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Councillors:

Steve Jordan, Flo Clucas, Chris Coleman, Rowena Hay, Peter Jeffries,
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SECTION 1 : PROCEDURAL MATTERS

APOLOGIES

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING
Minutes of the meeting held on 7 February 2017

(Pages
3-8)

PUBLIC AND MEMBER QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS
These must be received no later than 12 noon on the fourth
working day before the date of the meeting

SECTION 2 :THE COUNCIL
There are no matters referred to the Cabinet by the Council
on this occasion

SECTION 3 : OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
There are no matters referred to the Cabinet by the
Overview and Scrutiny Committee on this occasion

SECTION 4 : OTHER COMMITTEES
There are no matters referred to the Cabinet by other
Committees on this occasion

SECTION 5 : REPORTS FROM CABINET MEMBERS
AND/OR OFFICERS

CABINET RESPONSE TO THE SCRUTINY REPORT ON
ACCESSIBILITY

Report of the Cabinet Member Clean and Green
Environment

(Pages
9-24)




6. APPOINTMENT OF THE NON EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (Pages
TO 2020 COMPANY 25 - 36)
Report of the Head of Paid Service

7. FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS FOR IMPROVEMENTS (Pages
TO LEISURE-AT-CHELTENHAM 37 -70)
Report of the Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles

8. PROGRESS UPDATE REGARDING THE NEW (Pages
CREMATORIUM PROJECT INCLUDING BUSINESS 71 -
CASE DECISIONS REGARDING ACCESS ROAD AND 360)
SECOND CHAPEL OPTION

Report of the Cabinet Member Clean and Green
Environment

SECTION 6 : BRIEFING SESSION
e |eader and Cabinet Members

9. BRIEFING FROM CABINET MEMBERS

SECTION 7 : DECISIONS OF CABINET MEMBERS
Member decisions taken since the last Cabinet meeting

SECTION 8 : ANY OTHER ITEM(S) THAT THE LEADER
DETERMINES TO BE URGENT AND REQUIRES A
DECISION

Contact Officer: Rosalind Reeves, Democratic Services Manager, 01242 774937
Email: democratic.services@cheltenham.gov.uk
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Cabinet

Tuesday, 7th February, 2017
6.00 -6.30 pm

Attendees

Councillors: Steve Jordan (Leader of the Council), Flo Clucas (Cabinet
Member Healthy Lifestyles), Chris Coleman (Cabinet Member
Clean and Green Environment), Rowena Hay (Cabinet Member
Finance), Peter Jeffries (Cabinet Member Housing),

Andrew McKinlay (Cabinet Member Development and Safety)
and Roger Whyborn (Cabinet Member Corporate Services)

Minutes

1. APOLOGIES
There were no apologies.

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest.

3. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING
The minutes of the last meeting were approved and signed as a correct record.

4, PUBLIC AND MEMBER QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS
There were none.

5. FINAL GENERAL FUND REVENUE AND CAPITAL BUDGET PROPOSALS
2017/18 (INCLUDING SECTION 25)
RESOLVED THAT

This item be deferred until 24 February Special meeting of Cabinet

6. FINAL HOUSING REVENUE ACCOUNT (HRA) BUDGET PROPOSALS
2017/18
RESOLVED THAT

This item be deferred until 24 February Special meeting of Cabinet

7. TREASURY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY STATEMENT AND ANNUAL
INVESTMENT STRATEGY 2017/18
The Cabinet Member Finance introduced the report which had been circulated
with the agenda. She explained that the council under the CIPFA code must
report annually on its treasury management strategy statement and its
prudential indicators and the report incorporated the annual investment strategy
which is also a requirement.

The Treasury Management Panel (TMP) had recommended that Cabinet
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approve this report and forward it to Council. The treasury & annual investment
strategy statements were clearly set out in Appendix 2, and the Minimum
Revenue Provision at Appendix 4.

She highlighted the revisions made to the lending list in Appendix 3 and the use
of Repo/Reverse Repo as a form of securitised lending and was pleased that
this had the support of the TMP.

She gave thanks to council officers and advisors for their achievements. Since
the budget monitoring report in September the investment income had improved
for 16/17and was currently showing as a £12,800 surplus above the budget.

The Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles asked whether given that PWLB rates
were rising gently and the volatility of the current international financial situation,
would it be a good time for the Council to use PWLB to make investments in
Cheltenham to meet the requirements of the town and the council. The Section
151 Officer advised that this would be possible but there had to be an
evidenced need for borrowing based on incurred or imminent capital
expenditure and the council could not make a speculative application.

RESOLVED THAT

Council be recommended to approve the attached Treasury Management
Strategy Statement, Annual Investment Strategy for 2017/18 at Appendix
2, 2017/18 Lending list at Appendix 3 and MRP policy statement for
2016/17 and 2017/18 at Appendix 4, including :

¢ The general policy objective ‘that Council should invest prudently
the surplus funds held on behalf of the community giving priority
to security and liquidity’.

¢ That the Prudential Indicators for 2017/18 including the authorised
limit as the statutory affordable borrowing limit determined under
Section 3 (1) Local Government Act 2003 be approved.

¢ Revisions to the Council’s lending list and parameters as shown in
Appendix 3 are proposed in order to provide some further capacity.
These proposals have been put forward after taking advice from
the Council’s treasury management advisers Capita Asset Services
and are prudent enough to ensure the credit quality of the
Council’s investment portfolio remains high.

¢ The use of Repo/Reverse Repo is accepted as a form of securitised
lending.

For 2016/17 and 2017/18 in calculating the Minimum Revenue Provision
(MRP), the Council will apply a modified Option 1 in respect of supported
capital expenditure to repay the debt in equal instalments over 35 years
and Option 3 in respect of unsupported capital expenditure, adjusted from
2017/18 by the use of capital receipts to repay debt associated with capital
loans as per paragraph 24 in Appendix 4.
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BUDGET MONITORING REPORT 2016-17-POSITION AT DECEMBER 2016
The Cabinet Member Finance introduced the third financial monitoring report
giving the position statement for the financial year 2016/17. The purpose of the
report was to notify members of any known significant variations to budgets for
2016/17 and highlight any key issues.

The table at 2.1 summarised the net impact of the variances identified at this
stage in the financial year, for anything over 50K and areas with volatile income
trends.

With regard to the Housing Revenue Account (HRA), the final budget report for
2017/18 showed the revised forecasts for the current year updated to
December 2016. The only amendments to the October figures were a further
anticipated saving of £49.600 on repairs and maintenance. Overall capital
expenditure was expected to be £74,500 lower at £11,583,100, reducing
revenue contributions by the same amount. These variations increased the
forecast revenue reserve at 31st March 2017 by £124,100 to £6,176,100.

The monitoring report for the collection of council tax and business rates
(NNDR) income was shown in Appendix 5 and indicated the position at the end
of December 2016 and the projected outturn for 2016/17.

In conclusion, the net effect on the general fund of the variances reported was a
forecast net underspend against the budget of £110,737 for 2016/17. The
continued impact of the changes in government funding arrangements and the
economic climate presented particular concerns for the Council’s budgets. It
was clearly important to ensure that budgets continued to be closely monitored
over the coming months with a view to taking action at a future date, if
necessary.

Cabinet and Council would decide in July 2017, when the outturn is finalised,
how to apply any potential further savings. However it was recommended that
any underspend identified on outturn be transferred firstly to the Budget Deficit
(Support) Reserve and secondly to support general balances, bearing in mind
the need to keep the level of reserves robust and the uncertainty surrounding
future budget funding gaps, as outlined in the Council’'s Medium Term Financial
Strategy report.

The Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles commended the council tax officers for
their sterling work in maintaining the high rate of collection referred to in
Appendix 5.

The Leader commended the excellent financial control which the report
demonstrated by officers across the council.

RESOLVED THAT

1. the contents of this report including the key projected variances to
the 2016/17 budget and the expected delivery of services within
budget be noted.
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2. the budget virements to the 2016/17 budget, as detailed in
Appendix 7 be approved.

3. Council be recommended to approve a contribution of £110,737 to
the Budget Deficit (support) reserve, as detailed in paragraph 10.1.

REVIEW OF HACKNEY CARRIAGE FARES

The Cabinet Member Built Environment introduced the report which explained
that section 65 of the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976
permitted the council to set fares for hackney carriage or taxi vehicles licensed
by it. The council had adopted a fare formula which was used annually to
calculate the running costs of a licensed hackney carriage vehicle. He
highlighted that there had not been a fare increase since November 2013 as the
calculated increases would be too small to be practically reflected. However the
cumulative percentage increase since the last fare adjustment in 2013 had
resulted in a proposed 6% increase. The report asked Cabinet to approve
readjustment of the current maximum fares and the new tariffs which were set
out in Appendix 2.

RESOLVED THAT

1. the proposed maximum fare increase for hackney carriages be
approved; and

2. authority be delegated to the Director of Environment to carry out the
necessary advertising requirements to comply with section 65 of the
Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976; and

3. Subject to there being no substantive amendments being made
following consultation, authority be delegated to the Director of
Environment to adopt the proposed fares.

BRIEFING FROM CABINET MEMBERS

The Cabinet Member Corporate Services was pleased to announce that the
council had been successful in its recent reassessment for Investors in People
and had retained its award. This was important as it demonstrated that the
council considered its staff to be its biggest asset and invested in them
accordingly. It would be reassessed in three years time.

The Cabinet Member Built Environment announced that the Cheltenham Local
Plan had been put out for informal consultation over the next six weeks. This
document sat beneath the Joint Core Strategy which would be debated at
Council on Friday. This was an opportunity for residents to put forward their
views on the draft document before the formal consultation and he encouraged
everybody to give their feedback by following the link on the council's website.

The Cabinet Member Housing indicated that he would be attending an
important affordable housing conference on Friday and therefore would be
giving his apologies for Council. He updated members on his recent first-hand
experience of rough sleeping in Cheltenham and he was pleased that this had
helped to raise awareness of the current crisis across the county with strong
support from local media. It had provided him with a good insight of the issues
and problems and he would share his ideas with colleagues at a future date
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once he had had time to reflect on his experience.

The Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles noted that the Public Art Strategy for
Cheltenham was currently being reviewed and one of her aims was that it
should celebrate the achievements of legendary females which was currently
lacking. She advised that plans were being drawn up for a revamp at Leisure@
which would be reported to Council in March. She hoped that the project could
then move forward as it would have a major benefit for families in the town.

The Leader announced that the government had launched a White Paper on
housing and commended the Cabinet Member Housing for highlighting the
rough sleeping issue. He referred to the imminent retirement of Rob Bell and
wished to formally note the council’s thanks for the huge amount of work that he
had done for the council and for the town in both his previous role and in his
current role as Managing Director of Ubico.

CABINET MEMBER DECISIONS TAKEN SINCE THE LAST MEETING OF
CABINET

13/12/16 | Cabinet Procurement of kerbside sort recycling vehicles
member
Clean and
Green
Environment
13/01/17 | Cabinet To appoint Emmdee Electrcial to upgrade lighting and
Member electrical infrastructure within communal areas of CBC
Finance sheltered accommodation and general needs block of flats
23/01/17 | Leader Appointment of new Managing Director of Ubico Limited
3/02/17 | Leader Ubico Ordinary Resolution-extension of the existing
arrangements with various support service providers for 12
months

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972 - EXEMPT BUSINESS
EXEMPT MINUTES

The exempt minutes of the meeting held on 13 December 2016 were approved
and signed as a correct record.

Chairman
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Cheltenham Borough Council
Cabinet — 7" March 2017
Changing Places Accessible Toilets -
Cabinet Response to Scrutiny Report on Accessibility

Accountable member Cabinet Member Clean and Green Environment, Councillor Chris

Coleman
Accountable officer Director of Resources, Mark Sheldon
Ward(s) affected All
Key Decision No
Executive summary On 13 December 2016 Cabinet considered a report on Accessibility from

Overview and Scrutiny and approved the recommendation that appropriate
officers look at what actions could be taken to reduce difficulties
experienced by disabled persons and to develop an action plan.

Cheltenham Borough Council successfully applied for funding from the
Disabled Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant, to install
two Changing Places Accessible Toilets within Cheltenham, one to be sited
adjacent to Pittville Park Play Area and the other in a town centre location.

Recommendations That Cabinet agree to:

1. Approve the project to develop the proposal and the business
case, subject to existing budgets, to install and maintain two
Changing Places Accessible Toilets within Cheltenham, one in
Pittville Park and another in a town centre location to be
determined, following consultation with user groups and
stakeholders.

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets Page 1 of 15 Last updated 21 February 2017
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Financial implications There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. However,
the financial implications to the council’'s 2017-18 and future capital and
revenue budgets will need to be considered as part of the business case,
to be developed. If this business case identifies a shortfall in funding, this
will have an impact on the Medium Term Financial Strategy and Cabinet or
Council may be required to request increased funding, for which a
corresponding budget saving may need to be identified elsewhere.

Contact Officer: Sarah Didcote, Deputy Chief Financial Officer
Email: Sarah.Didcote@cheltenham.gov.uk

Tel: 01242 264125

Contact Officer: Sarah Didcote

Email: Sarah.Didcote@cheltenham.gov.uk

Tel: 01242 264125

Legal implications The Authority will need to comply with its Contract Rules in respect of the
design and build of the facilities and the on- going maintenance of the
facilities.

The Authority needs to comply with the Disabled Children and Young
People Short Breaks Capital Grant Acceptance Contract requirements.

Contact Officer: Shirin Wotherspoon, Head of Law ( Commercial)
Email: shirin.wotherspoon@tewkesbury.gov.uk

Tel: 01684 272017

HR implications There are no direct HR implications identified in the report.
(including learning and
organisational Contact officer: Carmel Togher, HR Business Partner

development)
Email: carmel.togher@cheltenham.gov.uk

Tel: 01242 775215

Key risks That Cheltenham Borough Council is unable to deliver the project due to
the inability to support a budget for the ongoing maintenance costs.

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets Page 2 of 15 Last updated 21 February 2017
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Corporate and The project to install two Changing Places Accessible Toilets has been
community plan included within the Corporate Strategy for 2017/18 under the outcome:
Implications

o People live in strong, safe and healthy communities

The project also contributes to the Corporate Priority Action:

e The council is committed to the elimination of discrimination and
promotion of equality of opportunity for all citizens and will work
towards this goal, both in the provision of services and
employment.

Environmental and No direct implications identified in the report.

climate change

implications Environmental issues will be considered as part of the business case.

Property/Asset Dependant on the delivery timescale for this scheme it may be necessary

Implications to engage a temporary external resource. The potential cost of this
resource has not been included in the cost estimates and an allowance of
12-15% will need to be added to budget estimates.
Contact Officer: David Roberts, Head of Property and Asset
Management
Email: david.roberts@cheltenham.gov.uk
Tel: 01242 264151

1. Background
1.1 As part of the agenda for the Overview and Scrutiny meeting held on 12 September 2016, the

1.2

1.3

committee received a presentation from wheelchair users about some of the problems some
disabled people encounter when trying to find accessible public toilets in Cheltenham as well as
more general access issues. One issue raised was the lack of suitable public disabled toilets,
which had proper facilities and enough room either for a mobility scooter or two carers. Also,
since the closure of the accessible toilet in the Beechwood Arcade, there is no public facility in
Cheltenham that offers additional requirement to assist with the needs of those with complex
disabilities, and their carers’.

Over 230,000 people in the UK need personal assistance to use the toilet or for personal hygiene
[see appendix 3]. Changing Places Accessible Toilets are designed to provide the three elements
key to helping improve accessibility for these people within their community.

¢ The right equipment — height adjustable changing bench and hoist system
e Space — to allow disabled person and up to two carers
¢ A safe and clean environment - non-slip floor, appropriate water facilities

During the redevelopment of Pittville Play Park in spring 2016, the project team sought advice
from Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) regarding accessibility. GCC provided information on
the Disabled Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant and made the suggestion
that Cheltenham Borough Council bid for funding to install a Changing Places Accessible Toilet to
serve the Pittville Play Park area.

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets Page 3 of 15 Last updated 21 February 2017
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1.4  Within the facilities available at Pittville Play Park, there is a disabled toilet that meets current
legal standards. However, the number of people, children and adults, with complex disabilities is
increasing and these basic facilities are not meeting their needs. In turn this prevents their ability
to visit public places such as the play area or restricts the period of time they are able to stay.

1.5 A report on Accessibility was taken to Cabinet on 13" December 2016 with the recommendation
that Cheltenham Borough Council ‘look at what action the council could take in areas it has direct
control of access to toilet facilities in the light of the comments made to reduce difficulties being
experienced by disabled persons with a view to an action plan being submitted to Cabinet'.

1.6  Following an application to the Disabled Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant
in December 2016, to install two Changing Places Accessible Toilets within Cheltenham, the
Council’s bid for £136k has been accepted. The Trust made a separate bid for the Disabled
Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant for the Leisure Centre and they too were
successful.

1.7  The Disabled Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant to Cheltenham Borough
Council was approved on the basis that one of the Changing Places Accessible Toilet would be
sited at Pittville Play Park and the second facility within the Town Centre.

1.8  Although funding has been granted for the capital cost of instaling two Changing Places
Accessible Toilets, identification and securing of funding for future maintenance and cleaning
regime of the two facilities is still required.

2. Reasons for recommendations

2.1 Although there are public disabled toilets within Cheltenham, none are large enough or suitably
equipped for those with complex disabilities, those that require two carers to accompany them or
those that require mobility scooters to access facilities. For some this leads to an inequality in
choice, when deciding to visit Cheltenham for longer periods of time.

2.2 The installation of two facilities within Cheltenham would improve upon the current provision
within Gloucestershire, where there are currently only three Changing Places Accessible toilets,
the closest facility being at Dursley over 22 miles away.

2.3  The Equality Act 2010 requires that service providers must think ahead and take steps to address
barriers that impede disabled people. Under this Equality Act, adjustments must be made where
disabled people experience ‘substantial disadvantage’. ['[Equality Act 2010... a quick start guide’
(Background Information)]

3. Costs & Funding

3.1 The Disabled Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant would be used to fund the
following:

— The installation of two
Changing Room Accessible Toilets £124,000 (£62,000 per toilet)
— Officer resource £12,000

The Disabled Children and Young People Short Breaks Capital Grant cannot be used for the
ongoing maintenance and cleaning of the two Changing Places Accessible Toilets. If there is no
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flexibility within the planned maintenance budget to support the running costs and limited
opportunity for maintenance grant funding, there may be implications to the baseline budget from
2018/19 onwards.

4, Consultation and feedback

4.1 Stakeholders and service users will be consulted on the most suitable location for the second
facility within the Town Centre.

4.2 Cheltenham Borough Council will partner with Charitable Organisations to develop a community
engagement strategy and opportunities for extending the grant funding

5. Performance management —monitoring and review

5.1 This project will follow the principles of Prince 2 project management.

Report author Contact officer: Claire Cook, Client and Research Officer
Email: claire.a.cook@cheltenham.gov.uk

Tel: 01242 775212

Appendices 1. Risk Assessment
2. Community Impact Assessment

3. Changing Places Summary
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Background information 12" September 2016 — Minutes from Overview & Scrutiny Meeting
agenda item 6.

https://democracy.cheltenham.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?Cld=2
67&MId=2584&Ver=4

13" December 2016 — Cabinet Report on Accessibility Issues
agenda item 5

https.//democracy.cheltenham.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?Cld=1
66&MId=2572&Ver=4

Equality Act 2010: Public Sector Equality Duty What do | need to
know? A quick start guide for Public Organisations.

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment
data/file/85041/equality-duty.pdf’

Equality Act 2010: What do | need to know? Disability quick start

guide’

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment
data/file/85037/disability.pdf

Changing Places — The Practical Guide
http://www.changing-
places.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=YEDKVYyX8TE%3d&tabid=81
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Risk Assessment Appendix 1
The risk Original risk score Managing risk
(impact x likelihood)
Risk Risk Date Impact | Likelihood | Score | Control Deadline | Responsible | Transfer
ref. raised 1-5 1-6 red to
- risk Risk
Risk description Owner Action officer register | Status
If the proposed locations for
the Changing Places Undertake Community Impact
Accessibility Toilets are not David Assessments against the Claire
R0OO1 | suitable, then there will 3 1 3 Reduce | different locations for the siting
. . . Roberts . . Cook
continue to be inequality of of the Changing Place Accessible
access and choice to facilities Toilets
within Cheltenham.
If the installation of Changing
Places Accessible Toilets has a o
detrimental impact on persons Q
who share protected C%
characteristics (for example Undertake Community Impact —
age, disability or pregnancy . Assessments against the . o1l
. David . . . Claire
R002 | and maternity), then the 4 1 4 Reduce | different locations for the siting
S . . Roberts . . Cook
Council will be in potential of the Changing Place Accessible
breach of its Public Sector Toilets
Equalities Duty contained in
Section 149 of the Equality Act
2010 which will also impact
CBC’s reputation.
If CBC is unable to proceed
with the installation of the
Changing Places Toilets, then . . . . .
. gIng . David A business case is being Claire
R0O03 | disabled people with complex 3 2 6 Reduce
. . Roberts developed Cook
needs will continue to have
limited choices when visiting
Cheltenham
Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets Page 7 of 15 Last updated 21 February 2017




R0O0O4

If there are a limited number
of specialised suppliers then
CBC may be unable to obtain
value for money as well as a
suitable standard of design and
build.

David
Roberts

Reduce

Research to be undertaken as
part of the development of the
business case

Claire
Cook

ROO5

If CBC is unable to meet the
terms and conditions of the
Disabled Children and Young
People Short Breaks Capital
Grant, then the grant will be
removed.

David
Roberts

Reduce

A business case is being
developed

Claire
Cook

RO06

If CBC is unable to secure
future maintenance funding,
then it will not be possible to
maintain the facilities to the
required standard of
compliance.

David
Roberts

Reduce

A business case is being
developed

Garrie
Dowling

9T abed

ROO7

If property services are unable
to provide the necessary
resource within the
timeframes, then there may be
a delay to project deliver and
cost implications.

David
Roberts

Reduce

A business case is being
developed

Garrie
Dowling

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets
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Explanatory notes

Impact — an assessment of the impact if the risk occurs on a scale of 1-5 (1 being least impact and 5 being major or critical)
Likelihood — how likely is it that the risk will occur on a scale of 1-6

(1 being almost impossible, 2 is very low, 3 is low, 4 significant, 5 high and 6 a very high probability)

Control - Either: Reduce / Accept / Transfer to 3rd party /

Close

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets Page 9 of 15 Last updated 21 February 2017
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Community impact assessment — for services, policies and projects Appendix 2

What is a community impact assessment?
A community impact assessment is an important part of our commitment to delivering better services for our communities. The form will help us find out what
impact or consequences our functions, policies, procedures and projects have on our communities, as well as employees and potential employees.

By undertaking an impact assessment, we are able to:

Take into account the needs, experiences and circumstances of those groups of people who use (or don’t / can’t use) our services.
Identify any inequalities people may experience.

Think about the other ways in which we can deliver our services which will not lead to inequalities.

Develop better policy-making, procedures and services.

Background
Name of service / policy / project Changing Places Accessible Toilets
and date
Lead officer Mark Sheldon S-JJU
«Q
)
Other people involved in Claire Cook =
completing this form Jane Stovell oo
Step 1 - About the service / policy / project
What is the aim of the service / The project to install two Changing Places Accessible Toilets has been included within the Corporate Strategy for
policy / project and what outcomes | 2017/18 under the outcome:
is it contributing to
e People live in strong, safe and healthy communities
The project also contributes to the Corporate Priority Action:
e The council is committed to the elimination of discrimination and promotion of equality of opportunity for all
citizens and will work towards this goal, both in the provision of services and employment.
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Who are the primary customers of
the service / policy / project and
how do they / will they benefit

The primary customers of the Changing Places Accessible Toilets are Cheltenham residents and visitors with
complex disabilities, and their carers’.

How and where is the service /
policy / project implemented

One Changing places facility is to be sited at Pittville park. The location of the other facility is still to be determined
but will be sited within the town centre.

What potential barriers might
already exist to achieving these
outcomes

Funding of the ongoing maintenance of the facilities due to the Council’'s budgetary constraints.

Step 2 — What do you know already about your existing / potential customers

What existing information and data
do you have about your existing /
potential customers e.g. Statistics,
customer feedback, performance
information

Over 230,000 people in the UK need personal assistance to use the toilet or for personal hygiene.

In the 2011 Census the overall number of people in Gloucestershire, whose day to day activities were limited a lot
was 43292 and that 7582 of those were Cheltenham residents.

What does it tell you about who

There are a significant number of people within Cheltenham and beyond who are at a disadvantage when making

uses your service / policy and decisions to visit Cheltenham. Their visits may be shorter, limited to certain locations or avoided altogether. Q-?
those that don’t? «Q
What have you learnt about real ®
barriers to your service from any Consultation with service users and stakeholder groups will take place as part of the project. $

consultation with customers and
any stakeholder groups?

If not, who do you have plans to
consult with about the service /
policy / project?

Leonard Cheshire Home, St Vincent's and St George's Association, Bettridge School, Star College,
Gloucestershire County Council Occupational Therapists, Carers Gloucestershire, Active Gloucestershire
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Step 3 - Assessing community impact
How does your service / policy / project impact on different groups in the community?

Group

What are you already
doing to benefit this

group

What are you doing that
might disadvantage this

group

What could you do
differently to benefit this

group

No impact on this
group

People from black and minority
ethnic groups

Gender

Gender Reassignment

Older people / children and young
people

Potential users will be of
all ages, but there will be
a steady increase of the
number of older people.

Failure to implement is
likely to impact on
accessibility to town centre
for shopping, leisure and
social contact.

Help to ensure future
provision is in a suitable
location within the town.

People with disabilities and mental
health challenges

Primary user base.

Failure to implement is
likely to impact on
accessibility to town centre
for shopping, leisure and
social contact.

Help to ensure future
provision is in a suitable
location within the town.

