
 
APPLICATION NO: 13/01902/FUL OFFICER: Miss Michelle Payne 

DATE REGISTERED: 7th November 2013 DATE OF EXPIRY : 6th February 2014 

WARD: Charlton Kings PARISH: CHARLK 

APPLICANT: Davmay20 Ltd 

LOCATION: 237 Cirencester Road, Charlton Kings, Cheltenham 

PROPOSAL: Erection of 9no. dwellings, reconfiguration of site access and associated landscaping 
following demolition of existing building (The Little Owl Public House) 

 
 

REPRESENTATIONS 
 

Number of contributors  14 
Number of objections  11 
Number of representations 3 
Number of supporting  0 

 
   

3 Bafford Approach 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9HH 
 

 

Comments: 20th November 2013 
The Little Owl has literally been my local pub for more than 23 years and has provided some very 
key services to the local community. Should it be lost as a pub with a long and varied history, it 
will in my view be detrimental to the area. It has a very large garden and lots of car parking 
(unlike many other pubs in Charlton Kings), and the Annecy Suite function room has been used 
for many local functions over the years. Indeed in my capacity as a member of the fundraising 
committee for Cheltenham Samaritans, I have organised many fundraising functions in the 
Annecy Suite over those 23 years. The restrictions placed on the many recent landlords of the 
pub by the Enterprise Inns pub company do seem to have had a detrimental effect on the 
supposed viability of the pub, but under new management I am convinced that this iconic pub 
could once again become the thriving centre of the community that it once was. 
 
The planning application states that there were no offers for the pub from anyone other than 
bidders intending to re-develop the site, this is a blatant untruth as I am aware of at least two 
bidders who were prepared to take on the pub as a going concern - one of which, a large 
Oxfordshire based brewery who apparently offered over the asking price, was keen to establish a 
presence in Cheltenham that would be welcomed by many Real Ale enthusiasts. It would seem 
however that Enterprise Inns do not care about keeping the pub as an asset for the community, 
but would rather make as much money as they can by accepting a bid which will demolish the 
pub and add yet more houses to the area. I have been reliably informed that should the property 
come on the market again as a pub, then the Oxfordshire-based brewery would still be interested. 
 
Far too many legacy pubs are being lost in the Cheltenham area, just because they are ripe for 
re-development as they have a large footprint. Should planning be approved for the re-
development of the Little Owl, it would potentially open the flood gates for any pub in Cheltenham 
with a large car park and/or garden to be sold off and yet more community assets would be lost. 
 
I urge you to reject this planning application so that the property can be put back on the market 
as a going concern, ensuring that it will be retained as a community pub with a valuable function 
room. 
 



   
46 South View Way 
Prestbury 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL52 5BP 
 

 

Comments: 27th November 2013 
I wish to object to this planning application for the following reasons: 
 
1. This is a wonderful pub for the community. It is exceptional because it is large and has a big 
function room.  I have heard a Big Band play in this room and, as far as I know, there are not any 
pubs in the vicinity with this capability. There is also plenty of parking and a large garden. 
 
2. In an article in the Echo it stated that no offers were received from persons willing to continue 
running it as a pub. This is untrue. I know for certain that a brewery wanted to run it as a flagship 
pub in the town and put in an offer(s). This is a well-known brewery with excellent beer and 
experience in running pubs. It would be an asset to the town. 
 
3. From my visits to the Little Owl, I could see that it was in excellent condition, having been 
renovated quite recently. 
 
4. I gather Enterprise Inns has some financial problems and it could be that they ignored the 
brewery in favour of a development company. 
 
5. I urge the Council to refuse this application so that the pub can again go on the open market to 
be sold at a reasonable price to enable the building to remain as a pub. 
 
Chair - CAMRA Cheltenham 
 
   

Kimberley 
Bradley Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8DX 
 

 

Comments: 28th November 2013 
After discussions with neighbours and having attended the Parish Council Planning meeting on 
25 November, we would like to object to the proposed development of the Little Owl. 
 

