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a)

13/00777/FUL & CAC Former Odeon Cinema,
Winchcombe Street and 13/00827/OUT & CAC
Haines & Strange, Albion Street

13/00661/FUL Cheltenham Racecourse
11/00735/FUL 113 Church Road, Leckhampton

13/00189/FUL Land to the rear of Well Cottage, The
Burgage, Prestbury

13/00220/FUL Cheltenham Car Wash, Kingsditch
Lane
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(Pages 157 - 182)
(Pages 183 - 230)

(Pages 231 - 242)

(Pages 243 - 250)



f)  13/00383/FUL Manor by the Lake, Hatherley Lane (Pages 251 - 276)
g) 13/00691/COU Manor by the Lake, Hatherley Lane (Pages 277 - 310)
h)  13/00679/0UT 81 New Barn Lane (Pages 311 - 320)
6. ANY OTHER ITEMS THE CHAIRMAN DETERMINES
URGENT AND REQUIRES A DECISION

Contact Officer: Judith Baker, Planning Committee Co-ordinator,
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Planning Committee
20" June 2013

Present:

Members (14)

Councillors McCloskey, Chair (HM); Hall, Vice-Chair (PH); Barnes (GB); Coleman (CC); Driver (BD);
Fisher (BF); Garnham (RG); Godwin (LG); Jeffries (PJ); McKinlay (AM); Stennett (MS); Sudbury (KS);
Thornton (PT); Wheeler (SW).

Substitute: Councillor Andrew Chard (AC)

Officers

Tracey Crews, Head of Planning (TC)

Martin Chandler, Team Leader, Development Management) (MC)
lan Crohill, Senior Planning Officer (IRC)

Wendy Hopkins, Planning Officer (WH)

Michelle Payne, Assistant Planning Officer (MP)

Cheryl Lester, Legal Officer (CL)

Present as an observer: Mike Redman, Director Built Environment (MR)

1. Apologies
Councillor Fletcher.

2. Declarations of interest
There were none.

3. Public Questions
There were none.

4. Minutes of last meeting
Resolved, that the minutes of the meeting held on 23™ May 2013 be approved and signed as a correct
record without corrections.
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5. Planning applications

Application Number: 13/00111/FUL

Location:  Former Bonella Works, Tewkesbury Road, Cheltenham

Proposal:  Erection of builders' merchant's premises (sui generis) for the display, sales and
storage of building, timber and plumbing supplies, plant and tool hire, including
outside display and storage, with associated servicing arrangements, car
parking, landscaping and associated works

View: Yes

Officer Recommendation:  Permit

Committee Decision:  Permit

Letters of Rep: 1 Update Report:  Additional condition

Public Speaking:

Mr Simon Hoare, on behalf of the applicant, in support

Said this is an important application which commanded strong support at consultation. Members had
visited the site and could see that it is in a poor state of repair and a focal point for anti-social
behaviour. This application presents a golden opportunity to regain a brownfield site and put it to good
economic use, and puts Travis Perkins in the unique situation of relocating within the town, with all
existing jobs retained. The company is an important supplier for small and medium-sized businesses
as well as the public, and the proposed location is ideal for all its customers. The investment for the
construction and fit-out would be £9m, financed by the sale of the Gloucester Road site, and there
were no statutory obligations on this application. Said the proposal had been strongly supported at
pre-app stage, and hoped that Members would accept the recommendation for approval as a first
course entrée of the two courses on offer this evening.

Member debate:

RG: thought Members were doing the right thing by considering this Travis Perkins application first,
but was alarmed by the blue update which stated that this proposal wasn’t strictly dependant on the
Gloucester Road scheme being approved. Considered them to be linked and wanted to establish an
audit trail, having been in a similar situation before with Kier Construction and needing the weigh one
off against the other.

HM: agreed that this is an important point and asked the Legal Officer to comment.

CL, in response:
- confirmed that the application could be considered on its own merits and as a stand-alone
scheme, although the Gloucester Road application was dependent upon this one.

MS: will support the scheme. Has a slight concern about the fork-lift trucks which operate in the
current Travis Perkins yard with loud buzzers at the back. Asked if a condition could be added to
ensure that these are kept as far away as possible from Brook Road and other existing houses, where
the noise could be an inconvenience and a nuisance. Asked Officers if there was any way to mitigate
against undue noise.

PT: asked if Condition 18 could be amended slightly to say that all vehicles should turn right into
Brook Road to avoid a lot of cars driving through the residential area as people come to shop at Travis
Perkins. Thought this would mitigate the traffic in the estate, which is busy enough already. Said that
on Planning View, she had been given to understand the Brook Road site would be built before the
Gloucester Road site was developed.
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LG: said it was difficult to oppose this application, but the update regarding conditions gave cause for
concern. Wondered if the wording of the condition will be satisfactory, adding that signs directing
drivers in and out of the site don’t guarantee that people will abide by them. Said this seems to be an
essential point considering the closeness of the development to a residential area. The suggested
condition states that drivers of large vehicles should be discouraged from using residential roads, but
there was no legal impact if they did. Thought this should be strengthened if possible.

IRC, in response:

- regarding the suggested condition, said this referred to drivers in general, not whether their
vehicles were large or small, although it was reasonable to assume that a lot of the vehicles on
the site would be large;

- 1o LG, said Brook Road is a public highway, and drivers cannot be prevented from using it — only
discouraged. Had spoken to Mark Power about this, and accesses had been designed to allow
one-way movement of HGVs through the site. HGVs will not be able to egress into Brook Road,
and he doesn’t consider that drivers of delivery vehicles would want to, as it takes more time.
Said the southern radii onto Brook Road would be reduced to discourage access from this
direction. The condition requires access details to be approved, and Mark Power has confirmed
that when the details are looked at, he can ensure that a right turn will be very undesirable and
drivers will not want to turn right.

CC: was pleased that this condition had been added following Planning View and that Members’
concerns had been dealt with appropriately. Remained concerned about drivers turning left onto
Moors Avenue, and asked if there was any chance of signage to prevent access to the Travis Perkins
site from that side. Said drivers of large vehicles will take any route possible, and Moors Avenue is
home to many young families, with children likely to be playing outside. Was keen to minimise the risk
to them resulting from having this large site on their doorstep, but was otherwise very much in support
of the application, which brings a disused site back to life.

BF: asked if there was any condition about hours of work. Thought this should be included, though
assumed that these would be similar to the Gloucester Road site.

IRC, in response:

- said the condition talks about delivery of materials to the delivery yard, and that there were
currently no restrictions at the Gloucester Road site. It was felt that deliveries at weekends may
cause problems, and they were therefore being limited to Monday-Friday only, but not to any
specific time of day;

- to RG, said the difference between this situation and Kier Construction is that the Bonella Works
scheme is a stand-alone proposal and the site is already in existing industrial use. If this
particular scheme is approved but not implemented, in any event building on Gloucester Road
would be linked directly to this approval on Tewkesbury Road; if it is not implemented, it would not
comply with the S106 agreement imposed on Gloucester Road. Said the two schemes were
sufficiently tied up and there was no need to restrict this application by an S106 agreement;

- to MS’s earlier question about mitigating the noise of fork-lift trucks, said there was a problem
here as fork-lift trucks make a noise for health and safety reasons, and it was difficult to know
whether their usage would increase at the new site.

RG: said most of the discussion so far had concerned traffic, and it was good to have heard Mark
Power’s view, via IRC. Suggested MP should be given the gist of tonight’s conversation as an
informative before starting work on the travel plan.

PT: thought health and safety probably wasn’t an issue when the Bonella site was last in use. Asked
if the working hours can be restricted — not before 6am or after 6pm or all over the weekend — and
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what Travis Perkins’ working hours are now at the Gloucester Road site. Said that in a fully residential
area, work shouldn’t start before 8.00 in the morning, and nothing should be put in place which could
cause a lot of disruption, saying that a lot of the residents of Brook Road weren't living there when the
site was previously in operation.

MS: in view of IRC’s and PT’'s comments, said it was rather important to restrict the hours of work to
sensible times, and not after 6.00 in the evening.

AM: asked for clarification of the legal advice that this application was not linked to the Gloucester
Road application, with particular reference to the funding of this scheme by way of the other. Wanted
to be assured that by passing this application, Members would not be fettering their decision or
altering the scope for response on the other.

IRC, in response:

- said that this application could be a stand-alone application. The link would occur with anything
granted at Travis Perkins’ Gloucester Road site. That site could not be developed unless the
development of the current site has been carried out. If Tewkesbury Road is developed in a
different form, the permission at Gloucester road could not be implemented.

CL, in response:

- said the direct answer to AM’s question is that the decision on the Tewkesbury Road application
won'’t fetter any decision on the Gloucester Road application. Members should make their
decision on this scheme, and may then want to link the Gloucester Road development to it.

AM: asked if this meant Members could link the two schemes if they wanted to but don’t have to.

CL, in response:
- said Members would most likely want to link them.

AM: wanted to be sure that they were not pre-judging the other application.

KS: supported the application by and large but was concerned about traffic. Said Travis Perkins are
good neighbours, but the traffic associated with them — men in white vans coming and going and often
in a hurry — may not be so considerate. Thought they would want to turn right onto Brook Road and
was concerned about access — wished the Highways Officer was present to discuss. Said Brook
Road should be used for exit only — with children wandering along Tewkesbury Road and the
possibility of drivers whipping round the corner, was surprised there had been no objections to it.

PJ: spoke as a builder himself, and said it was true that they had notoriously interesting ways of
getting to where they want. Echoed other Members’ concerns, and hoped that the hours of operation
could mirror the residential area and the impact of traffic be mitigated it best it could.

IRC, in response:

- noted Members’ concern about traffic issues. Said the report was very clear in terms of large
delivery vehicles, which would go in one way and out the other; the issue was with smaller
vehicles which had caused problems elsewhere;

- the obvious route was left out of the site onto Brook Road, an immediate left onto Tewkesbury
Road, and then out of or into town. The other option — to turn right out of the site into Brook Road
— can be prevented by design, and Mark Powers cannot see why drivers would want to use such
a tortuous route. The left turn is not far from traffic lights, and design of access and signs on site
will significantly reduce the potential for anyone wanting to turn right and follow that tortuous route;
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- regarding hours of operation, thought it logical to repeat the hours used at the existing premises,
but didn’t know what these are. Suggested that, in consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair, he
will find out the hours of operation at Gloucester Road and impose a standard condition
accordingly.

PJ: accepted the argument about turning right when leaving the site, but was concerned about traffic
further up. Thought some drivers would avoid Brook Road and come to the site via Moors Avenue.

AC: suggested that a stranger following GPS could be taken round Moors Avenue, and asked
whether there would be signs directing drivers to the best way into the site.

LG: remained concerned about the highways issue. Agreed that logically, turning left was the best
way to go, but said that logic doesn’t always prevail. Had a suggestion: would it not be sensible for
pinch points to be located to the right of the access in Brook Road? This works well in Warden Hill,
and would ensure that no lorry would turn right as it wouldn’t be able to get through.

PT: agreed with PJ, and thought cars and vans would go through Moors Avenue to the other
entrance.

GB: thought that Moors Avenue could end up as a rat run, unless traffic restrictions were installed
and drivers were advised that the road was unsuitable. In that way, anyone using Moors Avenue
would soon be discouraged from doing so.

IRC, in response:

- reminded Members that the site has an existing industrial use, with exits and entrances already in
place. Two of these were to be closed to improve the situation, but whatever happens to the site,
access will be from Brook Road, allowing people to get out closer to Princess Elizabeth Way.
Said again that these roads are public highways and the bottom line was that people can drive
where they want;

- the only other restriction which could be imposed was a weight restriction, but the vehicles in
question are not HGVs but builders’ vans. Other traffic calming measures, including sleeping
policemen, are already in place, and these together with parked cars would ensure that drivers
would only go that way only once;

- said that improved signs and careful design of access would be enough to prevent drivers from
turning right out of the site.

BD: asked whether there will be a condition about hours of delivery.

HM: said there would - a standard condition with the agreed hours inserted. Told Members the long,
full debate about traffic issues would be recorded in the minutes and available for Mark Powers to
consider. Checked Members were happy for the Chair and Vice-Chair to work with Officers on the
condition covering hours of operation.

Vote taken on officer recommendation to permit with additional condition

15 in support — unanimous
PERMIT
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Application Number: 13/00106/FUL

Location:  Travis Perkins, Gloucester Road, Cheltenham

Proposal: Erection of 107 dwellings (class C3) including access and servicing
arrangements, car parking, landscaping and associated works

View: Yes

Officer Recommendation: Permit

Committee Decision:  Permit

Letters of Rep: 19 Update Report:  Recommendation to remove Condition 18

Public Speaking:

Mr Simon Hoare, on behalf of the applicant, in support

Thanked Members for their vote in support of the previous application, saying that in order to
implement it, Travis Perkins needed to secure permission on this application. Regarding highway
safety, said that there were no objections from the county council, and that existing traffic in and out of
the site in its current use had been measured against predicted residential use, and shown that there
would be 50% fewer traffic movements per day. Local residents considered houses to be a more
conducive use of the site. The developer had considered whether it was viable to install a roundabout
or traffic lights but with only 107 homes and 50% fewer movements, this was not considered
necessary. Regarding the viability of affordable housing, said the success of this scheme was
fundamental to the regeneration of the Bonella site, and there was a lot of evidence and peer review
demonstrating justification of 15% affordable units on a quid pro quo basis — the site was sustainable
and brownfield, would open up the Honeybourne Line, permeable, user-friendly for local residents,
and supported by the Civic Society and the Architects’ Panel — a very popular initiative. Said great
care had been taken with the design and boundary treatments in this location, to protect the existing
residential amenity, and the proposed development was both attractive and better for Gloucester Road
than what it there at the moment.

Member debate:

PJ: agreed with these comments and said the proposal ticked many boxes in favour of its approval.
Wanted to support the application but had doubts regarding the affordable housing provision. Was
concerned about the lack of evidence and information about affordable housing in the Officer report,
and with pressure on greenbelt land, and more and more brownfield sites being developed with little or
no affordable housing, said there was extreme pressure in town for more affordable housing.

MS: wholeheartedly supported the application, and considered it very sensible use of this brownfield
site and much better than what is there now. Liked the cottage-style houses, thought these would be
excellent homes for people, and had no concern about affordable housing, believing that this needed
to be linked to the retention of employment in the Cheltenham vicinity. Said it was important not to
constrain the development by insisting on more affordable housing — this was what the government
wanted, and if the proposal was refused on that basis and went to appeal, the Council would lose.

BD: on the whole agreed with the development but had a few questions. Referring to Para 6.6.1, said
there must be a condition for trees and landscaping to make it a good place for families and children.
Disagreed with MS and was disappointed not to see more affordable housing included. Said there
was a desperate need, and developers had no conscience, by including the very least they could.
Regarding the S106 contribution of £30k to public art, said public art was very pleasant but that there
was a crying need for a children’s play area on the High Street for which no funding was available —
thought that priorities were muddled here. Was also concerned about residents of Malvern Road
whose gardens would be in shadow for part of the day.
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PT: referred to the comments from the crime prevention design adviser and the aim to design out
crime. Noted that laminated glazing was recommended for glazed door panels and adjacent windows,
and that housing association properties were obliged to be built on Secured by Design principles but
other houses on the site weren’t — thought this a cause for concern. With reference to Page 23, asked
about the historic engine shed on the site, as described by the County Archaeologist, which may be
significant in the area — thought it a shame to cover it up for ever. Regarding the trees, wasn’t sure
which tree was which — T2 and T4 are referred to, but only one in the corner seems to be retained -
and asked Officers for clarification.

RG: had concerns about the proposal - recognised the argument about investment in Tewkesbury
Road but thought the price was high. Noted the density of the dwellings on site — three-storey houses,
flats, not what he would call ‘cottage style’, and felt these gave a ‘make-do’ impression and were not
inspiring. Thought the arguments were based entirely on economics, and a multi-national company
such as Travis Perkins could afford better. Would support the proposal, recognising the arguments,
but did not consider it the best.

GB: had looked at the scheme when it was first mooted and asked about affordable housing — was
told then that there was no plan to include any because of viability constraints. Considered 16
affordable units a bonus, in view of the viability of the two schemes working together, noting that the
other properties weren’t exactly mansions, and included terraced houses and flats which could be
considered affordable. Overall and on balance, considered this to be a viable scheme which just
about cuts the mustard. Thought the opening of access to the Honeybourne Line — taking down the fir
trees and opening up the aspect to allow a wider range of people to make better use of its facilities - a
huge advantage, and in view of these advantages, was relaxed about the level of affordable housing.

KS: thought this a tricky application and really wanted to like it — it was not built on fields and it was
good to see Travis Perkins doing well and staying in the town. However, said that this is a precious
site and planners should be demanding the absolute best of it for existing and future residents.
Realised that it was situated in a dense housing area, but said there was not enough amenity space or
parks — wanted to see playspace on the Honeybourne Line, as apart from the tiny park near
Lansdown and a play area in Churchill Road, there was nowhere for families to play to make it a
viable proposal. Thought the families would be squashed into the development, and considered to
design to be grim — traditional but without any quality or inspiration. Thought the designers could do
better. Noted the row of garages with a flat over very close to the boundary of a property in Malvern
Road; thought this looked awkward on the site, saying the developers had combined the need for
parking spaces with fitting in another unit — said this should not be done. Wanted to support the
proposal, but did not consider it good enough for this important site.

CC: shared a lot of the other comments and concerns, but cautioned against the call for something
bolder on the site, saying Members had seen examples of bolder designs just down the road on
planning view which did not look good - would like to see this site kept more traditional in design.
Liked the opening of the Honeybourne Line, saying it was good for residents and others to know that it
would be made more secure. Said his main concern was with the residents of Malvern Road — the
proposed flats had been pushed down to that end of the site. On planning view, had noted the site
levels and considered that the 2.5 storey houses would have less impact than the Malvern Road
residents believed to be the case. Also noted on planning view the boundary fences and walls, trees
and greenery on the back gardens of Malvern Road, and said that these should be preserved to
ensure security and privacy, both of the utmost importance.

BF: noted the crime prevention advisor's comments about secure by design dwellings, and thought it

silly to have a large number of houses but only 16 secure by design — thought the standards applied to
the affordable units should be mandatory for all the houses. Could not imagine much difference in
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price between laminated glass and normal glass and thought it crazy not to include it for all houses, if
we want crime to drop — it would save money in the long term.

AM: shared similar concerns to other Members. Said part of him really wanted to like the application
and that it ticked a lot of boxes. However, considered the design to be bland and uninspired, saying
that it won’t add to the streetscape of Gloucester Road — the designers could do better. Was very
concerned about the justification for 15% affordable housing — Travis Perkins is a multi-national
company. Companies don’t expect to relocate for nothing, and if the need to relocate was excluded,
40% affordable housing would be required on this site. Understood Para 6.6.5 of the report but said
there is a big difference between 15% and 40%, and thought this should be looked at again, together
with design and security. Wanted the scheme to be a major success, but thought KS had made a
good point — this is an average scheme for an important site — there are not many of these left in the
town, and he was not convinced that this proposal was doing to best for it.

PH: approved of opening up the Honeybourne Line as this would also improve residents’ perception
of it, solving several problems in one go. Noted the Urban Design Manager’'s comments on Page 29
about Unit 44 — the flat over the garages — and thought that this needed further consideration.

PT: noticed the transport people agreed with the proposed vehicular access onto Gloucester Road,
but pointed out that there are actually five accesses — the main one being a road through the centre of
site, with two to the right and two to the left. Thought this would result in a lot of egress onto
Gloucester Road, although the smaller accesses were technically lay-bys serving just a few houses
with few cars, and wondered if Highways realised they were all there.

HM: asked whether the HMO concern about the useable floor area of smaller bedrooms had been
redressed.

IRC, in response:

- to PJ, concerning affordable housing, said financial information had been submitted confidentially,
although Members could see it if they wished. As the authority could not independently assess
the financial implications, this was sent to the District Valuation Service, which gives independent
advice to the public sector. Their advice back to the Borough Council was that the scheme could
be viable with 40% affordable housing. The District Valuation Service was subsequently asked to
assess whether, when the figures for the redevelopment of Bonella Works were taken into
account, the figures provided were realistic, and whether the reduction to 15% affordable justified
to achieve the redevelopment of the Tewkesbury Road site. They considered it was acceptable;

- if this was an independent case, 40% affordable housing would be required, but to realise the
Gloucester Road site, Travis Perkins has to relocate. Bonella Works site is ideal — within the
borough, brownfield, vacant for some time — and no jobs would be lost;

- however, if permission is granted on the basis of that information and the suggested S106 and the
Tewkesbury Road development does not take place, the legal link between the two sites can’t be
made and the planning permission to develop the Gloucester Road site would fail;

- officers had looked carefully at the two schemes and told Members that it can be tied legally.
Insisting on 40% affordable units would result in a totally different scenario, and Members could
only determine what is front of them.

PJ: fully accepted the independent valuations and thought that Members may take comfort from this,
but was still concerned that if the two schemes stood alone, 40% affordable would be required. Was
not asking for 40% but for as much as could be afforded, adding again that this is a multi-national
company which was clearly working in its share-holders’ interest here, not for the residents of
Cheltenham. Moved to defer — said there were still many questions to be answered.

8 of 25



draftPagedbnutes

IRC, in response:

failed to see what would be achieved by deferral. Said these two applications formed a package,
and if Members don’t want it or didn’t think it will be delivered as a package, the residential
development won'’t take place;

referred Members to Para 21 of the NPPF, which states that investment in business shouldn’t be
over-burdened by the combined requirements of planning policy expectations. This is a
sustainable development tied to another site; if the link breaks down, the development can’t take
place;

if the DVS was re-consulted, it would come up with the same figures in terms of the development
package;

to BD, said landscaping and trees were covered by Condition 15 — there will be a fair amount of
good-quality landscaping, with the Trees Officer involved.

BD: asked if Members can see this

HM: confirmed that it is freely available.

IRC, in response:

said there are many plans concerning landscaping and planting, and the Trees Officer and
landscape designer have been involved to ensure a high-quality scheme on Gloucester Road and
the Honeybourne Line;

to BD, regarding shadowing of gardens in Malvern Road, said there was shadowing at 9.00am but
at other times of day there is a good range of light, with hardly any shadowing from the garage
over the garden;

regarding S106 contribution to public art, said that this is one of the Council’s requirements, and
Officers negotiate this contribution in line with the Local Plan, as they do for affordable housing;

to BF, with reference to the Police Liaison Officer's comments about laminated glass, said Secure
by Design is the gold standard for all affordable and social housing, and PLO comments are
normally copied directly to the applicants with the planning permission, to make sure that they are
aware of what has been suggested. Said this is more an issue for building control than for
planning;

to PT’'s comments about the engine shed, said there is a standard condition with reference to
archaeology, in line with national policy;

regarding PT’s concerns about trees, wasn’t sure which trees she was referring to. Confirmed
that the maijority of trees on Gloucester Road were to be removed, street trees would be retained
and supplemented, and a new planting regime all along the Honeybourne Line would be
implemented;

to RG, said the density of 42% wasn’t out of keeping with the immediate surroundings, and relates
well to the context of the local plan. Said it would be hard to raise an objection on this ground;

to KS, said there had been a lot of comments relating to the design, and it was true that the
applicant had gone for the easy option regarding architecture — complementary to existing
buildings in Gloucester Road. Agreed that it was not an architecturally outstanding scheme and
there was no WOW factor, but said local residents were happy with it and it reflected what is
around the area. Did not consider this a reason to object to the scheme;

regarding playspace, said all the houses have gardens and the Honeybourne play area is not
insignificant and is well used,;

regarding the garages with the flat above, said the Urban Design Manager had been concerned
about overlooking of the rear of the flat, but this was now dropped down and had no windows at
the back. This issue had therefore been addressed and should not cause any problem;

in response to CC’s concerns about the boundaries of properties on Malvern Road, said there
was a condition requiring means of enclosure to be submitted. There is vegetation along the
boundary, all of which originates on the residential side — said this is a problem with any
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residential site and its retention could not be conditioned as it is outside the development site, but
it is the duty of the developer to do a good job;

- said the scheme was beneficial from residents’ point of view, and new houses will need to be built
in a reasonable and acceptable manner;

- to AM’s comments about the boring design, agreed that the developer had taken the easy option
but well suited to the area;

- regarding the justification for a reduced level of affordable housing, said the real issue Members
must realise is that government advice is changing. Said 15% was more than was intended when
the applicants first drew up their plans, and the economic benefits made this acceptable;

- to PT’s question about access points, said all of these were shown on the drawings which would
have been seen by the Highways Officer, but County Highways was concerned about primary
access into the site — the central access which serves most of the houses, as opposed to the
smaller ones which serve just a few — and was happy that this was a safe option;

- to HM’s concern about the size of the small bedrooms, said there would be problems ahead for
the developers if they failed to meet standard requirements.

SW: asked if all roads were to be constructed to adoptable standards.

PT: was going to ask the same question. Asked about hours of work during construction, and what
colour the houses would be — said it was hard to tell from the drawings.

PH: returning to the flat over the garages, asked how the narrow strip behind it would be used.

RG: reiterated KS’s concerns about the lack of a playspace contribution. Said the houses may have
gardens, but was worried about the flats. Said the proposal should be refused on policy RC6 — lack of
amenity and green space.

BD: asked if the Friends of the Honeybourne Line had been consulted about the scheme — it would
be good to involve them in any discussion.

AM: said IRC had emphasised the economic benefits of the linked scheme, but asked how many jobs
and how many millions of pounds were at stake here.

BF: reminded Members that the Honeybourne Line play area was very easy to access from the site.

IRC, in response:

- regarding adoption of the roads, said these are shown on the drawing in a terracotta-brown
colour, and covered the bulk of the main access roads into the estate — confirmed that all these
roads would be adopted;

- to PT’s question about the colour of the houses, said these would be red brick on the Gloucester
Road side, lighter elsewhere in the site and facing the Honeybourne Line. There would be
gradation through the site, in keeping with the area;

- 1o PH, said the land at the back of Plot 44 would be in the ownership of the flat above the garage
— the land dropped down and it would form a small tight amenity space;

- to BD, regarding the Friends of the Honeybourne Line, said they had been involved in discussion
but the problem here is that the Honeybourne Line is outside the site, and the aim of the
application is to improve the access rather than the line itself. The proposal gives a direct view
through to the line at three access point and would give a lift to this part of the Honeybourne Line;

- to AM’s question about economic benefits, said there were no economic constraints but several
economic benefits with this scheme, including the redevelopment of a brownfield site, the
provision of houses to meet targets, the retention of an employment base in the town, construction
jobs during the redevelopment of the site — all this contributed to the economy of the town;
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- to RG’s suggestion that the scheme could be refused on RCG6, said there had been an
independent assessment of the viability of the scheme, considering various contributions —
education , libraries, affordable housing, public art. Another financial contribution would have a
direct impact on the viability of the scheme, and would therefore be contrary to the advice in the
NPPF. Did not consider this sufficient ground to warrant refusal.

