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PLANNING AND REGULATORY COMMITTEE 
29 SEPTEMBER 2020 
 
TEMPORARY PERMISSION (5 YEARS) FOR A PROPOSED 
MATERIALS RECOVERY PLANT TO PROCESS ROAD 
SWEEPINGS AND HIGHWAY DRAINAGE CLEARANCE 
MATERIALS ON LAND AT STATION HOUSE, SALTWAY, 
HANBURY, WORCESTERSHIRE 
 

 
Applicant 
Green Waste Recycling Services Ltd 
 
Local Member 
Mr P Tomlinson 
 
Purpose of Report 
 

1. To consider a County Matter application seeking planning permission for a 
temporary period of 5 years for a proposed materials recovery plant to process road 
sweepings and highway drainage clearance materials on Land at Station House, 
Saltway, Hanbury, Worcestershire. 
 
2. Members will recall that they previously considered this application at the Committee 
on 7 July 2020. At that meeting it was agreed that: 

 
a) the Committee are minded to grant temporary permission (5 years) for a 

proposed materials recovery plant to process road sweepings and highway 
drainage clearance materials on land at Station House, Saltway, Hanbury, 
Worcestershire on the basis that less weight be placed on the harm to the Green 
Belt and more weight be placed on the economic benefits and the Waste 
Hierarchy in terms of identifying very special circumstances; and  

 
b) consideration of the application be deferred to enable officers (including possibly 

consultants) to obtain appropriate advice on the terms of the reasons and for 
appropriate planning conditions to be identified. 

 
(Minute No. 1044 refers). 

 
3. The previous report (Agenda item 5, Planning and Regulatory Committee 7 July 
2020) is attached as an Appendix. 

 

This report presents the advice obtained and provides the Committee with appropriate 
guidance on which to make a decision.  
 
Background 
4. The applicant has stated that they have been providing environmental clean-up 
services since 1998. This includes dealing with fly-tipping, road-cleaning and 
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unblocking drains and gullies from the strategic and local road network, for example  
following road traffic accidents for Worcestershire County Council, local construction 
and other businesses. The applicant has built up a small fleet of 11 road sweepers 
and other vehicles and equipment, including 'gully suckers' to undertake this work. 
The applicant has a workforce of 16 local employees. 
 
5. Gully suckers are specialised tankers with suction gear that will take up wet waste, 
mud and sludge from spaces, including the hollows below drains in street gutters. 
Specific suction power is required to meet the needs of the job because the material 
being removed can contain bulky debris, such as tree branches and stones. The road 
sweepers and gully suckers both use water and collect wet materials during the 
clean-up operations. 
 
6. Currently, once any clean-up activity has been undertaken, full vehicles would 
have to either return to base to discharge their loads into a containment vessel or 
travel to a suitable appropriately licenced waste management facility for direct 
disposal. The applicant has referenced that in the absence of an available facility 
process road sweepings and highway drainage clearance within the County, gully 
suckers and other vehicles deployed to remove this road debris material, have to 
travel to the SITA Waste collection serve operation at Neachells Lane Willenhall 
(WV13 3RG). This is understood to be located approximately 50 kilometres (31 miles) 
driving distance from land at Station House.  
 
7. The applicant has identified that with appropriate processing a significant 
proportion of the material collected by their road sweepers and gully suckers could be 
recycled / re-used, particularly the fine granular material (sand and grit) and the 
water. 
 

8. The applicant states that the application site is understood to have been part of 
the Droitwich Road railway station (goods) and associated siding that was closed 
by 1930. Within the site are remnants of the loading platform from which cattle, 
local produce, coal and possibly bricks (from the brickworks and clay pit that 
became the adjacent landfill) were loaded onto trains for export and goods were 
offloaded for distribution in the local area. Network Rail still have a small facility 
associated with their infrastructure maintenance activities, to the north of (and 
accessed through) the site. 

 

9. The applicant understands that the site was bought from Network Rail by the 
previous owners around 1996 and subsequently purchased from them (including 
'Station House') by the applicant in 1998. The applicant has used the site in a 
number of ways since that time during which a 'Certificate of Lawful Existing Use' 
District Council reference number: W/10/01282/LUE was granted by Wychavon 
District Council, which established the use of the site for distribution, dated 28 
September 2010: 

 

"Certificate of Lawful Use Existing for mixed use including storage & 
distribution, commercial vehicle maintenance & repair, domestic purposes 
ancillary to Station House, access and equipment storage in connection with 
railway undertaking". 
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10. On 29 March 2016, the Planning and Regulatory Committee refused planning 
permission for "proposed materials recovery plant to process road sweepings and 
highway drainage clearance material on land at Station House, Saltway, Hanbury, 
Worcestershire" (County Planning Authority (CPA) Ref: 15/000046/CM, Minute No. 
932 refers) for the following reason: 

 

"The proposal is considered to be inappropriate development and accordingly 
harmful to the Green Belt contrary to Section 9 ("Protecting Green Belt Land") 
of the National Planning Policy Framework; Policy WCS 13 of the 
Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy and Policy SWDP 2 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan". 

 

11. The decision was appealed and subsequently dismissed by the Planning 
Inspectorate on 5 October 2016 (Appeal Ref: APP/E1855/W/16/3152598). The 
Inspector concluded that: 

 

"I find that the other considerations in this case do not clearly outweigh the 
substantial weight to be given to the totality of harm to the Green Belt and the 
significant weight afforded to the harm having been caused by intentional 
unauthorised development in the Green Belt. Consequently, the very special 
circumstances necessary to justify the development do not exist. I conclude 
that the proposal, therefore, conflicts with Policy WCS 13 of the WCS, Policy 
SWDP 2 of the SWDP and the Framework when taken as a whole". 
 

12. In October 2018, the applicant re-submitted the application to the CPA for a 
materials recovery plant in order to process road sweepings and highway drainage 
clearance material on land at Station House, Saltway, Hanbury, Worcestershire 
(CPA Ref: 18/000055/CM). This was accompanied by additional information, 
including a Sequential Test (Sites Search), and was to be considered by the 
Planning and Regulatory Committee on 5 February 2019. The Officer 
recommendation was that the application should be refused planning permission 
for the following reason:  

 

“The proposal is considered to be inappropriate development and accordingly 
harmful to the Green Belt contrary to Section 13 ("Protecting Green Belt land") 
of the National Planning Policy Framework; Policy WCS 13 of the 
Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy and Policy SWDP 2 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan”. 
 

13. Following the publication of the Committee Report, the application was 
withdrawn on 30 January 2019 at the request of the applicant.  

 
 

The Proposal  

14. The proposal remains as set out at paragraphs 12 to 24 of the report to the Planning 
and Regulatory Committee dated 7 July 2020 and as described below. 
 
15. The applicant is seeking temporary permission (5 years) for a proposed materials 
recovery plant to process road sweepings and highway drainage clearance materials 
on Land at Station House, Saltway, Hanbury, Worcestershire. 
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16. Road sweepers and gully suckers are operated on construction and building sites, 
as well as being deployed on behalf of Worcestershire County Council to clear debris 
and drains from the strategic and local road network. After undertaking clean-up 
activity, full vehicles have to travel to travel to Willenhall to discharge their loads into a 
containment vessel (e.g. skips) or travel to a suitable licensed disposal site (landfill). 
 
17. The applicant has identified that with appropriate processing a significant 
proportion of the material collected by their road sweepers and gully suckers could be 
recycled / re-used, in particular the fine granular material (sand and grit) and the 
water. 

 
18. The proposed materials recovery plant comprises a number of components, 
including an open box bed from a tipper lorry, a conveyor and the materials recovery 
plant, the latter of which also performs a de-watering function. The open box bed 
would be approximately 8 metres long by 3.45 metres wide. The conveyor would be 
approximately 0.95 metres wide by 16.8 metres long and 4.45 metres in height. The 
dimensions of the materials recovery and dewatering plant would be approximately 
5.4 metres long by 3.5 metres wide by 6.6 metres high and it would be coloured 
yellow / green (RAL: 6018). It would be akin to a processing plant used in a sand and 
gravel operation.  
 
19. The material brought to site by ‘Gulley Suckers’ would be put into a holding tank 
(skip) and then processed through the materials recovery and de-watering plant, 
which is a self-contained unit powered by a mobile generator. The material is washed 
with water which splits the useable material (sand and gravel) from the waste material. 
Any excess water is recycled to be used to top up the supply for the road sweepers. 
The grit from the dewatering unit would be put onto the conveyor, where it would be 
transported along the conveyor before falling into the open box bed.  
 
20. The recycled water would be used to top up the supply for the road sweepers. 
The grit from the dewatering unit would be sand sized material that is suitable for use 
as a low-grade construction (e.g. fill and pipe bedding) or horticultural sand. The 
coarser fraction is stored and periodically screened to remove unsuitable materials 
before it could also be used as a construction fill. The flocculating fines (clay 
aggregate) would be removed for off-site disposal to an appropriately licenced waste 
management facility. The processed water from the unit would be sent to a 
flocculating plant and then into settlement tanks. 

 

21. A small quantity of reject materials, for example, plastic and metals would be 
stored in skips or other appropriate containers and periodically removed for off-site 
treatment and recycling, or final disposal at an appropriately licenced waste 
management facility. Once these skips / containers become full, they would be 
removed from site. 

 
22. Any paper, fabrics that have been processed through the plant would be sorted by 
the collection process and the applicant has stated that they are investigating possible 
avenues for the recycling of these. One potential beneficial alternative is to transfer 
the materials to a suitable Energy from Waste (EfW) facility. However, currently they 
would be disposed of to landfill along with any other irrecoverable or otherwise non- 
recyclable materials. 
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23. The proposed development would have an annual throughput of approximately 
25,000 tonnes. It is proposed that the plant would operate at approximately 15 to 20 
tonnes per hour. The operation of the plant would be limited to once every 2 to 3 days 
depending on the quantities of material discharged. It would operate for up to 5 to 6 
hours on each occasion, but this would be dependent on the quantity of materials 
being processed. The proposed operating hours are between the hours of 07:00 and 
17:00 hours Mondays to Fridays, and 08:00 and 13:00 hours on Saturdays with no 
working on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays. 

 

24. The applicant has stated that the proposed vehicle movements includes a 
maximum of 14 road sweeper movements per day (7 road sweepers entering the site 
and 7 road sweepers exiting the site per day) and 2 tanker movements per day (1 
tanker entering the site and 1 tanker existing the site per day), arriving mid-morning 
and late afternoon, and a maximum of 4 product / waste export vehicle movements 
per day (2 product / waste vehicles entering the site and 2 product / waste vehicles 
exiting the site per day). There would be a maximum of 10 staff car movements per 
day (5 staff cars entering the site and 5 staff cars exiting the site per day) when the 
plant is operating, every 2 to 3 days, arriving first thing and then leaving mid to late 
afternoon. The applicant states that the above equates to an average of 3 vehicle 
movements per hour in an 8-hour day. The applicant states that all of the vehicles 
routinely arriving and departing from the site would be under the direct control of the 
applicant or would be managed by the applicant through specific contract 
arrangements. 

 
25. The applicant states that the proposal would employ 5 full-time members of staff. 

 
26. The applicant has confirmed that no alterations to the landform at the site are 
proposed and no trees would be removed. 
 
27. The applicant would like to offer this facility to Worcestershire County Council's 
contractor (currently Ringway) for discharging their vehicles. The applicant 
understands that Ringway currently discharges to bulk tankers, which then travel to a 
disposal facility in Willenhall. The applicant states that the proposal would allow 
Ringway to discharge locally, which would have significant financial and sustainability 
advantages. The facility would not be open to the public or to any form of casual or 
passing 'trade'. 

 
The Site  

 
28. The application site measures approximately 0.188 hectares in area. The red line 
boundary was reduced from its original size of 0.23 hectares, following comments 
from Network Rail. The site is located approximately 1.7 kilometres east of Droitwich 
Spa. The site is accessed from the Saltway (B4090), located about 100 metres from a 
road bridge over the railway, via a wide bellmouth shared with the access to Station 
House and access to four pairs of semi- detached residential properties collectively 
known as Brickyard Cottages.  
 
29.  The access road runs through an existing yard comprising a mix of hardstanding, 
vehicle parking, containers, skips and open storage that falls outside the application 
site boundary. The application site is bound, broadly to the west by the County 
Council's closed landfill site, with the County Council’s Household Recycling Centre 
and Worcester and Birmingham Canal and associated Conservation Area and Local 
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Wildlife Site (LWS) beyond. The railway line (Birmingham to Bristol line) is located 
immediately to the east and runs parallel to the application site. Beyond the railway 
line to the east is undulating farmland. Railway infrastructure is located immediately to 
the north of the proposal. 'Station House' and domestic garden is situated to the south 
of the proposal (east of the site access), which is owned by the applicant. The site 
access road gently slopes down from the existing access in a broadly north-easterly 
direction toward the railway line. 

