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PLANNING COMMITTEE
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 14 May 2020 
commencing at 10.00 am.

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Phil Awford 
(Chairman)
Cllr Robert Bird
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Dr John Cordwell
Cllr Bernard Fisher
Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Stephen Hirst

Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Shaun Parsons
Cllr Alan Preest
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Robert Vines
Cllr Simon Wheeler
Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

Apologies: Cllr Pam Tracey MBE

10. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Awford declared he represented GCC on the Wessex & Severn and Wye 
Regional Flood Coastal Defence Committees.  

11. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

No public questions had been received.  

12. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

No Member’s questions had been received.  

13. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Resolved 

That the Minutes of the meeting held 30th January 2020 be approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairperson.  

14. MEMBERS SITE VISIT NOTES 

Resolved 

That the site visit notes for 12th March 2020 be noted.  
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15. APPLICATION NO: 19/0058/CHR3MJ     SITE: LAND BETWEEN FARM 
LANE/KIDNAPPERS LANE, CHELTENHAM, GLOS 

The Head of Democratic Services facilitated the meeting and advised the 
Committee and registered speakers of the procedure which would be undertaken 
during the course of the virtual meeting.  For the benefit of the public watching via 
the live YouTube link, Sarah Pearse: Principal Planning Officer for the current 
application introduced, Kevin Phillips: Planning Development Team Manager, 
Dennis Carney: Senior Planning Officer, Gary Kennison: County Ecologist, Brian 
Walker and Mike Sendall: Highways Development Management Team, Peter Siret: 
Flood Risk Management Officer and Martin Evans: Solicitor.   

A summary of the application was presented by the Principal Planning Officer aided 
by a power point presentation (A copy of the presentation is attached to the signed 
Minute book).  

The Officer apologised for the length of the report and the presentation but felt it 
was necessary under the current unusual circumstances in the absence of a site 
visit and an inability to display plans in the Council Chamber.  The Planning 
Application number was confirmed as 19/0058/CHR3MJ19, being a planning 
application by the Head of Property Services for the construction of a new six forms 
of entry secondary school building with a new all-weather pitch, sports playing field, 
and multi-use games area (MUGA), on-site parking and other associated works on 
land between Farm Lane/ Kidnappers Lane in Gloucestershire. 

The Officer explained that she had received a Member question about the site area 
for the school and confirmed that this was 5.66 hectares.  She explained that there 
were other references within the report, but was satisfied the site area was 5.66 
hectares.  In addition, there was a spelling mistake on Page 92 and Section 8.1 of 
the Officer Report - Bullet Point 6 should say ‘protected’ rather than ‘protect’.   The 
Committee were advised that prior to the meeting Councillor Cordwell had asked for 
a plan of the intended alterations to the lanes to cater for the highway 
improvements. The Officer advised that unfortunately the plan was too big to upload 
into the PowerPoint presentation. 

A slide was displayed which depicted an artist’s impression of what the new 
building would look like when viewed from Farm Lane (Slide 2).  It was noted that 
the proposal was for the construction of a new 7921 metre squared six form of entry 
secondary school for 900 Key Stage three and four students accepting pupils from 
Year 7 through to Year 11 (which are the GCSE students). The school was 
proposed to meet the existing and forecast additional demand for secondary school 
places in the local area.   This would be provided over a phased programme of 
entry, with Year 7 commencing first.  Associated facilities would include an all-
weather pitch sports playing field and multi-use games area which would be 
available for community use outside of school hours, such as weekday evenings 
and weekends and onsite car parking and other associated works.  The proposal 
included a package of improvements and enhancements to the local highway 
network at which were fully detailed within a Transport Statement forming part of 
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the application.  The school would comprise two storeys providing different teaching 
spaces offices and halls. The development included the following:  
- 42 general teaching spaces for Drama, Art, Technology and Science on the 
ground floor, with Music, ICT, Humanities, English, Maths and Modern Languages 
on the first floor; 
- A Dining Hall with an outdoor dining area and breakout space;  
- Cafe 
- One main hall;
- One sports hall and associated changing facilities; 
- Activities Studio;
- 17 learning resource centres; 
- 36 staff administration rooms; 
- Circulation space including lockers space for students and toilets.  

Slide 3 displayed a site location plan as displayed in the Committee Report. 
Members were requested to refer this plan for information, as it showed the solid 
red line which defined the application area.  It was noted the dotted redline was the 
land within the applicant's control; this was also the location of the ecology stroke 
biodiversity offset land.  To orientate Members, the Officer identified the following 
on the plan:
  
- Kidnappers Lane was to the North of the site;  
- Farm Lane ran down the West side of the site; 
- Shurdington Road lay to the North;  
- Church Lane lay to the South of the site;Church Lane also formed the 

boundary; 
- The Scheduled Ancient Monument; 
- Policy Site MD5 of the Cheltenham Local Plan;
- New housing development to the West (a recently permitted on appeal 

development for 25 houses);
- The private property known as Little Vatch to the East of the site;
-  Hatherley Brook running down the East site boundary
-  A public right away which crosses the site.  

Slide 4 showed the same area as an aerial photograph which displayed what the 
areas were like. It was explained that the proposed school site was located within 
the Leckhampton area on the southern outskirts of South Cheltenham.  The 5.66 
hectare site was roughly rectangular in shape and largely comprised of fields which 
had been used for arable agriculture purposes and equestrian use.  There were two 
small farming sheds located in the southern area of the site adjacent to the property 
known as Little Vatch.   A former plant nursery was located to the North of 
Kidnappers Lane.   Existing residential properties lay on the West side of Farm 
Lane comprising predominantly dormer bungalows all east-facing towards the site.  
Views of the site from these units were currently screened by the existing 
established hawthorn hedge that borders the West boundary of the site.   The site 
was not within a protected landscape. , However the Green Belt (GB) and Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) shared a boundary on the southern side of 
Church Road which lay approximately 300 metres from the site.  
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A prominent feature of the AONB and the surrounding landscape was Leckhampton 
Hill which incorporated a large footpath network that afforded views across the site 
towards Cheltenham.  

Slide 5 showed the general layout of the site and was regarded to be the 
Landscape Master Plan for the proposal.  The Officer explained that the site sloped 
from North from South over approximately 7 metres.   It was divided into 3 distinct 
areas - buildings to the North on the lowest lying land, the playing fields in the 
middle with the all-weather pitch to the North.  Members were advised that 
Kidnappers Lane lay to the North, with Farm Lane to the West at the front of the 
school.  The property known as Little Vatch was displayed on the eastern boundary 
at the Hatherley Brook.  The Officer identified the Sports Hall on the plan with the 
associated changing rooms.  The dining hall, the teaching areas, the drama studio 
and main hall were also identified. 

That the Officer explained that the plan also showed the outside elements of the 
development; namely: 

- MUGA; 
- Sports pitches;
- All weather pitches (AWP);
- Table tennis tables; 
- External dining area; 
- Terraced seating and a retaining wall;  
- Pupil entrance to the site;
- Staff entrance, car parking area, coach parking area and the delivery area;
- Vehicular entrance and exit, which was a one way system for drop off and 

also for visitor parking; 
- Main entrance to the school site;
- Access to the sports pitches;
- Emergency access.  

Slide 6 displayed a photograph taken from Leckhampton Hill overlooking the site.  
The school site was identified in the centre of the photograph, with the recent 
housing development to the left.   In the foreground were Church Farm and the 
moated site and fishponds scheduled monument.   The GCHQ building was located 
in the background and another school in the middle distance.   

Slide 7 referred to the public right of way which crossed the site.   Members were 
advised that the site was bisected on an East/West axis by the public right of way.   
This was known as the Leckhampton 9 which crossed the site, linking with Farm 
Lane and with Footpath 10, then onto Kidnappers Lane.  The Committee were 
advised that, for reasons of pupil safeguarding, school management and security, it 
was important that the site was not crossed by a public footpath.  The Officer 
informed the Committee that the planning application therefore sought consent to 
stop up Leckhampton Footpath 9.  It was explained that the application to stop up 
the footpath was being promoted under Section 257 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990.  
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The Officer explained that the footpath could be temporarily stopped up during the 
construction process for public safety reasons.  The Committee was advised that, at 
the time of writing the report, the application to stop at the public right of way 
permanently through the public path order application has been referred to the 
Secretary of State. Provision had been made within the application that, should that 
order to permanently stop it up not be made, there was space within the site to 
facilitate the footpath.  

 Slide 8 – The Officer explained that, unfortunately, she was unable to show the 
plan where the highway improvements would be made. However, she provided a 
detailed list of highway works that were proposed in the area to facilitate this 
development, in addition to the other highway improvement works that were already 
taking place in association with the planning permission for the 377 dwellings 
granted by Tewkesbury Borough Council to the South West of the site.  It was 
explained that these improvements were detailed in Appendix D of the Transport 
Assessment.  The following off-site works were proposed: 

- Over 2 kilometres of upgraded unsegregated footway and cycle away 
provision on the main approaches to the school along the A46 Shurdington 
Road, Woodlands Road and Kidnappers Lane;

- New toucan crossing on the A46 Shurdington Road South of Woodl ands 
Road; 

- Upgrade to the existing Pelican crossing on the A46 Shurdington Road, 
South of Kidnappers Lane/A46 Junction to a Toucan crossing

- These improvements would connect to the existing PROW in the vicinity of 
the site.  It was proposed to upgrade the surfacing of PROW Leckhampton 
13, so that it could be accessed during inclement weather and which 
connected with a good quality unbound surface path through The Burrows, 
as well as PROW Leckhampton 28 that passes along the West side of the 
allotments in Leckhampton.  This would provide a direct link from the South 
of Leckhampton to Kidnappers Lane and a new footway cycle way reducing 
the need for some pupils to travel along some or all of Church Road as well 
as linking Leckhampton C of E primary school with the proposed new 
secondary school.  As part of this process, the feasibility of upgrading this 
link to a shared facility for pedestrians and cyclists would be investigated.

- Positive discussions had taken place with Stagecoach on the potential 
diversion of Bus Route 66 to serve the school site and, to facilitate this, bus 
stop provision was proposed on Farm Lane.

- A safety strategy to raise awareness of the School in the vicinity of 
Kidnappers Lane junction along the A46 involving signage and road 
markings will be developed in conjunction with the County Council Highways 
Development Management Team (GCC HDMT)

- A way of finding a strategy will be developed in conjunction with GCC HDMT 
for within a mile radius of the school.  

The Officer informed the Committee that, after completing her presentation in 
preparation for the Committee Meeting, her Highways colleagues had pointed out 
that it was also proposed to increase the flare length from Kidnappers Lane at the 
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junction with the A46 road and that was referenced in Chapter 10 of the Transport 
Assessment.  

Before going into the detail of the material considerations, the Officer proceeded to 
take the Committee on a virtual site visit using photographs. She referred Members 
to their previous site visit to Leckhampton Primary School, when the current 
secondary school application site had been pointed out by Officers.  .  

Slide 9 - It was noted that the first photograph displayed a site notice taken in 
September 2019 and showed the Farm Lane entrance to the public right of way. 
Photograph two showed a line of the footpath looking to the East. It was explained 
that this area would comprise the playing fields.  Photograph3 showed the other 
end of the footpath, where it joined Kidnappers Lane.  

Slide 10 - the first photograph was taken later in the year and showed the junction 
of Kidnappers Lane with Farm Lane.  The second photograph looked South from 
the same junction and showed the existing tree vegetation and the existing footpath 
along Farm Lane.  Photograph three looked right at the junction, northwards 
towards Shurdington Road.  

Slide 11 showed the existing mature hedges that surrounded the greater part of the 
site.  Photograph one showed the approximate location of the pupil entrance of 
Kidnappers Lane to the North East corner of the site.  Photograph two showed an 
approximate location of the staff vehicular entrance off Kidnappers Lane, and 
photograph three showed the view along Kidnappers Lane towards Farm Lane.  

Slide 12 showed the view along Kidnappers Lane travelling towards Farm Lane in 
the area of the nurseries. Photograph two showed the former farm buildings/stables 
which were proposed to be demolished lying to the rear of Little Vatch.

