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Council 
 

Monday, 19th June, 2017 

2.30  - 3.15 pm 
 

Attendees 

Councillors: Klara Sudbury (Chairman), Bernard Fisher (Vice-Chair), 
Matt Babbage, Paul Baker, Garth Barnes, Ian Bickerton, 
Nigel Britter, Chris Coleman, Mike Collins, Wendy Flynn, 
Colin Hay, Rowena Hay, Karl Hobley, Peter Jeffries, 
Steve Jordan, Adam Lillywhite, Chris Mason, Helena McCloskey, 
Paul McCloskey, Andrew McKinlay, Chris Nelson, Tony Oliver, 
Dennis Parsons, John Payne, Chris Ryder, Diggory Seacome, 
Malcolm Stennett, Pat Thornton, Jon Walklett, Simon Wheeler, 
Roger Whyborn, Max Wilkinson, Suzanne Williams and 
David Willingham 

 
 

Minutes 
 
 

1. APOLOGIES 
Apologies were received from Councillors Clucas, Harman, Harvey, 
Hegenbarth, Holliday and Savage. 
 

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

3. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
With regard to the Council meeting on 24 April 2017 Councillor Stennett 
requested that it be marked on the minutes that he attended the meeting but left 
as he had declared an interest.  
 
Councillor Collins wished to ensure that his apologies were recorded for the 
meeting held on 15 May 2017. 
 
The minutes of the meetings held on 24 April and 15 May 2017 were approved 
and signed as a correct record. 
 

4. COMMUNICATIONS BY THE MAYOR 
In the light of the tragic events which had taken place in London the Mayor 
invited Members to hold a minutes silence. 
 
The Mayor then briefed Members on her mayoral engagements since being in 
post. 
 
 

5. COMMUNICATIONS BY THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL 
The Leader made the following announcements :  
 



 
 
 

 

 
- 2 - 

Draft minutes to be approved at the next meeting on Monday, 24 July 2017. 

 

• a briefing note on fire safety had now been circulated to all Members 

• the Ofsted report on Safeguarding had now been published which 
deemed children’s services in Gloucestershire to be inadequate with an 
unacceptable level of service and serious concerns expressed about the 
integrity of the senior leadership team. This was a cause for concern for 
CBC and reflected the experiences it had with the domestic homicide 
review. The Cabinet Member Healthy Lifestyles and the Cabinet 
Member Housing had met with representatives from the County Council 
in December to discuss the issues. A statement had been issued by the 
County with regard to the report and changes which have subsequently 
been made but CBC remained unconvinced that these were adequate 
and more discussions were required to rectify the situation. The council 
would be working closely with the council on this. Council may wish to 
debate this issue in full. 

• Councillor Williams would be replacing Councillor Sudbury on Asset 
Management Working Group 

• Councillor Wheeler would be replacing Councillor Sudbury on the JNC 
Disciplinary Panel and the Appeals Panel 

 

6. TO RECEIVE PETITIONS 
None received. 
 

7. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

1. Question from Charmian Sheppard to the Cabinet Member 
Development and Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 The CBC toolkit on Neighbourhood Planning says that before applying to 
your local planning authority to be designated as a forum, publicising your 
intentions is recommended as the first action. Holding engagement 
events is also recommended. The “How to set up a neighbourhood forum 
document. Putting the pieces together” document published by Planning 
Aid England is included in the toolkit and states that a prospective forum 
“should demonstrate that you have made every effort to secure 
membership from each as well as from different geographical areas and 
sections of the community”. 
 
Schedule 9 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 states that 
 
“The Council must be satisfied that the forum meets the following 
conditions – 

a. it is established for the express purpose of promoting or 
improving the social, economic and environmental well-being of 
an area that consists of or includes the neighbourhood area 
concerned.” 

 
It also says that a local planning authority must have regard to the 
desirability of designating an organisation or body whose membership is 
drawn from different places in the neighbourhood area concerned and 
from different sections of the community in that area and whose purpose 
reflects the character of that area. 
 