 
30. The main part of the application site is located between the existing yard to the 
south and the enclosed railway infrastructure and railway line to the north and east, 
respectively. The site historically was part of a railway goods operation and other 
commercial uses and consists of an existing yard with large buildings and containers 
grouped towards its southern extent. The remainder of the yard comprises of an 
expanse of part concrete and part hardcore surfacing with some vehicle parking. 
There is an existing palisade fence measuring approximately 2.1 metres high along 
the eastern boundary of the yard, with mature trees along part of the eastern 
boundary with Network Rail land. The northern boundary is not demarcated although 
there is a palisade fence measuring about 2.1 metres high just to the north of the 
revised and reduced red line boundary. The western boundary with the closed landfill 
includes a hedgerow and trees set at original ground level, approximately some 2 
metres above the yard, which is reinforced by a concrete wall. The southern boundary 
includes 'Station House' and associated trees and vegetation. 

 
31. There are no statutory wildlife designated sites within 2 kilometres of the 
proposal, with the nearest being Lower Saleway Farm Meadows Site of Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) situated approximately 2.4 kilometres broadly south of the proposal 
and Dean Brook Valley Pastures SSSI located approximately 2.6 kilometres broadly 
south-east of the site. The nearest Local Wildlife Site (LWS) is the Worcester and 
Birmingham Canal LWS, located about 140 metres broadly north-west of the 
proposal. Droitwich Canal LWS is located approximately 450 metres, broadly west of 
the application site, with the Body Brook Marsh LWS situated beyond, sited about 1.1 
kilometres, broadly west of the site. Bow, Shell, Swan and Seeley Brooks LWS is 
located about 470 metres, broadly south-east of the application site, beyond which is 
Huntingdrop Farm Meadows LWS situated about 1 kilometre, broadly south-east of 
the proposal. Hanbury Hall Park LWS is located approximately 1 kilometre, broadly 
north-east of the proposal. 

 
32. No Listed Buildings are located within the immediate setting of the proposal, with 
the nearest being the 'Granary about 35 yards north-west Huntingdrop Farmhouse', 
which is Grade II and is situated approximately 390 metres, broadly south-east of the 
proposal. The Scheduled Monument of 'Moated site 120 metres south-east of 
Huntingdrop Farm' is located approximately 465 metres, broadly south-east of the 
application site. The Worcester and Birmingham Canal Conservation Area is situated 
about 140 metres, broadly north-west of the site and the Droitwich Link Canal 
Conservation Area is located about 450 metres, broadly west of the proposal. The 
Registered Garden of Hanbury Hall is located approximately 1.1 kilometres broadly 
north-east of the site. 

 
33. The site is located with Flood Zone 1, which has a low probability of flooding.  
 
34. The whole of the application site is located within the Green Belt, with the 
Saltway forming the southern boundary of the Green Belt extant in this location. The 
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application site is located within the Salwarpe Tributaries Strategic Corridor of the 
Emerging Minerals Local Plan and is within an area of search for brick clay (reference 
CLAY2). 

 
35. The nearest residential properties are Station House, which is sited approximately 
30 metres broadly south of the application site, and 1 to 8 Brickyard Cottages, which 
are sited approximately 145 metres, broadly west of the proposal. Further residential 
properties are situated along Saltway, located about 250 metres broadly west of the 
site access. Huntingdrop Farm bungalow lies approximately 230 metres, broadly 
south of the site.   

 
 

Summary of Issues 
 

36. The main issues in the determination of this application remain as set out in the 
report to the Planning and Regulatory Committee dated 7 July 2020 and are: 

 

 The waste hierarchy; 

 Location of the development; 

 Green Belt; 

 Landscape character and visual impact;  

 Residential amenity; 

 Traffic and highway safety;  

 The water environment; and 

 Ecology and biodiversity. 
 
 

Planning Policy 
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)  
37. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was updated on 19 
February 2019 and replaces the previous NPPF published in March 2012 and July 
2018. The NPPF sets out the government’s planning policies for England and how 
these are expected to be applied. The revised NPPF is a material consideration in 
planning decisions and should be read as a whole (including its footnotes and 
annexes).  

 
38. The NPPF should be read in conjunction with the Government’s planning policy 
for waste (National Planning Policy for Waste). Annex 1 of the NPPF states that "the 
policies in this Framework are material considerations which should be taken into 
account in dealing with applications from the day of its publication".  

 
39. The NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development. Achieving sustainable development means 
that the planning system has three overarching objectives (economic, social and 
environmental), which are interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually 
supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across each 
of the different objectives). 
 

 an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive 
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the 
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right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved 
productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure;  
 

 a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 
ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet 
the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-designed 
and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 
reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 
cultural well-being; and 
 

 an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our 
natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, 
helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 
waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including 
moving to a low carbon economy. 

 
40. These objectives should be delivered through the preparation and 
implementation of plans and the application of the policies in the NPPF; they are not 
criteria against which every decision can or should be judged. Planning policies and 
decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable 
solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into account, to reflect the 
character, needs and opportunities of each area. 
 
41. So that sustainable development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. For decision taking, this 
means: 
 

 approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development 
plan without delay; or  
 

 where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are 
most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting 
permission unless:  
 
o the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed; or  
 

o 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.  

 
42. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the 
statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making. 
Where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including 
any neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), permission should 
not usually be granted. Local planning authorities may take decisions that depart from 
an up-to-date development plan, but only if material considerations in a particular 
case indicate that the plan should not be followed.  

 
43. The following guidance contained in the NPPF is considered to be of specific 
relevance to the determination of this planning application: 



 

Planning and Regulatory Committee – 29 September 2020 

 

 

 Section 2: Achieving sustainable development 

 Section 4: Decision-making 

 Section 6: Building a strong, competitive economy 

 Section 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities 

 Section 9: Promoting sustainable transport 

 Section 12: Achieving well-designed places 

 Section 13: Protecting Green Belt land  

 Section 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 

 Section 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

 Section 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 Section 17: Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals 
 

National Planning Policy for Waste 
44. The National Planning Policy for Waste was published on 16 October 2014 and 
replaces "Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS 10): Planning for Sustainable Waste 
Management" as the national planning policy for waste in England. The document 
sets out detailed waste planning policies, and should be read in conjunction with the 
NPPF, the Waste Management Plan for England and National Policy Statements for 
Waste Water and Hazardous Waste, or any successor documents. All local planning 
authorities should have regard to its policies when discharging their responsibilities to 
the extent that they are appropriate to waste management. 

 
The Development Plan 
45. The Development Plan is the strategic framework that guides land use planning 
for the area. In this respect, the current Development Plan that is relevant to this 
proposal consists of the saved policies of the adopted County of Hereford and 
Worcester Minerals Local Plan, the adopted Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy 
Development Plan Document and the adopted South Worcestershire Development 
Plan. 

 
46. Planning applications should be determined in accordance with the provisions of 
the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The NPPF 
is a material consideration in planning decisions. 

 
47. With regard to the weight to be given to existing policies adopted prior to the 
publication of the revised NPPF, Annex 1 states "existing policies should not be 
considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to the 
publication of this Framework. Due weight should be given to them, according to their 
degree of consistency with this Framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the 
policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)". 

 
Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy Development Plan Document 
(WCS) 
48. The Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy policies that are of relevance to the 
proposal are set out below:  

 
Policy WCS 1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
Policy WCS 2 Enabling Waste Management Capacity 
Policy WCS 3 Re-use and Recycling 
Policy WCS 6 Compatible land uses  
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Policy WCS 8 Site infrastructure and access  
Policy WCS 9 Environmental assets  
Policy WCS 10 Flood risk and water resources 
Policy WCS 11 Sustainable design and operation of facilities 
Policy WCS 12 Local characteristics 
Policy WCS 13 Green Belt  
Policy WCS 14 Amenity 
Policy WCS 15 Social and economic benefits 
 
County of Hereford and Worcester Minerals Local Plan (Saved Policies) 
49. The Adopted Minerals Local Plan does not contain any saved polices relevant to 
the consideration and determination of this planning application. 

 
South Worcestershire Development Plan 
50. The South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) covers the administrative 
areas of Worcester City Council, Wychavon District Council and Malvern Hills District 
Council. The SWDP policies that are of relevance to the proposal are set out below:  
 
Policy SWDP 1 Overarching Sustainable Development Principles 
Policy SWDP 2 Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy 
Policy SWDP 3: Employment, Housing and Retail Provision Requirement and 
Delivery 
Policy SWDP 4 Moving Around South Worcestershire  
Policy SWDP 6 Historic Environment 
Policy SWDP 8 Providing the Right Land and Buildings for Jobs 
Policy SWDP 12 Employment in Rural Areas 
Policy SWDP 21 Design 
Policy SWDP 22 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Policy SWDP 24 Management of the Historic Environment 
Policy SWDP 25 Landscape Character 
Policy SWDP 29 Sustainable Drainage Systems  
Policy SWDP 30 Water Resources Efficiency and Treatment  
Policy SWDP 31 Pollution and Land Instability  
Policy SWDP 33 Waste  
 
Draft Planning Policies 

 
Emerging South Worcestershire Development Plan Review (SWDPR) 
51. Worcester City Council, Wychavon District Council and Malvern Hills District 
Council are reviewing the SWDP. The SWDPR will cover the period to 2041. The 
‘Preferred Options’ consultation version of the SWDPR was consulted on from 4 
November to 16 December 2019. The next step is to produce a Publication Version of 
the SWDPR, which is currently programmed for October / November 2020. The 
SWDPR would then be submitted to the Secretary of State for Housing, Community 
and Local Government for independent examination. The Secretary of State would 
then appoint an independent Planning Inspector to assess the ‘soundness’ and legal 
compliance of the plan. Once the plan is adopted it would replace the existing policies 
in the SWDP. Having regard to the advice in the NPPF, Section 4, as the SWDPR is 
still at an early stage of preparation, only limited weight should be applied to the 
policies.  
 
52. The SWDPR policies that, for the avoidance of doubt, are of relevance to the 
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proposal are set out below:  
 
Policy SWDPR 1: Employment, Housing and Retail Requirements  
Policy SWDPR 2: The Spatial Development Strategy and Associated Settlement 
Hierarchy 
Policy SWDPR 3: Strategic Transport Links 
Policy SWDPR 4: Green Infrastructure 
Policy SWDPR 5: Historic Environment 
Policy SWDPR 7: Health and Wellbeing 
Policy SWDPR 9: Non Allocated Employment Development 
Policy SWDPR 11: Employment in Rural Areas 
Policy SWDPR 25: Design 
Policy SWDPR 26: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Policy SWDPR 28: Management of the Historic Environment 
Policy SWDPR 29: Landscape Character 
Policy SWDPR 31: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 
Policy SWDPR 32: Management of Flood Risk 
Policy SWDPR 33: Sustainable Drainage Systems 
Policy SWDPR 34: Water Resources, Efficiency and Treatment 
Policy SWDPR 35: Amenity 
Policy SWDPR 37: Land Stability and Contaminated Land 
 
Emerging Minerals Local Plan 
53. Worcestershire County Council is preparing a new Minerals Local Plan for 
Worcestershire, which will be a restoration led plan. This document will set out how 
much and what minerals need to be supplied, where minerals should be extracted, 
how sites should be restored and how minerals development should protect and 
enhance Worcestershire's people and places. Once it is adopted it will replace the 
existing minerals policies in the County of Hereford and Worcester Minerals Local 
Plan.  

 
54. The Publication version of the Minerals Local Plan was submitted to the 
Secretary of State for Housing, Community and Local Government on 17 December 
2019 for independent examination. The Secretary of State has appointed 
independent Planning Inspectors to assess the 'soundness' and legal compliance of 
the plan. 

 
55. The Secretary of State has appointed Elizabeth Ord LLB (Hons) LLM MA DipTUS 
and Beverley Wilders BA (Hons) PgDurp MRTPI as independent Planning Inspectors 
to assess the 'soundness' and legal compliance of the plan. 

 
56. Due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the Local Plan hearings for the 
Emerging Worcestershire Minerals Local Plan, which were due to take place 
between 5 to 7 May 2020 and 2 to 4 June 2020 were postposed. The dates for the 
rescheduled hearings are currently unknown but are considered unlikely to be before 
late Summer or Autumn 2020.  
  
57. The Emerging Minerals Local Plan has not, therefore, been tested at examination 
or adopted by the County Council. Indeed, there will be further stages of consultation 
on the document prior to submission to the Secretary of State. Having regard to the 
advice in the NPPF Section 4, it is the view of the Head of Planning and Regulation 
(formerly Head of Strategic Infrastructure and Economy) that the Emerging Minerals 
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Local Plan should be given limited weight in development management terms in the 
determination of this application. 

 
58. The Emerging Minerals Local Plan policies that, for the avoidance of doubt, are of 
relevance to the proposal are set out below: 

 
Policy MLP 31 Safeguarding Locally and Nationally Important Mineral Resources  

Policy MLP 32 Safeguarding Mineral Sites and Supporting Infrastructure 

 

Emerging Hanbury Neighbourhood Plan  
59. Hanbury Parish Council submitted an application to Wychavon District Council 
on 22 April 2014 to designate the parish boundary of Hanbury as a Neighbourhood 
Area. This was subject to consultation from 9 June 2014 until 21 July 2014.  
 