Slide 13 Photograph one was taken from Farm Lane looking north towards Brizen 
Lane.  Photograph two was taken from Farm Lane looking alongside Little Vatch.   
Photograph three showed Farm Lane, the proposed school frontage.  

It was explained that Slide 14 was an artist’s impression view from the junction of 
Farm Lane and Kidnappers Lane.   Members’ attention was drawn to the Main Hall 
in the foreground and the Sports Hall to the rear.  Slide 15 and 16 were also an 
artist’s impression which displayed the blocks of classrooms overlooking a 
courtyard, the sports hall, main hall and the playing fields in the distance.  

Slide 17 referred to Section 8 of the Officer Report on page 92, which described the 
main considerations material to the determination of the planning application which 
were: 

-  The relevant legislative and planning policy context including, the national 
planning policy context such as the NPPF, the existing development plan 
and any relevant draft policies, including any proposed allocations within the 
emerging Cheltenham Local Plan (CLP).   This site was now confirmed by 
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the CLP Inspector as forming part of the MD5 allocation in the emerging 
CLP. 

- The need to advertise a development plan departure and referral to the 
Secretary of State. It was noted at the time that the application was 
submitted, the development plan for the area was the existing Cheltenham 
Local Plan. The Officer reported that, to her knowledge, the emerging CLP 
had yet to be adopted, although it had been recommended for adoption by 
the Inspector. Due to the Corona virus outbreak, adoption had been delayed.

-  Demonstrable educational needs in the Cheltenham area.
- The suitability of the location to meet those needs.
- Highways and transport.
- Ecological impact including species protected under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act associated lighting issues.
- Landscape impact. 
- Flood risk. 
- Drainage and sustainable urban drainage strategy. 
- Archaeology. 
- Public rights of way.
- Design of the building. 
- Amenity impact including the effects of dust, noise and air quality both 

during the construction and once the school became operational.
- Energy efficiency and carbon footprint and its relationship with policy on 

climate change. 
- Waste minimisation and management. 
- Community engagement.  
- Other relevant planning issues.

The Officer reminded the Committee that all of these issues were discussed in 
Section 8 of the Officer Report in detail and all needed to be taken into 
consideration and weighed in the planning balance when coming to a decision.  

Members were advised that at the time of writing the report, on the 29th April 2020 
a total of 121 public comments were recorded., However,  since the Officer Report 
had been published, additional late representations had been submitted. These 
were reported as 236 comments, comprising of 59 objections, 164 in support and 
13 neutral.  This equated to a total of 114 additional people making representations.  
It was noted that additional information had been circulated to Members which 
summarised theses additional representations that had been received from 
members of the public (a copy is attached to the signed Minutes).  

The Officer explained, in addition, there was an amendment to the recommended 
highways planning conditions, The Highways Authority had reviewed their previous 
recommended conditions and now suggested amended wording.  Conditions 5, 8 
and 10 were to be deleted and Condition 12 was to be amended to read as follows: 

“The buildings hereby permitted (or part of the buildings were phased handover is 
required) shall not be first brought into use until the vehicular parking, turning and 
loading/unloading facilities and external highway improvements leading to the site 
had been provided in accordance with the approved plans and those facilities will 
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be maintained and made available for those purposes all times thereafter insofar as 
a vehicular parking, turning and loading/unloading facilities are required to serve the 
occupied part of the building”.  

Accordingly, the  Principal Planning Officer recommended that the Conditions 5,8 
and 10 be deleted and that Condition 12 be replaced as set out above  It was noted 
that the Highway Authority had provided answers for Members to the questions that 
were raised through the late representations and a couple of other letters (copies 
are attached to the signed minutes).   

The Officer progressed to Slide 18, which referred to the Officer Recommendation, 
namely that the Planning Committee be minded to grant planning permission for the 
reasons summarised in Paragraphs 8.157 to 8.166 of the Officer Report, subject to 
the application first being referred to the Secretary of State as a departure 
application, the prior completion of a Section 106 Agreement to secure the long 
term safeguarding of the ecological mitigation land to the rear of Moat Cottage and 
in accordance with Regulation 3  of the Town and Country Planning General 
Regulations 1992 and subject to the conditions set out in Section 9 of the Report.  

Members were advised that there was a typographical error, as there were two 
Section 8’s in the report.  

It was explained that Paragraph 47 of the NPPF3 stated that planning law required 
that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the 
development plan, unless material considerations indicated otherwise.

Members were reminded that decisions on applications should be made as quickly 
as possible, and within statutory time scales unless a longer period has been 
agreed by the applicant in writing.  

Paragraph 48 of NPPF3 stated that local planning authorities may give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging plans.   The draft CLP had reached a stage whereby 
the Inspector had recommended its adoption including the adoption of Policy MD5.  
The ongoing pandemic had delayed the adoption of the CLP, but it was considered 
by Officers that the emerging Policy MD5 could be given considerable weight in this 
determination.  

Officers did not consider that the proposal would prejudice the ability to deliver the 
full mixed use allocation of MD5.  It was however recognised this proposal was a 
departure from the adopted local plan as it currently stands and therefore would 
have to be referred to the Secretary of State for consideration.  It was proposed that 
the biodiversity offset land be secured through a Section 106 planning agreement. 

Therefore the Principal Planning Officer’s recommendation was for approval, on the 
basis that: 

- There was a demonstrated need for a school in this location; 
- There were no suitable deliverable alternative sites within the required time 

frame;
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- The proposed school had been included in the draft emerging local plan;
- the design of the school and its surroundings had maximised the energy 

efficiency and reduced the carbon footprint to realistic and achievable levels 
in accordance with the recent GCC  climate change emergency resolution, 
which was declared after the planning application was together formulated; 

- given the constraints of the size of the site, as much as possible had been 
achieved to safeguard and enhance biodiversity, acknowledging protected 
species on site and the concerns highlighted and to be addressed around 
those issues by the County Ecologist;

- Highways issues had been addressed to the satisfaction of the Highway 
Authority 

The Principal Planning Officer summarised that, with the exception of the concerns 
of the Parish Councils, there were no other objections to the proposal from statutory 
consultees that, in the opinion of Officers, could not be addressed through planning 
conditions and the Section 106 Agreement. Therefore, on balance, there were no 
planning reasons why the application should be refused.  

The Principal Planning Officer advised the Committee that responses to some 
Member’s questions had been circulated prior to the meeting. She proceeded to run 
through them: 

Q1: Could the footpath currently running across the playing field be diverted 
around the outside, so that it is not lost?  

A: Various options were discussed for the public right of way. However 
alternative routes were available between Farm Lane and Kidnappers Lane.   
To the East were existing footpaths CHL8 and CHL10 to the North of 
Leckhampton Court Farm.  It was felt by the Applicant that, in the interests of 
site security, the path should be stopped up.

Q2: If the windows are not triple glazed would it be possible to make them so? 
What is the current specification for the windows? 

A: The windows are proposed to be powder coated high performance thermally 
broken aluminium double glazed units.   The main classroom windows are to 
be fixed pane with insulated side louvre providing natural ventilation.  

The windows are to be high performance double glazed units.   Whilst triple 
glazing is becoming more prevalent within the domestic market, the provision 
of large format triple glazed windows within the commercial buildings is more 
problematic. The increased material weight (heavier glass and increased 
size of aluminium extrusion) and labour costs means that triple glazing is not 
an economically viable option within buildings of this type.  In practise, most 
heat loss from windows is via draughts, rather than whether double or triple 
glazed.  In this case, efficiency has been improved by the provision of fixed 
glazing (significantly reducing air leakage) with ventilation provided via an 
insulated site louvre.
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Q3: Has there been provision made for rainwater capture for toilet flushing, etc.?

A. The scheme does not propose to reuse grey water for toilet flushing. The 
scheme does make provision for attenuation of all water run off to ensure 
that the risk of flooding within the surrounding area is not increased during 
the life of the building.  Whilst greywater reuse on the face of it appears an 
attractive option, in practice the very high maintenance costs negate the 
advantage (valves and seals require much more regular maintenance where 
grey water systems are installed).  Furthermore, greywater reuse works 
better within the buildings which are occupied consistently throughout the 
year.   Maintenance issues tend to be exacerbated where greywater is left 
standing within tanks and feed pipes during the school holidays.

Q4:  Japanese toilets? 

A: Auto washing Japanese toilets, due to their cost and risk of mechanical 
breakdown, would not be appropriate within the school environment.   

Q5:  At Paragraph 2.2 of the Officer Report, the Education Department assessed 
the need for a site of approximately 7 Ha but an area of 5.66 Ha is referred 
to throughout the report? 

A: The reference to 7 Ha emanates from the original search criteria set by 
GCC.  Members will appreciate that, until a site is subject to detailed design, 
the exact area of the site cannot be fully assessed and it is better to 
overestimate rather than underestimate.  The final application before the 
Committee includes the main school site at 5.66 hectares plus offset land 
comprising of an additional 2.59 hectares.   Perhaps the smaller school site 
does show that insufficient land was retained within the site to accommodate 
all of the school facilities and the required mitigation (although this was not a 
requirement at the point the application was submitted). The school site was 
at 5.66 Ha and can clearly accommodate all that is required in connection 
with the proposed school and thus it is entirely appropriate that the ‘land 
take’ is proportionate to the proposed development. 

Q6: In Paragraph 1.2 of the Officer Report it states that the County requested a 
formal Environmental Impact Assessment in March 2019. Where is this? If 
this is the case should not the EA be giving an opinion on it? 

A: That part of the Report does not read well.  The issue revolves around the 
need for an Environmental Impact Assessment.  The County Council 
received a request for a screening opinion in March 2019.  The application 
was screened and, after careful consideration following consultation with the 
statutory consultees, an Environmental Impact Assessment was not 
requested.  

Q7: The Green Belt is noted as possibly being restrictive on other sites. Please 
advise if this applies to this sort of development?
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A: The guidance really requires that other areas should be considered before 
the Green Belt is considered.  If an alternative site is available, then it should 
be used in preference to the Green Belt site.  An applicant would have to 
demonstrate that there were no alternative sites available, to progress a 
Green Belt site.  

 Q8: Can you confirm the condition on lighting of the all-weather sport area is 
10:00 PM except Saturday and Sunday where is 8:00 PM?

A: Yes, the times are confirmed and are set out in Condition 21 of the Report.

Q9: The EA states that the flood risk assessment potentially underestimates the 
extent of the flood plain at this location. Are their comments addressed in the 
report? 

A: The EA stated that this was a development they would not normally 
comment on.  There was no further response from the EA, despite 
consultation following the submission of additional information in October 
2019.The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) was satisfied with the proposal. 

Q10: On the footpath, it seems that the advice is just to stop it up post the grant of 
planning permission. Have improvements in the surrounding areas been 
properly considered?

A: The proposed stopping up needs to be considered as part of the highway 
mitigation scheme in totality.  The application, if approved, will facilitate 
improvement of pedestrian and cycle links on the wider highway network 
from Church Road through to Shurdington Road.   This will provide improved 
linkages between the Public Right of Way (PROW) networks in the area.  An 
enhancement to the existing retained PROW network will be considered by 
the Inspectorate as part of the stopping up process.  In summary, highway 
mitigation, including significant pedestrian and cycle infrastructure 
improvements proposed as part of this planning application, has been 
carefully considered based on the likely local catchment, through extensive 
consultation with the GCC Highway Development Management and from 
feedback from public engagement events.  GCC Highway Development 
Management in their consultation response dated 18th December 2019 
stated:

“10.4 in summary highways development management officers are satisfied 
from all the evidence which has been presented and rigorously scrutinised 
and are satisfied that no objection should be raised secure conditions”

Q11: Clarification was required for Paragraph 8.61 of the Report, as it seems to 
say a Section 106 would not be enforceable then says the advice is that a 
S106 is required? 
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A: Paragraph 8.61 was trying to convey that the implementation of the 
ecological safeguarding measures can be controlled by planning condition 
but the long term safeguarding of the site and the preservation for future 
development should be secured through Section 106 agreement.  The 
County Council could not enter into a S106 Agreement with itself. However it 
could be entered into with Cheltenham Borough Council who would then be 
the enforcing authority in respect of the 106 obligation.  