KS: remained concerned about the issue of design. Thought the scheme to be a wasted opportunity
but much more than this as well - boring, unsuccessful and too dense — adding that it was not
acceptable for the developer to neither provide any playspace on the site nor contribute to playspace
via a S106 payment. Was concerned about the social impact of allowing the proposal to go ahead in
this way. Was not too familiar with the play area on the Honeybourne Line, but said 300 new
residents would need more space. Considered this a fundamental issue - decent communal areas are
really important to the quality of life of a community. Didn’t want a bold design but thought the
architecture to be cheap and municipal-looking, not right for this development. Said IRC’s comments
about Plot 44 had not taken her concerns away — it would impact on the gardens behind, looked
cramped and awkward in the space, and should be removed to make this corner of the site work
better in an urban design way. Regarding affordable housing, felt a bit more easy about this; there is
a definite need in the town but felt 15% was acceptable, if pepper-potted throughout the site. Said a
scheme of this importance should look good and be a pleasant place to live, and issues surrounding
the quality of the design and playspace needed to be ironed out.

MS: said it would be wrong to defer this application, and this would place an unfair burden on Officers
trying to renegotiate. Thought Members should approve or refuse, and take a chance on an appeal. If
the plug was pulled on account of the outside boundary, the town would be left with the Bonella site. It
would be wrong to defer on the points raised so far.

AC: had two questions: was pleased to hear that the roads will be adopted, but asked who would be
responsible for maintenance of the service roads off Gloucester Road. Also asked about access to
the flat over the garages, and whether it would be possible to get to it direct.

GB: had just noticed pedestrian access - could not see any on the main roadways into the site. Was
concerned about the safety of pedestrians and traffic at the junction — people with prams and children
— and asked if this had been taken into account.

PJ: was in a quandary. Accepted that deferral wasn’t the right option and wanted to see the proposal
permitted, but thought there were too many unanswered questions. Said again that Travis Perkins is
a multi-national company and it was stated that the move would cost them £9m. Did not think enough
information had been provided, and although he wanted to support the proposal, would vote for refusal
if this was the only option.

LG: had been listening patiently and carefully, and considered some excellent comments to have
been made. Agreed that the design could be better and had an awful feeling that if the scheme is
permitted, Members will be shocked when they walk past the development in the future and realise
that this is what they had approved. Said KS had made some excellent points, the comments of the
Civic Society and Architects’ Panel needed to be looked at more carefully, and so did the size of the
rooms, as raised by HM. Was persuaded by Para 56 of the NPPF, which stressed the great
importance of design of the built environment, which should contribute positively to making places
better for people. Noted too that although the Urban Design Manager accepted the proposal, he
suggested the internal lay-out could be reconsidered and improved. Thought the developers could do
better with the site, and hoped that when it was finally constructed, it would be a lot better than it was
currently. Moved to refuse on policy CP7 — design.
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AM: had listened to IRC’s economic arguments and was now less convinced that previously - the
economic benefits without affordable housing and without Travis Perkins would be the same.
Accepted the requirements of Para 21 of the NPPF, but said this referred to individual applications.
Had been assured this decision was not fettered by approval of the previous application. Accepted
the 15% issue on affordable housing was driven by the desire to make this scheme fund the
Tewkesbury Road development, and also agreed that the design is bland and uninspired. Did not
think Members should be swayed by Travis Perkins’ stated intention to leave Cheltenham if they don’t
get their permission — thought the worst case scenario would be that they would stay where they are.
Thought this was nonsense and that this application shouldn’t be decided on spurious ideas of what
constituted an economic benefit. Had supported PJ’s move to defer, but had been convinced by IRC
that this was the wrong decision — would vote for refusal.

RG: said this was a difficult case to decide, and for him would have to be an on-balance decision,
weighed up against the advantage of the Tewkesbury Road site — this is not developed now, but will
provide 25 jobs, which will be an economic benefit. Did not want to know all the reasons why the
proposal would be an economic benefit, preferring to trust that Officers had discussed and considered
this at length. Agreed that the design was not brilliant, but didn’t think this was a reason to refuse - a
sound planning reason was needed for that. Said the economic development, opening of the
Honeybourne Line, additional jobs, and development of the Tewkesbury Road site were all good.
Thought the new houses would be in great demand, and would give a new meaning to The Railway
Children.

HM: asked PJ if he still wanted to move for deferral.
PJ: said he did not. Withdrew the move to defer, saying the application should be refused.

IRC, in response:

- said RG was right, Officers had discussed at length and given a lot of thought to the implications
of the development itself and the economic development of the town;

- was concerned about the move to refuse on design, saying Members needed to say what is
actually wrong with the design. In context, it fits well into the Gloucester Road frontage and
throughout the site and provides good surveillance over the Honeybourne Line. Said sufficient
points would be needed to pursue this as a refusal reason;

- could see Members’ point and agreed that the design is not the most exciting — it is a safe option
and appropriate in its context. Said the drawings don’t show it at its best and it is difficult to get a
3D feeling from them;

- quoted the NPPF Para 49, that there should be a presumption in favour of sustainable
development, and this scheme will contribute towards the 5-year supply of deliverable housing
sites, adding that allthough this is crucial, it doesn’t mean that Officers will accept whatever is
thrown at them and this would lead to problems.

PJ: if looking at the application as a stand-alone, asked to add policy HS4 as a refusal reason.

KS: said RC6 and RC7 are both useful as refusal reasons — there is not enough on-site playspace of
public amenity space, and this is a crucial issue.

AM: said he had not realised that Para 49 quoted by IRC meant that Members had to accept anything.
Pointed out that no-one had said this site wasn’t suitable for housing. Realised that there was no 5-
year supply but said this didn’t mean that planners can’t stand by their policies.

IRC, in response:
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- agreed that it doesn’'t mean that they have to accept anything that’'s thrown at them, but if an
application is going to be refused, there have to be good reasons for doing so;

- said PJ had referred to this as a free-standing application, but it was made quite clear from the
start that it is linked to the other development. The Tewkesbury Road scheme could stand alone,
but this is directly linked to it. Officers have written the report on that basis and Members should
look at it in this way; if it was to become a free-standing application, it could be looked again with
regard to HS4, and the percentage of affordable housing would be reconsidered;

- said the way in which the application was submitted meant that 15% affordable units is a bonus,
over and above what was originally discussed. By agreeing to this, the Gloucester Road site
would be developed, and so would the Tewkesbury Road site, which had been undeveloped for
years. It was a highly sustainable scheme, albeit not a particularly exciting one - although this
was not a reason to refuse and could not be argued at appeal.

HM: asked LG if he wanted to flesh out his reasons for refusal on policy CP7.

LG: said CP7 (design) and NPPF Para 56 were his suggested refusal reasons, and it was difficult to
qualify what was good or bad design. Could argue the external elevations, poor layout, alleyways to
access rear gardens, lack of public outside space and lack of public meeting spaces were all relevant.
Could also quote the Civic Society and Architects’ Panel’s lack of support for the proposal, but thought
CP7 and the NPPF were sufficient. Said Members are not architects, and can only try to put across
what people in the area think about the scheme — it was not incumbent on Members to list
architectural errors. Thought the suggested reasons were sufficient and would speak for themselves
at an appeal.

MJC, in response:

- said that month by month, Members were encouraged by Officers to take a positive approach to
planning applications; tonight there were a lot of negatives. IRC had emphasised the good things
about this scheme: affordable housing, redevelopment of Bonella Works site, jobs, retention of
Travis Perkins. Said at an appeal, these real positives would be weighed against the merits of the
design, making it difficult to argue. The NPPF also encourages planners to take a positive
approach and look for solutions. Said that there would be a struggle to defend the suggested
refusal reasons at appeal.

GB: noted that much had been said about the design, and admitted to struggling with this viewpoint.
Said the drawings did not give the best picture of what the design would ultimately look like. The
houses had been described as bland, but architects weren’t out to win a Civic Society award every
time. Thought these were decent houses which didn’t denigrate the area, and there were no design
faults to make them out of place in Gloucester Road. Members could require this or that, but there
was nothing to demonstrate that the houses were utterly without hope — they were adequate for what
they were required to do, that is, provide housing for a lot of people in the town. Regarding recreation
space, did not consider this a real issue, as there is a huge amount of green space to the left of the
site — Winston Gardens and the Honeybourne Line. Would struggle to support refusal on design
grounds. Would like to hear Officer comment on the pedestrianised areas, but had heard nothing so
far which would cause him to vote against the application.

IRC, in response:

- said there was a footway on either side of the entrance and thereafter shared surface — this is the
way sites are being designed now. There was a major link through the site with a central cross
element and shared facilities — this was how the estate design had evolved.

GB: asked if there would be conflict between pedestrians and cars.
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IRC, in response:

- said the scheme had been designed with traffic calming in mind, with changes of direction and
materials - this is the evolution of street design. To go back to a traditional 1950s-60s-style estate
would be a retrograde step.

PJ: in view of this, suggested adding CP4 as a refusal reason, saying there was an almost identical
estate in his ward of Springbank, which wasn’t safe — in fact it was dangerous, with people being
knocked over and council lorries unable to access all the houses. Did not consider this type of lay-out
safe or sustainable, given the 90° corners.

IRC, in response:

- said this could not be sustained at an appeal — there was a drawing demonstrating the tracking of
vehicles round the site, and the Highways Authority was OK with the type, scale and nature of the
road lay-out within the site.

HM: said HS4 could be appropriate, in view of Para 6.6.3 of the officer report.

AC: asked for an answer to his question about the service roads. Thought these could be overrun
with weeds and become an eyesore.

PT: asked for an answer to her question about construction hours

RG: thought Members were making a mess of this debate and making policies on the hoof — they had
made little progress after a two-hour discussion. Reminded them that if this was a stand-alone site, it
would not be at planning committee — Officers would have sorted it out — but it wasn’t a stand-alone,
and the NPPF had been brought in to make sure that planning was done well. Said it was the job of
Members to weigh up the proposal, and rather than looking for reasons to refuse, they should be
looking for reasons to approve, as set out in the NPPF. If the scheme was to be refused, it would
need very sound reasons.

HM: told PT that the hours of operation during construction were set out in Condition 5.

IRC, in response:
- 1o AC, said the driveways he was concerned about were private, to serve a limited number of
houses, and that the development was following a standard approach here.

TC, in response:

- wanted to sum up, though said RG had done a good job of this and mentioned all the main
factors;

- stressed that these are two very important sites, and said that Members had been dragged into
consideration of other issues, looking for refusal reasons;

- reminded them that the current use of the site in Gloucester Road was not appropriate to a
residential area, and that the Bonella Works site was empty and in decline;

- the proposal would make more appropriate use of Gloucester Road, and bring Bonella Works
back into full use — and this is a key site, on one of the main gateways to Cheltenham;

- said the plan is important to the economy of Cheltenham in the widest sense and in line with the
NPPF;

- regarding the suggested refusal reasons RC6 and RC7, said the play area on the Honeybourne
Line had recently been improved and increased in size, with better facilities. The new
development would have direct access to the Honeybourne Line, which would also provide a
cycle route to the wider facilities of Cheltenham;
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- acknowledged that HS4 is an important policy, but reminded Members of the input of Officers in
negotiating 16 affordable units. Said it should be noted that exceptional circumstances are clearly
involved in this case — the retention of a key employer in the town, and the re-use of a brownfield
site when the economy is constrained;

- considered the arguments for refusal on CP7 to be exhausted, and the arguments for CP4 to be
very weak;

- urged Members to reflect on the arguments before them from an Officer perspective.

Vote taken on LG’s move to refuse on CP7 and the NPPF
5 in support

10 in objection

0 abstentions

PERMIT

Application Number: 13/00294/FUL

Location: 32 St Stephens Road, Cheltenham

Proposal: Proposed vehicular access and hardstanding, and redesign of remaining frontage
introducing soft landscaping (revised scheme following refusal of planning
application ref. 11/00013/FUL)

View: Yes

Officer Recommendation:  Permit

Committee Decision:  Permit

Letters of Rep: 3 Update Report:  Additional representation

Public Speaking:

Mr Langdon, neighbour, in objection

Strongly protested about the lack of time for comments on the second amendments to the scheme —
was given only five days to consider his response, during which time the planning officer was on
holiday. Also, as the original consultation period ended on 26™ March, the other complainant could
not access the website to lodge his objections, which stated that the time limit had expired. Thought
under these circumstances, consideration of this application should have been deferred. Moving on to
the proposed development, thought that in the light of policies BE7 and BE12, the scheme should not
be considered. The applicant requires direct vehicle access to the road at the front, despite having a
garage at the rear of his property, and the Officer report did not acknowledge the many residents who
do not have the option of using Inkerman Lane. Said the proposal should be rejected, as by providing
a parking space for an individual resident, other residents without their own parking spaces would be
deprived of a parking space on the public highway, and prevented from parking on the street as they
are entitled to do.

Mr Bacon, applicant, in support

Said he had listened to comments and opinions following his previous applications, and felt that the
updated application and design addressed all concerns, being fully supported by Highways, Heritage
and Conservation, and Planning Officers. Regarding highway safety, said St Stephen’s Road already
has several properties with driveways — one more would not add to highway safety issues — and with a
young son and another baby due, it would be easier to get his family in and out of the car off the
highway and away from the traffic. Said the current frontage of his house was predominantly
hardstanding, and had been described by the Appeals Inspector as ‘not particularly attractive’; the new
proposal would provide a far more attractive frontage with lawn, a redesigned wall border and
substantially more landscaping, and this was supported by the Officers. Was aware every application
should be considered independently, but pointed to numerous examples of dropped kerbs both on St
Stephen’s Road and in the vicinity. Said the application was at committee because of its planning
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history and weight of public opinion against the proposal, but said that the Officer’s report addressed
planning issues, and there had been only two responses to the 30 letters sent to neighbours, Echo
advert and site notice. Of the six semi-detached houses on St Stephen’s Road, only one neighbour
had objected; two already have dropped kerbs, one has written to support the proposal, and two have
expressed verbal support. Said he and his wife love the Tivoli area and have no intention of doing
anything to spoil it, but with 66% of properties on the road already having a drive of some sort, did not
feel his proposal was out of character with the road or area. As previous comments had been
addressed and the Officers supported the scheme, hoped that members would follow their advice and
vote for approval.

Member debate:

PJ: appreciated the applicant’'s comments and understood his concerns for his young family near a
busy road, but was concerned about the first speaker's comments about access to information on the
scheme and opportunity to comment on amendments.

MJC, in response:

- said this is a procedural matter, and as far as Officers are concerned, the information has been
accessible — published on the website for anyone with access to the internet, and available to
view in the office, as they are every month;

- regarding the consultation following amendments to the scheme, said there were some subtle
changes to the gates and small trees, and it was at the authority’s discretion to re-consult — the
changes could not have generated a different response from neighbours.

KS: commented that it is often the small applications which arouse most passion and strong views
from neighbours. Thought this a difficult application — anything which might detract from the street
scene was not desirable but other houses a couple of doors along already had dropped kerbs and off-
street parking. In view of this, could see no grounds to refuse.

RG: corrected comments from MJC, regarding papers being viewable online to anyone with access to
the internet — this had not been available for periods of time recently, a matter being taken up with the
Authority and addressed shortly. Agreed that this is a difficult application and wondered if it would
contravene policy BE7, even though it had the full support of the Heritage and Conservation Officer.
Would listen to the debate before deciding how to vote.

GB: found it difficult to balance the arguments here, although realised that this is what Members are
here for. Realised that access to the front would be beneficial for the applicant from a child safety
point of view, and yet the house backed onto Inkerman Lane, which was surely the safest area to
offload children. Was concerned about precedent, started by No 38 St Stephen’s Road. If the
principle had been to avoid hard-standing all along the road, noted that No 38 now had all hard-
standing to the front, and there was nothing to stop the applicant from doing the same once
permission had been granted, losing the lawn and greenery. Had slight concerns about giving
approval on the basis that some greenery would be left, if nothing could be done should the applicant
later change his mind.

BF: reminded Members that they had been told on Planning View that the whole issue of the
application was the dropped kerb — what the applicant chose to do in his front garden was no concern
of theirs. Could see no reason to refuse, following on from the Inspector's comments.

HM: pointed out to Members that the previous application had gone to appeal, and the current
proposal addressed all the Inspector’s concerns.
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RG: said BF was wrong, the planning application does related to the landscaping of the garden.
Asked whether permitted development rights could be removed to guarantee the proposed front
garden is kept.

PT: as there is off-road parking to the back where children could be put in and taken out of the car in
safety, was puzzled by this application and wondered why it was needed.

MP, in response:

- said there is access at the rear, but the application must be dealt with on its own merits, and the
rear access was not taken into consideration by the Inspector, who stated that the proposal would
be acceptable, subject to soft landscaping ;

- said Members needed to consider whether the proposed access is acceptable;

- confirmed that a condition could be included to ensure the retention of the lawn.

BD: asked that this is done - will vote for the proposal if this condition is attached.
PT: asked about policy BE7 and how the scheme fitted in with that.

MP, in response:

- said in his appeal decision, the Inspector made full reference to BE7 with regard to parking on the
forecourt, saying that this may be acceptable if some sort of soft landscaping was considered, so
that the front garden would not be all hard landscaping — the ‘alignment, shape and lay-out of the
hardstanding’ was the only reason for refusal at appeal.

PT: said if BE7 was no longer relevant, maybe it should be removed from the Local Plan.

MP, in response:
- said the policy is still relevant but it was felt that soft landscaping would mitigate any harm;
- reminded Members that the scheme is supported by the Heritage and Conservation Officer.

Vote taken on Officer recommendation to permit with additional condition
13 in support

2 in objection

PERMIT

Application Number: 13/00527/FUL

Location: 131 Cirencester Road, Charlton Kings
Proposal:  Erection of a timber garden/summer house
View: Yes

Officer Recommendation: Permit

Committee Decision:  Permit

Letters of Rep: 0 Update Report:  None

Public Speaking:
None.

Member debate:

BF: had no problem with this application, and was surprised to see how well the summer house sits in
the garden. Visited the garden next door on Planning View, and noted that it was screened from the
neighbours by trees and shrubs. The summer house is well down the garden, and it was only due to
the narrow constraints of the plot that the proposal was at Committee — if the garden was wider, it
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would not have been called in. Thought it had been done very well and that there was no reason to
refuse.

PJ: fully supported the proposal, and was envious of the applicant’s long garden.
Vote taken on officer recommendation to permit

15 in support — unanimous
PERMIT

Application Number: 13/00562/FUL

Location: 3 Sandhurst Villas, Sandhurst Road, Cheltenham

Proposal:  To increase the number of children from 12 to 17, in existing childcare business
granted under reference 10/01290/FUL

View: Yes

Officer Recommendation: Permit

Committee Decision: Permit

Letters of Rep: 12 Update Report: None

Public Speaking:
None.

Member debate:

KS: struggled with this application. On Planning View, all had been peaceful with delightful little
children playing in the garden, but thought that 17 excited, older children would be very noisy. Didn’t
see the whole lower floor of the house, and wondered whether it was big enough to accommodate 17
children. Noted that there had been no formal complaints about noise levels, commented again on the
beautiful setting and that most people were happy to have children there, but thought five more
children might be too many in a semi.

RG: had a memory of a similar application for a nursery which limited the number of children who can
play outside at any one time — although this may seem a bit draconian, thought it had been done in the
past.

MJC, in response;

- said the issue of the size of the accommodation for the nursery and number of children was not a
planning consideration and was governed by other legislation; Members needed to consider the
impact on amenity and parking issues;

- regarding noise, said the Environmental Health team had reviewed the issue, and didn’t feel it was
necessary to restrict the number of children to 12; in light of the history of no complaints, took the
view that an extra five children would be OK;

- told Members that the applicant had stated that she was happy to restrict the number to 12
children at any one time, with 17 places in total if the Committee would allow.

BF: noted that nothing was being done to alter the building and yet Members were being asked to
make a judgement on the number of children attending the nursery. Did not feel qualified to make the
judgement, even though what Members saw on Planning View looked great.

MS: thought the proposal would probably work all right, but asked if a time limit of one year could be
conditioned, to see if it started going over the top and causing problems.
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RG: would rather do things the other way round, as issues such as term times and birth rates would
affect the outcome. Although it was draconian, suggested a condition allowing only 12 children in the
garden at any one time. The applicant could then ask for this condition to be removed after one year.

SW: echoed BF’s comments, and thought this proposal had nothing to do with Planning Committee.
Thought it was a matter for Ofsted, and was surprised that they allowed 17 children, but said if social
services and Ofsted were happy, there could be no quibble.

PT: said Ofsted make the final decision, but Planning Committee has to consider the effect on local
residents. Having run a nursery herself, could not see a problem with this proposal. Said the hours of
operation are already in place — 8.00am-5.30pm - and the nursery doesn’t just cater for young
children but also 5-8-year-olds after school. Had no problem with the proposal, and as Environmental
Health had no trail of complaints, could see nothing wrong with the application.

MJC, in response:

- said it was right that the planning authority was considering the application and that planning
permission is needed;

- said Members did not need to consider the space issue but the impact on the amenity of
neighbours and parking considerations;

- regarding the amenity impact and potential noise, said RG’s suggestion was appropriate —
Condition 3 suggested that the gardens be used only between 9.30am and 5.30pm, Monday to
Friday, and an additional condition could restrict the number of children in the garden to 12. The
applicant had said that this would be acceptable and she could work with this. If it was not
workable, another application could be made after 12 months.

SW: in so far that most of the children would be under five years old, said there should be no more
than three in the care of each member of staff. However, if the applicant is looking to attract school-
age children, it would be the short period at the end of the day when problems with noise may arise.

KS: generally supported the proposed condition but thought this should be alongside MS’s
suggestion of a temporary permission — thought this would be fairer to all parties, and that the nursery
would do all it could to accommodate 17 children.

HM: said a temporary permission might make it difficult for parents to plan and place their children
there.

PH: on planning view, had noted small groups of children with each adult, all working well together.
Said as these were toddlers, not too many were allowed together without adequate supervision. Any
further consideration of this was not the concern of the planning committee.

HM: asked MS if he would like a condition included stating that there should be no more than 12
children in the garden at any one time.

MS: confirmed that he did.
Vote taken on officer recommendation to permit, with additional condition
14 in support

1 abstention
PERMIT
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Application Number: 13/00576/FUL

Location:  Land adjacent to 3 Mead Road, Cheltenham

Proposal: Demolish existing garage and build new 2 bedroom dwelling
View: Yes

Officer Recommendation:  Permit

Committee Decision:  Permit

Lettersof Rep: 5 Update Report:  None

Public Speaking:
None.

Member debate:

KS: hoped that Members would refuse this application. Recalled the long debate on the last
application at this site, and the current proposal had not changed significantly or been discussed with
residents. There is already extant permission at this site, decided purely on the merits of that
application, and this one was so similar to the previous refused one, other than it being sunk slightly in
the ground, that it seemed as if the applicant was taking the mickey and causing additional anxiety to
neighbours. Asked Members to remember the previous debate.

BF: said Members had approved the first application, against Officer recommendation, and it had
been the originality of the design that swung it, which had been excellent in regard to the shape and
size of the plot. Said the principle that the site could be developed was established, and this design is
better than the previous one. Could not find any planning reason to refuse this proposal.

IRC, in response:

- said the reason for this application being submitted now was procedural . The 2012 application
had been refused and taken to appeal, but turned away as no Design and Access Statement was
provided. Therefore a further planning application was needed — it was not ‘just for the sake of it’;

- said the report makes it clear that as far as Officers are concerned, there is already an approved
scheme, and although the site is incredibly small, Officers think the current scheme is a better
design for this location in Mead Road than the extant permission.

KS: moved to refuse for the exact same reasons as last time — there was no change with this scheme
other than a small drop in the height of the building.

IRC, in response:

- referred Members to 1.1.3 of the Officer report, which listed the previous refusal reasons. Said
one of the principle reasons had been the reduction of sunlight to the rear of 3 Mead Road, but
said this is a difficult one to argue, as although there was undoubtedly some shadowing in the
early morning, this was not different from that found in a traditional street on an east-west axis.
Urged Members to look at this in particular;

- said the object of the application was to progress the matter to appeal, and Officers did not think
the current application could justify that.

PT: asked for confirmation that the applicant wanted a refusal so that he can go to appeal.

IRC, in response:
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- said he wanted approval, or refusal so he can go to appeal, and in order to progress the matter
one way or the other, he needs to get a decision.

GB: said there had been some difficult applications this evening. Supported KS although realised this
was probably a hiding into nothing. Supported refusal for the same reasons as given previously, as
suggested by KS, saying the proposal should not have got permission in the first place.

HM: said that we are where we are with this application, and the question Members should be asking
was whether this application is better than the approved one.

PT: asked for Officers to give a steer.

IRC, in response:

- said the recommendation to permit is the steer. Officers do not consider the plot suitable for
development but there is extant permission in place already. As to whether the current proposal
is better or worse than that which has been granted, said Officers considered it better with regard
to mass and proximity to No 3 Mead Road, though it still had a dominating effect — adding that the
reference to mass should be taken out.

GB: asked if taking this out would strengthen the grounds for refusal.

IRC, in response:
- said taking out removes a weakness.

LG: said if Members were thinking of refusing the proposal, they would find the answer to some of
their problems in the report, at 1.2, 1.4, 1.5 and 1.6. If they went against these comments, they would
look foolish.

PJ: if the proposal is permitted, asked that the through-colour render be conditioned for the boundary
side.

HM: asked KS if she wanted to move to refuse with the reference to sunlight taken out. Said the
proposal conflicted with policy CP4, as set out in 1.1.1, which is why it had been refused in the past.
Thought Members should give a consistent message.

PT: asked about policy CP7 in this respect.
HM: said Members should look at the refusal reason included in the orange update.

IRC, in response:
- said CP4 is the correct policy if Members want to refuse — the impact in neighbours, bulk and
position of the proposal, though the reference to removal of sunlight needed to be taken out.

HM: said the previous refusal reason talked about mass and proximity, and moved to the vote.