- 10 is too many houses 
- Proposal is too high 
- Not in keeping with neighbouring houses in materials and design 
- Why is pub not being retained and converted as part of the development?  
- Right of way not protected - the right of way goes through the middle of the site not 

along the fence 
- Some bushes/hedge have already been removed that marked the right of way, 

can they be  prosecuted for this? 
- The height of the site is at least two metres higher than Bradley Road and Lyefield 

Court  with the proposed height this will block all light to existing houses in Bradley 
Road and Garden Road 

- Car Parking  Lyefield Court as we pointed  out in our objection to that development 
has too few parking spaces  consequently for the last few years resident and 
visitors have been  parking in the Little Owl car park permanently. People from 
Cirencester Road and van  owning tradesmen also park there. Under this 



development all those spaces will go. Where will Lyefield Court people and there 
visitors park?  Where will the van people park? Where will Cirencester Road 
people park? Bradley Road of course! No buses will be able to get through! 

 
Six houses of moderate height with more spaces would be more than enough. 
 
 

12 Lyefield Court 
Cirencester Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8EN 
 

 

Comments: 9th November 2013 
The site plan states that the line of Poplar trees on the Northern boundary are to remain. This is 
contradicted by the tree survey. These trees will provide essential privacy for properties in 
Lyefield Court as well as the new dwellings. 
 
I trust that they are to remain? 
 
   

2 Lyefield Court 
Cirencester Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8EN 
 

 

Comments: 22nd November 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
Comments: 2nd January 2014 
Letter attached. 
 
Comments: 3rd December 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

29 Garden Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8LJ 
 

 

Comments: 10th February 2014 
We are writing to object to the current proposal for 9 dwellings. We fully agree with the objections 
from 28 Garden Road and shall re-iterate our objections. 
 
Loss of parking facility and the increase in parking requirement due to the 9 dwellings (18 cars+ 
and visitors) will result in parking along the Cirencester Road and along Bradley Road which will 
cause dangerous obstructions.  
 
We currently have tall leylandii trees at the back of our property and are concerned that the 
building works may damage those trees as such and, if they died, then as those properties are 3 
storeys high our privacy will be compromised. If the developers wished to reduce the height of 



those trees to allow more light into the back of their properties then any plans must be drawn up 
and agreed with all households which may be affected by the change. 
 
The 3-storey buildings are not in keeping with the surrounding properties; fewer 2-storey 
buildings would be much more in keeping. 
 
As mentioned in other letters we are disappointed to hear that other breweries have expressed 
an interest in taking on the Little Owl; however those proposals are not being considered. 
 
  

14 Garden Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8LJ 
 

 

Comments: 27th November 2013 
I wish to object to object to the proposed planning application for the Little Owl site for the 
following reasons: 
 
The height of the designs are really too high. With the exception of Lansdown Court no other 
residence in the area are as high and their height will only be increased as the land of the Little 
Owl is higher than the surrounding areas. My house is very close to the site and due to their 
height plots 9 and 10 look directly into my garden and second story rooms.  
 
The contemporary designs of the houses are very unsympathetic to the area and the surrounding 
residences and ill-in keeping with the area. The design is also quite unattractive. A design of 2 
storeys, similar to the houses of Bradley or Garden Road, would be more considerate. 
 
There does seem to be too many plots for the site to realistically work as a residential site. 
Everything is very crammed together with little space for the vehicles of any future residents. 
According to the council meeting, there are 25 parking spaces allocated to the site. This number 
already underestimates the number of potential permanent vehicles as the modern day family 
typically has 3 cars. So at least 30 spaces are needed for the families and as some of these 
houses are 4-bed houses that number increases. On top of this will be parking for visitors etc.  
 