Q12: Please provide a plan of the intended alterations to the nearby lanes (Farm 
Lane and Kidnappers Lane) to cater for more vehicles, pedestrian and cycle 
traffic.

  
A: The slide presentation listed the road improvements but unfortunately the 

plan was too large to fit into the PowerPoint presentation.   

The Chairperson invited the registered speakers to address the Committee.  The 
facilitator recapped the order of the speakers for the benefit of the public watching 
via YouTube  

Mr Peter Frings (Objecting): 
“I live in Leckhampton and I lead the air pollution monitoring programme for 
Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council.  My concern is that the air pollution 
impact on additional traffic on Shurdington Road has not been properly assessed, 
despite the claim by the CPA that “the findings of the AQC report are valid”.  The 
key facts are the whole assessment exercise was not based on any actual data.  
The model was checked against only one actual data point for nitrogen dioxide.  
DEFRA say you shouldn't use the model if it gives results that are more than 25% 
out.  The AQC model was out, not just by a few percent the consultants had to 
apply “a correction factor of 6” to its results.   

So why did the CPA say the findings were valid because consultants used again “a 
DEFRA approved methodology”.  They omitted to take on board DEFRA’s caveats 
about not using this approach when the model gives estimates that are so far out.  
You don't have to be a statistician to know that a ‘sample of one’ reference check 
means your model is completely unreliable.  

But there is real DEFRA standard data available for air pollution on Shurdington 
Road and in Leckhampton collected by the Parish Council.   

For Nitrogen Dioxide the legal 40 microgram limit is exceeded in winter months at 
the Moorend Park Road/Shurdington Road junction.  It is therefore reckless to 
approve this planning application in the absence of radical proposals which strongly 
discourage private car use.   

So, the application must be refused until there is a holistic and countywide 
sustainable transport plan.  The lockdown has shown that there is massive public 
appetite for cycling and walking if traffic is reduced.  The government has just 
published its decarbonizing transport strategy which demands that local authorities 
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bring in ‘a new era for cycling and walking.   This is not just a simple task which can 
be done just in relation to Leckhampton and Shurdington Road is some changes to 
junction crossings 

 I urge you to reject this planning application until there is a countywide plan to 
decarbonize travel in the county bringing in a major shift away from travelling by car 
in favour of active transport active travel and public transport and by doing so 
protect school children and local resident’s health from dangerous levels of air 
pollution.  Thank you”.  

Mrs Vivienne Matthews (Objecting): 
“I also live in Leckhampton and I am strongly opposed to this plan to place the 900 
pupils on this particular site in Leckhampton.   In the short time that I have now I will 
not attempt to analyse statistics and figures but rather to apply hopefully some 
overall logic and common sense observations questioning much of the evidence to 
which I do not agree.  

My objection is based on the grounds of traffic density pollution loss of a local 
community the ecological impacts and ensuing loss of wildlife which would entail.  A 
school with tarmacadam areas, playing fields and floodlights will be a blot on the 
landscape which will scar the area irretrievably for generations to come.  

May I respectfully remind Councillors that three local parish councils have rejected 
this plan, as have the CPRE and many residents.  The judgement of these 
organisations is not to be taken lightly and I suggest their expertise and knowledge 
far outweigh the argument of many who say are they “I would like my children to go 
to a local school”.  To a point I can appreciate this view but am equally amazed that 
parents are unwilling to accept the unquestionable view of science and overlook the 
inherent dangers of pollution and the damage it may cause to Children's Health in 
years to come.  

We are told that traffic will not be a problem as this is being mitigated. I'm totally in 
disagreement with this.  The enormous explosion of traffic and queues which we 
presently see at peak times in the area could only be solved by very major road 
construction which is not envisaged at this time.   Should the scheme go ahead, the 
number of pupils at Bournside and the new school close by would collectively 
equate to 2600 children at peak times making their way to school.  1,700 from 
Bournside and 900 from the new school plus teachers, ancillary workers and 
delivery vehicles.  A school creates six times more traffic than housing.  

 In their application the planners state that 80% of children will walk or cycle to 
school, I doubt 80% of children will walk or cycle to school has ever been achieved 
anywhere.   I ask also what responsible parent would countenance their child 
cycling on any of the overcrowded feeder roads.  I am further sceptical that they 
would access via the adjacent fields on dark winter days.  

 Travelling by bus, I don’t think this is going to happen because it's so expensive, 
children over the age of 14 pay the full adult rate, so I doubt very many children 
don't usually come to school by bus.   The lanes development as a dropping off 
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point to vehicles and here is a highly ridiculous idea, hardly worthy of comment 
leading as it is so obviously would do to traffic chaos and mayhem. 

 At present we see traffic queues from the Moorend road traffic lights along the 
Shurdington Road and we have yet to see what effect 1800 houses at Brockworth 
will have.  

Church Road is also completely blocked very often in the mornings.   Pollution 
levels at both Moorend Park Road and close to Leckhampton primary school are 
dangerously high and will surely increase should the plans go ahead.  This in a 
town which has been ordered to cut its pollution levels and wear a County Council 
claims to pride itself on being carbon neutral.  We live in unprecedented times, 
many people have used these fields as it as a point of access away from the 
worries of the virus.  I entreat council this morning to vote with your conscience and 
do not allow this scheme to go ahead. Thank you”.   

Mr Gerry Potter (Objecting): 
“Good morning, I have lived in Leckhampton for many years and know it well.  

Statistical evidence does not support the need for a new 900 pupil, 6 forms of entry 
secondary school in Leckhampton.  Local parents complaining about not getting 
their children into either Balcarras or Bournside are not evidence of need but 
evidence of disappointment.  GCC evidence says any new secondary school 
should be built to the North or West of Cheltenham.  Additionally, what are GCC‘s 
plans for year 12 and 13 pupils 

Due to the conscious effort to refute where any additional secondary school need is 
actually located in Cheltenham, the planning application does not address the likely 
volume of traffic.  Traffic modelling underestimates the volume of vehicles that will 
be used to get pupils to the school.  The application assumes that 65% or so of 
pupils will walk or cycle this is a significant reduction from the original aspiration of 
over 90% but the revised figure is just as unlikely due to the majority of demand for 
the school coming from beyond the local area.  Traffic congestion on the A46 
Church Rd in Leckhampton Lane is already a problem at peak times and will be 
made worse by a school at this location.  The application confirms there are no 
plans for a bus service to the school.  

It's important that children can access any school safely and reasonably easily, but 
the lack of foot and cycle paths mean that even local pupils will have difficulty 
walking and cycling to school.  Comments on the GCC website show that even 
supporters of the school have great misgivings about the siting of this school.  Many 
of them have reservations about traffic volumes, the lack of pavements and cycle 
paths, pinch points, blind corners, poor lighting and the lack of adequate plans for 
pupils to commute safely.  

The County Highway Authority has said they have no objections subject to 
conditions.   However similar concerns about the Redrow development near this 
site have not been honoured, as several relevant planning conditions required by 
the highway’s authority had been breached.  Highway improvements due to be 
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implemented prior to 50 of the Redrow dwellings being occupied were not in place 
when this milestone of occupation was exceeded.  

All three local parish councils have strongly objected to this proposed school.   
Objections include traffic volumes, air pollution, the narrow and dangerous country 
lanes and landscape impact.  These councils know and understand the locate local 
area well and that their views who deserve meticulous consideration.  

The Planning Committee are not making a site visit due to the current lockdown, 
however, it seems that the officer has not made a site visit either, as for example 
they have said that at least twice in their report that the Redrow Development is 
complete.  A site visit will clearly demonstrate that the Redrow Development is far 
from complete, what else in the officer’s report is not accurate. 
 
This application should be postponed allowing for a site visit to take place, to obtain 
an understanding of the issues such as landscape, AONB, environmental impact, 
poor roads, and total lack of foot and cycle paths.  

The plans suggest that the nearby lanes estate could be used as overspill car 
parking and illustrates the known lack of parking capacity within the school grounds.  
When combined with the under estimated volume of vehicles travelling to the 
school and the potential need for parking or extracurricular school events that 
evening and weekends, the sanctioned use of the lanes for school parking reveals 
not only considerable underestimation 30 seconds Jerry okay a considerable 
underestimation of the extent to which the lanes will be used a parking but also a 
perturbing lack of concern or respect for local residents.  This is thoughtless 
proposal is just not acceptable.  

The existing local plan does not allow for a school in this location.  The revised draft 
CLP has not yet been adopted and this does not comply with the adopted joint core 
strategy at Leckhampton.   There is outstanding query with the Planning 
Inspectorate, first raised in January this year, after asking for an explanation for this 
discrepancy but to date they not addressed this question.  

 In summary, there are many objective and legitimate reasons why this application 
should not be approved including some I have not had time to cover such as a 
potential closure of public right away, emissions and air quality.  For the benefit of 
residents and pupils alike please reject this planning application.  Thanks”.

Councillor Stephen Cook – (Supporting):
“I'm an elected borough councillor for Leckhampton but speaking in a personal 
capacity.  I'm in favour of the application but with several provisos, which I'd be 
grateful if you could consider.

It is clear to me on the doorstep there's a great deal of support for the new school.  
Many Leckhampton parents now have difficulty getting their children to a good local 
school, falling between catchment areas.  Consequently, their children travel 
sometimes significant distances adding to the daily traffic problem.  
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The support for the new school is not just from parents or grandparents.   It is also 
from those who do not directly benefit but believe that young families should have 
the same opportunities that they had with their own children many years ago.  

The main risk of this application relates as you heard to the traffic consequences.  

Everyone in Leckhampton, whether for or against the school recognises that there's 
already a severe traffic problem locally, particularly affecting the A46 Shurdington 
Road and Church Road.  These roads are often gridlocked in the rush hour, 
causing tailbacks, environmental degradation and results and economic losses.  

So, for this otherwise welcome proposal to go ahead actions needed not just to 
mitigate the traffic consequences, but to actually improve them as the County 
Council is the overarching authority for both education and highways, this should be 
achievable.  

The current COVID-19 pandemic illustrates why personal fitness, avoiding obesity 
and improving public health are so very important.  During lockdown many more 
have been out active walking cycling and enjoying cleaner air.  

This application represents an opportunity to retain these benefits the main menu 
school a catalyst, Leckhampton an exemplar for sustainable local and active 
transport.  For this to be successful, pupils need walking and cycling facilities as a 
practical, safe and desirable for all ages to use.  The sustainable network created 
within benefit the whole community long term.  

The traffic mitigation proposed in the application is very welcome but needs to go 
further.  More could be done as described in the parish council planning submission 
last October, particularly in annex B detailing The Walking or cycling considerations 
and alluded to in your papers from pages 59 to 62.  I welcome the slide in the 
officer’s report showing the proposed upgrade for footpath13 across Lotts Meadow 
which the landowners hopefully will be prepared to negotiate but preferably we 
should retain if not divert the historic public right away.  Footpath 9 across the 
school site which is been in much use during the recent lockdown and would 
anyway be beside an all-weather fenced off pitch.  

 It’s not yet known with any certainty where the pupils for the school will come from 
and depending on this the travel impact what other mitigation measures might be 
required.  

Therefore, if minded to approve this application please will the committee make it 
conditional that the transport mitigation proposals are formally re-examined within a 
year of the school reaching 80% capacity?  To see if they are sufficient, any 
necessary changes or additions should then be funded from the GCC budget.  

With these provisos, I strongly support this application for what should be, given its 
sponsors are a high quality local school for the local children and an asset to the 
community”.  
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Anna O'Connor, also spoke on behalf of Sara Reader, who was also present 
at the virtual meeting.  (Supporting): 
“Good morning everyone, I’m speaking today in support of the new planned new 
secondary school in Leckhampton.  I am speaking on behalf of the parent 
population in the Leckhampton and Warden Hill Parish, specifically, the 281 Year 5 
parents who are members of my online communication and engagement group for 
the planned school.  
 
