
 
APPLICATION NO: 14/00660/FUL OFFICER: Miss Michelle Payne 

DATE REGISTERED: 22nd April 2014 DATE OF EXPIRY : 17th June 2014 

WARD: Charlton Park PARISH: CHARLK 

APPLICANT: Mr Pete Leahy 

LOCATION: 16 Greenhills Road, Charlton Kings, Cheltenham 

PROPOSAL: Erection of a single dwelling to the rear of 16 Greenhills Road and associated access 
drive, following demolition of existing attached garage and re-instatement of integral 
garage within existing dwelling 

 
 

REPRESENTATIONS 
 

Number of contributors  9 
Number of objections  9 
Number of representations 0 
Number of supporting  0 

 
   

14 Greenhills Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9EB 
 

 

Comments: 9th May 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
Comments: 9th June 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
   

5 Hayman Close 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9FD 
 

 

Comments: 27th May 2014 
I would like to object to the proposed development above. It is another example of tandem 
development in the back garden of someone's house. 
 
It directly contravenes the Council's own planning regulations and is against the covenants 
originally set on these properties by William Jordan that only one property should be built on each 
plot. 
 
On a more practical note it is a poor concept of planning by encouraging garden infilling in this 
way which detracts from not only the attractiveness of the area but also adversely affecting the 
'urban grain'. 
 
Examining the submitted plans the design of the property is totally out of sync with the current 
properties along the entire length of the road. 
 



Having yet more driveways opening onto this already busy road is not in any way advantageous, 
nor a good use of the limited land. This proposal does not allow for any amenity space either. If 
allowed the precedent will be set for a further 20 or so single drives opening onto Greenhills Road 
further detracting from an area Cheltenham Council should be proud of. 
 
On a wider point yet more pressure on the local schools and amenities which are already 
oversubscribed is of concern too. 
 
I would urge the Council to reject this application and support the local residents to protect this 
area, already sandwiched between two areas of conservation. 
 
Comments: 2nd June 2014 
The revised plans do nothing to improve this application. The many letters of objection from local 
people and the Parish council explain the issues clearly and these have not been resolved in any 
way. I would urge that these original letters are still considered for the revised proposal as part of 
the evidence gathering. 
 
I appreciate the Council is under significant pressure to increase housing but this is proposal is 
entirely inappropriate.  
 
The amendments are minor and do nothing to improve its appearance. The house is not in 
keeping with the current properties in the area and would not blend in. It is very different to the 
dormer style 'chalets' which have been previously allowed to reduce the impact on neighbours. 
The height has been reduced minimally but not significantly.    
 
The footprint of the house is simply too large for the location leaving too small a garden for such a 
property. It is worth re-mentioning this is a tandem development which is actively discouraged by 
the Council's own working documents.   
 
The opening of yet another drive with limited view onto the busy road is worrisome too.  Along 
with the comments made previously this proposal should not be accepted and the Planning 
Committee should have the resolve to reject it for the reasons discussed in the correspondence. 
 
   

White House 
6 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 12th May 2014 
I wish to object to this proposal on the grounds that it does not conform to the agreed provisions 
made by your department and the developer with our Residents Association when the initial 
planning permission was agreed for Charlton Gardens which was the initial development on this 
area. 
 
The agreement was that such houses are of a dormer style so that the visual impact is reduced. 
Presently the proposal shows a house which is too high and therefore invasive on present 
residences of immediate neighbours. 
 
We now therefore look to the department to implement the precedent which was set on this 
occasion. This has been done successfully in 1-5 Hayman Close and  174 Old Bath Road a total 
of eleven houses. 
 
I understand that there is no point in opposing the application if the regional office in Bristol will 
overturn the decision but in view of the recent flooding and the governing alliance rhetoric on 'the 
lungs of the towns and cities and the paving of natural drainage areas diminishing the soaking 



away of rainwater' is it worth considering the refusal to develop being upheld on the basis of this 
enlightened thinking? 
 
 

  14 Greenhills Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9EB 
 

 

Comments: 9th May 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
Comments: 6th June 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
 

 South Lawn 
9 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 5th June 2014 
The revised application seems not to have addressed any of the points of objection raised 
regarding the previous application which is very disappointing. My previous comments still 
stand..... 
 
We oppose this application on the grounds that 
 
The NPPF does not encourage development on private residential gardens. 
 
The proposed development would not be in keeping with the area and would change its 
character. In particular the architectural style is completely out of character for the area. 
 
