
Date:	 23 February 2023 at 5:00pm


Venue:	 Parmoor, 26 Cambray Place


Present:	 Adrian Philips (Chair), Rob Rimell, Bruce Buchanan, Andrew Kitching, 
Cecil Sanderson, Andrew Booton, Tess Beck (Secretary), Sue 
Jenkins, 


Apologies:	 Judie Hodsdon


Distribution:	 Those present + Trustees

	 Section 3 only to Planning Comments Box 

dccomments@cheltenham.gov.uk 


Next Meeting:	 28 March 2023

_____________________________________________________________________________


REF ITEM ACTION

1 Declarations of interest

1.1 None

2 Minutes of meeting 26 January 2023 – and updates on 
schemes previously considered.

2.1 No updates on any of the schemes considered at January’s 
Forum

In order to monitor the effectiveness of the Planning Forum’s 
comments Adrian has proposed one person should track one 
application each month, see document circulated earlier. A 
different forum member each time to spread the workload.
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3 Applications considered

3.1 23/00172/FUL | Demolition of existing two-storey dwelling and 
redevelopment of the site to provide 1no. two/three-storey 
dwelling. | Well House Well Place Cheltenham Gloucestershire 
GL50 2PJ

OBJECT

It would be a shame to lose the street trees which are one of the 
best features of the street. Could the house perhaps be moved 
towards the back of the plot, or the garage be moved to the side 
of the new house in order to retain the trees. 

The proposed materials are overcomplicated and do not relate to 
the conservation area. Trespa cladding does not last well. 
Despite the rhetoric about eco design but this does not appear 
to be an energy efficient design in practice and fails to meet the 
challenges of the climate change SPD. 

3.2 23/00170/FUL | Replacement of timber windows and patio door 
with UPVC (retrospective) | Flat 7 Eltham Lawn Queens Road 
Cheltenham Gloucestershire GL50 2LS

 
No comment submitted

3.3 23/00114/FUL | Conversion of 6 and 7 Clarence Road from a pair 
of HMO blocks to a pair of townhouses, with self-contained flats 
in the basement | 6 Clarence Road Cheltenham Gloucestershire 
GL52 2AY 

SUPPORT


3.4 23/00226/FUL | New basement area (lightwell) to the front of the 
house | Stanbrook House Pittville Circus Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire GL52 2PX

SUPPORT

An improvement

3.5 23/00216/LBC | Proposed new domestic outbuilding for car 
parking and storage (Revised application to 22/00770/LBC). |
 Willoughby 1 Suffolk Square Cheltenham Gloucestershire GL50 
2DR

OBJECT

This is a Grade II* listed building adjacent to one of Cheltenham’s 
finest.

Bronze cladding is an industrial material and inappropriate in this 
setting. We have objected to this before. In this new application, 
the area of cladding is even larger. We therefore maintain our 
objection. 
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3.6 23/00167/FUL | Erection of 6no. 1 bed dwellings | 58 High Street 
Cheltenham Gloucestershire GL50 1EE

OBJECT

We support the principle of developing this site and it already 
has planning permission for residential development.

We do not support this scheme. The design is unattractive. It 
would be better with simple materials without the timber 
cladding which brings the horizontal into conflict with the 
vertical. There are attractive burgage developments elsewhere in 
the county. An attractive mews style development would be 
acceptable.

These are potentially the slums of the future. They are tiny: under 
36 m2 including the staircase. While there may be potential for 
micro-housing, that requires really good design.

This does not feel like somewhere that would be safe to walk 
home to at night. We recommend the developer consults the 
police on Secure by Design. 

The bin and cycle storage is inadequate for 6 units. We do not 
see the point of the green area in that location and question the 
trees being so close to 58 High Street in the plan.

We recommend the council’s planning officers bring the owners 
of 56 and 58 together to come up with a better design for both 
plots.

An archaeological survey should be required for a site near the 
historic heart of Cheltenham.

4 Converting Front Gardens Policy 
Draft policy/ guidance circulated previously. AB & AP to follow 
up this draught policy/ guidance with a meeting with Martin 
Horwood.

Currently permitted development rights may be removed in 
conservation areas though this is not enforced in practice. There 
is already good practice guidance in the climate change SPD. 
Suggestions and improvements welcomed from PF members.


5 Golden Valley Consultation 
AP has written to Tracy Birkinshaw. She has a new colleague 
coming into post, who is taking this on. Once the new colleague 
has settled in, AP will invite her to the Planning Forum to give a 
presentation. We are happy to go to the Muni if that makes 
things easier.
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3

https://publicaccess.cheltenham.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=RPE3JRELFUT00


6 AOB

6.1 NPPF consultation 
AP’s notes following online event hosted by Civic Voice & CPRE 
21/2/23

1) Update of NPPF is out for consultation - in parallel with the 

Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill (LURB) where some 
similar issues are being argued out 


2) All Party Planning Group on-line event hosted by Civic Voice 
(CV) and CPRE on Tuesday 21 Feb.


3) Key things:


a. Revised NPPF represents government draw back from 
mandatory 5-year housing targets and from planning WP 
(triumph of Nimbyism or bluewall Tory backbenchers in a 
panic?). 5-year supply requirements weakened and GB 
protection increased – criticism from panel re the need to 
regard good housing as a basic human need


b. Affordable housing ambitions still weak and public housing 
sector still under-resourced


c. There’s a lot about ‘beauty’ but little explanation – CV 
thinks would be better to focus on better design, though 
there is talk of strengthening design codes 


d. CPRE argues for more emphasis on giving priority to 
brownfield sites


e. Nothing new re CAs


f. Slightly easier to erect wind farms


4) Those on the call were asked for three things we would do if 
we were ‘planning czars’. I said bring back strategic 
planning; make solar panels mandatory on all new south-
facing roofs and in car parks; and double the size of planning 
staffs in LAs. 

6.2 Civic awards  
We need a team to run civic award: it should not fall on one 
person. There will also be a call out in the Spring issue of Our 
Town

Proposal for a Carbuncle/ raspberry/ wooden spoon award. 
Nominations from the public. Could coincide with Civic Awards, 
or could alternate. It would promote discussion but there are 
potential risks. PF think should be done with the civic awards. 
Made clear it should be nominated by public not CCS. Could be 
more than one wooden spoon award. Suggested name: Uncivic 
Award.
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7. Application to track 
Tess to track 58 High Street

8. Next meeting 

Tuesday 28 March at 5:00 pm. 

Parmoor, 26 Cambray Place.

Selector for next meeting: Judie Hodsdon
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