Everyone here is aware of the need for a new secondary school in South 
Cheltenham and the statistics are well documented.   I would therefore like to focus 
on the experiences of parents and implications of the selective local places has had 
on our community in the last decade is also which will continue should this new 
school not be built.  

The Leckhampton triangle is a well-known issue with regards to catchment areas 
for Bournside and Balcarras our existing South Cheltenham secondary schools.  
Pupils living in this area are those most likely not to receive a place at a local 
school.  Leckhampton has suffered from this problem for well over a decade and as 
a result the community continues to be ripped apart yearly as families find 
themselves commuting their children to the North of the town or having to move to 
Charlton Kings or elsewhere.  This is detrimental to our community and I believe we 
are all disadvantage as a result.  This problem has become progressively worse in 
recent years as pupil numbers have continued to increase in the South 
Cheltenham.  

Since January 2016, there has been a campaign running involving councillor Klara 
Sudbury and local Leckhampton parents in response to consecutive years where 
an exceptionally large number of families were not allocated a place for their child 
at either Bournside or Balcarras.  Whenever this happens the impact is huge both 
on the families themselves but also on all of us the community.  

Families must make alternative arrangements to get their child to and from a school 
in North Cheltenham normally via car.  This incurs both a time and financial cost.  
This also impacts all of us in the community because it increases traffic and 
therefore pollution.  

None of us as parents and residents want this.  It is in all our interests to want local 
children to go to look a local school where they can walk or cycle with their friends.  
This campaign has contributed to getting us to this point, where funding has been 
agreed, a site located, and plans developed.  

We know now that if a new school does not open in 2021 there is no way for our 
children to go.  There will be in excess of 120 local Leckhampton and Warden Hill 
children who may not get a place at any of the four Cheltenham secondary schools, 
let alone the schools in the South of the town because of a predicted shortfall in 
places. This is simply not acceptable and is of great concern at present to Year 5 
parents in my group.  
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A new school should have built ready to open in 2019 but has been delayed again 
and again causing huge anxiety for parents each year as they have waited to find 
out where temporary expansions will be and if their child will get into a local school.   
Pittville, Balcarras and Bournside have all continued to expand either temporarily or 
permanently in recent years to accommodate the continuing upward trends in pupil 
numbers.  This is not a sustainable plan as an option has now been exhausted.  
There is nowhere left for GCC to go strategically other than to build this new school.  

As a community we cannot fail to see how our parish is developing and changing.   
Leckhampton primary school is halfway through a 50% expansion which will 
increase the number of pupils from 420 to 630.  This will provide a large percentage 
of the pupils for the new school in the future.   In addition, it is inevitable that 
Warden Hill will also eventually expand to meet the increasing upward trend, also 
lending weight to the strategic long term plan to meet the needs of secondary 
school age children in our parish.   We also have a new housing estate Redrow and 
more houses planned.  

 Change is happening and it is up to all of us as a community to work together to 
ensure we all benefit positively.   We are however extremely sympathetic to those 
residents concerned about losing a much loved green space.   We do share 
concerns regarding location and would have preferred the original site however it is 
late in the day and the need is pressing.  This is our green space too and we would 
much prefer a school to houses.  Let us also not forget that the lanes area was 
once green fields and is now housing development  The same applies to the 
Redrow estate.   Part of the problem we do face however, is a dysfunctional system 
whereby developers are allowed to build housing estates without the necessary 
facilities to support them.  It is now time for GCC directs find this issue and give us 
a school we need.  

 We believe there are many positives and opportunities.   We want therefore to 
reassure our neighbours and the wider community that we are committed as a 
parent group to ensuring where possible, our children by bike or walk to school.  
Our children's generation is environmentally aware and extremely knowledgeable 
and proactive about the issues of congestion and pollution.  A recent survey at 
Leckhampton primary school confirmed that 86% of children walked to and from 
school.  We aim for the new secondary school as part of the group I've organised to 
be well above 90%, but that does rely on the roads is made safer.  

 We urge GCC to ensure that serious mitigation such as comprehensive cycling and 
walking infrastructure for this community school is properly planned and funded. 

 As a parent body we are extremely pleased to see the plans have been altered to 
ensure the school is carbon neutral.   Clearly, we are concerned about the 
additional delay which now means there is disruptive start to our children secondary 
school education in 2021 should the school be approved.  However, we accept the 
long term benefits of the new school out outweigh this issue.  

 Finally, I want to make the point that our state schools are unique.   They provide 
the opportunity for our children to be educated in their local community and 
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environment.   This provides huge benefits to everybody.  A Community School 
provides facilities for use by all, it encourages our children to respect their 
surroundings and helps create a civic minded generation.  

There is a huge opportunity for the community to forge close relationships with the 
new school.  For example, with Leckhampton primary, local businesses, charities 
such as Sue Ryder, the parish council and so on.  Schools, parents and the 
community can work together to promote the health, well-being and learning of all 
students and to enhance the community.

 As parents we are looking forward to the opportunities this new school presents.   
We believe overall this will be of huge benefit to the community if it is approved, we 
look forward to positively working with all key stakeholders and residents to ensure 
the best possible result for all.  Thank you”.  

 Dominic Burke, Head teacher of Balcarras School (supporting): 
“Balcarras is a Co-educational state comprehensive school with 1380 pupils.   We 
operate on the eastern edge of Cheltenham and generally speaking our children 
live within about a mile of the school.  In June 2018 we were appointed by 
Gloucestershire County Council and the regional school’s commissioner to be the 
sponsor for Cheltenham’s new school.

 We had to sometime argue the case that Cheltenham needed extra secondary 
school capacity and we welcomed the findings of the local authority's consultation.  
There’s been considerable pressure on places for some time and in our view, this 
will become unsustainable without provision of extra places in the system.  

Balcarras is a comprehensive school and we are proud to be so.   Our educational 
philosophy is simple we believe all children deserve a first rate start in life 
regardless of background or prior attainment.  We believe that going to school 
should be a golden time in a young person's life and we actively seek to make 
education enjoyable and rewarding.  If you get the culture right then great things 
can happen, for three consecutive years Balcarras has been named by The Sunday 
Times as the highest performing comprehensive school in the South West.   Under 
our sponsorship the new school will have exactly the same philosophy and scale of 
ambition.  

 One of the greatest assets any community can have is outstanding schools.  
Cheltenham is very fortunate to have such strong and well respected state schools.  
We believe that Balcarras is a huge asset to Charlton Kings and we want to ensure 
that the new school is a similarly prized asset to its local community.   our bid to 
sponsor the school had the subtitle a” flagship school at the heart of its community” 
and that is really what we are setting out to achieve.  

Being part of the design process for the new school has been an exciting and 
rewarding experience.  At every stage expert educator have been able to shape 
and hone the schools building, so that I can say with confidence that when the 
school opens it will have exceptional facilities.  No stone has been left unturned, 
we’ve been involved in designing and planning every detail. 
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 These outstanding facilities mean that the children will have the best possible 
environment in which to learn and rather like Balcarras, the school will have the 
wonderful backdrop of the Cotswold escarpment, it will truly be a lovely place to go 
to school.   from the outset we will make a commitment to the local community that 
we will do everything we can to minimise the school’s impact whilst also ensuring 
that the school plays a wider role in that community.  

 I'm delighted that the building will have such impeccable green credentials.   
Balcarras is a green flag school and we continue to do everything we can to limit 
the schools carbon footprint.  One of the best ways we can do this is to ensure that 
the system provides capacity at the point of need or as Gloucestershire County 
Council would say local schools for local children.  Balcarras is essentially a village 
school.   We serve the community of Charlton Kings, so that the vast majority of our 
children walk or cycle to school.  It seems to us that this is the most sustainable 
way for education to fit properly into a full range of policy measures that will be 
needed as we tackle climate change.  

The new school will be the most significant development in the town for some time.  
It represents a significant investment on behalf of Gloucestershire County council. 
Balcarras is proud to have been chosen to offer its experience and expertise to 
develop a school that will be the pride of its local community.   There’s a strong 
team of senior staff and governors involved in the development process and 
together we support this proposal wholeheartedly.  Thanks”

Ro Baillie (Supporting): 
“I am a Leckhampton resident and have lived here for 25 years.   My children are 
grown up and my granddaughters and their parents live near London, so I don't 
have local family who will attend this proposed new school.   However, I’m very 
much in favour of a new secondary school being built so that local families can 
send their children to school that is near to their homes.   This will enable them to 
walk or cycle to school rather than being taken by car and adding to the traffic 
congestion and pollution.  

I believe the site is a correct one as the council already owns the land this saves a 
large sum of money which can be put towards building an environmentally friendly 
school and enabling the building of the required road cycle and footpath 
infrastructure to properly mitigate any traffic consequences. 

 I feel we must look to the future regarding the school.   With the recent Redrow 
development and further housing plan to Leckhampton there will inevitably be a 
large increase in the number of children needing secondary school education.  A 
school that they can walk or cycle to is imperative.   If possible, footpath LF13 
across Lotts Meadow from kidnappers Lane to barrow's field should be improved 
for safe all year round use, as originally suggested by GCC and early planning 
documents. I believe letters were exchanged between the owners of the Vestry 
Homes and the parish council indicate this might be negotiable, and if so, should be 
funded by GCC.  
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 GCC should not be tempted to rely on traffic mitigation measures suggested as 
part of future housing projects.  Given the current economic uncertainty these may 
never happen or be executed in a different way from originally planned.  Therefore, 
GCC should be prepared to revisit the traffic and congestion problem when the 
school is fully functioning at a time of year that is representative and review what if 
any additional measures are required to mitigate the traffic, walking and cycling 
issues.  These might include additional crossings over the A46 for children come 
into the school from the warden Hill area or other strategic interventions such as a 
park and ride for South West Cheltenham.  

Yes, traffic may increase in the morning when some of the staff and children drive 
or are driven to school, but this will only be for short period of time.  As schools 
finished well before the end of the working day it should not be a further problem in 
the evening rush hour.  There must be sufficient space on site for staff to park their 
cars and for sports events.  
Parents ‘driving and dropping’ their children should not be allowed to cause 
nuisance or threaten safety on the neighbouring roads.  

 I know a number of parents are really concerned about secondary school situation 
especially those in the area which eliminates them from choosing Balcarras or 
Bournside.   With this in mind I sincerely hope that the plans for building the new 
secondary school will be accepted subject to the above points I've just raised.  
Thank you”

 Claire MEDLAND, GCC (Applicant): 
“The County Council has a statutory duty to ensure that sufficient school places are 
available when it's within its area for every child of school age.   It is a 
commissioner of places rather than being a direct provider, working in partnership 
with providers and stakeholders to meet current and future demand across the 
County.   Since 2007 there's been an increase in birth rates which has resulted in 
sustained growth in demand for school places.   This coupled with additional yield 
from strategic and non-strategic housing developments has resulted in significant 
increase in demand for primary school places year on year in Cheltenham.  

 This council has expanded a range of primary schools to meet this demand and 
the population growth is now moving into the secondary schools. Work has 
progressed with secondary schools to provide additional capacity as pupils move 
into the secondary phase of their education.   following a review in 2016 it was 
identified that there will be a shortfall of at least 100 time to Year 7 places by 2021 
increasing to 180 Year 7 places by 2026.   Following extensive consultation in 2017 
this council confirmed the need for a new secondary school in Cheltenham and 
agreed a budget to deliver the new school.  Alternative sites within the target area 
were subject to sequential testing, this culminated in this council taking the decision 
to promote the new school on land at kidnappers Lane, which is owned by the 
council.   This decision was welcomed by parents within the community of 
Leckhampton and Warden Hill.  

The total capital costs at the new school we met from school’s capital grant and 
County borrowing approved by the council.  Previously where local authority 
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identifies a need for a new school in its area it must seek proposals to establish a 
free school.   All free school proposals require the Secretary of State's approval.  