Vote taken on KS’s move to refuse on the same grounds as 12/00859/FUL, with the reference to
sunlight removed

5 in support

9 in objection

1 abstention

PERMIT
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Application Number: 13/00614/FUL

Location: 111 Old Bath Road, Cheltenham
Proposal:  Split level single storey rear extension
View: Yes

Officer Recommendation: Permit

Committee Decision:  Permit

Letters of Rep: 2 Update Report:

Public Speaking:

Mrs Cooper, neighbour, in objection

Began by saying she had not tried to prevent her neighbour from having an extension, despite the fact
that it would be a great disadvantage to her. Was simply asking for a slight alteration in the building
materials to mitigate that disadvantage - these alterations would not affect the neighbour, as they
would not be visible to her. Said if the effect of the dark mass of the new building could be lightened
with brick-coloured tiles that would merge with the red brick walls of the house and the new side wall
coloured to match her own light patio paintwork, this would help considerably. Said it wasn’t correct to
say that she would not see the slate roof when sitting on the patio — the only way one wouldn’t see it
was if you was lying on one’s stomach on the floor. Thought this request should be a very minor
matter to the applicant and the Planning Officer, in view of the loss of sunlight on her patio, lounge and
hall, together with the feeling of enclosure in such a vital space, which she would suffer. Had been
told that the roof had to be slate because it is in a conservation area and has to be suited to the
Victorian building, but did not see how the lower part of the extension — a pleasant modern design with
a flat roof — fitted in with the Victorian ideal, adding that this would be visible from most directions.
Could not see why brick-coloured tiles, out of sight to anyone but her, would be a problem. Had also
been professionally advised brick-coloured tiles rather than slate would not reduce the value of the
applicant’s house.

Dr Jelly, applicant, in support

Was very keen to maintain good relations with Mrs Cooper and all her neighbours, saying that life too
short not to do so. Appreciates and respects the fact that Mrs Cooper has lived next door for a long
time, and had therefore been sure to involve her in the planned development from the start. Had
listened to her comments about the impact of the extension on her garden, and taken regard of this,
altering the plans accordingly in the hope of avoiding the present conflict. The planning agent Clint
Jones had liaised with the planning department on the overall scheme and its potential impact on the
neighbouring garden. Had been happy to listen to the comments and attempt to reduce the impact,
but struggled with the request to substitute the slate tiles for terracotta-coloured ones. Thought these
would look strange and out of keeping, and told Members that the planning officers could not accept
this request either. Said hers was a large property but configured in such a way that the lower ground
floor is a separate flat, which means that the living space is relatively modest and an extension is the
only solution the enable the family good access to the garden. Had already listened to Mrs Cooper
and changed her plans accordingly, and assure Members that if the proposal was permitted, she
would continue to be considerate towards her neighbour.

Member debate

RG: thought that in the spirit of keeping good neighbourly relations, Members should blame the
Officers for this one. Said Members had to take Officers’ advice that the materials requested by the
neighbour are not suitable.
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KS: thought this was quite a tricky application, and hated the situation where neighbours want to have
good relations and ward councillors wanted to be fair to both parties. Asked if a flat roofed extension
had been considered, as the height of the pitch would add to Mrs Cooper’s sense of enclosure. Asked
why it had not been thought appropriate.

GB: was also ward councillor for this application, and faced with the issues, realised that the decision
was going to upset someone. Understood Mrs Cooper’s concerns, adding that there were many
shades of grey — were any of these more suitable than others?

BF: understood why materials in conservation areas can’t be changed and must be as near to
matching as possible. Hoped Mrs Cooper’s fears may be pacified when she sees the extension built.
Would not object if his neighbours wanted to build it, and as the applicant and her neighbour were two
sensible people, thought the outcome would be alright in the end.

PJ: was interested to hear Officer comments regarding shades of grey for the tiles.

MP, in response:

- 1o KS, said a flat roof was not considered as part of this application. There had been a lot of pre-
app discussion of the scheme with a pitched roof with lowered eaves; said a flat roof would in fact
increase the height at the boundary.

GB: asked if there was a lighter shade of grey to reduce the impact without compromising the
conservation area.

HM: asked if slate is one standard colour or whether there are different shades.
MP: said there was not a lot of difference in the colour of slate tiles — they are slate grey.

Vote taken on officer recommendation to permit
13 in support

0 in objection

2 abstentions

PERMIT

Application Number: 13/00383/FUL
Location:  Manor by the Lake, Cheltenham Film Studios, Hatherley Lane

CONSIDERATION OF THIS APPLICATION WAS DEFERRED

Application Number: 13/00691/COU
Location:  Manor by the Lake, Cheltenham Film Studios, Hatherley Lane

CONSIDERATION OF THIS APPLICATION WAS DEFERRED

23 of 25



draf thagg2d nutes

Agenda ltem 6

Officer report on enforcement proceedings at Sandford Dene, Lake Street

CL: said Para 1.4 in the officer report explained why this item was before Planning Committee
tonight. Said Planning Committee has no powers regarding enforcement matters, but the item was on
the agenda for their notice, consideration and comments, following their decision regarding the heat
pump in January 2012. Said the power to decide and act on this matter was with Officers, delegated
to them by the Council not by Planning Committee, and Officers could not delegate this decision back
to Planning Committee, only seek their Members’ opinion.

BD: remembered this application from Planning View, and thought that if the planning authority
makes rules, it should stick by them, and if the applicant had done something wrong, it should be
removed. Otherwise, the applicant appeared to thumb his nose at the Council. Thought the planners
should stand up and be counted, not make decisions under the fear of costs — this was wrong.

BF: had read the report. Noted that the fence had been put up, the noise had been measured, and
the new fence and trees found to deaden the noise. Had noted the test results at the end of the report
and the times that these were taken in the morning — said it all complied with noise regulations. Said
there was a lot of noise in the world, and no-one can live in silence. Thought it would be wrong to
pursue this enforcement case.

MS: took a different view and supported BD. On Planning View had thought the heat pump was not
acceptable — it was noisy and produced a cold blast of air. Said it was alien to have this stuck next to
a house, especially when it should and could have been installed round the corner. Thought the
enforcement team should try to get it removed.

PJ: thought the noise was unacceptable. Said an important condition had been ignored, a
subsequent condition had also been ignored, and if these were not enforced, asked what message
this would give to the building community.

HM: said Mike Redman had been waiting to hear views of Members.

CL, in response:
- said a vote could be taken on whether or not Members thought enforcement action should be
taken.

PT: asked whether an Inspector would ask for the heat pump to be moved or not.
GB: asked if Members’ decision was binding or not.

MJC, in response:

- confirmed that Members’ decision would not be binding;

- said the enforcement action would be the removal of the air source heat pump;

- MS had mentioned the cold blast of air, but pointed out that there is now a close-boarded fence in
place of the old fence, which prevented the cold air from affecting the neighbours — so one part of
the refusal reason had been covered;
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- said Officers and Members had had a clear steer from Environmental Health, and if the
enforcement action went to appeal, there would not be much chance of success on amenity
grounds. The noise levels had been measured with proper equipment and there was no loss of
amenity case to answer — the appellant would place a lot of weight on this;

- when permission was granted, PD rights were removed, but Members should remember that air
source heat pumps fall within PD rights.

BD: asked if it had been suggested that the heat pump be moved further down the wall.
PT: said it had been suggested it was moved round the corner.

MJC, in response:

- said there had been discussion of this, and he had visited the site on two or three occasions. The
applicant was not prepared to move the pump;

- said the enforcement notice would therefore have to be to remove the heat pump, as the applicant
had made it clear that he was unwilling to move it round the corner.

Vote taken on whether Members recommend that enforcement action does NOT proceed
6 in support

5 in objection

4 abstentions

Recommendation that enforcement action does NOT proceed

The meeting ended at 9.50pm.

25 of 25



This page is intentionally left blank
Page 26



Agenda ltem 5a
Page 27

APPLICATION NO: 13/00777/FUL & CAC OFFICER: Mrs Wendy Hopkins
And 13/00827/OUT & CAC

DATE REGISTERED: DATE OF EXPIRY:

13/00777/FUL & CAC 16th May 2013 13/00777/FUL & CAC 15th August 2013
13/00827/0OUT & CAC 24" May 2013 13/00827/0OUT & CAC 23" August 2013
WARD: All Saints PARISH: None

APPLICANT: | Meaujo (766) Ltd & Leckhampton Estates (2012) Ltd

AGENT: Simon Firkins

LOCATION: | Former Odeon Cinema (Winchcombe Street) and Haines & Strange (Albion
Street, Gloucester Place, Fairview Road, Fishers Lane), Cheltenham

PROPOSAL: | 13/00777/FUL & CAC: Construction of 6 no. townhouses, 8 no. apartments,
6 no. retail units, new vehicular access and associated works; following
demolition of the existing building

13/00827/OUT & CAC: Regeneration incorporating construction of 33 no.
houses, 48 no. apartments, 6 no. retail units, new vehicular access and
associated works; following demolition of all of the existing buildings

RECOMMENDATION: To be made at Committee

-
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This site map is for reference purposes onI): OS Crown Copyright. All rights reserved Cheltenham Borough Council 100024384 2007
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1. Introduction

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Members will note that many of the determining issues remain outstanding when reading
the following report. Officers are awaiting consultee responses which may then require
subsequent negotiations to take place with the applicant(s). These matters, as stated
through-out the report, will be provided as updates to this report in advance of the
committee meeting.

Whilst this would not be our normal practice, Officers consider that an exception can be
made in this case for a number of reasons.

Members are aware that this is a key town centre site that has been vacant for many
years and it is a site that has been promoted through the ‘Cheltenham Task Force’. From
a commercial perspective putting together a redevelopment scheme of this nature with
differing ownership can be at best complicated and it is not without substantial economic
risk. The applicant(s) have informed the local planning authority that contractual
obligations need to be met or the delivery of this redevelopment proposal may not go
ahead.

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to make decisions that accord with
sustainable development principles in a “positive and proactive manner’. Matters
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pertaining to economics form an intrinsic strand of sustainable development and therefore
Officers consider that, where possible, commercial constraints should be taken into
account.
It is for these reasons that these applications are being presented to this month’s
committee meeting. An Officer conclusion and recommendation shall form an update to
this report when all outstanding information has been received. This outstanding
information to date includes:

e Independent assessment of viability from DVS

e Formal Conservation consultee comments on Haines & Strange site

e Revised Conservation comments following submission of design revisions and
applicant(s) written response to the initial consultee response dated 27" June 2013

e Urban Design comments following revisions to layout on both sites

e Formal consultation response from Gloucestershire County Highway — Planning
Liaison on access and highway matters

e Further comment from Contaminated Land Officer on air quality
e Formal consultation response from Ubico on waste management and refuse storage
e Formal consultation response from the Housing Enabling Officer

e Further comment from Landscape and Tree Officers following submission of revised
drawings

2. The Proposal

21

2.2

2.3

2.4

This report covers the redevelopment of a key town centre site that comprises the former
Odeon cinema site, the former Haines & Strange (Baylis) site and Albion Street parade of
shops. This redevelopment proposal has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) in the form of two separate planning applications. One full application covering the
former Odeon cinema site and the other, an outline application, covering the former
Haines & Strange (Baylis) site and Albion Street shops. Officers expressed during pre-
application discussions that a comprehensive approach to the redevelopment of the whole
site would be preferable however; the applicants have stated that due to differing
ownerships their preferred approach is the submission of two separate applications.

A comprehensive approach to the redevelopment of the whole site area through the
submission of a single planning application is not something that the LPA can insist on.
The view of Officers is that in terms of statutory process the redevelopment can be
considered as two separate applications and the site considered as a whole for the
purpose of any resulting planning obligations. Accompanying each planning application is
a Conservation Area Consent application for the demolition of existing buildings on each
site.

For ease, this report refers to each application by either the ‘Odeon’ or ‘Haines & Strange’
as Members are most familiar with each site by their previous use.

Odeon

2.41 The proposal involves the demolition of the Odeon and the erection of a mock-regency

terrace fronting Winchcombe Street with 6 retail units at ground floor and 8 x 1 bed
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apartments above; along with a 3-storey mock-regency terrace of 6 x 4 bed town houses
with integral garages to the rear. Revised access arrangement are proposed along with
associated hard standing, parking provision, refuse storage, secure cycle storage and
landscaping.

A full planning application was submitted to the Cheltenham Borough Council and validated
on 24th May 2013. The application forms were accompanied by:

site location plan;

existing and proposed drawings (block plan, elevations, floor plans);

demolition plan;
e Master plan (covering both application site areas)

e Planning, Design & Access Statement (incorporating Justification Statement in
relation to the Demolition)

e Structural Appraisal Report

e Architectural & Historical Appraisal

e Heritage Impact Assessment

e Design Concept Statement

e Urban Design Appraisal

e Transport Statement

e Ecological Phase 1 Report

e Asbestos Survey & Removal Certificates
e Statement of Community Involvement

e Commercial Agent’s Letter

2.5 Haines & Strange

2.51

2.5.2

The proposal involves the demolition of all the buildings on the Haines & Strange site along
with the Albion Street shops and mixed-used redevelopment proposed. This would
comprise 81 residential units (48 apartments and 33 houses) and 6 retail units. Revised
access arrangements are proposed along with associated hard standing, parking provision,
refuse storage, secure cycle storage and landscaping (shown in an indicative form).

An outline planning application was submitted to the Cheltenham Borough Council and
validated on 24th May 2013. All matters (access, appearance, layout and scale) with the
exception of landscaping are being considered as part of the application. The application
forms were accompanied by:

e Site location;

e existing and proposed drawings (block plan, elevations, floor plans);
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e demolition plan;

e Master Plan (covering both application site areas)
e 3D Visuals

e Planning, Design & Access Statement

e Urban Design Appraisal

e Transport Statement

o Gloucester Place Road Safety Audit

e Ecology Phase 1 Report

e Indicative Landscaping Master Plan

e Land Quality Assessment

o Asbestos Survey Report & Removal Certificates
e Statement of Community Involvement

o Viability Assessment

3. CONSTRAINTS AND RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

Constraints:

Central Conservation Area
Core Commercial Area
Local Listing (Odeon)
Central Shopping Area
Smoke Control Order

Relevant Planning History:
Odeon

06/01713/COU  16th February 2007 REF — ALLOWED AT APPEAL (May 2009)
Change of use from Odeon building (Use Class D2) to 2no. restaurants (A3) at ground floor
and nightclub (Sui Generis) on first and second floors with associated external alterations
including new shop fronts, entrances and canopy

06/01871/COU  2nd February 2007 PER
Change of use from cinema (use class D2) to place of worship and ancillary
services/facilities (use class D1)

11/00048/TIME  10th March 2011 PER

Change of use from Odeon building (Use Class D2) to 2no. restaurants (A3) at ground floor
and nightclub (Sui Generis) on first and second floors with associated external alterations
including new shop fronts, entrances and canopy
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12/01556/PREAPP CLO

Re-development of Haines and Strange, Odeon cinema and associated buildings within this
block

13/00777/CAC PCO

Demolition of the existing building prior to construction of 6 no. townhouses, 8 no.
apartments, 6 no. retail units, new vehicular access and associated works

Haines & Strange

08/00372/FUL 8™ July 2008 PER

Demolition of all buildings and construction of 161 dwellings and associated landscaping;
296 sqm of B1 office accommodation, 736 sqm of accommodation comprising A1 and/or,
A2 and/or A3 uses; basement car and cycle parking; car parking off Fishers Lane;
provision of car parking spaces along Gloucester Place; formation of a new access and
associated works off Gloucester Place; landscaping and highway works to Gloucester

Place

12/01556/PREAPP CLO

Re-development of Haines and Strange, Odeon cinema and associated buildings within this
block

13/00827/CAC PCO

Demolition of all buildings

4. POLICIES AND GUIDANCE

Cheltenham Borough Local Plan Policies

CP 1 Sustainable development

CP 3 Sustainable environment

CP 4 Safe and sustainable living

CP 5 Sustainable transport

CP 6 Mixed use development

CP 7 Design

CP 8 Provision of necessary infrastructure and facilities
PR 2 Land allocated for mixed use development
BE 3 Demolition in conservation areas

BE 4 Timing of demolition in conservation areas
BE 11 Buildings of local importance

GE 6 Trees and development

NE 4 Contaminated land

HS 1 Housing development

HS 4 Affordable Housing

HS 5 Mixed Communities

RT 1 Location of retail development

RT 2 Retail development in the core commercial area
RC 6 Play space in residential development

RC 7 Amenity space in housing developments
Ul 2 Development and flooding

TP 1 Development and highway safety

TP 2 Highway Standards

TP 6 Parking provision in development

Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents
Affordable housing (2004)
Amenity space (2003)
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Landscaping in new development (2004)
Planning obligations (2003)

Planning obligations: transport (2004)

Play space in residential development (2003)
Security and crime prevention (2003)

Shop front design guide SPD (2007)
Submission of planning applications (2004)
Sustainable buildings (2003)

Sustainable developments (2003)

Central conservation area: Old Town Character Area and Management Plan (Feb 2007)
Index of buildings of Local Interest SPD (2007)

National Policy/Guidance
National Planning Policy Framework

5. CONSULTATIONS
Odeon

Cheltenham Civic Society (20th June 2013)

We do not favour Regency pastiche in an area where it is not already an integral part of the
area as we think it dilutes the impact of Cheltenham's impressive heritage of Regency
buildings. We are concerned that there may be too many shops, and some of us regret
that there has been no attempt to incorporate at least some aspect of the old Odeon
cinema into the design

HMO Division (7th June 2013)

The proposed layouts of apartments 1, 3, 4 and 6 have bedrooms which fail to meet the
minimum floor area for a single bedroom. The minimum floor area for a single bedroom is
7sqm.

I would advise that space standards in residential accommodation are governed by both the
Housing Act 1985 and Housing Act 2004. Undersized or overcrowded premises may be
subject to enforcement action.

Strategic Land Use Team (25th June 2013)

The relevant policy document for consideration in regard to this application is the
Cheltenham Borough Local Plan Second Review 2006, Material Considerations include
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Tewkesbury, Cheltenham and
Gloucester Joint Core Strategy Developing the Preferred Option Consultation Document of
December 2011.

The NPPF states that the presumption in favour of sustainable development should be a
golden thread running through both plan making and decision taking (paragraph 14). This
presumption in favour of sustainable development places the development plan as the
starting point for decision making. (Paragraph 12)

The application site is within the following Local Plan Designated areas: The Principal
Urban Area, Core Commercial Area, Central Shopping Area and Central Conservation
Area.

In the Local Plan relevant policies include: CP1, CP6, RT1, RT2, HS1, HS4, and BE11
CP1 Requires that development will be permitted only where it takes adequate account

of the principles of sustainable development. In particular development should... (b) Give
priority to the use of previously developed land
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CP2 Requires that mixed use development will be permitted where the uses are
compatible... (a) with each other and adjoining land uses

RT1  Permits retail development which relates to the role and function of retailing centres
as assessed against a sequential test. In this test the Central Shopping Area is the most
favoured location for such development.

RT2 Permits retail development within the Core Commercial Area only where the
proposals are (a) of a scale appropriate to the Core Commercial Area... (c) make adequate
provision for off highway servicing.

HS1  Permits housing development on previously developed land which makes the most
efficient and effective use of the site.

HS4 Requires that in residential developments of over 15 or more dwellings... a
minimum of 40% of the total dwellings proposed will be sought for the provision of
affordable housing.

HS5 Requires that in residential development a mix of housing sizes and types will
be required which promotes social inclusion

BE11 States that the demolition of, or harmful alteration of a building on the index of
Buildings of Local Importance will be resisted.

In the NPPF the most relevant policies include: The core planning Principles (paragraph 17)
of

Proactively driving and supporting sustainable economic development
Always seeking high quality design and a good standard of amenity
Re-using land that has been previously developed

Encouraging multiple benefits from the use of land

Supporting these core principles are the following paragraphs in the NPPF:

Paragraph 23 (albeit referring to plan making) "local planning authorities should recognise
town centres as the heart of the communities and pursue policies to support their viability
and vitality” and "recognise that residential development can play an important role in
ensuring the vitality of centres”.

Paragraph 49 "Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption
in favour of sustainable development.”

Paragraph 70 "planning decisions should ensure that established shops facilities and
services are able to develop and modernise in a way that is sustainable and retained for the
benefit of the community"”

Paragraph 134 "The effect of an application on the significance of a non designated
heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application."”

Summary comments for application

The proposal meets the requirements of Local Plan policies CP1 and CP2 in that the
application site is for the mixed use redevelopment of a site within the Core Commercial
Area and Central Shopping Area. The development proposal accords with the close
surrounding area which includes shopping, offices, financial services and residential uses.
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The location of the development meets the policy requirements for retail use in Local Plan
policy RT1 as it is within the central shopping area and provides a good and accessible
location which will add vitality and diversity to the retail offer in Winchcombe Street and
create a better retail gateway to the High Street. The case officer should check that
arrangements for off highway servicing are sufficient with relevant officers; however it
seems unlikely to be worse than the existing arrangements.

The Planning Policy team acknowledges that the council cannot currently demonstrate a
five year supply of deliverable housing sites in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF.
Therefore it is welcomed that the proposal will make a small contribution toward increasing
housing land supply on previously developed land. The site is not protected in the Plan for
another use and despite benefiting from permission for D class and Sui Generis uses over
the past seven years has not found an occupier.

It is something of a missed opportunity that the scheme falls slightly under the threshold for
affordable housing identified in policy HS4 (providing 14 rather than 15 units), the applicant
may wish to consider splitting one of the 6 town houses to create a wider mix of units and to
deliver some affordable provision in line with policy HS5.

The development is also likely to contribute towards building a strong responsive and
competitive economy in the town and create a high quality built environment if good quality
materials are used. However the impact of the loss of the non designated heritage asset at
the heart of this proposal will need to be assessed as the key factor in determination.

Environmental Health (30th May 2013)
I have reviewed the two applications for these sites, which form one redevelopment
proposal, and offer the following recommended conditions in respect of both applications:

Condition 1:

A plan for the control of noise, dust and other nuisances from the site(s) shall be submitted
to the Local Planning Authority for approval before such works commence.

Reason: To control loss of amenity affecting nearby properties due to noise, dust efc.

Condition 2:

The retail premises proposed on Albion Street in application 13/00827/0OUT shall be limited
to A1/2 use only.

Reason: Use for A3/4/5 purposes has potential to cause loss of amenity to residential
properties constructed as part of this development, due to noise and odour from kitchen
extraction plant.

Condition 3:

The applicant must provide an acoustic report to establish the levels of road traffic noise
affecting residential property fronting Albion Street and Winchcombe Street. This report
must then be used to identify suitable fenestration and/or ventilation to prevent and adverse
effect on residents of these properties.

Reason: Residential property fronting to Albion Street and Winchcombe Street will be
affected by noise from high levels of road traffic using these roads, which may lead to
disruption of sleep eftc.

Heritage and Conservation

13/00777/CAC (2nd July 2013)
Further to: pre-application site visit, pre-application meeting and application information

Analysis of Site: An extremely prominent corner site within the town centre.
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Historic analysis of the site-

1.

The site is located on the historic route north out of the town and Winchcombe
Street (previously known as Bell Lane and St Leger's Lane) was in existence
certainly by 1792. However before 1810 the only buildings constructed were in the
section of the street between the High Street and Albion Street.

By the publication of the 1820 map, the application site was occupied by the Albion
Livery Stables, later known as the Albion Mews on the 1834 map.

By 1852 the stables are replaced by the new Congregational Church and by 1932
the Church is demolished and replaced by the Gaumont Cinema, later known as the
Odeon Cinema.

Comments:
My comments relate separately to the two applications for this site and my comments for
the total demolition of the Odeon building are set out below.

Application 13/00777/CAC

Submitted Architectural & Historic Appraisal (dated December 2012) -

1.

The applicant has submitted an Architectural and Historic Appraisal in order to
assess the significance of the former Odeon Cinema. This is a supporting document
to the application for conservation area consent for the total demolition of this
building.

This is the key document in the applicant's argument for justifying the total
demolition of this building, and as such therefore it is an extremely important
document.

In addition the applicant has also submitted an Addendum report (undated but
written after 17th April 2013) to the Architectural and Historic Appraisal.

The preparation of the Architectural & Historic Appraisal document is welcomed and
its author argues the existence of this document fulfils the applicant’s requirements
under clause 128 of the NPPF. However | do not accept that this document does
satisfy the requirements of clause 128 in the NPPF, and my comments below
explain why | hold this view.

In some respects this Architectural & Historic Appraisal is an interesting read and a
mini thesis on 1930s cinema buildings in Britain. However much of its content is of
marginal interest and much of its content is not directly pertinent to this application
building or its setting or this part of the conservation area. It is therefore a wasted
opportunity and poorly focused document, since it fails in the following areas-

a. Fails to analyse or even mention the way in which this former cinema
is constructed in three distinct sections, with three different structural
systems.

b. Fails to analyse or mention the contribution that this building makes

to its setting, as a landmark building in this part of the town.

c. Fails to understand the historic evolution of this part of Cheltenham
which forms the setting of the former cinema building, but instead
simply focuses in a narrow way on the history of the application site
only.
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d. Fails to understand or consider the selection reasons for the Odeon
building being included on the Index of Buildings of Local Interest,
but instead makes a sweeping and unsubstantiated statement that
the inclusion of this building is meaningless.

e. Fails to understand the policy implications of Local Plan policy BE11
which relates to Locally Indexed Buildings.

f. Fails to consider the phenomena of the historic Golden Age of the
cinema within the Cheltenham context.

g. Fails to make a considered architectural critique of the Odeon
building but instead makes sweeping a generalisation about the
building's architectural quality.

h. Fails to understand that the architecture in Cheltenham is not solely
Regency, makes no reference to any other style of architecture in the
town except stating that the Odeon is Art Deco.

i Fails to comment on the how many other buildings by W E Trent,
(who was the architect for the Odeon was a nationally recognised
cinema architect) have either been retained or demolished across
the country.

Therefore as a baseline document prepared in order to argue the case for total
demolition of this building, this Architectural & Historic Appraisal is flawed and in
some respects seriously flawed, and | cannot accept its conclusion that there is no
objection, based on government guidance, to the demolition of the Odeon.

The submitted Addendum report essentially reiterates the assumptions and
conclusions, arrived at in the Architectural & Historic Appraisal and since in my
opinion there are flaws in the principal document it also follows that there are flaws
in the Addendum Report.

Structural Engineer's report - the applicant has submitted an engineer's report. This
is a document is also flawed in many respects. In particular the following comments
are of interest:
i Clause -2.00 -states - "the condition of the built form is currently

stable but deteriorating.” In other words it is not currently unstable

}'i. Clause 4.03 -states - ".the front wall could be retained because it
does not currently display significant evidence of distress..." In other
words it is not unstable.

fi. Clause 3.03 - refers to- "the currently internal wall between the
foyer/front of house section and auditorium having openings in it, and
if the auditorium were to be demolished whilst leaving the foyer, this
wall would become an external wall"- and therefore the demolition of
this wall is the engineer's only conclusion. However he fails to
consider in-filling some of the openings or the possibility of another
building being constructed alongside the wall. His logic is weak and
questionable, as is his conclusion.

iv. However later in the report (clause 4.010) he considers installing
strengthening to this wall but dismisses this idea for cost and site
access reasons. Again his argument is weak and flawed, especially
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since he offers no costings to justify his dismissive conclusion on
finances.

