
APPLICATION NO: 14/01436/FUL OFFICER: Mrs Lucy White 

DATE REGISTERED: 19th August 2014 DATE OF EXPIRY: 14th October 2014

WARD: Charlton Park PARISH: Charlton Kings

APPLICANT: CTC (Gloucester) Ltd

AGENT: Mr Giles Brockbank – Hunter Page Planning 

LOCATION: 86 Cirencester Road, Charlton Kings, Cheltenham

PROPOSAL: 
Erection of a new convenience store (A1) with associated parking following 
demolition of all existing buildings on the site (revised scheme following 
13/02174/FUL)

Update to Officer Report 

1. OFFICER COMMENTS

1.1. Members should be aware of recent correspondence from two local residents emailed 
directly to Members of the Planning Committee. These are attached for convenience.  

1.2. The first email, sent on 17th October 2014, raises a number of issues which relate to 
perceived factual errors, and alleged incorrect and misleading information contained 
within both the Officer report and some of the reports and survey documents submitted by 
the applicant.  The objector claims that these errors were raised with Officers during the 
course of the previous application and are also relevant to the current application. The 
areas of concern cover the ‘fall back’ position relating to the application site, the 
applicant’s Transport Statement, Retail Impact Assessment and Environmental 
Assessment and Noise Survey. 

1.3. The second email, received on 20th October 2014, refers to planning appeals and costs 
which can be awarded against the Council.  The objector is concerned that the advice 
given by Officers regarding appeals and subsequent costs could result in Members being 
unwilling to refuse “undesirable developments”. That said, the objector points out that 
Members should also be aware of the potential costs associated with a Judicial Review on 
the basis that he considers the current application to contain errors that he claims have 
been brought to Officers’ attention but that Officers have consistently refused to address 
or acknowledge. 

1.4. The two emails are attached to this report but Members should note that part of the 
summary of the email of 17th October 2014 has been redacted due to its content. 

1.5. On the assumption that the content of the two emails is linked, Officers wish to provide the 
following comments 

2. Fall-back position

2.1. The planning fall-back position/previous uses of the application site are referred to in both 
the Officer report and Highway Officer’s comments.  Clearly there is some disagreement 
between local residents and Officers as to what constitutes the fall back position, but the 
Officer report makes it clear that the previous uses of the site, which include a petrol filling 
station, are material considerations which both Officers and the Highway Authority 
consider should be afforded considerable weight in the determination of this and the 
previous application.  Officers accept that local residents disagree with the interpretation 



set out within the report to members - this is not uncommon. Having reflected on the 
content of the letter, there is nothing within it that should change the advice that members 
have been given within the main report. 

3. Highway considerations

3.1. The objector refers to the 1996 application (ref: CB19745/02) which, through a S106 
agreement, limited the size of car transporters visiting the site. This planning permission 
was issued in 1998. The representation goes on to ask why a similar restriction is no 
longer necessary. 

3.2. In response to this, members are advised that both local plan and national planning policy 
guidance has shifted substantially since 1996 in terms of highway safety considerations. 
The application has been thoroughly assessed in terms of highway implications and 
members are reminded that the Highways Officer has raised no objections to the delivery 
arrangements and suitability of the access on this site, subject to conditions.  The size of 
vehicles, suitability of the access, pedestrian conflict and amenity issues associated with 
deliveries to the site are covered in both the Highway Authority response and Officer 
report for the current and previous applications.  

3.3. Members are also reminded that highway safety implications did not form part of the 
reasons for refusal given for the previous application.  

4. Retail impact analysis

4.1. The concern here relates to how the Lyefield Road West and Church Piece centres have 
been assessed, with the Mango report suggesting that both are approximately 600m from 
the application site. This is of course the applicant's supporting statement and officers are 
quite aware that alternative routes on foot will measure a shorter distance. 

4.2. Notwithstanding the above, members will be aware that DPDS has reviewed the 
applicant’s submission and their response is consistently critical of the approach taken by 
Mango. It should be stressed, however, that the DPDS review does consider impact on 
the two centres referred to above but that this does not impact on their overall conclusion. 
Officers see no reason to question this; the response provided by DPDS is thorough and 
provides some very well thought through conclusions.  

5. Noise impact assessment 

5.1. The concerns raised by the objector again refer to specialist and detailed points relating to 
the submitted Noise Impact Assessment. In response to this point, members are again 
advised that this assessment has been thoroughly scrutinised by the Council’s 
Environmental Health team. The original officer report sets out their thoughts on the 
scheme but subsequent to this recent correspondence, further discussions between 
officers have taken place. The outcome of these discussions is that the Environmental 
Health team remain satisfied with the assessment that has been submitted and there is no 
need to revisit its findings. The proposal is acceptable in terms of its impact on 
neighbouring amenity and is compliant with Local Plan policy CP4. 

6. Summary

6.1. It is quite right for members of the public to question the validity of the information that is 
submitted to support a planning application; it is for this reason that public consultation 



takes place.  Members are advised, however, that officers remain entirely satisfied that 
the supporting information is valid and that every strand of the application has been 
thoroughly scrutinised. Whilst objectors to the scheme may disagree with the conclusions 
that support the recommendation and how they have been arrived at, they are all based 
on a sound understanding of the scheme and an objective analysis of the proposal.  

6.2. The content of the representations is understood and has not been dismissed but it does 
not alter the officer recommendation that is before members. As such, the 
recommendation remains that members resolve to grant planning permission subject to 
the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 legal agreement.   