Precedent for problems arising from not providing enough parking spaces is with Lansdown Court 
where residents apparently need to use the car park of the Little Owl as overspill. This was 
mentioned at the council meeting. Overspill of the cars cannot realistically go onto the roads as 
Cirencester is a main road and people do go too fast down this road. Parking on this road will be 
very unsafe and will result in an accident. Parking cannot realistically go on Bradley Road 
because as a main bus route the bus is unable to get down it with parking on both sides of the 
road. I catch the bus very often and there have been many times where the bus has been stuck 
for this reason. An option may be to remove plots 9 and 10 and place additional parking here. 
This would also solve the concerns of other residences whose issues relate to these two plots. 
 
While the following is not directly to do with my objections to the build, as it does not affect me 
directly, I know there to be concerns with the footpath that exits on the far right of the car park. 
There has already been work done to divert the footpath to exit the far left of the car park which I 
was surprised to see as it is designated a 'public' footpath as far as I know, and therefore I would 
not have thought it belonged to the council and would not be allowed without permission. With 
this re-location my neighbours lose side access to their garden which does not seem to have 
been taken into account.  
 
It is a great shame that this building which has been part of Charlton Kings for over 100 years is 
being considered to be demolished. While I know this is not a conservation area, it is still an 
important building and if, as some people have stated, there has been interest in the building 



itself I would hope that these are given proper consideration and that the keeping of this building 
be a priority. 
 
   

239 Cirencester Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8EB 
 

 

Comments: 28th November 2013 
Whilst we do not oppose the principle of residential development at this site we do have some 
concerns and reservations as detailed:- 
 
Parking 
The site is simply not big enough to accommodate 10 houses and at least 20 cars. In fact, at the 
recent Parish Council meeting, the councillors estimated that there would be at least 40 cars for 
residents (not including visitor parking). As so, cars will inevitably park outside the development 
on the busy A435 Cirencester Road, thus impeding our vision when parking/exiting our driveway. 
This lack of visibility could be fatal! 
 
There is also a blind spot with traffic coming into Cheltenham over the bridge. In the opposite 
direction we find that lorries speed up to gain momentum before their hill climb. 
 
Visual amenity and noise attenuation on the following fronts:- 

- From rear windows on the first floor of PLOTS 4, 5 and quite probably 6. 
- The lower level of the rear of our house is predominantly glass and with the proposed 

scheme will potentially invade our privacy. Also our 1st floor back bedroom will be in full 
view. 

- We are also very concerned that the rear windows on the first floor of PLOTS 1, 2 and 
possibly 3 will overlook our garden.  

 
We are concerned about the new footprint of the 3 proposed houses (Plots 1, 2 & 3) fronting onto 
Cirencester Road following the proposed demolition of the pub. This will lead to sunlight being 
blocked to our garden - a consideration that we took account of years ago when we opted for a 
one-storey extension rather than a 2 storey. I know from living here for 17 years that the sunlight 
during the Spring/Summer will be blocked out by about 3-4pm if the proposed development of 
Plots 1, 2 & 3 go ahead.. 
 
The proposed development shows that there will be basements.  This leads us to further 
concerns about ground works and possible damage to our foundations. Plot 1 is TOO CLOSE to 
our property within 2 metres to our house. Digging 4/5 metres down could result in subsidence to 
our property with structural damage caused by piling methods. 
 
We run our business from home and are VERY WORRIED about the huge impact the noise; dust 
and vibrations from the demolition and building will have on our working day. The force and 
vibrations of the piling work could actually damage our computers and other sensitive equipment. 
 
Historical Concern 
The building at 237 has been part of Charlton Kings for over 100 years. We would question the 
need to knock down a perfectly sound building which is in keeping with its surrounding? We 
would also ask whether it is a listed building. Pubs in Cheltenham have recently been 
successfully refurbished to provide very attractive housing i.e. The Malvern Inn on Leckhampton 
Road, and The Duke of York on London Road. The proposal states that during the construction 
phase that best practice dictates that as much as possible will be done in the first instance to 
minimize the amount of waste generated by the development. Surely NOT demolishing this 
building will be the most environmentally friendly approach of all. The proposal also states that 



waste would be crushed onsite and used as hardcore. That’s an awful lot of hardcore with 
nowhere to go considering that they also intend to dig out basements; so, more unnecessary 
waste to landfill. 
 