What evidence did the council gather to be satisfied that the Springbank 
Forum Application was established for the express purpose of promoting 
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or improving the social, economic and environmental well-being of an 
area that consists of or includes the neighbourhood area concerned and 
that it had made every effort to secure membership from each as well as 
from different geographical areas and sections of the community before 
recommending approval to Cabinet? 
 

 Response from Cabinet Member  

 The Springbank Neighbourhood Forum constitution, submitted as part of 
the application, states that “The Forum aims to promote or improve the 
social, economic and environmental wellbeing and conditions in the 
Springbank area as shown on the attached plan (the area), particularly 
through the preparation and implementation of a Neighbourhood Plan.” 
  
The constitution also states that “The Forum will be as representative as 
possible of the people who live and work in the area. Thus membership 
will be drawn from different places in the area and from different sections 
of the community.” 
  
A list of 42 members of the forum was included with the application. The 
location of the members is spread across the ward. It should also be 
noted that membership of the forum is open to anyone who lives or works 
in the area. 
 

2. Question from Charmian Sheppard to the Cabinet Member 
Development and Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 Government Guidance on Neighbourhood Planning 
Paragraph:025 Reference ID: 41-025-20140306 states 
 
The community should consult the local planning authority before making 
an area application. There should be a positive and constructive dialogue 
about the planning ambitions of the community and any wider planning 
considerations that might influence the neighbourhood planning process if 
the outcome of that process is to be a neighbourhood plan or Order that 
meets the basic conditions for neighbourhood planning. 
 
What dialogue took place between the Springbank Neighbourhood Forum 
and the planning authority and what planning ambitions and wider 
planning considerations were discussed before an area application was 
made? Who was involved in that dialogue? 

 Response from Cabinet Member  

 Informal discussions have been ongoing between members of the 
Springbank Neighbourhood Forum and council officers since the 
beginning of January 2017. It is clear that the forum wishes to produce a 
Neighbourhood Plan and help to provide a voice for the local community 
with regards to the West Cheltenham JCS Strategic Allocation. 
 
Whilst there is a need for positive and constructive dialogue paragraph: 
035 Reference ID: 41-035-20161116 of the PPG also states that “a local 
planning authority should avoid pre-judging what a qualifying body may 
subsequently decide to put in its draft neighbourhood plan or Order.” 
 

3. Question from Liz Penwill to Cabinet Member Development and 
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Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 CBC Guidance on Neighbourhood Planning states that “Electoral ward 
boundaries should be used as a starting point for discussions on the 
appropriate size of a neighbourhood area.” But it also says that the 
following could be considerations when deciding the boundaries of a 
neighbourhood area  
 
• village or settlement boundaries, which could reflect areas of planned 
expansion  
• the catchment area for walking to local services such as shops, primary 
schools, doctors’ surgery, parks or other facilities  
• the area where formal or informal networks of community based groups 
operate  
• the physical appearance or characteristics of the neighbourhood, for 
example buildings may be of a consistent scale or style  
• whether the area forms all or part of a coherent estate either for 
businesses or residents 
• whether the area is wholly or predominantly a business area  
• whether infrastructure or physical features define a natural boundary, for 
example a major road or railway line or waterway  
• the natural setting or features in an area  
• size of the population (living and working) in the area 
 
During the Overview and Scrutiny Committee meeting of 12th June you 
stated a preference for ward sized neighbourhood areas.  
 
Up and down the country neighbourhood plans are successfully being 
developed covering areas and populations far in excess of those in West 
Cheltenham, the character of the area being deemed more important 
than ward boundaries, Cheltenham Borough Council and Cheltenham 
Borough Homes, in their Master Planning exercise, recognise the four 
wards that make up West Cheltenham as having shared characteristics 
and are treating them as a whole. 
 