V. Clause 4.04 (5) - states - "Whilst an engineering solution is possible,
the costs and complications relating to the retention of the fagade or
front section. "Again his comments are flawed as no costings have
been submitted to substantiate his conclusion.

My comments on the Odeon building

Construction of the Odeon - this building has been built as three separate
structural elements joined together. So the east end is the load bearing brick
fly tower with concrete floors. The middle section is the steel framed
auditorium with steel structural roof supports and a sheet material covering
(possibly asbestos cement sheets?). The west end section (ie entrance and
front of house) is a brick masonry section with concrete floors and corner
stairs and a flat roof. It is possible to demolish the fly tower and auditorium
and convert the front of house section to an alternative use. | would support
such an approach and this approach was discussed at pre-application stage.
It is therefore particularly disappointing that the applicant has simply
dismissed this approach, as too costly and difficult without either providing a
financial analysis or articulating the perceived difficulties.

Setting and Landmark building - this building is a visual landmark from a
number of locations, due to its prominent location corner location. Clearly the
design of the building was such that the front elevation was always intended
to be the visual focal point and it has remained a focal point in this part of the
town for the past 80 years. Because of its prominent location the setting for
this building is quite significant, and its ability to form a strong focal point
particularly when looking north up Winchcombe Street from the High Street,
is of value. The retention of the front of house part of the cinema would allow
the visual landmark element of the building to be retained.

Historic evolution of the area - Cheltenham's history pre-dates the Regency
period and High Street formed the mediaeval core of the town, with streets
running off from the High Street being part of that mediaeval core. This site
is located on the historic route going north out of the town and linked
Cheltenham to the mediaeval town of Winchcombe. This wider area with its
variety of architectural styles forms the setting of the Odeon building. This
part of the town was never conceived as a set piece of Regency town
planning.

Character and appearance of the wider area forming the setting of the site -
Although Cheltenham's architecture is prominently Regency there are other
architectural styles in the town. Indeed such a distinct and unique building as
the Odeon adds to the visual richness to the area and visually reinforces the
historic evolution of this part of the town.

History of the Odeon - it was designed by W E Trent, a noted cinema
architect of national repute, and built in 1932-3. It was originally named the
Gaumont Palace.

Architectural appearance of the Odeon - it was built in a modernist style
known as Art Deco. It originally had a projecting vertical fin on the front
elevation. Although the fin has been removed in all other respects the
external appearance remains essentially the same as it was in 1933. The
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"front of house" street is a bold and confident composition, with excellent
proportions, and interesting details which are so typical of Art Deco design.
Other cinemas designed by W E Trent - William Edward Trent was a leading
cinema architect and designed a total of 46 cinemas across Britain.
However, of these 46, only 9 currently remain in use as cinemas, with the
remaining 37, including the Odeon in Cheltenham, facing an uncertain future
and potentially demolition.

Golden Age of cinema in Cheltenham - during the mid 20th century period
Cheltenham cinema goers enjoyed the choice of a number of cinemas in the
town. These were as follows:

i Regal Cinema (later renamed as the ABC) in the Promenade,
(demolished in 1980s).

ii. Coliseum Cinema (later renamed the Springbok Club) in Albion
Street (demolished in 2011).

il Ritz Cinema (later renamed the Essoldo) in the High Street (now Ace
Bingo Hall)

fii. Daffodil Cinema - now a restaurant

This phase of British social history is represented in the remaining buildings
which are still standing. The most architecturally confident and aesthetically
pleasing of them is the front of house section of the Odeon.

Events which have taken place in the Odeon - not only was this a popular
cinema but during the 1960s it was a popular concert venue, with the Rolling
Stones, Beatles, Small Faces, The Hollies, Everly Brothers, Joe Brown and
Rolf Harris all performing at the Odeon.

Local index
I. The Odeon is included on the Index of Locally Listed Buildings.
ii. The Index of Buildings of Local Interest (supplementary planning

document) was adopted on 28th June 2007 by full Council.

il The need for the Index is set out in the supplementary planning
document (clause 2.4, page 3) stated as follows- "In recent years a
number of locally valued buildings have been demolished so that
their sites can be more intensively developed. .....By compiling the
Index, the Council aims to protect buildings of local importance from
insensitive alteration and demolition through the use of powers
available under the Planning Acts".

iv. Total demolition of buildings included in the Local Index is set out in
the supplementary planning document (clause 6.2d, page 8) and is
stated as follows - "Demoalition of Indexed buildings will only
exceptionally be permitted. Redevelopment proposals should use the
principles of good architecture and urban design to retain and
integrate Indexed buildings rather than demolish them".

V. The impact of the Index is set out in the supplementary planning
document (clause 5.4, page 6) and is stated as follows - "Where
there is control over demolition (ie buildings in a conservation area),
it will normally be refused unless there is strong justification.”

Vi. The Odeon building is an historic building and is included on the
Index of Buildings of Local Interest (ie locally listed) and whilst this
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lacks the statutory protection given to statutory listed buildings (which
also have their interiors protected), none the less the fact that this
building has been included on the Index does mean it is a material
consideration in planning decisions. However it should be noted that
its interior has never been protected.

The Odeon was included in the Index in 2007, and there were no
objections to its inclusion at the time. There has been a review of the
Index in the years of 2008, 2009, 2011 and although the applicant
has made a sweeping assertion that it is no longer worthy of being
included in the Index, there has never been any requests from
anyone that it should be removed: so it's inclusion has remained
valid and it has remained protected as a Locally Indexed heritage
asset. It should be noted that any member of the public, or Council
officer or Councillor is able to request that a building is added or
removed from the Index.

The selection of buildings on the Index was undertaken in 2007 as
an external visual assessment and that has continued in the
subsequent Index reviews. It has never been the Council's intension
to control a building's interior by including the building on the Index.

Selection criteria for buildings on the Cheltenham Local Index is set
out as Appendix 2 in the supplementary planning document (page
16) and is stated as follows - "Locally listed (or Indexed) buildings
are those which make a special contribution to the history,
appearance, character, and cultural value of Cheltenham. They
include buildings which have qualities of age, style, and detailing.....It
is likely that most of the entries will date from the mid-19th to mid-
20th century”.

Should the Odeon remain on the Index of Locally Listed Buildings?

[

ii.

fil.

From the process of review of the Index there have been
opportunities for it to have been removed but no request has been
received for its removal. Therefore it has remained on the Index and
its inclusion must be considered as a material planning
consideration.

The external appearance (in particular the front elevation) of the
Odeon has an architectural quality, is a landmark building, has a
distinctive architectural style which is fairly unique in Cheltenham, is
part of the social history of the town from the 1930s through the
1960s until it closed as a cinema in 2006, it is designed by a
nationally significant architect and due it its age it is historic.

For all of the above reasons it is correct that it was included on the
Index and it is correct that it remains on the Index today.

My comments on the total demolition of a building (ie Odeon) in the conservation

area
a.

This building is also located in the Central Conservation Area, which has
been subdivided into 19 smaller character areas. The application site is in
the Old Town Character Appraisal Area (no. 1). This Character Appraisal
document was adopted by full Council in February 2007, including the
Management Plan and management proposals.
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In the townscape analysis map (page 37) of the Character Appraisal
document correctly identifies the Odeon building as a positive building.

The Management proposals in the Appraisal document states - "The Council
will refuse planning permission or other consents for proposals which. or for:
a) the demolition of any building or structure if its loss would damage the
character or appearance of the conservation area”.

Relevant legislation and policies -

a.

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 section
72(1) states -special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving
or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area.

The NPPF - section 12 - in terms of this clause the conservation area is
considered to be a designated heritage asset and the Odeon building is an
un-designated heritage asset which is located within the conservation area
(ie within a designated heritage asset).

There are a number of relevant clauses in particular clause 129 which states
- "Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular
significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal taking
account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should
take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a
proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the
heritage asset's conservation and any aspect of the proposal.”

| have identified flaws in the applicant's Architectural & Historic Appraisal -
see above. However independent conservation assessor's included the
Odeon building in the Index of Buildings of Local Importance, it has been
included in the Conservation Character Appraisal as a positive building and
my detailed comments above also confirm it is a positive landmark building
with architectural qualities which contribute to the character and appearance
of the conservation area. These positive assessments of the Odeon need to
be considered in relation to the proposals for its total demolition and in
consideration of clause 129 in the NPPF.

Clause 130 of the NPPF also states - "Where there is evidence of deliberate
neglect of or damage to a heritage asset the deteriorated state of the
heritage asset should not be taken into account in any decision."

The applicant has argued that because the Odeon building has been empty
for a number of years and it has had the interior removed, it has therefore
lost any architectural value. However my detailed comments above
concerning the external qualities of the building have exposed the error in
the applicant's argument and in addition clause 130 of the NPPF advises
local planning authorities that any neglect or damage should be ignored
when reaching a planning decision.

Clause 132 of the NPPF is also relevant and states - "When considering the
impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated
heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's conservation."
This clause is referring to the conservation area. The Odeon has been
identified as a positive building in the conservation area and the demolition
of the Odeon will not be preserving or enhancing the character of
appearance of the conservation area.
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NPPF - clause 138 is relevant and states that any loss of a building which
makes a positive contribution (and the Odeon does make a positive
contribution - see 12 b, ¢ and d above) to the significance of a conservation
area and should be treated as substantial harm under clause 133 of the
NPPF.

NPPF - clause 133 states - "Where a proposed development will lead to
Substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage
asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be
demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss..". The applicant
has not argued that the total demolition of the Odeon will bring about any
substantial public benefits. Therefore the proposed total demolition of this
building is not in accordance with this policy 133 in the NPPF.

Local Plan policies BE3 and BE11 are relevant. In particular policy BE11
states - "The demolition of, or harmful alteration of a building on the Index of
Buildings of Local Importance will be resisted." Note 3 of this policy requests
that applicants submit a robust justification for demolition and analysis of
repair costs.

Local Plan policy - BE3 states - "The demolition or substantial demolition of
buildings or other significant structures in conservation areas will not be
permitted, unless:

a) they make no positive contribution to the special character or
appearance of the area, or
b) the retention of the building is structurally and financially

impracticable (taking into account all sources of finance, including
associated development), or

c) there is an essential need in the town for development which cannot
be accommodated satisfactorily by a different form of development or
in a different location, or

d) the demolition serves to preserve or enhance the character or
appearance of the conservation area, taking into account both the
history and appearance of the building to be demolished and the
contribution of any new buildings.
In addition the notes to the above policy states that anyone wishing
to demolish a building on the basis of the above exceptions will be
required to provide convincing and fully documented evidence of the
validity of the exception, including a full financial analysis.

Summary
The applicant’s Architectural & Historic Appraisal of the Odeon building is flawed,

and does not fulfil the obligation under clause 128 of the NPPF.

The Odeon in on the Index of Buildings of Local Importance.

The conservation Character Appraisal has identified the Odeon building as positive.

My detailed comments also confirm that the Odeon continues to be a positive
historic building in the conservation area.

Under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 section, the
total demolition of this historic positive Odeon building will harm the character and

appearance of the conservation area.
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f. Under clause 130 of the NPPF, the deteriorated state of the Odeon or the loss of its
interior fitments should be ignored in the consideration of an application for the
demolition for the building.

g. NPPF - clauses 129 and 132 are relevant and recognise the need to avoid harm to
the historic Odeon building and to avoid harm to the conservation area. However
the total demolition of this positive building will harm both the historic building and
the conservation area. Therefore the proposed total demolition of this building is not
in accordance with these policies.

h. NPPF - clauses 138 and 133 are relevant and the test under these clauses confirms
that the total demoalition of this positive building will be considered to be substantial
harm which should be refused unless there are substantial public benefits which
outweigh the harm of the demolition. There are no public benefits identified and so it
follows that the demolition should be refused.

I. The Odeon building is positive and therefore cannot be considered as a suitable
exception under clause (a) of Local Plan policy BE3. The applicant's structural
engineer states that the building is structurally stable but retention of the front
elevation would be costly but fails to provide any financial analysis and therefore the
total demolition cannot be considered as a suitable exception under clause (b) of
Local Plan policy BE3. The applicant has failed to suggest or to provide any
evidence to suggest that the new development on this site of retail and housing
could not be accommodated elsewhere in the town, and therefore total demolition
cannot be considered as a suitable exception under clause (c) of Local Plan policy
BE3. Therefore the total demolition of this building is contrary to Local Plan policy
BE3 a, b, and c.

J. The Odeon building is on the Index of Buildings of Local Interest and its demolition
is contrary to Local Plan policy BE11.

k. This application for total demolition of this building clearly is contrary to national
legislation, national planning policy (ie NPPF) and Cheltenham Local Plan policy.

CONCLUSION

My comments are such that | am unable to support this application for total demolition of a
positive building in the conservation area which is also on the Index of Buildings of Local
Interest.

Refusal reason:

The total demolition of this historic 1930s Art Deco former cinema building (known as the
Odeon) which has been included on the Council's Index of Buildings of Local Interest will
harm the character and appearance of the conservation area and therefore will not be in
accordance with section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990. In addition the total demolition of this former cinema building will not comply with
the NPPF and Local Plan Policies CP3(c), BE3, and BE11.

13/00777/FUL (2" July 2013)

Further to: pre-application site visit, pre-application meeting and application information
Analysis of Site: An extremely prominent corner site within the town centre, adjacent to a
small terrace of 3 listed buildings which date from 1820 with later 19th century shop-front in

the central building.

Historic analysis of the site-
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The site is located on the historic route north out of the town and Winchcombe
Street (previously known as Bell Lane and St Leger's lane) was in existence
certainly by 1792. However before 1810 the only buildings constructed were in the
section of the street between the High Street and Albion Street.

By the publication of the 1820 map, the application site was occupied by the Albion
Livery Stables, later known as the Albion Mews on the 1834 map.

By 1852 the stables are replaced by the new Congregational Church and by 1832
the Church is demolished and replaced by the Gaumont Cinema, later known as the
Odeon Cinema.

Comments:

My comments relate separately to the two applications for this site and these comments on
the planning permission need to be read in conjunction with the comments for the
conservation area consent for the total demolition of the Odeon cinema (ie application no.
13/00777/CAC).

My detailed comments

1.

The principle of the applicant considering development work to this site is
welcomed, subject to what development work is being proposed.

It is recognised that the former cinema building was closed in 2006. Since that time
no other proposals for the existing building have been submitted other than as a
nightclub and despite planning permission being granted for it being converted into
a night club, this conversion has not been implemented.

It is also recognised that this building is empty and deteriorating and its state is
having an adverse visual impact on the surrounding area. It is also recognised that
in addition to the visual impact that uncertainly over the buildings future will also be
deterring investment in the surrounding area.

However none the less the Odeon is a heritage asset in the conservation area and
the conservation area has the benefit of statutory protection. | do not support the
total demolition of the Odeon building - see my detailed comments relating to
13/00777/CAC.

| therefore consider this application to be a missed opportunity to solve the problem
with the site in a creative way, and fails to avoid or minimise the conflict between the
conservation of the Odeon and the proposed new development.

However not withstanding the above comments, my objection to the total demolition
of the Odeon and my objections to the application 13/00777/CAC, my detailed
comments on this application are as follows-

a. Site context and adjoining propetrties - this application site is adjacent to a
small terrace of 3 listed buildings which date from 1820 with later 19th
century shop-front in the central building. The front elevations of these
buildings are built in ashlar limestone over brick with double pitched roof,
and have a double depth plan with a side stairways and full height service
range/wing to the rear. They are typically Cheltenham Regency houses
which have later been converted to shops on the ground floor. They are
designated heritage assets. The end property (no 45 Winchcombe Street)
has had an unfortunate history and it became structurally unstable however
it has now been stabilised; and work is now progressing to restore it.

b. Application Site layout - the site plan with a block of flats on the front of the
site and a block of town houses behind is acceptable in principle (subject to
the comment below about the design of the shop relationship to the street)
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and there are numerous examples of this type of development in the town.
However | do have more detailed concerns which are as follows-

i Refuse bin provision - the central courtyard area serves as an access
area for the rear entrances to the shops, parking areas for residents,
possible delivery area for the shops, an amenity external space for
residents of the flats and a bin area. The space suggested for
bin provision appears totally inadequate. Since no refuse storage is
shown for the town houses, is it to be assumed that the bin area has
to serve shops, flats and 6 town houses as well as re-cycling storage
for all these properties? This issue was raised at pre-application
discussions. This must be resolved in a satisfactory manner now in
order to avoid the small courtyard area becoming unsightly or bin
bags being left on the pavement. This issue of refuse storage is
fundamental to the success of the courtyard space and should not be
left to be resolved with a condition.

Height and mass of the street block - the proposed height and mass are
acceptable.

Height and mass of the town house block - these town houses are too high
and should be two storey. My reasons are given below and relate to the
proposed style of architecture.

Proposed use - the proposed change of the site from a cinema/leisure use to
a residential and retail use is acceptable. This is certainly a mixed use part
of the town and such a change of use would not harm or detract from the
character of the area. Indeed the proposed use of shops on the ground floor
is welcomed and will create an active frontage at street level.

Form and style of architecture are linked:

i Style of architecture - it is noted that in Dr Carole Fry states in the
Heritage Impact Assessment dated 4th March 2013, that this
proposed scheme is a pastiche. In Building in Context - new
development in historic areas published by English Heritage
and CABE, it is stated - "A word often used to describe
projects including elements of this kind is pastiche, which when
used correctly, implies the assembly of stylistic elements from
different sources. Frequently, however, the term has come to
be a generalised way of abusing architecture with any
historic elements regardless of the skill or accuracy with which they
are employed"

il. The principle of designing an historic replica style of architecture is
acceptable subject to the proposed location of the replica building in
the town, the form and mass of the replica building both being
appropriate and convincing, and the materials and details of the
replica building all being convincing.

jii. Unfortunately due to the form, mass and overall design of these new
buildings | agree with the Heritage Impact Assessment that this
scheme is a pastiche and unfortunately for a variety of reasons,
these is not are convincing historic replica buildings.

iv. The front elevation of this block has been designed as a set piece of
"Regency" architecture with the side and rear elevations also having
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Regency references. Due to proposed size and detailing and
proportions of this front building, it has been designed as if it were
terraced houses for the 19th century gentry (later converted into
shops at the ground floor). Such houses (if they were ever to have
been built) may have had artisan housing or coach houses or mews
buildings at the rear. They would never have had 3 storey town
houses at the rear. Therefore read as a whole scheme using
"Regency" reproduction architecture the mass, height and form of the
town houses at the rear are too grand, too big and too high for their
proposed location and relationship to the principal reproduction
buildings to the front.

Street frontage block - as stated above the front elevation for this building which is
a block of flats, has been designed to have the appearance of terraced houses.
Although as these "terraced houses" do not have front doors, the theme of
architectural deceit has continued, so that ground floors of the houses have been
converted to shops. This architectural make believe approach is acceptable as a
principle, provided that it is historically accurate in all respects. Unfortunately the
design of this development fails in a number of areas:

I. Street elevation has duality, with no central focus to balance that duality.

ii. The horizontal spacing between the front windows is uneven and therefore
not authentic "Regency” style architecture.

fi. To the north of the site the adjacent small terrace of three listed buildings,
has ground floor shops. These terrace buildings each has a typically raised
ground floor which give these authentic historic buildings elegant vertical
proportions. The proposed replica terrace fails to copy the elegant
proportions of the adjacent listed buildings. Instead this new building has
elevations of poor proportions, especially the side and rear elevations which
is particularly poor.

iv. The adjacent listed buildings have projecting ground floor shop front which
are typical of 19th century conversions. The proposed replica building has
failed to copy that projection with the new shop fronts.

V. In addition the detailed shop fronts of the new development appear to have
squat proportions and atypical gaps between the shop front pilasters.

vi.  Due to the prominent location of this corner site, the south elevation of the
street frontage block will be seen from long distances above the roofs of the
retained 1960s parade of shops. The proposed architectural treatment of this
elevation is weak and unconvincing in terms of an accurate replica building.

Vil The courtyard elevation of the street block may have timber sash windows
and a slate pitched roof but fails in all other respects to attempt to appear
like an historic building.

viii. ~ No roof drainage has been indicated and yet downpipes can alter the
appearance and composition of elevations. Therefore the location of
rainwater down pipes does need confirming now.

Inner courtyard town houses - whilst the height of the houses is of concern (see
above comment) in general the design of these houses is more acceptable and in
terms of massing, duality has been avoided. However there are aspects of the
overall design which like the front block of flats does lack authentic historic
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architectural conviction, in particular the relationship of the single rear extension to
the main building.

Impact on the setting of the adjacent listed buildings - Indeed the adjacent listed
buildings do provide an authentic example of Regency architecture which the
applicants could have copied. Failure to propose an authentic reconstruction
building but instead propose a style of architecture which is approximately historic
does therefore devalue the architectural quality of these listed buildings and
consequently causes harm to their setting.

The applicant’s Heritage Impact Assessment - this is written in the form of a brief
letter dated 4th March 2013. It confirms that this new development is pastiche
architecture, but finds such pastiche architecture acceptable. The applicant's design
approach contradicts design advice given by English Heritage and CABE in their
published document, and this is a document which is recommended in national
planning guidance. In addition the applicant's Heritage Impact Assessment fails to
recognise that the adjacent buildings are listed and therefore fails to comment on
how the proposed new development will impact on the setting of these listed
buildings.

Planning policies

Not withstanding my comments on the application to totally demolish the Odeon, the
merits of the replacement development also need to be considered in relation to
legislation, and planning policies.

Clause 5.25 of the Local Plan states - "the general presumption should be in favour
of retaining buildings which makes a positive contribution to the character and
appearance of a conservation area, and that proposals to demolish such buildings
should be assessed against the same broad criteria as proposals to demolish listed
buildings. In making such an assessment, the Council may consider the merits of
the any proposed development as well as those of the existing building."

Local Plan policy CP7 - states - "Development will only be permitted where it: a) is
of high standard of architectural design, b) adequately reflects the principles of
urban design, and c) complements and respects neighbouring development and the
character of the locality and/or landscape."

From my assessment of the new development, the scheme is not sufficiently well
designed to be an accurate and convincing historic replica building. It is a pastiche
design and has used some historic elements inaccurately or without due
consideration. Consequently it does not have a sufficiently high standard of
architectural design to comply with Local Plan policy CP7.

The NNPPF has a presumption in favour of sustainable development, and explains
that a sustainable development has economic, social and environmental
considerations. The environmental consideration does include protecting and
enhancing the built and historic environment (clause 7) and the core planning
principles (clause 17) include that the planning system should -"always seek to
secure high quality design". Clause 60 of the NPPF states that planning decisions
should not impose architectural styles, but that it is proper to promote or reinforce
local distinctiveness. Whilst Cheltenham has a wealth of fabulous Regency
buildings, the proposed mock and poorly proportioned Regency architecture being
proposed is not high quality design and fails to promote local distinctiveness, but
instead de-values the town's architectural heritage.

Again in the NPPF clause 126 confirms the desirability of new developments
making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness, and the
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opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the
character of a place. However the applicants have failed to use the opportunity to
understand, consider and copy the listed buildings immediately next to the
application site.

g. Clause 128 of the NPPF states that - "In determining applications, local planning
authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage
assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail
should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to
understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum
the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted..”. However
the applicant has failed to mention or consider the listed status of the buildings
immediately next to the application site, in any of the following the submitted
supporting documents - Heritage Impact Assessment, the Architectural and Historic
Appraisal and its addendum. The applicant has ignored the impact that the
proposed development will have on the setting of these listed building and therefore
these supporting documents have not fulfilled the required level of consideration
under the NPPF clause 128.

h. The PPS5 Planning for the Historic Environment (Historic Environment Planning
Practice Guide) which remains as relevant national planning policy states that
detailed guidance on design and the historic environment is available from English
Heritage and CABE, and suggests Buildings in Context: New Development in
Historic Areas (pub. 2001). Although this advice booklet was published in 2001, the
design advice it gives and the architectural principles it explains remains a relevant
consideration today. On page 5 - it is stated - "A word often describe to describe
such projects is pastiche, which implies the assembly of stylistic elements from
different sources”. On page 4 it is explained that "the principle of copying the
architecture of existing buildings (but not as an authentic reconstruction) leads to
superficial echoing of historic features in the new building, which erodes the
character of the area rather than enriches it". Consequently pastiche schemes
erode the character and appearance of an area and this proposed development will
certainly erode this part of Cheltenham.

CONCLUSION
My comments are such that | am unable to support this application for a new development
of residential units and shops.

Refusal reason:

The proposed new buildings due to the general design and proportions of both of these
buildings, and in addition the proposed height of the town houses, will harm the character
and appearance of the conservation area and harm the setting of the adjacent listed
buildings. Therefore this development will not be in accordance with sections 66(1) and
72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. In addition this
proposed development will not comply with the NPPF, PPS5 Historic Environment Planning
Practice Guide, and the Local Plan policies CP3, CP7.

Architects Panel (5" July 2013)

1. Is the information sufficient to understand the application?

We viewed this application at pre application stage as part of the wider development for the
Haines and Strange site. It is now submitted as a separate application and our comments
are based on this assumption. The information provided is therefore sufficient to
understand the smaller application.
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2. Context

When viewing this application on its own, the proposal sits between poor quality
accommodation and the chosen aesthetic does little to improve this. This leads us to
question the benefit of losing the historic facade especially when the proposed plan
appears to provide single aspect accommodation. If this is the preferred plan we cannot
see why the facade could not be retained with the plan handed and the main entrance area
used as an entrance to the apartments? This would also have the potential of gaining an
additional floor.

3. Massing and Scale
The scale appears acceptable and the front elevation seems well proportioned although a
little bland and out of context.

4. External Appearance.

The front elevations appear competent in their design but the rear elevations are very
utilitarian and need to be better considering they face the houses in the rear block. Should
the entrances to the ground floor retail units have canopies? Why the blank windows?

5. Detailing and Materials
The detailing and materials appear competent but we question the principal.

6. Environmental Design.
No apparent consideration towards sustainable design.

7. Summary
When viewing this application independently we question the loss of the historic facade and

the chosen aesthetic. We believe the current plan could work with the retention of the
facade and this would provide a more sympathetic solution and a scheme with much better
value. If the fagade is to be lost we would like to see a much higher quality solution.