60. On 14 October 2014, the application for the designation of the area defined by 
the boundaries of Hanbury Parish, as a Neighbourhood Area for the purpose of 
neighbourhood planning was approved by Wychavon District Council.  
61. Neighbourhood plans must meet certain ‘basic conditions’ and other legal 
requirements, as set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended), before they can come into force. These are tested 
through an independent examination before the neighbourhood plan may proceed to 
referendum.  

 
62. The emerging Hanbury Neighbourhood Plan has not been tested at examination, 
has not been subject to a referendum or adopted by the District Council. Should the 
Parish Council wish to proceed with the Neighbourhood Plan in the future, then there 
would be further stages of consultation on the document prior to submission to the 
Secretary of State. Having regard to the advice in the NPPF, Section 4, it is the view 
of the Head of Planning and Regulation that the emerging Hanbury Neighbourhood 
Plan should be given very little weight in development management terms in the 
determination of this application. 

 
 
Other Documents 
 

Our Waste, Our Resources: A Strategy for England (2018) 
63. This Strategy is the first significant government statement in relation to waste 
management since the 2011 Waste Review and the subsequent Waste Prevention 
Programme 2013 for England. It builds on this earlier work, but also sets out new 
approaches to long-standing issues like waste crime, and to challenging problems 
such as packaging waste and plastic pollution. The Strategy is guided by two 
overarching objectives: 

 

 To maximise the value of resource use; and 

 To minimise waste and its impact on the environment. 
 

64. The Strategy sets five strategic ambitions: 
 

 To work towards all plastic packaging placed on the market being 
recyclable, reusable or compostable by 2025; 

 To work towards eliminating food waste to landfill by 2030; 
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 To eliminate avoidable plastic waste over the lifetime of the 25 Year 
Environment Plan; 

 To double resource productivity by 2050; and 

 To eliminate avoidable waste of all kinds by 2050. 
 

65. It contains eight chapters which address: sustainable production; helping 
consumers take more considered action; recovering resources and managing waste; 
tackling waste crime; cutting down on food waste; global Britain: international 
leadership; research and innovation; and measuring progress: data, monitoring and 
evaluation. Chapter 3 – 'Resource Recovery and Waste Management' is the most 
relevant chapter to this proposal. 

 
66. This states that whilst recycling rates in construction have improved since 2000, 
from 2013 onwards recycling rates have plateaued. The government wishes to drive 
better quantity and quality in recycling and more investment in domestic recycled 
materials markets. The government wants to promote UK-based recycling and export 
less waste to be processed abroad. The government wish to: 

 

 Improve recycling rates by ensuring a consistent set of dry recyclable materials is 
collected from all households and businesses; 

 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from landfill by ensuring that every 
householder and appropriate businesses have a weekly separate food waste 
collection, subject to consultation; 

 Improve urban recycling rates, working with business and local authorities; 

 Improve working arrangements and performance between local authorities; 

 Drive greater efficiency of Energy from Waste (EfW) plants; 

 Address information barriers to the use of secondary materials; and 

 Encourage waste producers and managers to implement the waste hierarchy in 
respect to hazardous waste 

 
Waste Management Plan for England (2013) 
67. The Government, through Defra, published the Waste Management Plan for 
England in December 2013. This Plan superseded the previous waste management 
plan for England, which was set out in the Waste Strategy for England 2007. 

 
68. There are comprehensive waste management policies in England, which taken 
together deliver the objectives of the revised Waste Framework Directive, therefore, it 
is not the intention of the Plan to introduce new policies or to change the landscape of 
how waste is managed in England. Its core aim is to bring current waste management 
policies under the umbrella of one national plan. 

 
69. This Plan is a high-level document which is non-site specific, and is a waste 
management, rather than a waste planning document. It provides an analysis of the 
current waste management situation in England and evaluates how it will support 
implementation of the objectives and provisions of the revised Waste Framework 
Directive. 

 
70. The key aim of this Plan is to work towards a zero-waste economy as part of the 
transition to a sustainable economy. In particular, this means using the “waste 
hierarchy” (waste prevention, re-use, recycling, recovery and finally disposal as a last 
option) as a guide to sustainable waste management. 
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The Government Review of Waste Policy in England 2011 
71.  The Government Review of Waste Policy in England 2011 seeks to move 
towards a green, zero waste economy, where waste is driven up the waste hierarchy. 
The waste hierarchy gives top priority to waste prevention, followed by preparing for 
re-use, recycling, other types of recovery (including energy recovery) and last of all 
disposal. 

 
 

Consultations 
 

72. Local County Councillor Peter Tomlinson supports the Officer’s 
recommendation as made in their report to the Planning and Regulatory Committee 
on 7 July 2020.  
 
73. County Councillor Tony Miller, who is the neighbouring County Councillor, has 
stated that his only concern is the location of the entrance to the highway, which is 
not ideal although he recognises that the County Highways Officer will consider the 
application.  
 
74. Wychavon District Council have referenced that the application is located 
within the Green Belt along the side of the railway line and accessed from the 
Hanbury Road frontage. It constitutes an existing employment site. The proposal 
would bring containers, skips and mobile plant onto the land, all of which have a 
temporary nature. As an existing site, they consider that the application should be 
considered under the County Planning Authorities waste polices and under paragraph 
146 of the current NPPF. Certain other forms of development are also not 
inappropriate in Green Belt provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt 
and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belt. In their most 
recent response relating to the revised and reduced site area, they note that the 
applicant appears to accept that the proposal would be inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt. Whilst it is for the County Planning Authority to make a judgment on 
this, it is the reuse of a site, for a temporary 5 year period only with temporary units 
on it, which is not likely to undermine the openness of the Green Belt in this particular 
case. 

 
75.  Regarding local policy, this type of proposal is not specifically listed within 
SWDP2 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) but could be 
considered to broadly constitute the redevelopment of previously developed land, and 
the retention of an existing employment site. Policy SWDP33 (Waste) is relevant and 
states that these types of application are determined by the County Council, which is 
the case with this application. More specifically the proposal should also be 
considered under the relevant provisions of the adopted Waste Core Strategy Plan for 
Worcestershire in terms of its position within the waste hierarchy. In addition to the 
above, the amenity policies in relation to the linear strip of dwellings to the frontage of 
Hanbury Road should be considered, such as the impact of trip generations on the 
other properties, including noise and smell, when making a decision on this 
application. 

 
76. Hanbury Parish Council initially objected to the application as they had done in 
previous years as they considered that the proposed development would be 
inappropriate and the access unsuitable. However, they now have no objection to the 
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revised and reduced site area.  
 

77. Saleway Parish Council do not have any objections. Overall, there are some 
issues that need to be dealt with, but they know from the history of previous 
application on the site that they are sure that those issues are already being 
considered.  

 
78. The County Landscape Officer has no objection to the amended scheme on 
landscape grounds. They commented on the previous application at this site (CPA 
Ref: 18/000055/CM) where they concluded there were no concerns or grounds to 
object from the perspective of landscape and visual impact. They recognise the 
proposal would mark an encroachment into Green Belt, which has informed their 
assessment of landscape impact. The site in question is linear in form and, therefore, 
it sits well within its immediate landscape context (railway, Saltway and hedgerows) 
that is equally linear in character. The operations appear to be limited in terms of their 
scale and infrastructure and would occupy a site that already has a processing 
function, and therefore, the impact to the immediate setting would be negligible. In 
terms of the wider setting, the site and its access are reasonably well-screened from 
receptors to the north, west and south with only the eastern boundary adjacent to the 
railway line more open. Looking at the site constraints (its narrow form and border 
with the railway) it would be difficult to introduce a functional screen along that aspect. 
However, there are few local receptors situated east of the site and Hanbury Park is 
well-screened by plantation woodland. Again, the scale of the operation is such that 
they would not expect there to be a significant visual intrusion against the backdrop of 
the western hedgerow.  

 
79. The Campaign for Protection of Rural England (CPRE) have commented that 
the application seems to relate to a hardy perennial enforcement case. They state 
that the applicant has a Certificate of Lawful Use from 2010 for limited purposes, but 
that this does not provide a reason for extending the permitted uses beyond that 
scope, whether this would be on a temporary or permanent basis. Whilst they 
welcome that the applicant has undertaken a new site search, they consider that the 
applicant has not seriously tried to find an alternative site. They consider that sites 
where HGV access would be difficult could rightly be ruled out but that sites that are 
35 or 40 minutes’ travel time from the existing site should not. They also consider that 
a proper site search should not be limited only to land being actively marketed. They 
are doubtful whether the applicant’s search for sites has been adequate and that 
there are no very special purposes sufficient to warrant development being permitted. 
They note that Throckmorton Airfield is now proposed within the SWDP for a new 
settlement and that at least some of this is brownfield land and would seem a suitable 
location for the proposal.  

 
80. Worcestershire Wildlife Trust have no objections and are content to defer to 
the County Ecologists for all on-site biodiversity considerations.  

 
81. The County Ecologist has no objection to the scheme, subject to the imposition 
of conditions relating to a lighting strategy, including illustration of lux levels across 
the site and the installation of one bat and one bird box on suitable trees. They also 
recommend that an invasive species monitoring and response protocol is secured by 
condition and subject to approval by the County Planning Authority. The nature of the 
work makes the site vulnerable to importation of contaminated materials, and once 
on-site fragments of invasive plants could easily be spread further by other road 
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cleaning vehicles or passing rail traffic 
 

82. The County Highways Officer concludes that there would be no adverse 
highway consequences in terms of paragraph 109 of the NPPF and, therefore, there 
are no justifiable grounds on which an objection could be maintained. They have no 
objections, subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions relating to the provision 
of two electric vehicle charging spaces and a Travel Plan. They note that the site was 
subject to a previous planning application, CPA Ref: 15/000046/CM, which was 
refused by the County Planning Authority, but that this did not relate to matters of 
highway safety and the Highway Authority did not object to the proposals. The 
proposed operation would be accessed from an existing shared access taken from 
the B4090 which is subject to a 40mph speed limit. The site benefits from adequate 
visibility onto the highway. However, it is noted that the developed site is not in the 
centre of the access, meaning egressing vehicles have to use the area of the access 
to turn onto the highway in a controlled manner. The most recent 5-year available 
personal injury collision data confirms no collisions have occurred at the access. The 
applicant has submitted vehicle tracking drawings which satisfactorily demonstrates 
what vehicles can turn within the site ensuring they enter the highway in a forward 
gear. Moreover, the Highway Authority understands the site operates with 2-3 staff 
daily, with drivers visiting to off-load/ up-pick materials. The nature of the 
development proposals and the temporary nature are not considered to have a 
severe impact.  
 
83. The Environment Agency (EA) do not object to the proposal. They have 
identified that the site is located within Flood Zone 1. The proposed activity is a waste 
operation that is regulated by the EA. They have commented that appropriate 
infrastructure would need to be in place, including impermeable pavement and sealed 
drainage system. Any dewatering must be carried out on an impermeable surface that 
has a sealed drainage system, but this does not seem to be the case. As part of an 
exemption or permit application, the EA are seeking certainty and clarity to ensure 
that the sealed drainage system is effective. Ultimately this is something that the EA 
would seek to control through the Environmental Permit. The site operator would be 
unable to commence works until both the relevant planning permission and permit are 
in place.  
 
84. The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) have no objections, subject to the 
imposition of conditions relating to a Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 
Management Plan being submitted and approved prior to commencement, and also 
detailed design drawings for surface water drainage being submitted and approved 
prior to commencement. Following consultation on the revised and reduced site 
boundary, they have confirmed that they have no concerns and that their comments 
made previously still stand. 
 
85. Severn Trent Water Limited consider that the proposal would have a minimal 
impact on the public sewerage system and advise that they have no objections to the 
proposals and do not require a drainage condition to be applied. 

 
86. Worcestershire County Council's Pollution Control Team have stated that 
they consider the application is very similar to the one submitted in 2015 and the 
withdrawn application in December 2018. During that initial consultation, they 
expressed concern about the integrity of the bank between the application site and 
the closed landfill site. These concerns are still valid. Much of the original slope has 
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been cut away and the banks have been shorn up by the concrete retaining wall 
installed by the applicant, however, the integrity of this is unknown. It is understood 
that waste was placed right up to the boundary of the closed site in that area. There is 
no way of knowing if these works, or any future works, would have affected the 
stability of the bund and what the potential implications to the closed landfill site would 
be should the bund fail in the future. There is also the on-going risk of possible landfill 
gas migration from the closed landfill site. Whilst recognising that the applicant in 
January 2020 provided up-to-date photos and a plan showing the retaining wall, their 
concerns still remain.  

 
87. Worcestershire Regulatory Services (noise and nuisance) consider that the 
comments made to the previous application are still valid, which were that the noise 
data (previously) provided indicates that noise complaints from the operation of the 
equipment should be unlikely, but that times of operation could be conditioned from 
08:00 to 18:00 hours Mondays to Fridays, inclusive with no operation on Saturdays, 
Sundays and public holidays.  

