of Cirencester will have a range of site-wide features to reduce its environmental
impact including low carbon energy generation, SuDS, and convenient access to recycling
facilities. Homes will provide ample space for living and storage. Allotments and gardens will
provide opportunities for residents to grow their own food. The development will promote
innovation in residential, commercial and infrastructure design with a view to achieving more
sustainable ways of living and a place that is future-proof. Essential infrastructure and services
will be fully integrated in the design of the place from the outset and delivered in phase with the
building work.
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Appendix F - Waste Minimisation Strategy

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016
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Land South of Chesterton, Cirencester – Waste Minimisation Strategy
All future reserved matters applications will be accompanied by a detailed waste minimisation strategy
that will:

Construction Phase
 Set out a strategy for the construction period which aims to:
▫ Reduce the amount of waste produced on site;
▫ Increase the amount of material which are re-used (where possible);
▫ Separate out recyclable materials from non-recyclable materials;
▫ Use recycled materials where possible; and
▫ Using pre-treated construction materials where appropriate.
Occupied Phase
 Set out a strategy for the minimisation of waste post construction including:
▫ Ensuring sufficient space in internal designs to allow for multiple or multi-use bins
for separating recycling;
▫ Providing space for composting facilities where possible;
▫ Providing sufficient external space for the storage of bins and recycling storage;
and
▫ Providing recycling facilities on site for those materials not collected in weekly
recycling collections.

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016
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Appendix G - Constraint Guidance Compliance Statement

Bathurst Development Limited

January 2016
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Position Statement
Chesterton Farm Existing Services Constraints
This short statement has been prepared to explain the rational underlying the methodology of
developing the masterplan in relation to constraints imposed by the presence of a number of
strategic and regional gas and electricity transmission services within and in the vicinity of the
site.
Gas
The site is affected by two high pressure gas mains which are subject to consultation zones
which require assessment in accordance with the PADHI methodology.
The HSE has confirmed that the pipeline crossing the development site is the 14 Feeder
Sapperton/Cirencester pipeline - Transco Reference - 1496. This pipeline has the following
zones:
•
•
•

Inner Zone - 20 metres
Middle Zone - 39 metres
Outer Zone - 45 metres

These distances should be measured from either side of the pipeline - the maximum distance
therefore from the centre of the pipeline will be 45 metres either side.
The HSE has confirmed that the pipeline affecting the South Eastern corner of the site is the
Cirencester/ Dukes Brake pipeline - Transco Reference - 1478 operated by Wales & West
Utilities. This pipeline has the following zones:
•
•
•

Inner Zone - 82 metres
Middle Zone - 180 metres
Outer Zone - 285 metres

These distances are measured from either side of the pipeline - the maximum distance therefore
from the centre of the pipeline will be 285 metres either side.
The layout of the masterplan has been undertaken in consultation with the Health and Safety
Executive (HSE) and in full accordance with the HSE’s PADHI guidance (Planning Advice for
Developments near Hazardous Institutions). The PADHI guidance uses two inputs to a decision
making matrix to provide a response on whether development should be permitted within certain
distance of the pipeline:
•
•

The zone in which the development is located of three defined zones which make up the total
consultation distance;
The ‘sensitivity level’ of the proposed development which is derived from an HSE
categorisation system of development types, with level 1 being the least sensitive and level 4
being the most sensitive.

A number of different land uses have been identified within the consultation zones to each
pipeline and these have been categorised in accordance with the PADHI guidance as below:
•
•
•
•

Residential – Level 3;
School – Level 3;
Outdoor use by the public (sports pitches / allotments) – Level 2;
Workplaces (predominantly non-retail and providing for less than 100 occupants in each
building and less than 3 occupied stories) – Level 1.

