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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 20041 a local planning 

authority shall not adopt a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) until: 
 

• Representations made in respect of the draft SPD have been considered; 

• A statement is prepared setting out a summary of the main issues raised 
in these representations and how these main issues have been 
addressed in the SPD which it is intended to adopt  

 
1.2 This document sets out the main issues raised through public consultation on 

the draft revised Cheltenham Urban Design Framework Supplementary 
Planning Document Technical Appendix – Royal Well Development Brief 
2013 Revisions. It also sets out how these issues were addressed in revising 
the SPD for adoption. 

 
1.3 Consultation on the revised Development Brief took place between 22nd 

October 2012 and 3rd December 2012. Responses to this consultation and 
the correspondingly amended Development Brief were considered by Cabinet 
on 15th January 2013. The Cabinet report and minutes of the meeting are 
attached at Annex 1. 

 
1.4 In total of six responses were received by the deadline, these made eight 

different comments in total on the draft Revisions Development Brief and 
none on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. The complete set of comments 
and responses is contained in the response report attached at Annex 2. They 
resulted in one change a requirement that the quality and quantum of bus 
stop/interchange provision is agreed with appropriate stakeholders and that 
facilities are commensurate with the nature of that provision. 

 
1.5 The proposed amendment went to Cabinet with the following 

recommendation from the Cabinet Member for Built Environment: 
 

“That Cabinet recommends to Council the adoption for planning 
purposes of the schedule of revisions to the Royal Well 
Development Brief part of the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban 
Design Framework Supplementary Planning Document as set out 
at Appendix 2 to this report.” 

 
1.6 Following the approval of Cabinet, the final version of the SPD and 

Development Brief went to Council on 8th February 2013 with a 
recommendation to adopt the documents. The Council report and the minutes 
of the meeting are attached at Annex 3. Council adopted the documents on 
the 8th February 2013 and they now form an adopted part of Cheltenham’s 
Local Development Framework. 

 

                                                 
1
 Regulation 18(4)(b) of the Town & Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 

(as amended). 



Annex 1 
 
Cabinet Report 15th January 2013  
(extracts – main report and appended schedule of changes) 
 



 

Cheltenham Borough Council 

Cabinet – 15th January 2013 

Adoption of Amendments to Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban Design 
Framework  

Technical Appendix Royal Well Development Brief  

 

 

Accountable member Councillor Andrew McKinley 

Accountable officer Wilf Tomaney – Townscape Manager 

Ward(s) affected Lansdown 

Key Decision No  

Executive summary Cabinet is being asked to recommend to Council that it adopts a set of 

revisions to the Royal Well Development Brief (the Brief).  

The Brief is a technical appendix to the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban 

Design Framework Supplementary Planning Document (the SPD). The 

Revisions are listed at Appendix 2. They arise from a need to correct 

inconsistencies between the Brief and the parent SPD in order to clarify the 

planning position should the site progressing to market. 

The draft Revisions were approved for consultation at Cabinet on 25th 

September 2012 and have since been through a statutory consultation 

process. There were six responses received by the deadline, making eight 

different comments, not all of which related to the draft changes. Of 4 

objections only 1 related to a change; the remaining 4 were no comment/no 

objection.  They are listed at Appendix 3, with suggested responses. 

Recommendations That Cabinet recommends to Council the adoption for planning 

purposes of the schedule of revisions to the Royal Well Development 

Brief part of the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban Design Framework 

Supplementary Planning Document as set out at Appendix 2 to this 



 

report. 

 

Financial implications No direct financial implications in terms of the schedule of revisions to the 
Royal Well Development Brief as set at Appendix 2 as the basis for public 
consultation. 