What criteria did you apply when deciding that the area that the West 
Cheltenham Forum applied for was too large? 
 

 Response from Cabinet Member 

 The answer to the question lies in the word "Neighbourhood". 
 
The template for Neighbourhood Areas is laid out in the legislation, which 
envisages Parish Councils as the statutory bodies responsible for 
developing Neighbourhood plans. 
 
In Cheltenham there are five Parish Councils which range in size, the 
largest of which is Charlton Kings which covers the equivalent of two 
borough Council wards. 
 
The aim of the Cheltenham guidance is to provide a coherent frame work 
for the development of Neighbourhood plans across the town which are 
compatible with the size of the statutorily recognised Parish Councils. 
 
As a result I concluded that the most appropriate building blocks for 
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Neighbourhood areas were the existing Borough Council Ward 
boundaries. These would provide easily understood boundaries, prevent 
areas of the town being excluded from Neighbourhood areas as a result 
of inconsistent boundaries, and provide areas of the same scale as the 
Parish Councils. 
 
As a result I envisaged Neighbourhood Areas being formed on the 
boundaries of either one or two wards. This would allow them to be large 
enough to provide a meaningful Neighbourhood planning Area while 
being small enough to be a recognisable Neighbourhood. 
 
I do not think that it is credible to suggest that an area consisting of four 
borough council  wards can form a single coherent Neighbourhood. 
 

4. Question from Liz Penwill to the Leader, Councillor Steve Jordan 

 At the Overview and Scrutiny Meeting on 12th June, Cllr McKinley said 
that he had concluded the West Cheltenham Forum were no longer 
interested in designation. 
On 6th March, you chaired a meeting with the West Cheltenham Forum 
Steering Group, and Cheltenham Borough Councillors for West 
Cheltenham (including Cabinet members Coleman and Jeffries) where 
the WCF Steering Group made it clear that they intended reapplying for 
area and forum designation. Cllr Jeffries went from this meeting to a 
meeting of the West Cheltenham Greenbelt Group, where the minutes of 
that meeting show that he proposed setting up a Neighbourhood 
Forum to those present. Were you aware of Cllr Jeffries intentions to do 
this and, if so, why did you not, in the interests of Good Governance, 
inform the West Cheltenham Forum Steering Group?  
 

 Response from Cabinet Member 

 As I recall Cllr Jeffries had to leave before the end of the meeting on 6th 
March but I wasn’t aware of the content of any subsequent meeting he 
attended. My intention in chairing the 6th March meeting was to explore 
whether there was a potential consensus on the size and number of 
neighbourhood forums appropriate in the area. There were clearly 
differing views, so the realistic option for the Cabinet was to consider 
each subsequent application to create a neighbourhood forum on its 
merits, which is the legal requirement.  

 
 

8. MEMBER QUESTIONS 

1. Question from Councillor Willingham to the Leader, Councillor 
Steve Jordan 

 In light of the recent tragic events in London and Europe where vehicles 
have been used to attack innocent pedestrians, and recognising that it is 
not appropriate to disclose what is being done, could the Leader of the 
Council please confirm whether this Council is working with partners, 
including, but not limited to, Gloucestershire Police and Gloucestershire 
County Council, to ensure that unauthorised vehicles are denied access 
to the pedestrianised areas of our town centre, that measures are being 
considered to harden the town centre and other vulnerable areas against 
similar attacks, and that where possible measures will be implemented in 
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a fashion that is sympathetic to the surrounding architecture and existing 
streetscene? 
 

 Response from Cabinet Member  

 While Gloucestershire Highways would lead on any infrastructure 
changes to the town centre, this issue will be looked at a part of the 
current design of improvements to the High Street. In addition Councillor 
Andrew McKinlay is leading a review of town centre security issues. The 
£250k rollout of upgraded CCTV equipment will also commence shortly. 
 