 
88. Worcestershire Regulatory Services (contaminated land and air quality) 
have no concerns and no adverse comments to make.  

 
89. Historic England do not wish to offer any comments and have suggested 
seeking the views of the specialist conservation and archaeological advisers, as 
relevant. 
 
90. The County Archaeologist considers that the site has potential for 
archaeological survival. It lies along the route of the Roman Road and is recorded in 
the Historic Environment Records (HER) as a possible Roman settlement site. The 
nearby excavations for the marina also uncovered deep deposits of high-quality 
environmental remains dating back to the end of the last Ice Age (nationally 
significant). These probably extend below the site. Given that the site has previously 
been levelled, surface archaeology may not survive. However, if the site has been 
truncated below any surface archaeology, the groundworks may be deep enough to 
encounter the palaeo-environmental remains. Consequently, the development has 
the potential to impact archaeology.  They advise that should the application be 
recommended for approval, the harm could be off-set by suitably worded 
conditions. This would take the form of a watching brief on all groundworks.  The 
groundworks should be excavated with a toothless bucket and should significant 
archaeological remains be uncovered then time will need to be allowed for recording 
and sampling. 
 
91. The District Archaeologist has reviewed the information provided with the 
application and compared it with the archaeological record for the area. The proposed 
development may affect heritage assets of known archaeological significance 
(WSM30846). The 'historic environment' encompasses all those material remains that 
our ancestors have created in the landscapes of town and countryside. It includes all 
below and above-ground evidence including buildings of historic and architectural 
interest. The proposed development area (PDA) is within an area that has not been 
subject to archaeological evaluation or mitigation. An area of potential Romano/British 
occupation would be affected by the development. Given the scale of the 
development, and the anticipated archaeological potential, the likely impact on the 
historic environment caused by this development may be offset by the implementation 
of a conditional programme of archaeological works. This would comprise the 
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archaeological monitoring and recording (watching brief) of all groundworks likely to 
expose, damage or destroy any archaeological remains that may be present, 
principally the reduction of ground levels/ topsoil stripping/ drainage and service 
channels. They have suggested conditions including the need for a Written Scheme 
of Investigation to be submitted and approved by the CPA in writing. 

  
92. Public Health England do not wish to comment on this application unless there 
is a specific request around a health-related issue.  

 
93. Herefordshire and Worcestershire Fire Service have not commented on the 
application.    

 
94. West Mercia Police have no objection.  

 
95. Network Rail has no objection in principle to the proposal. Due to the proposal 
being next to Network Rail land and their infrastructure and to ensure that no part of 
the development adversely impacts the safety, operation and integrity of the 
operational railway they have included asset protection comments which the applicant 
is strongly recommended to action should the proposal be granted planning 
permission. Any works on the land would need to be undertaken following 
engagement with Asset Protection to determine the interface with Network Rail 
assets, buried or otherwise and by entering into a Basis Asset Protection 
Agreement, if required, with a minimum of 3 months’ notice before works start. 
Network Rail have also provided comments and requirements for the safe operation 
of the railway and the protection of Network Rail’s adjoining land. These comments 
relate to ensuring access to the railway undertaker’s land is kept open and not 
blocked or restricted; ensuring that drainage does not adversely affect the stability of 
Network Rail’s property / infrastructure, and in respect of heaping of materials, dust 
and litter. They have also commented that they wish to ensure that any new lighting 
does not affect the railway signal sighting.  

 
Other Representations 
96. The application has been advertised on site, in the press and by neighbour 
notification. A letter of representation from ACL Highway Services Limited has been 
forwarded by the applicant in support of the application. These letters of 
representation were made available to Members of the Planning and Regulatory 
Committee upon request.  The letter sets out that ACL Highway Services are 
responsible for cleansing highway drainage across the UK and that one of the main 
contracts includes providing gully cleaning and surface water jetting services to 
Warwickshire County Council on a fixed term contract working for Balfour Beatty. This 
involves operating a fleet of 6-7 combination jet / vac units, each with two-man crews. 
Approximately half of these units drive from Chesterfield to Warwickshire every day, 
as there is no suitable disposal point for the gully waste. The letter sets out that if 
Green Waste Recycling Ltd were to be successful it would provide ACL Highway 
Services with a facility to dispose of their waste. This would remove the need for 
around 109,000 miles of travel per annum (140 miles return trip per day x 3 machines 
x 260 days), which would massively reduce their carbon footprint. It would also allow 
ACL Highway Services to create between 7 and 13 local jobs at the depot as they 
would aim to relocate all of their services to enable them to offer a speedier response 
time in the event of flooding situations.  
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The Head of Planning and Regulation's Comments 
97. As with any planning application, this application should be determined in 
accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The relevant policies and key issues have been set 
out earlier. 
 
98. In response to the Committee’s resolution of 7 July 2020, the Head of Strategic 
Infrastructure and Economy commissioned AXIS P.E.D. Ltd. (AXIS) to reconsider the 
application and, if a recommendation of approval could be made, to provide 
independent advice on the terms of the reasons and for appropriate planning 
conditions to be identified. 

 
99. The recommendation made by the Head of Strategic Infrastructure and 
Economy in the Committee Report of 7 July 2020 was that the application be refused 
on a single ground relating to the Green Belt. The Head of Strategic Infrastructure is 
otherwise satisfied in relation to matters of a technical nature, including environmental 
protection and residential amenity. The conclusions of the Committee Report of 7 July 
2020 in relation to these matters are considered appropriate. Therefore, it is a 
reasonable approach for AXIS to rely upon the Committee Report in relation to these 
matters and to only reconsider the matter of effects on the Green Belt and associated 
policy.  

 
100. Accordingly, the only sections of this Committee Report that are substantively 
changed from that presented to the Planning and Regulatory Committee on 7 July 
2020 are under the heading of Green Belt and in respect of the Report’s conclusions 
and recommendation. 

 
The Waste Hierarchy 
101. The National Planning Policy for Waste states that positive planning plays a 
pivotal role in delivering this country’s waste ambitions through: 

 

 Delivery of sustainable development and resource efficiency…by driving waste 
management up the waste hierarchy 

 Ensuring that waste management is considered alongside other spatial planning 
concerns…recognising the positive contribution that waste management can 
make to the development of sustainable communities  

 Providing a framework in which communities and businesses are engaged with 
and take more responsibility for their own waste, including by enabling waste to 
be disposed of, and 

 Helping to secure the re-use, recovery or disposal of waste without endangering 
human health and without harming the environment. 

 
102. The Government Review of Waste Policy in England 2011 seeks to move 
towards a green, zero waste economy, where waste is driven up the waste hierarchy. 
The waste hierarchy gives top priority to waste prevention, followed by preparing for 
re-use, recycling, other types of recovery (including energy recovery) and last of all 
disposal. This is reiterated in the Waste Management Plan for England (2013) and is 
built on in the Our Waste, Our Resources: A Strategy for England (2018), which 
states that "the waste hierarchy, which ranks options for waste management, has 
driven some progress…instead we have increased our rates of recovery and 
recycling and generated much more energy from waste. We want to shift away from 
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waste towards resource efficiency, and will do this by focusing not just on managing 
waste, but, on managing the resources which become waste".  
 
103. The Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy sets out a number of objectives. 
Objective WO3 of the Waste Core Strategy seeks to make driving waste up the waste 
hierarchy the basis for waste management in Worcestershire. 

 
104. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that as the proposed 
development would recover waste materials, which would otherwise be disposed of to 
landfill, it would comply with the objectives of the waste hierarchy. It would also 
contribute to Worcestershire’s equivalent self-sufficiency in waste management 
capacity in accordance with Policies WCS 2 and WCS 15 of the Waste Core Strategy. 
It would provide recycled aggregate to the construction industry, which is a substitute 
for crushed hard rock for which Worcestershire now has no remaining permitted 
reserves (as referenced in Draft Policy MLP 11: Steady and Adequate Supply of 
Crushed Rock of the Emerging Worcestershire Minerals Local Plan – Publication 
Version). 

 
Location of the development 
105. National Planning Policy for Waste seeks to drive waste management up the 
waste hierarchy, and to secure the re-use of waste without endangering human 
health or harming the environment. Section 5 includes criteria for assessing the 
suitability of sites for new waste management facilities and Appendix B sets out 
locational criteria. The Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy is broadly in accordance 
with these principles and the National Planning Policy for Waste. 

 
106. The Waste Core Strategy sets out a geographic hierarchy for waste 
management facilities in Worcestershire. The hierarchy takes account of patterns of 
current and predicted future waste arisings and resource demand, onward treatment 
facilities, connections to the strategic transport network and potential for the future 
development of waste management facilities. The hierarchy sets out 5 levels with the 
highest-level being Level 1 'Kidderminster zone, Redditch zone and Worcester zone'. 

 
107. Policy WCS 3 of the Waste Core Strategy requires waste management facilities 
that enable re-use or recycling of waste to be permitted within all levels of the 
geographic hierarchy, where it is demonstrated that the proposed location is at the 
highest appropriate level of the geographic hierarchy. The application site is located 
in Level 5 of the geographic hierarchy. The applicant states that: 

 
“In order to retain efficiency in the operation of Green Waste it is essential that the 
business operates within 30 minutes of its geographical operational base. The 
‘Gully Sucker Vehicles’ need to travel to the recycling and recovery facility to 
unload and then travel back to the area from where waste is being collected. In 
view of this, to ensure that the service operates efficiently, it is essential to 
minimise the time spent travelling to and from the facility, meaning that the facility 
needs to be located close to the source of waste. The more time a vehicle spends 
travelling between its round and treatment facility, the less waste can be collected 
in a day by that vehicle”.  
 

108. The applicant has submitted a Sequential Test Assessment (Site Search 
Document) and considers that there is a lack of suitable alternative sites at higher 
levels of the geographic hierarchy. 
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109. It is also noted that the Planning Inspector previously concluded in the 
dismissed appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/E1855/W/16/3152598) that "there would be 
economic and environmental benefits of a localised facility with close proximity to the 
A38 and A46, as opposed to the higher levels in the hierarchy in more distant urban 
locations". 

 
110. The Head of Planning and Regulation  considers that given the proximity to the 
applicant's target market, the scale of the proposal, noting the National Planning 
Policy for Waste states that Waste Planning Authorities should "drive waste 
management up the waste hierarchy, recognising the need for a mix of types and 
scale of facilities", and the ease of access to the primary road network. On balance, it 
is considered that the proposal would comply with Policy WCS 3 of the 
Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy. 

 
111. Policy WCS 6 of the Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy directs waste 
management development to land with compatible uses. Policy WCS 6 directs 'other 
unenclosed facilities' such as this to land which includes existing or allocated 
industrial land; contaminated or derelict employment land; redundant agricultural or 
forestry buildings or their curtilage; and sites with current use rights for waste 
management purposes, where strongly justified. 

 
112. This planning policy direction is also reflected in the National Planning Policy for 
Waste, which states "waste planning authorities should…consider a broad range of   
locations including industrial sites, looking for opportunities to co-locate waste 
management facilities together and with complementary activities…give priority to the 
re-use of previously-developed land, sites identified for employment uses, and 
redundant agricultural and forestry buildings and their curtilages". 
 
113. The application site benefits from a certificate of lawful use existing for 
distribution, and, therefore, the site forms part of existing industrial / commercial land 
and is previously developed land. 

 
114. Policy SWDP 2 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan sets out a 
Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy, these are based on a number of 
principles including "safeguard and (wherever possible) enhance the open 
countryside". Policy SWDP 2 c) defines the 'open countryside' as "land beyond any 
development boundary". Therefore, the existing site and the application site are 
located within the open countryside. Policy SWDP 2 c) goes on to state that in the 
open countryside, development will be strictly controlled and will be limited to a 
number of defined types of developments and uses including employment 
development in rural areas and refers to Policy SWDP 12 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan. 

 
115. Policy SWDP 12 b) seeks to protect existing employment sites in rural areas 
stating "to help promote rural regeneration across South Worcestershire, existing 
employment sites in rural areas that are currently or were last used for B1, B2, 
B8…purposes will be safeguarded for employment-generating uses during the plan 
period". 

 
116. Whilst the proposal is located in the open countryside, as defined by Policy 
SWDP 2 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, it is noted that the site 
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constitutes an existing employment site and benefits from lawful use rights 
(Wychavon District Council Ref: W/10/01282/LUE). 

 
117. The site is not within a Mineral Safeguarding Area or Mineral Consultation Area, 
although it is located within an area of search for brick. Paragraph 7.8 and footnote 
509 within the Publication Version of the Emerging Minerals Local Plan explains that 
for brick clay, only an area of Mercia Mudstone Group brick clay close to the 
Hartlebury and Waresley brickworks is identified as needing to be safeguarded, as 
the Mercia Mudstone Group is extensive in Worcestershire and comments during the 
development of the Minerals Local Plan indicated that it would not be appropriate to 
safeguard the whole of the formation. 