0z abed

Religion or belief

Lesbian, Gay and Bi-sexual people

Marriage and Civil Partnership

ANANEN

Pregnancy & Maternity

Potential user of the
service, but not a major
target.

Help to ensure future
provision is in a suitable
location within the town.

Other groups or communities

v

Step 4 - what are the differen

ces

Are any groups affected in different
ways to others as a result of the

Financially disadvantaged groups may be more likely to be impacted as may not have easy access to transport
options which gives them greater mobility flexibility. This could result in these groups being more dependent on

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets
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service / policy / project?

facilities within the town centre.

Does your service / policy / project | No
either directly or indirectly

discriminate?

If yes, what can be done to improve | N/A

this?

Are there any other ways in which
the service / project can help
support priority communities in
Cheltenham?

Any potential synergies between the service and other organisations in the town will be considered as part of the
research work.

Step 5 — taking things forwar

d

What are the key actions to be
carried out and how will they be
resourced and monitored?

It is necessary to engage with services users and stakeholders, to consult on the location of the Changing Places
Accessible Toilets and to promote the services.

It will also be necessary to undertake a procurement exercise to secure a service provider to design, build and
implement the two facilities.

T¢ obed

The exercise will be resourced with officers from CBC, GOSS and One Legal.

Who will play a role in the decision-
making process?

Cabinet Member Clean and Green, Councillor Chris Coleman, lead officer Mark Sheldon, the Cabinet and the
Council.

What are your / the project’s
learning and development needs?

Understanding the requirements of the service users, through consultation and adhering to planning and building
control regulations during design and build phase of the project.

How will you capture these actions

in your service / project planning?

A dedicated project manager will utilise PRINCE2 based methodology to capture and manage project actions and
overall time management.

Cabinet 7"" March 2017 — Changing Places Accessible Toilets
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(Extract from website www.changing-places.org)

What are Changing Places Toilets?

Standard accessible toilets do not meet the needs of all people with a disability.

People with profound and multiple learning disabilities, as well people with other physical disabilities such as spinal
injuries, muscular dystrophy and multiple sclerosis often need extra equipment and space to allow them to use the
toilets safely and comfortably. These needs are met by Changing Places toilets.

Each Changing Places toilet provides:

The right equipment
- A height adjustable adult-sized changing bench
- A tracking hoist system, or mobile hoist, if this is not possible.

Enough space

- Adequate space in the changing area for the disabled person and up to two carers
- A centrally placed toilet with room either side

- A screen or curtain to allow some privacy.

A safe and clean environment

- Wide tear off paper roll to cover the bench
- A large waste bin for disposable pads

- A non-slip floor.

PLEASE NOTE: Changing Places toilets are different to standard accessible toilets (or "disabled toilets") and should be
provided in addition to accessible toilets.

Changing Places standards

Changing Places facilities need to meet a certain standard to be registered on our website. This is to ensure that any
facility advertised as a Changing Places toilet meets the needs and expectations of the people who use them.

For advice on health and safety and legal matters, please refer to our legal factsheet, included in background
information. Remember that slings should not be provided by the venue.

To be registered on our website, the facilities must be open to the public. Changing Places toilets should be installed
in addition to, not in replacement of, standard accessible toilets for independent use.

We recommend that the dimensions of the room are a minimum of 12 square metres (3m x 4m), with a ceiling
height of 2.4m. Examples can be found from page 32 of our Practical Guide, included in the background reading.

Some facilities listed on the website as Changing Places will be smaller than 12 square metres. This reflects the
standards of Changing Places toilets when the campaign was launched in 2006.

The Changing Places Consortium appreciates that meeting the 12 square metres (3m x 4m) size criteria of the British
Standard may be difficult in, for example, a listed building that cannot be altered. We would recommend that you
consult with us before you start planning any renovations or adaptations in buildings such as these.

Toilets may continue to be identified as Changing Places toilets where the minimum room dimensions are 7 square
metres or above. We do recommend that providers and installers do their best to meet the 12 square metre British
Standard current guidelines as smaller facilities may exclude many users who need the full space.

Facilities which do not provide the features in the Changing Places Standard section below, or alternative
layouts, may not be identified as a Changing Places toilet on our website. However, they may still be of benefit to
disabled people and their carers’, and as such information regarding these facilities may be included on the website.

Mandatory size for new build, complies with space and equipment fit out standards set out in BS8300
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Research has found that over a quarter of a million severely disabled people, including those with profound and
multiple learning disabilities do not have access to public toilet facilities that meet their needs.

In the UK 230,000 people would benefit from a Changing Places toilet and would include approximately:

e 40,000 people with profound and multiple learning disabilities
e 130,000 older people

e 30,000 people with cerebral palsy

e 13,000 people with an acquired brain injury

e 8,500 people with Multiple Sclerosis

e 8,000 people with Spina Bifida

e 500 people with Motor Neurone Disease

We also know that the number of people with complex disabilities is growing — we are all living longer, meaning
many more people are likely to need access to a Changing Places toilet in the future.

These figures come from a 2009 report by Professor James Hogg, at the University of Dundee.
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Cheltenham Borough Council
Cabinet — 7 March 2017

Nominations to Outside Bodies — Non-executive director for

Publica

Accountable member

Accountable officer

Leader, Councillor Steve Jordan

Head of Paid Service, Pat Pratley

Accountable scrutiny 0&S
committee

Ward(s) affected All
Key Decision No

Executive summary

Recommendations

Following each Selection Council, and at other times when vacancies arise,
the Leader/Cabinet takes the opportunity to nominate and, in limited cases,
appoint persons to various roles within bodies external to the Council.

In October 2016 Council approved the transfer of GO Shared Services
(Finance, HR, ICT, Procurement) and ICT functions to a local authority
company owned by Cheltenham Borough Council, Cotswold District
Council, Forest of Dean District Council and West Oxfordshire District
Council. It was proposed that the company structure would comprise 3
companies each with its own distinct focus; i.e. business support services,
co-ordinating company (commissioning) and regulatory services.

The Council appointed the Leader of the Council as the Council's
representative on the business support service’s company who will be
responsible for taking member decisions on behalf of the Council.

As a member of that company the council will also be seeking to nominate a
Councillor to be a non-executive director. The services that will be delivered
from the company will be Finance, HR, ICT,and Procurement.

With regard to the new company name, Publica, following an informal
meeting of the 2020 Partners Joint Committee members it was agreed that
the new companies will be named Publica and the term Publica Group will
be used to describe all of the companies. The use of the name will be
primarily for registering the companies and for internal purposes. It will not
replace any partner Council branding.

1. To nominate Councillor Wendy Flynn for appointment as a non-
executive director of Publica as set out in the terms of
appointment in Appendix 2 and in accordance with the

$wxd4x3rw
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following principles:

¢ all nominations are made on the basis that the
nominee/appointee is a representative of Cheltenham
Borough Council (insofar as that is compatible with any
overriding legal duty to an outside body); and

o the appointor reserves the right at any time to
withdraw/terminate a nomination/appointment which it has
made

¢ a nomination/appointment to an outside body is referred to
Council for determination where consensus on that
nomination/appointment cannot be achieved between the
political Group Leaders

o the appointment is subject to the necessary due diligence
checks being successfully completed.

Financial implications There is no remuneration for the non-executive Directors appointed to the
Board of Publica. There are therefore no financial implications arising from
this report.

Contact officer: Sarah Didcote
E-mail: sarah.didcote@cheltenham.gov.uk

Tel no: 01242 264125

Legal implications See body of the report.

Two general powers are relevant to nomination/appointment to outside
bodies, these being the general power of competence found in the
Localism Act 2011 and the power of an authority to do anything conducive,
incidental to or facilitative of the discharge of any of their functions found in
the Local Government Act 1972.

Contact officer: Shirin Wotherspoon
E-mail: shirin.wotherspoon@tewkesbury.qov.uk
Head of Law (commercial)

Tel no: 01684 272017

HR implications As outlined in the body of the report.

(including learning and

organisational Contact officer: Julie McCarthy , Strategic HR Manager
development) julie.mccarthy@cheltenham.gov.uk, 01242 26 4355

Key risks Members appointed should be aware of their roles and responsibilities.
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Corporate and Approval of the recommendations will deliver the corporate plan objective
community plan for 2016/17 VFM1 - we will work with 2020 partners to implement agreed
Implications shared services from April 2016 and specifically deliver the milestone-to

consider a business case for a local authority company governance model
and its subsequent delivery.

Environmental and None
climate change
implications
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General background relating to the appointment of outside bodies

The outside bodies to which nominations/appointments are made comprise a variety of
organisations and groups. A traditional distinction can be drawn between incorporated and
unincorporated bodies; the former being distinct legal entities such as companies, having a legal
personality and a framework imposing obligations upon those who become involved by
appointment; the latter being bodies which, albeit without formal legal foundation, play an
important role in representing interests within the local community. Involvement in these
unincorporated organisations will often carry few or no legal obligations on those appointed.

In the majority of cases Cheltenham Borough Council decides who to nominate to the outside
body concerned and it is then for that body to decide on whether to accept the nomination and
make the appointment. There are some limited exceptions to this, such as Cheltenham Borough
Homes Gloucestershire Airport and the Cheltenham Trust where the Council is entitled to make
the appointments to the boards of directors.

Legal issues

With regard to outside bodies whilst nominations/appointments are made on the general basis
that the nominee/appointee is the Council’s representative on the outside body, it is important to
note that in many cases the overriding duty is to the outside body. For example, a company
director has a primary duty of care towards the company and to act in the best interests of the
company as a whole and a trustee must act in accordance with the trust deed and uphold the
trust’s objectives.

The Council is able to indemnify members (and officers) in the course of their activities on outside
bodies provided they are acting within the scope of their authority as Council representatives.
Outside bodies, such as companies, that are legal entities in their own right must have their own
appropriate insurance arrangements in place. It is important that members (and officers) clarify
the position in each particular case.

Under the council’s Constitution, the Leader (or Cabinet if so referred by the Leader) has the
power to make appointments to outside bodies where they relate to an executive function
provided there is Group Leader agreement to the appointments. If there is no consensus, then the
nomination/appointment is referred to Council for approval.

Nomination/appointment of external persons

Historically Cheltenham Borough Council has nominated/appointed external persons to some
outside bodies. On 29th June 2006 Council specifically agreed that ‘All nominees are elected
Members of Cheltenham Borough Council unless there are exceptional reasons justifying the
appointment of a non- Member’. Relevant examples of outside bodies to whom external persons
have been appointed are; Gloucestershire Airport, Pate’s Grammar School Foundation. The
reasons for these appointments have been the specialist knowledge skills and experience that
have been brought to the outside body and/or the lack of Member nomination to that body.

External persons are not, of course, subject to the Code of Members’ Conduct nor are they under
any general obligation to act in the best interests of the Council or the broader public interest.
Also, they are not covered by the Council's insurance. Whilst these factors do not prevent the
nomination of external persons they should be borne in mind when considering whether to make
such nominations/appointments.

The appointment process for Non-Executive directors of Publica

The report to Council in October 2016 made reference to the appointment process. Each member
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council would have the right to appoint a suitable non-executive director of the company. This
right could be exercised individually or collectively by other partner councils i.e two or more
member councils may agree to the appointment of the same non-executive director. However it
was agreed that CBC would appoint a single non-executive director on its behalf who was
expected to be an elected Member of this Council.

4.2 It should be noted that the other three councils in the 2020 vision partnership, namely Cotswold
District Council, Forest of Dean District Council and West Oxfordshire District Council will be
following a different process to Cheltenham. The GOSS HR team are working in partnership with
an external consultant to support the partnership with the selection and appointment process for
non-executive directors.

4.3 Candidates for the roles of non-executive directors referred to in 4.2 would be subject to formal
terms of appointment and be subject to a rigorous process to ensure that they meet minimum
levels of skills and experience required to undertake the roles. This due diligence process is to be
carried out with the support of external consultants.

4.4 CBC is entitled to appoint who they choose to be their non-Executive Director to Publica but will
be subject to some basic due diligence checks before the formal appointment can be made.

4.5 The terms of appointment for the Non-Executive Directors as set out in Appendix 2 was circulated
to Group Leaders in CBC on 30 January 2017 with a request for nominations by close of play on
Tuesday 7 February 2017. The short timescales were due to the terms of appointment only being
made available at the beginning of February and to allow time for the due diligence checks to be
carried out.

4.6  Councillor Wendy Flynn was nominated by the Liberal Democrat Group and Councillor Matt
Babbage by the Conservative group and the PAB group had no nominations. As there were two
nominations for one position after further consultation with the Group Leaders, Councillor Matt
Babbage decided to withdraw from the process. However he wished it noted that he would be
interested in the future if the vacancy occurred again. Councillor Wendy Flynn completed the due
diligence form which were sent to officers in the 2020 partnership and as at the time of writing this
report the final checks are still being completed..

5. Remuneration

5.1 There is no remuneration for the non-executive Directors on the board. The CBC Member will be
able to claim travel expenses under the CBC Members’ Allowance Scheme in attending meetings
of the Board if there is no provision for the payment of these expenses by Publica. Other

expenses associated with the role such as attending training arranged for board members would
be the responsibility of Publica.

6. Reasons for recommendations

6.1 It is in the interests of the council to ensure representation on the board of Publica.

7. Alternative options considered

71 It was this Council’s preference that the council’s representative on the Publica board should be
an elected Member of this Council.

8. Consultation and feedback

8.1 Set out in paragraph 4.5
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Report author Rosalind Reeves, Democratic Services Manager, 01242 774937
Rosalind.reeves@cheltenham.gov.uk

Appendices 1. Risk Assessment

2. Publica Group — Terms of appointment for non-executive directors.

Background information 1. Constitution Part 5G
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Risk Assessment Appendix 1

The risk Original risk score Managing risk
(impact x likelihood)
Risk | Risk description Risk Date raised Impact | Likeli- | Score | Control Action Deadline Responsible | Transferred to
ref. Owner 1-5 hood officer risk register
1-6

If elected members are not | PP 1 3 2 6 Control | Ensure members are Pat

aware of their roles and February aware of guidance set Pratley

responsibilities they may 2017 out in Constitution

compromise their position Ensure members

understand their role on
the outside body and
have a copy of relevant
constitution or terms of
reference of the body

concerned
If NEDs do not understand | MD of | 16 3 2 6 Reduce | Ensure members David
their role on Publica and its | Publica | February understand their role as Neudegg
constitution they may 2017 non exec director and
compromise their position have a copy of relevant
or not carry out their role constitution or terms of
effectively. reference of Publica

T€ abed

Explanatory notes

Impact — an assessment of the impact if the risk occurs on a scale of 1-5 (1 being least impact and 5 being major or critical)
Likelihood — how likely is it that the risk will occur on a scale of 1-6

(1 being almost impossible, 2 is very low, 3 is low, 4 significant, 5 high and 6 a very high probability)

Control - Either: Reduce / Accept / Transfer to 3rd party / Close
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Publica Group = Terms of Appointment for Non-Executive Directors

General Duties of Non-Executive Directors

Role Summary

Non-Executive Directors are chosen because they have a breadth of experience, and have
particular personal qualities to bring to an organisation. They may also provide specialist
knowledge which will help provide the organisation with valuable insights. Of the utmost
importance is their independence in the management of the organisation. This means they

can bring a degree of objectivity to the Board's deliberations.

The Key Responsibilities of the Non-Executive Directors are as follows:

Strategic Direction — to provide a creative and informed contribution to strategy
formation, giving a wider view of external factors affecting the Company and its business
environment, and act as a constructive critic in looking at the objectives and plans devised
by the Executive Management Team;

Monitoring Performance — to monitor the performance of Executive Management Team
in terms of the progress made towards achieving the approved Company Business Plan and
delivery of the services to the Shareholders;

Communication — to maintain good communications with the Shareholders and to help
connect the business and Board with the broader stakeholder community, including people
and organisations which can assist the Company in achieving its objectives;

Risk — to ensure that financial controls and systems of risk management are robust and
defensible;

Audit - to ensure that the Company accounts properly to its Shareholders by presenting a
true and fair reflection of its actions and financial performance and that the necessary
internal control systems are put into place and monitored regularly and rigorously.
Role Description
e To take corporate, team and personal responsibility as a Board member.
e To offer constructive criticism and challenge and any other contributions to board
discussions and decisions which he/she may constructively make to the Executive

Management Team.

e To contribute positively to the development of the Business Plan and in relation to
any other material and significant issues facing the Company.

e To set challenging targets aimed at improving performance and delivering excellence,
and against which the performance of the business can be measured and monitored.
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e To communicate effectively with the Shareholders and ensure that their objectives
are met and provide a wider community perspective on the operating environment
of the Company through regular communication with other stakeholders.

e To ensure that the Company is operated in a safe, legal, efficient and environmentally
sustainable manner.

e To participate in appropriate training on Board duties and accountabilities and to
familiarise themselves with the Company’s operation.

e Ensure that the obligations to members and other stakeholders are understood and
met.

e Promote equality of opportunity and embrace diversity in the way the organisation
goes about its work.

e To fulfil a time commitment of approximately 6 - 12 days per year as required and
maintain a good attendance record at meetings.

Skills and Experience

Whilst Non-Executive Directors are expected to have the following skills and experience,
some training and development will be made available:

¢ knowledge and understanding of the current Local Government system in the UK
and the development and monitoring of organisational or business strategy;

e understanding of the processes of planning, financial control, performance
management and assurance that deliver the Company’s objectives;

e credibility with internal and external stakeholders;

e the ability to understand complex strategic issues, to analyse and to resolve difficult
problems;

e able to work as an effective member of the Board, all of whose members are equally
and jointly responsible for its decisions;

e cognisant of the need for accountability to the Shareholders and able to bring
engagement with the Shareholders and the broader stakeholder community

Specific Company Law Duties

All directors must act in accordance with their statutory duties under the Companies Act
2006 (the “Act”). Directors should be aware of the following duties:

To promote the success of the Company - All directors must act in the way they consider,
in good faith, would be most likely to promote the success of the Company for the benefit
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of its shareholders as a whole. In doing so, a director must have regard (among other
matters) to:

the likely consequences of any decision in the long term;
the interests of the Company's employees;

the need to foster the Company's business relationships with suppliers, customers
and others;

the impact of the Company's operations on the community and the environment;

the desirability of the Company maintaining a reputation for high standards of
business conduct; and

the need to act fairly as between the members of the Company.

Reasonable care, skill and diligence - A director has a duty to exercise reasonable care, skill

and diligence exercised by a reasonably diligent person in similar circumstances with;

the general knowledge, skill and experience that may reasonably be expected of a
person carrying out the functions carried out by the director in relation to the
company (an objective test); and

the general knowledge, skill and experience that that director has (a subjective test);

ability to challenge constructively, and accept challenge where appropriate.

Term of Appointment

It is agreed that the Non-Executive Director will be appointed on the basis of three year

terms

Finally, it is important to acknowledge that a Non-Executive Director cannot subordinate
the interests of the Company to those of the member Councils.
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Cheltenham Borough Council
Cabinet 7 March 2017
Council 27 March 2017

Financing arrangements for improvements to Leisure-at-

Cheltenham

Accountable member
Accountable officer

Ward(s) affected

Clir. Flo Clucas; Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles
Richard Gibson, Strategy and Engagement Manager
All

Key/Significant
Decision

Yes

Executive summary

The Cheltenham Trust has asked Cheltenham Borough Council for
assistance with funding a range of improvements to the facilities within
Leisure-at-Cheltenham, which is owned by Cheltenham Borough Council
and currently leased to the Trust on a 15 year term. The proposed
improvements are as follows:

e Convert two existing squash courts into new studios to enable an
increase in the number of class and activity programmes.

e Upgrade the existing dry-side changing spaces to reflect the quality of
offer that customers expect and that competes well with the local
market.

e The provision of a new sauna and steam room suite adjacent to the new
changing rooms, strengthening the link with health and fitness and
replacing the outdated existing health suite facilities.

o Extend the existing fitness suite on the ground floor into the current
dance studio enabling an increased capacity to meet demand and
enable improved functional training space and health support related
activities.

e Conversion of the existing health suite into an aquatics play space,
developing and extending the aquatics opportunities for families with
young children and also the commercial hires for children’s birthday
parties

The improvement scheme will deliver much needed investment into Leisure-
at-Cheltenham to keep it competitive and to enable a growth in income and
footfall. Although gym equipment was refurbished in 2013, there has been
no significant investment into the fabric of the building since the post-flood
refurbishment in 2007.

The council plans to support this request via a loan of up to £1.5m which will
be repaid by the Trust at an interest rate of 3% per annum.

Financing of improvements to Leisure@ Page 1 of 11 Last updated 24 February 2017
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Recommendations 1 Cabinet approves the proposed improvements to Leisure-at-
Cheltenham as set out in this report and recommends that
Council;

2 Subject to the conditions set out in section 6 being met to the
satisfaction of the Section 151 Officer in consultation with the
Cabinet Member Finance authorises:

3 The Authority to offer a loan of up to £1.5million at an interest
rate of 3% per annum to the Cheltenham Trust for onward
funding of the improvements to Leisure-at-Cheltenham as
detailed in Section 3 of this report;

4 The Authority entering into a loan agreement with The
Cheltenham Trust for the sum of up to £1.5m at an interest rate
of 3% per annum for onward funding of the improvements to
Leisure-at-Cheltenham as detailed in Section 3 of this report.

Financial implications The proposed loan will be a 3% annuity loan for 10 years with twice yearly
repayment of capital and interest.

The loan will be unsecured because the Trust does not itself own any land
or buildings. It should be noted that the remaining 8 year period of the
current management agreement is less than the 10 year period of the
proposed loan, as detailed in the key risks section below. However, the
council could, if both parties were willing, extend the management
agreement to cover the remaining term of the loan.

The business case submitted by the Trust (Appendix 2) has been reviewed
in terms of the proposed capital costs of the scheme, affordability and
expected rate of return. This is based on a proposed capital cost of
£1.43m. However for the basis of this report to Cabinet / Council we have
based our workings on the maximum loan of £1.5m.

The revenue forecast at 4.3 shows that the proposed improvements will
generate a cumulative net surplus of £675k at the end of the 10 year loan
period, with an average return on investment over the 10 year period of
4.22%. This is slightly below the CBC target of 5% but this can be off-set
by the social and health benefits of the proposed scheme.

The preliminary costs of £81k will be funded by the Trust from their cash-
flow. The projected net cash outflows in the first three years of the capital
scheme, as detailed in paragraph 4.3, will also need to be absorbed within
the Trust’s revenue budgets.

Contact officer:

Sarah Didcote

GO Business Partner Manager (West)
Sarah.Didcote@cheltenham.gov.uk
01242 264125

Financing of improvements to Leisure@ Page 2 of 11 Last updated 24 February 2017
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Legal implications

The Authority has power under Section 19 of the Local Government
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 to provide the loan to the
Cheltenham Trust (the Trust).

If approved by full Council, the Authority will be providing a loan at a lower
interest rate than offered by financial institutions and advice has been
given to officers about state aid. It is considered that the assistance is not
state aid because the assistance will not affect trade between member
states because the activities carried on at Leisure-at-Cheltenham are of a
local nature. On 19 July 2016 the European Commission published
“Notice on the notion of State aid as referred to in Article 107(1) of the
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union” which stated the
following;

“The Commission has in a number of decisions considered, in view of the
specific circumstances of the cases, that the measure had a purely local
impact and consequently had no effect on trade between Member States.
In those cases the Commission ascertained in particular that the
beneficiary supplied goods or services to a limited area within a Member
State and was unlikely to attract customers from other Member States,
and that it could not be foreseen that the measure would have more than
a marginal effect on the conditions of cross- border investments or
establishment.” The Notice referred to a number of examples which
included “sports and leisure facilities serving predominantly a local
audience and unlikely to attract customers or investment from other
Member States”

The Trust occupy Leisure-at-Cheltenham under a lease granted for a term
of 15 years which commenced on 1 October 2014. The Lease will
automatically end before the expiry of the 15 years should the
management agreement be terminated earlier or is not extended at the
end of year 10. The Lease requires the prior written consent of the
Authority as freeholder of the building before any works can be carried
out. The consent will be documented by both the Authority and the Trust
entering into a Licence for Alterations.

It is intended that the Trust employs the building contractors, design team
and other professionals and contractors. The Council will not be party to
these contracts so in order to protect the Authority’s position as freeholder,
the Authority will need to be supplied with collateral warranties from each
professional and contractor in a form approved by the Authority.

The Lease and the Management Agreement contain provisions about the
ownership and maintenance of equipment. It may be that variations to are
required depending on the agreement reached regarding the new
equipment and facilities being provided.

The terms of the loan and repayments will be documented in a loan
agreement.

Contact officer:

Donna Ruck, Solicitor, One Legal
Tel: 01684 272696
Donna.ruck@tewkesbury.gov.uk

Financing of improvements to Leisure@ Page 3 of 11 Last updated 24 February 2017
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HR implications
(including learning and
organisational
development)

No HR implications identified with this report

Property/Asset
Implications

Leisure@ Cheltenham is currently leased to the Trust on a 15 year term
starting on October 2014.

To undertake the Phase 1 there will be a requirement for ‘A Licence for
Alterations’. This is also subject to the works occurring within the term of
the lease. There will be two elements to this:
e Works to the structure and fabric of the building
o Works that change and alter fixtures and fittings and maintenance
and repairing liabilities

As part of the licence to alteration, consideration will need to be given to
¢ Ownership of the ‘Assets’ (depreciation)
¢ How changes effect repair and maintenance responsibilities
o Exit strategies (for the Council or the Trust)

These elements will require negotiation between the two parties.

In addition, as there are other capital works being undertaken in the next
year or so (such as replacing the air conditioning units in the gym, the
installation of a changing places toilet and potential improvement works
funded by Sport England’s Swim Local programme), consideration should
be given to coordinating these works as a whole which may help reduce
the costs of those works and minimise disruption to customers.