In a supplementary question Councillor Willingham asked whether the 
Leader had sufficient confidence that Gloucestershire Highways have the 
ability to deliver the measures necessary to ensure the safety of the most 
vulnerable given that the pedestrian area of the High Street has a 
pavement area which has been badly destroyed by vehicles together with 
the bus only section and bollard access. 
 
The Leader responded that the council would be working closely with 
Gloucestershire Highways to make the necessary improvements to the 
lower High Street. They would bear in mind recent events but any 
additional safety measures must be balanced with the need to ensure 
adequate access. 
 

2. Question from Councillor Willingham to Cabinet Member 
Development and Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 Within the Borough, there are locations, including some in the ward I 
represent, where operational Network Rail land is substantially defaced 
by litter, and despite having reported these issues to Network Rail on 
multiple occaisions, and after many months of waiting, nothing appears to 
have been done by them to clear this litter.  Would the Cabinet Member 
please ask Officers to work with ward members who have Network Rail 
litter-hotspots in the wards they represent, to identify the offending 
locations with the aim of issuing a litter abatement notice (under s92 of 
the Environmental Protection Act 1990) against Network Rail, requiring 
them to both clear the existing litter and also keep those litter-hotspots 
clear of litter in the future? 
 

 Response from Cabinet Member  

 The Environment division’s enforcement team has actively pursued 
Network Rail (NR) in response to complaints about the condition of the 
parcel of land at the Cheltenham Spa Station end of the Honeybourne 
Line. As a result of this action, the land was fully cleared in October last 
year. However, this anti-social behaviour-related problem, which has 
been fully reported to NR, appears to be recurring and is one which 
clearly needs to be addressed again. 
 
Officers will work with ward members to identify those areas where there 
are repeat problems with litter, to identify the most appropriate means of 
escalating these issues to secure action by Network Rail. In addition, we 
will seek action to try and identify the perpetrators, to help prevent the 
issue at source. This may involve the use of available statutory powers, 
or representations to the regulator to secure effective action by Network 
Rail and the Transport Police as appropriate. 
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In a supplementary question Councillor Willingham asked whether given 
the contempt that Network Rail had shown to its railway neighbours and 
was clearly only willing to respond to court action, could the Cabinet 
Member please urge officers in the strongest possible terms to use any 
appropriate legal action to resolve this matter.  
 
The Cabinet Member advised that the council took the view that legal 
action was a last resort and will always seek a solution first through 
consultation and negotiation. In this case he would consider legal action if 
all other avenues had been explored. 
 

3. Question from Councillor Willingham to Cabinet Member 
Development and Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 At the Cheltenham Spa Station end of the Honeybourne Line, there is a 
parcel of secluded non-operational Network Rail land, hidden behind 
advertising billboards; this regularly attracts anti-social behaviour, which 
based upon the items found on the site, such as needles, syringes, empty 
cans of high-strength alcohol, and handbags/luggage with their contents 
strewn across parts of this woodland, is indicative of the use of of this site 
for the injection of drugs and associated acquisitve crime.  In light of the 
seeming unwillingess of Network Rail to tackle these issues, and the risk 
such behaviour puts on users of the Honeybourne Line and the Station, 
would the Cabinet Member please ask Officers to explore the powers 
available to this Council to try to tackle this problem or encourage 
Network Rail to take proper responsibility for their land?  
 

 Response from Cabinet Member 

 See answer to Question 2 above. 

4. Question from Councillor Willingham to Cabinet Member 
Development and Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 On Lower Mill Street, in the ward I represent, there is a burnt-out shell of 
a building in a derilict and seemingly neglected scrap-yard, that currently 
provides a façade that would not look out of place in a dystopian post-
apocalyptic horror film.  This makes the area unwelcoming and attracts 
anti-social behaviour including fly-tipping.  Would the Cabinet Member 
please ask Officers to explore the powers available to this Council to 
improve the visual amenity of this area, or to encourage the 
redevelopment of this site, so that this imposing scene is not inflicted on 
pupils and parents walking to or from Gloucester Road Primary School, 
and other users of the area? 
 