 
118. The Head of Planning and Regulation  considers that whilst a waste 
management facility is not explicitly referred to within Policies SWDP 2 and SWDP 12 
of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, the proposal is considered broadly to 
be an employment site and would constitute the retention of an existing employment 
site and is for the re-use of previously developed land, complying with these policies. 

 
Green Belt  
119. The 2015 planning application (CPA Ref: 15/000046/CM) was refused on 29 
March 2016 by the Planning and Regulatory Committee solely on Green Belt grounds 
and the subsequent appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/E1855/W/16/3152598) was dismissed 
also due to the impact upon the Green Belt and no other matters. 
  
120. Members of the Planning and Regulatory Committee will also be aware that the 
Officer recommendation on 7 July 2020, for the current planning application, was also 
that permission be refused solely on Green Belt grounds.   
 
121. In light of Members of the Planning and Regulatory Committee resolution on 7 
July 2020 that they were minded to approve this application, a comprehensive review 
of all matters relating to the proposal and Green Belt policy has been undertaken. As 
described previously, this has been carried out by AXIS, an external consultant, on 
behalf of the Head of Planning and Regulation.   

 
122. The first matter is the relevant Green Belt policy context. In terms of the 
Development Plan, Policy WCS 13 of the Waste Core Strategy permits waste 
management facilities in areas designated as Green Belt where the proposal does not 
constitute inappropriate development, or where very special circumstances exist. This 
is supplemented by Policy SWDP 2 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan 
which seeks to maintain the Green Belt and that development proposed within the 
Green Belt will be considered in accordance with national policy as set out in the 
NPPF. 

 
123. Thus, given that Policy WCS 13 is materially post-dated by the NPPF, and that 
Policy SWDP 2 specifically defers to the NPPF, the Green Belt policies of the NPPF 
take primacy in this case.  
 
124.  Green Belt policy is set out within Section 13 of the NPPF. The opening 
paragraphs of which (133 & 134) state:  
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"The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of 
Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the 
essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.  
 
Green Belt serves five purposes:   

 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  

 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;  

 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  

 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  

 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land".  

 
125. With regard to the consideration of proposals affecting the Green Belt, NPPF 
paragraph 143 states: ”Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the 
Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances”. 
Paragraph 144 then goes on and sets out the principal NPPF policy test: “When 
considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations”. 

 
126. Advice on what development might be considered as not constituting 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt is contained within paragraphs 145 and 
146. The former deals with new buildings, which is not relevant in this case. The latter 
deals with other forms of development and lists six types of development that might 
not be considered inappropriate. The current proposal does not fall under one of the 
six development types. Therefore, it constitutes inappropriate development. 
 
127. Having established that the proposal is inappropriate development, the test in 
NPPF paragraph 144 effectively requires 4 questions to be answered: 

 What is the extent of harm to the Green Belt? 

 What is the extent of other harm resulting from the proposal?  

 What planning considerations weigh in favour of the proposal? 

 Do the positive considerations clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and the 
other harm?   

    
128. Looking at each of these questions, there are several established principles 
(including by virtue of case law) which need to be taken into account. 
 
129. Harm to the Green Belt: Given an essential characteristic of Green Belt is 
‘openness’, it is important to understand what this means. There has been significant 
argument around the concept of openness and the extent to which it encompasses 
visual effects as opposed to just the physical / volumetric effect of new development. 
This was largely resolved by the Court of Appeal in Turner v Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government [2016] EWCA Civ 466, where Sales LJ said: 
“The concept of ‘openness of the Green Belt’ is not narrowly limited to the volumetric 
approach suggested by [counsel]. The word ‘openness’ is open-textured and a 
number of factors are capable of being relevant when it comes to applying it to the 
particular facts of a specific case. Prominent among these will be factors relevant to 
how built up the Green Belt is now and how built up it would be if redevelopment 
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occurs … and factors relevant to the visual impact on the aspect of openness which 
the Green Belt presents.” (paragraph 14)  

 
130. Subsequently, in February 2020, the Supreme Court in R (Samuel Smith Old 
Brewery (Tadcaster) and others) v North Yorkshire County Council [2020] UKSC 3 
generally supported the Turner decision, but provided further analysis of openness: 
“The concept of “openness” in para 90 of the NPPF [the previous version] seems to 
me a good example of such a broad policy concept. It is naturally read as referring 
back to the underlying aim of Green Belt policy, stated at the beginning of this 
section: “to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open …”. Openness is 
the counterpart of urban sprawl and is also linked to the purposes to be served by the 
Green Belt. As PPG2 made clear, it is not necessarily a statement about the visual 
qualities of the land, though in some cases this may be an aspect of the planning 
judgement involved in applying this broad policy concept. Nor does it imply freedom 
from any form of development. Paragraph 90 shows that some forms of development, 
including mineral extraction, may in principle be appropriate, and compatible with the 
concept of openness. A large quarry may not be visually attractive while it lasts, but 
the minerals can only be extracted where they are found, and the impact is temporary 
and subject to restoration. Further, as a barrier to urban sprawl a quarry may be 
regarded in Green Belt policy terms as no less effective than a stretch of agricultural 
land.” (paragraph 22) 

 
131.  And: “[Openness] is a matter not of legal principle but of planning judgement for 
the planning authority or the inspector”. (paragraph 25) 

 
132. Thus, harm to the Green Belt, and specifically its openness, is a planning 
judgement which can be shaped by a number of factors including: 

 The extent to which there is urban sprawl; 

 How built up the Green Belt is now and would be;  

 The extent to which a proposal conflicts with the five purposes served by Green 
Belt; 

 Visual impact on the aspect of openness which the Green Belt presents. 
 
 
133. Other Harm: In Redhill Aerodrome Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government [2014] EWCA Civ 1386, the Court of Appeal held that the words 
“any other harm” in the NPPF were unqualified and that all “other considerations” 
(which by definition would be non-Green Belt factors) must be included in the 
weighing exercise. 
  
134. Planning Considerations: It is an established principle that what may or may not 
be a material planning consideration is a matter of law, but the weight attached to 
such a consideration is a matter of judgment for the decision maker. Further, 
considerations should be looked at cumulatively to ascertain whether, in combination, 
they clearly outweigh the overall harm, such that very special circumstances exist. 
 
Green Belt Assessment    
 
135.  The effects of the proposal on the Green Belt, and the policy implications 
thereof, have been re-evaluated bearing in mind the aforementioned principles. 
Central to this evaluation is the fact Planning Inspector, in relation to Appeal Ref: 
APP/E1855/W/16/3152598, previously concluded that: "the loss of openness would 
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result in moderate harm". The same conclusion of ‘moderate harm’ to the Green Belt 
was made ‘on balance’ by Officers in relation to the current application in the July 
2020 Planning and Regulatory Committee report.   

     
 
136. Central to these conclusions is paragraph 11 of the Appeal Decision and 
paragraph 120 of the July 2020 Planning and Regulatory Committee report which 
effectively say exactly the same thing. Quoting from the former: “Nevertheless, the 
Framework makes no distinction between the importance of openness in different 
parts of the Green Belt, and to my mind the key determinant here, as elsewhere, is 
whether the proposal would materially increase the amount of built development on 
the site”. 

 
137. As a matter of fact, the NPPF makes no distinction between different parts of 
the Green Belt. However, as established previously in relation to case law, the 
following principles should / can be applied when considering effects on the openness 
of the Green Belt: 

 The concept of ‘openness of the Green Belt’ is not narrowly limited to a volumetric 
approach; 

 Openness does not imply freedom from any form of development;  

 The extent to which there is urban sprawl in the relevant part of the Green Belt; 

 How built up the Green Belt is now and would be;  

 Visual impact on the aspect of openness which the Green Belt presents; 

 The extent to which the particular area of Green Belt delivers the five purposes 
served by Green Belt, and hence the extent to which a proposal conflicts with the 
purposes. 
  

138. Thus, whilst the question as to whether the proposal would materially increase 
the amount of built development on the site is important, it is not the only 
consideration. Further, self-evidently the actual impact on openness of a development 
on the Green Belt can and will vary across the Green Belt, i.e. some parts of the 
Green Belt will be more susceptible to harm than others.  In short, in the view of 
AXIS, the Planning Inspector in 2016 took too narrow a view of Green Belt matters as 
might be the case now when taking more recent case law into account.    
 
139. This part of the Green Belt, containing the application site, lies on the extreme 
southern boundary of the main West Midland’s conurbations Green Belt. The land 
immediately south of the site, including Salt Way and beyond are not Green Belt.  

 
140. It forms part of a wide section of Green Belt, circa 11.2 kilometres (7 miles) in 
width which sits between Droitwich and Redditch. Proximate to the application site 
and beyond, the Green Belt is predominantly free from development, is strongly rural 
and has no obvious evidence of urban sprawl.  

 
141. The site is not located in the small block of Green Belt which sits to the south of 
Droitwich and provides a particularly important function in separating Droitwich from 
Worcester.    

 
142. The application site comprises land that is visually contained along its southern 
and western boundaries and consists of an existing commercial premise and use with 
an associated building, hard surfacing and parking of vehicles adjacent to a railway 
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line and additional railway infrastructure to the north. Consequently, the application 
site is less open than the surrounding countryside.  

 
143. As referenced previously in the Background section of this report, the 
application benefits from a 'Certificate of Lawful Existing Use' District Council 
reference number: W/10/01282/LUE, which was granted by Wychavon District 
Council dated 28 September 2010. The scope of development deemed lawful by the 
certificate is slightly complex. A range of uses was applied for based around storage, 
distribution and vehicle repair. However, the certificate limits what is actually 
considered lawful by excluding uses that were found in breach of an enforcement 
notice dated 22 January 2004.  

 
144. Thus, on its face, when reading the certificate and enforcement notice in 
combination, the lawful uses are for mixed use including storage and distribution, 
commercial vehicle maintenance and repair, domestic purposes ancillary to Station 

House, access and equipment storage in connection with railway undertaking, but 
excluding the storage of road sweeping vehicles, other commercial vehicles and the 
storage of commercial plant and machinery. There no conditions or limitations on this 
certificate and, as a specific example, the extent of equipment storage and / or 
distribution in connection with (say) maintenance or repair of the railway line could be 
extensive and exceed the quantum of development proposed within the planning 
application.   

 
145. The proposed materials recovery plant comprises a number of components, 
including an open box bed from a tipper lorry, a conveyor and the materials recovery 
plant, the latter of which also performs a de-watering function. The open box bed 
would be approximately 8 metres long by 3.45 metres wide. The conveyor would be 
approximately 0.95 metres wide by 16.8 metres long and 4.45 metres in height. The 
dimensions of the materials recovery and dewatering plant would be approximately 
5.4 metres long by 3.5 metres wide by 6.6 metres high and it would be coloured 
yellow / green (RAL: 6018). It would be akin to a processing plant used in a sand and 
gravel operation.   

 
146. The dewatering plant would have a significant footprint and would lead to an 
increase in volume of built development on the northern half of the yard when the 
associated equipment is taken into account. This would consist of development of an 
area to process road sweepings and highway drainage clearance material that is 
currently hard surfacing, resulting in some loss of loss of openness.  

 
147. As described subsequently, the landscape and visual impact of the proposal is 
considered limited. Officers consider that views of the site would be possible from the 
east along the Saltway given the boundary adjoining the railway line consists of only a 
palisade fence. However, such views would be seen in the context of the existing 
established distribution yard and buildings and would be well screened from views 
along the southern and western boundaries due to the established landscaping and 
site levels.  

 
148. The applicant is not proposing any alterations to the landform at the site and no 
trees are proposed to be removed. The County Landscape Officer has raised no 
objection to the scheme. 
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149. The limited effects upon the perceived openness of the Green Belt must be 
viewed in the context of the aforementioned certificate of lawfulness. The lawful use 
for distribution is not constrained by planning conditions such as might provide for a 
height limit, and, therefore, could involve outside storage of tall equipment on the 
northern half of the site for distribution. 

 
150. With regard to the five purposes of Green Belt, in the 7 July Committee report 
Officers found that the proposed development would cause no material harm 
(paragraph 125). AXIS agree with this finding in that: 

 Two of the purposes, preserving the setting and special character of historic towns 
and encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land, are not relevant in 
this location;  

 Given the existing site condition and extent of lawful use, the proposal would not 
represent a harmful encroachment into the countryside, nor have any material 
detrimental impact on checking the unrestricted sprawl of a built-up area, or result 
in neighbouring towns merging into one another.   
 

151. There are also material differences between the scheme that was refused and 
subsequently dismissed at appeal in 2016 and the current proposal. 
 

152. The applicant is now seeking a temporary five-year permission and has 
referenced that the rationale for this includes that they have noted concerns over the 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt from previous applications. National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) has a section on Green Belt, which provides 
guidance on “What factors can be taken into account when considering the potential 
impact of development on the openness of the Green Belt?”. The NPPG paragraph: 
001 Reference ID: 64-001-20190722 states that “Assessing the impact of a proposal 
on the openness of the Green Belt, where it is relevant to do so, requires a judgment 
based on the circumstances of the case. By way of example, the courts have 
identified a number of matters which may need to be taken into account in making 
this assessment. These include, but are not limited to:   

 
…the duration of the development, and its remediability – taking into account any 
provisions to return land to its original state or to an equivalent (or improved) state of 
openness…”  

 
153. Thus, firstly the duration of the development is now limited. Secondly, given the 
extant lawful use on the application site, and the fact that the proposed development 
ostensibly relates to moveable plant, visiting vehicles and operational activities; on 
expiry of the 5 year permission, and in the event no further planning permission is 
granted (which is not a consideration at this point in time), the proposal is readily 
reversible i.e. the land can be easily returned to its original (current) state. 
 