8. Recommendation
Refuse.

Crime Prevention Design Advisor (79th June 2013)

In my capacity as Crime Prevention Design Advisor for Gloucestershire Constabulary |
would like to comment on the planning application at the former Odeon Cinema,
Winchcombe Street, Cheltenham with reference number 13/00777/FUL. | would like to
draw your attention to the PDF document attached to the carrying e-mail which should be
read in conjunction with the following crime generating subjects.

Crime and Disorder Act

Gloucestershire Constabulary would like to remind the planning committee of their
obligations under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, Section 17 and their "Duty to consider
crime and disorder implications (1) Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it
it shall be the duty of each authority to which this section applies to exercise its various
functions with due regard to the likely effect of the exercise of those functions on, and the
need to do all that it reasonably can to prevent, crime and disorder in its area.”

Design and Access Statement

This application's Design and Access Statement has only described security for the
communal cycle store and hasn't mentioned any consideration for crime prevention,
designing out crime techniques or site security, but further information should have been
included to address the concerns listed below and any future Secured by Design
application.
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The Communities and Local Government (CLG) "Guidance on information requirements
and validation" which describes under Paragraph 132 that "new developments should
create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder or fear of crime does
not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. Design and access statements for
outline and detailed applications should therefore demonstrate how crime prevention
measures have been considered in the design of the proposal and how the design
reflects the attributes of safe, sustainable places set out in Safer Places- the Planning
System and Crime Prevention.”

"Security and personal safety are matters that are generally taken for granted, but crime
and the fear of crime has a significant impact on the way we live. Careful design of the built
environment can reduce opportunities for crime and improve

feelings of safety." Cheltenham Supplementary Planning Guidance - Security and Crime
prevention Planning Policy

Cheltenham Borough Council's Local Plan which contains Policy CP 4:

"Development will be permitted only where it would:

(c) make adequate provision for security and the prevention of crime and disorder; and
(b) not, by nature of its size, location, layout or design to give rise to crime or the
significant fear of crime or endanger public safety."”

Carbon Footprint of Crime

The carbon cost of crime is based on a formula created by Prof Ken Pease for converting
the financial costs of crime into the energy expenditure of the emergency services and
criminal justice service as they respond to criminal events. In Gloucestershire this roughly
equates to 257,012 tonnes of CO2 generated in 2012, with Cheltenham responsible for
27% a total of 65680 tonnes of CO2. Over the past 12 months 2265 crimes occurred in
Cheltenham Town Centre, generating 10666 tonnes of CO2.

Secured by Design

Secured by Design focuses on crime prevention of homes and commercial premises;
promoting the use of security standards for a wide range of applications and products. The
design principles can reduce crime by 60%, create a positive community interaction; work
to reduce the opportunities exploited by potential offenders; remove the various elements
that contribute and encourage situational crime; and ensure the long term management and
maintenance of communal areas.

To assist in achieving these security levels the door sets and windows installed in this
development should comply with BS PAS 24:2012. Laminated glazing should also be used
on glazed door panels, windows adjacent to doors and any additional glazing which is
easily accessible to provide additional security and resilience to attack.

Permeability
The layout should encourage all routes, housing types and layout to offer spaces that are

overlooked, integrated within the community and well used to increase opportunities of
passive surveillance.

Management and maintenance

In an effort to preserve the quality finish, reduce the anti social behaviour, create safe and
friendly public spaces. "Management and maintenance needs to be part of the design and
delivery process across a large scheme."” (Design Council CABE Case Studies 5, 2012)
The access gates into this development should be maintained to ensure their continual
operation and long-term security of the small court parking area.

The landscape will need to be continually managed by either the council or an external
company under contract to demonstrate a level of ownership and community respect for
this public space; the plants should be maintained to offer natural surveillance and
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restrict any opportunities for hiding, stalking and ambush. "The level of investment in the
public spaces and the quality of its management does rely on there being sufficient
resources from residents and a competent organisation overseeing the

scheme to maintain this quality approach.” (Design Council CABE Case Studies 1, 2012)

Surveillance

Secluded and shaded areas around the apartment entrances will instil a fear of crime as
residents anticipate the opportunities for ambush, assault or robbery; these issues will be
reduced by providing sufficient lighting and CCTV coverage.

The street scene and landscaping should encourage passive surveillance from the
pedestrian and vehicular movement; this can be achieved by keeping the ground level
plants below 1m in height, while removing epicormic growth and lower branches to a
height of 2 metres.

Soft landscaping

Ground level planting's vertical growth should be maintained to provide natural
surveillance, with any horizontal growth trimmed to ensure the footpaths remain open
and parking spaces are unobstructed.

The location of trees and taller shrubs should not provide climbing aids onto or over built
structures.

CCTV

To assist with the security of the building and outside spaces the cameras needs to be
located to monitor each facade and the approaching footpaths. These cameras should be
positioned at a suitable height to prevent damage, abuse or tampering, but ensure
identifiable images are obtained.

Lighting

The lighting plan should be designed to encompass an effective and efficient coverage of
the development and allow for seasonal variations within the planting scheme; while
preventing light pollution into the environment and any residential rooms facing this area.
Dusk till dawn lighting on the front of each dwelling should compliment the overall plan,
provide additional lighting to each front garden and assist in the recognition of visitors.
These provisions will remove areas of deep shadow, thereby reducing the fear of crime and
addressing crime and ASB.

"Well-designed public lighting increases the opportunity for surveillance at night and sends
out positive messages about the management of an area... well lit spaces are crucial in
reducing the fear of crime, making places more 'liveable' and in most cases, increasing
activity after dark while being sensitive to the needs of residents and users”.

‘Safer Places - The Planning System and Crime Prevention'

Apartments
The communal entrance door to each of the blocks should form the first line of security;

fitted with an access control system that incorporates a telephone door entry system so that
residents can confirm their visitors. The layout of the stairwell should restrict access

to each floor, with the apartment door creating the final security measure for each
residence.

Each apartment should be supplied with separate utility meters stored outside of the
building. The delivery of mail needs careful consideration so that post can be securely
deposited without compromising the building security.
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Shops — CCTV

To assist with the security of each shop should offer a fused spur, wiring loom and camera
points to provide suitable internal and external coverage of the retail spaces.

These cameras should be positioned at a suitable height to prevent damage, abuse or
tampering; and located to allow for any seasonal variations within the planting scheme and
the specifications defined in the lighting plan.

Cash/ valuables handling

Each shop should have a safe and secure area; covered by CCTV and included within an
intruder alarm security system dedicated to the storage of monies or other valuables left on
site over night.

Communal storage buildings

The cycle store for the apartments should be housed in a purpose built structure with a BS
PAS 24: 2012 external door and fitted with lighting that will provide a 15 Lux average.

The cycle rack, Sold Secure anchor points or a galvanised steel 'Sheffield Hoop' should
provide a means of locking both wheels and the crossbar securely. One theft or incident of
criminal activity will leave either of these facilities unused, with the bins left on the kerb
side. Once ignored by the community, these buildings will be open to further abuse and
vandalism. 12/6/13

The cycle store for each house should offer the same cycle rack, as any apartment
facilities, this will compliment the type and quality of the security products used should be
proportionate to the value of modern cycles and reduce the impact of crime on an
individual. 13/6/13

Car parking
The parking spaces close to the rear access/ egress to each shop should offer a larger The

parking area and adjoining communal spaces should be well lit and landscaped to
encourage natural surveillance from pedestrian movement through the area and from
within each dwelling, which in turn will help reduce any 'fear of crime' experienced by
residents or visitors.

Specific attention should be made to where visitors are likely to park - visitors seem
particularly unwilling to park in areas away from the public carriageway and will tend to park
up on kerbs nearest the dwelling they are visiting. Design Council CABE Case Studies
website 2012

Forensic Marking

Personal or business property kept, stored or used within any of these buildings should be
marked with a forensic property marker, identifiable and traceable through a recognised
database. The use of these products should be displayed on the entrance

signage, along with stickers on external windows and door.

Conclusion

Gloucestershire Constabulary's Crime Prevention Design Advisors are more than happy to
work with the Council and assist the developers with further advice to create a safe and
secure development, and when required assist with the Secured By Design accreditation.
Please feel free to contact me should you have any queries or wish to discuss these issues
further.

Trees Officer (13th June 2013)

As the same Landscape Proposal (Drawing No 1079-002-2) has been submitted for both
this application and 13/00827/0OUT Haines and Strange, Albion Street my comments are
duplicated for both application:
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In respect of the demolition and construction the Tree Section has no objections but
comments will be in reference to the Landscaping Proposal.

Overall this is well considered with good choices of fruit or ornamental fruit trees which will
be in-keeping with the size of the gardens and shared areas within the development.
However, the proposed sizes of 25-30cm girth are very large (semi-mature) and, although
they will have an instant impact, are likely to struggle to establish and the maintenance for
such large trees is costly and time consuming. Therefore | recommend that the largest size
of 12-14cm girth be planted and to use container grown trees (the 10-12cm should also be
container grown), as these are sufficient in respect of impact, but will also establish far
quicker and will require the normal maintenance for newly planted trees.

The only other concern is regarding the four Quercus ilex to the front of the 6 town houses
in the inner courtyard. This species of tree will become very large, cast dense shade and
more than likely, will be seen as a nuisance in the future to the residents. There are many
constraints to this area (low natural light levels, paved areas, near to buildings, poor soil
conditions etc) therefore | have three other suggestions for this space that | feel will be
more suitable long-term:

- Carpinus betulus Fastigiata Fran Fontaine-this tree is suitable for very poor soil,
good where space is restricted, hardy once established and will tolerate shade.

- Acer campestre Elegant-good for restricted spaces due to tight, upright habit and
hardy once established. Good autumn colour.

- Ginko biloba (or varieties of)-hardy once established, remains relatively narrow,
tolerates paved areas and is deep rooted. Good autumn colour and attractively
shaped foliage.

The above information needs to be considered and the necessary amendments made to
the Landscaping Proposal. Also further details are required to be submitted prior to a
decision being issued:

- planting pit details, aftercare and maintenance
- service runs

Both are to ensure that the Landscape Proposals can take place as detailed and to ensure
the long-term successful establishment to help soften this new development within the
central conservation area.

Once the amendments have been made to the landscape proposal and further details have
been submitted | will be happy to recommend conditions.

Haines & Strange

Cheltenham Civic Society (20th June 2013)

We do not favour Regency pastiche in an area where it is not already an integral part of the
area as we think it dilutes the impact of Cheltenham's impressive heritage of Regency
buildings. We are concerned that there may be too many shops, and some of us regret
that there has been no attempt to incorporate at least some aspect of the old Odeon
Cinema into the design.

Architects Panel (5™ July 2013)

1. Is the information sufficient to understand the application?

We viewed this application at pre application stage as part of the wider development for the
former Odeon Cinema site. It is now submitted as a separate application and our comments
are based on this assumption. The information provided is sufficient to understand the
application.
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2. Context

We had previously questioned the chosen aesthetic especially with the change to
contemporary to Gloucester Road. The scheme has now been refined with the removal of
one floor to Albion Street which is an improvement and Gloucester Road changed to a
more regency type aesthetic. This then ties in much better with the retained buildings to the
North of Gloucester Place and we believe the change in aesthetics to Fairview Road is
quite successful.

3. Massing and Scale

The general massing and scale are acceptable but we do question the additional floor to
the southern end of Gloucester Place. These buildings will be quite high against the rest of
the original street. The loss of a floor from Albion Street also improves the overall
proportions and aesthetic. Other things to be applauded are the general design and scale
of the northern houses and the set back of the building line to provide front gardens to
Gloucester Place.

4. External appearance

The overall appearance is much improved over the pre application scheme and we feel the
change in aesthetic along Fairview Road is particularly successful. We do have concerns
over the perceived length of the regency elevation to Albion Street and feel the scheme
could respond better to the change in levels along the street and break up the perceived
length of terrace. Gloucester Place and Fairview Road are then acceptable, assuming
Gloucester Place could be limited to 3 storeys? However, our main concerns come from the
internal elevations which are very poor. There are a number of elements we find
unacceptable including the top floor projecting bays to the rear of Gloucester Place but
generally they do not appear to have the level of thought of the principal elevations. This
needs real consideration as the central courtyard will be the principal access for many
residents.

5. Detailing and Materials

Assuming the regency aesthetic is deemed suitable the rendered finish is suitable. The
detailing to the principal elevations is moving in the right direction but should be defined in
more detail either by supplemental drawings or a planning condition. The internal elevations
need working up with the robustness and level of thought the principal elevations have
received. Issues such as the staircase to the East of Albion Place also still do not appear to
have been resolved which leaves questions in our minds about the rest of the detailing?

6. Environmental design
No apparent consideration towards sustainable design.

7. Summary
The principle of the development is acceptable but we question the overall aesthetic style.

However if it is the preferred route the internal elevations need a complete rethink to make
them acceptable as a design.

8. Recommendation
Refuse.

Environmental Health (30th May 2013)
I have reviewed the two applications for these sites, which form one redevelopment
proposal, and offer the following recommended conditions in respect of both applications:

Condition 1:
A plan for the control of noise, dust and other nuisances from the site(s) shall be submitted
to the Local Planning Authority for approval before such works commence.
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Reason: To control loss of amenity affecting nearby properties due to noise, dust efc.

Condition 2:

The retail premises proposed on Albion Street in application 13/00827/0OUT shall be limited
to A1/2 use only.

Reason: Use for A3/4/5 purposes has potential to cause loss of amenity to residential
properties constructed as part of this development, due to noise and odour from kitchen
extraction plant.

Condition 3:

The applicant must provide an acoustic report to establish the levels of road traffic noise
affecting residential property fronting Albion Street and Winchcombe Street. This report
must then be used to identify suitable fenestration and/or ventilation to prevent and adverse
effect on residents of these properties.

Reason: Residential property fronting to Albion Street and Winchcombe Street will be
affected by noise from high levels of road traffic using these roads, which may lead to
disruption of sleep efc.

Crime Prevention Design Advisor (19th June 2013)

In my capacity as Crime Prevention Design Advisor for Gloucestershire Constabulary |
would like to comment on the planning application at the former Haines and Strange, Albion
Street, Cheltenham with reference number 13/00827/0UT. | would like to draw your
attention to the PDF document attached to the carrying e-mail which should be read in
conjunction with the following crime generating subjects.

Crime and Disorder Act

Gloucestershire Constabulary would like to remind the planning committee of their

obligations under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, Section 17 and their "Duty to consider

crime and disorder implications

(1) Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it, it shall be the duty of each
authority to which this section applies to exercise its various functions with due regard
to the likely effect of the exercise of those functions on, and the need to do all that it
reasonably can to prevent, crime and disorder in its area.”

Design and Access Statement

This application's Design and Access Statement has not mentioned any consideration for
crime prevention, designing out crime techniques or site security, but further information
should have been included to address the concerns listed below and any future Secured by
Design application.

The Communities and Local Government (CLG) "Guidance on information requirements
and validation"” which describes under Paragraph 132 that "new developments should
create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder or fear of crime does
not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. Design and access statements for
outline and detailed applications should therefore demonstrate how crime prevention
measures have been considered in the design of the proposal and how the design
reflects the attributes of safe, sustainable places set out in Safer Places- the Planning
System and Crime Prevention."

"Security and personal safety are matters that are generally taken for granted, but crime
and the fear of crime has a significant impact on the way we live.

Careful design of the built environment can reduce opportunities for crime and improve
feelings of safety.”
Cheltenham Supplementary Planning Guidance - Security and Crime prevention
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Planning Policy
Cheltenham Borough Council's Local Plan which contains Policy CP 4:

"Development will be permitted only where it would:

(c) make adequate provision for security and the prevention of crime and disorder; and
(b) not, by nature of its size, location, layout or design to give rise to crime or the
significant fear of crime or endanger public safety.”

Carbon Footprint of Crime

The carbon cost of crime is based on a formula created by Prof Ken Pease for converting
the financial costs of crime into the energy expenditure of the emergency services and
criminal justice service as they respond to criminal events. In Gloucestershire this roughly
equates to 257,012 tonnes of CO2 generated in 2012, with Cheltenham responsible for
27% a total of 65680 tonnes of CO2. Over the past 12 months 2265 crimes occurred in
Cheltenham Town Centre, generating 10666 tonnes of CO2.

Secured by Design

Secured by Design focuses on crime prevention of homes and commercial premises;
promoting the use of security standards for a wide range of applications and products. The
design principles can reduce crime by 60%; create a positive community interaction; work
to reduce the opportunities exploited by potential offenders; remove the various elements
that contribute and encourage situational crime; and ensure the long term management and
maintenance of communal areas.

To assist in achieving these security levels the door sets and windows installed in this
development should comply with BS PAS 24:2012. Laminated glazing should also be used
on glazed door panels, windows adjacent to doors and any additional glazing which is
easily accessible to provide additional security and resilience to attack.

Permeability
The permeability of the development should offer places with well-defined routes, spaces

and entrances that provide for convenient movement of residents and visitors without
compromising safety or security.

Management and maintenance

"Management and maintenance needs to be part of the design and delivery process
across a large scheme." (Design Council CABE Case Studies 5, 2012) The public facilities
and the landscaping scheme will need to be continually managed by either the council or
an external company under contract to demonstrate a level of ownership and instil
community respect in an effort to preserve the finish, reduce the anti social behaviour, and
create safe, friendly public spaces.

The access gates into this development should be maintained to ensure their continual
operation and long-term security of the small court parking area.

Anonymity

This development needs to consider removing potential hiding places and circular route
which will create anonymity for offenders, increasing the visitor's vulnerability to crime and
anti social behaviour. Additionally the layout needs to consider its affects on the
surrounding areas and existing issues; the new access will provide further opportunities
potential hiding places and circular route which will create anonymity for offenders,
increasing the visitor's vulnerability to crime and anti social behaviour.

Surveillance

Secluded and shaded areas naturally instil a fear of crime as residents anticipate the
opportunities for ambush, assault or robbery; homes are also at risk as recessed doorways
provide burglars with a concealed means to enter a building. These issues will be reduced
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by providing each dwelling with sufficient lighting and fenestration to allow natural
surveillance from high occupancy rooms.

Soft landscaping

The planting scheme and hard landscaping plan in the public areas and private gardens
needs to assist with surveillance, this can be achieved by keeping the ground level plants
below 1m in height, while removing epicormic growth and lower branches to a height of 2
metres. 30/5/13

Ground level planting's vertical growth should be maintained to provide natural surveillance,
with any horizontal growth trimmed to ensure the footpaths remain open and parking
spaces are unobstructed.

Lighting

The lighting plan should be designed to encompass an effective and efficient coverage of
the development and allow for seasonal variations within the planting scheme; while
preventing light pollution into the environment and any residential rooms facing this area.
Dusk till dawn lighting on the front of each dwelling should compliment the overall plan,
provide additional lighting to each front garden and assist in the recognition of visitors.

These provisions will remove areas of deep shadow, thereby reducing the fear of crime and
addressing crime and ASB.

"We all like to feel safe, most of us would particularly like to be able to see that we are
safe”

Lighting against crime - A Guide for Crime Reduction Professionals, Secured by Design
2011

Apartments
The communal entrance to each apartment block should form the first line of security by

controlling and restricting access into the building; various security features should be
provided before reaching the lockable individual apartments. Each apartment should be
supplied with separate utility meters stored outside of the building, also provision for a safe
mail drop which would not compromise the building security.

CTSA requirements for undercroft parking

The vehicular access under the Albion Street apartments should be designed to address
accidental damage or a specific threat from criminal or terrorist activity, to this end the
Counter Terrorism Security Advisors (CTSA) require the structure of the building should
be enhanced to withstand a 100kg explosive device. (Vehicle Based Improvised Explosive
Device - VBIED) 19/6/13

Shops - CCTV
To assist with the security of each shop should offer a fused spur, wiring loom and camera

points to provide suitable internal and external coverage of the retail spaces.

These cameras should be positioned at a suitable height to prevent damage, abuse or
tampering; and located to allow for any seasonal variations within the planting scheme and
the specifications defined in the lighting plan.

Cash/ valuables handling

Each shop should have a safe and secure area; covered by CCTV and included within an
intruder alarm security system dedicated to the storage of monies or other valuables left on
site over night.
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Out buildings and communal storage buildings

The Refuse storage should be set away from the building to prevent arson, housed in a
purpose built structure that includes lockable doors or gates, appropriate security lighting,
have clear signage, subject to natural surveillance from the surrounding area

and easily accessible during refuse collection by the council.

The cycle store for any apartments should be housed in a purpose built structure with a BS
PAS 24: 2012 external door and fitted with lighting that will provide a 15 Lux average. The
cycle rack for any apartment or private dwelling should either be a Sold Secure

anchor or a galvanised steel 'Sheffield Hoop' to provide a means of locking both wheels
and the crossbar securely.

Footpaths
The designs of public footpaths will be influenced by the principles described in ‘"Manual for

Street’; therefore any footpaths exceeding 1.5m wide should have vehicle mitigation
designed into the entry/ exit points to restrict motor vehicles from entering, using them as
a thoroughfare or as an ad hoc parking area.

"Good design will minimise the risk of ad hoc parking that might compromise designed
spaces." (Guidance Note: Residential Parking - The Chartered Institution of Highways and
Transportation Institute of Highway Engineers, 2012)

Boundary treatment and garden fencing

The use of long fenced alleyways between the rear gardens should be avoided as they
raise serious issues in terms of safety and security. Home Office statistics and research
identifies the greatest vulnerability to any development concerns the rear access
footpaths as 2/3 of all burglaries are executed via the rear and sides of premises. As a
result the residents will live in fear of crime and left vulnerable to any criminal event as
proven through the research of Poyner, (2005); Johnson and Bowers (2009). As the
problems escalate the residents will remedy the problem by retro fitting security features
which in turn increases to 'fear of crime' through the area

Any rear garden access from the front of the property should be installed in line with the
front fagade of the dwelling, made of durable materials, lockable and where possible
illuminated by the street lighting scheme. Street scenes which offer terraced properties
should incorporate a gated 'ginnel’ or tunnelled alleyway between plots that would provide
secure access into two rear gardens. These features will encouraging security, create
easier movement with bins and garden waste and offer direct links with parking

spaces. 4/6/13

Any internal divisions to create private garden spaces should not exceed 1.5m in height;
this will provide natural surveillance from the dwellings, views across the surrounding
landscape, encourage neighbour interaction and security for the car park. 25/4/13

Car parking
Any undercroft parking and garages should be designed and constructed to accommodate

the average family car and allow for the increased average dimensions, failure to provide
sufficient space will encourage the owners to use the garage for storage which will increase
risk of burglary.

"Some schemes had garages in unusual locations such as at the rear of properties
accessed via side lanes or rear access. These appeared to have a high burglary risk so
should be considered very carefully.”

Design Council CABE Case Studies website 2012 13/6/13
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The parking area should be well lit and landscaped to encourage natural surveillance from
pedestrian movement through the area and from within each dwelling, which in turn will
help reduce any ‘'fear of crime' experienced by residents or visitors.

Specific attention should be made to where visitors are likely to park - visitors seem
particularly unwilling to park in areas away from the public carriageway and will tend to park
up on kerbs nearest the dwelling they are visiting. Design Council CABE Case Studies
website 2012

Public Space
Creating an interesting and welcoming series of parks should meet the needs of the local

community, who should be included from the off-set to ensure the long term future of these
resources. Once complete these facilities should be managed by either the council, an
external management company under contract or by a voluntary residents group with a
vested interest in the long term future of the park.

"The level of investment in the public spaces and the quality of its management does rely
on there being sufficient resources from residents and a competent organisation overseeing
the scheme to maintain this quality approach."”

Design Council CABE Case Studies 1, 2012 15/2/13

Forensic Marking

Personal or business property kept, stored or used within any of these buildings should be
marked with a forensic property marker, identifiable and traceable through a recognised
database. The use of these products should be displayed on the entrance

signage, along with stickers on external windows and door.

Conclusion

Gloucestershire Constabulary's Crime Prevention Design Advisors are more than happy to
work with the Council and assist the developers with further advice to create a safe and
secure development, and when required assist with the Secured By Design accreditation.
Please feel free to contact me should you have any queries or wish to discuss these issues
further.

Trees Officer (713th June 2013)

As the same Landscape Proposal (Drawing No 1079-002-2) has been submitted for both
this application and 13/00777/FUL Former Odeon Cinema, Winchcombe Street,

my comments are duplicated for both application:

In respect of the demolition and construction the Tree Section has no objections but
comments will be in reference to the Landscaping Proposal.

Overall this is well considered with good choices of fruit or ornamental fruit trees which will
be in-keeping with the size of the gardens and shared areas within the development.
However, the proposed sizes of 25-30cm girth are very large (semi-mature) and, although
they will have an instant impact, are likely to struggle to establish and the maintenance for
such large trees is costly and time consuming. Therefore | recommend that the largest size
of 12-14cm girth be planted and to use container grown trees (the 10-12cm should also be
container grown), as these are sufficient in respect of impact, but will also establish far
quicker and will require the normal maintenance for newly planted trees.

The only other concern is regarding the four Quercus ilex to the front of the 6 town houses
in the inner courtyard. This species of tree will become very large, cast dense shade and
more than likely, will be seen as a nuisance in the future to the residents. There are many
constraints to this area (low natural light levels, paved areas, near to buildings, poor soil
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conditions etc) therefore | have three other suggestions for this space that | feel will be
more suitable long-term:

- -Carpinus betulus Fastigiata Fran Fontaine-this tree is suitable for very poor soil, good
where space is restricted, hardy once established and will tolerate shade.

- -Acer campestre Elegant-good for restricted spaces due to tight, upright habit and
hardy once established. Good autumn colour.

- Ginko biloba (or varieties of)-hardy once established, remains relatively narrow,
tolerates paved areas and is deep rooted. Good autumn colour and attractively shaped
foliage.

The above information needs to be considered and the necessary amendments made to
the Landscaping Proposal. Also further details are required to be submitted prior to a
decision being issued:

- planting pit details, aftercare and maintenance
- Sservice runs

Both are to ensure that the Landscape Proposals can take place as detailed and to ensure
the long-term successful establishment to help soften this new development within the
central conservation area.

Once the amendments have been made to the landscape proposal and further details have
been submitted | will be happy to recommend conditions.

Strategic Land Use Team (25th June 2013)
These comments address the principle of proposed land uses but not the detailed design of
the scheme or potential impact on nearby heritage assets.

Site and context

The site comprises 2 parcels of land: (i) the Baylis Haines and Strange site, and (ii) a
parade of shops on Albion Street. The retail units, which are currently occupied, are located
within the Central Shopping Area. The larger Haines and Strange parcel has been vacant
for some time, with the bulk of the site being allocated for mixed use development by the
2006 Local Plan (policy PR2). The whole application site is located within the Core
Commercial Area and Central Conservation Area.