Contact officer: Paul Jones, paul.jones@cheltenham.gov.uk, 01242 
775154 

Legal implications The Council is acting in its capacity of Local Planning Authority and only 

planning considerations must be taken into account. The SPD will provide 

the advice to potential developers as to how the Local Planning Authority 

would generally see the site being developed 

Contact officer:  Gary Spencer, gary.spencer@tewkesbury.gov.uk, 
01684 272699 

HR implications 
(including learning and 
organisational 
development)  

No direct HR implications arising as a result of the content of this report 

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

Key risks If the Royal Well Brief remains unaltered, it will result in lack of clarity in 

the planning policy environment and uncertainty on the part of the market 

affecting key objectives around the delivery of Civic Pride and 

management of the Council’s assets. 

Corporate and 
community plan 
Implications 

The Royal Well Development Brief is part of the suite of Technical 

Appendices attached to the Civic Pride SPD. The Council’s Corporate Plan 

commits the Council to “making progress” on Civic Pride sites as part of its 

Environmental objective outcomes. It is considered that the proposed 

revisions clarify the potential contradiction between the SPD and the Brief 

and make clear the Council’s planning objectives as its asset management 

arm begins to seek alternative uses for the Municipal Offices. 



 

Environmental and 
climate change 
implications 

No direct implications. However, the indications are that the traffic 

management elements of the Civic Pride project will have carbon emission 

savings. Any new building resulting from development as part of the Brief 

will be expected to meet high standards of sustainable design and 

development. 

 

1. Background 

1.1 On 28th July 2008 the Royal Well Development Brief (the Brief) – which includes the Municipal 

Offices - was adopted by the Council as a technical appendix to the Civic Pride Urban Design 

Framework Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) within the Local Development Plan (LDF).  

1.2 In September, Cabinet approved consultation on nine specific wording changes covering three 

main areas: 

1.2.1 the type of uses deemed to be acceptable; 

1.2.2 the role of the Municipal Offices Heritage Assessment September 2010 in the design and 

decision-making process; and  

1.2.3 the nature of bus interchange provision and the work emerging from the Local 

Sustainable Transport Fund.  

1.3 As discussed in September, the changes are necessary for a number of reasons: 

1.3.1 There is an inconsistency between the Brief and the SPD in the description of acceptable 

uses.  

The SPD in listing suitable uses on the site uses phrasing which is not exclusive, in that it 

offers an example list of suitable uses but does not exclude other suitable uses. The example 

list mentions retail as an option.  

By contrast, the Brief lists a range of uses which “will be provided”. The phrasing here is 

exclusive i.e. it appears not to allow any uses other than those listed. Contrary to the SPD, 



 

the Brief’s list does not include “retail”. 

1.3.2 The introduction of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2012, 

introduced a “non-exclusive” approach to town centre uses – its range of suitable town centre 

uses includes retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community and residential. 

The SPD is broadly consistent with the NPPF; the Brief’s approach is less consistent. 

1.3.3 The economic slump and other factors have led to questions as to whether the Brief, as 

adopted, can effectively be delivered. The Cheltenham Development Task Force has 

particular concerns at the lack of clarity around the inclusion of retail or otherwise as a 

suitable use for the Royal Well site – and specifically for the Municipal Offices. It considers it 

important that retail is not excluded as an option. 

1.3.4 Since the adoption of the SPD and Brief, a Heritage Assessment has been completed for 

the Municipal Offices (September 2010). This will be an important consideration both in 

preparing and assessing proposals for the site. It is referred to in the SPD as “currently being 

commissioned” but is absent from the Brief. The Brief is the document which establishes the 

detail on which proposals will be assessed and the lack of any mention of the Heritage 

Assessment is considered a serious omission.  

1.3.5 The Brief sets out a specific requirement for 6 bus stops on the Royal Well site. The SPD 

is more circumspect, indicating that further analysis needs to be undertaken to establish 

exactly what is needed. In fact, the emergence of revised North Place brief identified 

Warwick Place as an alternative for some of this provision and work on the Local Sustainable 

Transport Fund and its Cheltenham transport plan means consideration of the precise 

residual bus requirement in the Royal Well area is on-going. As such, the Brief can now be 

less specific; the SPD can remain as it is.  