Contact officer:

Abigail Marshall

Estates Surveyor
Abigail.Marshall@cheltenham.gov.uk - 01242 775166

Financing of improvements to Leisure@
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Key risks

As set out above in the financial implications, there are two areas of risk
for the council:

The Council is proposing to grant a loan to the Trust which will be
unsecured because the Trust does not itself own any land or buildings.
This is a risk to the council because in the event of default on the loan,
there will be no property that CBC can repossess. This is a risk that CBC
has taken at least once before other external organisations operating from
within council owned buildings. The Council owes a fiduciary duty to its
council tax payers to ensure that the business case is sound so that it can
be sure that the repayments will made.

Secondly, the term of the loan is 10 years, and there is less than 8 years
of the certain term of the management agreement with the Trust
remaining. If the Council were not to extend the management agreement
and as a result if the Trust needed to wind itself up, it must clear all its
debts. If it cannot repay the remainder of the loan, the council would need
to seize any assets of value (assuming CBC takes a floating charge over
its assets under the loan agreement) and potentially write off any
remaining repayments.

In mitigation against these two risks, as CBC owns the building, the loan
will be spent on improving its asset and the works may add value to it and
to CBC'’s financial position.

Corporate and
community plan
Implications

Successful delivery of the project by the Cheltenham Trust will help the
council deliver its corporate strategy outcome:
e People live in strong, safe and healthy communities

Environmental and
climate change
implications

The range of improvements to Leisure-at-Cheltenham will be built in
accordance with the environmental specifications set out in the latest
building regulations.

Financing of improvements to Leisure@ Page 5 of 11 Last updated 24 February 2017
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1. Background
1.1 The Cheltenham Trust were established as a consequence of a commissioning review into how
best the Council could continue to support the delivery of its leisure and cultural services, and the
management of five properties (The Wilson, Town Hall, Pittville Pump Room, Leisure at
Cheltenham, Prince of Wales Stadium) whilst delivering best value to the taxpayer.
1.2  The Trust went live in October 2014 and are in receipt of a declining management fee from the
Council:
Year 2014 15 2015 16 2016 17 2017 18 2018 19 Total
Management Fee £1,666k £968k £764k £648k £641k
Net reduction £0 -£698 -£204 -£116 -£7 -£1,025

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

Financing of improvements to Leisure@

The Council has encouraged the Trust to develop a vision for the Leisure Centre and Prince of
Wales stadium.

The Trust has subsequently come back with an initial vision. This is:

To develop a hub within the town that encourages public participation in diverse experiences that
touch and inspire people be it through sport, culture, play, competition, heritage, learning, health
and wellbeing. The ambition is to put Cheltenham at the forefront nationally, creating a unique
place that contributes to the social, cultural and economic value of the town and enriching the
lives of residents and visitors.

In March 2016 the Cheltenham Trust commissioned an initial feasibility study and developed a
two-phase approach to creating a hub at Leisure-at-Cheltenham. The proposals were presented
to the Council in the autumn of 2016 and the first phase element (described in section 3) was
endorsed as a robust first step to delivering the broader vision. The second phase included works
to re-orientate the entrance and reception along with the provision of a large adventure play
facility and outdoor trampoline park and it was agreed not to progress these at this point.

In summary, the phase 1 project is to update and upgrade the wellbeing facilities at the leisure
centre and develop a new aquatic play space. It is planned to obtain funding through a loan from
Cheltenham Borough Council and for the new facilities open to be open to the public for January
2018.

Current arrangements

Leisure-at-Cheltenham is currently leased to the Trust on a 15 year term that started on October
2014. It hosts over 570,000 visits per year and welcomes visitors from cradle to grave.
Customers come to the facilities from Cheltenham and surrounding areas and its regional and
national competition events attract people from all over the UK.

Many services are delivered in partnership with 19 other providers across health, education,
social services and sport. The proposal aims to ensure that the facilities remain attractive to
these partners.

In terms of its wider operations, the Trust remains very successful at delivering a range of
outcomes for local residents. Performance is assessed at a quarterly review meeting chaired by
the Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles.

To support the council’s understanding of the performance of the Trust, a value for money study
is to be undertaken this year which will assess the Trust’s contribution to social, cultural and
economic outcomes against a picture of how much it costs to support the Trust.

Page 6 of 11 Last updated 24 February 2017
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3. Details of the proposal

3.1 The proposed improvements are as follows:

. Convert two existing squash courts into new studios to enable an increase in the number of class
and activity programmes.

o Upgrade the existing dry-side changing spaces to reflect the quality of offer that customers expect
and that competes well with the local market.

. The provision of a new sauna and steam room suite adjacent to the new changing rooms,
strengthening the link with health and fitness and replacing the outdated existing health suite
facilities.

. Extend the existing fitness suite on the ground floor into the current dance studio enabling an

increased capacity to meet demand and enable improved functional training space and health
support related activities.

o Conversion of the existing health suite into an aquatics play space, developing and extending the
aquatics opportunities for families with young children and also the commercial hires for children’s
birthday parties

4. Business Plan Assessment

4.1 The estimated capital costs of the project are shown below:

Phase 1
Preliminary costs 81,000
Build costs 666,000
Equipment 557,000
Contingency costs (8.1%) 106,000
Project Management & Delivery 90,000
Total 1,500,000

4.2 Based on a 3% loan over the 10 year term of the loan, the total interest payments equate to
£247,372.

4.3  The revenue forecast is shown below — assuming a loan at £1.5m:

Years

SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Income 273 344 389 418 434 429 425 421 417 412
Expenditure 127 131 135 137 139 139 139 139 139 139
Lost income 24 40 39 39 40

Surplus 122 173 215 242 255 290 286 282 277 273
Loan repayment 174 174 174 174 174 174 174 174 174 174
Net Surplus -52 -1 41 68 81 116 112 108 103 99
Cumulative Surplus -52 -53 12 56 137 253 365 473 576 675
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The revenue forecast is based on the following assumptions:
Income grows from years 1 to 5 and then shows a marginal decline from years 5 — 10

Squash retains 80% of income through fully utilising capacity in the remaining courts

Splash pad utilisation rates are based on term time v holiday time attendance levels

Attrition rate on membership based on 5% v actual of 4.8%

Capital loan repayments shown as full cost in year one

Food and beverage spend estimated at 10p per user on new attendances and 50p in café spend
Staff costs for new role based on UK Living wage at £8.45 from April 2017

Loss of squash income and health suite income are factored into the business plan up to year 5

Project governance

The project will be co-sponsored project between The Cheltenham Trust and Cheltenham
Borough Council with oversight being provided by the Joint Commissioning Group. The Joint
Commissioning Group is the mechanism by which Cheltenham Borough Council and The
Cheltenham Trust work together using a co-commissioning approach to deliver capital
development projects relating to CBC owned and TCT managed venues.

Current membership of the Group is:

Jaki Meekings-Davis | Trustee, The Cheltenham Trust

Clir Flo Clucas Cabinet Member, Cheltenham Borough Council

Julie Finch CEOQ, The Cheltenham Trust

Riah Pryor Head of Content & Programmes, The Cheltenham Trust

Mark Sheldon Director Corporate Resources & Projects, Cheltenham Borough Council
Richard Gibson Lead Commissioner for the Trust, Cheltenham Borough Council

Jackie Righy Programme Manager, Cheltenham Borough Council

Scrutiny of the project will be via the Cheltenham Trust’s Audit and Governance Committee and
the Council’'s Overview and Scrutiny Committee

Delivery of the project will be through a development partner, which is a tried and tested formula
model to ensure delivery on time and within budget. The Trust will manage the procurement of the

development partner which will be achieved through national frameworks to ensure speed and
compliance with procurement regulations.

Suggested conditions for the offer of a loan

If council are minded to offer a loan, it is suggested that it is offered with the following conditions:

The maximum loan that will be offered to The Cheltenham Trust will be £1.5m at an interest rate
of 3% per annum.

The offer of the loan will remain open for 12 months from the date of the Council meeting.

The offer of the loan is only to be used in connection with the proposed improvement scheme as
detailed in section 3.

The Trust will bring forward detailed costings for the improvement scheme and this work will be
funded in the first instance by their own cash-flow though will be later refunded from the loan.

The Trust will agree to enter into a licence for alterations and associated collateral warranties as
detailed in the property and legal implications.

Subject to the detailed costings for the scheme not being greater than £1.5m, the loan will then be
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agreed by the s.151 officer, in consultation with the Cabinet Member Finance.

Reasons for recommendations

The proposed loan of £1.5m to fund the proposed improvement scheme is being recommended
for the following reasons:

The loan will be repaid by the Trust in full over a 10 year period.

It will enable much needed investment into leisure-at-Cheltenham, which is owned by the council
and leased to the Trust. This will ensure the building remains an attractive leisure destination for
local residents within a competitive market.

The investment will increase footfall and therefore income for the Trust.

The improvement scheme will have direct benefits for local residents increasing their health and
wellbeing

The improvement scheme will support the work of 19 partners who deliver health and wellbeing
related activities at leisure-at.

Alternative options considered

The Council and the Trust have explored two other options:

DO NOTHING: Continue to maintain the existing facility to ensure it is fit for purpose within
resources, in the knowledge that Leisure — at will not be able to meet the demand for business
and customer expectations, with reducing appeal and subsequent declining retention and
reputation with increased wear and tear on kit and facilities. There will be a negative impact upon
economic viability of the business and the Trust. This option has therefore been dismissed.

COMMERCIAL FUNDING: The Cheltenham Trust could fully fund the capital investment
programme without contribution by CBC through seeking a commercial loan. Although on the face
of it, this would minimise the risk to the Council in that the Trust business activities would fund the
repayments, the Council would need to act as a guarantor for the loan. That would mean
assigning an equivalent sum in our reserves to fund this in case the Trust failed. In addition, the
cost of the loan would have been higher at an estimated 5%. On advice from the s.151 officer,
this option has been dismissed.

Consultation and feedback

It is suggested that, prior to the loan being finally agreed by the s.151 officer and the Cabinet
Member Finance, the works should be discussed by the Asset Management Working Group.

Performance management — monitoring and review

If a loan is entered into, this will be managed via the agreed terms and conditions as set out in the
loan agreement.
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Report author

Contact officer:

Richard Gibson
Strategy and Engagement Manager
Richard.gibson@cheltenham.gov.uk
01242 235 354

Appendices

1. Risk Assessment
2. Business Plan

3. Project Assessment Tool

Background information
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Risk Assessment

Appendix 1

certain term of the management
agreement with the Trust remaining,
if the Council were not to extend the
management agreement and as a
result if the Trust needed to wind
itself up the loan repayment
agreement would not be fulfilled.

assets of value. This therefore
suggests that CBC should take
a floating charge over its
assets under the loan
agreement

The risk Original risk score Managing risk
(impact x likelihood)
Risk | Risk description Risk Date Impact | Likeli- | Score | Control Action Deadline Responsible | Transferred to
ref. Owner raised 1-5 hood officer risk register
1-6

If the Trust defaults on the loan, s.151 20.2.17 |3 2 6 Accept | Ensure that the business case | Feb 2017 | Sarah

there will be no property that CBC officer is sound so that it can be sure Didcote

can repossess. Therefore the that the repayments will made.

Council owes a fiduciary duty to its

council tax payers to ensure that the

business case is sound.

As the term of the loan is 10 years, s.151 20.2.17 4 2 8 Reduce | The council would need to be Sept Donna

and there is less than 8 years of the | officer in a position to seize any 2017 Ruck

Explanatory notes

Likelihood — how likely is it that the risk will occur on a scale of 1-6

Control - Either: Reduce / Accept / Transfer to 3rd party / Close

(1 being almost impossible, 2 is very low, 3 is low, 4 significant, 5 high and 6 a very high probability)

Impact — an assessment of the impact if the risk occurs on a scale of 1-5 (1 being least impact and 5 being major or critical)

/¥ abed

$gudvis50
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THE
CHELTENHAM
TRUST

\

Phase 1 development of leisure-at-cheltenham

Stephen Petherick, January 2017

1.0 Introduction

1.1 The Proposal

Sport England recommends 150 minutes of activity per week as an absolute base line.
Leisure at can become a venue where it becomes easier to take part in ‘activity’ of many
kinds. This will be a place where the dwell time is increased by the very fact that the choices
for families, friends and communities enable multiple opportunities to get active, socialise,
participate and compete. This will be a place that will enable everyone to ‘find their thing’,
to take part and love life. This development proposes to make the following changes to the
facilities within leisure-at-Cheltenham:

e Convert 2 existing squash courts into two new studios enabling development of class
and activity programmes.

e Upgrade the existing dry side changing spaces to reflect a quality of offer that customers
expect and that competes well with the local market

e Provision of new sauna and steam room suite adjacent to the new changing rooms,
strengthening the link with health & fitness and replacing the out dated existing health
suite facilities.

e Extend the existing fitness suite on the ground floor into the current dance studio
enabling increased capacity to meet demand and enable improved functional training
space and health support related activities.

e Conversion of the existing health suite into an aquatics play space, developing and
extending the aquatics opportunities for families with young children and also the
commercial hires for children’s birthday parties

e Opportunities for new employment, job creation, learning and volunteering.

Together, this will enable growth in income and footfall, delivering an increased surplus to

meet the charitable objectives of the Cheltenham Trust and social objectives of the Council.
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1.3 Context

The Cheltenham Trust made a bid to Cheltenham Borough Council for North Place Funding
in December 2014 to develop the concept of a Sport and Play Hub, these proposals were
not supported in that round of funding and the Council asked the Trust to look at
commercial options for funding. The Council confirmed that it wished to work with The
Cheltenham Trust to develop a broader vision for the leisure centre and stadium as well as
the redevelopment of the Town Hall.

The broad vision is to develop of a hub within the town that encourages public participation
in diverse experiences that touch and inspire people be it through Sport, Culture, Play,
Competition, Heritage, Learning, Health and Wellbeing. The ambition to put Cheltenham at
the forefront nationally, creating a unique place that contributes to the Social, Cultural and
Economic value of the town and enriching the lives of residents and visitors.

In March 2016 the Cheltenham Trust commissioned an initial feasibility study and developed
a proposal to create a Hub at Tommy Taylors Lane for Sport, Wellbeing and Culture. The
initial proposals were presented to the Council in the autumn of 2016 and the phase 1
element being suggested as a first step.

The phase 1 project is to update and upgrade the wellbeing facilities at the leisure centre
and develop a new aquatic play space. It is planned to obtain funding through loan from
CBC and the new facilities open to the Public for January 2018.

1.4 Financial context

In common with many other Charities the Trust faces significant financial challenges. To
have a positive impact on the people who live, work, visit and study in Cheltenham, the
Trust must remain sustainable.

The Trust will meet these challenges through developing its content and product mix, capital
investments, growth in commercial business, efficiency and active fundraising. As an
example Table 1 below shows the reduction in Council funding years 1 to 5.

Year 2014 15 201516 2016 17 2017 18 2018 19
Management Fee 1672 974 770 654 647
Net reduction 0 -698 -204 -116 -7
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Attracting over 570,000 visits per year Leisure-at-Cheltenham welcomes a wide range of

people. Its services support people from the unborn child through to those nearing the end

of life. Customers come to the facilities from Cheltenham and its surrounds and its regional

and national competition events attract people from all over the UK and internationally.

Many services are delivered in partnership with other providers across Health, Education,

Social Services and Sport; this with the facilities available, ensure that the places are

accessible and services targeted around need. The proposal aims to ensure that the

facilities attract more people more often — with quality, value and opportunity being the

main drivers of growth. Table 2 provides examples of the key partners and groups.

Partner Activity Social | Wellbeing | Learning
University of 1. Teacher Training (PE) X X X
Gloucestershire 2. Universal Sport X X X

3. Sport (Talent) X X X
4. Sport (Professional) X X
5. Placements X X
Glos College 1. Universal Sport X X X
2. Placements X
Primary Schools (36 slots) Key Stage 2 Swimming X X X
CCG Exercise on referral X X X
NHS (Chelt Gen & St Pauls) Physiotherapy X X X
NHS (Chelt Gen) Cardiac Rehab & Respiratory Failure X X X
NHS (2gether Trust) 1. Swimming X X X
2. Trampolining X X X
GRFC Wheel Chair Rugby Disability Sport X X X
Chelt & District SAD Disability Sports X X X
CSWPC Water Polo, Swimming & Synchro Coaching X X X
Harriers 1. Athletics Coaching X X X
2. Athletics Competition X X X
CBC Concessions Disabled, 60+, Unemployed, Students, Low X X X
Income, Free Swims for U16
Netball Leagues / Clubs Netball X X X
Soccer Leagues / Clubs Soccer X X X
Skaters Fun Club Roller skating X X X
Roller Torrent Roller Derby X X X
St Vincents & St Georges Leisure activities access X X X
The Key Disability Access to sport X X X
Gloucestershire CCC 1. Cricket Coaching X X X
2. Cricket Youth Team Practice X X X
Badminton England 1. Coaching X X X
2. Social schemes X X X
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Leisure-at-Cheltenham plays a crucial civic role within the life of the town Table 3 below

highlights some key aspects of this.

Civic Function

Activity

Social

Health &
Wellbeing

Learning / Culture

Democracy

Election Count centre for
Local, National & EU
elections

X

X

Civil Emergency

Rest centre for Ilocal
communities in the event
of emergency

Community

A place to meet that is
accessible and open to all

Community

A place that offers safe

and
public

secure

information

access to

services and

1.7 The role of leisure at cheltenham in relation to disabilities & health

Long standing and new activities are delivered directly or with partners to help improve the

quality of life of local people. Table 4 below outlines some of the core activities and their

impact.

Health Partner Activity Physical | Mental | Emotional
Clinical Commissioning | Reactive Exercise on prescription & X X X
Group concession scheme
NHS CGH Back 2 Fitness X X X
NHS CGH ACL X X X
NHS CGH Respiratory Failure X X X
NHS 2gether Trampolining X X X
NHS 2gether Swimming X X X
St Georges & St Vincent’s | Activities X X X
NHS CGH LEAP X X X
Social The Key X X X
CSAD Sport & Swim X X X
GRFC Wheelchair Rugby X X X
Special Olympics Host / Partner X X X
Milsom Street Centre Sexual Health X X X
Dept of Health PIP Assessment X
Eddystone Trust Sexual Health HIV/ Hep C X
Winston’s Wish Bereavement/Meeting place drop in X
GFA (WFA) & Active Glos | Powerchair Football X
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2 Business Plan
2.1 Capital Cost and repayment

The capital costs of the project are shown in Table 5

Phase 1
Build and preliminary costs 747,000
Equipment & contingency costs 602,000
Project Management & Delivery 90,000
Total 1,439,000

The repayments based on the 3% Public Works Loan Board loan over the term of the loan
the total interest payments on the initial loan equate to £237k.

2.2 Revenue Forecast

Table 6 provides a summary of the revenue split growth in income over ten years. Table 7
shows the revenue position over the duration of the loan. Trading enters surplus in year 2
and over the term provides a net cumulative benefit of £739k, a return on investment of
51% over 10 years. An updated cash flow can be seen in Appendix 1. Key assumptions:

Description Budget Additional Income
Income EXISTING | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Health & Fitness (membership) 726 79 145 184 209 218 216 214 212 209 207
Health & Fitness Casual 143 15 15 16 16 17 17 17 16 16 16
Splashpad 0 155 158 161 165 168 166 165 163 161 160
Secondary Spend (Retail, F&B) 202 23 26 28 29 30 30 29 29 29 29
Total Income Growth 1,071 272 344 389 419 433 429 424 420 416 412

e Income grows from years 1 to 5 and then shows a marginal decline from year 5-10
e Squash retains 80% of income through fully utilising capacity in the remaining courts
e Splash pad utilisation rates are based on term time v holiday time attendance levels
e Attrition rate on membership based on 5% v actual of 4.8%

e (Capital Loan repayments shown as full cost in year 1

e F&B spend estimated at 10p per user on new attendances and 50p in café spend

e Staff costs for new role based on UK Living wage at 8.45 from April 2017

e Loss of squash income and health suite income are factored into the business plan




Page 57

SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Income 273 | 344 | 389 | 418 | 434 | 429 | 425 | 421 | 417 | 412
Expenditure 127 | 131 | 135|137 | 139|139 | 139 | 139 | 139 | 139

Surplus (including lost income) 122 | 173 | 215 | 242 | 255 | 290 | 286 | 282 | 277 | 273

Capital Payment 125 | 129 | 133|137 | 143|147 | 149 | 154 | 159 | 163

Interest Payment 42 38 34 | 30 | 26 | 22 | 17 | 13 8 3
Net Operating Surplus - 45 6 47 | 74 | 85 | 120|118 | 114 | 110 | 106
Cumulative Net Surplus -45|- 38| 9 83 | 169 | 290 | 408 | 523 | 633 | 739

2.3 Governance

Sponsoring Groups: Project Scrutiny

TCT Board of Trustees Council TCT Audit & CBC Overview &
Capital Dev Commitee Cabinet & Cabinet Member Governance Committee Scrutiny
Finance Committee Working Groups Committee

TCT Executive SLT

Joint Project Board Evaluation Panel

Project Sponsors

S TCT Representatives TCT Representatives
TCT Julie Finch

CBC Representatives CBC Representatives
CBC Mark Sheldon

Development Partner

2.4 Project Management (Procurement, Delivery, Timeframe & Contract Structure)

2.4.1 Procurement of the Development Partner (DP) through National Frameworks will
ensure speed and compliance with procurement regulations. For example
a) Minor Works Framework SCAPE
http://www.scapegroup.co.uk/services/procure/frameworks/minor-works
b) Development Partner Leisure Facilities Framework
https://www.sell2wales.gov.wales/search/show/search view.aspx?ID=JAN11773
1
2.4.2 Delivery of the project would be through a Development Partner Model, this ensures
delivery on time, within budget and utilises a nationally tried and tested formula.
2.4.3 The Development Partner must deliver within the agreed budget and timeframes.
2.4.4 The Development Partner reports to the Joint Project Board on progress against the
project deliverables.

2.4.5 Project would include the 5 stages of Gateway review:
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e Brief developed in line with business needs — completed (INCEPTION)

e Solution matched to best business outcomes - Feasibility Report and confirm
affordability programme (completed) — Sign off PID (including business case) CBC/TCT
(out-standing) (FEASIBILITY)

e Social Value & Local spend agreed — appoint design team, mitigate risks and maximise
opportunities — project costs agreed on order (PRE-CONSTRUCTION) develop design

e Best VFM solution — contract information agreed and costs 100% market tested — cost
agreed on project order (PRE-CONSTRUCTION) detailed design

e Quality build delivered on time and in budget with performance measurement at all
stages — contract sum (CONSTRUCTION).

e Occupy new facilities, client value report & post project review, final accounts (IN USE)

The Cheltenham Trust
Cheltenham Borough Council
Cheltenham Borough Council
(provides PWLB loan)
Joint Board

Project Delivery
Development Partner

Appoints and delivers with

specialist suppliers/services

In summary we already have the feasibility, the business case and governance model,
approach (joint board) model require sign off once agreement between the Cheltenham
trust and council is in place.
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The estimated timeframe of the project is evidenced in table 7 below

Nov Dec |Jan Feb Mar | Apr May Jun | Jul Aug Sep | Jan
16 16 17 17 17 17 17 17 | 17 17 17 | 18

Phase 1 Business Case

Phase 1 PID

TCT Exec Sign Off

TCT Sign Off of Phase 1

CBC S151 Officer Sign Off

CBC Exec Board Sign Off

CBC Cabinet Sign Off

CBC Council Sign Off

TCT Budget Sign Off

CBC Budget Sign Off

Loan Approval

Procure & Appt Dev Partner

Agree Project Cost & timeframe

Project Initiation

Consultation & Pre Planning

Planning

Build (20 weeks) Open 01/18

Convert Squash Courts

Convert Changing Rooms

Convert Fitness Suite
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An analysis and engagement plan template is a sensible way to reflect this. Consideration

must be given to keeping stakeholders aware of changes to project costs, timescales,

quality, scope, risk profile and benefits. The table below indicates the stakeholders and

level of interest in the project.

What is their

level of interest

What are the Key

Stakeholder Group What is their (higl}/med/Iow) Messages we Ongoing ar-id-
Role? and influence . Future Activity
(high/med/low) wish to send
in the project?
Board of TCT | Owners of the | High interest Project on time, Monitoring and
Trustees and CBC | project High Influence budget evaluation
Cabinet
Audit & Governance | Assurance High Interest Project is being Scrutiny of
Ctte High Influence delivered within project and its
plan deliverables
TCT Exec Project driver | High Interest As above As above
High influence
CBC Cabinet | Landlord, High Interest As above As above
Member, Cabinet | funding High Influence
and SLT provider &
client
monitoring of
the
management
agreement
Customers / | Principle users | High Interest Improvement of Consultation
Customer Groups of the facilities | High Influence services &
facilities,
expansion of the
offer and
increased
inclusivity,
accessibility
Health & Fitness | Users of High Interest Improvement, Consultation
Members facilities and High Influence extension and
services broadening of the
offer, increased
quality and value
Sport England Overarching High Interest Alignment of Consultation and

NGB for sport

High Influence

project to national
values and
objectives around

possible funding /
grants
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What is their
level of interest
What is their | (high/med/low) LEBEIEILG Ongoing and
Stakeholder Group . Messages we . .
Role? and influence . Future Activity
(high/med/low) wish to send
in the project?
physical activity &
engagement
UK Active Health & Medium Interest | As above linked Consultation
Fitness Medium into Sport England
National Body | Influence and Dept. of
Health
ASA Nat Governing | Medium Interest | Improved services | Consultation and
Body Medium and accessibility possible funding
Swimming Influence to broaden
engagementin
aquatics
Tenants SME’s based High Interest Possible impact Consultation
within leisure | Medium upon their
centre Influence business
Active Customer and | High Interest Project will Consultation
Gloucestershire Partner Medium contribute to
Influence Active
Gloucestershire
and The
Cheltenham Trust
objectives around
engagement and
growing
participation
especially
amongst target
groups
Police Advice on Low Interest Consideration Consultation
security Medium to High | given to deliver
Influence improvement
4 Risk

The management of Risk is a key element of the development and a summary of risks

associated with the project can be found in Appendix 2.
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5 Recommendation

To proceed with the project in light of the following factors:

Time - The project build time of 20 weeks in combination with the methodology of
development partner will reduce risks and ensure that the project is delivered on time
and within budget.