The proposal involves redevelopment of the Albion Road retail parade to provide 6 new
retail units with residential accommodation above. The Haines and Strange parcel would be
redeveloped for an entirely residential scheme. The proposal would therefore result in no
net increase in employment generating floorspace across the site.

In making a decision on this application it will be necessary therefore to carefully consider

the balance between:

- the benefits of regenerating this key site in the Core Commercial Area,

- the significance of the lost opportunity to provide additional retail, leisure or other
employment generating uses in a sustainable, central location, and

- the contribution of proposed housing to meeting local needs.

Regeneration in the Core Commercial Area

Local Plan policy CP1 requires that development gives priority to the use of previously
developed land, while the NPPF (paragraph 111) promotes brownfield development. Policy
CP1 also requires development to make the most efficient and effective use of land, while
the emerging Joint Core Strategy includes a Strategic Objective (4.4) to ‘maximise the
efficient use of previously developed land'.
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In land use terms, the proposal to replace the retail parade on Albion Street with shops with
residential units above is supported. This opportunity was identified in the Council's
Development Brief for Gloucester Place, Sherborne Place and Fairview Road (SPG
adopted 2001). The site is located in the Central Shopping Area where retail is acceptable
(policy RT1). The Local Plan also supports mixed use development (policy CP6) and higher
densities of residential development (policy HS2) in the Core Commercial Area, while the
NPPF recognises that residential development can play an important role in ensuring the
vitality of centres (paragraph 23).

The regeneration benefits of redeveloping the vacant Haines and Strange land parcel are
significant and it is recognised that the site requires remediation which will entail a financial
cost to the developer and may have an impact on viability. Local Plan policy PR2 firmly
establishes the principle of mixed use development on this part of the site. The
Development Brief also highlights the potential for retail and leisure uses to the south of the
site and the specific opportunity to extend the Albion Street commercial frontage to the
corner of Gloucester Place. In designing a scheme, the applicant has combined the Haines
and Strange land parcel with the Albion Street retail parade and the approach is supported
due to potential benefits that are highlighted in the Development Brief. However the
proposal does not take the opportunity to extend the retail frontage and also fails to provide
any mix of uses in this allocated part of the site.

Based on this analysis, while it is clear that the development would regenerate brownfield
land, some consideration needs to be given as to whether the scheme proposed would be
the most efficient and effective use of this land.

Mixed use / employment space

Since the proposal includes only residential development on the allocated part of the site, it
is necessary to consider the significance of the lost opportunity to provide additional retail,
leisure or other employment generating uses in a sustainable, central location. The
emerging Joint Core Strategy (Vision, 3.16) identifies provision of high quality, modern
premises in the town centre as a means of addressing the ageing stock of employment
sites in Cheltenham.

The Haines and Strange site has been allocated for mixed use since 2006 and has also
achieved planning permission for mixed use (08/00372/FUL) that was not subsequently
delivered. The NPPF (paragraph 22) states that planning policies should avoid the long
term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for that purpose. Although there may be a prospect of the site
accommodating employment use, the viability and timescale for this is unclear given the
current vacancy of the site and the need for remediation.

The Development Brief (paragraph 6.3.6) suggests that the site has potential to
accommodate mixed uses but states that residential should be the predominant use. The
previously approved mixed use proposal incorporated 161 residential units and a relatively
small element of employment generating uses comprising 296 m2 B1 floorspace and 736
m2 A1/A2/A3 floorspace.

The applicant's Design and Access Statement points to the fact that the Council cannot
currently demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites in Cheltenham, which
gives added weight to the need to provide new housing in the borough.

Finally it is noted that an associated development proposal for the nearby Odeon site
incorporates further new retail provision in the area.

Considered in combination, the factors above may make the loss of a mixed use allocation
acceptable in this location, taking account of the benefits of regenerating this site. Further
advice should be sought from the Council's Economic Development Officer.
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Housing delivery

A total of 81 residential units are proposed across the site, equating to a density of around
141 dwellings per hectare (consistent with Local Plan policy HS2). The development would
therefore make a significant contribution to housing supply in the borough. The proposal
includes 48 apartments and 33 houses of a mix of types and sizes. However, there are no
affordable units within this mix which reflects a failure to comply with Local Plan policy HS4.
Since the proposal only includes market housing, further consideration should also be given
to whether the proposed mix is sufficient to meet the requirements of policy HS5 in order to
promote social inclusion.

The failure to provide any affordable units across the site is a very significant consideration.
Given the acute need for affordable housing in Cheltenham, a minimum of 40% should be
sought (Local Plan policy HS4), which equates to 32 of the 81 dwellings proposed across
the site. The applicant's Design and Access Statement highlights NPPF paragraph 173,
which aims to ensure that local obligations and policy burdens, including affordable
housing, do not render a scheme unviable when taking account of the normal cost of
development and mitigation. It will therefore be essential in determining this application that
full account is taken of an independent assessment of the viability of the scheme, including
the likely cost of remediating the site. Local Plan policy HS1 states that all residential
development should 'make the most efficient and effective use of the site' and it is noted
that this proposal incorporates considerably fewer dwellings than the previously consented
scheme and that this could have an impact on the viability proposals.

HMO Division (7th June 2013)

Some of the proposed layouts have bedrooms which fail to meet the minimum floor areas.
The minimum floor area for a single bedroom is 7sqm and a double bedroom is 10.5sqm.

| would advise that space standards in residential accommodation are governed by both the
Housing Act 1985 and Housing Act 2004. Undersized or overcrowded premises may be
subject to enforcement action.

Contaminated Land Officer (3rd June 2013)

I also want to make a comment about the lack of consideration of air quality as a material
planning consideration with this application. This development site lies adjacent to a road
which is currently in breach of the EU/UK air quality limit for nitrogen dioxide and as such
there are no proposals within the development brief which state what mitigation will be
included to prevent potential harm to future occupiers. In addition an 'air quality
assessment' has not been submitted to identify the impact of the development and address
current breaches of air quality caused by vehicle emissions.

It is essential that this development includes additional proposals/funds for sustainable
travel (e.g. better on/off site cycling infrastructure, vehicle charging points and reduced
parking) that tie in with the emerging Air Quality Action Plan and principles of sustainable
transport.

In its current form | cannot recommend approval of this application.

3rd June 2013 - Contaminated Land - this application will require the addition of the full
contaminated land condition as included below to ensure that the proposed further site
investigation and remedial works are completed to the satisfaction of this authority;

Standard Contaminated Land Planning Condition

Unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning Authority, development shall not commence
on site until the following condition has been complied with. If unexpected contamination is
found after development has begun, development must be halted on that part of the site




Page 63

affected by the unexpected contamination until section iv) has been complied with in
relation to that contamination.

i) Site characterisation

A site investigation and risk assessment shall be carried out to assess the potential nature
and extent of any contamination on the site, whether or not it originates on the site. The
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken by competent persons and a written
report of the findings must be produced. The written report is subject to the approval in
writing of the Local Planning Authority. The report must include;

a) a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination

b) an assessment of the potential risks to;

- human health

- property (including buildings, crops, livestock, pets, woodland and service lines and
pipes)

- adjoining land

- ecological systems

- groundwaters and surface water

- archaeological sites and ancient monuments

¢) an appraisal of remedial options to mitigate against any potentially significant risks
identified from the risk assessment.

This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency's 'Model
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR11'

ii) Submission of a remediation scheme

Where remediation is required, a detailed remediation scheme to bring the site to a
condition suitable for the intended use shall be produced and will be subject to the approval
of the Local Planning Authority prior to implementation. The scheme must include all works
fo be undertaken, proposed remediation objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of
works and site management procedures. The scheme must ensure that the site will not
qualify as contaminated land under Part 2a of the Environmental Protection Act (1990) in
relation to the intended use of the land after remediation.

iif) Implementation of approved remediation scheme

Any approved remediation scheme must be carried out in accordance with its terms prior to
the commencement of the development, other than that required to carry out remediation.
Following completion of measures identified in any 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 Local Planning Authority.

iv) Reporting of unexpected contamination

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 in writing
to the Local Planning Authority. An investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken
in accordance with section i) and a remediation scheme submitted in accordance with
section ii). Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation
scheme, a verification report must be produced in accordance with section iii).

Reason: To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the land and
neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled waters, property and
ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can be carried out safely without
unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors.
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6. PUBLICITY AND REPRESENTATIONS

6.1

Odeon
Number of letters sent 209
Total comments received 4
Number of objections 1
Number of supporting 3
General comment 0
Haines & Strange
Number of letters sent 209
Total comments received 5
Number of objections 3
Number of supporting 2
General comment 0

Letters of representation are provided in full as an attachment to this report. In summary
comments relate to:

Support the generation of this site;

Odeon has no real architectural merit and is beyond preservation;
Redevelopment will be a benefit to Winchcombe Street

Object to loss of Odeon — fine example of Art Deco;

Not convinced proposals detail enough parking;

Further congestion along a busy Street;

Light pollution;

Over-looking into Tebbit Mews;

Concerns relating to where the existing businesses will be relocated and affordability;
Site needs regeneration;

Great improvement to area;

7. OFFICER COMMENTS

71

711

71.2

Determining Issues

The planning matters for consideration in the determination of this application relate to i) the
principle of the redevelopment; ii) the loss of the Odeon & any impact the development
would have on the conservation area and nearby listed buildings; iii) layout & design of the
proposal; iv) the provision of housing in terms of strategic supply, mix, size, type and
affordable provision; v) protection of adjoining land users amenity; vi) any access and
highway matters arising from the development; vii) landscaping & trees viii) any existing and
potential land and air contamination; ix) viability and planning obligations; and x) any other
matters .

As with all planning applications statute requires that planning permission must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. The development plan for this administrative area is the Cheltenham
Borough Local Plan (2006) and to some extent the emerging Joint Core Strategy (JCS).
The emerging JCS is currently at the early stages of the formal local plan adoption process
and has not yet been through public examination therefore only very limited weight can be
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accorded to this document. As such, planning policy requirements are those set out within
the Local Plan (2006) and national planning guidance in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) is material to the consideration of this application.

The “golden thread” running through the NPPF, for both plan-making and decision-taking, is
a “presumption in favour of sustainable development”. This means “approving development
proposals that accords with the development plan without delay” (NPPF 2012).

The site and its context

71.4

71.5

7.1.6

71.7

71.8

71.9

The whole application(s) site comprises of the former Odeon cinema site, the former Haines
and Strange (Baylis) site and Albion Street shops. The site as a whole has an extensive
street frontage, which forms part of Winchcombe Street, Albion Street, Gloucester Place,
Fairview Road and Fishers Lane.

The site area forms a key part of the Cheltenham town centre. The Albion shops are
located within the Central Shopping Area and the site as a whole lies within the Core
Commercial Area and Central Conservation Area. The Odeon is a locally indexed building
and is identified as a ‘positive’ building in the Central Conservation Area: Old Town
Conservation Area Appraisal & Management Statement.

The Odeon cinema closed in 2006 and has been vacant since. In 2007 permission was
granted for a nightclub and restaurant. Prior to this permission lapsing the time period for
development was extended in 2011. This permission remains extant but has never been
implemented.

Last trading as Baylis, the Haines & Strange site ceased commercial operations in 2007
and has been vacant since. Permission was granted in 2009 for a mixed use
redevelopment on this site to include 161 dwellings, 296 sqm of B1 office accommodation
and 736 sgm of A1, A2 & A3 accommodation. The permission was never implemented and
has now lapsed.

The Albion Street Shops are fully occupied for the first time in the past decade.

Whilst marketing of both the Odeon and Haines & Strange has been undertaken in
intervening years, these sites remain vacant today. Without occupancy both sites have
fallen into a state of disrepair and now visually detract from the appearance of the
immediate locality and town centre as a whole. The lack of activity associated with vacant
sites has resulted in this area being underutilised and detracting from the viability and
vitality of the wider town centre. The NPPF requires local planning authorities (LPA) to
‘recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support
their viability and vitality”.

7.2 The principle of redevelopment

7.21

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

A response from the strategic land use team can be found in section 4 of this report.

Notwithstanding the loss of the Odeon (a matter that will be discussed elsewhere in this
report), this response clearly sets out that the redevelopment of brown field sites (previously
developed land) is supported by the local plan and national guidance.

Local Plan Policy PR2 allocates the Haines & Strange site for mixed use development to
“improve facilities and employment opportunities in the borough, to make best use of land in
a sustainable location, and to bring about visual improvements to the town centre and
conservation area”.

Historically employment has narrowly been associated with the ‘B’ use class. The definition
of ‘employment’ was broadened considerably in revisions to PPS4: Planning for Sustainable
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7.2.8

7.2.9
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Economic Growth. This definition is supported and further expanded by the NPPF that
replaced PPS4. Employment can be defined as any economic generating activity.

The proposal details a mixed residential and retail redevelopment. 195 residential units of
varying type and size and 12 ‘start-up’ retail units are proposed over the whole
redevelopment area. The level of ‘employment’ use is therefore relatively low. The
applicant contends that due to the overall viability of redeveloping this site, the borough’s
lack of 5-year housing land supply, and the sites planning history where a previously
approved scheme accepted a low level of B1 floor space (296m2), the predominant use
should be residential.

National guidance set out in the NPPF (paragraph 22) supports this view “planning policies
should avoid long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose... Where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative
uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market signals
and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities”.

Clearly evident on a national, European and Western economy scale is the fact that our
economic markets are and continue to be in a period of financial recession. This in terms of
our local economy has resulted in a raft of vacant and under occupied office buildings and a
struggling housing market. These facts are no small consideration to the redevelopment
proposal on this site.

Furthermore, the NPPF (paragraph 70) states that planning decisions should “ensure an
integrated approach to considering the location of housing, employment uses and
community facilities and services” and “recognise that residential development can play an
important role in ensuring the vitality of centres and set out policies to encourage residential
development on appropriate sites; and where town centres are in decline, local planning
authorities should plan positively for their future to encourage economic activity” (paragraph
23).

Officers consider that whilst the Haines & Strange site is allocated for mixed use
development these requirements are not strictly echoed in national guidance. On this point
Officers are satisfied that in accordance with the NPPF, and notwithstanding the loss of the
Odeon (considered below) the benefits of the proposed redevelopment, namely the
regeneration of this key town centre site with a mixed use redevelopment, would act not
only to enhance this site but promote and support the viability and vitality of the town centre
as a whole; and make a significant contribution to housing supply and mixed communities
and should be supported for that reason.

7.3 Loss of the Odeon and impact on conservation area and nearby listed buildings

7.31

7.3.2

7.3.3

The whole redevelopment site area lies within the Central Conservation Area. There are a
number of listed buildings nearby along Winchcombe Street and Albion Street.

The Odeon is a locally indexed building which, for the purposes of assessment against the
NPPF is an un-designated heritage asset. The Odeon is identified within the Central
Conservation Area: Old Town character area appraisal and management plan as a building
that makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area. A
conservation area, again for the purposes of assessment against the NPPF, is a designated
heritage asset.

The Conservation Officer has provided a formal consultation response which forms part of
section 4 of this report. In addition comments from the Cheltenham Civic Society and
Architects Panel are detailed in this section.
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Firstly dealing solely with the loss of the Odeon, Local Plan Policy BE11 advises that “the
demolition of, or harmful alteration of a building on the Index of Buildings of Local
Importance will be resisted’. Policy note 3 states “in cases where the demolition on the
Index is sought, applicants will be required to submit a robust statement in justification. This
statement should include an independent structural survey of the building, an analysis of the
repair cost and market value of the building, evidence that the building has been marketed
at a realistic price which reflects the condition of the building”.

The NPPF (paragraph 126) states that local planning authorities should “recognise that
heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate
to their significance”. This paragraph then goes onto to state that planning authorities
should take into account “the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of
heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation and... the
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness”.

Paragraph 128 of the NPPF advises that local planning authorities should require applicants
to provide a level of detail “proportionate to the assets” importance and no more than is
sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significant”.

The starting point for any application involving the loss of a heritage asset would therefore
be an assessment of significance.

An ‘Architectural and Historical Appraisal’, ‘Structural Appraisal’ and ‘Planning, Design and
Access Statement (incorporating a Justification Statement in relation to the Demolition)’
accompany the planning application submission on the Odeon site.

The assessment of the Odeon’s significance is contained within the ‘Architectural and
Historical Appraisal’. The assessment sources available evidence from written accounts
and architectural, heritage and structural expertise.

7.3.10 The assessment considers that “The Odeon building, though dominant and striking in its

day was never a good example of Art Deco cinema architecture, nor a particularly good
example of the work of its architect William Trent. As its stands today, in a dilapidated
condition and having lost its historic interior, it is considered to have very little merit either of
itself or within the wider street scape or Conservation Area”. The assessment concludes
that “there is no reason why this building should be retained... subject to the quality of any
proposals for a redevelopment of the site”.

7.3.11 The view of the Conservation Officer, as set out in section 4, is contrary to this. She

considers that the Odeon remains as a landmark building that increases the visual richness
of the town and also helps in understanding the town’s historic evolution. It is also
suggested that the applicant(s) have not yet demonstrated, under Local Plan Policy BES3,
that this building cannot be retained in whole or part.

7.3.12 The applicant has rebutted this view stating that an independent structural survey has been

undertaken which demonstrates that “the retention of either the facade or the ‘front section’
of the property would not be structurally sound without significant, bulky and expensive
engineering solutions which are difficult to install due to the confined nature of the site”
(Structural Appraisal Report, Dec 2012).

7.3.13 Local Plan Policy BE3 states that "the demolition or substantial demolition of buildings or

other significant structures in conservation areas will not be permitted, unless a) they make
no positive contribution to the special character or appearance of the area; or, b) the
retention of the building is structurally and financially impractical (taking into account all
sources of financial, including associated development); or c) there is an essential need in
the town for development which cannot be accommodated satisfactorily by a different form
of development or in a different location; or d) the demolition serves to preserve or enhance
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the character or appearance of the conservation area, taking into account both the history
and appearance of the building to be demolished and the contribution of any new buildings”.

7.3.14 Taking a pragmatic approach with the information available, we know that the NPPF
requires LPA’s to request a proportionate level of information dependant on the significance
of the heritage asset. The Odeon is a locally indexed building that forms part of a wider
Central Conservation Area in which it is identified as a positive building. The submitted
level of detail - structural survey, historical significance assessment and financial viability
can be reasonably considered a “proportionate “level of information. In this respect, the
submission is compliant with the requirements of para 128 of the NPPF.

7.3.15 The concerns expressed by the Conservation Officer specifically relate to this information
(structural survey and historic significance assessment) being “flawed and in some respects
seriously flawed”. The applicant has been asked to comment on this response and Officers
are awaiting this information; members will be updated on this point. What the conservation
response does not do as successfully is articulate the merits of the Odeon building itself
other than state that “it is a positive landmark building with architectural qualities which
contribute to the character and appearance of the conservation area” as well as the
comments set out at 7.3.11 above.

7.3.16 In light of the conflicting views being advocated by both the applicant and the Conservation
Team, Officers have looked to the NPPF for some assistance in how to progress the
application. It is quite apparent that the Conservation Officer considers that the proposed
demolition of the Odeon (a non-designated heritage asset) would be harmful to the
conservation area (a designated heritage asset) and this is a view that is understood by the
wider planning team. When considering harm to a conservation area however, the NPPF
provides quite a clear approach, and an approach which local plan policy BE3 and BE11
are not entirely consistent with.

7.3.17 Paragraph 133 of the NPPF states that “where a proposed development will lead to
substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local
planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the
substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh
that harm or loss”.

7.3.18 Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states “where a development proposal will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated asset, this harm should be weighed
against public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use”.

7.3.19 The question that therefore has to be asked is would the loss of the Odeon lead to
substantial or less than substantial harm to the conservation area (the designated heritage
asset)? The answer to this question directly influences how this aspect of the applications
should be considered.

7.3.20 The Odeon has been vacant for the past 7 years. The building has been marketed during
this period and benefited from a permission that has never been implemented. The lack of
occupation and activity has naturally led to the deterioration of this buildings fabric and
appearance. The openings on the front elevation are boarded up, fly posters are stuck to
the facade and the facing tiles and entrance canopy are in a pitiful state of repair. There is
no doubt due to its size and massing this building is striking, and this is firmly acknowledged
in the Conservation Officer report, but at present it certainly does not make a positive
contribution to the character and appearance of the wider conservation area. Officers are
aware of the NPPF advice that the deteriorated state of a heritage asset should not be
taken into account in any decision, but there is no evidence to suggest that the current state
of the building is through “deliberate neglect or damage” (NPPF para 130) and therefore
should be a material consideration in the determination of this application.
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7.3.21 In light of the above, and with regard to the Conservation Officer comments, whatever way
Officers consider the proposal, the demolition of the Odeon would not constitute substantial
harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset. Its loss would certainly
be regrettable and it would represent a significant change to the appearance to the
conservation area. But, when forming a balanced and objective view on the loss of the
Odeon, it is important to be mindful that the building is not listed; in this respect it is a non-
designated heritage asset and its loss cannot constitute the substantial harm envisaged by
the NPPF. If the harm is not substantial harm, it therefore follows that it is less than
substantial harm which should be weighed against the public benefits of the application.

7.3.22 The NPPF advises that it is “desirable to sustain or enhance heritage assets and put them
to viable uses. Otherwise local planning authorities should consider new development that
would make a positive contribution to sustainable communities and to the significance of the
heritage asset” which, in this case is the conservation area. The fundamental question in
terms of weighing the proposal against public benefit is therefore would the redevelopment
proposal promote and support sustainable communities and make a positive contribution to
the character and appearance of the conservation area? (The former of which this report
has already established - the redevelopment of the application(s) site area would
regenerate this key town centre site making a positive contribution to the viability and vitality
of the town centre as a whole).

7.3.23 The outstanding matter is therefore would the proposal represent an enhancement to the
character and appearance of the locality? This matter is addressed in the following section.

7.3.24 Now turning to the Haines & Strange site, Conservation comments are awaited in respect of
the demolition of the existing utilitarian buildings on this part of the site and any impact the
redevelopment would have on the conservation area. For this reason, Conservation
consultation comments shall form an update to this report.

7.4 Design and layout

7.41 The application is supported by a detailed analysis of the site and its surroundings and is
based on a mock regency approach.

7.4.2 The NPPF states that “design policies should avoid unnecessary prescription or detail and
should concentrate on guiding the overall scale, density, massing, height, landscape,
layout, materials and access of new development in relation to neighbouring buildings and
the local area more generally” (paragraph 59).

7.4.3 The NPPF then goes on to say that “planning policy and decision should not attempt to
impose architectural styles or particular tastes... it is, however, proper to seek and promote
or reinforce local distinctiveness”.

7.4.4 Officers are currently in on-going negotiations with the applicant so it would be premature to
provide detailed comments at this stage. These comments will form an update to this
report.

7.5 Housing

7.5.1 Officer comment will be provided in the form of an update when the results of the viability
assessment are known and revised drawing/ documentation considered.

7.6 Protection of neighbouring amenity
7.6.1 The impact on adjoining land users/occupies may change with the submission of revised

drawing therefore Officers consider it prudent to deal with this matter in full as an update to
Members.
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7.7 Access and highway issues

7.71

Officers await a formal consultation response from Gloucestershire Highways — Planning
Liaison. Officers are aware that the applicant(s) are working together with Gloucestershire
Highways and a formal consultation response is imminent. This response shall form an
update to this report prior to Committee.

7.8 Landscaping & trees

7.8.1

7.8.2

7.8.3

7.8.4

Landscaping details have been provided in full on the Odeon application and in an
indicative form on the outline Haines & Strange application.

The Tree Officer has formally responded to the application(s) in section 4 of the report.

The Tree Officer is broadly satisfied with the proposals and has made some suggestions in
terms of species relative to specific locations. These suggestions have been reviewed by
the applicant who has responded with the submission of a revised landscaping scheme.
This revised scheme has been forwarded to the Tree Officer for further comment. These
comments, once received, shall form an update to this report.

A response is awaited from the Landscape Officer and shall form an update to this report
prior to Committee.

7.9 Contamination

7.9.1

7.9.2

7.9.3

7.9.4

7.9.5

7.9.6

The ‘Planning, Design & Access Statement’ states that the “application site is polluted and
the buildings contain deleterious materials”. An ‘Asbestos Survey’ was submitted to
accompany the application along with a “Land Quality Assessment”.

The Contaminated Land Officer has been formally consulted on the proposal and the
response is detailed in section 4 of this report.

Following receipt of this response the applicant(s) have been request to submit additional
information on ‘air quality’ as outlined in the Contaminated Land Officers comments.

This additional information and a revised consultation response commenting on this
information shall be provided to Members in the form of an update to this report.

In terms of land contamination the Contaminated Land Officer is content with the level of
information received and suggests conditions to monitor and secure the necessary
improvements.

Notwithstanding the lack of air quality information, Officers consider that the ‘cleaning-up’ of
the site through the removal of any land pollution and harmful materials such as asbestos
would be an environmental benefit that accords with sustainable development principles.

7.10 Viability and planning obligations

7.10.1 Comments to follow as an update when outcome of independent viability assessment is

known.

7.11 Other considerations

7.11.1 To follow
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8. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

8.1 To follow

9. CONDITIONS / INFORMATIVES / REFUSAL REASONS

9.1 To follow
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APPLICATION NO: 13/00777/FUL OFFICER: Mrs Wendy Hopkins
DATE REGISTERED: 16th May 2013 DATE OF EXPIRY : 15th August 2013
WARD: All Saints PARISH: NONE

APPLICANT: | Meaujo (766) Ltd

LOCATION: | Former Odeon Cinema, Winchcombe Street, Cheltenham

PROPOSAL: | Construction of 6 no. townhouses, 8 no. apartments, 6 no. retail units, new vehicular
access and associated works; following demolition of the existing building

REPRESENTATIONS
Number of contributors 4
Number of objections 1
Number of representations 0
Number of supporting 3

92 Sheldons Court
Winchcombe Street
Cheltenham
Gloucestershire
GL52 2NR

Comments: 2nd June 2013

| wish to register my support for this development. Even the building site which will naturally
precede completion of the work will not be any worse than the ruins of the Odeon, the Small
Business Centre and the derelict car showroom it will replace. | see the plans as an element of
regeneration for an area of town which has looked neglected for decades. | would even speculate
that this development may have a positive effect on the value of my house. | would urge you to
grant permission. Thank you.

Cheltenham Chamber Of Commerce
2 Trafalgar Street

Cheltenham

Gloucestershire

GL50 1UH

Comments: 21st June 2013
Letter attached.

Flat D

Frances Court

Priory Street Cheltenham
Gloucestershire

GL52 6DG

Comments: 24th June 2013

| wish to add my support for this development. Although the Odeon Cinema is an Art Deco
building, it has no real architectural merit, other than the two graces that adorn its front. As the
whole building is now beyond preservation, | view its demolition and the planned development as
an addition to Winchcombe Street, worth praising.
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However if possible, it would be a good public relations exercise for the developers to incorporate
the two graces in the new development.