1.4 Thus the aim of the draft revisions was very specifically to focus on nine wording changes to the 

Brief only (there are no changes to the SPD) the main aims of which are: 

1.4.1 To make the wording around use less exclusive - enabling consideration of options which 



 

include retail, or indeed other appropriate town centre uses not listed. This reflects the 

altered policy environment of the NPPF, recognises the altered state of the market and 

establishes a consistency between the SPD and the Brief; 

1.4.2 To clarify the existence and role of the Municipal Offices Heritage Assessment September 

2010;  

1.4.3 To allow solutions to the bus interchange and traffic management issue to emerge in a 

more pragmatic manner, reflecting the shifting circumstances. 

1.5 As part of the adoption of the altered Brief it would be wise to update matters of fact (e.g. the 

status of the planning policy framework etc.). Any such changes are minor alterations and do not 

need to be consulted on.  

1.6 Since September Cabinet, the Draft Revisions have been through a public consultation process – 

detailed in section 5, below. The process conforms to the requirements of the Cheltenham 

Borough Council Statement of Community Involvement (adopted October 2006) and the Town 

and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations, which between them set out the 

consultation requirements of the Borough and the Government in respect of SPD adoption. 

2. Reasons for recommendations 

2.1 The recommendation is necessary because only full Council can formally adopt of alter an SPD.  

2.2 The recommendation refers to Appendix 2 which lists the proposed revisions. Officers are 

suggesting one alteration to the revisions set out in draft in September – a requirement that the 

quality and quantum of bus stop/interchange provision is agreed with appropriate stakeholders 

and that facilities are commensurate with the nature of that provision. 

3. Alternative options considered 

3.1 Officers considered a more wide-ranging update of the Brief and the SPD. This was rejected 

because experience with the North Place/Portland Street Development Brief, where both Brief 

and SPD were the subjects of a substantial redraft, suggested that the process was both 

confusing for the public, cumbersome and long-winded. It was felt that it should be avoided if 



 

possible. 

3.2 Officers considered making no alterations to either Brief or SPD. This was rejected because there 

were contradictions between the two, with the SPD more closely reflecting what is required. 

Officers considered that had the site not included a substantial and important Council owned 

building it would have been possible to deal with proposals without making changes to the Brief – 

using the emergence of the NPPF and other changes identified to justify the approach. However, 

given the importance of the Municipal Offices to the delivery of the Brief, it was felt that the 

changes should be made and publicised in the interests of openness. 

4. Consultation and feedback 

4.1  Consultation lasted from 22nd October to 3rd December. It included: 

4.1.1 A press release 

4.1.2 Consultation documents available on-line and at the Municipal Offices, all libraries and 

neighbourhood resource centres 

4.1.3 A public notice in the Echo 

4.1.4 Letters to all on the LDF consultation list (in excess of 1,000 people) and to statutory 

undertakers 

4.1.5 An invite to meet officers and discuss the draft revisions in the Municipal Offices. This was 

attended by 8 members of the public, Councillor Thornton and three officers. A reporter from 

the Echo was present throughout – though there was no subsequent story directly related to 

the Brief. 

4.2 In total of six responses were received by the deadline, these made eight different comments in 

total. There were four comments seeking alterations (i.e. objecting) to the Brief’s approach the 

Royal Well/Municipal Offices. However only one of these related to proposed changes which were 

available for comment; the remaining 3 addressed issues outside the changes and as such are 

not valid. The remaining 4 responses were effectively “no comment”. Additionally, English 



 

Heritage (EH) submitted a “no comment” outside the consultation timeframe; this has been 

included in the analysis for information only because EH is a statutory body with an important 

brief in this area.  

4.3 Whilst this is a small number of responses, the consultation was on technical matters of detail; 

many of the broader issues were established in the 2008 SPD and Brief and were not open for 

comment.  