Social Impact — The projects improvements will enable more people to be active more
often.

Equalities — The project through design will improve accessibility to people with
disabilities, target groups around Health, Older people, Families and Older people,
Young people.

Partnerships — Ability to increase the work with partners around health & education
Learning — The project will provide new opportunities for informal learning and play
Opportunity - Opening of new facilities coincides with peak season in the marketplace -
if the project commences in Sept 2017.

Affordability - The term of the loan repayment at 10 years ensures the project
completed within the existing lease agreement between the Council and The
Cheltenham Trust.

Financial opportunity - The growth in revenue, opportunity for engagement and
employment with a prudent budget delivers a net return on investment of 57% with
interest at 2% dropping to a return of 49% if interest is charged at 3.5%.

Financial sustainability - Increased net surplus provides additional and critical income for
the Trust to meet its charitable objectives, business plan and need to ensure a
sustainable future.

Stephen Petherick

Cheltenham Trust
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Cheltenham Borough Council — Project Assessment Tool
Section 1: Business case for capital projects

Name of proposal Version and date last Lead Officer
assessed

Improvements to Leisure-at- |v.1.1 Richard Gibson

Cheltenham

Brief description of project for use in public documents

The proposed improvements are as follows:

e Convert two existing squash courts into new studios so enabling an increase in the number of class
and activity programmes.

e Upgrade the existing dry-side changing spaces to reflect a quality of offer that customers expect and
that competes well with the local market.

e The provision of a new sauna and steam room suite adjacent to the new changing rooms,
strengthening the link with health and fitness and replacing the outdated existing health suite
facilities.

e Extend the existing fitness suite on the ground floor into the current dance studio enabling increased
capacity to meet demand and enable improved functional training space and health support related
activities.

e Conversion of the existing health suite into an aquatics play space, developing and extending the
aquatics opportunities for families with young children and also the commercial hires for children’s
birthday parties

The improvement scheme will deliver much needed investment into Leisure-at-Cheltenham to keep it
competitive and to enable a growth in income and footfall. Although gym equipment was refurbished in
2013, there has been no significant investment into the fabric of the building since the post-flood
refurbishment in 2007.

The management arrangement between the Trust and the Council provide for a year on year reduction
in funding by the Council. This project will help to strengthen the financial viability and performance of
Leisure-at Cheltenham creating a surplus for reinvestment and development by the Trust.

The council plans to support this request via a loan of £1.5m which will be repaid by the Trust at an
interest rate of 3% per annum.
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What is the Timescale of this project (critical milestones)?

The estimated timeframe of the project is evidenced in table 7 below

Nov Dec|Jan Feb Mar | Apr May Jun | Jul Aug Sep
16 16 17 17 17 17 17 17 | 17 17 17

Jan
18

Phase 1 Business Case

Phase 1 PID

TCT Exec Sign Off

TCT Sign Off of Phase 1

CBC S151 Officer Sign Off

CBC Exec Board Sign Off

CBC Cabinet Sign Off

CBC Council Sign Off

TCT Budget Sign Off

CBC Budget Sign Off

Loan Approval

Procure & Appt Dev Partner

Agree Project Cost & timeframe

Project Initiation

Consultation & Pre Planning

Planning

Build (20 weeks) Open 01/18

Convert Squash Courts

Convert Changing Rooms

Convert Fitness Suite

What are the alternatives options to delivering the project (include doing nothing)

DO NOTHING: Continue to maintain the existing facility to ensure it is fit for purpose within resources, in
the knowledge that Leisure — at will not be able to meet the demand for business and customer
expectations, with reducing appeal and subsequent declining retention and reputation with increased
wear and tear on kit and facilities. Negative impact upon economic viability of the business and the
Trust. This option has therefore been dismissed.

COMMERCIAL FUNDING: The Cheltenham Trust fully fund capital investment programme without
contribution by CBC through seeking a commercial loan. Although on the face of it, this would minimise
the risk to the Council in that the Trust business activities would fund the repayments, the Council would
need to act as a guarantor for the loan. That would mean assigning an equivalent sum in our reserves to
fund this in case the Trust failed. In addition, the cost of the loan would have been higher at an
estimated 5%. On advice from the s.151 officer, this option has been dismissed.

CBC FACILITATED LOAN: The council secures funding for the investment on the Trust behalf. This will
be a rate of 3%. The loan repayments will be met through growth in Trust business. The relationship
between Trust / Council will require clarification and ongoing issues of security of tenure, asset
ownership. Officers and members have expressed a preference for this model and a joint approach to
delivering the project.

What will be the impact of the project on other parts of the CBC; property services, legal, procurement,
finance etc?

It is proposed to utilise a development partner, a well tried and established route that at cost removes
any direct pressure on capacities within the Trust. This can be secured through existing national
frameworks. The development partner owns and covers the risk of delay and cost of exceeding agreed
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project costs.

The development would be overseen by a joint Trust CBC project board. The project management of
the delivery would be through a Development partner who would be contracted to deliver on time and
within budget a turn-key solution. This is a well-used process with robust evidence of delivery to
support the approach.

Will the proposal involve any longer term commitments from the council particularly in terms of long-
term financial and staffing commitments?

Yes, the project involves a 10 year loan to the Trust which will be re-paid at an interest rate of 3%.

The asset will remains in control of the Council and the Council would benefit ultimately in the
improvement of its buildings.

Staffing costs for operating the facility will sit with The Cheltenham Trust and have been built into future
calculations

There are no long term revenue commitments for the council although replacement of equipment will
continue to be planned at 5 year intervals. Though the new equipment will come with 5 year parts and
labour service agreement.

How will the views, opinions and concerns of the community and partners be considered in planning the
proposal?

Customer comment, stakeholder engagement and operational concerns have in part motivated this
project. Further consultation will be included within the delivery of the project. The project will
contribute significantly to improved service delivery and meeting customer needs, as well as ensuring
the offer at Leisure-at remains fresh and at the top end of Cheltenham’s competitive leisure market.

Consultation is planned as part of planning processes to assure any concerns with regard to the built and
heritage environment and security.

Further to this, the Stakeholder Event on 24th November 2014 held by TCT highlighted the need to be
competitive in growing market place; the provision of improved facilities also supports use of those
individuals from deprived areas or targeted communities eg special needs.
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Cheltenham Borough Council - Project Assessment Tool
Section 2: Financial details of proposal (at current pay and price levels)

These figures are drafted as viewed from the Trust
Preliminary costs

Architect fees £30,188
Mechanical and electrical advice £17,250
WEC Construction £11,500

Local Authority Fees (Building

Control, signage etc) £ 4,025
Structural Engineer Fees £ 9,775
Hippo £ 3,500
ALS / SPC £ 5,000
Total £81,238
Capital costs
Preliminary costs 81000.00
Squash courts to Studio's 135000
Extend gym 63000
Refurb dry change & sauna / steam 129000
First Floor corridors 16000
Health suite to splash pad 63000
M&E 243000
build prelims 17000
Build Total 666000
Fitness Equipment 216000
Splash Pad Equipment costs 341000
equipment total 557000
Project Management & Delivery 90000
Contingency costs 106000
Total 1500000.00
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Loan Repayments and return on investment calculation:

Principal £1,500,000
Rate 3.00% | Fixed
Years 10
Half years 20
semi-annual
Annual
annuity payment £87,368.60 repayment £174,737.21
Opening annuity

Due Date balance payment interest paid | principal repaid | closing balance

£1,500,000
1 £1,500,000.00 £87,368.60 £22,500.00 £64,868.60 £1,435,131.40
2 £1,435,131.40 £87,368.60 £21,526.97 £65,841.63 £1,369,289.76
3 £1,369,289.76 £87,368.60 £20,539.35 £66,829.26 £1,302,460.51
4 £1,302,460.51 £87,368.60 £19,536.91 £67,831.70 £1,234,628.81
5 £1,234,628.81 £87,368.60 £18,519.43 £68,849.17 £1,165,779.64
6 £1,165,779.64 £87,368.60 £17,486.69 £69,881.91 £1,095,897.73
7 £1,095,897.73 £87,368.60 £16,438.47 £70,930.14 £1,024,967.59
8 £1,024,967.59 £87,368.60 £15,374.51 £71,994.09 £952,973.50
9 £952,973.50 £87,368.60 £14,294.60 £73,074.00 £879,899.50
10 £879,899.50 £87,368.60 £13,198.49 £74,170.11 £805,729.39
11 £805,729.39 £87,368.60 £12,085.94 £75,282.66 £730,446.73
12 £730,446.73 £87,368.60 £10,956.70 £76,411.90 £654,034.82
13 £654,034.82 £87,368.60 £9,810.52 £77,558.08 £576,476.74
14 £576,476.74 £87,368.60 £8,647.15 £78,721.45 £497,755.29
15 £497,755.29 £87,368.60 £7,466.33 £79,902.27 £417,853.01
16 £417,853.01 £87,368.60 £6,267.80 £81,100.81 £336,752.21
17 £336,752.21 £87,368.60 £5,051.28 £82,317.32 £254,434.88
18 £254,434.88 £87,368.60 £3,816.52 £83,552.08 £170,882.80
19 £170,882.80 £87,368.60 £2,563.24 £84,805.36 £86,077.44
20 £86,077.44 £87,368.60 £1,291.16 £86,077.44 £0.00

£1,747,372.08 £247,372.08 £1,500,000.00

loan £1,500,000.00
interest £247,372.00
Total 1,747,372
Cumulative surplus 739,000
RO1 -10 years 42.20%
ROI per annum 4.22%
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Cheltenham Borough Council - Project Assessment Tool
Section 2: Financial details of proposal (at current pay and price levels)

These figures are drafted as viewed from CBC

CAPITAL COSTS PROFILE 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Totals £

Buildings 666,000 666,000

Infrastructure e.g. parks and gardens, landscaping

Vehicles, plant or equipment 557,000 557,000

Project Management 90000 90000

Contingency 106,000 106,000

Prelim costs 81,000 81,000

Total capital cost of project 1,500,000 1,500,000

CAPITAL FUNDING PROFILE (please state if confirmed) 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Totals £

Loan to The Cheltenham Trust 1,500,000 1,500,000

Total capital funding of project 1,500,000 1,500,000

Net capital cost to CBC 1,500,000 1,500,00(7
Q

ADDITIONAL REVENUE COSTS PROFILE 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Totals £ L%

Direct staffing / Additional support services staffing o

Maintenance (06)

Heating/lighting/NNDR etc.

Other

Total additional revenue cost of project 0 0

INCOME / SAVINGS / MATCH FUNDING PROFILE 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Totals £

Loan repayment £174,737 £174,737 £174,737 £174,737 £174,737 873,685

Cashable savings

Non-cashable savings

NET CONTRIBUTION TO BRIDGING THE GAP 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Totals £

Please profile the net contribution to the bridging the gap programme 25,000
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Cheltenham Borough Council - Project Assessment Tool
Section 3: Assessment against corporate strategy objectives and outcomes

What contribution will the
project make:

Please describe how the project will

assessment

[7)]
c ) g
whd -
S | & £

s () X
E |8 |8 |8 |2
9 o c
(7 £ s € 5

contribute to the delivery of the council’s
strategic objectives and outcomes and what
the constraints are to delivering these
outcomes

Cheltenham's environmental quality and heritage is protected, maintained and enhanced

Green space improvements / X None anticipated
maintenance and enforcement
Public realm improvements / X None anticipated

maintenance and enforcement

Being environmentally sustainable

The project will introduce new equipment and
fittings eg lighting air-con etc will be at a
higher level of carbon efficiency and will
reduce the carbon footprint of the facilities
further

Sustain and grow Cheltenham’s economic and cultural

vitality

Economic growth

X

Continuing to invest in Cheltenham’s leisure
offer is important as it strengthens Cheltenham
as a place where people wish to live, work and
play.

Cultural vitality

The Trust actively seeks to explore
opportunities to expose its customers to sport
arts and culture across all its venues through
cross fertilisation.

Improving connectivity

Many services are delivered in partnership with
19 other providers across Health, Education,
Social Services and Sport. The proposal aims
to ensure that the facilities remain attractive to
these partners

People live in strong, safe and healthy com

munities

Safety and wellbeing of X The activities delivered will contribute directly

individuals and communities to the safety and wellbeing of local residents
through building communities and social
cohesion, in particular with some of the target
populations that use the facilities

Decent and affordable housing X None anticipated

Strong and healthy communities X The activities delivered will contribute directly

to the strength and health of local residents;
the scheme will increase access to facilities for
the public that both improve physical, mental
and emotional wellbeing

Our council can continue to facilitate the delivery of our outcomes for both Cheltenham and its

residents

Effective use of assets

X

The proposal makes a significant investment
into leisure-at to keep it competitive and to
enable a growth in income and footfall.
Although gym equipment was refurbished in
2013, there has been no significant investment
into the fabric of the building since the post-
flood refurbishment in 2007.

Commissioning

None anticipated

Organisational development

None anticipated
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Cheltenham Borough Council - Project Assessment Tool
Section 4: Risk assessment

See risk assessment in main body of Cabinet report

Please identify the main risks Impact | Likelihood | Score | How would you manage | Risk Manager
associated with the project (financial, | 1-5 1-5 out of | the risk

health and safety, reputation) 25

If the Trust defaults on the loan, there will 3 2 6 Ensure that the business Sarah Didcote
be no property that CBC can repossess. case is sound so that it can

Therefore the Council owes a fiduciary duty be sure that the repayments

to its council tax payers to ensure that the will made.

business case is sound.

As the term of the loan is 10 years, and 4 2 8 The council would need to Donna Ruck

there is less than 8 years of the certain
term of the management agreement with
the Trust remaining, if the Council were not
to extend the management agreement and
as a result if the Trust needed to wind itself
up the loan repayment agreement would
not be fulfilled.

be in a position to seize any
assets of value. This
therefore suggests that CBC
should take a floating
charge over its assets under
the loan agreement
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Cheltenham Borough Council
Cabinet — 7" March, 2017
Council — 27" March, 2017

Progress update regarding the new crematorium project including
business case decisions regarding access road and second

chapel option

Accountable member
Accountable officer

Ward(s) affected

ClIr Chris Coleman, Cabinet Member for Clean and Green Environment
Mike Redman, Director of Environment

All

Key/Significant
Decision

Yes

Executive summary

Recommendations

This report provides an update on the development of Cheltenham’s
new crematorium as it moves through its design stage.

It is proposed that a permanent exit route from the new facility is built
immediately to the south of the cemetery emerging onto Bouncers
Lane and that this is included within the planning application, which is
timetabled for submission in April/May.

It is also proposed that a second new chapel is built as an integral part
of the development of the facility.

A further round of public consultation is taking place, including a
staffed event at the Municipal Offices to which all members have been
invited. An update on the results of this consultation will be available
to help inform decision-making on 7" March, with a particular focus
on the second chapel option, proposed road and construction access
issues.

Cabinet is recommended to:

1. Approve the approach to providing public access to and from
the new crematorium, including the development, subject to
planning consent, of a new permanent road linking the new
facility to Bouncer’s Lane (See option ‘Route B’ at Appendix 2);

2. Approve the appropriation of land on prior’s farm playing field
from use as open space to cemetery use and delegate authority
to the Head of Property and Asset Management to carry out the
appropriation should planning permission for the development
of the crematorium and access road be granted;

3. Note that a temporary route for construction traffic leading to
the new crematorium will be required, with the preferred route
to be informed by professional advice and the results of public
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consultation, provided in a supplementary update;

4. Approve, subject to Council agreeing the additional project
budget, the construction of a second chapel in conjunction with
the new crematorium.

5. Agrees to programme further work to review the options for
repurposing the existing chapels and how the associated costs
can be further mitigated to improve scheme viability.

Cabinet recommends that Council:

6. Allocates the budget for the construction of a second new
chapel, including the use of the capital receipt of £275,000 from
the sale of the cemetery lodge and £373,000 from the revenue
budget reserve arising from the introduction of new
crematorium fees in 2017-18, with the balance of £352,000 being
supported by prudential borrowing.

Financial implications

A range of financial models have been drawn up to compare the financial
return, the total cost and the impact on the medium term financial strategy
for the options surrounding the use of the existing chapels and the
proposed 2" new chapel.

The financial implications are detailed throughout this report. In summary,
the proposed option for the construction of a second chapel, whilst
temporarily mothballing the existing chapel, pending consideration of its
future use, will incur capital costs of £1million.

The proposed funding will be from the use of £275k capital receipts, £373k
use of reserves and Public Works Loan Board borrowing of £352k.
Members will need to take account of how these funding arrangements
represent a loss of opportunity to fund other schemes going forward.

The business case has been prepared over 25 years, generating an
internal rate of return of 4.5% and total additional revenue income of
£2.6m over this period. However, this assumes an increase in the volume
of activity from 2027 onwards, as per the expected growth in the local
population and age profile. The risk of this growth not being achieved is
detailed in Section 7 and the Risk Appendix 1 to this report.

When taking into account the additional costs and savings from this
proposal, although there is a positive impact on the Medium Term
Financial Strategy over a 25 year period, there is a deficit impact over the
first 9 years, totalling £283k, prior to the expected increase in demand in
year 10 of the business case. However, a small increase in fees from
2018-19 onwards will offset this shortfall, as shown in Appendix 4.

Contact officer: Sarah Didcote,
sarah.didcote@cheltenham.gov.uk, 01242 264125
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Legal implications

The Authority owns the land upon which it is proposed to build the new
crematorium and associated car parking. The land on which the
crematorium will be constructed lies within the administrative area of
Tewkesbury Borough Council.

By virtue of Sections 214(1) and (3) of the Local Government Act 1972 and
Section 4 of the Crematorium Act 1902, the Authority has the power to
build and operate a crematorium outside of its own administrative area.
The Authority is complying with its obligations under the Public Contract
Regulations 2015 by accessing a framework to engage with project
managers, Pick Everard and build contractors Willmott Dixon to work up
designs for the new crematorium prior to a build contract being entered
into.

The framework being accessed (the SCAPE framework) expires on 7 May
2017 and the Authority is able to enter into a build contract with Willmottt
Dixon up to that date. If this deadline is not achieved, whilst the Authority
may join the new framework issued by SCAPE, there is no guarantee that
Willmottt Dixon will be on the new SCAPE framework or that the prices
fixed by the current framework will remain the same. Therefore, many of
the costs incurred to date could be abortive costs if the authority has to
contract with a different contractor either through the new SCAPE
framework or another procurement route.

The land on which the Authority wishes to construct a permanent access
to the new crematorium is open space used for the purposes of public
recreation. The Authority is therefore required to appropriate the land
under Section 122(1) Local Government Act 1972 to change the use of the
land from open space to cemetery use. This section requires that the land
is no longer needed for recreational purposes. Case law has held that this
does not mean that the land has to have fallen into disuse; the Authority is
entitled to strike the balance between comparative local interests; between
the need for one land use over another, taking account of wider
community interests. Therefore, when deciding whether or not to
appropriate the land, Cabinet will need to first consider the interests of the
users of Priors Farm Playing Field and the current and future users of the
Crematorium, together with the need for the access to be provided on land
currently used for public recreation.

S122(2) Local Government Act 1972 required the Authority to cause notice
of its intention to appropriate the land to be advertised in two consecutive
weeks in a local newspaper and to consider any objections to the
proposed appropriation. Notices were placed in the Gloucestershire Echo
on 12th and 19th January 2017, with a 3 week period within which to make
objections. No responses were received to these notices. However,
representations have been received in relation to the outline planning
application for potential access roads. Whilst these objections are not
directly related to the issue of appropriation of the public open space,
Cabinet should take these into account when making its decision about the
appropriation. The representations are set out in Appendix 5.
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Part of the land at the cemetery, including the North chapel is consecrated
ground. Advice has been given to officers that should the intention be to
use this land for secular use, it needs to be either deconsecrated or
consent obtained for the proposed use. Further enquiries regarding this
issue will need to be made with the Bishop of Gloucester.

When considering potential uses for the existing chapels, the Authority will
need to comply with and have regard to the provisions of the Local
Authorities Cemeteries Order 1977. Advice has been given to officers
about the provisions of the Order.

Contact officer: Donna Ruck, donna.ruck@tewkesbury.gov.uk, 01684
272696

HR implications
(including learning and
organisational
development)

There are no immediate HR implications arising from the content of this
report however, should the decision to construct a second chapel proceed
then a review of operational staffing levels will be required once the
building is completed.

Contact officer: Julie McCarthy,
julie.mccarthy@cheltenham.gov.uk, 01242 264355

Key risks

Business case assumptions are set out at section 7 and key risks are set
out at Appendix 1.

The project to deliver a new crematorium is primarily driven by the need to
replace the existing two cremators, which have a limited lifespan and are
currently giving rise to significant maintenance and business continuity
concerns.

The development project has a detailed risk register which currently
contains 34 risks and mitigating actions, which are subject to regular
review. There is a further risk register relating to the safety and business
continuity of the existing crematorium, which also helps evidence the need
for a new facility.

The new build crematorium is viewed as the primary means by which the
Council will stabilise and improve upon its current bereavement services
offer, providing a more financially sustainable commercial operation which
better aligns to the needs of our customers.

A second new chapel would provide customers with the same advantages
as those for the new main chapel, but it would add cost that is unlikely to
significantly increase income. There is also a risk that the existing chapels
could remain vacant for some time, whilst proposals for repurposing them
are refined. The effect of this risks putting additional financial pressure on
the medium term financial strategy (MTFS).
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Corporate and
community plan
Implications

The new crematorium will help to underpin the continuation of the
Council’s bereavement service and contribute to the following high level
objectives:-

e Cheltenham's environmental quality and heritage is protected,
maintained and enhanced.

e Transform our Council so it can continue to enable delivery of our
outcomes for Cheltenham and its residents.

Whilst the provision of a cremation service is discretionary, there is
insufficient capacity within the catchment area of our current facility to
cater for demand were it to close.

The Council has run this service successfully for very many years and our
experience and level of customer satisfaction is such that there is
considerable community support for the authority continuing to do so.

Environmental and
climate change
implications

The Council currently pays around £53k per annum into a national scheme
called CAMEO which helps to offset the impact of mercury emissions from
our current cremation plant. The proposed new facility will have mercury
abatement plant which will minimise our emissions and remove the need
for the authority to pay into the CAMEO scheme. Indeed, this may even
generate a cash return from CAMEO based on our mercury abatements in
respect of the proposed new plant.

It is also anticipated that the new gas cremators will be significantly more
efficient than those we currently use, reducing our carbon emissions.

Property/Asset
Implications

If the delivery of a second new chapel is to be considered, it should be
predicated on the financial viability and income generation forecasts for a
new use of the existing facility, or there is a risk that the existing chapel
buildings which are Grade Il listed will remain vacant for an extended
period.

This issue is addressed under recommendation 5.

Contact officer: David.Roberts@cheltenham.gov.uk, 01242 264151

$g41coeo1

Page 5 of 21 Last updated 24 February 2017




1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

2.1

2.2

2.3

Page 76
Background

In September 2015, Cabinet approved the principle of building a new crematorium on Council-
owned land to the east of the current cemetery and in October 2015, Council approved a total
budget of £7,443,100 for the proposed development. £6,523,000 of this budget is allocated to the
‘design and build’ phases of the project.

Subsequently, a programme team was formed to lead the work and determined that the SCAPE
Procurement Framework was the best approach for securing contractors. SCAPE is a public
sector owned organisation which specialises in providing compliant frameworks to public bodies
in the UK.

Using the SCAPE framework, Pick Everard was appointed in April 2016 to provide project
management and quantity surveying support and in June 2016, Willmottt Dixon was appointed as
principal contractor.

As anticipated in the report brought to Cabinet in November 2016, further decisions are now
required on important issues. It is imperative that decisions are made in order to maintain the
programme’s momentum and minimise the period where the service is dependent on the existing
cremators, which continue to give rise to concerns about their reliability and life expectancy.

This report builds on the Cabinet decisions already taken in relation to the project and seeks
approval for a preferred new access (exit) road for the new facility, a decision about whether to
build a second new chapel now as part of the development and if so, what use should be made of
the existing chapel buildings.

Consultant advice which informs the rationale for the conclusions and recommendations within
the report are appended and referenced where appropriate.

Crematorium development options

In broad terms, three principal options were considered for taking the project forward, with the
advantages and disadvantages of each set out on pages 6-7 of the Pick Everard report at
Appendix 3.

The options are as follows:-

Option A Build one new chapel with two cremators at the new site and use one
existing chapel

Option B Build one new chapel with two cremators at the new site and use one
existing chapel in the short term, but build a second chapel later

Option C Build two new chapels now at the new site, identify funding to support
this and release the existing chapels to enable their deployment for a
new commercial venture

Option A is the one which already has Cabinet and Council support in terms of funding and
Option B was discounted at an early stage, as there would be significant additional costs and
service impacts in seeking to deliver a second chapel at a later date. In addition to increased
preliminaries in relation to site set up costs, there would be lost income arising from disruption
and downtime of the service. Our contractors advised that in practice, services in the new main
chapel would need to stop for several months.
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In the absence of further information, this analysis makes a good argument for Option C, i.e. the
building of two new chapels now.

The report goes on to examine a number of commercial options, including the repurposing of the
existing chapel buildings and identifies that a number of them would be revenue positive over a
25 year period. The most favourable options from a financial viewpoint include the provision of
offices, boutique-style holiday accommodation, or a mix of wake facilities with catering and
business units.

None of the options account for the costs associated with building out the second chapel building.
If these costs are included, none of the options presents a viable financial case.

In appraising options, both financial and non-financial criteria should be considered in assessing
the investment decision. . The assessment of non-financial criteria has indicated a preference for
a conversion of the existing chapels to a wake facility with catering and some associated business
units on the site.

