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Member Site Visit Meeting (MSV)

20th July 2017

Weather: Sunny, bright and dry.

Planning Committee Attendance

Councillors
Cllr Phil Awford  (Chair)  
Cllr Robert Bird    
Cllr David Brown    
Cllr John Cordwell    
Cllr Bernard Fisher    
Cllr Terry Hale    
Cllr Stephen Hirst    
Cllr Graham Morgan

P
P*
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P
P
P
P
P

Cllr Shaun Parsons 
Cllr Alan Preest   (Vice Chair)    
Cllr Keith Rippington    
Cllr Steve Robinson    
Cllr Pam Tracey MBE    
Cllr Robert Vines    
Cllr Simon Wheeler    

Ap
P
P
P
Ap
P
Ab

Key: P=present,  Ab=absent, Ap= Apologies

*Councillor Bird joined the MSV at Cleeve School as the Local County Councillor.

Officers in attendance: 

Sarah Pearse, (SP) Principal Planning Officer  (Case Officer for site 2), Kevin 
Phillips, (KP) Team Manager, Amanda Baylis (AB), Senior Planning Officer (Case 
Officer for site 1), Steve Harris (SH) Senior Planning Officer (Enforcement) and 
Carrie Denness (CD) Principal Lawyer.

1.Application Site visited: 

Planning Application by Head of Property Services and the Governors of 
Cleeve School for Proposed 6th Form building to include refurbishment of 
existing single storey block and new single storey and two storey extension 
(Revised Plans) at Cleeve School, Two Hedges Road, Bishops Cleeve, 
Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, GL52 8AE. 

Case Officer: Amanda Baylis

Members were joined on the site by Ian Cummings the Director of Business and 
Steve Evans the Site Manager at Cleeve School. Mr Smith from 101Two Hedges 
Road  joined the meeting when the MSV moved into his garden.

The Case Officer (CO) described the site and the surroundings pointing out the 
proximity of neighbouring properties and specific site features were identified. She 
reported the consultation responses and the objections and concerns expressed by 
neighbours, particularly at 101Two Hedges Road.
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Members Questions:

Cllr Hirst noted that on street parking does look to be a problem in the area.

The CO explained that a 500 metre radius had been taken into consideration when 
assessing the impact upon the local highway network.

Cllr Hale, questioned whether overlooking would be a problem from the 2nd floor.

The CO explained that although there would be windows on the first floor level, as 
these windows formed part of the atrium which is double height, it would not be 
possible to look out of them.

Cllr Fisher noted that the proposals were within acceptable light levels. 

Cllr Rippington noted that parking is a problem at schools, in his experience 6 
formers will park as close to the school as possible along Two Hedges Road, and 
that this could cause issues at peak times of the day. He was concerned that 17 and 
18 year olds would not walk 500metres to park their cars on more distant streets.

The CO explained that a Highways Representative will be at Planning Committee to 
answer specific questions.

Cllr Cordwell asked whether the proposal could be redesigned to accommodate 6th 
form parking.

Cllr Robinson asked whether there would be additional parking alongside the road.

SP explained that it was not County Council policy to encourage 6th formers to bring 
cars to schools and provide parking spaces at school sites.

Mr Cummings the Director of Business at Cleeve School pointed out that there was 
also a large car park on the other side of the school, which was being remodelled to 
accommodate more cars as part of the wider school refurbishment. A majority of the 
cars in the car park which the Members were observing, were staff cars, of which 
only about 2 rows were 6th form cars.

Councillor Bird is the Local County Councillor for the area and wished to raise 
concerns about the proposal. 

First he wanted to clarify that at paragraph 6.2 in the committee report, there is 
reference to “the local Member”. This is in a response from Tewkesbury Borough 
Council. He wanted to clarify that it wasn’t him and was probably a Borough 
Councillor.

Cllr Bird reported that he asked for the application to go to Planning Committee for 
two reasons. First because of the number of objections from local neighbours, 
although the revised plans submitted since the application was first made have 
managed to resolve most of those objections. Secondly he is concerned about the 
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displaced parking and the impact that 6th formers parking their cars on local streets 
will have on the highway network.

He referred to a Parking Technical report submitted in support of the Planning 
Application which states that there will be no parking provided on site for 6th 
Formers. There is an estimate of 53 cars, although it could be more. He questioned 
where they would now park. The document concludes that there is sufficient capacity 
on the highway. It identifies 6 local roads, but some are quite a distance away. At 
8.30 am Two Hedges Road is going to be very busy. Some roads within a couple of 
minutes walk have not been addressed.

Cllr Fisher reiterated that the report has identified that there are 256 parking spaces 
within a 500 metre radius of the school.

The CO explained that this technical report was commissioned after the application 
had been submitted following the County Highway Development Management 
response and is in addition to the Transport Assessment (TA). The TA only looked at 
a 200m radius and the further report was commissioned to expand this to a 500m 
radius which includes all the local roads. A copy of the Technical Report and the TA 
will be circulated to Members in advance of the meeting so that members can see 
which roads were taken into consideration.

Cllr Bird pointed out that the Technical Report states that 6th formers will be 
prohibited from parking on site, so it seems that as the parking will be displaced to 
the surrounding roads, the premise that 6th formers will be encouraged to use other 
means of transport is misguided.

He understands that the school needs to expand, but the impact on the local area 
must be considered. He concludes that 6th form parking should be provided on site.

The MSV moved to view the proposed development from the garden of no. 101 Two 
Hedges Road.