The NPPF framework includes a principle to encourage the effective use of land by reusing land 
that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental 
value (Section 17 page 6). However the framework also specifically excludes private residential 
gardens from the definition of previously developed land (Annex 2 page 55). It follows that the 
NPPF does not encourage development on private residential gardens. 
 
Despite the recent development of some gardens in the area when applications were approved 
under the outdated policy (now superseded by NPPF), the overall character of the area is one 
consisting of relatively large gardens. Continuing developments such as the one proposed would 
undoubtedly adversely change this character. The large house proposed with a very small garden 
is inconsistent with the character of the area. 
 
Creeping development of this nature will also incrementally bring increased health and safety 
risks in an area already notorious for its busy traffic and narrow pavements along which 
schoolchildren walk. 
 
There would also be an adverse impact on the privacy of neighbours which would be 
unacceptable. The proposed house is situated far too close to the northern boundary of the plot. 
 
 
 
   



South Lawn 
9 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 29th April 2014 
 
We oppose this application on the grounds that: 
  
The NPPF does not encourage development on private residential gardens. 
 
The proposed development would not be in keeping with the area and would change its 
character. In particular the architectural style is completely out of character for the area. 
 
The NPPF framework includes a principle to encourage the effective use of land by reusing land 
that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental 
value (Section 17 page 6). However the framework also specifically excludes private residential 
gardens from the definition of previously developed land (Annex 2 page 55). It follows that the 
NPPF does not encourage development on private residential gardens. 
 
Despite the recent development of some gardens in the area when applications were approved 
under the outdated policy (now superseded by NPPF), the overall character of the area is one 
consisting of relatively large gardens. Continuing developments such as the one proposed would 
undoubtedly adversely change this character. The large house proposed with a very small garden 
is inconsistent with the character of the area. 
 
Creeping development of this nature will also incrementally bring increased health and safety 
risks in an area already notorious for its busy traffic and narrow pavements along which 
schoolchildren walk. 
 
There would also be an adverse impact on the privacy of neighbours which would be 
unacceptable. The proposed house is situated far too close to the northern boundary of the plot. 
 
 

Brown Gables 
8 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 1st May 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
Comments: 4th June 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
   

7 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 1st May 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
 



Comments: 6th June 2014 
Letter attached.  
 
   

Merton House 
6A The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 7th May 2014 
We strongly object to this proposed back garden development because: 
 
a. It would have a significant impact on the neighbouring properties. The immediate neighbours 

would suffer considerable loss of privacy, and the proposed two storey house would visually 
impact an even greater number of surrounding homes. 

b. The house is too big for the proposed location, which is also very close to the North, East and 
West boundaries. 

c. The design is totally out of keeping with the surrounding properties, especially the metal roofs.  
d. There is very little provision for off-road parking in the proposed property plan and a greatly 

reduced area for the existing property. This will increase the likelihood of visitors parking on 
Greenhills Road, which is quite narrow at this end of the road, and create a serious bottleneck 
on what is now a major route in the area.  

 
We note the Tree Survey is not consistent with the Proposed Plans (revised or superseded). It 
appears to be based on a previous plan that was not submitted and therefore needs updating. 
We hope the Planning Committee rejects this application and then this inconsistency will not be 
relevant. 
 
Comments: 6th June 2014 
We have looked at the revised plans (as of 29 May) and we remain strongly opposed to this 
development, especially as it is an even bigger house, because: 
 
a. It would have a significant impact on the neighbouring properties. The immediate neighbours 

would suffer considerable loss of privacy, and the proposed two storey house would visually 
impact an even greater number of surrounding homes. 

b. The house is too big for the proposed location, which is also very close to the North, East and 
West boundaries. 

c. The design is totally out of keeping with the surrounding properties, especially the metal roofs.  
d. This is another development of a back garden in the area and eventually there will be no large 

gardens and the green space will be lost. More building will lead to increased flooding in 
heavy rain. 

e. There is very little provision for off-road parking in the proposed property plan and a greatly 
reduced area for the existing property. This will increase the likelihood of visitors parking on 
Greenhills Road, which is quite narrow at this end of the road, and create a serious bottleneck 
on what is now a major route in the area.  

 
Furthermore, this tandem development conflicts with the planning guidance given in the 
Development on Garden Land and Infill Sites in Cheltenham Supplementary Planning Document, 
June 2009. 
 
We note the Tree Survey is not consistent with the Proposed Plans (revised or superseded). It 
appears to be based on a previous plan that was not submitted and therefore needs updating. 
We hope the Planning Committee rejects this application and then this inconsistency will not be 
relevant. 
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