 Response from Cabinet Member 

 The derelict building which Councillor Willingham refers to is contained 
within a secure scrapyard, which has planning permission for that use. By 
its very nature, the scrapyard does not add positively to the amenity of 
the area, which largely comprises industrial / commercial premises.  
 
Officer advice is that the derelict building does not further detract from 
visual amenity, given the surrounding use of land.  
 
Community protection officers will respond to individual cases of fly 
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tipping, but in view of the locational context, officers believe there are no 
powers available to the Council that are appropriate or justifiable to use to 
address the condition of this land.  
 
Decisions about the expediency of enforcement action are a matter which 
Council has delegated to officers within the constitution. 
 
In a supplementary question Councillor Willingham asked whether the 
Cabinet Member would consider raising the matter with central 
government to see if local authorities could be given some legal powers 
to tackle such situations. 
 
The Cabinet Member agreed to look into the matter but could make no 
promises as the powers of the local authority were somewhat limited.  

5. Question from Councillor Flynn to Cabinet Member Housing, 
Councillor Peter Jeffries 

 At its meeting on 16th December, Cabinet rejected the West Cheltenham 
Forum’s application for a forum and neighbourhood area based on it 
being made for an area which is not appropriate as a neighbourhood area 
because it cut across ward boundaries and included a number of 
separate communities, which would reduce community cohesion.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member please explain to me the logic of the West 
Cheltenham Masterplan which seeks to treat the four wards, St Marks, 
Hester’s Way, Springbank and St Peters, as a whole and in so doing 
promote community cohesion? 

 Response from Cabinet Member  

 Cheltenham Borough Homes (CBH), supported by Cheltenham Borough 
Council (CBC), has secured £330k funding from DCLG to explore a 
master-planning exercise to inform the future physical, economic and 
community regeneration of the West Cheltenham area. The vision is to 
create a key gateway into Cheltenham, promoting connectivity with new 
and existing development and to achieve social sustainability. 
  
Although the scope of the West Cheltenham master-planning exercise 
covers four wards (St Marks, St Peters, Hester’s Way and Springbank), 
this description sets the broad location but not a prescriptive boundary, 
the project team have identified a smaller focused area as the priority for 
the master-planning exercise.  Within this area, the stock profile consists 
of circa 2,400 CBC owned properties with a further circa 200 leaseholder 
interests. It may be that this smaller focused area changes as the master 
planning exercise progresses. 
  
The project will primarily focus on the CBC stock in this area and to 
explore the options to implement an ambitious programme of 
regeneration to transform the lives of local residents, providing housing fit 
for future generations and promoting community cohesion. 

6. Question from Councillor Flynn to Cabinet Member Development 
and Safety, Councillor Andrew McKinlay 

 In light of the recent controversy surrounding Cabinet’s decisions 
regarding Neighbourhood Development Plans, does the Cabinet member 
agree  that a working group should be set up to look at how the Council 
should apply Neighbourhood Planning Policy in the unparished areas of 
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Cheltenham? 
 

 Response from Cabinet Member   

 No I don't. 
 
The process by which the Council advises and assists communities in the 
preparation of Neighbourhood Development Plans is clearly laid out in the 
Localism act 2011.  
 
This sets out the Local Planning Authority's responsibilities including 
designating Neighbourhood Plan Areas by inserting provisions into the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 and the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulations 2012 (as amended) 
 
These responsibilities are clearly laid out as is the process required for 
determining any application to designate a Neighbourhood plan area.  
 
All applications have to be assessed against the requirements of the 
legislation and the Councils own Neighbourhood Planning Protocol. All 
applicants are made aware of these requirements prior to submitting an 
application. 
 
The legislation requires that all applications are determined within 13 
weeks of them first being publicised. 
 
I fail to see how an additional layer of bureaucracy will assist this process. 
 