Summary  
All in all, we’re losing privacy, light and there is a major risk of a road traffic accident due to the 
lack of parking. 
 
While we understand that the site needs to be developed we are sure that concessions can make 
this possible, but not under the current proposal. One possible solution that would help parking 
and our reduced light issues would be to have off-road parking in front of the current building. 
 
As an immediately adjacent neighbour, we would very much welcome a consultation with the 
developers or architects to discuss our concerns. 
 
 
Comments: 10th January 2014 
The new plans have not appeased any of the concerns we have voiced, and we feel that there 
has been very little movement by the architects. 
 
Parking 
This has still not been properly addressed. The proposal sates that the current overflow parking 
concerns are not a material planning concern. Perhaps some observations of the current parking 
patterns should be undertaken so the problem can be addressed accordingly. This is a problem 
that WILL ONLY GET worse. The council would be irresponsible if they agree to the current 
plans.  
 
If the parking situation is not taken seriously it wont be a question of if, but when an serious 
accident occurs 
 
Building Heights 
Plots 1-3 appear to be in line with measurements of Lyefield Court. We are a lot closer to the 
proposed plot yet the height of the plot compared to our house has been blatantly ignored. If the 
intention is to move the building line closer than the present building the light into our garden 
WILL be affected. 
 
Frontage Parking and Building Line  
We object to the comment regarding frontage parking as we feel that it would solve our 2 major 
issues road parking and loss of light. We have lived here for 17 years and reverse in and out of 
our drive with no problems, as long as there are no obstructions to our view. Indeed most houses 
along Cirencester Road have the same method of parking as us. We even reverse into the drive 
(again, as long as there are no parked cars obstructing our view) and have experienced no 
problems.  
 
We also feel that the plots should be in line with our building not Lyefield Court as again we are 
closer and would experience more impact.  
 
Little Owl Pub 
We are also disappointed to note that a perfectly good building is to be demolished when it could 
be adapted for attractive housing; in effect it would be recycled. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   



Neuchatel 
Bradley Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8DX 
 

 

Comments: 18th November 2013 
In principal we have no objections to the Little Owl site being developed. However we do have 
some concerns regarding the proposed plots 9 and 10.  
 
There is a triangular area of small trees and bushes at the junction of the footpath from 
Bradley/Garden Road to the start of The Owl car park. The pub has always maintained that this 
area does not belong to them and therefore we have shared the maintenance of this with No 15 
Garden Road at our own expense. The growth has always provided us with some welcome 
screening and privacy. The plans appear to state that this area will be cleared and the existing 
footpath moved to run parallel to our boundary. 
 
This will then only give a narrow footpath between our fence & the start of No 10's garage. We 
appreciate that according to the side elevation there will be no windows overlooking us but the 
house is sited far too close especially as it is three storeys. I believe it is more realistic to build 
one house in this area and ideally only two storeys. 
 
The second concern relates to the row of Lombardy poplars. The arboricultural survey states that 
these are to be removed. We agree that these are inappropriate for their present site & we are 
already finding root invasion in our lawn. They are now so high that they are restricting our light in 
summer when they are in full leaf. However the proposed site layout states that these trees are to 
remain. Please can this be clarified. 
 
Comments: 26th November 2013 
Further to the Parish Council Planning meeting a further point was raised which we had not 
considered. 
 
The land on the Owl site is higher than that of Bradley Road and therefore the 3-storey plot 10 
would be taller than we initially calculated. In view of the planned proximity of the building this will 
severely restrict any light coming into our garden and back windows. 
 
Comments: 6th February 2014 
Having now reviewed the revised plans for The Owl site dated 31 January 2014, we make the 
following observations.  
 
The footpath is still shown as being diverted to run alongside our rear boundary and there is only 
a two car width between our garden and the proposed house now renamed plot 9. The Owl land 
is higher than our plot and therefore the proximity of the building would severely restrict the light 
to our garden and downstairs back windows, even though the plot has been reduced from four to 
three storeys.  
 