This does not of course resolve the financial challenges regarding the funding of such an option,
which would require up-front investment of £1.0M, representing a major project in its own right,
with considerable resource implications and risks attaching to it.

In view of the Council’s challenging financial situation, including a lack of capital for reinvestment,
a number of options have been modelled for funding the new second chapel, including some
which would not involve immediately reinvesting in an option for the reuse of the existing chapel
buildings. This analysis has identified how the second chapel might be funded, utilising a capital
receipt from the sale of the cemetery lodge building and income from an early uplift in cremation
fees to help offset the total borrowing that would otherwise be required. Using this approach to
funding and the assumptions set out in section 7 below, the project is cash positive over 25 years,
but has some negative impact on the MTFS in years one to nine. This impact is modest and it
would only take a small fee increase to cover the extra costs profiled in the early years.

However, Cabinet should note that it does not allow for the foregone opportunity cost of using
internal capital and revenue resources to part fund the option. This is because the suggestion is
that £275,000 is funded from the receipt from the sale of the cemetery lodge (an asset which was
previously aligned to the service) and that £373,000 is funded from income from increased
cremation fees which will be received before the Council draws down the PWLB loan for the main
scheme.

Based on the Pick Everard option analysis and the accountancy analysis at Appendix 4, Cabinet
is recommended to pursue the delivery of a second chapel now and to undertake further work to
examine how the costs associated with the development of the existing chapels might be
managed down to improve scheme viability. Members need to be mindful of the assumptions and
risks relating to this recommendations as set out in this report.

Budgeted increase in cremation fees

The Council’s proposed budget for 2017-18 includes the following in relation to fee increases
relating to the service:-

Current cremation fee = £620

+ £12.40 2% inflation (£620 + 2% = £632.40)

+ £168.71 to support the new crematorium development (£632.40 + £168.71 = £801)
+ £26.50 Environmental fee (CAMEO mercury abatement) (£801 + £26.50 = £827.50)
+ £25 Medical Fees (£827.50 + £25 = £852.50)
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New cremation fee = £852.50
Memorial and Burial fees will increase by:-
e 5% on burial fees —i.e. interment and exclusive rights
e 2% increase on all other fees.
The following benefits will be delivered through the provision of the new facility:-

A more reliable and efficient service;

More space for larger services;

Modern up-to-date flexible facility;

Better parking, including disabled provision;

Future proofing with equipment to meet modern funeral requirements, including audio-visual
technology;

e Pricing comparable to other neighbouring crematoria.

Access Roads

In the work carried out in 2015, the building of an additional permanent egress road through the
cemetery was proposed to serve the new facility. However, it was identified early on that further
work would be needed to confirm its feasibility. Also, it was recognised that providing a route for
construction vehicles through the cemetery would be extremely disruptive and hence a temporary
haul route to the south of the cemetery was also proposed.

Subsequently, following a recommendation by Pick Everard, an investigation of the potential
access options was commissioned through Wilimottt Dixon as part of the feasibility work.

The conclusions of the resulting studies are set out at Appendix 2 and have been considered by
the programme team, resulting in a preferred access route and identified costs which are within
the original programme estimate, together with a fall-back approach in the event of any show-
stopping risks arising.

The preferred egress ‘Route B’ takes the line of a farm track which runs east to west, to the
immediate south of the existing cemetery site and emerges onto Bouncers Lane at its western
extremity.

Whilst there are risks associated with this option, including potential ecology, archaeology, tree,
playing field/public open space and ground condition impacts, specialist reports and input from
planning officers have informed the view that these should be manageable.

The proposed ‘inward access’ to the new crematorium would follow existing road routes within the
site, which may need some upgrading, but represents a relatively low cost and low risk option.

An outline planning application (ref: 17/00011/OUT) was submitted to provide public transparency
about the Council’s likely intentions regarding an egress route across Priors Farm land, which is
in Council ownership.

A range of representations have been received in relation to this undetermined application and
these are set out at Appendix 5. Cabinet is requested to have regard to these representations in
considering the recommended option for providing public access to and from the new
crematorium, including the development and subject to planning consent, a new permanent road
linking the new facility to Bouncer’s Lane. A plan of the recommended route is also included
within Appendix 2a page 49.
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If the access route through Priors Farm is agreed in conjunction with the planning application for
the new crematorium, it will be necessary to appropriate some existing Public Open Space for this
purpose; the necessary advertisement for this has already taken place and no objections were
received. However, the relevance of representations to the outline planning application set out in
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para 4.8 above should be taken into account in considering recommendation 2 of this report.

Cabinet needs to consider the balance of interests between the current users of the land, the

impact of the proposed development on them and the necessity (or otherwise) to interfere with
those uses because of the needs of the cemetery and its users.

Access route options summary

Option Advantages Disadvantages Programme Board / Exec
Board view

Route A — Relatively cheap | Unsatisfactory as This is a fall-back option

through the option, primarily permanent route due | which could be used

existing utilising existing to service conflicts temporarily.

memorial roads H&S concerns Requires certainty that a

gardens

Damaging to
tranquillity of
memorial gardens.

Risk of damage to
memorials.

Not suitable for
construction traffic
haul route, which
would still need to be
provided across
Priors Farm.

more permanent route
would be provided within a
reasonable timescale (i.e.
two years).

Not the most attractive
option for the project, but
may be appropriate if
wider development of
Priors Farm area
considered viable.

Route B - to the
immediate
south of the
cemetery site

Provides a
potential
permanent
egress route

Relatively
discreet route
adjoining
boundary of
existing site
Services can
follow road route

No direct long
term impact on
Imjin Road

Preference of
ward members

More expensive
option than following
existing roads

Some risk,
particularly around
ecology

Impacts on
properties backing
on to the farm lane

Recommended egress
route

Route C - via
Imjin Road

Provides a
potential
permanent
egress route

Severance of playing
area and changing
facilities

High risk in relation

Not recommended

$g41coeo1
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Would support
wider potential
development of
Priors Farm land

to site archaeology
Landscape impact

Likely to attract most
resident opposition

Route D - to the
south of the
cemetery site,
then linking
with Imjin Rd

Provides a
potential
permanent
egress route

Would avoid
traffic exiting the
site through Imjin
Road

Similar risks to C, but
with additional costs
as longer route

Impacts on
residential properties
backing onto Priors
Farm

Not recommended

Route E - via
Prestbury
playing field off
Roberts Road

Provides a
potential
permanent
egress route

Shortest route

Unsuitable road
access via bridge
which would need
replacing

Unsatisfactory

Not recommended

412

413

5.1

5.2

$g41coeo1

narrow approach
through residential
area

Would require
landowner consent

Developer has
advised this option is
unworkable

There will need to be a haul route provided to service construction traffic accessing the new
crematorium site. This is likely to follow the line of the proposed permanent access (Route B) for
much of its length, but there are options about where the route links to the existing road system.
One option is for this to be temporarily accessed via the lower end of Priors road playing field site
via Imjin Road, or the route could emerge either adjacent to, or at the existing entrance to the
cemetery site.

There are a range of considerations in this respect, including the impact on local residents,
highway issues and potential conflicts with funerals and other service users of the Bouncers Lane
cemetery site. This issue forms part of the public consultation regarding the project and will be
subject to a supplementary update report to Cabinet on 7" March.

Second chapel business case

The construction of a second new chapel was outside the scope of the original crematorium build
programme, but there were enduring concerns that if the construction of a second chapel were to
take place once the new facility had begun operating, it would be extremely disruptive to the
service. It was also identified that this approach would have significant service delivery, quality
and financial implications. In particular, there were considerable operational concerns that splitting
the operation between the existing and new chapels could have a negative impact on the
business. Funeral directors have advised that they believe there will be customer concerns about
moving coffins between buildings which could impact on cremation numbers.

The suggestion therefore, was that the scope of the programme should be extended to include
the creation of a business case to identify whether there were any viable options to help meet the
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costs of a second new chapel (for example, from a commercial use for the existing chapel
buildings).

In November 2016, Cabinet thus approved the increase in the scope of the programme, to include
the development of a business case for a second new chapel, in order to identify whether it was a
financially viable proposition.

Cabinet also agreed that a second (optional) new chapel consistent with the main programme’s
scope would be included in the planning application for the new facility. This maintained the
option of either partially or fully building out a second new chapel, subject to the viability of the
business case.

When Cabinet originally gave approval for the building of a new crematorium, including a single
chapel, one of the existing chapels (North) was expected to be retained for small ceremonies. It
was intended that the scheme would allow scope for future expansion in the medium to long term.
At that time, initial estimates had shown that the construction of a second new chapel was
unaffordable at an additional cost of £1.7M.

Following Cabinet approval in November 2016, subsequent feasibility and design work has
incorporated the potential for a second new chapel (with the intention of seeking full planning
approval for a two chapel design) whilst recognising that the approved scheme allows for only a
single chapel to be funded and built initially.

The continuing feasibility and design work has allowed our contractors to re-estimate the cost of
the second chapel, on the basis that it is constructed at the same time as the first. Even with due
allowance for contingency and internal costs, the revised build estimate is £1.0M, considerably
less (-41%) than the earlier estimate in 2015.

The study of the potential business options has been undertaken by Pick Everard and is included
in this report as Appendix 3.

In their study, Pick Everard set out the advantages and disadvantages of using two new chapels
as opposed to using a single new chapel. They also looked at the option of continuing to operate
one existing chapel, with the possibility of constructing a second new chapel later. Pick Everard
also looked at the opportunities for re-purposing the existing chapel buildings and the potential for
generating a commercial return which might support a second new chapel. Financial modelling
and an analysis of non-financial benefits were undertaken for the three most viable options:

1. A wake / café facility with office / retail accommodation for bereavement related
services;

2. Serviced offices;
3. Boutique style visitor accommodation.

GOSS Finance has used the analysis from Pick Everard to assess the overall financial impact of
options, taking account of how the additional investment costs might be funded. The return on
investment, payback period and impact on the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) have
been assessed. The results of this analysis are detailed in Appendix 4.

The main advantages of constructing a second new chapel along with the first chapel are:

e Construction will not disrupt the ongoing service. Later construction of an additional chapel will
likely lead to the first new chapel being out of action for months with a consequent impact on
mourners and on the Council’s income. As a result, later construction is not thought to be a
likely scenario in practice.
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e Construction now will be less costly. Later construction will entail additional start-up costs.

e Focussing services on one site will simplify the experience of mourners. There will be a single
set of access routes to and from the crematorium, a single car park and chapels will be
located close to each other. The likelihood of confusion, for example mourners going to the
wrong chapel, will be much reduced.

o Focussing services on one site will lead to operational savings. Bereavement services will not
need to staff both locations, nor will a vehicle be required to move coffins from the existing
chapels to the new crematorium (a consequent saving has been estimated in the financial
modelling). Maintenance costs for two buildings might not need to be met by Bereavement
Services (assuming a new use is found for the existing buildings)

e The risk that the transfer of coffins from the existing chapels to the new crematorium leads to
negative comments and services being moved to other crematoria would be eliminated.

¢ Increasing the quality of the construction helps to protect against loss of business to
competitors and may help to deter new competitors, thus protecting the Council’s revenue
from the overall service.

o Delaying construction risks reputational damage, as it is perceived as missing an obvious
opportunity to improve the service.

e Both existing chapels will be available for alternative uses from the outset, unfettered by the
constraint of an operational chapel in the same building.

¢ Informal contact with funeral directors suggests that they are in favour of a two chapel
scheme.

5.12 The main disadvantages of constructing a second new chapel along with the first chapel are:

e There is no guarantee that two new chapels will generate any more custom and income than
one new chapel and one existing chapel,

o There is a risk that the lack of a traditional chapel option may lead to some services being
moved to other crematoria;

e Undertaking the construction of an additional chapel will put additional pressure on the
Council’s finances and resources.

5.13 The non-financial advantages of re-purposing the existing chapels depend on the uses to which
chapels are put. The potential advantages are:

e Some provision of support for economic growth through the encouragement of small
businesses;

e Improving the experience of mourners at the crematorium and cemetery, possibly thereby
increasing the attraction of the crematorium for holding funeral services (e.g. due to the
availability of an on-site wake facility);

o Ensuring the listed buildings have a function and are not left to deteriorate.
The programme team’s analysis against a number of non-financial criteria suggests that the
option of a wake / café facility with adjacent office / retail accommodation for bereavement related

services, is the most favourable. Inevitably, there are a number of risks and uncertainties
associated with re-purposing, which are detailed in the Pick Everard report.
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5.14 The conclusions of the financial analysis of constructing a second new chapel and potential re-

5.15

6.1

6.2

purposing of the existing chapels are:

e The additional capital costs of constructing a second new chapel are approximately £1.0M
(Willmottt Dixon estimate adjusted to include internal CBC costs) — this cost would add to the
current budget of £7.4M for the approved project based on a single chapel.

¢ The estimated capital costs of re-purposing the existing chapels are £0.94M (Pick Everard
estimate adjusted to include internal CBC costs). Pick Everard have commented that
reduction of these costs may be possible if a ‘light touch’ refurbishment is used, but does not
have confidence in such an approach without more detailed work. This can be revisited at a
later date and a more detailed assessment of possible uses / disposal options will be
considered. Given the options work that has been carried out, there is a high degree of
confidence that a scheme can be achieved which will provide a better than cost neutral future
for the existing chapels.

e CBC financial modelling has taken place on 11 options with a variety of assumptions, with the
preferred option recommended in this report attached at Appendix 4 and subsequent funding
analysis based on the assumptions set out in Section 7.

¢ None of the options for re-purposing the existing chapels has demonstrated a significant
financial business case for the construction and operation of a second new chapel.

¢ The most favourable financial option considered is the construction of a second new chapel,
whilst not immediately re-purposing the existing chapels; with capital costs funded by the early
fee increase, use of Cemetery Lodge capital receipt and borrowing; and factoring in
reasonably projected extra deaths over 25 years. It has a payback period of 12 years, an
internal rate of return (IRR) of 4.5% and a total return of £2.6M over 25 years. However, it has
a cumulative negative impact on the MTFS of £283K over the first nine years (from 2019-20),
Prior to the expected volume increase in accordance with population projections. This impact
on the MTFS could be offset by the increase in fee charges of £26.50 per cremation,
representing a permanent environmental fee. This funding is in addition to the funding from
the capital receipt, PWLB loan and reserves, as detailed above.

e The main financial risks are uncertainty over the precise borrowing rate; some limited
uncertainty as to whether the projected increased mortality will materialise (assumptions are
based on an assessment using national statistical data from OPCS); the risk of competition
from other operators reducing our income; uncertainty over utility costs and business rates
treatment for the new facilities.

None of the models constitute a favourable return if the options are considered in purely financial
terms. However, the financial implications of the options need to be weighed against the non-
financial considerations set out above.

Alternative options considered

The range of option considered for utilising the existing chapel buildings with a view to assisting
the funding for the second chapel, is set out in the report by Pick Everard at Appendix 3, with
further detailed financial assessment undertaken by our accountancy team, as set out at
Appendix 4.

Alternative access road options are set out in the report and subsequent update from our
consultants WSP, which form Appendix 2 to this report.
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7. Assumptions in relation to recommended option

7.1  There are a number of key assumptions which generate associated risks in relation to the
recommendation to build out a second chapel now.

7.2 The table below sets out the key assumptions, together with the risks which are further assessed
within Appendix 1 against the Council’s corporate risk score card. Cabinet is advised to have
regard to the reasonableness of these assumptions in determining whether or not to accept the
report recommendations.

Key assumptions Sensitivity considerations | Key risks
That the base demand for cremations is | In the 2016 calendar year, Business continuity
assumed to be 1,900 per annum, but there were 2,043
this figure is itself subject to annual cremations (+7.5% on Competition from new or
fluctuations. baseline assumption) improved service offers
In most recent years, cremations have | Additional cremations have | Technological
exceeded 2,000, providing some been assessed to generate | alternatives to cremation
resilience within the business case, an 80% margin.
despite the unreliability of the current
cremators.
That there will be a 28% increase in If the JCS growth attracts a | Financial - cremation
cremation activity in the next 20 years, | greater proportion of demand does not grow
linked to population growth within the younger people to the area, | at the anticipated rate.
Cheltenham catchment, based on this may moderate the
OPCS death rate data and JCS growth | expected additional demand
projections for the catchment. for cremations.
Capital borrowing costs have been The PWLB loan rate could Financial — an increase
assessed at the PWLB loan rate, rise before the project is in the PWLB rate prior to
currently fixed at 2.4% from date of completed. completion of the new
drawdown. This has not been applied to facility.
the other sources of funding to be
applied to the project —i.e. there is no
internal rate of return on capital receipts
or revenue funding from fee income.
Demand will not be affected by the Options within the Financial — potential for
transition from traditional to new Cheltenham catchment are | reduction in service
modern chapels. currently limited, but we are | demand and associated
aware of one new facility fee income.
being proposed by a private
operator. This could
potentially reduce demand
within our catchment by up
to 150 cremations per
annum (7.9%).
The costs of the new two chapel The project is being Financial - as with any
crematorium will be managed within the | managed with a reasonable | major building project,
estimated budget. level of contingency. costs will need to be
actively managed, but
may be subject to
pressures outside of the
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control of the
programme e.g.
materials inflation.

No allowance has been made for an Improvements to parking This may help to
increase in custom as a result of the and chapel capacity may mitigate other financial
new facilities offering a higher standard | result in a marginal demand | risks.

to customers. increase.

Consultation and feedback

A discussion report was taken to Overview and Scrutiny on 16" January 2017, which focussed
upon programme progress and timeline, major risks (including access roads and the second new
chapel business case) and contingency plans in the event that the current cremators fail.

A joint consultation event was held on 23 January 2017, for the cross-party Cemetery and
Crematorium Cabinet Member Working Group and local Funeral Directors. At that meeting, the
Council’'s architects and lead contractors presented the developing design and an update was
given on both access roads and the second chapel. Useful feedback was given on the routing of
vehicles in the immediate vicinity of the new buildings and this has led to adjustments in the
designs. There was quite general support for the building of a second new chapel although it was
noted that some members of the public do have an attachment to the Victorian chapels.

Local ward members continue to be kept in touch with the programme, particularly on those
aspects such as access roads which most affect people in the locality, with dedicated briefings in
October 2016 and February 2017. Members generally are informed of progress and issues
through the Member Briefing.

A public consultation will take place in the week commencing 27" February. The main event will
be a drop-in session at the Municipal Offices from 2.30pm to 7.30pm on 1% March at which
members of the public and key stakeholders will be able to view the designs and discuss them
with the architects and lead contractors. Designs may also be viewed on
www.cheltenham.gov.uk/Cem-and-Crem until 10a.m. on 2" March and in the foyer of the
Municipal Offices on 27" and 28th February All those viewing the designs will be encouraged to
feedback on a questionnaire which will also ask for views on access roads and on the
construction of a second new chapel.

It is intended that the results of the consultation will be reported to Cabinet on 7" March.
Performance management — monitoring and review

The programme is managed by a Programme Board led by the Director of Environment and
which includes the Cabinet Member for Clean and Green Environment.

The programme uses the ‘Managing Successful Programmes’ methodology.

The programme reports every four weeks to the Council’s Senior Leadership Team and as
required, to the Council’s Executive Board.

Report author Contact officer: Mike Redman, Director of Environment,

mike.redman@cheltenham.gov.uk,

01242 264160
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Appendices 1. Risk Assessment
2. WSP reports on access routes
a. original study
b. update covering routes B and C
c. Gardens of Remembrance route
3. Two Chapels Options Study — Pick Everard
4. Financial Model for second chapel

5. Outline planning application for possible access roads — public
representations received

Background information 1.
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Risk Assessment

Appendix 1

/8 abed

The risk Original risk score Managing risk
(impact x likelihood)
Risk | Risk description Risk Date raised Impact | Likeli- | Score | Control Action Deadline Responsible Transferred
ref. Owner 1-5 hood officer to risk
1-6 register
1 If Cabinet/Council | Director 04/11/2016 | 4 4 16 Reduce | Approve report March Director
fail to make timely | Environment recommendations. | 2017 Environment
decisions in
relation to the
project, there is
an increased risk
that the
programme will
not be delivered
on time or within
budget.
2 If sufficient Director 04/11/2016 | 3 4 12 Reduce | Consider the March Programme
maintenance Environment implications for the | 2017 Manager
funds are not existing Grade |l
made available listed chapel
for the upkeep of building in the
the existing context of
chapels whilst temporary
they are not being mothballing.
used, there is a
risk to the future Ensure that the On- Head of Property
of the Grade Il need for going Services
listed buildings, maintenance of the
for which the existing chapels is
Council has a considered in
statutory relation to the
responsibility. business case.
3 If the Cabinet Director 04/11/2016 |3 4 12 Reduce | The timeline for the | Mar Programme
agrees to support | Environment project has been 2017 Manager
the construction re-evaluated to
of 2" new chapel show the
at the same time implications of
as delivering the constructing a 2"
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original new
crematorium
programme there
is a risk that the
delivery timeline
could increase
with a consequent
delay to the
opening of the
new facility. This
in turn could
impact on;

1. service
delivery
because
of the
unreliabilit
y of the
current
facility,

2. the
reputation
of the
Council to
manage to
an agreed
plan, and

3. fee
income
and
programm
€ costs.

chapel and this can
be achieved with
minimal impact on
the overall
programme.

As with any
building
programme, there
are financial and
project timeline
risks that will need
to be managed and
these will be
proportionately
greater in relation
to a larger project.

88 abed

If Cabinet does
not support the
construction of a
second chapel at
the same time as
the first, there

Director
Environment

04/11/2016

Reduce

Approve report
recommendations.

Mar
2017

Director
Environment
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may be
reputational
damage to the
authority arising
from any future
forward planning
(linked to
population growth
etc.) for
maintaining a
sustainable
service.
Operational
limitations may be
significant and a
later construction
would have a
detrimental
impact on
customer service
and income.

If the Council
does not include
the design of a
2" Chapel within
the Planning
Application, it will
lose the
opportunity to
provide a closely
linked facility that
is capable of
expanding to
meet future
service needs
and expectations.

Director
Environment

04/11/2016

Reduce

Include scope for
the provision of a
second chapel
within the Planning
Application for the
new facility.

Apr
2017

Director
Environment

68 abed

If the Council

Director

04/11/2016

12

Reduce

Follow the agreed

Apr

Programme

Page 19 of 21

Last updated 24 February 2017



06 abed

does not agree a | Environment pre-construction 2017 Manager
Delivery plan with adequate
(Construction) contingency for
Agreement with reaching

Willmottt Dixon agreement

before 7" May

2017 it will need

to re-procure

construction

services with a

consequent

impact on costs,

timescales and

customer service

8 If projected future | Director 01/02/2017 Accept | Careful N/A Bereavement
population growth | Environment consideration has Services
and the resulting been given to the Manager
increase in likelihood of
demand for increased demand
cremations does for the service over
not arise, or time and estimates
competitor are considered
facilities are built, reasonable.
there is a risk that
the income from The future-proofing
the crematorium of our crematorium
may fall, exposing facility is one of the
the authority to best means of
increased countering the risk
financial risk. of competitor

facilities, which is a
risk borne by the
current service.

9 If the new chapels | Director 01/02/2017 Reduce | It is important that | Mar Director
do not provide a Environment adequate 2017 Environment
quality experience investment is put
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for mourners, into the new

there is a risk that facility, such that
some bereaved the design and
families may materials used in
choose to have the new facility,
funeral services including space
elsewhere standards and

technological
improvements can

be funded.

10 | If the 2nd chapel | Director 01/02/2017 |3 3 9 Accept | The Cabinet will N/A Section 151
project is Environment need to identify officer
approved utilising additional savings
the sources of or income to bridge
funding identified, the increased
this will have a MTFS funding gap.
negative impact
on the Council’s The income levels Bereavement
MTFS position for the facility will Services
and increase the need to be closely Manager
Council’'s monitored to
exposure to ensure delivery of
external increase targets
borrowing which support the

scheme and part
finance borrowing.

T6 abed

Explanatory notes

Impact — an assessment of the impact if the risk occurs on a scale of 1-5 (1 being least impact and 5 being major or critical)
Likelihood — how likely is it that the risk will occur on a scale of 1-6

(1 being almost impossible, 2 is very low, 3 is low, 4 significant, 5 high and 6 a very high probability)

Control - Either: Reduce / Accept / Transfer to 3rd party / Close
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has been commissioned by Cheltenham Borough Council (CBC) to
undertake an independent options appraisal and impact assessment study to identify potential
vehicular access and egress routes (for both construction and operational traffic) to and from a
proposed new Crematorium, in Cheltenham.

The proposed new Crematorium will replace the existing Crematorium and North Chapel buildings
located within the existing Cheltenham Cemetery and Crematorium.

This study has been commissioned on the basis that the existing internal road network which
currently serves Cheltenham Cemetery and Crematorium (herein referred to as ‘the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium’) is deemed insufficient to serve the proposed new Crematorium.

This report considers the potential transport / highways, flood risk, ecological, and environmental
opportunities and constraints presented by various proposed vehicular route options to and from
the proposed new Crematorium.

This report presents the findings of a detailed desktop study supplemented by a site visit, which
took place on Friday 16" September, 2016.

This report does not seek to highlight the preferred vehicular route option, but instead provides a
review of opportunities and constraints presented by each vehicular route option, which in turn will
assist CBC in making their decision of the preferred access strategy for the proposed new
Crematorium.

For reference, CBC is the relevant planning authority for which the site is located in, and
Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) is the relevant highway authority. It is understood that the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium is operated by CBC. It is also worth noting that the proposed
development site falls under the planning jurisdiction of Tewkesbury Borough Council (TBC).

This report has been prepared in line with CBC’s ‘Access Road Brief — Initial Draft’ document,
which is included at Appendix A.

In support of this study, WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has obtained additional specialist advice
from:

- Peter Mitchell Associates — Independent Grave Specialist; and
- Chris Chavasse — Senior Tree Officer (CBC).