4.4 A schedule of written comments and officers’ suggested response to each is at Appendix 3. The 

one valid objection has given rise to a suggested further revision – which officers consider adds 

more clarity a requirement that the quality and quantum of bus stop/interchange provision is 

agreed with appropriate stakeholders and that facilities are commensurate with the nature of that 

provision. It ties in with comments made by others. 

4.5 The public meeting was small but there was a lively debate. The main questions relevant to the 

consultation were around the suitability of retail uses in the Municipal Offices. Other issues raised 

were not part of the consultation, including the suitability of hotel use in the Municipal Offices and 

a discussion of appropriate architectural style. 

5. Performance management –monitoring and review 

5.1 The delivery of Civic Pride (and consequently, the SPD and Brief) is an outcome emerging from 

the Council’s Corporate Plan objectives. As such it is a subject to regular review. 

Report author  Contact officer:  Wilf Tomaney,  wilf.tomaney@cheltenham.gov.uk,  

01242 264145 

Appendices 1. Risk Assessment 

2. Schedule of Proposed Revisions  

3. Schedule of comments received and suggested response 

Background information 1.  
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EXTRACT FROM CABINET MINUTES 15TH JANUARY 2013 
 

Amendments to Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban Design Framework Technical Appendix Royal 
Well Development Brief PDF 116 KB  

 View the background to item 11. 

 View the decision for item 11. 

Report of the Cabinet Member Built Environment 
Additional documents: 

 2013_01_15_CAB_Royal_Well_Development_Brief_App3 , item 11. PDF 71 KB  
Minutes: 

The Cabinet Member Built Environment introduced the report which sought technical revisions to the 
Royal Well Development Brief. The Brief is a technical appendix to the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban 
Design Framework Supplementary Planning Document. The revisions, listed in Appendix 2, arose from 
the need to correct inconsistencies between the Brief and the parent SPD in order to clarify the planning 
position when progressing the site to market. 
  
The Cabinet Member explained that the aim of the draft revisions was to focus on wording changes to 
the Brief. The main aims of this were to make the wording around use less exclusive, reflecting the 
altered policy environment of the National Planning Policy Framework and the altered state of the 
market. It also established a consistency between the SPD and the Brief; and clarified the existence and 
role of the Municipal Offices Heritage Assessment September 2010; and allowed solutions to the bus 
interchange and traffic management issue to emerge in a more pragmatic manner. 
  
RESOLVED 
  

To recommend to Council the adoption for planning purposes of the schedule of 
revisions to the Royal Well Development Brief part of the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban 
Design Framework Supplementary Planning Document as set out at Appendix 2 to this 
report.
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Development Brief and SA Response Reports 
 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

Annex 3 
 
Council Report 13 December 2010 
(extract – main report) 
 
 



 

Cheltenham Borough Council 

Council – 8th February 2013 

Adoption of Amendments to Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban Design 
Framework  

Technical Appendix Royal Well Development Brief  

 

Accountable member Councillor Andrew McKinley 

Accountable officer Wilf Tomaney – Townscape Manager 

Ward(s) affected Lansdown 

Key Decision No  

Executive summary Council is recommended to adopt a set of revisions to the Royal Well 

Development Brief (the Brief). Cabinet agreed the recommendation at its 

meeting on 15th January 2013. Supplementary Planning Documents (or 

alterations thereto) can only be adopted by a resolution of full Council. 

The Brief is a technical appendix to the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban 

Design Framework Supplementary Planning Document (the SPD). The 

Revisions are listed at Appendix 2. They arise from a need to correct 

inconsistencies between the Brief and the parent SPD in order to clarify the 

planning position should the site progressing to market. 

The draft Revisions were approved for consultation at Cabinet on 25th 

September 2012 and have since been through a statutory consultation 

process. There were six responses received by the deadline, making eight 

different comments, not all of which related to the draft changes. Of 4 

objections only 1 related to a change; the remaining 4 were no comment/no 

objection.  They are listed at Appendix 3, with suggested responses. 

