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26 Church Street Church Piece Charlton Kings Cheltenham  GL53 8AR 
 

PLANNING  COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the meeting held on Monday 7th February 2022 at 7.00pm In the 
Stanton Hall, Church Piece Charlton Kings 
 
 

Present Cllr Grimshaw (Chair), Cllr Hall (Vice Chair), Cllrs Hodges, Gosling, Honeywill, & Palmer 
 

In 
attendance 

There were 3 members of the public present  

234/21/22 Recording and filming of meetings.  There were no requests to record or film the 
meeting. 
 

235/21/22 Apologies None 

236/21/22 Declarations of interest. There were none 

237/21/22 Minutes of the previous meeting.  The minutes of the meeting held on 
24th January 2022 were received, accepted and signed as a correct record.   
 

 DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

238/21/22 20/00535/FUL  45 Haywards Road C.K. Dropped kerb and permeable hardstanding     

No objection Decision were Unanimous 6-0 

239/21/22 22/00093/FUL  27 Sandy Lane C.K. Single storey rear extension, demolition of garage, 

two storey side extension, and alterations  No objection Decision were Unanimous 6-0 

240/21/22 22/00028/LBC  30 Brookway Road C.K. Removal of existing fuse box/consumer unit 
due to water damage from external cupboard/shed.  Installation of new customer unit 
in internal lower ground floor cupboard (regularisation )  No objection  Decision were 
Unanimous 6-0 
 

241/21/22 22/00086/FUL  103 Ryeworth Road C.K. Demolition of existing single storey extension, 
and erection of two storey rear extension and rear dormer (revised scheme of 
previously withdrawn application ref. (21/02244/FUL) No objection Decision were 
Unanimous 6-0 
 

242/21/22 22/00112/OUT  Land adjacent to Oakhurst Rise C.K. Outline application to residential 
development of 25 dwellings – access, layout and scale not reserved for subsequent 
approval      Objection: 
While the reduced number of dwellings will reduce the level of loss of amenity for 
the residents of Oakhurst Rise, this application does nothing to address the other 
concerns raised in previous applications for this site. 
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It is disappointing that while the number of dwellings has reduced, the footprint of 
the development and its impact on wildlife / bio-diversity remains very similar.   
 
One of the justifications in favour of the earlier proposals was the provision of 
affordable / social housing. This proposal causes almost the same level of harm, but 
with less balancing affordable housing provision.  Given the complexities of 
engineering this site, it is questionable as to how much affordable housing will be 
able to be provided. 
 
The formal adoption of the site as a Local Wildlife Site highlights the bio-diversity of 
the site that was not recognised when the site was labelled as possibly being suitable 
for development in the Local Plan. Similarly, Cheltenham’s declaration of a Climate 
Emergency and resultant commitment to maintain bio-diversity, after the production 
of the Local Plan, also revises the suitability of the site’s inclusion in the Plan. 
 
Large parts of the foraging grounds of the badgers will still become hardened public 
areas and private gardens.  This will lead to collisions with vehicles and damage to 
residents’ gardens.  The areas of the site outside the development remain open to 
all.  The increase in domestic animals being able to roam these areas can only be 
detrimental to wildlife and so further reduce bio-diversity. 
 
The access to the site is simply not conducive to access on foot or bicycle. With a 
view to access to local services, the climb from the bottom of Charlton Court Road to 
the entrance to the site is 33m, an average gradient of 7% for 475m.  At its steepest 
the gradient is over 12%, or almost 1 in 8.  These figures do not include the climb 
from the bottom of Charlton Court Road to the local facilities at Sixways, or the 
changes in level within the site.   
 
The result of the severity of the climbs means that the site will be accessed almost 
entirely by private car.  The lack of movement other than by car will inhibit social 
integration with the wider Charlton Kings community and any resident of the 
development without access to a private car will be very socially isolated.  Both in 
terms of transport and social inclusion, this proposal does not represent Sustainable 
Development, regardless of the somewhat wishful statements in the Transport 
Assessment.   
 