 The council held a competition invited bids to run the new school and following an 
interview process and approval by the Secretary of State, Balcarras Academy trust 
was appointed in June 2018.   In February 2019 Kier construction and AHR 
architects were appointed with the project team to deliver a state of the art new 900 
place secondary school.  Two public engagement events were held in June 2019 to 
present initial designs and to listen to the views of the community.   Both events 
were well attended by local residents and perspective parents and pupils.   The 
application before you have responded to and being informed by public comments 
made at those consultation events.  

 in light of the specific concerns raised about traffic and pollution in the area, the 
design team have worked closely with your planning and highways officers to 
ensure appropriate mitigation has been put in place to make the appropriate 
proposal acceptable in planning terms.  Cotswold transport planning was 
commissioned to undertake traffic assessments and will continue to work with GCC 
highways on this programme proposal.   In addition, they will work with Balcarras 
Academy Trust on the new school’s travel plan.  

There is currently a footpath running through the middle of the site.  It is our wish on 
the grounds of child safeguarding and security, to permanently stop up that public 
right of way.  The stopping up application is subject to a separate submission which 
has been determined by the Secretary of State.   Following a detailed design 
process including independent design review panel commentary of planning 
application was submitted in August 2019. The planning portal now indicates over 
160 people support the proposal and 59 objections.  

 In September 2019 the council declared a climate emergency in order to reduce 
our carbon emissions by 80% by the year 2030.  Following this declaration, the 
design team revisited the design to ensure the building will meet the aims and 
objectives set out by this council.  The planning application before you will achieve 
substantial betterment above current building regulations.  Indeed, the project team 
have been tasked with making further improvements post planning approval to seek 
to enhance carbon reduction.  

 climate change also impacts upon ecology thus again post application submission 
this council has sought ecology enhancements two in recognition of the draft 
environmental bill together with draft ecology enhancement matrix published by 
DEFRA.  

 As a consequence, significant work has been undertaken in conjunction with the 
County Council Ecologist.  In addition to the measure on site, GCC will be 
enhancing additional off setting land by planting hedgerows that will be living walls, 
with Ivy and honeysuckle for the wildlife.  
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Furthermore, transporting children outside of their local area would be considered 
an unreasonable admissions policy practise by independent appeals panels and 
the local government ombudsman.  

 This is a major project supporting the council's commitment to £100 million 
investment in schools across the County and I look forward to your support for the 
application. Thank you” 

Councillor Adrian Mears (Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council):
“Good morning the Parish Council has long supported the new school in principle.  
Our concerns are about the shortage of places and we worried about that for many 
years.  Our concerns over what is actually being proposed and that's explained in 
section 6.3 in your pack, I want this morning to focus on three major issues the 
value plan escape the traffic congestion and the size of the school.  

 In April 2016 Secretary of State identified the Leckhampton fields as valued 
landscape and thereby requiring protection under the NPPF.  The valued landscape 
is explicitly based on two factors:  the increasing value of the landscape quality of 
the fields and their importance to the view from Leckhampton Hill.   Both factors 
matter in the context of the new school.  The landscape was the reason that in 2016 
Inspector Ord examining the joint core strategy refused to allow housing on GCCs 
land and also refused a school in that area.  The valued landscape also the 
grounds on which a planning application by Robert Hitchin’s for 45 houses was 
refused at appeal in 2018.  

So given up the valued landscape is such a major constraint, you might imagine 
that the requirements are protected by landscape would be prominent in the 
application.  However, in your pack there is no mention of the valued landscape 
except any evidence from the parish council.  This seems a remarkable emission. 
CBCs consultant for landscape in 2019 advised CBC the proposed school would 
affect the landscape so much that it is no longer credible for CBC to fight a second 
appeal by Robert Hitchin’s to build 25 houses and CBC abandoned it case at the 
hearings stage.  To be acceptable the application therefore needs to place rigorous 
emphasis on guaranteeing the protection of the valued landscape on preserving the 
semi-rural character of the area, on screening the school sufficiently from view from 
both Leckhampton Hill and from the surrounding area and on minimising the 
damage to wildlife.  We don't think this has really had sufficiently vigorous attention 
in what’s been done so far.  

 In 2016, the secretary of state strongly criticised the County Council for its 
complacency over the morning traffic congestion on the A46, congestion at the 
school would make a lot worse.  The economy and prosperity of Cheltenham’s 
surrounding areas requires that people are able to commute to work reasonably 
easily and in the view of secretary of state in 2016 that requirement is paramount.  
IT is not just people commuting from long distances who are affected by the A46 
traffic queue but also those were close to areas including Shurdington at 
Brockworth.  
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The parish council has done a great deal of work in its submissions on the school to 
survey and analyse the traffic issues and projections.   We have proposed routes by 
which its pupils could   cycle and walk to the school and suggested ways to mitigate 
the congestion including by improving the throughput of the A46 junction with 
Moorend Park Road, that is the origin of the A46 traffic queue.  However, the 
application before you rely instead on the optimistic hope that the vast majority 
pupils would travel to the school by foot cycle or public transport, far more than 
national norm.  Realistically this can only be achieved if the school’s catchment is 
strictly limited to its immediate vicinity and to those areas directly served by No: 10 
bus routes.  

That is the aspiration which is stated in the application.   But it requires taking many 
people from Bournside school and it seems very likely that in  practice the new 
school because of its size we need to take pupils from further away and many more 
would then come by car so despite GCC optimism the  large new school is very 
lightly to tip the traffic system, into the severe cumulative congestion that secretary 
of  state condemned in 2016,  especially with the extra morning traffic added to by 
the new developments of 1500 new homes at Brockworth,  200 planned  at 
Shurdington and around 700 on the Leckhampton Fields.  As you heard by Anna 
O’Connor many families are worried by the current uncertainty over school places 
and we need to move   forward faster.  The application does need to be called in for 
independent review, because of the controversy and its conflict with the recent 
findings of planning inspectors and with the Cheltenham plan for the new school 
was included only if the traffic issues to be satisfactory result resolved.  

The Parish Council also recommends that the County Council should consider 
making the new school smaller, in view of the need to keeps its catchment very 
local and also to reduce its impact on the valued landscape. Thank you” 

District Councillor Martin Horwood: 
 “I'm objecting to this application before us not to the principle of secondary school.  
In my written submission I do explain how a popular new school so close to 
Bournside might still leave the notorious ‘Leckhampton triangle’ with some families 
over a mile from all local schools and still unsure of admission to any of them.  

The few brief paragraphs of educational rationale in your papers don't reassure me 
but my objection is mainly about environmental impact, landscape impact and 
inappropriate design.  

 I also commend the very detailed professionally supported parish council 
objections on grounds of air quality and traffic.  This application could be refused on 
biodiversity grounds alone because in the words of the council's own Principal 
Ecologist Gary Kennison in his report.  

Also, in your papers is ecologist Elizabeth Pimley’s even more detailed report for 
the applicants which anticipates a shocking net loss of habitat units down to minus 
57% and that’s with mitigation measures.  Without them the habitat loss would be 
nearly total at minus 95%.  
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 In biodiversity terms this application is disastrous, especially for a council that 
promised to protect biodiversity in a full council motion only last June.  Today's the 
day you can act on that motion.  

The report detailed a complete loss of at least nine trees and effects on 30 more, 
the complete loss of 1 hedgerow and significant damage to others.   The catalogue 
rich biodiversity on the site, protected bats and dormice, deer, common toad, bank 
vole and serval mouse species, meadow Brown butterflies and habitat suitable for 
amphibians, Badgers and hedgehogs along with at least 11 bird species and 10 bat 
species all protected from deliberate disturbance in law.  

Light will be a particular problem for bats and the detailed light spillage map shows 
floodlighting spilling into the important Brook and hedgerow habitats.  The 
applicants claim there is little or no bat activity in winter when floodlighting is 
needed but that's don't vanish in winter and disturbing hibernation is very harmful 
causing them to wake and starve.  

According to reports, this habitat loss is so severe that it means development can't 
fully proceed without further Natural England licences being granted which surely 
impacts on the deliverability of this whole scheme.  

A raft of mitigation measures is suggested to limit biodiversity loss to minus 57%, if 
you accept that and grant consent, do please make sure the acceptance of all 
these mitigation measures is a strict planning condition.  

Turning to landscape sensitivity, this is something highlighted by successive 
planning inspectors reports over decades agreeing to protection for this area 
special historical, landscape and amenity value and attractive pastoral character, 
linked strongly into the landscape of the AONB.  

In 2012 the JCS landscape report considered the area a valuable landscape 
resource with a good Brookline and associated tree cover and gave parts of this 
application site the highest category of landscape and visual sensitivity, so much so 
that the inspector took it out of the JCS as a strategic site and ruled out a school on 
this site.  

 The CBC submission you have highlights Cheltenham policy MD5 which requires 
development near to respect the visual sensitivity and landscape character of the 
site as part of the setting of the AONB.  

The national NPPF also lays on you a specific duty to protect valued landscapes 
permitting damage to this valued landscape.  Permitting it would set a terrible 
precedent for planning decisions in any division in the County.  

In relation to the AONB statutory Cotswold AONB  management plan policy E1 
says proposals that are likely to impact on the landscape of the Cotswold AONB 
should have regard to the scenic quality of the location and its setting and ensure 
that views, including those into and out of the AONB are conserved and enhanced.  
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The JCS also cites key views from within the AONB and again the NPPF requires 
you to ensure that development is sympathetic to the surrounding landscape 
setting.  

This application site is prominent front and centre in iconic AONB views from 
Leckhampton Hill including the devil's chimney.  The large office block design I'm 
afraid would stand out like a sore thumb in contrast to more imaginative 
developments like Gloucester services on the M5 which blends into the landscape.  

So, because of the huge biodiversity losses negative ecological impact, particularly 
light spill and inappropriate urban style design in this highly sensitive rural location 
prominent from the AONB, as well as traffic concerns and inadequate educational 
rationale.   I urge you to reject this application as contrary to national and local 
policy”.  

County Councillor Iain Dobie: 
“There's no secret that I've been generally in favour of the new community 
secondary school in Leckhampton right from the start.  For years now I've heard 
from parents in the east of my constituency towards Old Bath Road, how they had 
fallen between the catchment areas of Balcarras and Bournside and so have been 
unable to get their children into a local secondary of their choice.  

 During my two stints as a governor at Leckhampton Primary I've also heard the 
same sad story.  So, I believe we need a local secondary to fully serve the 
community I represent.  

Let me be clear by a Community School I mean one which pupil can safely walk 
and cycle to:   which brings me to my main concern about the proposed new school 
in Leckhampton, a concern which I know is shared by both our opponents’ 
proponents of the new school.  

 Because Leckhampton residents wouldn't need to use their cars to drive their 
children to the local Community School, rather than to current more distant 
alternatives, the general increase in traffic around the Leckhampton may be 
minimised.   However, there will be some increase in the immediate kidnappers 
Lane area because a number of teachers and other staff who will drive in, as 
realistically will some parents.  

 Extra cars on the road around the new school that will increase the risk to children 
walking and cycling to school, and if parents see the risk to their children is too 
high, they will be tempted to drive their own children to the school, even though it is 
so close.   This is a vicious circle.  

 So, to prevent this a substantial slice of the £30m, which GCC has set aside to 
create this has to be spent on making kidnappers Lane, Shurdington Road and 
other approaches is much safer walking and cycling.  This mitigation must be 
comprehensive and funding to complete it must be ring fenced.  
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 I also recommend that should this application be approved a proviso be added that 
the adequacy of mitigating cycling and walking infrastructure should be reassessed 
and suitable land enhanced as appropriate perhaps using S106 funding from local 
housing development.  

 As County Councillor for Leckhampton I have argued this case for the 
enhancement of infrastructure to encourage sustainable transport tirelessly with 
Shire Hall and have received assurances.   However, I am now appealing to this 
planning committee to absolutely ensure adequate mitigations to promote safe 
walking and cycling are 100% guaranteed and future proofed.  