CV8140667/SH/DW/068

1

November 2015

With regards to the workplaces it has been confirmed that the business units located within the
consultation zone in the south-east portion of the site will be predominantly non-retail and
providing for less than 100 occupants in each building and less than 3 occupied stories.
A copy of the PADHI decision matrix is provided below and development proposals are in
accordance with this matrix.
Level of Sensitivity
1
2
3
4

Development in Inner
Zone
DAA
AA
AA
AA

Development in
Middle Zone
DAA
DAA
AA
AA

Development in
Outer Zone
DAA
DAA
DAA
AA

DAA = Don’t advise against development
AA = Advise against development
For example, school land is indicated as Level 3, and is therefore appropriate in the outer zone
(i.e. in excess of 39m from the centre of the 14 Feeder Sapperton/Cirencester pipeline and in
excess of 180 metres from the Cirencester/ Dukes Brake pipeline.
PADHI guidance provides a number of rules to help with consideration of more complex planning
consultations.
Rule 2 provides advice in relation to multiple major hazards and states that when multiple zones
apply to an area, such as an area in the South East corner of the site which is affected form the
consultation zones from both the 14 Feeder Sapperton/Cirencester and the Cirencester/ Dukes
Brake pipeline, that development considerations should be based on the most onerous of the
zones that the development is in. The masterplan has been developed with due consideration to
the zones of both these pipelines and proposals are on the basis that the most onerous zone
applies.
Rule 1 applies when the site area lies across a zone boundary and this rule is applied to decide
which zone the will be used in the decision matrix. Rule 1a indicates that the development is to
be considered to be located in the outermost zone of the zones if less than 10% of the site area
marked on the application for that development type is inside the boundary. For example, if 10%
or less of the total residential land is located within the middle zone (normally an ‘Advise
Against’) then this development type should be considered to lie in the outer zone (Don’t Advise
Against).
However, in this instance the size of the whole development area is so large that the 10% rule
would effectively allow more sensitive development types to be wholly located within a higher risk
consultation zone than normally allowed by the Development Type Tables provided in the PADHI
guidance. In order to ensure deliverability the conservative approach at outline stage has been
not to apply the 10% rule but it is expected that this will be considered with respect to smaller
development areas on a phase by phase basis as proposals are developed at reserved matters.
The layout of the illustrative masterplan has been developed in full accordance with the
requirements of the PADHI guidance.

CV8140667/SH/DW/068
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Electricity
There are two parallel sets of pylons carrying high voltage lines which cross the south east
corner of the site. The southern set of pylons carry National Grid’s 400kV national transmission
lines, the Southern Set of lines carry Scottish & Southern Energy’s 132kV regional supplies.
Development within the vicinity of the overhead power lines has been informed by the following
documents:
•
•

“Development near overhead lines” produced by National Grid
“Technical Specification 43-8 Issue 3 (2004) Overhead Line Clearances” produced by Energy
Networks Associations.

These documents provide guidance on minimum clearance distances to objects from power lines
dependent upon the object type and voltage of the lines. The minimum distances to these lines
need to be considered with consideration to the sag of the lines at the maximum point of sag
A summary of the guidance provided in the above documents is provided below but this has
been considered in relation to any legal easements that may already be in place in relation to the
lines.
Minimum
clearance at
400kV

Minimum
clearance at
132kV

To ground

7.6m

6.7m* (7.6m)

To normal road surface

8.1m

6.7m* (7.6m)

To any object to which a person may stand (buildings)

5.3m

3.6m* (5.3m)

3.1m
5.3m
3.1m

1.4m* (5.3m)
3.6m* (5.3m)
1.4m* (5.3m)

4.0m
4.0m

2.3m
2.3m

1.9m

0.8m

Description of Object

To trees under or adjacent to the line:
(i) Unable to support a ladder
(ii) Capable of supporting a ladder / climber
iii) Trees falling towards the line with conductors
hanging vertically only
To streetlighting standards:
(i) Standard in normal upright position
(ii) Standard falling towards line within conductors
hanging vertically only
(iii) Standard falling towards line

* The minimum clearance distances provided for these objects within the guidance are
superseded by the requirements of the historic Southern Electric Board Grant of Right of
Easement (1985). Minimum distances prescribed within the legal documents are provided in
brackets.
Powerline sag profiles and swing plans have been obtained from National Grid and Scottish &
Southern Energy and these have been utilised and plotted onto the masterplan accordingly to
ensure that buildings do not encroach within the 5.3m clearance zones required by the technical
guidance and legal easements.
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Other land uses such as roads, car parking, open space, and water features for the sustainable
urban drainage system can be permitted below the powerlines and the minimum clearances
prescribed by the guidance and legal easements have been adhered to and will be as more
detailed designs progress.
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