154. These are both points which result in the current proposal causing less harm to 
the Green Belt than the historic scheme.  

 
155. In addition, the application site now measures approximately 0.188 hectares in 
area, which is a reduction from the 0.23 hectares for the previous application.  

 
156. Finally, the planning application has not been made on a retrospective basis, 
unlike the previous proposal dismissed at appeal. The retrospective nature of the 

application was a consideration that, according to the Planning Inspector, weighed 
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against the proposal in accordance with the Planning Policy Statement on Green Belt 
protection and intentional unauthorised development issued on 31 August 2015. This is 

no longer the case. Further, even if the application were considered to be retrospective 
in any way, the weight that should be attached to the Planning Policy Statement on 

Green Belt should be extremely limited as, in the intervening 5 years, its policies have 
not been transposed into the NPPF or NPPG. 

 
157. In summary, the salient points relating to the harm that the proposal would 
cause to the Green Belt are as follows: 

 The application site lies on the extreme edge of a wide expanse of Green Belt 
absent from any obvious urban sprawl; 

 It is previously developed land and benefits from a certificate of lawfulness for 
uses including distribution;  

 The site is visually contained and consists of an existing commercial premise and 
use with an associated building, hard surfacing and parking of vehicles adjacent 
to a railway line, meaning that it is less open than the surrounding countryside; 

 The development would not give rise to any significant landscape and visual 
effects; 

 The proposal does not materially conflict with the five Green Belt purposes; 

 The development would cause less harm to the Green Belt than the previous 
proposal by virtue of being temporary in duration, reversible, smaller and not 
being subject to a retrospective application.    

 
158. Taking all of the foregoing factors into account, AXIS judge that there would be 
very limited material loss of openness and the overall harm to the Green Belt would 
be minor in magnitude.  

 
159. With regard to ‘other harm’, as identified in subsequent sections of this Planning 
and Regulatory Committee report, the proposed development: 
 

 Would not have an unacceptable visual impact or detrimental impact upon the 
character and appearance of the local area; 

 Would have no adverse noise, dust, or odour impacts upon residential amenity or 
that of human health, subject to the imposition of an appropriate condition 
restricting the operating hours as recommended by Worcestershire Regulatory 
Services; 

 Would not have any adverse impact on traffic and highway safety; 

 Would not give rise to adverse effects on the water environment, including in 
respect of flood risk and surface water drainage, subject to the imposition of 
appropriate conditions; 

 Would not have an unacceptable adverse impact on ecology and biodiversity at the 
site or on the surrounding area; 

 Is not subject to any objection by the EA or Worcestershire Regulatory Services in 
respect of contaminated land; 

 Would not have an adverse impact on the safe operation of the railway; and 

 Is not subject to any objection on the grounds of heritage and the County and 
District Archaeologists are satisfied with the imposition of planning conditions. 

 
160. As such, it is judged that no material level of ‘other harm’ weighs against the 
proposed development. 
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161. The planning considerations that weigh in favour of the proposed development, 
a number of which have been referenced above, can be summarised as follows: 

 
i. Green Waste Recycling Services Ltd is providing an important environmental 

clean-up services, and has done so for over 20 years. This includes dealing with 
fly-tipping, road-cleaning and unblocking drains and gullies from the strategic 
and local road network, including following road traffic accidents.  They operate 
a fleet of 11 road sweepers and other vehicles and equipment, including 'gully 
suckers' and have a workforce of 16 local employees; 
 

ii. At present waste material collected by the ‘gulley suckers’ and road sweepers is 
either returned to base and is temporarily deposited in a containment vessel or 
taken to an appropriately licenced waste management facility for direct disposal 
i.e. the material is not recycled;  

 
iii. In the absence of an available facility to process road sweepings and highway 

drainage clearance within the County, gully suckers and other vehicles 
deployed to remove this road debris material, have to travel to a waste 
collection point / transfer station in Willenhall (Wolverhampton), a driving 
distance of circa 50 kilometres (31 miles) from the application site;  

 
iv. The applicant has provided details of other road cleaning contractors operating 

within and proximate to Worcestershire and it is apparent that there are very few 
facilities for off-loading the collected waste. As a consequence, and as 
described in the Committee Report of 7 July 2020, companies such as ACL 
Highway Services Limited, Go Plant and Burntwood are potentially having to 
travel as far as Chesterfield, Telford, and Toddington (Gloucestershire) to empty 
gulley suckers / road sweepers; 

 
v. The proposed development, a materials recovery plant, would facilitate 

processing of the material collected by the road sweepers and gully suckers, 
such that a significant portion of the material would be recycled / re-used, 
particularly the fine granular material (sand and grit) and the water; 

 
vi. Accordingly, the proposal would significantly reduce the distances that the 

applicant’s gully suckers and other vehicles would have to travel in order to 
offload the waste material they have collected. Further it would move the 
management of a significant portion of the waste material up the waste 
hierarchy; 

 
vii. The reduction in vehicle miles travelled that would arise from the proposed 

development, in order to deliver an important environmental clean-up service, 
would, over the 5 year period for which permission is sought, undoubtedly be 
significant. Coupled with the recovery / recycling of a significant proportion on 
the waste, the proposal would directly contribute to improving the sustainability 
of highway cleaning within Worcestershire;    

 
viii. The proposed materials recovery plant is understood to be the first plant of its 

kind within the County;   
 

ix. The site is demonstrably previously developed land; 
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x. The application site benefits from a certificate of lawful use (ref: W/10/01282/LUE). 
As described above, the ambit of this certificate is not entirely clear. However, 
on its face it permits for mixed use including distribution. There no conditions or 
limitations on this certificate and the extent of lawful development could 
conceivably exceed the quantum of development proposed within the planning 
application;  

 
xi. The effects on the Green Belt, including its openness, arising from lawful 

activities permitted by certificate of lawful use reference W/10/01282/LUE, could 
potentially be greater than such ‘minor’ harm that is judged to arise from the 
proposed development;     

 
xii. As set out in some detail in the 7 July Committee report (in paragraphs 131 to 

144), the application is supported by an alternative site assessment (referred to 
by the applicant as a ‘sequential test’). This seeks to demonstrate a lack of 
alternative non-Green Belt sites. The assessment is persuasive rather than 
unequivocal (it has some limitations), that there is evidence that there are 
potentially no alternative, suitable, economically viable and available sites for 
the proposed development outside of the Green Belt, within a proximate 
location (30 minutes’ drive time);  

 
xiii. The applicant indicates that the proposed development would create 5 new 

jobs; and  
 

xiv. The applicant indicates that the materials recovery plant could be available to 
Ringway, another road / gulley cleaning organisation who is currently the 
County Council’s contractor.  Ringway also presently offload their collected 
waste material at Willenhall, thus there could be wider benefits arising from the 
provision of an ‘in-County’ facility. 

 
162. Having extensively reviewed all relevant Green Belt matters, AXIS conclude that 
the considerations set out above, when considered cumulatively, clearly outweigh the 
minor harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm 
resulting from the proposed development. Accordingly, very special circumstances 
exist and, in relation to Green Belt matters, the granting of planning permission can 
be justified. As such, the proposed development meets the relevant policy 
requirements in the NPPF Section 13, and accords with Policy WCS 13 of the 
Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy and Policy SWDP 2 of the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan. 
 
163. If planning permission is granted for this proposal, it would be a departure from 
the Development Plan as the proposed development would be located within the 
Green Belt. Under the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 
2009, the County Council is only required to consult the Secretary of State for the 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government on new buildings in the 
Green Belt, it intends to approve, that are or exceed a floor space of 1,000 square 
metres or any other development which, by reason of its scale or nature or location, 
would have significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt. The Head of 
Planning and Regulation considers that the proposed development would not need to 
be referred to the Secretary of State if Members are minded to approve the 
application, as the proposal would not have a significant impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt and does not include the provision of any buildings. 
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Landscape character and visual impact  
164. The application site comprises of hardstanding, which is broadly divided into 
three parts: 

 

 The initial operational area. This consists of vehicle and equipment 
parking areas, together with a portacabin and small storage buildings. 
This area is mainly used to park cars belonging to employees and other 
vehicles and equipment associated with the business 

 

 Workshop (including weighbridge and access road to the northern 
end of the site), and 

 

 The main yard area. This is partly concreted and partly hardcore 
surfaced. The intention is to fully concrete the area to formalise the site 
surface water drainage. The road sweepings processing plant would be 
located in the northern half of this area. 

 

165. There is a palisade fence measuring about 2.1 metres high along the eastern 
application site boundary, separating the application site from the railway line. There 
are trees along the southern part of this boundary on the eastern side of the palisade 
fence on Network Rail land. The northern boundary is not demarcated although there 
is a palisade fence measuring about 2.1 metres high just to the north of the revised 
and reduced red line boundary. The western boundary with the closed landfill is 
formed by a hedgerow and trees set at original ground level, approximately some 2 
metres above the distribution yard and buildings. The southern boundary includes 
'Station House' and associated trees and vegetation. 

 
166. The applicant is not proposing any alterations to the landform at the site and no 
trees are proposed to be removed. The County Landscape Officer has been 
consulted and has raised no objection to the scheme. 
 
167. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that views of the site would be 
possible from the east along the Saltway given the boundary adjoining the railway line 
consists of only a palisade fence. However, such views would be seen in the context 
of the existing established distribution yard and buildings and would be well screened 
from views along the southern and western boundaries due to the established 
landscaping and site levels. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that the 
proposed development would not have an unacceptable visual impact or detrimental 
impact upon the character and appearance of the local area. 

 
Residential amenities (including noise and dust emissions) 
168. The nearest residential properties are Station House, which is sited 
approximately 30 metres south of the application site and 1 to 8 Brickyard Cottages, 
which are sited approximately 145 metres, broadly west of the proposal.  
 
169. The earlier application submission for CPA Ref: 15/000046/CM was 
accompanied by a Noise Survey relating to monitoring undertaken during the morning 
of 26 February 2016 at the nearby residential properties at Station House and 
Brickyard Cottages. The survey indicated that the properties are subject to significant 
baseline levels of noise arising from road traffic, together with the proximity to the 
railway line and household waste recycling centre. Furthermore, when the materials 
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recycling plant was operational the noise levels recorded at the residential properties 
was not higher. Whilst this planning application is not accompanied by a Noise 
Survey, it is noted that other than planning permission being sought for a five year 
period, that it is similar to CPA Ref: 15/000046/CM, and Worcestershire Regulatory 
Services and the EA who advise the CPA in relation to noise impacts have not 
requested a new or updated Noise Survey / Assessment.  
 
170. Worcestershire Regulatory Services (noise and nuisance) considers that the 
comments made to the previous application are still valid, which were that the noise 
data (previously) provided indicates that noise complaints from the operation of the 
equipment should be unlikely but that times of operation could be conditioned from 
08:00 to 18:00 hours Monday to Friday, inclusive with no operation on Saturdays, 
Sundays and public holidays 
 
171. The primary environmental controls over the proposed operation would be 
contained within the Environment Agency's Environmental Permit for the site. It is 
noted that paragraph 183 of the NPPF states that "the focus of planning policies and 
decisions should be on whether proposed development is an acceptable use of land, 
rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are subject to 
separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions should assume that these 
regimes will operate effectively". 
 
172. Paragraph: 050 Reference ID: 28-050-20141016 of the NPPG elaborates on 
this matter, stating that "there exist a number of issues which are covered by other 
regulatory regimes and waste planning authorities should assume that these regimes 
will operate effectively. The focus of the planning system should be on whether the 
development itself is an acceptable use of the land and the impacts of those uses, 
rather than any control processes, health and safety issues or emissions themselves 
where these are subject to approval under other regimes. However, before granting 
planning permission they will need to be satisfied that these issues can or will be 
adequately addressed by taking the advice from the relevant regulatory body". 

 
173. The EA have raised no objections and have confirmed that the site would 
require an Environmental Permit, which would control drainage.    
 
174. Worcestershire Regulatory Services (land and air quality) have reviewed the 
application for potential air quality and contaminated land issues and have not 
identified any such issues, therefore, they have no objections to the proposal.  

 
175. Given the separation and established vegetation buffer between the 
neighbouring residential properties and the application site, the Head of Planning and 
Regulation  considers that the proposal would have no adverse noise, dust, or odour 
impacts upon residential amenity or that of human health, subject to the imposition of 
an appropriate condition restricting the operating hours as recommended by 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services. 