As has been previously reported, in freezing conditions residents of Oakhurst Rise 
have been compelled to leave cars in Charlton Court Road as the access becomes too 
hazardous.  Adding the cars from a further 25 dwellings in these circumstances can 
only add to the difficulties. 
 
It would be useful for members of CBC’s Planning Committee to walk or cycle to the 
site entrance from Sixways, to assess at first hand how impractical such transport 
choices would be for day-to-day access to local facilities. 
 
The developer’s offer of an e-bike voucher to the first occupiers is nothing more than 
a marketing gimmick, other than to acknowledge that the access to the site is not 
conducive to walking or cycling.  If the houses have a design life of say 100 years, 
who will replace the ebikes when they wear out?  What will happen when the 
properties change hands? If the ebikes are to remain with the property what will 
happen when the new owners are not the same height / size as the original 
occupier? 
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The drainage design has major flaws that are listed below.  Notwithstanding these 
flaws, the drainage scheme does highlight that an ongoing maintenance regime will 
be needed to maintain the surface water systems.  The Committee can find no 
mention of how and by whom the maintenance is to be carried out.  In the absence 
of a maintenance regime, even a correctly designed attenuation scheme will, in time 
fail, resulting in surface water running over ground to properties downhill of the site. 
 
Drainage Scheme design issues: 
 
The discharge of water to the pond at a gradient of 1 in 11 will be likely to cause the 
pond to scour and such scoured material will be carried downstream into the 
drainage system. 
The discharge from the pond to a catchpit at a gradient of 1 in 5 be likely to stir up 
settled silt in the catch pit during periods of high flow, rather than settle out the silt.  
The silt will settle in the attenuation chamber once the incoming flow exceeds the 
discharge rate controlled by the hydro-brake valve (2.0L/s).  There does not appear 
to be any means of de-silting the attenuation chamber, meaning that over time it will 
provide less and less attenuation. 
 
The Aqua-swirl treatment manhole should be upstream of the attenuation chamber.  
By being downstream of the hydro-brake valve it will serve little purpose, as the silt 
it is designed to intercept will already have been deposited in the attenuation 
chamber. 
 
While a building regulations matter, it should be pointed out that gradients on the 
proposed foul drainage (as steep as 1 in 5) far exceed what is recommended in the 
Building Regulations (1 in 40) and could be expected to result in the separation of 
liquid and solids and resultant blocking of sewers. Decision were Unanimous 6-0 
 

243/21/22 22/00060/FUL  Glencairn Greenway Lane C.K. Proposed single storey rear extension, 
dormers to create loft conversion, porch, a detached home office and new front pier 
gate  Comment: 
It is not known from the application documents if there are any windows to the 
southern side of “Glendouran”.  If there are, then given its proximity, the windows in 
the proposed rear loft conversion could create an unreasonable loss of privacy.   
The Committee asks that this be checked.  If there are not any windows to southern 
side of “Glendouran” then this concern would be satisfied. 
The front dormers, porch, widened highway access and home office do not create 
any concerns. Decision were Unanimous 6-0 
 
 

244/21/22 22/00167/FUL  36 Copt Elm Road C.K. Proposed outbuilding   Objection: 
While the small reduction in the ridge height and timber cladding are welcome, the 
size of the building (5m x 6m) and a height of 3m to the eaves remain out of scale 
with any domestic garden setting and, with its steel roofing, is still a small industrial 
unit.  As such it is not appropriate for this site, particularly given it is within the St. 
Mary’s Conservation area. Decision were Unanimous 6-0 
 

245/21/22 22/00158/FUL  209 Cirencester Road C.K. Single storey side extension No objection  
Decision were Unanimous 6-0 
 

246/21/22 22/00052/FUL  1 Balcarras Retreat C.K. Replacement Dwelling No objection       
Decision were Unanimous 6-0 
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The meeting concluded at 19.55 

 

Date of next meeting Monday 21st February 2022  7.00pm 

 

Chairman 

 
 
 
 
 

247/21/22 Any other business Discussed and approved draft wording explaining the public’s 
role in the Committee meeting to be added to the agenda 
 