Flat 3

45 Pittville Lawn
Cheltenham
Gloucestershire
GL52 2BH

Comments: 24th June 2013
| wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed demolition of the old Odeon
Cinema on Winchcombe Street on the following grounds:

1) There is precious little Art Deco architecture in Cheltenham. By my reckoning there are five
buildings that could be so called. To demolish this fine example would therefore to be lay waste
to 20% of Cheltenham's Art Deco architecture at a single stroke. To replace it with a mere
pastiche of Regency is ill-advised and timid. Imagine if Rome were to erect Roman ruins. It would
be in bad taste.

2) Those who support the application incline to the view that to preserve the building would cost
more than to knock it down. But if one is to reduce to the matter to mere money, then consider
the success of the Daffodil restaurant. Rather than get rid of this architectural gem, and replace it
with mock Regency buildings, those behind it have transformed into a highly successful
restaurant.

The Tobacco Factory in Bristol is another example of a fine building which been put to another
purpose. It was saved from demolition by Bristol architect George Ferguson who has turned it
into a model of urban regeneration. The developers are wrong to assume demolition is the only
answer. The mock Regency idiom may be well-intentioned and is a distinct improvement on the
usual sub-Corbusier offerings of provincial practices, but there is no reason to get rid of a building
of real architectural merit in the name of money. It is a false economy.

3) Nor am | convinced that the current plans offer adequate parking and access. What is more,
developing the site in this way may well lead to further congestion on an already busy road.
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The Planning Department
Cheltenham Borough Council
Municipal Offices

The Promenade

Cheltenham

GL50 1PP

20 June 2013
Dear Sir/Madam
Re: Haines and Strange 13/00827/0UT — Odeon 13/00777/FUL

At the recent Executive Meeting of the Cheltenham Chamber of Commerce it was agreed that
we would write to the Planning Department to confirm our suppaort for the recent Planning
Applications for the redevelopment of the former Odeon Cinema and the former Haines and
Strange site.

Both have been vacant for a number of years and are becoming derelict eyesores. We feel
that the proposal would improve and enhance this area and provide much better retail space
together with needed residential units which will connect the Town centre with the proposals
to the North on the former Black and White site. We do hope that this application will receive
support from the Planning Committee.

Yours faithfully

Planning Executive
Cheltenham Chamber of Commerce

¢ WORKING FOR BUSINESS
e PROMOTING CHELTENHAM

President Martin Quantock

e CREATING NETWORKING OPPORTUNITIES | |
Secretary Pauline Harmis

® PROTECTING OUR ENVIRONMENT

2 Trafalgar Street » Cheltenham « Gloucestershire - GL50 1UH - £, 01242 252626

e.inf nhamchamber.org.uk - www.c >nhamchamber.org.uk
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APPLICATION NO: 13/00827/0UT OFFICER: Mrs Wendy Hopkins
DATE REGISTERED: 24th May 2013 DATE OF EXPIRY : 23rd August 2013
WARD: All Saints PARISH: NONE

APPLICANT:

LOCATION: | Haines And Strange, Albion Street, Cheltenham

PROPOSAL: | Regeneration incorporating construction of 33 no. houses, 48 no. apartments, 6 no.
retail units, new vehicular access and associated works; following demolition of all of
the existing buildings

REPRESENTATIONS

Number of contributors
Number of objections
Number of representations
Number of supporting

NOWO

Flat 3

47 Winchcombe Street
Cheltenham
Gloucestershire

GL52 2NE

Comments: 30th May 2013
| welcome development of this neglected site. If anything, it's a shame that the Odeon (all apart
from the front is an ugly derelict barn) isn't included.

1) Light pollution: Please could the planners and developers consider using best current practice
lighting which will be energy efficient, provide pleasant lighting for the new residents, and reduce
light pollution?

2) Parking: It's great to see bicycle storage included. Is there enough car parking included?

3) Over-looking: The 4-storey townhouses seem to be close to Tebbit Mews, and to 47 and 49
Winchcombe Street. Have the developers considered the problem of overlooking? While a barrier
cannot stop overlooking, perhaps an attractive fence would help 47 still be able to use their
garden?

Please accept these as constructive comments, not as reasons to object to the proposal.

23 Cromwell Road
Cheltenham
Gloucestershire
GL52 5DN

Comments: 18th June 2013
This is being hailed as a regeneration project but part of the proposed demolition includes 8
occupied retail units on Albion Street, run by small local independent businesses.

The rent is relatively cheap considering its proximity to the High Street and this is what has
attracted a mix of diverse shops and trades as it's an area where they can survive. These are
mentioned but only briefly in the documentation.
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As a regeneration project I'm surprised that no planning is required to show there will be no
detrimental impact to these tenants, and that by approving this proposal the council will not be
harming small local businesses when town centres are already battling to fill empty retail spaces
and need to be supporting current businesses.

Rumours are that the developer has said he will temporarily re-house the existing businesses and
ensure they are given first choice of tenancy in the new retail spaces. There of course exists no
legal document with this offer or any mention of time scales for demolition or development in the
planning documents.

How are the businesses affected supposed to plan and invest in their future under this
uncertainty. If these are the proposed plans then the developer should be required to run through
time scales of their plans so that affected businesses can plan accordingly and ensure they incur
the least amount of financial instability.

Logistically this seems implausible, especially since the new spaces are smaller - one ground
floor space, where the current units have a ground and first floor - suggesting that the retail
spaces on the new units are half the size. Many of the current businesses here chose this
location based on the fact that a retail space can be used on the ground floor and more of a work
or 'workshop' space upstairs.

Most importantly, will the rent in the new retail spaces be comparable to what is currently being
paid per square metre in these units? Not to mention the financial strain it will have on these
businesses to re-establish, re-home with regards to shop fitting, re-branding etc...

I think the council and the developers should use this planning proposal as an opportunity to set a
precedent for future regeneration projects in the town of Cheltenham that adversely support small
local businesses. How can you have a vision for the future of Cheltenham and its development if
there is no planning for the smaller businesses and their future.

Rent on the High Street and surroundings is too expensive for small businesses. Albion Street
and its retailers are a good mix of independent shops, in an area that looks run down but that's
what small businesses have to cope with because they don't have access to funds to move closer
to the High Street and in so doing increase their trade (rate relief doesn't work when the rentals
are still expensive).

On the whole | think the site needs to be regenerated. I'm not sure houses and apartments are
the best solution for Cheltenham on this site but what | am sure of is that any planning needs to
include a thorough breakdown of how the small businesses will be affected and what will be done
to help 're-house' these businesses; it seems ethically wrong not to and smacks of 'big business'
not showing any consideration for its impact on small local businesses and the people of this
town.

Flat D

Frances Court

Priory Street Cheltenham
Gloucestershire

GL52 6DG

Comments: 24th June 2013
| wish to add my support for this development.

The planned development of the Haines & Strange site will be a great improvement to this area of
the town, enhancing the town’s regency character as a whole. It was with disappointment that |
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read that the Cheltenham Civic Society is not supporting this application as they feel it should be
contemporary in design.

| cannot speak for my late father, who was a former chairman and founder of the Society, but in
my personal view there are enough contemporary buildings in this quarter of the town centre. |
therefore feel that the balance now needs to be readdressed towards the regency style with
acceptance of the submitted plans for the redevelopment of the Odeon/Haines & Strange Site.

34 Marsh Lane
Cheltenham
Gloucestershire
GL51 9JB

Comments: 11th June 2013
| am all for the regeneration of Cheltenham; however | do not feel that enough has been done for
the several small, independently run businesses that operate on Albion Street.

The people who own and operate these businesses do so to support themselves and their
families. They operate from premises that suit their needs and where they can afford the rent.
The new proposed retail/shop units are not the same size as the existing shops. Offering the
current shop owners first choice over the new retail units makes no difference if the new shops
will not fit their current needs.

The rent in these shops is affordable and that is why these small businesses operate from there.
There is no other comparable area or space where these shop owners could relocate and still get
similar rents.

What good is developing the site if these people cannot be supported? Why aren't the council
doing anything to either make sure this development accommodates the existing tenants, or
helps develop more affordable retail space in an appropriate environment in Cheltenham?

Regeneration is no good if, in doing so, existing, viably economic businesses, who pay tax, work
hard to support their families and make a contribution to Cheltenham are compromised.

Fairview Paint ‘N’ Panel
Rear of 13A Fairview Road
Cheltenham
Gloucestershire

GL52 2EG

Comments: 20th June 2013
Letter attached.
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POSTAL
M 19 N 208 O Fishers Lane
SERVICES T Chetentam
GL52 2EG
18" June 2013

AD 8455 o

(it D

Ref. No: 13/00827/CAC & 13/00827/0UT

1 am writing to you about the above planning applications relating to the old Haines &
Strange site.

Yet again you have not advised me of planning applications that will affect Fisher’s
Lane. Iwas only aware of it when I saw the notice attached to the lamp post close by.
The last application that was permitted was in relation to the student accommodation
that was built which was not notified to me.

I notice on your web-site that you suggest that all businesses have been
communicated with and even offered to attend an exhibition involving the plans. This
opportunity I have not had because you have failed to notify me.

I must object to the plans in the strongest terms, Fisher’s Lane is the only access to
my business. In the plans you show that there will be 2 accesses off to the new
development. I and my customers have been using Fisher’s Lane for more than 20
years both as access and for parking for my customers. As a result of these plans
parking will be severely limited and will no doubt have an adverse affect on my
business.

In addition to this I am very concemned about when the development will be being
built. When the student accommodation was being built I was advised that there
would be no use of Fisher’s Lane for vehicles involved in the development. Attached
are some photos which prove this not to be the case. I am sure you will appreciate
from these photos that access to my business was severely disrupted on numerous
occasions.

I need to know what the provisions are going to be with regard to the use of Fisher’s
Lane to any vehicles associated with the development and would be happy to meet
with the council to discuss this.

1look forward to your comments and reasoning as to why I have not been advised of
this planning application.

Yours faithfully

P e e
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Pages 27-82 Page 83 Officer: Wendy Hopkins

APPLICATION NO: 13/00777/FUL & CAC OFFICER: Mrs Wendy Hopkins
And 13/00827/0UT & CAC

DATE REGISTERED: DATE OF EXPIRY:

13/00777/FUL & CAC 16th May 2013 13/00777/FUL & CAC 15th August 2013
13/00827/0UT & CAC 24" May 2013 13/00827/0UT & CAC 23" August 2013
WARD: All Saints PARISH: None

APPLICANT: | Meaujo (766) Ltd & Leckhampton Estates (2012) Ltd

AGENT: Simon Firkins

LOCATION: | Former Odeon Cinema (Winchcombe Street) and Haines & Strange (Albion
Street, Gloucester Place, Fairview Road, Fishers Lane), Cheltenham

PROPOSAL: | 13/00777/FUL & CAC: Construction of 6 no. townhouses, 8 no. apartments,
6 no. retail units, new vehicular access and associated works; following
demolition of the existing building

13/00827/OUT & CAC: Regeneration incorporating construction of 33 no.
houses, 48 no. apartments, 6 no. retail units, new vehicular access and
associated works; following demolition of all of the existing buildings

Update to Officer Report

1. OFFICER COMMENTS

1.1.

Independent assessment of viability from DVS
1.1.1. To follow.

1.2. Conservation Consultee Response — Haines & Strange

10f9

Application Nos- 13/00827/CAC, 13/00827/0UT
Site: Haines and Strange
Conservation Area: Yes, Central Conservation Area
Proposal: Regeneration incorporating construction of 33 no. houses, 48 no. apartments, 6
no. retail units, new vehicular access and associated works; following demolition of all of
the existing buildings
Further to: pre-application site visit and meetings, site visit and application information.
Analysis of Site: an extremely prominent site within the town centre.
Historic analysis of the site- On the historic maps, small scale semi-detached buildings
with narrow plots facing on to Gloucester Place (probably housing) and a number of
buildings with small footprints arranged around a courtyard facing on to Albion Street
(probably stable yards or mews).
Comments:

1. The redevelopment of this site is welcomed and the fact that the area is in need to

investment is recognised. However this is a big site and the quality of the design of
the redevelopment must one of the primary aims. It is noted that the NPPF confirms

10" July 2013
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Page 84 Officer: Wendy Hopkins

that the Government attaches great importance to the design of the built
environment.

I have already made comments about the application for the total demolition of the
former Odeon building (see my comments 13/00777/CAC) and | do not support its
total demolition.

If the Odeon were to be retained then the scheme for redevelopment of this site in
particular with the new shops/ flats along Albion Street with the curved corner
elevation feature will be physically and practically difficult, as well as looking quite
odd. It is understood that there will be a legal agreement linking the development of
the two sites.

The site already has permission for re-development with a contemporary style of
architecture, and that extant consent has a site layout which is broadly similar to this
application. The principle of the site layout and the general footprint of the buildings
and their relationship to each other are acceptable, based on the extant scheme.
However | do have detailed concerns about the site layout of this scheme and these
are as follows:

a. Refuse bin arrangements for collection from courtyard area accessed from
Gloucester Place. Confirmation is needed that the general approach is
acceptable to Ubico and, if the proposal is that bins will be stored to the rear
of the town houses facing Gloucester Place, will collection also take place
from the rear?

b. There is bin store shown to the rear of the flats/shops facing Albion Street.
This bin store may be acceptable for the flats, but it can not be accessed by
the shops, where will the shops store their refuse?

c. The inner courtyard area is very tarmac and car dominated especially the
space in front of the 2 storey town houses which are located running east to
west across the site.

However notwithstanding the above comments about the layout of the scheme
being acceptable; the form, layout and space around buildings do related to the
style of architecture. This is relationship of space and buildings was particularly
important in 19" century Cheltenham, where the whole “taking the spa water *
experience, was about beautiful classical architecture set in landscaped grounds,
with either generous private gardens or public parks and gardens being within close
proximity or forming the setting for the elegant houses. These beautiful houses were
for the wealthy and their servants and the trades’ people of the town lived in small
houses, generally located in the less noticeable positions in the town.

The applicant has submitted an interesting report by Robert Chitham which gives an
analysis of the proposed architectural style but this only considers the principal
facades, fails to consider the site layout, fails to consider the relationship of
buildings to each other, fails to consider and fails to consider the rear elevations. In
short it gives support for the pastiche nature of this development without attempting
to recommend an accurate reproduction built form, which has any authentic values
beyond pure facadism.

To enable the scheme to be better than a pastiche development, consideration
needs to be given to the following:

10" July 2013
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Page 85 Officer: Wendy Hopkins

a. If the principal street frontage buildings are to be convincing replica
buildings, then their relationship to other buildings and spaces also needs to
be convincing. So the inner site buildings should not be so grand or so big if
the street frontage buildings are being intended to give the appearance of
being grand Regency terraced houses. Such inner site buildings to be in
sympathetic form and mass to the large street buildings, should be small two
storey artisan cottages or Mews type converted coach houses in
appearance.

b. The space should be more generous around the large street frontage
buildings especially those buildings without shops on Albion Street.
Consideration should be given to small front gardens to these buildings, and
certainly more external space around the building on the corner of Albion
Street and Gloucester Place is required.

There are a number of detailed concerns about the proposed elevational treatment
of the front elevations and | would strong suggest that the a three dimensional
drawing or sketch up is produced, viewed diagonally to towards the curved corner of
the scheme from the other corner of Winchcombe Street (ie from the A plan
insurance building).

Interestingly some of my detailed concerns have already been raised and
comments on by the applicant’s advisor Robert Chitham, in his report entitled
Observations on the Design Proposals and dated May 2013. However in some
respects, the applicant appears to have ignored Mr Chitham.

So not withstanding my previous comments about the loss of the Odeon building,
the proposed pastiche architecture, the lack of space around the buildings and the
lack of understanding about the hierarchy in the built form; my detailed comments
are as follows:

a. Generally the rear elevations are poor but | have concentrated my
comments to the principal front and side elevations.

b. Street frontage block with shops to Albion Street- the front elevation for this
building which is a block of flats, has been designed to have the appearance
of terraced houses. Although as these “terraced houses” do not have front
doors, the theme of architectural deceit has continued, so that ground floors
of the houses have been converted to shops. This architectural make
believe approach is acceptable as a principle, provided that it is historically
accurate in all respects. Unfortunately the design of this development fails in
a number of area —

i. There is a duality problem with the Winchcombe Street elevation,
and it lacks a central focus to balance that duality. Interestingly the
agent’s expert, Robert Chitham has recognised and analysed the
duality problem with this elevation and then suggested treatments to
decrease this problem. His suggestions include rustications and
enriched second floor cornice. However the applicant has ignored
their own experts advice and the duality problem remains on the
Winchcombe Street elevation. Although | am not sure even with Mr
Chitham’s suggestions that the duality problem will have been
removed.

ii. To allow for a consistent approach in the street elevations between
Winchcombe Street and Albion Street, Mr Chitham’s suggestions for

10" July 2013
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Vi.

Vii.

Page 86 Officer: Wendy Hopkins

the treatment of the front elevation above shop unit 1, also include
rustications and an enriched second floor cornice. However again the
applicant has ignored this advice.

In addition on page 10 of Mr Chitham’s report there is an illustration
of the shop unit number one. The projecting section of this shop-front
has a pair of double pilasters but these are not shown on the scheme
elevations.

To the north of the site in Winchcombe Street there is a small terrace
of three listed buildings, which has ground floor shops. These terrace
buildings each has a typically raised ground floor which give these
authentic historic buildings elegant vertical proportions. The
proposed replica terrace fails to copy the elegant proportions of the
listed buildings which are so nearby.

The adjacent listed buildings have projecting ground floor shop front
which are typical of 19" century conversions. The proposed replica
building has failed to copy that projection with the new shop fronts,
which are so typical of Cheltenham shops.

In addition the detailed shop fronts of the new development appear to
have squat proportions and atypical gaps between the shop front
pilasters. A problem partial solved by Mr Chitham’s rejected
suggestion of double pilasters.

Mr Chitham has suggested that there should be more emphasis on
chimney stacks. | agree with Mr Chitham. Chimney stacks are a
fundamental part of a Regency building but again to be authentic
there needs to be an understanding of the historic plan form., and
chimney stacks placed on the roof in an appropriate location. In
some of the drawings the stack is missing. For example Mr Chitham
shows a stack in the illustration in his report on page 10, but this
stack is omitted from the roof plan.

c. Street frontage without shops to Albion Street:

I.

ii.

fif.

Not withstanding my concerns about lack of space at the front of this
building, this elevation is more successful, and whilst the steps up to
the front doors are historically appropriate there may be disabled
access issues to this building which need to be resolved.

However again the applicant has ignored the advice from his own

expert Mr Chitham. In particular —

e Chimney stacks are missing and in the wrong location to make
sense.

e The dormer windows in the end unit still sit above the mansard
roof change of angle line.

e More elaborate detail of the end unit as suggested but ignored.

The courtyard elevation to the end unit, is very unsatisfactory. This
elevation will be seen from the public realm and is very asymmetrical
and unbalanced.

d. Fairview Road frontage:

10" July 2013
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i. The form of the 2 storey “Regency” houses sits quite comfortably
although their appearance is quite grand for “back edge of pavement”
houses. For this wide frontage house in a period style, it would be
appropriate to have a small front garden. Even the small historic
houses in Gloucester Place have front gardens.

ii. Again Mr Chitham’s advice has been ignored as the chimney stacks
are missing on the “Regency” houses.

iii. The relationship of a modern block of flats on the corner together
with the mock Regency architecture quite a bizarre architectural
mixture, especially as the modern town houses get a front garden
whilst the mock Regency houses do not get a front garden.

11. Planning policies

50f9

a. Local Plan policy CP7 — states — “Development will only be permitted where

it: a) is of high standard of architectural design, b) adequately reflects
principles of urban design, and c¢) complements and respects neighbouring
development and the character of the locality and/or landscape.”

From my assessment of the new development, the scheme is not sufficiently
well designed as an accurate and convincing historic replica group of
buildings. It is a pastiche design and has used some historic elements
inaccurately or without due consideration, or omitted other historic elements
such as chimney stacks. Consequently it does not have a sufficiently high
standard of architectural design to comply with Local Plan policy CP7.

The NNPPF has a presumption in favour of sustainable development, and
explains that a sustainable development has economic, social and
environmental considerations. The environmental consideration does include
protecting and enhancing the built and historic environment (clause 7) and
the core planning principles (clause 17) include that the planning system
should -“always seek to secure high quality design...”. Clause 60 of the
NPPF states that planning decisions should not impose architectural styles,
but that it is proper to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness. Whilst
Cheltenham has a wealth of fabulous Regency buildings, the proposed mock
and in some areas poorly proportioned Regency architecture being
proposed is not high quality design and fails to promote local distinctiveness,
but instead de-values the town’s architectural heritage.

. Again in the NPPF clause 126 confirms the desirability of new developments

making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness, and the
opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to
the character of a place. However the applicants have failed to use the
opportunity to understand, consider and copy the listed buildings
immediately next to the Odeon application site.

Clause 128 of the NPPF states that — “In determining applications, local
planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance
of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their
setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance
and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the
proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic
environment record should have been consulted.....”. However the applicant
has failed to mention or consider the listed status of the buildings

10" July 2013
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immediately next to the application site, in any of the following the submitted
supporting documents - Heritage Impact Assessment, the Architectural and
Historic Appraisal and its addendum, or the Cheltenham — Gloucester Place,
Observations on the Design Proposals. The applicant has ignored the
impact that the proposed development will have on the setting of these listed
building and therefore these supporting documents have not fulfilled the
required level of consideration under the NPPF clause 128.

The PPS5 Planning for the Historic Environment (Historic Environment
Planning Practice Guide) which remains as relevant national planning policy
states that detailed guidance on design and the historic environment is
available from English Heritage and CABE, and suggests Buildings in
Context: New Development in Historic Areas (pub. 2001). Although this
advice booklet was published in 2001, the design advice it gives and the
architectural principles it explains remains a relevant consideration today.
On page 5 — it is stated — “A word often describe to describe such projects
... is pastiche, which ... implies the assembly of stylistic elements from
different sources.” On page 4 it is explained that “the principle of copying the
architecture of existing buildings (but not as an authentic reconstruction)
leads to superficial echoing of historic features in the new building, which
erodes the character of the area rather than enriches it.” Consequently
pastiche schemes erode the character and appearance of an area and this
proposed development will certainly erode this part of Cheltenham.

12. Summary

a.

Although this scheme has been submitted as an application not including the
Odeon land, the two sites will be linked with a legal agreement. This
approach is welcomed and the redevelopment of this site is welcomed as a
principle.

I remain unconvinced that there has been a sufficiently robust justification
submitted to persuade me that either the total demolition of the Odeon is
acceptable.

However not withstanding the issues about the loss of the Odeon building, |
also have concerns about the proposed replacement buildings.

Many of these concerns relate to the proposed architectural style which is to
be a mock Regency style. Whilst | am not opposed to the principle of
reproduction architecture, there are issues with the detailed design of this
scheme which will mean that this is not reproduction architecture but a
pastiche design.

Even if the principle of using a pastiche design for the street elevation were
to be acceptable (which in my opinion it is not acceptable) then the proposed
detailed design has then failed to follow the advice of the applicant’ expert
advisor in many areas of the elevational design.

CONCLUSION - My comments are such that | am unable to support this application for a
new development of residential units and shops.

Refusal reason:

The proposed new buildings due to the general design and proportions of both of these
buildings, and in addition the proposed height of the town houses in the inner courtyard, will
harm the character and appearance of the conservation area and harm the setting of the

10" July 2013
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adjacent listed buildings. Therefore this development will not be in accordance with
sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990. In addition this proposed development will not comply with the NPPF, PPS5 Historic
Environment Planning Practice Guide, and the Local Plan policies CP3, CP7.

1.3. Demolition of the Odeon

1.3.1.

1.3.2.

A written from the applicants’ heritage professional in response to Conservation
Officers comments dated 28" June 2013 (detailed in section 4 of the main report)
dated form an appendix to this update.

In respect of providing a robust justification for the demolition of the Odeon, the
applicants structural surveyor has submitted further written comment (dated 3™ July
2013):

In principle, the existing structural form comprises the very large masonry enclosure
to the former auditorium at the rear, and a 'cellular’ masonry construction housing
the former entrance and ancillary accommodation, between the auditorium and the
public highway, at the front.

The purpose of the cellular construction of the front part is to house offices, stores,
machinery setting and the like at various floor levels up to the roof.  This area also
contains the main public entrance at ground floor level which by its very nature,
requires large open space with the consequence that, over and around the rear part
of the entrance, the general cellular construction of walls have to be supported over
the entrance by large beam structures offset from some of the main support wall
alignments -- this might give the impression that the structure of the entire building
comprises three separate parts whereas, in our opinion, it comprises two.

Whilst | have described the basic structural form being two elements not, in my
opinion, three, the front cellular element is extremely complicated structurally
BECAUSE of the openings and laterally stepped structural supports. In addition,
parts of the rear auditorium enclosure structures project into the front parts further
worsening the vertical load paths down through the front area.

It is for these reasons that partial demolition will be very difficult for practical and
Health and Safety reasons, let alone any financial viability grounds.

1.4. Urban Design — Layout & Design

1.4.1.

To follow.

1.5. Access and highway issues

1.5.1.

To follow.

1.6. Contaminated Land — Air quality

7 of 9

1.6.1.

Following further discussion with the applicant on air quality the Contaminated Land
Officer provides the following comment:

Subject to appropriate contaminated land and air quality assessment planning
conditions being attached to any permission for the re-development of the former
Haines & Strange garage site, | can support the planning applications (refs:
13/00827/0UT & 13/00827/CAC)

10" July 2013
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1.7. Ubico — Waste Management & Refuse Storage
1.7.1. To follow.

1.8. Housing Enabling Officer comments

Haines and Strange comprises of 81 dwellings and fails to be policy compliant as the
planning application states zero affordable housing provision.

Former Odeon Cinema comprises of 14 dwellings which falls under the trigger for affordable
housing.

It is disappointing to see Haines and Strange and the Former Odeon Cinema sites come in
as separate applications when reference is made in terms of a ‘master plan’ for them
together.