 
Traffic and Highway Safety 
176. It is noted that Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states "development should only be 
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact 
on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 
severe". 
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177. The application site is accessed from the Saltway (B4090), located about 100 
metres from a road bridge over the railway, via a wide bellmouth shared with the 
domestic access to Station House, situated immediately to the east of the application 
site, and access to four pairs of semi-detached residential properties. The access 
road gently slopes down from the existing access towards the railway line. 

 
178. The applicant has stated that the facility would not be open to the public or to 
any form of casual or passing 'trade'. 

 
179. The proposed development would have an annual throughput of approximately 
25,000 tonnes. The operation of the plant would be limited to once every 2 to 3 days 
depending on the quantities of material discharged. The proposed vehicle movements 
includes a maximum of 14 road sweeper movements per day (7 road sweepers 
entering the site and 7 road sweepers exiting the site per day) and 2 tanker 
movements per day 1 tanker entering the site and 1 tanker existing the site per day), 
arriving mid-morning and late afternoon and a maximum of 4 product / waste export 
vehicle movements per day (2 product / waste vehicles entering the site and 2 
product / waste vehicles exiting the site per day). There would be a maximum of 10 
staff car movements per day (5 staff cars entering the site and 5 staff cars exiting the 
site per day) when the plant is operating, every 2 to 3 days, arriving first thing and 
then leaving mid to late afternoon. The applicant states that the above equates to an 
average of 3 vehicle movements per hours in an 8 hour day. The applicant states that 
all of the vehicles routinely arriving and departing from the site would be under the 
direct control of the applicant or would be managed by the applicant through specific 
contract arrangements. 

 
180. The County Highways Officer has been consulted and has raised no objections, 
subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions. 

 
181. Given the existing access and the proposed vehicle movements, as well as the 
lack of objection from the County Highways Officer, subject to the imposition of 
appropriate conditions, the Head of Planning and Regulation  is satisfied that the 
proposal would not have any adverse impact on traffic and highway safety. 

 
Water Environment 
182. The EA have been consulted and have identified that the site is located within 
Flood Zone 1 (low probability of flooding). The proposed activity is a waste operation 
that is regulated by the EA. They have commented that appropriate infrastructure 
would need to be in place, including impermeable pavement and sealed drainage 
system. Any dewatering must be carried out on an impermeable surface that has a 
sealed drainage system, but this does not seem to be the case. As part of an 
exemption or Environmental Permit application, the EA are seeking certainty and 
clarity to ensure that the sealed drainage system is effective. Ultimately this is 
something that the EA would seek to control through the permit. The site operator 
would be unable to commence works until both the relevant planning permission and 
permit is in place.  

 
183. The drainage strategy proposes that surface water from across the site would 
be captured in geocellular storage crates. The water in the crates can then be used 
by the mobile plant on site, which sits within a sealed concrete area. The crates are 
sized to capture the 100 year + 40% climate change storm. To provide the storage 
currently proposed, approximately 250 square metres of 0.8 metres deep tanking 
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would be required to capture the full storm event with no outfall. This water would 
then be reused on site. An overflow would be provided to the tanks in the event that 
water is not effectively drained down by the plant on site.  
 
184. All the water used by plant will be treated and the applicant has proposed an oil 
interceptor and catchpit downstream of the tank overflow to “prove” that no untreated 
water would leave the site.  
 
185. It is not proposed to use infiltration drainage (i.e. soakaways) anywhere on the 
site. All surface water would be treated, attenuated and only overflow would be 
discharged into the existing surface water outfall pipe. Therefore, no contamination 
pathways to protected waters have been identified.  
 
186. The applicant also proposes that that water across the sealed concrete surface 
is captured in a channel drain along the low edge adjacent to the railway to provide 
an extra level of confidence that flows would be captured before encroaching on to 
National Rail’s land. The applicant has stated that no surface water would drain to 
adjacent land.  

 
187. The LLFA have reviewed the submitted information and assessed the 
information relating to surface water drainage only. The LLFA are satisfied with the 
scheme, subject to the imposition of conditions relating to a SuDS Plan being 
submitted and approved prior to commencement, and also detailed design drawings 
for surface water being submitted and approved prior to commencement. 

 
188. Based on the advice from the different consultees, including the Environment 
Agency and the LLFA, the Head of Planning and Regulation  considers that there 
would be no adverse effects on the water environment, subject to the imposition of 
appropriate conditions, and the proposal would accord with Policy SWDP 29 of the 
South Worcestershire Development Plan. 

 
Ecology and Biodiversity 
189. Section 15 of the NPPF, paragraph 170 states that "planning policies and 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment", by a 
number of measures including "protecting and enhancing…sites of biodiversity…(in a 
manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the 
development plan); minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, 
including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to 
current and future pressures". 
 
190. Paragraph 175 of the NPPF states that when determining planning applications, 
local planning authorities should apply four principles (a. to d.), this includes: "if 
significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 
refused"; and "development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance 
biodiversity should be supported; while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity 
improvements in and around developments should be encouraged, especially where 
this can secure measurable net gains for biodiversity". 
 
191. There are no statutory wildlife designated sites within 2 kilometres of the 
proposal. However, there are a number of non-statutory wildlife designated sites 
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within 2 kilometres of the site, with the nearest being the Worcester and Birmingham 
Canal LWS, located about 140 metres broadly north-west of the proposal; Droitwich 
Canal LWS located approximately 450 metres, broadly west of the application site; 
and the Bow, Shell, Swan and Seeley Brooks LWS is located about 470 metres 
broadly south-east of the application site. 
 
192. Worcestershire Wildlife Trust has been consulted due to the proximity of the 
proposal to the LWSs and has raised no objections to the proposal and wishes to 
defer to the County Ecologist for all on-site detailed ecological considerations. The 
County Ecologist has no objection to the scheme, subject to the imposition of 
conditions relating to a lighting strategy, the installation of one bat and one bird box 
on suitable trees and an invasive species monitoring and response protocol. The 
applicant has confirmed that no alterations to the landform at the site are proposed, 
no trees would be removed and no additional lighting would be required. In view of 
the above matters, the Head of Planning and Regulation considers that the proposal 
would not have an unacceptable adverse impact on ecology and biodiversity at the 
site or on the surrounding area. 

 
 
Other Matters 

 
Local Economy 
193. Paragraph 80 of the NPPF states that "planning policies and decisions should 
help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt. 
Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth and 
productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunities for 
development". 

 
194. The proposed development would have economic benefits in that, according to 
the applicant, it would employ five full-time employees (two more employees than the 
original application / appeal), and is, therefore, in accordance with Policy SWDP 12 of 
the South Worcestershire Development Plan and Policy WCS 15 of the Waste Core 
Strategy. 

 

Pollution Control 
195. The application site is located adjacent to a closed landfill site. It is understood 
that previously the ground sloped gently away from the closed landfill site towards the 
railway line. However, over time parts of the bank within the application site have 
been removed to leave a steep vertical slope on the boundary between the closed 
landfill site and the applicants land. This face has since been built back up by the 
applicant and a retaining wall has been installed. 

 
196. Due to the proximity to the closed landfill site the County Council's Pollution 
Control Officer has been consulted on the proposal. The Pollution Control Team have 
raised concerns regarding the proposal, stating that in response to the previous 
application (CPA Ref: 15/000046/CM), and the withdrawn application (CPA Ref: 
18/000055/CM), they expressed concern about the integrity of the bank between the 
application site and the closed landfill site. These concerns are still valid as the 
integrity of the concrete retaining wall is unknown. There is also the on-going risk of 
possible landfill gas migration from the closed landfill site. 

 
197. In the earlier applications (CPA Ref: 15/000046/CM and 18/000055/CM) the 
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Pollution Control Officer raised similar concerns, but these were satisfied by the 
applicant confirming that "the bank which forms the boundary with the landfill is 
supported at the northern end of the site. The retaining wall is currently being erected 
along the western boundary. This is to be continued until the exposed bank is fully 
supported. The applicant states that the bank has been in this form for some years 
without any significant issue". This wall has now been fully constructed and is not part 
of this application. It is noted that the Planning Inspector in deciding the appeal 
(Appeal Ref: APP/E1855/W/16/3152598) concluded there would be the absence of 
adverse impacts relating to pollution control. 

 
198. The EA has raised no adverse comments in respect to contaminated land and 
advised the County Planning Authority to consult Worcestershire Regulatory Services 
in relation to this matter. Worcestershire Regulatory Services (land and air quality) 
have been consulted and have raised no objections to the proposal. 

 
199. Given that the works to the landfill boundary have already taken place and do 
not form part of this planning application, it is considered that this is a separate matter 
between the County Council (as landowner of the adjacent landfill site) and applicant. 
The applicant should satisfy themselves of the integrity of the retaining wall. 

 
Integrity of the railway line 
200. The railway line (Birmingham to Bristol line) is located immediately to the east of 
the application site and Network Rail have a small facility associated with their 
infrastructure maintenance activities, to the north of (and accessed through) the site. 

 
201. In light of this, Network Rail has been consulted on the proposal. As set out 
earlier in the report, their comments relate to matters including access rights, 
drainage, heaping of materials, dust and litter, as well as wishing to ensure that any 
new lighting does not affect the railway signal sighting. The applicant has confirmed 
that external lighting would not be necessary because the business only operates 
during day light hours due to health & safety reasons. 
 
202. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that should planning 
permission be granted for the proposal, conditions are imposed including in respect of 
access, storage and processing of materials, drainage and safety.  

 
203. Subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions, including those relating to 
external lighting and drainage, the Head of Planning and Regulation considers that 
there would be no adverse impact on the safe operation of the railway. 

 
Conclusion 
 

204. The applicant seeks temporary permission (5 years) for a proposed materials 
recovery plant to process road sweepings and highway drainage clearance materials 
on Land at Station House, Saltway, Hanbury, Worcestershire. The proposal would 
have an annual throughput of approximately 25,000 tonnes. 
 
205. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that as the proposed 
development would recover waste materials, which would otherwise be disposed of to 
landfill, it would comply with the objectives of the waste hierarchy. It would also 
contribute to Worcestershire’s equivalent self-sufficiency in waste management 
capacity in accordance with Policies WCS 2 and WCS 15 of the Waste Core Strategy. 
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It would provide recycled aggregate to the construction industry, which is a substitute 
for crushed hard rock for which Worcestershire now has no remaining permitted 
reserves (as referenced in Draft Policy MLP 11: Steady and Adequate Supply of 
Crushed Rock of the Emerging Worcestershire Minerals Local Plan – Publication 
Version). 
 
206. The Head of Planning and Regulation  considers that whilst a waste 
management facility is not explicitly referred to within Policies SWDP 2 and SWDP 12 
of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, the proposal is considered broadly to 
be an employment site and would constitute the retention of an existing employment 
site and is for the re-use of previously developed land, complying with these policies. 

 
207. Having reviewed the characteristics of this part of the Green Belt and taking in 
to account: the current nature of the application site; the limited visual effects of the 
proposal on perceived openness; the site’s lawful use; the absence of material harm 
to Green Belt purposes; and the time limited nature of the scheme and its reversibility; 
AXIS judge that there would be very limited material loss of openness and the overall 
harm to the Green Belt would be minor in magnitude. Further, it is it is judged that no 
material level of ‘other harm’ weighs against the proposed development. 

 
208. Relevant planning considerations include: the acknowledged need for the 
scheme; the fact it would reduce ‘waste miles’ within the County and move the 
management of waste up the hierarchy; the fact the site is previously developed and 
has a permitted commercial lawful use that encompasses distribution; the evidence 
that there may well be no proximate, alternative non-Green Belt sites; and the 
economic benefits of the scheme.  

 
209. Having fully reviewed all relevant Green Belt matters, AXIS concludes that the 
considerations set out above, when considered cumulatively, clearly outweigh the 
minor degree of harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any 
other harm resulting from the proposed development. Accordingly, very special 
circumstances exist and, in relation to Green Belt matters, the granting of planning 
permission can be justified. As such, the proposed development meets the relevant 
policy requirements in the NPPF Section 13, and accords with Policy WCS 13 of the 
Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy and Policy SWDP 2 of the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan. 
 
210. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that views of the site would be 
possible from the east along the Saltway given the boundary adjoining the railway line 
consists of only a palisade fence. However, such views would be seen in the context 
of the existing established distribution yard and buildings and would be well screened 
from views along the southern and western boundaries due to the established 
landscaping and site levels. The Head of Planning and Regulation considers that the 
proposed development would not have an unacceptable visual impact or detrimental 
impact upon the character and appearance of the local area. 

 
211. Given the separation and established vegetation buffer between the 
neighbouring residential properties and the application site, the Head of Planning and 
Regulation  considers that the proposal would have no adverse noise, dust, or odour 
impacts upon residential amenity or that of human health, subject to the imposition of 
an appropriate condition restricting the operating hours as recommended by 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services. 
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212. Given the existing access and the proposed vehicle movements, as well as the 
lack of objection from the County Highways Officer, subject to the imposition of 
appropriate conditions the Head of Planning and Regulation  is satisfied that the 
proposal would not have any adverse impact on traffic and highway safety. 