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has also sought advice from GCC highways department; however a
response has not been received in sufficient time to inform this report.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE AND STUDY AREA

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE

The site for the proposed new Crematorium comprises of undeveloped fields (two in total) which
are located to the immediate east of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium. The fields border

the existing Cemetery and Crematorium to the west, and are currently bounded by existing trees
and hedgerows.
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There is currently no formal vehicular access arrangement to the proposed development site,
other than local field access.

STUDY AREA
The ‘study area’ comprises of:

- The existing Cemetery and Crematorium, which is currently accessible directly from Bouncers
Lane via a gated entrance. Internally, there are a number of existing vehicular routes to
access the various areas of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, including the North and
South Chapels and Crematorium buildings (located within the western half of the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium) and the Garden of Remembrance (located within the southeast
section of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium);

- Existing agricultural land, which is located to the south and east of the proposed development
site;

- Oakley Playing Fields (comprising up to three pitches and associated changing facilities and
parking for approximately 20 cars), which are located to the south of the existing Cemetery
and Crematorium. Oakley Playing Fields are accessible directly from Imjin Road; and

- An existing residential estate, which is located to the southwest of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium, and is accessible directly from the B4075 Priors Road and/or Bouncers Lane.

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

CBC is intending to build a new Crematorium to the immediate east of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium At present, it is understood that CBC are considering two potential options,
comprising of either one or two Chapels, with associated infrastructure and parking.

In conjunction with the development proposals, it is understood that CBC intend to close the
existing Crematorium and North Chapel and transfer all activity to the proposed new
Crematorium. However, it is understood that the South Chapel will remain open to the general
public.

CBC has indicated that vehicular access to the proposed new Crematorium is intended via the
internal road network which currently serves the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

Owing to the constraints of the existing internal road network, CBC is currently investigating
potential options to provide a new vehicular route for vehicles to exit the proposed new
Crematorium (which would be used specifically during services). In addition, CBC has indicated
that there is a requirement to provide a temporary route for construction traffic to access and
egress the proposed new Crematorium (during the construction phase of the development).

REPORT STRUCTURE
Following this introduction, the remainder of the report is structured as follows:

- Chapter 2: Site Overview;
Chapter 3: Proposed Route Options;
Chapter 4: Route Options — Opportunities and Constraints;

Chapter 5: Further Considerations; and

20 2 2\

Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusion.
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SITE OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

This Chapter of the report provides an overview of the proposed development site and wider
study area, including the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, agricultural land, Oakley Playing
Fields, and existing residential estate.

This Chapter also provides an overview of the local highway network, flood risk, ecology and
conservation.

CHELTENHAM CEMETERY AND CREMATORIUM

The existing Cemetery and Crematorium is located approximately 2.5km to the east of
Cheltenham Town Centre, within a built up area consisting of primarily residential uses (albeit the
undeveloped agricultural land to the east). It is understood that the older western section of the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium, which comprises the North and South Chapels and
Crematorium buildings, is Victorian era, whilst the newer eastern section is effectively a modern
extension.

The existing Cemetery and Crematorium is currently accessible directly from Bouncers Lane via a
gated entrance and internal two-way access road (which varies in width between 5.0m and 5.5m).
Internally, the two-way access road runs for approximately 150m before it splits to provide
designated one-way access and egress routes to the various areas of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium, including the North and South Chapels and Crematorium (located within the older
western half of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium) and the Garden of Remembrance
(located within the southeast section of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium). There is also
an existing car park which is located approximately 100m to the southeast of the South Chapel.

A designated pedestrian entrance / footway is provided to the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium from Bouncers Lane.

For reference, the existing vehicular access and egress routes within the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium are illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing SK-01.

In terms of its operation, it is understood that the existing Cemetery and Crematorium is open to
the general public seven days a week (including Good Friday, Christmas Day and bank holidays),
between the following hours:

> 1% April to 30" September — 9am to 7.30pm; and
> 1% October to 31% March — 9am to 4.30pm.

Over the course of a typical year, it is understood that up to 2000 cremations and 200 burials are
held at the existing Cemetery and Crematorium (equating to an average of 5-6 cremations and 1
burial per day). It is understood that all services currently use the access from Bouncers Lane
and internal road network to access the North or South Chapel, Crematorium, and associated car
park.
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The existing Cemetery and Crematorium has been formally landscaped with mature trees,
shrubs, flower beds, paths and grassland areas, as well as ornamental ponds and water-courses.
A large area of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium on the southern boundary has been given
over to deciduous woodland. For a full report on the habitats present within the survey area
please refer to the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey report prepared by Lepus Consulting.

AGRICULTURAL LAND

The area to the south of the proposed development site comprises of namely agricultural land
(fields segregated by trees and hedgerow).

Currently there are no formal vehicular arrangements to the agricultural land, other than local field
access. Pedestrians can currently access the agricultural land via Oakley Playing Fields to the
west or via the residential areas to the north.

The agricultural fields have become scrubbed over from lack of management in recent years,
therefore the dominant species are rank grasses and tall ruderal species with scattered mature
and semi-mature trees and shrubs scattered throughout.

To the east of the proposed development site, part of the agricultural land is designated as
Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) (see Figure 5 provided in Appendix B of
this report).

A number of Public Footpaths run through the agricultural land to the east of the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium (see Figure 6 provided in Appendix B of this report).

It is understood that the majority of the agricultural land falls within CBC’s ownership.
OAKLEY PLAYING FIELDS

Oakley Playing Fields are located to the immediate south of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium. The playing fields are designated recreational ground, and comprise of up to three
football pitches with associated changing facilities and parking (for approximately 20 cars). It is
understood that the existing football fields fall under FA regulation. In addition to the football
fields, there is also an existing children’s playground located at the southeast boundary of the
playing fields.

Vehicular access to the playing fields is currently provided from Imjin Road, which is a two-way
road which serves the residential areas to the west. There is also a designated paved footpath
provided along the southern boundary of the playing fields which links Imjin Road and the
children’s playground,

On reviewing the topographical survey that is available (and observations from the site visit ),
there is a notable difference in height between the western and eastern extents of the football
fields (approximately 5.0m between the car park and the football field, and a further 4.0m between
the football fields and top of the bank at the eastern extent of the fields), and between the
southern and northern extents of the fields (approximately 2-3m between the footpath to the south
of the football fields and the football fields itself, and a further 1-2m between the football fields and
the southern boundary of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium).

The playing fields are predominantly amenity grassland maintained as close cut turf with areas of
scrub and semi-mature trees on the boundaries. During the site visit, a stream was identified
running to the south of the playing fields and hedgerows were observed to the east. Residential
housing and associated gardens are located to the west and the north is bordered by areas of
woodland marking the border with the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.
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It is understood that Oakley Playing Fields fall within CBC’s ownership.
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL ESTATE

To the southwest of the proposed development site, south of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium, and west of Oakley Playing Fields, there are currently a number of residential
streets which take their access namely from the B4075 Priors Road (via Ladysmith Road and
Imjin Road).

There are currently no restrictions on parking within the residential estate.

LOCAL HIGHWAY NETWORK
DESCRIPTION OF HIGHWAY NETWORK

There is currently no formal vehicular access arrangement to the proposed development site,
other than local field access.

The existing Cemetery and Crematorium is accessible directly from Bouncers Lane via a priority
junction. Internal, the existing Cemetery and Crematorium is served by a mix of one-way and
two-way routes.

Bouncers Lane links to the B4075 Priors Road to the west, via a priority junction. To the
immediate south of the existing access from Bouncers Lane, Ladysmith Road provides access to
an existing residential estate. In addition, Ladysmith Road also provides access to an existing
Farm Track which skirts the southern boundary of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium (see
WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing SK-01).

Further south, Imjin Road is accessible directly from the B4075 Priors Road via a priority junction.
Imjin Road provides access the residential estate located to the south of the existing Cemetery
and Crematorium. Imjin Road also provides access to Oakley Playing Fields, where there is an
existing car park (which includes approximately 20 parking spaces).

Further afield, the B4075 Priors Road links to Prestbury Road to the north, via a priority junction,
and to Harp Hill / Hewlett Road / Hales Road via a double mini-roundabout. It is also worth noting
that to the south of the Imjin Road, the B4075 Priors Road links to Redmarley Road which
provides access to Sainsbury’s Supermarket, and also Oakley Farm housing development.

TRAFFIC FLOWS

In order to understand the existing traffic volumes (and vehicular speeds) using the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium over the course of a given weekday and weekend, an Automatic
Traffic Count (ATC) survey was undertaken along the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access
road (inside the initial gated entrance point from Bouncers Lane).

The ATC survey was undertaken between Saturday 6" August (00:00) and Friday 12" August
(23:59). For reference, a copy of the ATC survey data is included in Appendix C.

Details of the existing traffic volumes entering and exiting the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium, as recorded by the ATC survey, are summarised in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1  Average Daily Flows (derived from ATC Survey)

INBOUND OUTBOUND Two-WAY
Weekday 468 470 938

Weekend 303 304 607
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2.6.9 Table 2.1 shows that on a typical weekday there was an average daily flow of 468 vehicles
entering and 470 vehicles exiting the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, respectively. On a
typical Saturday or Sunday there was an average of 303 vehicles entering and 304 vehicles
exiting the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, respectively.

2.6.10 In order to ascertain the number of vehicles that utilise the existing Cemetery and Crematorium
during a typical weekday and weekend period, CBC has provided details (times and durations) of
all services that were held between Monday 8" August and Friday 12" August 2016 (which
coincides with the dates of the ATC survey). CBC has confirmed that services are currently held
between Monday and Friday only (generally between the hours of 10:00 and 16:00), with no
services being held on weekends. It is also understood that the duration of services is usually in
the region of 45 minutes, with vehicles arriving / departing approximately 30 minutes either side of
a service. On average there were 9 services held per day between Monday 8" August and
Friday 12" August 2016. For reference, a copy of the service information, which includes the start
and end times, is included in Appendix C.

2.6.11 Based on the information provided by CBC, the ATC survey data was further interrogated to
understand the traffic flows associated with a service taking place, and when there is no service
taking place. For ease of reference, average and peak hour weekday and weekend traffic flows
are highlighted separated. The results of which are shown in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2  Average and Peak Hour Flows (Non-Service and Service)
WEEKDAY
Period Inbound Outbound Two - Way
Average Hour (across 5 days)
Non-service (average hour) 18 20 38
Service (average hour) 59 62 121
Peak Hour (day specific)
Non-service (ggzlshour) 09:00 - 97 29 119
Service (peak hour) 10:00-11:00 —
Highest Entry Flow* 113 36 149
Service (peak hour) 11:00-12:00 —
Highest Exit Flow** 49 159 208
Service (peak hour) 11:00 — 12:00
— Highest Two-Way Flow** 110 103 213
WEEKEND
Period Inbound outbound Two - Way
Average Hour (across 2 days)
Non-service (average hour) 26 26 52
Peak Hour (day specific)
Non- Service (1p2egla hour) 11:00 - 54 43 104
Note: Average hour taken as all service hours / all non-service hours
* Highest entry flow recorded on Friday 12" August 2016 between 10:00 to 11:00
** Highest exit flow recorded on Friday 12" August between 11:00 to 12:00
*** Highest two-way flow recorded on Tuesday 9" August 2016 between 11:00 to 12:00

2.6.12 It should be noted from the above, that there is potential that some of the traffic movements may
not be associated with a specific service, and could just comprise of people visiting the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium separately.

2.6.13 Table 2.2 shows that on a typical weekday, during service periods, on average 121 (two-way)
vehicles were recorded using the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access.
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During weekday service periods, the highest recorded entry flow was 113 vehicles (which
occurred between 10:00 and 11:00) and the highest recorded exit flow was 159 vehicles (which
occurred between 11:00 and 12:00). The highest recorded two-way flows were 213 vehicles
(which occurred between 11:00 to 12:00).

During weekday non-service periods, the highest recorded two-way flow was 119 vehicles (which
occurred between 09:00 to 10:00 on Friday 12" August 2016).

On a typical weekend where there are no services held, on average 52 vehicles (two-way) were
recorded using the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access. The highest recorded two-way
flow on a typical weekend was 104 vehicles (11:00 to 12:00 on Sunday 7" August 2016).

In addition to recording the volume of traffic, the ATC survey also recorded average vehicle
speeds along the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access road. For reference, these are
summarised in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3  Seven Day Average & 85th Percentile Speeds (mph)

CEMETERY AcCESS RoAD

INBOUND OUTBOUND

Average Speed 85THpercentiIe speed Average Speed 85THpercentiIe speed

16 21 17 22

HIGHWAY SAFETY

In order to understand the existing highway safety conditions on the local highway network,
Personal Injury Accident (PIA) data was obtained from CRASHMAP for a five year period
between 2011 and 2015. A summary of the total number of recorded accidents within the study
area for a five year period is provided in Table 2.4. The area investigated includes the access
road to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, Bouncers Lane, Priors Road, and Imjin Road.

Table 2.4 Summary of Recorded Accidents
SLIGHT SERIOUS FATAL

Number of Accidents 7 0 0

In total there were seven slight incidents recorded over the past five year period, of which:

- Two incidents were recorded on Bouncers Lane; and

- Five incidents were recorded on Priors Road.

No incidents were recorded along the access road to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, not
along Imjin Road.
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FLOOD RISK
EXISTING FLOOD RISK

The online Environment Agency Flood Map1 shows that the entirety of the study area lies within
Flood Zone 1, which means that there is less than a 0.1 per cent chance of flooding from rivers in
any given year. However, this designation is principally due to the lack of hydraulic modelling that
has been undertaken in the area, therefore placing the site in Flood Zone 1 by default.

The Gardens of Remembrance located in the southeast of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium is bound to the south by an Environment Agency Main River — a tributary of the
Wyman’s Brook. The headwaters of this watercourse flow from the north and east as minor
drains. The other Main River — the main channel of the Wyman’s Brook — is located to the south
of Oakley Playing Fields.

A more accurate assessment of risk has been undertaken by CBC as part of the Whaddon Flood
Alleviation Scheme (FAS) Feasibility Study (ch2m, 2016). This included using the Surface Water
Management Plan hydraulic model to understand the likely flood extents close to the site. The
resultant 1 in 200 year flood map, which can be said to be assessing the study area for a
combination of surface water and fluvial sources is shown in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 Flood Map Taken from Whaddon FAS Consultation Showing Flood Surface Water/fluvial
Flood Risk at the Site

e . - — v/ | i m—r 2 7 S .
fl fi n/ Prestbury bt ] ek, KEY
. Ry~
- Do Nothing Flood
-Eruﬂt >0.im
w Flood Extent
Boundary

s

_ Properties Affected
¢ W.Sig(0-20) =109
Sig(20-75) =210
Mod (75 - 200) = 201

The resultant flood map shows the majority of the study area to be outside the fluvial/surface
water floodplain, thus presenting a very low risk. No significant areas of floodplain are predicted,
with flooding mostly constrained to the watercourse channel and immediate surrounds.

! See: http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=394500.0&y=222500.0&topic=floodmap&ep=map&scale=9&Iocation=Cheltenham,
Gloucestershire&lang=_e&layerGroups=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=396943&y=223157&Ig=1,2,10,&scale=11
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WHADDON FLOOD ALLEVIATION SCHEME
The Whaddon FAS Consultation Note (ch2m, 2016) states that:

“Whaddon, Lynworth and Prestbury experienced severe flooding during the June and July 2007
flooding events. The peak event was identified as 1 in 125-year annual probability event. During
the July 2007 event over 300 properties are known to have experienced internal or external
flooding...

Flooding was principally caused by excess surface runoff from the escarpment to the east
exceeding the capacity of the culverted watercourses, which resulted in surface runoff entering
the urban environment, following the natural (or man-made) topography, and ponding in low spots
within the catchment (e.g. immediately to the north of Cheltenham Town Football Club).
Anecdotal evidence gained from the public consultation confirmed that the flood water was
extremely fast as it flowed down roads and into properties.”

To try and alleviate further flooding the Whaddon FAS scheme is being taken forward as a
preferred option for construction. This involves the construction of two flood storage areas at
Noverton Farm (immediately east of the proposed Crematorium extension) and Priors Farm (to
the south of the Gardens of Remembrance). Ensuring that the future construction of these flood
storage areas are not compromised by the Access Route Options, is considered to be a key
constraint to the proposed development. The timescales for delivery of the proposed Whaddon
FAS scheme are unknown at this stage.

Modelling of the 1 in 200 year event with the flood storage areas in place demonstrates no
increases in flood risk to the site; as illustrated on Figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2 1in 200 Year Flood Extent with Flood Storage Areas in Place
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2.8 ECOLOGY AND CONSERVATION

OVERVIEW
2.8.1 The ecological site overview is included in Appendix B of this report.
2.9 STUDY AREA CONSTRAINTS
2.91 Consideration has been given to the constraints presented by the overall study area. For

reference, these are detailed in Appendix B.
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PROPOSED ROUTE OPTIONS

INTRODUCTION

This Chapter provides details of the various vehicular route options which are currently being
considered as part of this study, to serve the proposed new Crematorium.

PROPOSED NEW CREMATORIUM

CBC is intending to build new Crematorium to the immediate east of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium. At present, it is understood that CBC are considering two potential options,
comprising of either one or two Chapels, with associated infrastructure and parking.

In conjunction with the development proposals, it is understood that CBC intend to close the
existing Crematorium and North Chapel and relocate activity to the proposed new Crematorium.
However, it is understood that the South Chapel will remain open to the general public

PREVIOUS VEHICULAR ROUTE OPTION STUDIES

It is understood that both Robert Potter and Partners architects and Willmott Dixon has previously
undertaken studies which have considered potential route options to and from the proposed new
Crematorium.

Robert Potter and Partners considered the potential for providing a new 2.5m wide route internally
within the existing Cemetery and Crematorium (which roughly follows the alignment of WSP |
Parsons Brinckerhoff’s Route Option A — see Section 3.5). The route alignment is shown on
Robert Potter and Partners plan ‘6333-SK02, Proposed Link Road’, which is included in
Appendix D.

Willmott Dixon has previously produced a Draft Stage 2 Feasibility Report for the proposed new
Crematorium (Ref: CC/S2/JM/180716) in which they have undertaken a high-level access/egress
appraisal of two potential Route Options:

- Option 1 — the provision of a permanent egress route through the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium; and

- Option 2 — the provision of a segregated permeant egress route.

Willmott Dixon’s report identified high level opportunities and constraints presented by each
option. For reference, a copy of the relevant section of Willmott Dixon’s Draft Stage 2 Feasibility
Report is provided in Appendix D.

PROPOSED VEHICULAR ACCESS ROUTE

CBC has indicated that vehicular access to the proposed new Crematorium would be via the
internal road network which currently serves the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

More specifically, on entry to the site vehicles would follow the existing-one way route, which runs
to the north of the existing Chapels and Crematorium. From this point vehicles would join the
section of one-way road, which links the older western and newer eastern sections of the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium, before travelling north then east (within the new eastern section of
the existing Cemetery and Crematorium where the roads are wide enough to accommodate two-
way traffic movements) to the proposed new Crematorium.
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For reference, the proposed access route is shown on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing
number SK-02.

PROPOSED VEHICULAR EGRESS ROUTES (OPTIONS A, B, C, AND D)

A total of four possible vehicular routes have been identified as part of this study, a detailed
description of which is outlined in the following sections. In reviewing the four routes,
consideration has been given to the potential for the routes to accommodate both construction
traffic (temporarily) and operational traffic (permanently).

It should be worth noting that, at this stage Route Option A has been ruled out for accommodating
any construction traffic, on the basis that CBC does not want any construction vehicles travelling
through the main area of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

If Route Option A was pursued, then a separate haulage routes would need to be provided as
outlined for Routes Option B, C or D below.

Routes A, B, C or D would be required to serve the proposed new Crematorium (as an egress
route only).

For reference, the four egress routes which are currently being considered as part of this study
are illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing SK-03.

ROUTE OPTION A

Route Option A is intended as an egress route only to the proposed new Crematorium, and would
only accommodate operational traffic associated with the proposed new Crematorium. It is not
proposed to use Route Option A for construction purposes.

Route Option A includes the use of part of the existing internal access roads between the main
entrance to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium and the car park located to the immediately
west of the Garden of Remembrance. From this point it is proposed to provide a new 3m wide
road which would skirt the southern boundary of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium (to the
immediate north of the Garden of Remembrance), linking the existing car park and the proposed
new Crematorium.

It is proposed to use the roads which serve the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, it is not
proposed to alter the existing widths or alignments of the existing roads. However, there may be
a requirement to undertake some minor carriageway repairs / resurfacing, the details of which
would be subject to a separate study.

It is not proposed to provide any footways along the new section of road. Instead, it is envisaged
that pedestrians would use the routes provided within the existing Cemetery and Crematorium to
access and egress the proposed new Crematorium.

It is understood from CBC that Route Option A would only be used to allow vehicles to exit the
proposed new Crematorium following a service. During all other times, the route would not be
available for general use (albeit the existing two-way section of road between the two gated
entrances which would remain in use to serve the existing Cemetery and Crematorium).

For reference, the proposed access route alignment is shown on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
drawing number SK-04.
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Route Option A has a total length of approximately 725m (between the existing gated entrance to
the existing Cemetery and Crematorium (from Bouncers Lane) and the proposed new
Crematorium); of which newly constructed carriageway would be 300m. The elevation of the road
increases from 83.615m at the western end to 93.233m at the eastern end and will climb at an
even gradient of approximately 3.3% (1 in 30).

Further to the site visit it is evident that part of the land required to accommodate Route Option A
is heavily populated with gravestones. To help understand the potential impacts on the existing
graves and the feasibility of delivering Route Option A, Peter Mitchell Associates has been
commissioned to undertake a separate study. The findings of which are summarised in Chapter 4
of this report, and are included in Appendix E.

In addition to the above, it was also noted during the site visit that there are a number of well-
established trees which could be impacted by the proposed route alignment. To help understand
the potential impacts on the existing trees, WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has discussed the
proposed route alignment with Chris Chavasse (Senior Tree Officer) at CBC. For reference,
Chris’s comments are summarised in Chapter 4 of this report, with a full copy of his comments
provided at Appendix F.

ROUTE OPTION B
Route Option B has been considered for use by both construction and operational traffic.

Route Option B includes the use of part of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access road,
between the two gated entrance points, with the construction of a new 3m wide access road
which would link to the existing access roads (in the vicinity of the internal gated entrance point)
skirting the southern boundary of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

At present it is envisaged that the proposed new section of road would follow the alignment of the
existing Farm Track. Owing to the presence of an existing Badger Sett, an option has also been
considered which shifts the alignment of the road approximately 30m south.

For reference, the proposed access route alignment is shown on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
drawing number SK-005. It should be noted from the plan that where there is sufficient space, an
indicative outline (dashed line) has been provided along the Route Option alignment which
denotes a 9.5m wide carriageway, which allows for the provision of a two-way route (with
footways) to serve any potential future development to the south of the proposed new
Crematorium.

During the construction phase of the proposed new Crematorium, CBC has indicated that their
preference is not for construction traffic to use any of the existing internal access roads within the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium. However, CBC has not discounted the use of the existing
internal section of the road between the two gated entrance points. As such, consideration has
been given to two potential options for accommodating construction traffic internally along this
section of road, which are as follows:

- Option 1 retains the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access road as one-way (at 3m
wide), and introduces a segregated construction traffic route which relies on use of the
remainder of the carriageway and the introduction of localised widening (to accommodate a
3m wide haulage route). In this Option both operational and construction traffic would use the
existing gated entrance via Bouncers Lane. As such there would be a likely requirement to
either widen the existing main entrance gates or control traffic movements (via the
introduction of a banksman or similar). In this option it is envisaged that hording could be
introduced to split normal operational and construction traffic movements. In the section of
one-way workings, measures to control traffic movements, such as temporary traffic lights,
would be required; and
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- Option 2 proposes the introduction of a segregated construction route which would make use
of the existing grass / landscape verge and existing Farm Track located to the immediate
south of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access road. In this Option, construction
traffic could potentially use the existing Farm Track access, which links to Ladysmith Road, as
opposed to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium main entrance gates. In this Option, the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium access road would continue to operate as two-way.

CBC has indicated that on completion of the proposed new Crematorium, there would no longer
be a need to retain either of the options detailed above (as construction traffic would no longer
need to access the proposed Crematorium). As such, the intention would be to re-instate the
route to reflect its current arrangement (including the re-introduction of trees and hedgerow). For
reference, both of the Options described above are illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
drawing SK-08.

Route Option B has a total length of approximately 740m (between the main gates to the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium (from Bouncers Lane) and the proposed Crematorium). For
operational purposes, the route would comprise of approximately 617m of new carriageway
(excluding the route intended for construction traffic using / adjacent to main access to the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium). The elevation of the road increases from 75.576m at the
western end to 93.109m at the eastern end. The road climbs at approximately 2.09% (1 in 48) for
the first two thirds of its length and then increases to 3.94% (1 in 25) for the final third flattening off
as it enters the proposed new Crematorium.

Further to the site visit it is evident that part of the land required to accommodate Route Option B
forms part of the usable (working) space within the existing Cemetery and Crematorium. On this
basis, to help understand the potential impacts on the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, Peter
Mitchell Associates has been commissioned to undertake a separate study. The findings of which
are summarised in Chapter 4 of this report, and are included in Appendix E.

In addition to the above, it was also noted during the site visit that there are a number of well-
established trees which could be impacted by the proposed route alignment. To help understand
the potential impacts on the existing trees, WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has discussed the
proposed route alignment with Chris Chavasse (Senior Tree Officer) at CBC. For reference,
Chris’'s comments are summarised in Chapter 4 of this report, For reference, Chris’s comments
are summarised in Chapter 4 of this report, with a full copy of his comments provided at
Appendix F.

ROUTE OPTION C
Route Option C has been considered for use by both construction and operational traffic.

Route Option C includes the provision of a new 3m wide access road which would skirt the
southern extent of Oakley Playing Fields and the agricultural land to the south of the proposed
development site, and would link the proposed new development to Imjin Road at its western
extent. The land required to provide Route Option C is within adopted highway and / or under
CBC’s ownership.