For solely the Haines and Strange site, this department recommends the following policy
compliance. A total of 33 affordable dwellings to meet the required 40% with a 70:30 split of
rented to intermediate tenure. The proposed mix is as follows:

1-bed dwellings x 5 affordable rent
2-bed dwellings x 7 affordable rent
2-bed dwellings x 6 shared ownership
3-bed dwellings x 8 affordable rent
3-bed dwellings x 4 shared ownership
4-bed dwellings x 3 social rent

Haines and Strange and the Former Odeon Cinema as a collated application would increase
the affordable housing provision by 5 units. A total of 38 affordable dwellings on a joint
development (95 dwellings) will meet the required 40% policy with a proposed mix as
follows:

1-bed dwellings x 6 affordable rent
2-bed dwellings x 8 affordable rent
2-bed dwellings x 6 shared ownership
3-bed dwellings x 9 affordable rent
3-bed dwellings x 5 shared ownership
4-bed dwellings x 4 social rent

There is no discernible evidence of engagement with registered providers regarding the
level of advice received on the affordable housing for not only Haines and Strange but also
the sites as a joint application.

In addition, the location of these sites has the potential as not an important contribution to
affordable provision for the town but also in other possible housing options for the sites
which may enable viability of affordable housing i.e. extra care, and there is not evidence to
that such potential for the site has been considered.

1.9. Landscape & Trees
1.9.1. To follow.

80f9 10" July 2013
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2. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

2.1. To follow.

3. CONDITIONS/REFUSAL REASONS
3.1. To follow.

90f9 10" July 2013
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T A ST AT '

Ms Wendy Hopkins
Cheltenham Borough Council
Municipal Offices ‘
Promenade

Cheltenham

Glos. GL50 95A

Dear Ms Hopkins

Re: Proposed redevelopment of the Odeon site, Winchcombe Street, Cheltenham
Application Number 13/00777/FUL. '

As you will be aware comments have been made regarding the above application by
your Conservation Officer, Karen Radford. The applicant’s planning team has
responded to most of these comments already. However there are 2 couple of
additional matters, relating to the conservation aspects of the scheme, which will be
put forward here. I would be grateful if you would include these in your report and

in your consideration.

As raised by Ms Radford our original letier was to indicate our full support of the
application in conservation terms. The detailed justification for the scheme has been
amply supplied by the eminent Robert Chitham, who designed the scheme. My own
PhD is in the architectural history of the neo-Palladian era (the classical style which
pre-dates Neo-classicism and then Regency style) whereas Mr Chitham’s expertise
relates directly and specifically to the classical orders and he is respected for the
expert he is in this field. For this reason he was considered by the team to be the best
person to explain and justify his design for the site. Mr Chitham is one of Britain’s

leading classical architects.
Inote that, in her comments, Ms Radford describes his design as having

“poor proportions’, some of which are described as “Particularly poot’. Other elevations
are described as ‘weak and uncomvincing' as well as 'devaluing the adjacent listed

buildings’,

Since the design has been very well explained and justified in Mr Chithams’s report I
am at a loss to understand how these conclusions have been drawn unless perhaps
the conservation team has not read Mr Chitham’s report? Certainly most of the
questions which have been raised in the conservation team’s comments, do indicate
that it has not been applied in the decision-making process and this a concern.

More pariicular comments now follow:

BHAHC CONSﬁLTANTS + 100 GREENWAYS » FLEET « HAMISHIRE GU52 7XD
PHONE: +44 (0)1252 693420 » MOBILE: +44 (0)7941 459931
EMAIL: clryis@ntlworld com
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1) Facadism has been suggested by your conservation team as a way forward
for the Odeon site. This should be considered an unacceptable solution for

two reasons. Firstly

Para 3.15 of PPG15 states that

"The preservation of facades alone, and the gutting and reconstruction of interiors,
is not normally an acceptable approach to the re-use of listed buildings: it can
destroy much of a building’s special interest and create problems for the long-term

stability of the structure”

Of

course PPG15 has since been superseded by PPS 5 and now by the NPPF but, as

PPG15 was published in 1994, its advice has been in the conservation practitioner’s
‘consciousness' and part of best practice for coming up 20 years. Although this
particular piece of guidance relates to listed buildings, the principle can equally
apply to local listed buitdings and facadism has not been considered to be a valid
heritage solution for 20 years.

Secondly, in this case, facadism would be a pointless, maudlin piece of conservation
sentimentality. The historic and architectural analysis submitted as part of the
application to demolish the Odeon explains in detail that this particular cinema,
sadly, is not a good example of Art Deco cinema architecture. For this reason alone
there is no justification for retaining its facade. In fact its interior was of far more
interest in my view, but this was removed in its entirety several years ago.

I am very surprised that facadism is being peddled as a suitable solution here.

2) Ms Radford has put much weight on the fact that the Regency style proposed
for the new development does not replicate the precise style of the listed
buildings adjacent to the site. It should be noted that the NPPF does not state
that adjacent buildings must be used as a template for new development.
Instead it states that LPAs should take into account the ‘opportunifies to draw

on the coniribution made by the historic environment to the character o pluce’
(NPPF para 126). This is very different. The comments made by Ms Radford
and her team go well beyond the bounds of the guidance set out in the NPPF
and I can only suppose that a personal view is being made here since it does

not stem from the legislation.

3) Throughout the conservation response there are references made to how the
style proposed is a pastiche (in the fullest, correct sense of the word) and how
it selects various features but is not used in a consistent way to match
surrounding Regency buildings. These comments reveal a lack of
understanding of the Regency style. The Regency style, as with most classical
styles which originated in the eighteenth century, was quite literally patched
together as available information and classical sources allowed. Without
going into great detail it is essential here to note how the ‘original’
Cheltenham Regency style came about since this provides important context

here.
AHC CONSULTANTS » 100 GREENWAYS + FLEET - HAMPSHIRE GUs2 7XD

PHONE: +44 (0)1252 693420 » MOBILE: +44 (0)7941 459931
EMAIL: cfryis@ntlworld ,com
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Intrepid travelling architects such as Robert Adam of the eighteenth century,
visited ancient classical sites across Europe, such as ancient Greece, Rome,
Palmyra, Sicily and Split over a number of years, drawing and recording
classical features, styles and proportions where access allowed and ignoring
those sites where access was not possible. Trom the mid-eighteenth century a
relatively random collection of features was therefore extrapolated from these
sites and then put together and presented to clients with many different,
alternative options for the selection of features, dressings and emphases
within their individual buildings. This gathering of sources and references
continued into the Regency era with additions from Egypt and France. It is
therefore quite within the spirit of true Regency architecture to apply
different features where a particular architectural solution is required. True
Regency architecture is itself a conglomeration of various ancient classical
features and sources taken from several countries and over several centuries.
There should be no requirement now, under frue Regency architecture, to
legalistically ‘copy’ another building and certainly there is no requirement
under the NPPF.

Tn any case it should be noted that the adjacent listed buildings were carefully
considered by Mr Chitham in his report hence these are not mentioned in my
original supporting letter. It should also be noted that the current 1930’s
Odeon building was built with absolutely no stylistic respect for these listed
buildings. A return to Regency architecture in this prominent corner plot
would provide an eminently better setting for these buildings than the
current monolithic structure, It makes no sense for the conservation team to
be championing the retention of such an out of place building as the starkly
modernist Odeon (in relation to the adjacent regency listed buildings) but
rejecting a thoughtful Regency scheme which would be eminently more
suitable for these listed buildings. :

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss any of the above,

Yours sincerely

r Carole Fry
AHC Consultants

'AHC CONSULTANTS = 100 GREENWAYS » FLEET » HAMPSHIRE GU52 7XD
PHONE: +44 {(0)1252 693420 » MOBILE: +44 (0)7941 459931
EMAIL: cfryis@ntlworld com
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APPLICATION NO: 13/00777/FUL OFFICER: Mrs Wendy Hopkins
DATE REGISTERED: 16th May 2013 DATE OF EXPIRY : 15th August 2013
WARD: All Saints PARISH: NONE

APPLICANT: | Meaujo (766) Ltd

LOCATION:

Former Odeon Cinema Winchcombe Street Cheltenham

PROPOSAL.:

Construction of 6 no. townhouses, 8 no. apartments, 6 no. retail units,
new vehicular access and associated works; following demolition of the
existing building

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATION AND PETITIONS

18 Winchcombe Street

Cheltenham

Gloucestershire

GL52 2LX

Comments: 16th July 2013

Letter attached.

PETITIONS

1. From shop owners in Winchcombe Street

2. From Cheltenham residents in support of the Odeon and Axiom Centre




Page 96

From The Proprietor

Lolce & Salato
18 Winchcombe Street
Cheltenham

1450713

Oear Madami® Sir,

| arm the owener of Oolce and Salato on 18 YWinchoombe Street.

We really would like to see the development of the old cinema as we believe this would Improve
the area.

At the moment the abandoned building and ugly scaffolding discourage tourists from going upstreet
as they do not know the area.

As businesses local to this area, we are in need of your supportto keep the same level of upkeep
found in the rest of the town. ¥We pay taxes and business rates just like businesses in Montpellier.
YWe are not asking for the beautiful floral decor and monuments in Montpellier, we are just asking
for improvements to be made.

Flease canyou take this request into consideration.

Pary Thanks

Fegards




13 Jo07 77 [FuL-

e R

Envir mggf(g?g? - & 13 /OOS?.‘[/ODT
DESSED TO
’ Audio T
RECD 701 38 Winchcombe Street
‘ 10 JUL lfiiﬂ JE— Chelenham
FSore of | E i GLs221z
. [asponse s
e Ere i
09 July 2013 1 S
Wendy Hopkins

Cheltenham Council Planning
Municipal Offices
Promenade

Cheltenham

Gloucestershire

GL50 95A

Dear Mrs Hopkins
ODEON / GARAGE

Please find attached petition in favour of the scheme in Winchcombe Street and Albion Street. Most
of the shop owners along here are tired of looking at a rundown building and are pleased that
someone is finally doing something about it. The scheme looks great, it will be good for business
and for Cheltenham.

Yours sincerely
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Former Haines & Strange and The Odeon Sites

We confirm we would like to support the Haines & Strange and The Odeon planning
application

Name : Address : Signature :
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Former Haines & Strange and The Odeon Sites

We confirm we would like to support the Haines & Strange and The Odeon planning
application

Name : Address : Signature :
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Former Haines & Strange and The Odeon Sites

We confirm we would like to support the Haines & Strange and The Odeon planning

application

Name :

Address : Signature :
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20 Brizen Lane,
Cheltenham,
Glos
GL53 ONG
klara.sudbury@gloucestershire.gov.uk

Applicafion to demolish the former Odeon Winchcombe S$t, Cheltenham

Dear Mrs Hopkins,

Please find attached a paper copy of an online petition relating to the former Axiom and Odeon

Buildings. In the enclosed petition which you can view online at:
http://www ipetitions.com/petition/save-the-axiom-and-odeon-buildings-cheltenham you will see
that there are Cheltenham residents who do care and do not wish to see the Odeon or indeed the

Axiom demolished.

| wish this petition to be considered by the planning committee as part of their deliberations on the
above planning appiication, some people have left comments as well as signatures which may be
of interest to committee members. As a member of the planning committee | realise that as | have
spoken for the retention of the Odeon in the past that | should withdraw when the item is

discussed.

| would like to ask to address the committee however as a Borough Councillor in objection to the
scheme. Whilst | am no longer County Councillor for All Saints Ward, as a member of Borough
Council | recognise that all of us have a wider town-wide duty to do the right thing and wish to

speak against the proposed application on that basis.

In general terms my objection relates to the loss of the Odeon, a building which is on the Index of
locally important buildings and which is in the central conservation area. The Council's :
Conservation officer has made a strong case for the retention or part retention of the building and |
will not repeat that but want to say that { welcome and endorse what Mrs Radford says.

The council must make a stronger stand on protecting our locally important buildings than it has in
the past. Owners of locally important buildings should not be allowed to strip them of features of
historic interest or allow them to fall into a ruinous state in order that the council and indeed the
general public give them a round of appiause when they put forward plans for demolition.

Through the sale of the Axiom in 2005 to a company which was being investigated by the
Charities Commission for tax avoidance, to the granting of planning permission to the Brewery
which included Cineworld, the Borough Council's actions have directly led to the effective running

down of this part of Winchcombe Street.

My view is that deliberate actions taken by this council have led to this section of Winchcombe
Street losing the vitality it once had — leading the way for the demolition of the Odeon and perhaps
other buildings getting in the way of the total re-development of the area.

This is why last year | set up the online petition about the Axiom and the Odeon. | particularly felt
the Cheltenham Development Taskforce was not acting in the best interests of the town by
promoting the demolition of the Odeon and possibly the Axiom in a leaflet it produced which talked
about the council considering the area to be a blank canvass.

Whilst there has been irritation on my part that this area has been deliberately run down to enable
wholesale redevelopment, a recent radio 4 programme highlighted the dubious tax affairs of
Haysport Properties and the associated Charity Delapage that bought the Axiom.
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This building is also on the Index of locally Important Buildings but is literally falling down inside
because of damage to the roof while the owners are unable/unwilling to do a thing with it. | do urge
you to listen to the programme where a whistle blower categorically says they were being
investigated (between 2004-08) when this council sold the Axiom to them
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b036kbmc

| would ask officers and members to remember that there is a rather large section of the general
public who are extremely angry about the way that the Odeon and Axiom have been treated. This
is not simply because of what this will mean for the future of those buildings but also because of
the impact on trade for the remaining businesses in the area.

Replacing an authentic Art Deco building (which has the potential to provide a decent sized
auditorium for live music and other uses in the daytime such as the Electric Ballroom in Camden
provides) with some rather dubious faux Regency flats and shops is not the right decision.

The Odeon application is being submitted by a company called Meaujo 766 and the associated
application submitted by Leckhampton Estates (2012) Ltd. Whilst the sites are seemingly not in
the ownership of the same companies the directors of both companies are the same people. One
explanation of this could be that the development as proposed would trigger a reduced number of
affordable houses as part of the scheme. Details of the company’s directors are available to view

online at;

Meaujo 766: http: //companvcheck co, uk/companv/07706507ll\/lEAUJO 766-LIMITED/directors-
shareholders

Leckhampton Estates 2012: http://companycheck.co.uk/company/07945966/LECKHAM PTON-
ESTATES-INVESTMENTS-2012-LIMITED/directors-shareholders

In my opinion it is a scandal that this council decided to sell the Axiom to a company under
investigation for tax avoidance. Passing this application, would lead to the loss of a neighbouring
locally important building but with nil affordable housing being generated will make a great deal
more people wonder about how this council conducts its affairs.

This section of Winchcombe Street is particularly interesting because of the diverse mix of
architectural styles; it provides a mini history of Cheltenham in one section between Albion Street
and Fairview Road. The Odeon building is a very significant part of this and is actually very
important to many local people too.

| wasn't born in Cheltenham, but brought up here from the age of four. | always feel it is my duty
as a migrant to the town to look after the history of the real people that lived and worked here, not

just the pretty boarding houses in Montpellier.

I hope colleagues will share this sense of responsibility to the people and heritage of the town and
refuse this application.

Yours sincerely,

Klara Sudbury.
Borough Councillor for College Ward,
County Councillor for Charlton Park and College
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Home > Categories > Politics and Government > Save the AxitJlPﬁgﬁeanQadings, Cheltenham

i Blog Signatures  Emall fiends
like 9 Send:
Twaat 0
0
The Petition

The former Axiom and Odeon buildings, Winchcombe Street Cheltenham are in
Cheltenham's nationallyimportant Centfral Conservation Area. They are also both
included on Cheltenham Borough Council's Index of Buildings of Local Interest.

We believe the owners of these two locallyimportant buildings should nothe
allowed to leave them fo fall into disrepair. We urge Cheltenham Borough Council to
use all of its powers and available resource to seek the owners of the buildings to
make good the buildings and bring them back info use.

We particularly urge the council to ensure that the former Axiom building Is made
weather proof and pigeon proofto prevent its further physical deterioration.

Note: After signing the petitlon you are given the choice to donate to iPetition; this is
totally optional and funds will not go to the Save Axiom and Odeon Gampaign. Your
name will be added to the petition regardless of whether or not you dohate.

Sign petition

Naime: *
Email:

Comments:

Display options

Show myname in the online signature list

Ll Keep me informed on this and similar petitions

www.ipefitions.com/petition/save-the-axiom-and-odeon-building s-cheltenham/

2 /33

Goal: 250 signatures

Klara Sudbury

Contact Petition Sponsor

Help promote this petition with a
widget on your site

hitp:/iwww.facebook.com/pages/Save-
the-Axiom-and-Odeon-
buildings/383371545017258

htlps /Awitter.com/SaveAxiom Odecn

The view s expressed in this pstition are
solely those of the petition's spansor and
do not in any way reflect the view s of
iPetitions. iPetitions is solely a provider of
technical services to the petition sponsor
and cannot be held liable for any
darmages or injury or ather harm arising
from this petition. In the event no ’
adequate sponsor is named, iPetitions

w ill consider tha individual account
holder with which the petition was
created as the law ful sponsor.

172
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W23

Home > Categories > Politics and Government > Save the Aﬂ&%gjgd;oglﬂiildings, Cheltenham

Sign Bleg Cicow oo Emall fiiends

Signatures TOTAL e

FPage: i ,2,3.,4,..7 » »

1
Name: WWAAMMAMon Aor 3, 2012
Comments:
Flag

2
Name: SV Apr 3, 2012

Comments: they should not have been allowed to decayfor so long, although they are not Georgian
in siyle they both contribute to the social historyin cheltenham
Flag

3

Name: AN Apr 3, 2012

Comments: Both the Odeon and the Axiom were key parts of my childhood and adolescent
development. | regard them as among the most significant cultura! landmarks in Cheltenham.
Flag

4

Name MINWMAAMAMOon Apr 3, 2012

Commenis:
Flag

5
Name: (QRAWAMMIgon Apr 3, 2012
Comments:
Flag

6
Name: WAV o A0 3, 2012
Comments: | agree theyare mln buildings in Cheltenham and i back this
Flag

7
Name: AWM on Aor 3, 2012

Comments: The Aiom building was given ta the people of Cheltenham for public arts use. Firstlyit
is a disgrace that itwas sold to a third party for profitin a town that prides ltself on its commitment
te the arls and its assoclated festivals, and secondlythat it being allowed to fall into disrepair within
a conservation area. CBC has allowed the owners of this building to actin an irresponsible way for
a decade. As a resident of Cheltenham, | call for the Council to exercise whatever powers it has to
prevent the owners allowing this decay to conlinue.

Flag

8

Name:Mon Apr 3, 2012

Comments: ‘
Flag

9

Name: SNV on Aor 3, 2012

Comments:
Flag

mwiLi petitions.comipetitior/save-the-axiom-and-odeon-building s- chel tenhamysignatures /5




Name: Sl on Apr 3, 2012

Comments:
Flag
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11

Name:Mon Apr3,2012

Comments: Cheltenham needs a community centre for the aris. Creating just ancther shopping
centre or block of expensive flats on the grounds of the widespread supported and loved Axiorn and
Odeon building weuld be harmful for the reputation of Cheltenham and its role in creating the big
sociely,

Flag

12

Name : (VMRG0 2pr 3, 2012

Comments: Criminal to allow historical buflding, to fall to the axe of developers, hoping fo make a
quick killing, with a charactetless hlock of concrete.
Flag

13

Name: [NV on Apr 3, 2012

Comments:
Flag

14
Name: Anonymous on Apr4, 2012
Comments: this is wasted space and should be braught alive again .

Flag

15
Name: (NI on Apr 4, 2012
Comments:
Flag

16
Name: IANYNINR on Apr 4, 2012

Comments: Atravesty fo let a beautiful piece of history be destroyed because of moneyand greed
Flag

17
Name: SRS on Apr 4, 2012
Comments: Part of Cheltenham’s history!
Flag

18
Name: NN on Apr 4,2012
Comments: Pari of Cheltenham's history!
Flag

19
Name:\NIAMANON Apr 4, 2012
Comments:
Flag

20
Name: fon Apr 4, 2012
Comments: I've played many fimes @Adom and have attended manygig's there too, and enjoyed
them allll P've also been to the Odeon many limes in the pastas well!! Be a crying/criminal shame if
these buildings were leit to fall into even more disrepair,......or worse?1?!

Flag

21

Name: JYNRRRAIAAM on Apr 4, 2012

Comments:
Flag

22
Narne: WNNYANIO " Aot 4, 2012

Comments:
Flag

wwwpefitions.com/petition/save-the-axiom-and-odeon-buildings-cheltenham/sig natures

25
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Comments:
Flag

24

Name : QAWYMNLN Apr 4, 2012

Comments:
Flag

25
Name:mm Apr5,2012 :
Comments: Axiom bridge the gap between the education system and developing yourself as an
artist or performet. [f we are to revive the economy these forums are essential. Lack ofopportunity
is grinding the economy down, if the Adom came back people would be empowered t0 create
social enterprise and help themselves. It can only be good from all points of view,

Flag

26

Name:m on Apt 8, 2012

Comments:
Flag

27

Name SAAMIN on 2pr 6, 2012

Comments:
Flag

28

Name:Mon Apré, 2012

Comments: Bring baclk the Adom Centre!
Fiag

29

Name: SIfIMARAM on Apr 6, 2012

Comments:
Flag

30
Name:%on Apr7,2012
Comments:
Flag

31

Name:Mon Apr7,2012

Comments:
Flag

32

Name: dAVAUAMRMIMon Aor 7, 2012

Commenis:
Flag

33

Name VAN on Apr7, 2012

Comments: There is a lot of potential for those ornate and unfque buildings. More should be done
with them than just allowing them to rot.
Fiag

34
Name:Mon Apr7,2012
Comments:
Flag .

35
Name: SRV on Aor 7, 2012
Commenfs:
Flag

wii.i petili ons.comvpetition/save-the-axion-and-cdecn- building s-chel tenhamysig natures 315
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Comments:
Flag

37

Name: YYANYYNNN on Apr 7, 2012

Comments:
Flag

38

Name:mon Apr7,2012

Comments:
Flag

39

Name YAV on 201 7, 2012

Comments: These buildings should not be allowed to fall info disrepair. Surelythere is something
that can be done to restore them and give them a purpose again?
Flag

40

Name:-mon'Apr 7,2012

Comments:
Flag

41
Name:m on Apr7,2012

Comments: An excellent building, well worth saving
Flag

42

Name: UNVAAAMMR on Apr 7, 2012

Comments: .
Flag

43
Name: INWYAAAMININ on 2pr 7, 2012

Comments:
Flag

44 .
Name:Mn Apr7,2012
Comments:

Flag

45

Name: YN on Apr 7, 2012

Comments:
Flag

46
Name:mon Apr 8,2012 _
Comments: its a scandal these buildings have been sold out of the county and then left to rot. they
should be restored to their former glories not torn down and replaced by yet more ugly housing

Flag :

47
Name:" on Apr 8, 2012

Comments:
Flag

48

Name: YNNI on 2or 8, 2012

Comments:
Flag

49

Name:m on Apr 9,2012

Comments: these are both unique buildings and deserve to be saved
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50

Name: NN on Apr 9, 2012 ..

Comments; these are both unique buildings and deserve fo be saved
Flag
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51
Name: SYANAM on Apr9, 2012
Comments: we cannot letthese buildings disappear
Flag

- 52

Name: {YIUMANA on Apr 9, 2012

Comments:

Flag !

83
Name:m on Apr 9, 2012
Comments:
Flag

54 _
Name:mon Apr9,2012
Comments:
Flag

§5

Name:m on Apr9,2012

Comments: an arts cinema, cafe, workshop area. look at the Broadway in Nottingham for
inspiration and a success story! ’ :
Flag

56
Name: YWWWAAINIR o Apr 9, 2012

Comments:
Fiag

57 '
Name: mon Apr9,2012
Comments:

Flag

58
NameMon Apr9,2012

Comments:
Flag

59

NameMon Apr9,2012 :

Comments: save them but they both need immediate renovation - they get more delapidated each
day.
Flag

60
Name: @ifgfyili on 2pr 9, 2012
Comments:
Flag
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Naﬂe:Mon Apr9, 2012 Page 110 I 0/33

Comments: please please presene these buildings - recentlyin Tromso northern norway where
their 1913 theatre, then cinema, has been beautifully restored and now houses town museum and
educationfart center.

Flag

62

Name:%on Apr9, 2012

Comments: The Axom used be a great venue and still is a wonderful building with lots of potential.
Some new restaurants or art gallery would be great.

Flag

63
Name: mon Apr 9, 2012
Comments:
Flag

B4
Name: (il on Apr @, 2012
Comments: The former Axiom building should be where culture is cullivated and promoted, and the

cinema should also return fo its original former glory.
Flag

65

Name: DPQAIRAMIANCn Apr 9, 2012

Comments:
Flag

66

Name: on Apr 10,2012
Comments:
Flag

67

Name:mon Apr 10,2012

Comments:
Flag

68

Name: (AYRARMAMMANSon 2or 10, 2012

Comments:
Flag

69 ,
Name: WA on Aor 10,2012
Comments;

Flag

70
Name: WM on Apr 10, 2012

- Comments: Cheltenham Borough Council this is a chance to put right your petty minded actions

and thinking of the past that led io the demise of the Axiom Arts Cenfre.
Flag

71
Name: UMMMV on Aor 10, 2012
Comments:
Flag

72 :
Name:WIMANIN on Aor 10, 2012

Comments: Why not turn them into swanky offices - theyre well positioned in the town and would fit
in with the current vogue of having Interesting office building (like the Gloucester Docks for
instance).

Flag
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73 :
Name:mon Apr0, 2012 Page 111 , ,
Comments: Cheltenham really lacks a music venue like the Axiom used to be - it would be fantastic 33

- {0 see the building be established once again as an Arts Centre.

Flag

74

Name : VENAVIARARACR Aor 10, 2012

Comments: The Axiom and Odeon are important arls buildings and should be reopened in that
capacity instead of being built over. We must not lose our herltage buildings to new housing.

Flag

75
Name:mn Apr 10,2012
Comments: The Axiom was a wonderful community centre and built up mylove of live local music.

Please bring it back, such a beautiful building too. For the Odeon, perhaps you could get Prince
Charles 1o open up one of his aifernative cinemas in the building as this would notbe in direct
competition with Cineworld and would provied the people of Gloucestershire with a fantasfic quirky
tradional cinema experience. | love both venues and both buildings are spectacular.

Flag

76
Name:Won Apr 10, 2012
Comments: Both buildings should be purchased by the Town Council and restored to use as
performance spaces.
Flag

T

Name: WM on 2or 10, 2012

Comments: Bring the Axom back fo life and let the community use it
Flag

78
Name:WfJMon Aor 10, 2012
Comments:
Flag

79
Name: JagiyMI on Apr 10, 2012
Comments:
Flag

80
Name: iViiffon Apr 10,2012
Comments:
Flag

81
Name: m on Apr10,2012
Comments:
Flag

82
name: YA Cn 2pr 10, 2012
Comments:
Flag

83
Nameo: ASMWAMRon A0r 10, 2012
Comments: