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26 Church Street Church Piece Charlton Kings Cheltenham  GL53 8AR 
 

PLANNING  COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the meeting held on Monday 21st 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,  
 

In 
attendance 

There were 8 members of the public present  

248/21/22 Recording and filming of meetings.  There were no requests to record or film the 
meeting. 
 

249/21/22 Apologies Cllr Palmer 

250/21/22 Declarations of interest. There were none 

251/21/22 Minutes of the previous meeting.  The minutes of the meeting held on 
7th February 2022 were received, accepted and signed as a correct record.   
 

 DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

252/21/22 22/00180/FUL  9 Hartlebury Way C.K. Loft conversion with front dormer (revised 

scheme to 21/02459/FUL) No objection Decision were Unanimous 5-0 

253/21/22 22/00174/FUL 44 Charlton Park Drive C.K. Proposed single storey side extension, 

revised window/door arrangement to rear No objection Decision were Unanimous 5-0 

254/21/22 22/00181/FUL  21 Charlton Close C.K. Single storey side extension No objection 
Decision were Unanimous 5-0 
 

255/21/22 22/00212/FUL  47 Ryeworth Road C.K. Single storey rear extension replacing existing 
conservatory and glazed area No objection Decision were Unanimous 5-0 
 

256/21/22 22/00214/FUL  Sangria Ashley Road C.K. Proposed replacement dwelling (revised  
scheme following grant of planning permission ref 21/02329/FUL)    
Objection: 
The north elevation in particular is industrial in appearance and, given its proximity 
to the boundary, is too large, will be overbearing and cause a loss of light to the 
property to the north  Decision were Unanimous 5-0 
 

257/21/22 22/00235/FUL  Nisa 185 Cirencester Road C.K. Erection of 6. No. residential units 
within a single apartment block following demolition of existing building (revised 
scheme ref. 21/01433/FUL)  Objection: 
 
The Committee objects to this application on the following grounds: 
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Save for the small reduction from a maximum 16 to 14 residents, and the removal of 
the third floor, this application does nothing to address the serious flaws in the 
previous application (21/01433/FUL). 
 
The flat roofed design is out of character with any of the surrounding dwellings and 
is highly detrimental to the streetscape.  The applicant refers to two other examples 
of flat roofed buildings in the area: the Sainsbury’s on Cirencester Road, the 
standing-seam steel roof of which does not match any other property within sight of 
it, and the flats on Croft Road, which at best can be viewed as dating from a low 
point in post-war architecture.  These are hardly good examples to emulate.  The 
simple reason for the proposed flat roof structure is one of economy, to the 
detriment of the streetscape. 
 
Other than the walls being of red brick, it fails in any way to either blend with or 
complement its surroundings.  It has variously been described by parishioners 
amongst other things as “a business park office building” or “student 
accommodation”. 
 
It is an attempt to place the largest possible mass of building on the plot and 
represents over-development and poor design. 
 
While it is possible that this block could have six residents owning no cars, it could 
also have fourteen residents with a car each.  The claim that the residents will have 
no need of cars and therefore there is no need to provide parking is quite simply 
ludicrous.  Such a claim rather implies that all the surrounding residents who do own 
and use cars have no need of such, merely that they like owning and using cars. 
 
The comparison with similar developments in the centre of Cheltenham is deeply 
flawed.  In the centre of Cheltenham there is very little (free) on-street parking and 
residents there are at the centre of Cheltenham’s public transport for bus travel to all 
parts of the town and further afield.  Such residents would therefore a) find it hard 
to own a car in the absence of anywhere to park it and b) genuinely have access to 
public transport from its central hub.  In contrast, residents of this proposed block 
will have access to bus transport to the centre of Cheltenham or Cirencester only.  
Any journey to other parts of Cheltenham or anywhere else in the County will 
require at least two bus journeys, greatly limiting access to work and services to 
these residents by public transport.  Unlike Cheltenham town centre, there is free 
on-street parking in the area and so little disincentive to a resident of this 
development to own a car.   
 
The existing on-street parking in the area is very heavily utilised by the existing 
residents.  On an evening there is very little, if any, available parking space on Croft 
Road, Croft Avenue or Pumphrey’s Road.  The Transport note makes claims of 
available spaces on Croft Road and the surrounding streets.  A visit to the area on 
any evening will prove these claims to be wildly incorrect. 
 
While these streets all have limited parking available, they were designed and built 
long before the advent of mass car ownership.  That is not a reason for a new 
development to exacerbate the issue, creating a serious loss of amenity to the 
existing residents of these surrounding streets.  The only benefit from the absence of 
off-road parking is the developer being able to squeeze more units onto this plot. 
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With the widespread recognition of Climate Change and the need to reduce carbon 
emissions, there is a strong move to electric vehicles.  A lack of off-road parking and 
hence charging is a major barrier to the uptake of electric vehicles.  As with the lack 
of parking due to the properties and streets being designed before widespread car-
ownership, there is no need to exacerbate the problem of lack of access to charging 
when constructing new properties. 
 
The Transport Note makes similarly incorrect references to Residents Parking 
Schemes.  There is no such scheme in the area. 
 
There are windows in the sides of No.1 Croft Road and No.183 Cirencester Road and 
this development would cause a serious loss of light to these windows. 
 
The entrance to the development is immediately adjacent to the front door to No.1 
Croft Road.  Having a communal entrance for six dwellings, their visitors and 
deliveries immediately adjacent to their front door will again create a serious loss of 
amenity of noise and disruption.  It should be noted that the Croft Road flats, 
referred to in the application, have their access away from adjoining properties to 
avoid such unreasonable disruption to neighbours. 
 
The communal bin and recycling store is located immediately adjacent to the 
boundaries with No.1 Croft Road and 183 Cirencester Road.  While all properties will 
have neighbours with bins that might be adjacent to their garden, few will have the 
bins of eight dwellings located thus.  Given it is a communal area / facility, it is less 
likely to be kept clean and relatively odour free, so in the summer this has the 
potential to seriously smell, causing further loss of amenity to the residents of No.1 
and No.183. 
 
The access to the property’s entrance, while moved, is hidden from the public 
highway and as such still represents a potential hazard, particularly to single women, 
when entering or leaving the property, especially early or late in the day. 
 
The Committee would strongly welcome re-development of this site, either as 
residential or for suitable commercial activity.  However, this proposal represents 
over-development of the site with serious loss of amenity to surrounding residents.  
The design is overbearing to the adjoining properties, fails to take into consideration 
its surrounding and is therefore detrimental to the existing streetscape.           
Decision were Unanimous 5-0 
 

258/21/22 22/00261/FUL  2 Lyefield Road West C.K. Erection of a detached two storey dwelling      
No objection Decision were Unanimous 5-0 
 

259/21/22 
22/00250/FUL  6 East End Road C.K. Single storey rear extension and two storey front 

extension  No objection Decision were Unanimous 5-0 

 
260/21/22 

22/00294/FUL 328 London Road C.K. Extension to dropped kerb No objection   

Decision were Unanimous 5-0 

261/21/22 
22/00247/FUL  20 St Michaels Close C.K. No objection Decision were Unanimous 5-0 

262/21/22 Any other business None 
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The meeting concluded at 19.59  

 

Date of next meeting Monday 7th March 2022 7.00pm 

 

Chairman 