On a positive note we are pleased that the poplar trees are to come down and be replaced with 
something more appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   



15 Garden Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8LJ 
 

 

Comments: 27th November 2013 
The scheme proposes to build over a public footpath. The line of the footpath shown on the 
submitted plans is not as the definitive map shown on the Shire Hall records. The scheme cannot 
be implemented without diversion of the footpath which has not been agreed by the County 
Council. The application is therefore invalid.  
 
Notwithstanding the footpath issue, the scheme also proposes to block off an established rear 
garden access gate to 15 Garden Road. The applicants have no legal right to block off this 
access so the scheme as submitted cannot be implemented. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the development is far too dense for the site and out of scale with 
adjacent dwellings. Two storey houses in the middle of the plot would have less impact on 
adjoining properties and be more in keeping with the density and pattern of development in the 
area. 
 
Units 9 and 10 are far too close to 15 Garden Road, Neuchatel and Brendon and given that the 
proposed houses are four storeys high (including a lower ground floor) their impact on these 
neighbouring properties will be harmful due to the scale, size and layout of the buildings and 
result in the loss of visual amenity.  
 
Due to the orientation of units 9 and 10, first floor rear windows will look into first floor bedroom 
windows of 14 and 15 Garden Road. They will also look over private gardens resulting in the loss 
of privacy.  
 
The scheme submitted is an ill-conceived design that is unsympathetic to the site context due to 
over development. Reducing the height and density of the development is more likely to receive 
local support and result in a better scheme, providing more space for landscaped amenity areas 
(which I note are referred to in the supporting statements but are not provided for in the submitted 
scheme) and adequate on-site parking space. 
 
Planning policy encourages pre-application consultation. I understand the applicants had no pre-
application discussions with planning officers or locals and to some extent this is reflected in the 
poor quality of the submission. 
 
I have no objection to the site being developed for new housing. This scheme, however, is flawed 
and should therefore be refused permission. 
 
 
   

170 Cirencester Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8DY 
 

 

Comments: 10th February 2014 
I wish to object to this development in its current form for a number of reasons detailed below: 
 
Exacerbation of existing traffic problems; traffic congestion and access 
Cirencester Road is already congested, with traffic queues at peak times of the day, and traffic 
flows that delay/prevent access to our home. I have waited up to 15 minutes to exit our driveway, 



and once when I was trying to take my child to hospital at 5.30pm a passenger had to get out of 
the car to stop the traffic (after a 10 minute delay) so we could leave. Additional traffic both during 
and after any potential works will only exacerbate this problem. 
 
Additional HGV traffic and other site traffic, including tradespeople¿s vans and cars will create 
significant extra congestion (with increases in pollution, both air-quality and noise), and risk 
turning an A road into a single lane highway, which will be hazardous for all road users, whether 
drivers, cyclists or pedestrians, and will potentially freeze a major artery into Cheltenham. 
 
There is a risk that this will also restrict access by essential public services such as refuse and 
recycling.  
 
Parking 
On this section of Cirencester Road, cars and tradespeople¿s vans already park across 
pavements, limiting access for those of us with pushchairs, and for wheelchair users, and making 
egress from driveways hazardous by blocking the view of the road. It is evident from the plans 
that there is inadequate off-street parking for a development of this size, which will force 
additional vehicles onto the road, even after the works traffic is gone. The evidence of the 
development at Pilley Lane demonstrates that this causes significant disruption, and a complete 
breakdown of the road surface. Additional pressures on parking will make the pavements 
effectively impassable for those of us with buggies or mobility impairments etc. 
 
Please note the prohibitions on ¿causing nuisance¿ in the Highways Act 1980, and in the 
Disability Discrimination Act 1995 which protects the rights of disabled people to access. 
 