Cllr Hale asked whether there had been any form of public consultation about the 
application. SP explained that there was pre-application consultation with the 
community by the Applicant and the school prior to the submission of the application.

Members questioned the distance to the new building. SH and AB used a measuring 
pole to demonstrate the height of the single storey and two storey proposed 
buildings in their relative locations. Members were able to see how high and how far 
away the new buildings would be from the garden.

Cllr Hirst asked if the heights were to the pitch or the apex of the roof and it was 
confirmed by officers that the heights of the first and second stories were to flat 
roofs.

Mr Smith the occupant of no.101 Two Hedges Road was given the opportunity to 
speak. He was satisfied with the revised design, in that he was no longer overlooked, 
so the privacy issue has been resolved. He is however concerned about the increase 
in traffic on the road and the parking issue. There is chaos at the start and end of the 
school day and this will be made worse. He is also very concerned about road 
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safety.  He is concerned about the planting plan, seeking a maintenance strip of 1 
metre to enable him to maintain his fence. He is aware that this is an issue to pursue 
with the school. There is a greater potential for noise from the new building as it will 
be closer to his house. At present in the current 6th form building, there is a ‘Rock 
School’ one night a week, which continues until 8pm. The thumping base noise is 
disturbing and will be unbearable in the new 6th form building. Finally, Mr Smith is 
apprehensive about the noise during the construction of the building and very early 
morning starts.

SP and CD were able to reassure Mr Smith that there is a proposed condition to 
restrict working hours to 8am start time.

Members returned to the bus and left the site at 11.00 to travel to Woodmancote 
Primary School.

2.Application Site visited:

Planning Application by Property Strategy Lead, Gloucestershire County 
Council, Shire Hall, Gloucester GL1 2TG for the variation of condition 3 
(revision of the elevation drawing from the previously submitted drawing 5092-
P-600 with drawing number 5092-W-701G) relating to planning consent 
15/0069/TWREG3 dated 04/09/2015 for the development of a new block for 
additional classrooms and toilet facilities. An extension to the existing staff 
room and offices to provide larger space for current staff numbers on land at 
Woodmancote Primary School, Station Road, Woodmancote, Cheltenham, 
GL54 2EP.

Case Officer: Sarah Pearse

Members were joined on the site by Ms Rosie Williams, the Woodmancote School 
Business Manager, and later, by Mrs Morgan when the MSV moved to the garden of 
44 Woodmancote Vale.

The CO described the proposal,  the site and the surroundings pointing out the 
proximity of the new building to the properties in Woodmancote Vale. She also 
pointed out the various building styles and materials used in the existing building.

Following the Case Officer Presentation, SH measured the building at 373.5cm, from 
the ground to the top of the parapet. Members noted that this was about 5 courses of 
bricks above what was approved which was 330cm.

Members Questions:

Cllr Robinson asked who’s responsibility was it to maintain the hedge. 

The CO explained that it was the schools responsibility.
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Ms Williams explained that the hedge has not been maintained since the building 
work started in view of the concern of the neighbours. They do wish to maintain it 
once the permission issue is resolved.

Cllr Hirst asked about the lie of the land and whether the existing school was on low 
lying land because it has been excavated.

The CO couldn’t confirm, but speculated that the playground could be on material 
that had been excavated to level the ground during the original school construction in 
the 1980’s.

Members walked to the edge of the playground where they could see the remaining 
school buildings. The CO pointed out another flat roofed school building on the site.

Cllr Fisher asked about the white raised area adjacent to the building and the CO 
confirmed that it was part of the school building.

Cllr Preest asked why the building was red brick because it wasn’t in keeping with 
the rest of the buildings on site.

The CO explained that the building was designed for use by the year 6 pupils and 
the school wanted it to be a statement building and something they could identify 
with. 

Cllr Vines asked whether the house with the loft conversion (No.44Woodmancote 
Vale) was built like it or whether the conversion was done at a later date.

The CO was unsure and commented that it is the only house in the street to have a 
conversion. She suggested that we ask the occupant when we moved to view the 
site from their garden.

The MSV left the school and moved to view the building from the garden of No. 44 
Woodmancote Vale.

In the garden of No.44, the CO explained that the hedge was lower when she visited 
the house in January and  that pictures from the January site visit would be shown at 
planning Committee.

The CO asked Mrs Morgan when the house was built and when the loft conversion 
was done. Mrs Morgan explained that they moved in when it was new in 2004 and 
had the loft converted a couple of years ago.

The CO pointed out that there are some windows and a door in the school building 
but these were currently screened by the fence and hedge.

Cllr Cordwell asked whether there are photographs taken from Mrs Morgan’s house 
and the CO explained that these would be available to view at Planning Committee.
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Mrs Morgan was invited to address the MSV, she explained that her husband had 
registered to speak at Planning Committee. They didn’t object to the original 
application but she and her neighbours were concerned once building works 
commenced. She stated that the school had not maintained the hedge for at least 2 
years, but it does go some way to disguise the school building, although it is full of 
brambles which stray into the gardens because of the lack of maintenance.

Cllr Robinson asked how high the hedge was, when it was being maintained. Mrs 
Morgan explained that it was the same height as the fence.

Mrs Morgan invited members to view the school building from within her house and 
from her neighbours garden, but members declined.

Cllr Awford asked whether Mrs Morgan was the closest neighbour. She answered 
that her house was the most directly affected. But it could readily be seen from the 
gardens of the houses on either side.

Members left Woodmancote and returned to Shire Hall.