It is of course open to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to set up its 
own working party to look at this issue if it so wishes.  

 
 

9. WEST CHELTENHAM (JCS) PETITION 
Councillor Peter Jeffries read out a statement on behalf of the West 
Cheltenham Greenbelt Group which is attached in full to these minutes. 
 
The Leader responded to the comments and made the following points : 
 

• The reference to asthma was more due to the location of the town at the 
base of the Cotswold hills rather than the impact of development 

• Nitrous oxide was found in hotspots in the town such as the inner ring 
road of the town centre due to the volume of stationary traffic. This 
would be addressed via the Cheltenham Transport Plan and the wider 
review of traffic and transport in the town. 

• He understood the concerns regarding the Severn Trent sewage works 
and highlighted that the intention was to manage the issue through the 
technological management of the procedure or move the existing plant 
to somewhere different. This would be reviewed within the framework of 
the JCS through a sustainability appraisal and habitat assessment and 
would be subject to debate in the examination in public. Should there be 
a planning application an Environmental Impact Assessment would form 
part of it, developed by the consortium for that area. 
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• The JCS Examination in Public was likely to be around 10 July. There 
would be a full debate of the new areas and would give the public the 
opportunity to express their concerns to the Inspector in terms of 
soundness of the plan. 
 
The Leader proposed that officers would reference this petition as part 
of the presentation to the Inspector. This was seconded by Councillor 
McKinlay. 

 
A Member commented that whilst there were known air quality hotspots around 
the town centre it was reasonable that professional technical advice be sought 
regarding the impact of the loss of green land absorbing air pollution from the 
M5. 
 
RESOLVED (unanimously) 
 
To instruct officers to reference the petition (that has been submitted by 
West Cheltenham Greenbelt Group to the Joint Core Strategy Proposed 
Main Modifications consultation) and strength of feeling behind it in their 
opening statement to the inspector at the commencement of the next set 
of Joint Core Strategy hearings. 
 

10. REVENUES AND BENEFITS MANAGEMENT RESTRUCTURE 
The Cabinet Member Corporate Services introduced the report which sought 
approval from Council for the deletion of the post of Benefits Manager and 
consequential costs with a proposed implementation date of 1 July 2017. 
The Cabinet Member explained that the restructure was a direct result of the 
introduction of Universal Credit which was an ongoing process up to 2022. In 
December 2017 CBC would go live on all new claims for Universal Credit which 
would see the start of a drop in workload over the following 12/18 months. It 
was anticipated that in 2019/20 any remaining working age caseload would be 
transferred to the Department of Work and Pensions meaning CBC would just 
process council tax support claims for working age customers and rent 
benefit/council tax support for pensioners until 2022/23 when the rent benefit 
side may transfer to pension credit. 
The Cabinet Member explained that revenues and benefits were currently 
separate departments at the council, however the restructure, which would 
create a post to provide technical support across all functions of the revenues 
and benefits service, would involve the deletion of one post at a combined cost 
of in excess of £100,000. This would deliver a budget revenue saving of 
£47,500 per annum. 
 
In light of the fact that the transfer to universal credit would be ongoing until 
2022 a Member asked whether the council had sufficient resources to manage 
the transformation process. In response the Cabinet Member confirmed that 
due to the creation of other posts within the service there would be sufficient 
resources to manage the department in the future. 
 
RESOLVED (unanimously) that 
 
The deletion of the post of Benefits Manager and consequential costs with 
a proposed implementation date of 1st July 2017 be approved. 
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11. NOTICES OF MOTION 
None received. 
 