Road condition 
Any developer of this site should be required to send an upfront sum to the Council which should 
be adequate to cover ongoing road repairs during a build, and to reinstate the road surface upon 
completion, and must be ring-fenced by the Council for this purpose alone. 
 
Impact of works 
Hours of work 
It should be recognised that not all residents are able to leave their homes during the day, and 
they will suffer disproportionately from noise, traffic and dust caused by the works. This includes 
vulnerable people such as the elderly and those at home with small children, as well as those 
who work from home. It is vital, therefore, that these impacts are kept to a minimum, and that 
appropriate engineering solutions are sought to minimise disruption and health risks, rather than 
simply the cheapest building option. 
 
For the same reason, I would object strongly to weekend working, which will impact severely on 
our family’s quality of life. 
 
HGVs must not arrive before the stated hours of work. On previous developments on which I 
have worked (as an adviser to the developers), HGV drivers arriving out-of-hours or behaving 
anti-socially were immediately sacked, and the contractor warned. This should be written into any 
planning conditions. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
Air quality, noise and vibration 
There is serious concern about the impact of the works on air quality, whether through the 
creation of dust and particulates during demolition and crushing, or though the huge increase in 
traffic, including HGVs and stationary traffic, which is a risk to health. 
 
Given the age of the existing building, assurances must be given that any asbestos is found and 
disposed of appropriately according to regulations to enable local residents and workers to avoid 
exposure. 
 



Noise and vibration caused by piling means that it is not an appropriate technique for use in this 
densely populated family suburb. There are suitable civil engineering alternatives that have been 
successfully used in other developments. 
 
Light pollution 
Lights must not be left on outside the hours of work. This causes significant nuisance to local 
residents. Care must be taken with the positioning of any lights to ensure that they do not invade 
residents’ homes, thereby causing nuisance. 
 
Compliance and Financial Sanctions  
If consent is granted there should be agreed and published sanctions (financial) that will apply to 
breaches of the terms under which planning is awarded. These must be promptly and publicly 
applied. 
 
There should also be a published policy on compensating local residents for damage caused to 
their property or persons in any way resulting from the works, ideally to obviate the need for legal 
action should damage arise. 
 
Environment 
The lack of an environmental element in the design is extremely disappointing, as is the failure to 
ensure that the building is ‘in keeping’ with the area, and with Cheltenham’s general architectural 
style. New developments must embrace both the modern requirement to be as environmentally 
friendly as possible, whilst protecting the feel of the existing built environment. In its present form, 
this development does neither. 
 
 
   

28 Garden Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8LJ 
 

 

Comments: 28th November 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

241 Cirencester Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 8EB 
 

 

Comments: 28th November 2013 
Whilst I do not oppose the principle of residential development at this site, there are concerns and 
reservations below 
 
Parking - The site is not big enough for 10 houses and at least 20 cars. I feel there will be around 
30 (not including visitor parking). Cars will park outside the development and outside 
neighbouring houses on the busy A435 Cirencester Road, this will impede vision when 
parking/exiting my drive, and would be hazardous for traffic flow. 
 
There is a blind spot with traffic coming into Cheltenham over the bridge. In the opposite direction 
we find that lorries speed up to gain momentum before their hill climb. 
 
There are already enough parked cars and vans that are obstructive around that area. 
 



The rear windows on the first floor of PLOTS 4, 5 and 6 will overlook the rear of my garden. 
  
I do not see why there is a proposal to demolish the original front part of the pub (Plots 1, 2 & 3) 
fronting onto Cirencester Road.  
 
I will, like surrounding neighbours lose privacy, there is a major risk of a road traffic accident due 
to the lack of parking. I feel there should be fewer houses with more on-site parking 
 
Three storey housing is intrusive for neighbouring properties.  
 
I understand that the site needs to be developed and am sure that concessions will make this 
possible, but not under the current proposal.  
 
I would also welcome a consultation with the developer and architects to discuss concerns. 
 
   

45 King Arthur Close 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 7EX 
 

 

Comments: 27th November 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
Comments: 7th January 2014 
Letter attached. 
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