Recommendations That Council adopts for planning purposes of the schedule of 

revisions to the Royal Well Development Brief part of the Cheltenham 

Civic Pride Urban Design Framework Supplementary Planning 



 

Document as set out at Appendix 2 to this report. 

 

Financial implications No direct financial implications in terms of the schedule of revisions to the 
Royal Well Development Brief as set at Appendix 2 as the basis for public 
consultation. 

Contact officer: Paul Jones, paul.jones@cheltenham.gov.uk, 01242 
775154 

Legal implications The Council is acting in its capacity of Local Planning Authority and only 

planning considerations must be taken into account. The SPD will provide 

the advice to potential developers as to how the Local Planning Authority 

would generally see the site being developed 

Contact officer:  Gary Spencer, gary.spencer@tewkesbury.gov.uk, 
01684 272699 

HR implications 
(including learning and 
organisational 
development)  

No direct HR implications arising as a result of the content of this report 

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

Key risks If the Royal Well Brief remains unaltered, it will result in lack of clarity in 

the planning policy environment and uncertainty on the part of the market 

affecting key objectives around the delivery of Civic Pride and 

management of the Council’s assets. 

Corporate and 
community plan 
Implications 

The Royal Well Development Brief is part of the suite of Technical 

Appendices attached to the Civic Pride SPD. The Council’s Corporate Plan 

commits the Council to “making progress” on Civic Pride sites as part of its 

Environmental objective outcomes. It is considered that the proposed 

revisions clarify the potential contradiction between the SPD and the Brief 

and make clear the Council’s planning objectives as its asset management 

arm begins to seek alternative uses for the Municipal Offices. 



 

Environmental and 
climate change 
implications 

No direct implications. However, the indications are that the traffic 

management elements of the Civic Pride project will have carbon emission 

savings. Any new building resulting from development as part of the Brief 

will be expected to meet high standards of sustainable design and 

development. 

 

1. Background 

1.1 At its meeting on 15th January 2013, Cabinet agreed to recommend to Council the adoption of a 

schedule of revisions to the Royal Well Development Brief, part of the Cheltenham Civic Pride 

Urban Design Framework Supplementary Planning Document. The schedule of revisions is at 

Appendix 2 to this report; the background to the revisions is set out below.   

1.2 On 28th July 2008 the Royal Well Development Brief (the Brief) – which includes the Municipal 

Offices - was adopted by the Council as a technical appendix to the Civic Pride Urban Design 

Framework Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) within the Local Development Plan (LDF).  

1.3 In September, Cabinet approved consultation on nine specific wording changes covering three 

main areas: 

1.3.1 the type of uses deemed to be acceptable; 

1.3.2 the role of the Municipal Offices Heritage Assessment September 2010 in the design and 

decision-making process; and  

1.3.3 the nature of bus interchange provision and the work emerging from the Local 

Sustainable Transport Fund.  

1.4 As discussed in September, the changes are necessary for a number of reasons: 

1.4.1 There is an inconsistency between the Brief and the SPD in the description of acceptable 

uses.  

The SPD in listing suitable uses on the site uses phrasing which is not exclusive, in that it 



 

offers an example list of suitable uses but does not exclude other suitable uses. The example 

list mentions retail as an option.  

By contrast, the Brief lists a range of uses which “will be provided”. The phrasing here is 

exclusive i.e. it appears not to allow any uses other than those listed. Contrary to the SPD, 

the Brief’s list does not include “retail”. 

1.4.2 The introduction of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2012, 

introduced a “non-exclusive” approach to town centre uses – its range of suitable town centre 

uses includes retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community and residential. 

The SPD is broadly consistent with the NPPF; the Brief’s approach is less consistent. 