At the southern extent of Oakley Playing Fields, it is envisaged that the route would skirt the
northern edge of the existing changing facilities building and would either i) travel through or, ii) to
the north of the existing children’s playground.

It is understood that part of this route (between Imjin Road and the southeast extent of Oakley
Playing Fields) was previously used as a haulage route for construction traffic when constructing
the footbridge over Wyman’s Brook.
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For reference, the proposed access route alignment is shown on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
drawing number SK-06. It should be noted from the plan that where there is sufficient space, an
indicative outline (dashed line) has been provided along the Route Option alignment which
denotes a 9.5m wide carriageway, which allows for the provision of a two-way route (with
footways) to serve any potential future development to the south of the proposed new
Crematorium.

Route Option C has a total length of 613m (between the point where it intersects Imjin Road and
the proposed new Crematorium). The 613m would comprise of completely new carriageway.
The elevation of the road increases from 75.576m at the western end to 93.109m at the eastern
end. The road climbs at approximately 2.32% (1 in 43) for the first two thirds of its length and then
increases to 4.34% (1 in 23) for the final third flattening off as it enters the proposed development
site.

Owing to the proposed alignment of Route Option C, there is potential for the route to conflict with
existing established trees located to the south of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium and the
proposed development site. This has been considered by both WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff and
also CBC'’s Tree Office; the comments are summarised in Chapter 4 and Appendix F.

ROUTE OPTION D
Route Option D has been considered for use by both construction and operational traffic.
Route Option D is a hybrid of both Route Options B and C.

In this Option, a 3m wide road is proposed which would run between Imjin Road, up the western
boundary of Oakley Playing Fields, and along the northern boundary of Oakley Playing Fields
(along the same alignment as Route Option B — i.e. following the existing Farm Track alignment).
The land required to provide Route Option D is within adopted highway and / or under CBC'’s
ownership. As per Route Option B, owing to the presence of an existing Badger Sett, an option
has also been considered which shifts the alignment of the road approximately 30m south.

For reference, the proposed access route alignment is shown on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
drawing number SK-07. It should be noted from the plan that where there is sufficient space, an
indicative outline (dashed line) has been provided along the Route Option alignment which
denotes a 9.5m wide carriageway, which allows for the provision of a two-way route (with
footways) to serve any potential future development to the south of the proposed new
Crematorium.

Route Option D has a total length of approximately 637m (between the point where it intersects
Imjin Road and the proposed new Crematorium). The 670m would comprise of completely new
carriageway. The elevation of the road increases from 75.031m at the western end to 93.060m at
the eastern end. The road climbs at approximately 3.18% (1 in 31.4) for the first 80m of its length
and then decreases to 1.77% (1 in 56.33) for the next 310m before increasing to 4.13% (1 in 24)
for a further 250m. The final 220m of the road is at approx. 4.13% (1 in 24) except for the
flattening off as it enters the proposed new Crematorium.

Owing to the proposed alignment of Route Option D, there is potential for the route to conflict with
existing established trees located to the south of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium and the
proposed development site. This has been considered by both WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff and
also CBC'’s Tree Office, who’s comments are summarised in Chapter 4 and Appendix F.

SUMMARY

For ease of reference, the four Route Options and their potential use (i.e. construction and / or
operational traffic) is summarised in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Route Options and Indicative Use

ROUTE CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC (TWO-WAY) OPERATIONAL TRAFFIC (EGRESS ONLY)

A No Yes

Yes (Two Options) Yes

B
C Yes Yes
D Yes Yes

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
DRAINAGE

Although drainage has not been considered in detail as part of this study, it is envisaged that
Surface Water Run-off from proposed roads within the existing Cemetery and Crematorium could
be collected by a conventional gulley and pipe system and attenuated to Qbar for rainfall return
periods up to 1 in 100year + 40% climate change. Due to space constraints attenuation is to be
within oversized pipes under the proposed road with controlled discharge to the existing culvert
system within the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

Surface Water Run-off from proposed roads outside of the cemetery (B, C, and D) could be via
shallow ditches located adjacent to the carriageway which would discharge to a small detention
area within the open space. Discharge from the detention area would be at Qbar for rainfall
return periods up to 1 in 100year + 40%. Discharge would be to Wymans Brook or adjacent
Surface Water Sewer. Sections of road below the open space would be drained and attenuated
as per proposed existing Cemetery and Crematorium roads.

UTILITIES

At this stage no utility searches have been carried out, but it is envisaged that there is enough
flexibility within the road designs that utility diversion/protection works could be avoided where
needed.

LIGHTING

It is envisaged that there may be a requirement to provide lighting for some / all of the Route
Options (in particular Route Options B, C, and D). This would be considered further once the
preferred Route Option is taken forward.

GROUND RISK AND REMEDIATION

It should be noted that Route Options B, C and D skirt Oakley Playing Fields, which is an historic
landfill site. The stability (or level of contamination) of the land, and potential implications in
terms of the preferred route alignment and carriageway make-up, is unknown at this stage. It is
recommended that a ground risk assessment is undertaken prior to any construction works.

FUTURE ADOPTION

Should it be required, it is envisaged that Route Options C or D could potentially be upgraded to
adoptable standards, to serve any potential future development. However, please note
[depending on the initial specification of the carriageway] that there would be a likely requirement
to upgrade the carriageway sub base and base course, and drainage and lighting.
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ROUTE OPTIONS EXCLUDED FROM THIS STUDY
EXISTING INTERNAL CEMETERY AND CREMATORIUM ROADS

As detailed above, one of the main constraints to achieving both access and egress to the
proposed new Crematorium from within the existing Cemetery and Crematorium is the presence
of a solitary one-way road which links the older western and newer eastern sections (which is
lined by existing gravestones).

Although this route is excluded from this study, Peter Mitchell Associates (grave specialist) has
been commissioned to undertake a separate study to determine the potential implications
associated with using / modifying the existing internal route to serve the proposed new Cemetery.
In addition, Peter Mitchell Associates has also considered the implications of potentially upgrading
an existing internal pedestrian footpath to provide vehicular access.

The findings of Peter Mitchell Associates report are summarised in Chapter 4 of this report, and
are included in Appendix E.

ALTERNATIVE ROUTE OPTIONS TO NORTH AND SOUTH

CBC in their brief has outlined the following alternative potential vehicular route options and
subsequent reasons for their exclusion from this study:

-~ Via Prestbury village and Noverton Farm from the north - farm land not owned by the Council;

-~ Via Prestbury village and Finchcroft Lane from the north — costs and legal issues associated
with need to bridge Noverton brook; and

- Via Oakley Farm housing development from the south - costs and legal issues associated
with need to bridge Wyman'’s brook and complications of traffic flow through Oakley Farm
housing estate.
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ROUTE OPTIONS — OPPORTUNITIES
AND CONSTRAINTS

INTRODUCTION

This Chapter of the report considers the opportunities and constraints presented by the proposed
vehicular Access Route, and by each of the proposed vehicular Egress Routes (Options A, B, C,
and D), as detailed by Chapter 3 of this report.

For ease of reference, the opportunities and constraints presented by each of the routes have
been numbered, and have been marked on the relevant Route Option plans (SK-002, SK-004 to
SK-007 and SK-08). Where the points identified are general to the route, these are highlighted in
the key of the relevant Route Option plan.

This Chapter also summarises the advice received from Peter Mitchell Associates and CBC'’s
Tree Officer.

OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS
ACCESS ROUTE

For reference, the location of each of the opportunities and constraints detailed below are
illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing number SK-02.

It is worth noting that in this option, there would still be a requirement to provide a temporary
haulage route to the proposed new Crematorium (see opportunities and constraints for Route
Options B, C and D).

Opportunities

1. The proposed access route does not require the construction of any new roads internally or
externally to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

2. This proposed access route would not result in any displacement of traffic onto the local
highway network, nor would this route impact on any existing operation of / parking along
local streets (i.e. along Imjin Road).

3. The proposed access route relies on existing roads which currently serve the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium; as such it would not impact on any existing hedgerows / trees /
habitats.

Constraints

4. The existing Grade Il listed gates (main entrance and inner) on entry to the existing Cemetery
and Crematorium restrict vehicle movements to one-way. Although, in this option the gates
would not be required to be widened, it is worth noting that there would likely still be an issue
with queuing and delays experienced at the main entrance (as per the current situation).

5. This Option would result in increased traffic movements internally within the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium. In particular, there would be a likely increase in traffic using the
one-way section of road which skirts the northern boundary of the older western section of the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium (which is currently used to access the wider existing
Cemetery and Crematorium). This could result in increased congestion internally within the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium.
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6. The existing internal Cemetery and Crematorium roads are narrow in places. As such, any
intensification of use of these routes (resulting from the relocation of the Crematorium) could
result in internal congestion / delays and increased safety risks to pedestrians.

7. In general, the existing internal roads, in particular within the older western section of the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium are observed to be in poor condition (the road surface is
cracked / breaking up in numerous locations). This is likely to be exacerbated as a result of
the relocation of the Crematorium and the intensification of traffic using these roads.

ROUTE OPTION A

4.2.3 For reference, the location of each of the opportunities and constraints detailed below are
illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing number SK-04.

424 It is worth noting that in this option, there would still be a requirement to provide a temporary
haulage route to serve the proposed new Crematorium [please see opportunities and constraints
for Route Options B, C and D].

Opportunities

1. Route Option A is contained within the curtilage of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.
As such it does not rely on the use of any existing [or proposed] external roads.

2. The length of the proposed new road section [in isolation] required for Route Option A is
considerably less than the proposed new road sections proposed for Route Options B, C and
D.

Route Option A does not impact on existing housing estates to south (i.e. noise / pollution).

4. Route Option A does not impact on Oakley Playing Fields to the south.

Constraints

5. This Option would potentially result in the loss of parking internally within the existing
Cemetery and Crematorium (where it is proposed to use the existing car park located to the
immediate west of the Garden of Remembrance).

6. This Option involves crossing one Ordinary Watercourse (Wyman’s Brook Tributary), which
will likely need a simple assessment of flood risk and water quality impacts in consultation
with GCC as Lead Local Flood Authority.

7. The proposed route alignment is in close proximity to an active badger sett. Any works within
30 m of the sett will require further consideration. Should the badger sett be directly affected
a licence would be required to close the sett. Should works be required within 30 m of the
sett, a pre-works check and subsequent ecological method statement would be required. The
pre-works check should be carried out within eight weeks of the construction start date in
case a licence is required.

8. The proposed route alignment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great crested newts. A
record of Great crested newt was returned by the desk study, located 180 m from the survey
area. Previous Great crested newt surveys did not identify any Great crested newts within the
pond surveyed. However, only one of the three suitable ponds was surveyed. The Natural
England Great crested newt Risk Grading Tool was applied to ascertain the risk of causing an
offence under Great crested newt legislation. The results of this were ‘Amber: Offence
Likely’. Itis therefore recommended that presence/likely absence surveys for Great crested
newts be undertaken, which would then inform further recommendations.

9. The proposed route alignment skirts near existing trees that are suitable for roosting bats.
Micro-siting of the road alignment is advised to ensure mature trees are not affected. Should
tree works be required further survey for bats may be necessary. This could include aerial
assessments and/or dusk/dawn emergence surveys for bats within the bat activity season.
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10. The area in which the route is proposed is considered to contain habitats suitable for breeding
birds. Clearance works should be carried out outside of the breeding bird season (considered
to be March - September). If this were not possible, additional ecological input would be
required. This could include pre-works breeding bird checks and ecological supervision of
clearance works.

11. The area in which the route is proposed is considered to be suitable habitat for reptiles. Itis
recommended that a detailed Method Statement be written to control vegetation clearance
methods and ensure legal compliance.

12. Habitats of Principal Importance, specifically existing hedgerows and lowland woodland have
potential to be impacted by the proposed route alignment. This would likely be taken into
consideration at the planning stage to comply with relevant legislation. These habitats should
ideally be avoided by the proposed route and where this is not possible.

13. The proposed alignment would likely impact directly on Bouncers Lane Cemetery, which is a
Grade Il listed Park and Gardens, and includes the following Grade Il Listed buildings /
structures:

13.1  Main entrance and inner gates to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium;
13.2 Cemetery Lodge;
13.3 North and South Chapel; and

13.4 Octagonal Lodge (located approximately 15m northwest of the North and South
Chapel).

14. The proposed alignment would directly impact on existing deciduous woodland which is
identified within the Priority Habitat Inventory.

15. The proposed alignment would directly impact on the following tree types:
15.1 Common Beach (Category A1 tree); and
15.2 Copper Beach (Category A1 tree).

16. The proposed alignment could directly impact on existing graves.
ROUTE OPTION B

4.2.5 For reference, the location of each of the opportunities and constraints detailed below are
illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing numbers SK-05.

4.2.6 It should be noted that Route Option B could also be used as a temporary haulage route for
construction traffic, in which two potential options have been considered for the existing Cemetery
and Crematorium access road section (see WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing number SK-08).

Opportunities

1. Route Option B would result in the bulk of traffic being taken away from the existing internal
Cemetery and Crematorium roads (albeit the section of road located between the two existing
gated entrance points), which in turn would reduce internal congestion / delays.

Constraints

2. For the operational phase, this Option would require the provision of a new internal junction
where the proposed new section of road (external to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium)
would tie into the internal section of road located between the two existing gated entrance
points. There is potential for increase congestion / conflict as a result of the proposed
arrangement.
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3. The existing Farm Track, which skirts the southern boundary of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium is narrow and observed to be in poor condition. This would likely require
upgrading and resurfacing.

4. Of the two options for construction access which are currently considered for the internal
section of road located between the two existing gated entrance points (see WSP | Parsons
Brinckerhoff drawing SK-08):

1. In Option 1 — construction traffic would be directed to use the existing Farm Track via
Ladysmith Road. This would require that the existing access is upgraded to
accommodate construction traffic.

2. In Option 2 — the narrowing of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access road
(to accommodate the construction route) would require the introduction of one-way
controlled workings (such as temporary traffic lights). This arrangement would likely
lead to increased congestion and delays (particularly during peak hours).

3. In Option 2 — this arrangement would likely lead to increased traffic movements at the
existing [modified] access.

4. In Option 2 — there would be a potential requirement to widen the main entrance
gates to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium (or control movements).

5. In both Options — it is noted that there are currently areas of parking located along the
existing access which could restrict movements / result in congestion.

6. In both options — there would be an intensification of traffic movements, in particular
construction vehicles, on the local highway network in the vicinity of the existing
access which could result in increased congestion and delays (particularly during
peak hours).

5. Potential highway safety implications associated with bringing construction traffic through the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium access.

6. This Option involves crossing a Main River (Wyman'’s Brook Tributary) which will likely need a
simple assessment of flood risk and water quality impacts in consultation with the
Environment Agency.

7. This Option crosses the proposed ditch / culvert offtake from Wyman’s Brook Tributary for the
Priors Farm Flood Storage Area. The timing of construction and future proofing of the FSA
Scheme should be considered in conjunction with its designers.

8. This Option appears to run within 8m of the Environment Agency’s Main River (Wyman’s
Brook Tributary), alongside the football pitches. An Environmental Permit is required from the
Environment Agency for any works within this distance from top of bank

9. The proposed route alignment is in close proximity to an active badger sett. Any works within
30 m of the sett will require further consideration. Should the badger sett be directly affected
a licence would be required to close the sett. Should works be required within 30 m of the
sett, a pre-works check and subsequent ecological method statement would be required. The
pre-works check should be carried out within eight weeks of the construction start date in
case a licence is required.

10. The proposed route alignment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great crested newts. A
record of Great crested newt was returned by the desk study, located 180 m from the survey
area. Previous Great crested newt surveys did not identify any Great crested newt within the
pond surveyed. However, only one of the three suitable ponds was surveyed. The Natural
England Great crested newt Risk Grading Tool was applied to ascertain the risk of causing an
offence under Great crested newt legislation. The results of this were ‘Amber: Offence
Likely’. It is therefore recommended that presence/likely absence surveys for Great crested
newts be undertaken, which would then inform further recommendations.

11. The proposed route alignment skirts near existing trees which trees that are suitable for
roosting bats. Micro-siting of the road alignment is advised to ensure mature trees are not
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affected. Should tree works felling be required further survey for bats may be necessary
required. This could include aerial assessments and/or dusk/dawn emergence surveys for
bats within the bat activity season.

The area in which the route is proposed contains suitable breeding bird habitat. Clearance
works should be carried out outside of the breeding bird season (considered to be March -
September). If this were not possible, additional ecological input would be required. This
could include pre-works breeding bird checks and ecological supervision of clearance works.

The area in which the route is proposed contains suitable habitat for reptiles. Itis
recommended that a detailed Method Statement be written to control vegetation clearance
methods and ensure legal compliance.

Habitats of Principal Importance, specifically existing hedgerows, running water and lowland
woodland, have potential to be impacted by the proposed route alignment. This would likely
be taken into consideration at the planning stage to comply with relevant legislation. These
habitats should ideally be avoided by the proposed route and where this is not possible.

The proposed alignment would likely impact directly on Bouncers Lane Cemetery, which is a
Grade Il listed Park and Gardens, and includes the following Grade Il Listed buildings /
structures:

15.1 Main entrance and inner gates to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium;
15.2 Cemetery Lodge;
15.3 North and South Chapel; and

15.4 Octagonal Lodge (located approximately 15m northwest of the North and South
Chapel).

The proposed alignment would directly impact on existing deciduous woodland which is
identified within the Priority Habitat Inventory.

The proposed alignment would directly impact on the following tree types:
17.1 Cedar (Category B1/C1 tree).

The proposed route would impact on areas of mixed vegetation (trees, hedgerows), which
have not been included as part of the arboriculture survey, and may be of potential local
conservation importance.

The route would skirt the northern boundary of Oakley Playing Fields, which is an historic
landfill site. The stability of the landfill site is unknown, and would likely require a separate
Ground Investigation Study.

The proposed route would directly impact on the existing residential properties (approximately
16 in total) (in terms of noise and pollution) which skirt the southern boundary of the Farm
Track. There is also potential that the existing playing fields could be contaminated.

The option crosses a water body. This means riparian species have potential to be
impacted. Depending on the final route alignment, further surveys for otters, water vole and
white clawed crayfish may be required.

The route alignment would impact on the existing basketball court and northernmost football
pitch.

ROUTE OPTION C

4.2.7 For reference, the location of each of the opportunities and constraints detailed below are
illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing number SK-06.

4.2.8 It should be noted that Route Option C could also be used as a temporary haulage route for
construction traffic.
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Opportunities
1. Route Option C would not impact on the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

2. The provision of a new separate road to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium would
reduce traffic movements at the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access (from Bouncers
Lane).

3. The proposed route alignment would not directly impact on the existing car park which serves
Oakley Playing Fields.

4. Route Option C could be used to access potential future development land / proposed flood
alleviation scheme located to the south of the proposed new Crematorium.

Constraints

5. This Option would require traffic (construction and operational) to use Imjin Road. The
potential implications associated with this are as follows:

1. Potential for access to be obstructed by motorists parking along both sides of Imjin
Road; and

2. Potential congestion / delays resulting from increased traffic using Imjin Road;
Increased safety concerns resulting from increased traffic using Imjin Road; and
4. Potential impacts on wider network, including along B4075 Priors Road.

6. This Option involves crossing a Main River (Wyman'’s Brook Tributary) which will likely need a
simple assessment of flood risk and water quality impacts in consultation with the
Environment Agency.

7. This Option crosses two proposed culverts associated with the Priors Farm Flood Storage
Area. The timing of construction and future proofing of the FSA Scheme should be considered
in conjunction with its designers. Suitable cover should be sought over the culvert.

8. This Option appears to run within 8m of the Environment Agency’s Main River (Wyman'’s
Brook Tributary), alongside the football pitches. An Environmental Permit is required from the
Environment Agency for any works within this distance from top of bank.

9. The proposed route alignment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great Crested Newts.
A record of Great Crested Newt was returned by the desk study, located 180 m from the
survey area. Previous Great Crested Newt surveys did not identify any Great Crested Newt
within the pond surveyed. However, only one of the three suitable ponds was surveyed. The
Natural England Great Crested Newt Risk Grading Tool was applied to ascertain the risk of
causing an offence under Great Crested Newt legislation. The results of this were ‘Green:
Offence Highly Unlikely’ due to the location of the ponds and the extent of habitat to be
affected. Therefore no surveys are required in this instance. It is recommended that once
the exact scope of works has been agreed this assessment is confirmed. It is recommended
that should Option C be taken forward, all works are carried out under a precautionary
method of working for great crested newts.

10. The proposed route alignment skirts near existing trees that are suitable for roosting bats.
Micro-siting of the road alignment is advised to ensure mature trees are not affected. Should
tree works be required further survey for bats may be necessary. This could include aerial
assessments and/or dusk/dawn emergence surveys for bats within the bat activity season.

11. The area in which the route is proposed contains suitable breeding bird habitat. Clearance
works should be carried out outside of the breeding bird season (considered to be March —
September inclusive). If this were not possible, additional ecological input would be required.
This could include pre-works breeding bird checks and ecological supervision of clearance
works.
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The area in which the route is proposed contains suitable habitat for reptiles. Itis
recommended that a detailed Method Statement be written to control vegetation clearance
methods and ensure legal compliance.

The option crosses one water body and comes in close proximity to another. This means
riparian species have potential to be impacted. Depending on the final route alignment,
further surveys for otters, water vole and white clawed crayfish may be required.

Habitats of Principal Importance, specifically existing hedgerows, have potential to be
impacted by the proposed route alignment. This would likely be taken into consideration at
the planning stage to comply with relevant legislation. These habitats should ideally be
avoided by the proposed route and where this is not possible impacts should be minimised.

The proposed route would impact on areas of mixed vegetation (trees, hedgerows), which
have not been included as part of the arboriculture survey, and may be of potential local
conservation importance.

The route would skirt the southern boundary of Oakley Playing Fields, which is an historic
landfill site. The stability of the landfill site is unknown, and would likely require a separate
Ground Investigation Study. There is also potential that the existing playing fields could be
contaminated.

The proposed route alignment would impact on the existing football fields and associated
changing facilities (effectively bisecting the two).

The proposed route alignment would impact on the existing children’s playground.

The proposed route alignment would require re-profiling of land / potential introduction of
retaining wall along the southern boundary of the Oakley Football Fields.

ROUTE OPTION D

4.2.9 For reference, the location of each of the opportunities and constraints detailed below are
illustrated on WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff drawing number SK-07.

4.2.10 It should be noted that Route Option D could also be used as a temporary haulage route for
construction traffic.

Opportunities

1. Although Route Option D would skirt the southern boundary of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium, it would not impact directly on any existing graves.

2. The provision of a new separate road to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium would
reduce traffic movements at the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access (from Bouncers
Lane).

3. The proposed route alignment would not directly impact on the existing car park which serves
Oakley Playing Fields.

4. Route Option D could be used to access potential future development land / proposed flood

alleviation scheme located to the south of the proposed new Crematorium.

Constraints

5. This Option would require that traffic (construction and operational) would use Imjin Road.
The potential implications associated with this are as follows:
1. Potential for access to be obstructed by motorists parking along both sides of Imjin
Road; and
2. Potential congestion / delays resulting from increased traffic using Imjin Road;
3. Increased safety concerns resulting from increased traffic using Imjin Road; and
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4. Potential impacts on wider network, including along B4075 Priors Road.

This Option involves crossing a Main River (Wyman’s Brook Tributary) which will likely need a
simple assessment of flood risk and water quality impacts in consultation with the
Environment Agency.

This Option crosses the proposed ditch / culvert offtake from Wyman’s Brook Tributary for the
Priors Farm Flood Storage Area. The timing of construction and future proofing of the FSA
Scheme should be considered in conjunction with its designers.

This Option appears to run within 8m of the Environment Agency’s Main River (Wyman’s
Brook Tributary), alongside the football pitches. An Environmental Permit is required from the
Environment Agency for any works within this distance from top of bank.

The proposed route alignment is in close proximity to an active badger sett. Any works within
30 m of the sett will require further consideration. Should the badgers sett be directly affected
a licence would be required to close the sett. Should works be required within 30 m of the
sett, a pre-works check and subsequent ecological method statement would be required. The
pre-works check should be carried out within eight weeks of the construction start date in
case a licence is required.

The proposed route alignment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great crested newts. A
record of Great crested newt was returned by the desk study, located 180 m from the survey
area. Previous Great crested newt surveys did not identify any Great crested newt within the
pond surveyed. However, only one of the three suitable ponds was surveyed. The Natural
England Great crested newt Risk Grading Tool was applied to ascertain the risk of causing an
offence under Great crested newt legislation. The results of this were ‘Amber: Offence
Likely'. It is therefore recommended that presencel/likely absence surveys for Great crested
newts be undertaken, which would then inform further recommendations.

The proposed route alignment skirts near existing trees which trees that are suitable for
roosting bats. Micro-siting of the road alignment is advised to ensure mature trees are not
affected. Should tree works felling be required further survey for bats may be necessary
required. This could include aerial assessments and/or dusk/dawn emergence surveys for
bats within the bat activity season.

The area in which the route is proposed contains suitable breeding bird habitat. Clearance
works should be carried out outside of the breeding bird season (considered to be March -
September). If this were not possible, additional ecological input would be required. This
could include pre-works breeding bird checks and ecological supervision of clearance works.

The area in which the route is proposed contains suitable habitat for reptiles. Itis
recommended that a detailed Method Statement be written to control vegetation clearance
methods and ensure legal compliance.

Habitats of Principal Importance, specifically existing hedgerows, running water and lowland
woodland have potential to be impacted by the proposed route alignment. This would likely
be taken into consideration at the planning stage to comply with relevant legislation. These
habitats should ideally be avoided by the proposed route and where this is not possible
impacts should be minimised.