12. ANY OTHER ITEM THE MAYOR DETERMINES AS URGENT AND WHICH 
REQUIRES A DECISION 
 

13. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972 -EXEMPT INFORMATION 
RESOLVED THAT in accordance with Section 100A(4) Local Government 
Act 1972 the public be excluded from the meeting for the remaining 
agenda item as it is likely that, in view of the nature of the business to be 
transacted or the nature of the proceedings, if members of the public are 
present there will be disclosed to them exempt information as defined in 
paragraphs 3 and 5, Part (1) Schedule (12A) Local Government Act 1972, 
namely : 
 
Paragraph 3 : Information relating to the financial or business affairs of 
any particular person (including the authority holding that information) 
 
Paragraph 5 : Information in respect of which a claim to legal professional 
privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings 
 

14. EXEMPT MINUTES 
The exempt minutes were approved and signed as a correct record subject to 
minor amendment. 
 
 
 
 
 

Klara Sudbury 
Chairman 

 





 

 

 

 

 

WEST CHELTENHAM GREENBELT GROUP 

STATEMENT TO COUNCIL 

MONDAY 19TH JUNE 2017 

 

Following our submission of petitions to the JCS and the HM Planning Inspector, we thank the 

council for allowing us our 5 minutes to speak, very valuable time indeed. Through our committee 

we were all of the same opinion that we have already covered well, our main objections in the 

petition letters. The following are observations that have come from reading recent reports. 

 

• Air Pollution – Cheltenham is noted to be one of the worst places in the country to live if 

you suffer from Asthma. (justify!!) 

 

 Referring to the proposal for 1,100 dwellings with an occupancy level of 2.5 people per 

 household, and assuming 2.5 vehicle movements per day per person, together with 

 employment of approximately 9,000 and attendant vehicles. We note key words which 

 stand out from reading documents linked in the response to our petition, and which we  

 struggle to believe, is  that analysis appears to be based on the “Minimum impact from 

 Traffic Pollution”. Yet by default the removal of nearly 200 hectares of Greenbelt, the very 

 lungs of West Cheltenham, absorbing the M5 emissions will have a dramatic impact. The 

 greenbelt must be maintained to mitigate the pollution we are already being choked with. 

 

 Attending the public consultation held by the developers this previous weekend, we were led 

 to believe that the developers are willing to pay for the upgrade of M5 Jct 10, which surely 

 makes the most logical scenario from this, is that the 45 hectares of employment land should 

 be located directly next to this junction, after all, this will then be within easy commutable 

 distance of the North West Cheltenham development, and making transport logistics 

 immediate, removing any need for heavy vehicles to access Cheltenham, considerably 

 reducing the air pollution for all. 

 

• Odour – We note that in “The revised Statement of Common Ground”, yet another odour 

report has been commissioned by the developers and Severn Trent, therefore totalling 2 

reports by them, and we are also aware of another report of which the Council has been in 

receipt of, which is completely contrary to the 2 developers reports. Peer reviewing is not an 

acceptable solution when there is plainly such a difference of expert opinion, as a decision 

making body you must be seen as completely independent? 

 

The most recent developer report makes for interesting reading as it is deemed that some cake bay 

storage will be in effect decommissioned to accommodate the business park development. 

 

 Our vision of the future scenario   

  

 Elms Park development – 4,500 homes x 2.5 occupants 

 West Cheltenham – 1,100 homes x 2.5 occupants 

 West Cheltenham Business Park – Approx 9,000 employees 
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 If they all have one movement per day, how much additional cake storage will be required 

 for the processing of such movements and what will the mitigation requirements be then 

 without the use of the offending cake bays? 

 

 As residents of Henley Road will attain, the odour level in our area over the last month has 

 risen rather been mitigated and on at least 6/7 days this month the level of odour has been 

 objectionably excessive. 

  

We must say that our petition to the JCS Team and the HM Planning Inspector, with the final 

number of 1044 signatories being submitted, to coincide with the end of the consultation period, 

would have continued to grow. We were approached by many people afterwards, but sadly had to 

turn them down. This proves that the local community remain strongly opposed to the proposed 

change in the greenbelt boundary and any subsequent development. 

 

 

Carol Kingsbury 

Chair 

West Cheltenham Greenbelt Group 
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