1.4.3 The economic slump and other factors have led to questions as to whether the Brief, as 

adopted, can effectively be delivered. The Cheltenham Development Task Force has 

particular concerns at the lack of clarity around the inclusion of retail or otherwise as a 

suitable use for the Royal Well site – and specifically for the Municipal Offices. It considers it 

important that retail is not excluded as an option. 

1.4.4 Since the adoption of the SPD and Brief, a Heritage Assessment has been completed for 

the Municipal Offices (September 2010). This will be an important consideration both in 

preparing and assessing proposals for the site. It is referred to in the SPD as “currently being 

commissioned” but is absent from the Brief. The Brief is the document which establishes the 

detail on which proposals will be assessed and the lack of any mention of the Heritage 

Assessment is considered a serious omission.  

1.4.5 The Brief sets out a specific requirement for 6 bus stops on the Royal Well site. The SPD 

is more circumspect, indicating that further analysis needs to be undertaken to establish 

exactly what is needed. In fact, the emergence of revised North Place brief identified 

Warwick Place as an alternative for some of this provision and work on the Local Sustainable 

Transport Fund and its Cheltenham transport plan means consideration of the precise 

residual bus requirement in the Royal Well area is on-going. As such, the Brief can now be 

less specific; the SPD can remain as it is.  



 

1.5 Thus the aim of the draft revisions was very specifically to focus on nine wording changes to the 

Brief only (there are no changes to the SPD) the main aims of which are: 

1.5.1 To make the wording around use less exclusive - enabling consideration of options which 

include retail, or indeed other appropriate town centre uses not listed. This reflects the 

altered policy environment of the NPPF, recognises the altered state of the market and 

establishes a consistency between the SPD and the Brief; 

1.5.2 To clarify the existence and role of the Municipal Offices Heritage Assessment September 

2010;  

1.5.3 To allow solutions to the bus interchange and traffic management issue to emerge in a 

more pragmatic manner, reflecting the shifting circumstances. 

1.6 As part of the adoption of the altered Brief it would be wise to update matters of fact (e.g. the 

status of the planning policy framework etc.). Any such changes are minor alterations and do not 

need to be consulted on.  

1.7 Since September Cabinet, the Draft Revisions have been through a public consultation process – 

detailed in section 5, below. The process conforms to the requirements of the Cheltenham 

Borough Council Statement of Community Involvement (adopted October 2006) and the Town 

and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations, which between them set out the 

consultation requirements of the Borough and the Government in respect of SPD adoption. 

2. Reasons for recommendations 

2.1 The recommendation is necessary because only full Council can formally adopt or alter an SPD.  

2.2 The recommendation refers to Appendix 2 which lists the proposed revisions. Cabinet is 

suggesting one alteration to the revisions set out in draft in September – a requirement that the 

quality and quantum of bus stop/interchange provision is agreed with appropriate stakeholders 

and that facilities are commensurate with the nature of that provision. 

3. Alternative options considered 



 

3.1 Officers considered a more wide-ranging update of the Brief and the SPD. This was rejected 

because experience with the North Place/Portland Street Development Brief, where both Brief 

and SPD were the subjects of a substantial redraft, suggested that the process was both 

confusing for the public, cumbersome and long-winded. It was felt that it should be avoided if 

possible. 

3.2 Officers considered making no alterations to either Brief or SPD. This was rejected because there 

were contradictions between the two, with the SPD more closely reflecting what is required. 

Officers considered that had the site not included a substantial and important Council owned 

building it would have been possible to deal with proposals without making changes to the Brief – 

using the emergence of the NPPF and other changes identified to justify the approach. However, 

given the importance of the Municipal Offices to the delivery of the Brief, it was felt that the 

changes should be made and publicised in the interests of openness. 