My second concern about traffic is that rest of this new school will have a major 
effect on traffic flow along the Shurdington Rd A46.   Again, significant GCC 
highways action will be needed to mitigate this risk.  Unfortunately to serve the local 
people in Leckhampton this school must be built on a much loved green space.  I 
grew up a stone's throw away and walked these fields as a boy.  I know their value 
to the community, and we must do everything possible to minimise the impact of the 
build on the lanes, the hedgerows, and the very air of this precious corner of 
Gloucestershire.  

Finally, I recognise and respect that there are differing views in Leckhampton about 
this proposed new school.  Reflecting this, even the parish council of which I am a 
member, was divided when it came to a vote.  Today you've heard a strong case 
made by parents in favour and other powerfully felt words from opponents.  

 Nevertheless, provided the above mitigations are locked into the project, I continue 
to stand by my original opinion that this use school should be built for the benefit of 
the Leckhampton community”. 

Public speakers were invited to remain in the virtual meeting if they wished to do so 
but were advised that they could no longer participate in the meeting.  

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentations.  

For the purposes of the clarity, the facilitator asked each member individually if they 
had any questions for Officers at this stage. 
 
Councillor Brown felt the presentation has been comprehensive and thanked the 
Officer for the detailed report.  He advised the Committee that he had looked 
through the planning portal, which highlighted lots of comments from objectors and 
supporters.  

Councillor Cordwell referred to the parking drop off loop and asked if this would give 
any noticeable relief to Farm Lane and the neighbouring Redrow estate, when 
parents were dropping off their children in the morning and also collecting in the 
evening.  He also questioned the potential for a large number of vehicle crossing 
movements, when vehicles return in the direction of which they approached the 
school.  
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Michael Sendall, HDM explained that the loop was intended to provide a facility 
where parents drive into the site, drop their children off and then drive out again.  
This was a one-way system that not very many schools had. Many schools won't 
allow any parents to come onto the school site.  In this instance, the loop would 
provide that facility and there would be some parking spaces for those who want to 
park and wait in the afternoon/evening for their children.  

Mr Sendall continued to clarify some of the misconceptions that had occurred with 
respect to The Lanes and other nearby estates.   A survey was undertaken by 
Cotswold Transport Planning which was not intended to show where people could 
park. Its purpose was to show where there was spare capacity on the roads and 
spaces available.   It was never intended that those would be the parking spaces for 
the school, as there was adequate provision made within the school grounds.  With 
regards to the loop, there would be parking restrictions to prevent parents and 
teachers from parking along parts of Farm Lane during school hours.  

Councillor Cordwell added that he had not identified a planning condition requiring 
the works to be carried out on the public highway.  Mr Sendall explained there was 
not a specific condition in respect of implementation of the proposed highways 
works, but recommended Condition 2 on Page 133 of the Officer Report stated that 
the development would be carried out in accordance of the submitted application, 
its accompanying documentation and the approved drawings.  

Mr Sendall advised the Committee that Condition 12 had been revised to say no 
buildings (or part of a building where a phased handover is required) shall be first 
brought into use until the vehicular parking turning and loading and unloading 
facilities and external highway improvement which lead into the site had been 
provided in accordance with the approved plans. Those facilities shall be 
maintained and made available for those purposes at all times thereafter (insofar as 
the vehicle parking turning loading unloading facilities are required to serve the 
occupied part of the building).  

The Committee was informed that external improvements were all shown within the 
Transport Assessment plans.  In terms of improvements around the surrounding 
areas for footway and carriageway widening, in some places those were included 
within the plans and could be referred to at SK 02, 04,05,06,07, 08, 09 and SK 03, 
07 and Appendix D of the Transport Assessment.  

Councillor Cordwell asked a second question in relation to the footway and its 
safety for pupils walking and cycling to and from school.   Councillor Cordwell 
stated it would not be possible to know all this information until the school had been 
open for some time.  He wondered whether the predicted model between car, bus, 
cycling and walking was accurate and asked what could be done if it proves not to 
be so.   

It was explained that the Travel Assessment (TA) also included improvements and 
that a Walking, Cycling, Horse Riding Assessment and Review (WCHAR) had also 
been undertaken. In addition, a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit had been undertaken to 
answer questions during the public submissions.  Mr Sendall advised the 
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Committee that further Road Safety Audits would be carried out at Stages 2, 3 and 
4 during construction and post opening so that any difficulties that were 
encountered would be looked at and put right in any safety audit.  In addition, the 
school Travel Plan would identify if there were any areas that required 
improvement.  

Councillor Cordwell informed the Committee that he had looked at the footpaths 
using Google street view.  Mr Sendall explained that improvements had been made 
to those areas to enable a footpath to be installed and there would be priority for 
oncoming traffic in the scheme on that southern end.  

Councillor Hale remarked that he was initially unhappy about determining this 
application without actually going on a site visit, but the detailed Officer presentation 
had made up for that.  He referred to climate change and the Environment Agency 
stating the majority this site was in Flood Zones 1 and 3 and no development 
should occur within five metres.   

The Principal Planning Officer replied that the only area in the flood plain was the 
area immediately north of the site where the pupil pedestrian walkways were 
located and none of the built development, with exception of car parks, was within 
the flood plain.  Regarding the water attenuation and what had been designed, she 
confirmed that there was a recommended condition covering this.  

Peter Siret, Flood Risk Management Officer, had assessed the surface water 
management plan for the site.   He confirmed the highest area at risk of flooding 
was in the North East of this site, where Hatherley Brook crossed underneath 
Kidnappers Lane.  He explained that no development was proposed in that area of 
the site and all along the Hatherley brook there was a five metre easement from the 
brook.  In terms of climate change, the drainage had been designed to incorporate 
a predicted increase in the intensity of rainfall as a result of climate change and this 
met the Environment Agency’s latest guidelines and was covered in the drainage 
strategy.  

 Councillor Hirst asked two questions regarding the astro-turf facilities at the site 
and in particular the floodlighting and unwanted light pollution affecting people living 
near the site and the natural habitat.   The Officer explained that floodlighting was 
addressed in the report in two ways - through ecology and through the impact upon 
local residents.  

Members were advised that Condition 21 referred to floodlighting and stipulated 
that all lighting in the school should be turned off by 10:00pm, so it should not 
impose too much on local residents.  There were special restrictions relating to the 
astro-turf pitch to accommodate bats. This was to ensure that the lighting did not 
happen at the time when the bats were flying.   The Officer confirmed Condition 21 
stated that all school lights should be turned off between 10:00pm and 6:00am in 
the week and by 8:00pm on the weekend.  Condition 27 (Page 142 of the Officer 
Report) gave specific times of the year when the lighting was restricted, and slightly 
different times applied to the actual the floodlighting of the astro-turf pitch between 
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April and October and November to March.  This was to ensure there were quite 
strict controls over when the site could be lit.  

Councillor Hirst asked a second question relating to Church Road and if there was 
any increasing capacity in space needed to take account of the increased traffic 
flow and the capacity on that road.  

Brian Walker, Senior Transport Consultant advised the Committee that Highways 
had looked at Shurdington Road and Church Road.  He reported there were 
proposals to improve the A46 junction with Moorend Park Road as part of the 
Redrow scheme, which was currently being built and was taken into account in the 
modelling to improve the traffic throughput there.   In terms of Church Road, 
Officers explained that the distribution they were estimating was probably going to 
be no more than 20 additional vehicles using Church Road, so it was less than a 
5% increase.   There were no direct improvements proposed other than the walking 
and cycling improvements.   

Councillor Hirst wondered when Redrow development would be brought forward.  
Mr Sendall explained that Moorend Park Road was part of the Redrow development 
and there were restrictions on their development, which would likely be triggered 
before the school was opened.   It was noted that Redrow was funding the housing 
development and not GCC.  GCC would fund the toucan crossing. Improving the 
other remaining crossing up to the junction of Kidnappers Lane/A46 signals would 
manage the traffic and be helped by a gap creation scheme that will be caused by 
children or anybody using the toucan crossing to get across the Shurdington Road.  

Mr Walker referred to the Redrow development scheme at Moorend Park Road and 
the signal junction condition of their scheme it which was required on completion of 
the 200th house.  It was noted that, of the 377 dwellings on the Redrow site, they 
were probably approaching the 200 dwelling mark, Officers assumed those 
improvements to Moorend Park Road would be happening very soon.  It was noted 
that there was an additional toucan crossing proposed as part of the school 
development, which would be installed on the A46 side of the Woodlands Road 
junction, as there would be a high number of children crossing the road.  Officers 
predicted those signals would be called on a very frequent basis between 8:10am – 
8:30am.   

Councillor Morgan referred to Ecology and whether any development of the site 
would be precluded until protected species licences could be obtained or 
confirmation that licences were not required from the EA  

The County Ecologist explained that protected species licences were required from 
Natural England and not the Environment Agency.   He explained protected species 
licences could not be granted until a development had been awarded planning 
permission.  As it wasn’t possible to consider whether a licence was needed and 
could be granted until Natural England had the full details of an approved 
development.  Mr Kennison thought it was quite likely that a licence was needed 
and that it would probably be granted, possibly with further requirements, for the 
works.  
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Councillor Morgan referred to mitigation of the site and off-setting.  The County’s 
Ecologist explained that mitigation was proposed by the developer on site, which 
involved how they would go about the works.  There was also planting mitigation on 
the site which had changed quite a bit in from that depicted by the artist's 
impression pictures which were showed earlier in the meeting.    The additional 
planting on off-setting land would be covered by a Section 106 agreement and the 
planning application conditions.   Therefore, mitigation would be covered by the 
planning consent and by planning obligations.  

Councillor Parsons wished to know if there were any badger setts or activity on the 
land.  The County Ecologist confirmed there were no setts on the land but there had 
been some earlier activity in terms of digging for food in the middle of the site.  The 
mitigation package would include checking for the presence of badger setts.  He 
explained that the presence of badgers was a material consideration, but they did 
not preclude development.   Members were informed if a sett had to be destroyed, 
and this was not the case here, a licence would need to be granted by Natural 
England.   It was noted there were some precautionary measures that would be put 
in place to ensure badgers were not harmed.  

Councillor Parsons referred to the various representations made and noted in the 
papers there were quite a number of residents’ children who had to travel quite 
some way to other schools, presumably in private cars that would not be able to 
come to the new school.   He noted that most users were living within 0.9 miles of 
the new site.   Councillor Parsons wished to know if there would be a net increase 
or decrease the traffic or traffic travelling around Cheltenham.  

Mr Sendall explained there will be journey saving times because it is intended that 
80 - 90% of the children will be coming from less than a mile away and the increase 
there will be marginal.   He informed the Committee that modelling had been 
undertaken, as with any new developments there would be an implication, but this 
would be manageable.  

It was reported that 25% of the children lived within one mile and 65% lived within 
one to two miles, so that equated to 90% within 2 miles.  Therefore, most children 
would walk or cycle to the new school.

Mr Walker explained that children going to the new school would walk or cycle, as 
they would live closer to the site.  He added that given the post code information 
from the Education Department, there were at least 500 potential pupil postcodes 
within one mile of the site. Together with the new housing development, it was 
anticipated that over half of pupils would live within one mile and would be able to 
walk to the new school.   

Councillor Preest thanked officers for the detailed presentations and asked a 
question relating to Page 73 of the Officer Report. He wished to know if Western 
Power responded.  
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The Officer explained that she had consulted them and had received no further 
response. Therefore she could only assume they were content with the proposal.

Councillor Robinson was pleased to see the new climate change policy had been 
considered.   He referred to Sports England consultation response as they felt the 
storage within the design to be poor both in the Sports Hall and also outside.  The 
Officer confirmed that she had addressed this point with applicant, and they were 
quite happy with the amount of storage provision on site.   

Councillor Windsor Clive thanked the officers for responding to his submitted 
questions earlier in the presentation.   In addition, he asked about carbon footprint 
and.  Referred to the 32% reduction stated within the report. He asked if the 
application should not make provision for solar panels on the roof at this stage, as it 
would be 30% more expensive to add solar panels later and also whether ground 
source heat pumps should be required.  