The proposed alignment would likely impact indirectly on Bouncers Lane Cemetery, which is
a Grade |l listed Park and Gardens, and includes the following Grade Il Listed buildings /
structures:

15.1 Cemetery Lodge;
15.2 North and South Chapel; and

15.3 Octagonal Lodge (located approximately 15m northwest of the North and South
Chapel).

The proposed alignment would directly impact on existing deciduous woodland which is
identified within the Priority Habitat Inventory.
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17. The proposed route would impact on areas of mixed vegetation (trees, hedgerows) which
have not been included as part of the arboriculture survey, and may be of potential local
conservation importance.

18. The route would skirt the north and west of Oakley Playing Fields, which is an historic landfill
site. The stability of the landfill site is unknown, and would likely require a separate Ground
Investigation Study. There is also potential that the existing playing fields could be
contaminated.

19. The proposed route would directly impact on the existing residential properties (approximately
8 in total) (in terms of noise and pollution) which skirt the western boundary of Oakley Playing
Fields.

20. The proposed route alignment would require re-profiling of land / potential introduction of
retaining wall along the western boundary of the Oakley Football Fields.

21. The option crosses one water body and comes in close proximity to another. This means
riparian species have potential to be impacted. Depending on the final route alignment,
further surveys for otters, water vole and white clawed crayfish may be required.

22. The route alignment would impact on the existing basketball court and northernmost football

pitch
4.3 EXTERNAL ADVICE
GRAVE SPECIALIST
4.3.1 As detailed in Chapter 3 of this report, Peter Mitchell Associates has also undertaken a separate

study which identifies the issues surrounding the potential use / modification of the existing
internal road (and potential pedestrian footpath) which links the older western and newer eastern
sections of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

4.3.2 In addition, Peter Mitchell Associates has also considered the implications, in terms of impacts on
existing graves resulting from the proposed Route Options (namely Route Options A and B)
identified within this report.

In summary, Peter Mitchell Associates report identifies:

“In my view, there is no legislation that is applicable to authorising the removal of memorials
and burials in an operational local authority cemetery;

Based upon the information that | have received, of the routes identified by WSP | Parsons
Brinckerhoff which impact directly on the cemetery (namely A and B), | recommend that
Route B shown in purple on the WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff’'s drawing SK03 is regarded as
having a much greater chance of being feasible than Route A shown in yellow, due to the
clear indications of coffin burials along Route A;

Similarly, Route B shown in purple on the WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff’s drawing SK03 avoids
areas clearly used for coffin burials within the areas shaded orange and red on the RES
Surveying Topographic Survey Sheet 13; and

The proposals threaten to disturb a place where the bodies and ashes of deceased people lie
and thereby have the potential to cause great distress to bereaved people, which must be
recognised by the team working on this project.”

4.3.3 For reference, a copy of Peter Mitchell Associates report is contained in Appendix E.
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TREE SPECIALIST

434 As detailed in Chapter 3 of this report, to help understand the potential impacts on the existing
trees internal and external to the existing Cemetery and Crematorium, WSP | Parsons
Brinckerhoff has discussed the proposed Route Options with Chris Chavasse (Senior Tree
Officer) at CBC.

4.3.5 For reference his comments are summarised below for each Route Option (A-D), with a copy of
the Chris’s full comments included at Appendix F.

- Route A would incur the most tree related damage/removals and may be the most expensive
to construct but would ultimately fit best into this landscape on the assumption that a
generous landscaping scheme could mitigate for tree loss/damage. This may be technically
the most challenging route to achieve due to the “no-dig” requirement where the route
deviates into the root protection area of existing large trees;

- Route B would incur some loss of boundary screening and trees along front of drive (if drive is
to be widened). However, re-landscaping could mitigate for this loss. This new route would
fit aesthetically well into the local environment;

- Route C would not incur significant tree loss but the proposed new road may look
incongruous through this open space. Some ground cover would have to be removed; and

- Route D would also not incur significant tree loss but some ground cover would need to be
removed. The road would fit more discretely into the landscape.
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FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

INTRODUCTION

This Chapter considers the potential additional tasks that could be required should any of the
proposed Route Options be progressed further. More specifically, the Chapter considers potential
future survey requirements, consultation, cost implications and deliverability.

POTENTIAL SURVEY REQUIREMENTS
TRAFFIC IMPACTS

When compared to the existing service time information provided by CBC, the ATC survey
recorded a maximum of 113 and 159 vehicles entering and exiting the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium, respectively (which occurred during two separate hours). This equates to
approximately 1.5 vehicles per minute in either direction.

Assuming that the hours of operation of the proposed new Crematorium would reflect that of the
existing Cemetery and Crematorium (i.e. services would be held between 10:00 and 16:00), traffic
generated by the proposed new Crematorium would not be anticipated to conflict with the peak
hours of operation of the local highway network.

Notwithstanding this, given that two of the routes identified in this report rely on the use of Imjin
Road for access, GCC, as relevant highway authority, may request that further analysis is
undertaken (as part of any assessment required to support a planning application) to understand
the potential impacts that the development proposals, in terms of traffic generation, could have on
the existing local highway network (in particular Imjin Road / Priors Road).

Based on the traffic volumes derived from the ATC survey (and in the absence of any detailed
assessment) we do not envisage that there would be a need to undertake any significant
upgrades to the existing Imjin Road / Priors Road junction. This is however subject to discussions
with GCC highways department.

Internally, vehicles are currently permitted to park along the existing access road between the
main entrance and inner gates. However, CBC has indicated that they would potentially look to
prohibit parking in this location once the proposed new Crematorium is in place. Should this be
the case, then there may be a requirement to assess the likely impacts on parking displacement
(although this is not envisaged to be substantial).

Externally, it is also worth noting that, should there be a requirement to use Imjin Road to access
the proposed new Crematorium, there may also be a need to undertake a parking beat survey to
understand existing parking demand and any impacts associated with the potential displacement
of parking.
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PROTECTED SPECIES
BADGERS

The proposed route alignments are in close proximity to an active badger sett. Any works within
30 m of the sett will require further consideration. Should the badgers sett be directly affected a
licence would be required to close the sett. Should works be required within 30 m of the sett, a
pre-works check and subsequent ecological method statement would be required. The pre-works
check should be carried out within eight weeks of the construction start date in case a licence is
required.

The peak time to survey badgers is February to April. Should a licence and sett closure be
required it should be noted that no closures can take place between December and June due to
the dependence of juveniles upon their mothers.

RIPARIAN

The route options potentially cross one water body and comes in close proximity to another. This
means riparian species have the potential to be impacted. Depending on the final route
alignment, further surveys for otters, water vole and white clawed crayfish may be required.

The optimal time of year to carry out surveys for water vole is from mid-April to September, whilst
otter survey can be undertaken at any time of year. Surveys carried out after heavy rains are not
advisable, as field signs are often washed away. White clawed crayfish should be surveyed
during late summer (July to September).

BATS

The proposed route alignments skirt near existing trees that are suitable for roosting bats. Micro-
siting of the road alignment is advised to ensure mature trees are not affected. Should tree works
or felling be required further survey for bats may be necessary required. This could include aerial
assessments and/or dusk/dawn emergence surveys for bats within the bat activity season (May to
September).

Preliminary ground level roost assessments of trees are best carried out in winter due to the lack
of foliage.

Should trees identified as being of moderate roost suitability or high roost suitability need to be
removed or affected then the following surveys would need to be undertaken under best practice
guidance (BCT Guidelines, 2016):

Table 5.1 Potential Bat Surveys

Low roost suitability Moderate roost suitability High roost suitability

No further surveys required Two separate survey visits. One Three separate survey visits. At
dusk emergence and a separate least one dusk emergence and a
dawn re-entry survey. separate dawn re-entry

survey. The third visit could be
Surveys undertaken between May | either dusk or dawn.

to September, with at least one
survey between May and August. | Surveys undertaken between May
to September, with at least two
surveys between May and August.
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BREEDING BIRDS

The areas in which the routes are proposed are suitable breeding bird habitat. Clearance works
should be carried out outside of the breeding bird season (February to August). If this were not
possible, additional ecological input would be required. This could include pre-works breeding
bird checks and ecological supervision of clearance works.

The breeding bird season is considered to be February to August. Vegetation clearance within
this time would require ecological supervision.

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS

Ponds within the survey area were identified as being suitable for Great crested newts and
records of Great crested newts were returned within 180 m of the survey area by a previous third
party survey.

It is recommended that presence/absence survey be undertaken under best practice guidance in
the event that options A, B or D are selected. Should option C be selected it is recommended
that a detailed Method Statement be written to protect against breaches of legislation.

Presence absence survey would consist of four survey visits between mid-March to mid-June,
with at least two of these visits during mid-April to mid-May.

ADDITIONAL ECOLOGICAL DETAILS

Further detail regarding the potential ecological survey requirements and implications on the
programme for delivery is included in Appendix G.

HERITAGE

Consultation should be undertaken with the relevant CBC Planning and Conservation Officers at
the earliest opportunity. Widening of the Grade Il listed entrance pillars will require listed building
consent prior to works commencing.

The timescales for achieving listed building consent will vary depending on the outcomes of
consultation with CBC planning and Conservations Officers (and / or any third parties).

Landscape consultation should be undertaken with the Cotswold AONB Conservation Board at
the earliest opportunity. The proposed scheme may impact on the setting of the AONB; therefore
it is advisable to inform the Board of the proposals. Although not envisaged to be significant, the
potential implications of constructing a new route adjacent to the AONB, would not be fully
understood until discussions have been held with the Cotswold AONB Conservation Board.

It is also worth noting that the proposed Route Options (namely Route Options A and B) would
impact upon the existing Bouncers Lane Cemetery, which is a Grade Il listed Park and Gardens.
As such, CBC as Local planning Authority would likely have to liaise directly with Historic England
to understand the potential implications associated with the preferred Route Option.

GROUND INVESTIGATION

The Oakley Playing Fields historical landfill site has been identified as a potential risk to delivery
of Route Options B, C and D. Construction on or in the vicinity of a landfill site can give rise to
abnormal costs which need to be considered when assessing the feasibility and design of the
various scheme options. Landfill material is often heterogeneous and contaminated which can
give rise to a number of geotechnical and contaminated land constraints.
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Depending on the route option under consideration and subject to further information in relation to
the extent of the landfill, in order to evaluate the significance of potential constraints and abnormal
constraints, an intrusive geotechnical and geo-environmental assessment is required. The
assessment will need to obtain data on the composition of the landfill material and underlying
geology, geotechnical parameters, contamination concentrations, hydrogeological and ground
gas regimes.

Potential measures which may be required to mitigate potential ground and contamination
related constraints may include the use of piled foundations, ground improvement / stabilisation
of materials, retaining features and removal of unacceptable material; and the installation of long
term leachate and / or ground gas control measures.

SUMMARY

Based on the above, it is anticipated that the following surveys could be required for each of the
proposed vehicular egress Route Options

Table 5.2  Potential Survey Requirements
SURVEY TYPE RouTeE OPTION A RouTeE OPTION B RouTte OPTION C RouTte OPTION D

Traffic X

Badger

Riparian

Bats

Breeding Birds

Great crested newts

_ Ground Investigation

XXX XX | X
XXX XX | X
XXX X[ X
XXX XX X[ X

OFF-SITE HIGHWAY WORKS

Although this report does not take into consideration the design and construction of the preferred
route option, it should be noted that where it is intended to link into the existing highway network
(i.e. Imjin Road) there may be a need to enter into a S278 minor works agreement (or similar
agreement) to undertake any necessary works. This could also be the case should there be a
requirement to undertake any off-site highway improvements on the local highway network (i.e.
Imjin Road / Priors Road junction).

CONSTRUCTION PERMITS FOR WORKS NEAR WATERCOURSES

Works within 8m of an Environment Agency Main River (Wyman’s Brook and Tributary) will
require an Environmental Permit. The process and timescales for this will vary depending on the
final design. However, early consultation with the Environment Agency is recommended, and
between 4 and 12 weeks are required for determination. Prior to the granting of the permit no
works should be undertaken within 8m of the top of bank.

It is recommended that more detailed consultation is undertaken with Gloucestershire County
Council to identify who will approve any required Land Drainage Consents prior to construction.

Powers have been delegated to Cheltenham Borough Council but it is expected they are unable
to self-approve an application.

CONSULTATION

Owing to the proposed alignment of each of the Route Options considered and their associated
impacts, CBC are likely to have to enter into discussions / consultation with:

- General Public;
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GCC (Highways Authority);
Environment Agency;

Historic England; and

2 2 2\

Natural England.

Please note that the above list is by no means extensive, and is intended to provide an indication
of likely third parties that would need to be consulted.

COST IMPLICATIONS

It is understood that Willmott Dixon will prepare a detailed cost estimate of each of the Route
Options described in this report, which will be provided to CBC under separate cover. Please
note that there would be a likely difference in costs associated with constructing the 3m
carriageway to serve the proposed new Crematorium, and any future upgrade of the route/s to
meet adoptable standards.

DELIVERABILITY
PLANNING RISK

Owing to the complexities surrounding each of the proposed Route Options, it is difficult to gauge
the level of planning inputs required and subsequent time-frames for their delivery.

However, based on the information presented in this report, it is considered that:

- Route Option A would impact directly on graves / ash scatterings within the existing Cemetery
and Crematorium, which could carry significant risk in terms of achieving planning /
deliverability.

- Route Options B carries low to medium risk, in the respect that it relies on the use of external
land (Farm Track) to provide a new road, which would likely impact directly on existing
residents and existing trees / hedgerows located to the south of the existing Cemetery and
Crematorium).

- Route Option C and D carry higher risk, as they rely on land outside of the existing Cemetery
and Crematorium, which could require considerable consultation / planning inputs. Itis
considered that Route Options C and D would be the most expensive (to be confirmed by
Willmott Dixon) of the four Route Options to implement (owing to their length and their
variations in height).

It is considered that CBC would take a view on the likely planning risks and subsequent
timeframes for delivery of each Route Option following receipt of this report.

CBC’S ‘ACCESS ROAD BRIEF - INITIAL DRAFT’

Each of the proposed Route Options has been evaluated against the points raised | CBC’s
‘Access Road Brief — Initial Draft’, namely:

- Most positive impact on proposed Crematorium Redevelopment Project budgeted costs;

- Least negative impact on Crematorium Redevelopment Project timescales;

- Maximise likelihood of planning permission, taking account of the sensitivity of the location;
the nearby Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and public green space aspirations;

- Ability to deal with expected traffic volumes;
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- Least negative impact on local facilities, e.g. cemetery, sports facilities including paying fields,
playground etc.; and

- Greatest social value through enabling or not constraining flood alleviation schemes;
allotment provision; local green space designation and potential for future housing
development.

5.7.5 In respect of the first two points, these are addressed through the earlier points raised in this
report. The latter points are considered in Table 5.3, over page.

Cheltenham Borough Council, Proposed Crematorium WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
Access Road Study Project No 70024730
October 2016



34

Table 5.3  Route Options Appraisal (Against Points Highlighted by CBC’s Brief)
LocAL FACILITIES LocAL FACILITIES FLOOD ALLEVIATION SCHEME FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
g:TUILE AONB PUB;': AEER EEN  TraFFIC VoLUMES Lofg;;‘;ﬁ:g'ss — OAKLEY - PLAYGROUND (FAS)
PLAYING FIELDS
Potential
implications Not considered feasible
Access No Impact No Impact internally with re- No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact to facilitate any future
distribution of development
traffic
Potential
implications Direct impact on Not considered feasible
No Impact No Impact internally with re- : existing graves / No Impact No Impact No Impact to facilitate any future
distribution of memorial area development
traffic
Indirect impact on location of . Not considered feasible
Potential Direct impact on Indirect impact PAS scheme c}g\;:lglltrit:n?r(]gvxf/lijr:ur;
Indirect Direct impact implications main access to ki % f Di . . h : pme c 9
Impact on Public internally with re- existing (skirts nort © No Impact irect |mpa<_:t in respect that use o emstmg emetery
(setting) Green Space distribution of Cemetery and Oakle_y Playing proposed allgn.ment crosses and Crematorium access
traffic Crematorium Fields) culyerts associated with the = road /.and road width
Priors Farm Flood Storage | constraints presented by
Area Farm Track)
Indirect impact on location of
Direct / Indirect FAS scheme
Indirect Direct impact Direct impact on Impact — Direct impact in respect that Considered feasible to
R | oy | miniosd | NoImPact | Diectimpect  sependi o proposedaigrmentcrosses 247 S e
alignment culyerts associated with the
Priors Farm Flood Storage
Area
Indirect impact on location of
FAS scheme
Indirect Direct impact . . . . . Considered feasible to
Impgct on Public Dlrﬁ;:jti:]mggac(tj on No Impact Direct impact No Impact Er'gf)(gslsz:ﬁ;r'::ﬂfﬁfgg;g:; facilitate any future
(setting) Green Space development

culverts associated with the
Priors Farm Flood Storage
Area

* Please note that in Route Option A, a separate haulage route would need to be considered (i.e. Route Options B, C and D).

Cheltenham Borough Council, Proposed Crematorium

Access Road Study

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
Project No 70024730
October 2016

ZsT abed



6.1

6.1.1

6.1.5

6.1.7

6.1.8

6.1.10

6.2

6.2.1

Page 133 35

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

SUMMARY

This report summarises the transport / highways, flood risk, ecological, and environmental
opportunities and constraints presented by various potential Route Options which are proposed to
serve a new Crematorium in Cheltenham.

This study has been commissioned on the basis that the existing internal road network which
currently serves the existing Cemetery and Crematorium is deemed insufficient to serve the
proposed new Crematorium.

This report does not seek to highlight the preferred vehicular route option, but provides a review of
opportunities and constraints presented by each vehicular route option, which in turn will assist
CBC in making their decision of the preferred access strategy for the proposed new Crematorium.

The proposed Route Option alignments presented in this report are intended to serve the
proposed new Crematorium. However, where sufficient space allows, an indicative outline
(dashed line) has been provided along the Route Option alignments which denotes a 9.5m wide
carriageway, which allows for the provision of a two-way route (with footways) to serve any
potential future development to the south of the proposed new Crematorium.

In support of this study, WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has obtained additional specialist advice
from:

- Peter Mitchell Associates — Independent Grave Specialist; and
- Chris Chavasse — Senior Tree Officer (CBC).

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff has also sought advice from GCC highways department; however a
response has not been received in sufficient time to inform this report.

This report has also been informed by a number of existing ecological / environmental surveys
which were commissioned by CBC at the existing Cemetery and Crematorium.

Based on the information available and points raised by this report, there will likely be a
requirement to undertake additional surveys (see Chapter 5) prior to implementing the preferred
Route Option. In addition, there would be likely requirement to consult with third parties.

It is understood that Willmott Dixon will prepare a detailed cost estimate of each of the Route
Options described in this report, which will be provided to CBC under separate cover.

For ease of reference, the Route Options are summarised in Table 6.1, along with a description of
the key opportunities and constraints and an indication of the likely level of risk of delivery (low to
high).

CONCLUSION

This report demonstrates that, by virtue of its nature and location, there are a number of potential
constraints which need to be considered and addressed prior to the implementation of any of the
potential Route Options (A, B, C, and D) to serve the proposed new Crematorium.

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
Access Road Study Project No 70024730

October 2016
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Table 6.1 Route Options Summary
ROUTE POTENTIAL USE
oy DESCRIPTION (CONSTRUCTION / KEY OPPORTUNITIES KEy CONSTRAINTS Risk
OPERATIONAL)
Operational [only] The proposed access route does not require the construction of any new
Use of existing internal roads to internal or external roads. Existing main entrance gates restrict access to one-way.
Access access the d This proposed access route would not result in any displacement of traffic Likely intensification of traffic along specific internal routes resulting in internal L
proposed new - . ow
Crematorium onto the local highway network. congestion / delays.
The proposed access route would not impact on any existing hedgerows / Existing internal roads are narrow and observed to be in poor condition in places.
trees / habitats.
Operational [only] Impacts on existing graves. The proposals threaten to disturb a place where the
bodies and ashes of deceased people lie and thereby have the potential to cause
. - . great distress to bereaved people (Grave Specialist) (see Section 4.3).
Relies in part on the use of the g:iitfgg%:ﬁitae?;e:: dr%l:ﬁn\';?:rﬁ:]e contained within the curtilage of the Would potentially result in loss of internal parking.
existing intemgl Cemetery roads_, The length of the proposed new road section [in isolation] required for The proposed route alignment is in close proximity to an active badger sett.
A and the provision of a new 3.m wide Route Option A is considerably less than the proposed new road sections The proposed route alignment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great High
aci:tiss ro;:u\rr]v:;c;; g‘ﬁﬁf gl;lrr(tjg:]eof proposed for Route Options B, C and D \c/:\rlestlzd newt?. t tablished t / hed
northern ! . . . ould impact on existing established trees / hedgerows.
Remembrance. ;Fehseidp;rnot;i);seesciaatggetsostrr]c;ustg:tﬂeosf ?r? é I&?jﬂ Oggﬁ';{g F:%Irgelzrf;?gr{um Route A would incur the most tree related damage/removals and may be the
9 y ' most expensive to construct but would ultimately fit best into this landscape on
the assumption that a generous landscaping scheme could mitigate for tree
loss/damage (Tree Officer) (see Section 4.3).
Construction and Provision of new junction onto existing internal Cemetery and Crematorium
Operational access road could lead to potential congestion / conflict.
Construction access:
. - - Option 1 - Farm Track likely to require significant upgrading.
Relies on use of part of the existing - Ogtion 2 —Would require iri/troduc?tion of%ne-way V\‘/)grkingsg
internal Cemetery access road, - Option 2 “Would potentially require the widening of the Grade I Listed main
between the two gated entrance entrance gates (or introduction of control measures).
points, anq then the pl‘OVISIOI’l'Of a Potential highway safety implications associated with bringing construction traffic
new 3”.] wide access road which ) e through the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access.
wouldlllnk to ’th .eX|st|ng access Traffic wquld be taken away from existing internal Cemetery and Proposed Route Option alignment would cross Main River, which would require
road (in the V'C'n'tY of the internal Crematorium roads.' - . . consultation with Environment Agency / Environmental Permit.
B gated entrance point) and would Preferred Route Option by Grave Specialist which does not impact on The d route ali tisin cl imity & tive bad it Medium / High
. o . . proposed route alignment is in close proximity to an active badger sett. edium / Hig
skirt the southern boundary of the existing graves (Grave Specialist) (see Section 4.3). The probosed route alianment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great
existing Cemetery and crestrfe d Fr)1ewts 9 P
;rsimba;g;%%er? %n;s\;\/ci)e:)ac;t;ggt;?s Woulq impact on existing establishgd .trees / hedgerows, and resic'iential
options to split construction and lc’i(;/va((ejlllngs located to south of the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access
Zgg?;ggﬂg:{gfyvgxn ofthe Proposed Route alignment would skirt northern extent of Oakley Playing Fields,
Crematorium. which is an historic landfill site. The stability of the landfill site is unknown.
Route B would incur some loss of boundary screening and trees along the
access road (if drive is to be widened). However, re-landscaping could mitigate
for this loss. This new route would fit aesthetically well into the local environment
(Tree Officer) (see Section 4.3).
Construction and Potential highway operation and safety implications resulting from additional
Operational traffic movements along Imjin Road.
Includes the provision of a new 3m The proposed access route would not impact on the existing Cemetery Eéﬂzﬁﬁ:ﬁ oFriovl;itti %ﬁgﬁg:&%ﬂ?ﬁg;gg;}%ﬂ;ﬁg n'\rgaégt:“é’eer} n:\ﬁmh would require
wide access road which would skirt and Cremgtonum ) Route crosses proposed ditch / culvert offtake from Wyman’s Brook Tributary for
the §outh9rn extent of Oakley The provision of a new separate road would reduce traffic movements at the Priors Farm Flood Storage Area
c Playing Fields and the agricultural the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access. The proposed route alignment falls Within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great High
land to the south of the proposed The proposed access route could be used to access potential future crested newts
development site, and would link the development land / proposed flood alleviation scheme located to the south Proposed Route alignment would skirt southern extent of Oakley Playing Fields
Road at s westorn oxtont. of the proposed new Crematorium. which is an historic landfill site.  The stability of the landfill site is unknown.
Route C would not incur significant tree loss but the proposed new road may look
incongruous through this open space. Some ground cover would have to be
removed (Tree Officer) (see Section 4.3).
Hybrid of both Route Options B and ;| Construction and The provision of a new separate road would reduce traffic movements at Potential highway operation and safety implications resulting from additional
C. Includes the provision of a new Operational the existing Cemetery and Crematorium access. traffic movements along Imjin Road.
D 3m wide road is proposed which The proposed access route could be used to access potential future Proposed Route Option alignment would cross Main River, which would require High
would run between Imjin Road, up development land / proposed flood alleviation scheme located to the south consultation with Environment Agency / Environmental Permit.
the western boundary of Oakley of the proposed new Crematorium. Route crosses proposed ditch / culvert offtake from Wyman'’s Brook Tributary for

Cheltenham Borough Council, Proposed Crematorium

Access Road Study

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff

Project No 70024730
October 2016
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Risk

Playing Fields, and along the
northern boundary of Oakley
Playing Fields (along the same

alignment as Route Option B —i.e.

following the existing Farm Track

alignment.

the Priors Farm Flood Storage Area.

The proposed route alignment is in close proximity to an active badger sett.
The proposed route alignment falls within 250 m of ponds suitable for Great
crested newts.

Proposed Route alignment would skirt southern extent of Oakley Playing Fields,
which is an historic landfill site. The stability of the landfill site is unknown.

The proposed route would directly impact on the existing residential properties
(approximately 16 in total) (in terms of noise and pollution) which skirt the
southern boundary of the Farm Track.

Route D would also not incur significant tree loss but some ground cover would
need to be removed. The road would fit more discretely into the landscape (Tree
Officer) (see Section 4.3).

Cheltenham Borough Council, Proposed Crematorium

Access Road Study

WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff

Project No 70024730
October 2016
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