4. Consultation and feedback 

4.1  Consultation lasted from 22nd October to 3rd December. It included: 

4.1.1 A press release 

4.1.2 Consultation documents available on-line and at the Municipal Offices, all libraries and 

neighbourhood resource centres 

4.1.3 A public notice in the Echo 

4.1.4 Letters to all on the LDF consultation list (in excess of 1,000 people) and to statutory 

undertakers 

4.1.5 An invite to meet officers and discuss the draft revisions in the Municipal Offices. This was 

attended by 8 members of the public, Councillor Thornton and three officers. A reporter from 

the Echo was present throughout – though there was no subsequent story directly related to 

the Brief. 

4.2 In total of six responses were received by the deadline, these made eight different comments in 



 

total. There were four comments seeking alterations (i.e. objecting) to the Brief’s approach on the 

Royal Well/Municipal Offices. However only one of these related to the proposed changes which 

were available for comment; the remaining 3 addressed issues outside the changes and as such 

are not valid. The remaining 4 responses were effectively “no comment”. Additionally, English 

Heritage (EH) submitted a “no comment” outside the consultation timeframe; this has been 

included in the analysis for information only because EH is a statutory body with an important 

brief in this area.  

4.3 Whilst this is a small number of responses, the consultation was on technical matters of detail; 

many of the broader issues were established in the 2008 SPD and Brief and were not open for 

comment.  

4.4 A schedule of written comments and officers’ suggested response to each is at Appendix 3. The 

one valid objection has given rise to a suggested further revision – which officers consider adds 

more clarity a requirement that the quality and quantum of bus stop/interchange provision is 

agreed with appropriate stakeholders and that facilities are commensurate with the nature of that 

provision. It ties in with comments made by others. 

4.5 The public meeting was small but there was a lively debate. The main questions relevant to the 

consultation were around the suitability of retail uses in the Municipal Offices. Other issues raised 

were not part of the consultation, including the suitability of hotel use in the Municipal Offices and 

a discussion of appropriate architectural style. 

5. Performance management –monitoring and review 

5.1 The delivery of Civic Pride (and consequently, the SPD and Brief) is an outcome emerging from 

the Council’s Corporate Plan objectives. As such it is a subject to regular review. 

Report author  Contact officer:  Wilf Tomaney,  wilf.tomaney@cheltenham.gov.uk,  

01242 264145 



 

Appendices 4. Risk Assessment 

5. Schedule of Proposed Revisions  

6. Schedule of comments received and suggested response 

Background information 2.  

 



 

EXTRACT FROM COUNCIL MINUTES 8TH FEBRUARY 2013 
 

Adoption of Amendments to Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban Design Framework Technical 
Appendix Royal Well Development Brief PDF 108 KB  

 View the background to item 9. 

Report of the Cabinet Member Built Environment 
Additional documents: 

 2013_02_08_COU_9_Appendix_3 , item 9. PDF 69 KB  
Minutes: 

The Cabinet Member Built Environment introduced what was largely a technical matter following a set of 
revisions to a document with which any Planning Committee members would be reasonably familiar 
with.  Cabinet had agreed the draft revisions for consultation on the 25 September 2012, eight comments 
had been received (as set out at Appendix 3) and the amendments were approved by Cabinet at their 
meeting on the 15 January 2013. 
  
There had been nine specific wording changes which covered three main areas; (A) the type of uses 
deemed to be acceptable; (B) the role of the Municipal Offices Heritage Assessment September 2010 in 
the design and decision-making process; and (C) the nature of bus interchange provision and the work 
emerging from the Local Sustainable Transport Fund.  B and C aimed at bringing the document up to 
date and A addressed an inconsistency between the Brief and the SPD in the description of acceptable 
uses, the wording was less prescriptive, suggesting what might be acceptable and offering more 
flexibility in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework which called for 
councils to encourage development.  
  
There were no questions or comments. 
  
Upon a vote it was 
  
RESOLVED (with 1 abstention) that for planning purposes the schedule of revisions to the Royal 
Well Development Brief, part of the Cheltenham Civic Pride Urban design Framework 
Supplementary Planning Document as set out at Appendix 2, be approved.  

 
 