The Officer explained because of the constrained nature of the site, ground source 
heat pumps had been ruled out.  Members were advised that there was a technical 
report available online, for information.   The Committee was informed that air 
source heat pumps and some solar panels were included within the application. H 
However, the additional solar panels were not part of the current application.  

Councillor Windsor Clive requested clarification in terms of Green Belt and Valued 
Landscape for this site.   The Officer explained there was no actual designation on 
this land. The land was formally excluded from the Local Green Space (LGS) by the 
emerging Cheltenham Local Plan Planning Inspector.    

The Chairman informed the Committee that he had looked into the flood and 
drainage strategy and asked if the Flood Risk Officer was satisfied with the 
drainage strategy for the site.  

The Flood Risk Management Officer explained that there was little opportunity for 
SUDs in respect of ponds or above ground storage.  The majority of the storage will 
be underneath the MUGA with some connection into swales into the North East 
corner of the site.  He was satisfied with what had been presented.   He added that 
he would like to see the drainage tool connecting to this swale, hence the reason 
for the condition.  

The Chairman noted that the Finished Flood Levels of the school would be 150mm, 
which was higher than the industry standard of 60-75mm, and asked why this was 
so if the site was not at risk of flooding. The Flood Risk Management Officer 
explained that the Flood Risk Assessment stated that this was a precaution against 
storms that exceeded the capacity of the drainage. Although the drainage would be 
designed to account for climate change, there would still be storms that exceed it 
and in this situation could lead to localised flooding on the school grounds. Having 
the Finished Floor Levels of 150mm would reduce the risk of the school flooding. 
Other precautions the Flood Risk Assessment mentioned would include 
landscaping the site to direct surface water away from the buildings and into the 
Hatherley Brook and onto Kidnappers Lane, which is standard practice.
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The Chairman asked one other question in relation to cycling and the provisions of 
111 cycle places, given the Government's recent drive to improve walking and 
cycling. He wondered if this figure was ambitious enough.  

Mr Sendall explained that 111 cycling spaces would be in place for when the school 
opens.  The school had a Travel Plan that could be adapted to cope with additional 
spaces if required.  The Head teacher and his management team will monitor the 
requirement until the school gets bigger and will adapt, if necessary, to cope with 
demand.   

At this juncture, the Committee took a brief adjournment.   

Members reconvened at 1pm and the Committee entered into debate. 
 
The facilitator invited each Member in turn to debate the application.  

Councillor Bird proposed that the Committee should accept the Officer’s 
recommendation.  Councillor Fisher seconded the proposal.   

Councillor Bird remarked that there was a well-defined and obvious need in this part 
of the County for a new school.  He felt this was the most suitable site for the school 
and fundamentally on balance there were no material planning reasons not to 
accept this application.  

He remarked that there would always be issues of traffic and parking, but felt the 
traffic assessment had been very robust.   Councillor Bird referred to the 
representation by Anna O’Connor which he felt gave an interesting insight into the 
way people move about in the area and the simple fact that, at the moment, 
children had to be driven to the North of Cheltenham, in order to be educated.  He 
added if the Authority could provide capacity in the local area, then there would be 
a benefit overall to traffic movement.  

Councillor Bird considered that it was residential housing that actually made the 
demand on infrastructure and it was a question of dealing with that demand. This 
was a sensible application, hence his proposal.   

Councillor Fisher felt there was a positive need for the school. He reiterated that 
many children travelled considerable distances across Cheltenham to attend 
secondary schools. He asked the Committee to bear in mind that the Primary 
School was expanding by 50%.Those children would filter through the system in a 
very short period and would require secondary places.  

Councillor Fisher remarked that the impact on ecology was difficult as you cannot 
put up a building without interfering with ecology. He felt it was a question of 
education versus ecology.  
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In terms of the view from the AONB, Councillor Fisher described the lay of the land 
and the elevation which enabled people to see across the border into Wales.  He 
added that many children from outside of Gloucestershire travelled into the County 
to attend schools.  

Councillor Fisher stated that a lot of children walking and cycling to the school 
would be in the catchment area. He added that his biggest fear was that the school 
would not be large enough because of the new housing developments planned 
throughout Cheltenham.  Councillor Fisher felt the balance was sincerely in favour 
of building a community school that would serve the community for a long time.   

The Principal Planning Officer clarified that recommended Conditions 5, 8 and 10 
had been deleted and Condition 12 had been replaced.  Condition 12 now stated 
that: 

“The buildings hereby permitted ( part of buildings where phased handover is 
required) shall not be first brought into use until the vehicular parking, turning, 
loading and unloading facilities and external highway improvements leading to the 
site have been provided in accordance with the approved plans and those facilities 
shall be maintained and made available for those purposes at all times thereafter 
insofar as the vehicular parking, turning, loading and unloading facilities are 
required to serve the occupied part of the site”.  

Councillor Bird confirmed he was happy to continue with his proposal with the 
amended conditions. This was also confirmed by Councillor Fisher as seconder of 
the proposal.  

 Councillor Brown felt there were many obstacles to overcome here for such an 
important application.  He was really disappointed with the design of the buildings, 
but his main concern was the safety of the children going to and from school by 
safe walking and safe cycling. He hoped the Travel Plan could accommodate things 
like having more cycle spaces.   

Councillor Cordwell accepted most of the things that had been said and was 
pleased to see the revised Condition 12.    He felt that the school would be big 
enough, but had some concerns if Covid-19 separation continued, given that the 
School Hall only accommodated half the pupils, which maybe of regret in the future.   

Councillor Hale initially had concerns but many of these had been put to rest in the 
excellent presentation given by the Principal Planning Officer.   Councillor Hale 
referred to the presentation made by Anna O’Connor and felt that she had made a 
lot of sense.  As such, he was in favour of the application.  

Councillor Hirst felt there were at least three good reasons to approve this 
application. Firstly due the large number of new houses in and around 
Leckhampton.   Secondly, the number of pupils is living in Leckhampton that have 
to travel to other parts of the Cheltenham to go to school. Thirdly pupils could 
attend a school in their near locality.  
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Councillor Morgan explained that his opinion had changed considerably over the 
course of the application.   He still had concerns for the ecology situation and had 
considered the Officer Report and all the representations for and against the 
application.  However, he was now minded to support the application.   

Councillor Parsons stated that he was in support of the scheme given the need in 
the local area. He could find no particular reasons for not approving the Officer 
Recommendation.  He complimented the Officer on her presentation, which he felt 
was very informative.  Councillor Parsons added that he had looked quite carefully 
at the astro-turf pitch because he knew people were concerned about the planning 
conditions, but he was satisfied this had been covered.  

 Councillor Preest remarked that the Committee had read and listened to a lot of 
representations on this issue and he felt Anna O’Connor’s submission hit the nail on 
the head in terms of the lack of local school places. He commented that for a long 
time councils had allowed houses to be built and then worried about infrastructure 
later. He therefore appreciated the common-sense approach.  Cllr Preest also 
referred to the mitigation measures on cycling.   

Councillor Robinson recognised the need for a local school.  He added that his 
grandson attended Balcarras Academy after struggling to get a place and travelled 
from Charlton Kings.  He added there were many siblings travelling into Balcarras 
Academy, so there was a need in that area for another school.  After considering 
the application, he was willing to support the Officer’s recommendation.  

Councillor Vines very much welcomed the application and was fully supportive of 
the proposal.  He added that there was a definite need for the school but raised 
concern for the junction of Kidnappers Lane and the A46 road, which in the morning 
would be gridlocked with traffic in both directions.  He referred to the submission by 
the Highways Officer that the new improved toucan crossing would create gaps 
while pedestrians cross the road and for cars to escape from Kidnappers Lane. He 
questioned if the toucan crossing would do enough to alleviate the traffic problem 
that will persist in Kidnappers Lane.  

Councillor Wheeler added that he had mixed views on this application but 
appreciated the need for school places in Cheltenham.  He referred to the 
representation made by District Councillor Horwood and biodiversity concerns.   
Councillor Wheeler referred to the highways issues in particularly the narrowness of 
Kidnappers Lane.     

Councillor Windsor Clive added that he had major concerns for such a large 
application and referred to concerns made by other Councillors in terms of ecology, 
highways, lighting of the football pitch and the size of the site, etc.     

The Chairman referred to Councillor Vines’ point regarding the A46, traffic and the 
toucan crossings.   He asked if the football pitch was ultimately in the right place or 
if it could be moved around the site.   
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In terms of the planning conditions, the Chairman asked Members to confirm if they 
wish to propose any additional conditions.  

Councillor Preest referred to the comment made by District Councillor Stephen 
Cooke and County Councillor Iain Dobie earlier in the representations, regarding 
reviewing the Travel Plan within 12 months of opening the school. Councillor Preest 
felt this should be a condition.   

The Principal Planning Officer  referred the Committee to Condition 7 which already 
required such a review., The details contained within the submitted Interim Travel 
Plan would form the basis of a Detailed Travel Plan to be submitted for the written 
approval of the Authority. This would have to be up and running by the first 
occupation of the new school. Achieved results and targets would be annually 
monitored and reviewed with the results being submitted to the County Council by 
the 31st December.   

The Chairman referred to Councillor Vines’ concerns regarding the junction 
between Kidnappers Lane and the A46.   Councillor Vines had serious reservations 
on this point and requested that the Traffic Plan be reviewed every year in the 
fullness of time, in order to make sure was no burden on that junction.  

Mr Sendall explained some works would be carried out at that junction, and there 
would be 2 toucan crossings spread apart so that gave greater capacity within that 
road space.  In addition, an extra flare would be installed at the end of Kidnappers 
Lane coming out onto the A46 which would allow for another six vehicles to be in 
tandem, and side by side. This would give an extra capacity of 12 vehicles to come 
out when the lights on the toucan crossings change.  A road safety audit had been 
carried out, a yellow box could be installed at that junction to keep traffic flowing.  
Officers explained that the idea of putting a roundabout was considered. However it 
would require a land take of third party land.   

The Chairman also referred to concerns about the position of the astro-turf pitches.  
The Principal Planning Officer explained that the site is very constrained and is 
barely big enough for what is proposed. It had to be configured in a certain way and 
as there was the issue of the footpath cutting the site in half.  Members were 
advised that it had to be designed in such a way to provide a full running track, full 
football pitches, and the astro-turf pitches and accommodate the footpath.   This 
was the best configuration to accommodate all those requirements.   

The facilitator once again confirmed with the proposer, Councillor Bird that he was 
satisfied with the Officer Recommendation in light of the responses given by 
Officers.  Councillor Bird confirmed he was satisfied. 

The facilitator explained that, for the purpose of the virtual meeting, Members would 
be asked individually for their vote.  At this point the facilitator referred to the 
Solicitor to confirm he was satisfied with the proceedings to date.   The Solicitor so 
confirmed and reiterated that Conditions 5, 8 and 10 would be deleted and 
Condition 12 would be replaced.  
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On being put to the vote, the application was passed unanimously (14 in favour).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved

That the Planning Permission be granted for the reasons summarised in 
Paragraph 8.157 to 8.166  subject to the application being first referred to the 
Secretary of State as requested by him to consider as a departure application 
from the adopted local plan, the prior completion of a S106 planning 
agreement to secure the long term safeguarding of the ecological mitigation 
land to the rear of Moat Cottage  and in accordance with Regulation 3 of the 
Town and Country Planning General Regulations 1992 and subject to the 
conditions set out in section 8 of this report.

The Chairperson thanked registered speakers for their representations on this 
application.   

16. APPLICATION NO: 19/0025/FDMAJW (DISTRICT REFERENCE P1046/19/CPC) 
WASTE RECYCLING FACILITY.   SITE: LYDNEY SKIP HIRE, UNIT 37 LYDNEY 
INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, LYDNEY, GLOS. 

A detailed summary of the application was presented by the Senior Planning Officer 
aided by a PowerPoint presentation (a copy is attached to the signed minute book).  

The Officer explained that this planning application sought permission to operate a 
waste recycling facility at Unit 37 Lydney Industrial Estate.   

The proposal involved the change of use of an unused part of land to a recycling 
facility designed to accept and manage bulky household items and construction 
waste. The waste brought to the site will be mostly bulky household items, soil, 
stone and some commercial and industrial waste from in local companies. 

Slide 2 of the presentation identified the application site (Unit 37) bulky household 
inert waste recycling.  Unit 48 was the applicant’s existing site which had planning 
permission for a recycling facility with associated storage and ancillary activities.  
This was granted planning permission in October 2004. The Officer also identified 
the Enovert site at Units 46a - 47 which were existing waste transfer stations for 
commercial, industrial, household and green waste. He also identified the nearest 
listed buildings.  

The Committee were informed that the proposal involved up to 30,500 tonnes of 
waste per annum, subject to a 3,000 tonne monthly limit.  The volume and type of 
waste to be processed at the site per year would include 24,999 tonnes of inert 
waste, 5,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste which included commercial, industrial 
and bulky household items, 150 tonnes of metal non-hazardous waste and 240 
tonnes of tyre.  It was explained that hazardous waste would not be permitted.  



Minutes subject to their acceptance as a 
correct record at the next meeting

- 38 -

Material would be brought onto the site via heavy commercial vehicles, including 
those operated by the company’s skip hire business.  

Members were referred to Slide 3 which displayed the proposed block plan layout, 
showing the open shed, drainage, concrete surface, hardstand standing the 
existing building and storage bays.  

Vehicle access was proposed to the West via a metal double gate capable of 
allowing two-way traffic.  This led onto a concrete surface area.  The proposal 
included use of an existing building on the site to which it is proposed to adjoin a 
lean-to open steel frame building to be constructed to the South of the site.  
Members were advised that the buildings were to be used as a sorting area for 
waste materials, as well as storage of consumables and paper bales.  The site also 
proposed the use of open bay storage areas which were to the Northeast of the 
white building, as displayed on the slide.  

The Committee was advised that the concrete surface area was approximately 59 
metres x 39 metres was proposed for use in offloading the waste materials into the 
covered area.  An L-shaped hard standing area, measuring 100 metres x 27 metres 
x 50 metres x 30 metres was proposed to the East and North of the site to 
accommodate the construction waste, which would be sorted into different grades 
and stored in the proposed storage bays.  

Members were advised that boundary ground drains would guide water off the 
concrete and hard standing areas into two proposed interceptors within the site.  
Further drainage was proposed for foul water.  Staff and operational vehicle parking 
were proposed to the North on the hard standing.  This area would also be used to 
empty and fill containers.  

The Officer explained that, initially the applicant applied for operation hours to be 
from Monday to Friday from 07:00 to 19: 00, Saturdays from 07:00 to 17:00 and 
Sundays and Bank Holidays 7:00 to 19:00.  Following negotiations with the 
applicant, revised operating hours were recommended, namely Monday to Friday 
07:00 to 18:00, Saturdays 07:00 to 13:30, with no waste accepted or processed on 
Sundays or Bank Holidays.  

The following slides were noted: 

- Slide 5 displayed Unit 37 which is existed on the site and the location of the 
open storage.  

- Slide 6 displayed the existing Unit 48 and existing waste sites.
- Slide 7 showed the view of the listed buildings from the rear of the site 

boundary.  
- Slide 8 showed the adjoining land, Lydney Harbour and scheduled 

monument.  
- Slide 9 displayed the location of the application site, depicting the Unit 48 

waste site, proposed workers’ accommodation, existed Enovert waste site 
and the location of the listed buildings.  

- Slide 10 showed the hardcore storage yard. 
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- Slide 11 showed the perimeter bund in place with the Enovert existing waste 
site to the rear

- Slide 12 displayed the existing perimeter earth bund place with the rooftop of 
listed buildings in the background.

- Slide 13 gave a more distant view of the perimeter bund and trees with listed 
building rooftop glimpse through the trees. 

- Slide 14 showed Unit 37 on the right and the perimeter bund to the rear of 
the site.

- Slide 15 displayed the location of the proposed storage building adjoining 
Unit 37.  

The Officer informed the Committee that consultation responses included 
objections from Lydney Town Council and the Forest of Dean District Council 
(FoDDC) Planning Department.  Members noted that the County Council Cabinet 
Member for Environment and Planning had been asked by local County Councillor 
to comment on the application and he had supported the comments made by the 
FoDDC. .  

The FoDDC raised concerns regarding the proximity of the proposed waste use and 
that of the proposed hybrid application, which included staff accommodation.  They 
were also concerned that the implementation of allocation Policies AP43 and AP44 
would be difficult to achieve if this application was approved.  Members were 
referred to paragraphs 4.7 and 6.2 in the Officer Report.  

Lydney Town Council raised concerns regarding the proximity to the proposed 
fish/food processing plant as well as water/air contamination and flood mitigation, 
as confirmed in paragraph 6.3 of the Officer Report.  

It was noted that no objections had been received from other statutory consultees 
or members of the public.  Subject to planning permission the site would operate 
under an environmental permit issued by the Environment Agency.  

The Officer referred Members to page 214 of the Officer Report. The main issues in 
this application were considered to be: 
- the location of the waste use and the planning policy  context; and 
- the environment impacts of the development.

The location of the waste use and planning policy context were considered in detail 
on pages 214 to 218 of the Officer Report.  The environmental impacts of the 
development, including ecology, noise, dust, traffic, flood risk, visual impact, 
heritage, design, hours of operation and contaminated land were considered on 
pages 218 to 225 of the Officer Report.  

The Officer Report concluded on page 227, that the proposed waste recycling 
facility would result in local recycling of waste rather than being sent to landfill or 
transported for recycling further afield (apart from the post recycling residual waste 
and products that require specialist recycling elsewhere).  
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The recycling facility was considered to be an acceptable development in this 
employment allocated area, subject to appropriate environmental impact 
compliance which could be achieved through the requirements of planning 
conditions and the environmental permit issued by the Environment Agency.  

In weighing all the issues in the planning balance, including economic, 
environmental and design, it was concluded that the benefits of delivering the 
recycling facilities outweigh any adverse environmental impacts perceived or 
otherwise, which in any case could be appropriately mitigated.  

The Officer confirmed the proposal moved waste up the waste hierarchy avoiding 
the need for landfill. This complies with Government policy and helps achieve the 
targets for landfill diversion. The proposed development therefore accorded with the 
relevant policies of Gloucestershire County Council, the Waste Core Strategy, the 
FoDDC Core Strategy and Allocations Plan as identified in the Officer Report and 
summarised in paragraphs 7.60.

The Officer  advise the Committee that the application was recommended for 
approval subject to 31 planning conditions, including those relating to control of 
noise, dust, ecology, contamination, hours of operation and an import limit of 
30,500 tonnes per annum.  

It was noted there were no registered speakers for this application.  

The Chairperson invited questions from Members following the presentation.  

The facilitator asked all Members in turn if they had any questions.  

Councillor Cordwell noted that the hybrid application had still not been determined.  
The Officer confirmed that he had spoken to the Head of Development 
Management at FoDDC prior to the Committee and confirmed that the application 
had not been determined in light of the Covid 19 situation.   

Councillor Fisher questioned if tyres were hazardous waste, as they were not made 
of made of rubber anymore and often contained chemicals.  He was concerned in 
case they caught fire and the chemical breakdown could leak into the water courses 
and Lydney Harbour.  

The Officer explained that, given the nature of the waste, it would require an 
environmental permit by the Environment Agency (EA).  The EA would control the 
specific waste.  Therefore, no other planning conditions would be required.  The 
Officer did not consider that tyres were hazardous waste by definition.

A separate control regarding the seepage and drainage matters were considered 
and due to the nature of concern by FoDDC, further information was sought from 
the applicant.  The Lead Local Flood Authority was satisfied with the information 
provided.  
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Councillor Hale wondered if the lightweight waste being stored could blow away 
because the security fence had gaps in between.  He referred to the site visit in 
March 2020 and how clean and tidy the site was.  

The Officer advised this issue would be covered by the EA permit and the 
operator’s working practices.  However, this could be an additional planning 
condition, if Members were minded to approve the application.   

Councillor Morgan questioned the boundary screening and felt that the site would 
generate employment for the Forest of Dean area.  

The Officer explained that the applicant had already put in some funding for trees 
which would act as a visual screen from other parts of the site, as well noise 
control.  Members were referred to Condition 27, in particular in respect of 
boundary treatments. Within two months of commencement a landscaping scheme 
would need be submitted for approval.  

Councillor Parsons wanted to confirm that the 7:00am starting times was 
considered the standard for such a site.  

The Officer confirmed this was the case, give the site was on an industrial estate.  

Councillor Robinson questioned if the trees were going to be maintained.  The 
Officer replied if any of these trees were damaged they would be replaced with 
mature trees.  

The Officer confirmed that Condition 23 involves a tree protection plan and 
Condition 25 referred to landscaping aftercare management scheme which included 
planting species, density of planting, etc.   Condition 26 states that if any tree or 
plant is removed, uprooted, destroyed or dies within the five years that it shall be 
replaced with similar species in the same location.  

The Committee entered into debate.  

Councillor Cordwell made a proposal to accept the Officer’s Recommendation.   
This was seconded by Councillor Steve Robinson.  

Councillor Cordwell felt the application was very straight forward and the application 
site seems ideally suited for this use.  He saw no reason not to approve the 
application.  

Councillor Robinson, as seconder, added he was pleased with the Officer’s Report 
and felt it was better to deal with the waste locally rather than it being transported 
out the area.  

Councillor Preest, the local Member, added that he had visited the site on the 
number of occasions and noted the potential regeneration.   He added there was 
only one road in and out of that area and the site was relatively small.   Councillor 
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Preest remarked that the site would create employment and he had no reservations 
with this application.   

Councillor Windsor Clive added he was pleased to have the local Member’s 
comments and was very comfortable with the recommendation.  

Councillor Wheeler felt it was an ideal site for this type of activity.  

Councillor Vines concurred it was the right thing in the right place.  

Councillor Parsons added he was happy to support the application.  

Councillor Morgan agreed this was a much needed facility in the area, that would 
create employment in the Forest of Dean and he fully supported the application.  

Councillor Hale advised the Committee was impressed by the way the compound 
was designed and the company appeared to be doing a good job as the site was 
tidy, clean and well maintained.  He reiterated his request for a condition relating to 
litter control.  

The Officer  stated a condition relating to measures for litter control could be added.   
It was explained that measures for litter control would be submitted and approved in 
writing by the waste planning authority, prior to commencement of the development.    

At this point, the facilitator confirmed the proceedings with the Solicitor.  

The Solicitor confirmed that tyres were not regarded as hazardous waste and 
requested the Senior Planning Officer to read out the additional condition, as 
proposed by Councillor Terry Hale.    

Mr Canney clarified that the additional condition would state: 

“No development shall take place until details of measures for litter control have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the waste planning authority and the 
development shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and 
thereafter shall be maintained for the life of the site” 

The Principal Planning Officer suggested the additional condition should not include 
the following: “that no development shall take place until” as it was necessary to 
obtain the applicants approval for a ‘prior to a development’ planning condition.  
She suggested that instead of using the words “no development shall take place” 
instead use the words “within three months of the date of the permission”.  

On being put to the vote, the application was passed unanimously (14 in favour).  

The Planning Committee therefore: 

Resolved 
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That Planning Permission be granted for the reasons summarised in 
Paragraphs 7.57 and 7.60 subject to the Planning Conditions in Section 8.0 of 
the Officer Report, to include the additional condition for litter control as 
agreed by the Committee. 

17. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

The Chairperson thanked Members of the Committee for their indulgence to ensure 
the meeting went ahead in the current situation.  He added this was the first virtual 
meeting and the quality of the questions and debate was clearly apparent.  

The Chairperson reiterated his thanks to Planning Officers for their well written and 
detailed reports and additional clarity provided by supporting officers.     He also 
wished to thank Democratic Services and Ryan Mitchell from Axonal for all their 
efforts in undertaking the first virtual meeting and making it a success.  In particular 
he wished to thank Andrea Griffiths for all her efforts.  

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 2.33 pm