 
213. Based on the advice from the different consultees, including the Environment 
Agency and the LLFA, the Head of Planning and Regulation  considers that there 
would be no adverse effects on the water environment, subject to the imposition of 
appropriate conditions, and the proposal would accord with Policy SWDP 29 of the 
South Worcestershire Development Plan. 

 
214. Worcestershire Wildlife Trust has been consulted due to the proximity of the 
proposal to the Local Wildlife Sites and has raised no objections to the proposal and 
wishes to defer to the County Ecologist for all on-site detailed ecological 
considerations. The County Ecologist has no objection to the scheme subject to the 
imposition of appropriate conditions. The applicant has confirmed that no alterations 
to the landform at the site are proposed, no trees would be removed and no 
additional lighting would be required. In view of the above matters, the Head of 
Planning and Regulation considers that the proposal would not have an 
unacceptable adverse impact on ecology and biodiversity at the site or on the 
surrounding area, subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions.  

 
215. In conclusion, it is considered that permitting the proposed development can be 
justified in relation to Green Belt policy and there are no other reasons why planning 
permission cannot be granted.  

 

Recommendation 
 

216. The Head of Planning and Regulation maintains the position in the 
previous report presented to the Committee in relation to this application 
(Agenda Item 5, Planning and Regulatory Committee, 7 July 2020). 
 
217. Notwithstanding this position, this report has been prepared to present an 
independent reconsideration of the proposal and those reasons for approval 
and associated conditions that are considered to be appropriate. 

 
218. Should Members remain committed to their resolution of 7 July 2020, the 
Head of Planning and Regulation  recommends that, having taken the input into 
this report from AXIS into account, permission be granted for the proposed 
materials recovery plant to process road sweepings and highway drainage 
clearance materials on Land at Station House, Saltway, Hanbury, 
Worcestershire, subject to the following conditions: 

 
a) The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 

beginning with the date of this permission; 
 

b) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the details shown on submitted Drawings titled: Site Location Plan, 
Numbered 1 dated April 2020; Site Layout Plan 2A, dated May 2020; Site 
Layout Plan 2B dated May 2020; Swept Path Analysis 4 Rev 1 dated June 
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2020; Indicative Drainage Strategy Sheet 1 of 2, Drawing No. SK01 dated 
05.05.20;  Indicative Drainage Strategy Sheet 2 of 2, Drawing No. SK02 
dated 05.05.20; Schemetic Plant Details, Numbered: 5, dated October 2017; 
Schemetic 3D Plant Details, Numbered: 6, dated October 2017; and Site 
Sections, Numbered: 7 Rev 2, dated June 2020, except where otherwise 
stipulated by conditions attached to this permission; 
 

c) No wastes other than those defined in the application, namely road 
sweepings and highway drainage clearance materials, shall be brought 
onto the site; 
 

d) The amount of imported waste to be processed by the development hereby 
approved shall not exceed 25,000 tonnes in any one calendar year (January 
to December) and records shall be kept for the duration of the operations 
on the site, and made available to the County Panning Authority within 10 
working days of a written request being made;  
 

e) Construction works shall only be carried out on the site between 08:00 to 
18:00 hours on Mondays to Fridays inclusive, and 08:00 to 13:00 hours on 
Saturdays, with no construction work on Sundays, Bank or Public 
Holidays; 
 

f) Operations, including any repair and maintenance of plant or machinery 
within the development hereby approved shall only take place between 
08:00 and 18:00 hours Mondays to Fridays inclusive, and between 08:00 
and 13:00 hours on Saturdays with no operations on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays; 
 

g) Any commercial vehicles including road sweepers or gully suckers 
associated with the development hereby approved shall only enter or exit 
the site between 07:00 and 18:00 hours Mondays to Fridays inclusive, and 
between 08:00 and 13:00 hours on Saturdays with no commercial vehicles 
entering or existing the site on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays;  
 

h) This permission does not authorise the parking or storage of commercial 
vehicles including road sweepers or gully suckers, or the storage of 
commercial plant or machinery other than the temporary parking of 
commercial vehicles to enable the loading and unloading associated with 
the development hereby approved and the plant and machinery as shown 
on submitted Drawings titled Site Layout Plan 2A, dated May 2020 and Site 
Layout Plan 2B dated May 2020; 
 

i) The height of all stored skips, containers and materials shall not exceed 3 
metres in height and should not be stored within three metres of the 
eastern boundary of the site. A scheme for the setting up of a permanent 
marker that allows site operatives and officers from the County Planning 
Authority a means of visually checking the height shall be submitted to the 
County Planning Authority for approval in writing within 3 months of the 
date of this permission. Thereafter, the agreed height markers shall be 
erected and maintained on site for the duration of the development hereby 
approved; 
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j) Prior to the first use of the development hereby approved, a Noise and Dust 
Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
County Planning Authority. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details; 
 

k) All vehicles, plant and machinery operated within the site shall be 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer's specifications at all 
times, and shall be fitted with and use fully operational silencers; 
 

l) Notwithstanding any submitted details, details of any lighting to be installed 
at the site shall be submitted to the County Planning Authority for approval 
in writing prior to being erected. These details shall include: 
 

i. Height of the lighting posts 
ii. Intensity of the lights 

iii. Spread of light (in metres) 
iv. Colour;  
v. Any measure proposed to minimise the impact of the lighting 

or disturbance through glare; 
vi. Any measures to minimise the impact of lighting upon 

protected species and habitats, in particular bats; and 
vii. Times when the lighting would be illuminated. 

 
Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details; 
 

m) Any facilities for the storage of oils, fuels or chemicals shall be sited on 
impervious bases and surrounded by impervious bund walls. The volume 
of the bunded compound shall be at least equivalent to the capacity of the 
tank plus 10%. If there is multiple tankage, the compound shall be at least 
equivalent to the capacity of the largest tank, vessel or the combined 
capacity of interconnected tanks or vessels plus 10%. All filling points, 
associated pipework, vents, gauges and site glasses must be located 
within the bund or have separate secondary containment. The drainage 
system of the bund shall be sealed with no discharge to any watercourse, 
land or underground strata. Associated pipework shall be located above 
ground and protected from accidental damage. All filling points and 
tank/vessels, overflow pipe outlets shall be detailed to discharge 
downwards into the bund; 
 

n)  In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the 
approved development that was not previously identified it must be 
reported immediately to the County Planning Authority. The applicant is 
advised to immediately seek the advice of an independent geo-
environmental consultant experienced in contaminated land risk 
assessment, including intrusive investigations and remediation. No further 
works should be undertaken in the areas of suspected contamination, other 
than that work required to be carried out as part of an approved 
remediation scheme, until requirements i to iv below have been complied 
with: 
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i. Detailed site investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken 
by competent persons in accordance with DEFRA and the 
Environment Agency's 'Model Procedures for the Management of 
Land Contamination, CLR 11' and a written report of the findings 
produced. The risk assessment must be designed to assess the 
nature and extent of suspected contamination and approved by the 
County Planning Authority prior to any further development taking 
place;  

ii. Where identified as necessary, a detailed remediation scheme to 
bring the site to a condition suitable for the intended use by 
removing unacceptable risks to identified receptors must be 
prepared and is subject to the approval of the County Planning 
Authority in advance of undertaking. The remediation scheme must 
ensure that the site will not qualify as Contaminated Land under Part 
2A Environmental Protection Act 1990 in relation to the intended use 
of the land after remediation;  

iii. The approved remediation scheme must be carried out in accordance 
with its terms prior to the re-commencement of any site works in the 
areas of suspected contamination, other than that work required to 
carry out remediation; and 

iv. Following completion of measures identified in the approved 
remediation scheme a verification report that demonstrates the 
effectiveness of the remediation carried out must be produced, and 
is subject to the approval of the County Planning Authority prior to 
the use of the development hereby approved; 

 
o) No materials shall be burnt on the site; 

 
p) All existing trees, shrubs and hedgerows indicated to be retained shall be 

protected by suitable fencing in accordance with BS5837:2012. No 
materials shall be stored, no rubbish dumped, no fires lit and no buildings 
erected inside the fence.  In the event of any trees, shrub or hedgerow 
being damaged or removed by the development, it shall be replaced with 
like species and equivalent size, which in the case of a mature tree may 
entail multiple plantings, in the next planting season; 

 
q) Prior to the first use of the development hereby approved, details of 

practical measures to address remediation of invasive species shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the County Planning Authority. 
Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details; 

 
r) Within three months of the date of this permission, details describing the 

specifications and locations of at least one bat box and at least one bird 
box shall be submitted to the County Planning Authority for approval in 
writing. Thereafter, the bat box and bird box shall be installed within three 
months of the approval and in accordance with the approved details, and 
retained for the duration of the development hereby approved; 

 
s) Notwithstanding any submitted details, prior to the commencement of the 

development hereby approved, details and a specification of all new and 



 

Planning and Regulatory Committee – 29 September 2020 

 

replacement hard surfacing within the application site, shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the County Planning Authority. Thereafter the 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details;  

 
t) Notwithstanding any submitted details, prior to the first use of the 

development hereby approved, drainage plans for the disposal of foul and 
surface water shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the County 
Planning Authority. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details; 

 
u) There shall be no discharge of trade effluent, sewage effluent or 

contaminated drainage from the site into any ditch or watercourse; 
 

v) Notwithstanding any submitted details, all surface water drainage from the 
site shall be through an oil interceptor; 
 

w) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a 
programme of archaeological work, including a Written Scheme of 
Investigation shall be submitted to the County Planning Authority for 
approval in writing. The scheme shall include an assessment of 
significance and research questions; and: 

 
i. The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording; 
ii. The programme for post investigation assessment; 

iii. Provision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and 
recording; 

iv. Provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis 
and records of the site investigation; 

v. Provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records 
of the site investigation; and 

vi. Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to 
undertake the works set out within the Written Scheme of Investigation. 

 
x) The development hereby approved shall not be brought into use until the 

site investigation and post investigation assessment has been completed 
in accordance with the programme set out in the Written Scheme of 
Investigation approved under condition w) above and the provision made 
for analysis, publication and dissemination of results and archive 
deposition has been secured; 

 
y) The development hereby approved shall not be brought into use until at least 

two electric vehicle charging spaces and power points have been provided in 
accordance with a specification which shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the County Planning Authority.  Thereafter, such spaces and power 
points shall be kept available and maintained for the use of electric vehicles 
only, for the lifetime of the development. If any of the power points need to be 
replaced, any replacement power points shall be of the same specification or 
a higher specification in terms of charging performance; 
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z) The development hereby approved shall not be brought into use until a Travel 
Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the County Planning 
Authority. The Travel Plan shall promote sustainable forms of travel to the 
development and shall include mechanisms for monitoring and review over 
the life of the development and timescales for implementation.  Thereafter, 
the approved Travel Plan shall be implemented, monitored and reviewed in 
accordance with the approved details; 

 
aa) No waste materials shall be accepted at the site directly from members of the 

public, and no retail sales of wastes or processed materials to members of 
the public shall take place at the site; 

 
bb) Within 3 months of the date of this permission, details of a scheme to 

prevent mud, dust or detritus being deposited on the public highway shall 
be submitted to the County Planning Authority for approval in writing. 
Thereafter, the approved scheme shall be implemented and maintained for 
the duration of this permission; 

 
cc) Notwithstanding any submitted details, all roads, paths or ways providing 

access to any part of the railway undertaker’s land shall not be blocked or 
restricted and should be kept open at all times for the duration of the 
development hereby approved; 
 

dd) There shall be no excavations carried out which affect the structural 
integrity of the railway embankment, retaining walls or bridges; 

 
ee) The proposal shall cease within five years of the date of this permission 

and the site shall be restored in accordance with a scheme to be submitted 
to the County Planning Authority for approval in writing within 6 months of 
the date of this permission. The approved restoration scheme shall be fully 
implemented within five years of the date of this permission; and 

 
ff) A copy of this decision notice, together with all approved plans and 

documents required under the conditions of this permission shall be 
maintained at the site office at all times throughout the period of the 
development and shall be made known to any person(s) given 
responsibility for management or control of activities/operations on the 
site.  
 

 

 
Specific Contact Points for this report 

Case Officer: John Spurling, Principal Planner, Development Management: 

Tel: 01905 846809   

Email: jspurling@worcestershire.gov.uk 

 

Steven Aldridge, Team Manager – Development Management  

Tel: 01905 843510 

Email: saldridge@worcestershire.gov.uk 

 

mailto:jspurling@worcestershire.gov.uk
mailto:saldridge@worcestershire.gov.uk
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Background Papers 

In the opinion of the proper officer (in this case the Head of Planning and Regulation) the 

following are the background papers relating to the subject matter of this report: 

 

The application, plans and consultation replies in file reference 19/000039/CM, which can 
be viewed online at: http://www.worcestershire.gov.uk/eplanning by entering the full 
application reference. When searching by application reference, the full application 
reference number, including the suffix need to be entered into the search field. Copies of 
letters of representation are available on request from the Case Officer.  
 
 
 

http://www.worcestershire.gov.uk/eplanning

