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CBC has now scheduled the 'core' planning application (13/01605/OUT) for the proposed JCS strategic
'Allocation' at Leckhampton (A6) for determination on 31-7-2014.
To have done so is premature and unjust for the following reasons.
1.1
CBC has not addressed the Leckhampton 'Local Green Space' (LGS) application, which it received not just
eleven months ago (from the Parish Council) but 17 months ago from Martin Horwood MP. Cheltenham's
officers have simply chosen not to progress that fully documented LGS application - other than (and only
very recently) by proposing some framework/methodology whereby LGS applications might be considered,
(effectively a stalling-device given the final emergency of Leckhampton).
There currently exists only the one LGS application: for urgent, application-threatened Leckhampton, (and
in the foreseeable future there might at most be another for the North West UE).
Accordingly, 'methodology' could be developed initially in parallel with doing the Leckhampton LGS
assessment and consultation, not be used as an excuse to shelve it.
This is dilatory, grudging 'evasion of engagement' by CBC officers with what is the key issue identified by
the Planning Inspectorate for the Leckhampton land, namely its landscape and amenity contributions.
The Leckhampton LGS application will be fatally prejudiced by any discussion of this planning application,
(where the full landscape analysis cannot be presented and assessed).
1.2
Strategic infrastructure evidence, notably transport but also schooling (especially secondary), is still
incomplete/missing from the JCS Evidence Base.
This application's transport 'evidence' is not strategic for the entire A6 Allocation, because it does not
address e.g. the further 370 houses recently proposed by Redrow, nor the unknown number which may
follow between Kidnappers Lane and Farm Lane. Yet these accesses need to be linked and be compatible
both with each other and with the character of the two 'rural' lanes, Kidnappers Lane and Farm Lane.
Absent infrastructure evidence amounts to 'unsoundness' of attempting any decisions now.
Accordingly, the planning application is incomplete and invalid.
1.3
Until it has been properly decided whether this heavily contested JCS (which has received a startling 4,000+
Objections by the most recent consultation, most of them concerning South Cheltenham) is 'sound and
appropriate', or not, it is entirely wrong to try to run just one of the strategic Allocations past a planning
committee.
The current 650-houses planning application represents nearly 60% of Leckhampton's 1125 strategic total,
and it occupies the key (townward) site which will determine whether or not the entirety of the Allocation
is viable, including its road access onto the A46 (Shurdington Road). If given any assent it will precipitate
the rest of the Allocation, prematurely.
The recent decision by developers of A6 to split the application into three sections is tactical, and should
not be facilitated by officers.
CBC cannot make a fully informed and fair decision on this strategic-scale application until all the
inter-linked strategic evidence (accesses; transport infrastructure; secondary schooling; LGS extent) has
been published and then properly examined.

1.4
There is no clearly stated or compelling need for this haste at A6 (Leckhampton).
Having stayed within the JCS alliance, Cheltenham does incontestably have a (joint) "5 year housing land
supply", and CBC officers should therefore not be hurrying Leckhampton forward prematurely.
1.5
It is reported that Tewkesbury lead councillors have resisted, indeed "refused", to accommodate
Cheltenham's unanimous Full Council vote on 28-2-14 seeking to exempt Leckhampton as a strategic
allocation in the JCS. The resolution directed JCS officers to "reconsider the status of Leckhampton and
Up Hatherley as strategic sites within the JCS and explore the possibility of withdrawing these locations".
Up Hatherley, (which was wholly unsound due to eroding this Green Belt at a narrowest gap, was then
withdrawn.
Withdrawing Leckhampton now remains very easily doable, and very wise both environmentally and
infrastructure-wise for Cheltenham as a whole.
Only an isolated and remote 20% (roughly) of the Leckhampton land lies in Tewkesbury District's parish of
Shurdington, (due to recent boundary tidying, although historically these fields were all in Cheltenham's
parish of Leckhampton). Accordingly, the fate of the Leckhampton land, i.e. whether it should continue to
be a "green wedge" of countryside from the Cotswold eminence of Leckhampton Hill, extending inwards to
almost touch the historic Regency town (at The Park), all that choice should be entirely Cheltenham's.
This is Cheltenham's only remaining and best 'green wedge' candidate. A 'green wedge' penetrating into
a town, as do the 'Strays' in York, maximises the urban periphery bordering and accessing that countryside,
thereby gaining "high doorstep amenity" from it. This immediately benefits Leckhampton, Allenfield, The
Park, Warden Hill and parts of Up Hatherley.
In an earlier document '140403 SaveGreenfield.pdf' (re-attached herewith), submitted to the JCS Member
Steering Group (MSG) I challenged Tewkesbury's truthful numerical need for any of the housing allocation
at Leckhampton, as the houses would be more distant from their main centres of population growth;
see the table and calculations in section 6 of that document.
This shows that Tewkesbury has only needed a combined allocation of 255 units in the two UE's located on
Cheltenham's periphery. If this 255 were split in proportion to the proposed size of the two UEs, then
Tewkesbury's 'stake' in their site off Farm Lane Leckhampton amounts to less than 50 houses, which is
insignificant justification for Tewkesbury's dogged refusal to allow Cheltenham to decide what is wise for
Leckhampton and the town's overall.
Redrow has now bought these three fields in Tewkesbury District from the previous developer and has
upped their proposal to a ludicrous 370 houses, to be accessed off (unviable) Leckhampton Lane and to be
sited closest (of all the A6 development) to the Cotswold Escarpment, precisely where TBC's own Local Plan
Inspector ruled in 2003 that it would be visually damaging.
The Inspector found that:
"the site forms part of a swathe of open land that sweeps down from the Cotswolds to pass between
Cheltenham and Gloucester and it provides a link between the AONB and the Vale of Gloucester", and that
"visual impact on the surrounding countryside would be very significant and ... could not be easily
mitigated".
Cheltenham's representatives have simply swallowed baseless arguments from a more assertive TBC
planning team.
Tewkesbury's planning lead councillor, Derek Davies, even managed to get his two sites (Highnam South
and then Highnam North), both non-GreenBelt, removed from the JCS Draft last autumn.
Cheltenham has not resisted accommodating that Tewkesbury 'choice'. Gloucester resisted but only
weakly, because frankly this JCS already gives Gloucester all its preferences.

1.6
The principal injustice to the local community is the likelihood of giving any minor or major concession or
‘indication’ to this developer, which will not be recoverable by any subsequent JCS review or by any appeal
by objectors, and will therefore prejudice this particular greenfield's well merited case for escaping
strategic-scale development.
It is agreed that the JCS numbers may be revised downward before Submission, and CBC Full Council has
indicated by its unanimous resolution on 28-2-14 that its remaining priority is the removal of Leckhampton
as a strategic allocation. Therefore it is devious behaviour by pro-development officers to run Leckhampton
prematurely to a planning determination, doubtless stressing all the attendant 'scares' of appeal
consequences and costs, and the New Homes Bonus, albeit they are largely empty scares in this case.
The planning officer’s recommendation will be 'Permit', as officers fear for their position in an autocratic
hierarchy determined to retain ‘inflated targets’. The supporting arguments will be specious, and will be
disclosed late, to make it as hard as possible to dismantle them and gain councillor attention for that
refutation.
All this railroading is now sadly standard practice by an unchallengeable administration.
1.7
NPPF provisions, very relevant to Leckhampton, have been disregarded with apparent impunity by CBC
(and by the JCS officer team).
Leckhampton's "local people" (two Parish Councils; ward councillors; Leglag with its huge membership)
have certainly not been "put in the driving seat of decision making in the planning system" as the recent
DCLG Statement on the NPPF advises. On the contrary they have been essentially ignored, unjustly, by
Cheltenham's supposedly professional and impartial senior officers (with the assent of an impregnable
Cabinet).
No Local Plan has been progressed, despite cries for it (and its valuable landscape designations, e.g. LGS);
yet an 'undermining' planning application has been progressed, following lengthy pre-application
negotiations with developer RPS.
Cheltenham's LibDem Cabinet has been persuaded (or else instructed by national HQ) to inflate the housing
targets, knowing that this incaution over a 20 year period amounts to a 'greenfield first' policy.

The above reasons demand that the Leckhampton 'strategic' application be deferred, not only as a
planning application but also from the JCS Pre-Submission Draft.
CBC has not considered and resolved all these issues of prematurity and justice .
Therefore CBC must CANCEL the 31st July special planning meeting, and now has three weeks in which to
do.
If contested, then all these points of objection need to be answered in detail, not tersely dismissed.
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If the applicant were to go to appeal for non-determination, then all the above arguments will apply very
strongly.
Accordingly, it is very obvious that the applicant will not hasten to appeal.
Moreover the land's best chance of a fair assessment has always been with external adjudicators, notably
the 1993 Local Plan Inquiry Inspector, who walked the land in July and viewed it from the Escarpment.
(Cheltenham planners and councillors have always undervalued both the buildings and the setting of this
nationally important 'most complete Regency town', which was so richly endowed that local
representatives have felt it could be endlessly eroded.)
Nor is there any likelihood whatsoever of costs being awarded against a very logical deferment on
prematurity grounds.

Development agents RPS have pushed Leckhampton early, calculating that their best (perhaps only) chance
of circumventing the "landscape and amenity" merits of this site (confirmed by Local Plan Inspectors'
verdicts) is to wheedle Cheltenham's planners and current councillors, e.g. in a private meeting. However,
the controlling landowner of this entire 650-unit block is the Gloucester Diocese, (lands which were given
to the parish to support the rector).
(Bovis owns merely Lott Meadow, but failed decades ago to get building permission for that field alone,
with the result that it is now long-accepted that Lott Meadow with its key 'walk to the hill' is not proposed
for development.)
Not only should there be no premature haste to a planning determination, but A6 (Leckhampton) needs
to be deferred from the JCS as a strategic allocation until the LGS application has been determined.
Leckhampton's presence as A6 in the JCS Pre-Submission Draft will render that Submission unsound, as will
be elaborated fully.
The 1993 Local Plan Inquiry (LPI) Inspector ruled expressly in his Report (paragraphs 6.86 to 6.108) that, in
the case of Leckhampton, such prime greenfield ought on merit to be preserved ahead of the Green Belt at
Cheltenham North West.
The Inspector wrote:
"I believe that it would be very sad indeed if development were to proceed at Leckhampton, with its
variety and interest, whilst Swindon Farm remained inviolate simply because of its present green belt
status".
Essentially little has changed in 21 years, apart from some misguided expediency, which can still be
avoided. Nothing has occurred which could modify the above Inspector's recommendation.
Save for a very dramatic reduction in overall JCS housing totals, Cheltenham's North West strategic
allocation (currently set at 4,800+ homes) is unfortunately too large to be saved from all development.
Such a large UE can easily accommodate a few hundred moved from Leckhampton. There is adequate
developable space already 'safeguarded' for development further out towards the M5.
Furthermore, it is far more cost efficient to provide the necessary infrastructure (roads and secondary
school) in one location rather than two.
Furthermore, there is some real chance of 'affordable housing' being delivered in the NorthWest UE, far
more than in Leckhampton where a developer will be able to argue (at 'full' application and at appeal)
that land itself and the necessary landscaping/infrastructure costs are proving too expensive to be able to
afford a high percentage of low-cost housing.
Leckhampton is simply more valuable in "landscape and doorstep-amenity" terms than any of the JCS
Green Belt allocation sites.
That is the dispassionate finding of landscape quality which needs to be respected, regardless of all local
political horse-trading.
In this context of ongoing JCS revisions, there is no need for any 'opinion' from a planning committee yet.
Such an opinion might be sought IF the applicant were ever to proceed close to an appeal hearing on
non-determination grounds, (by which time the JCS will be more advanced).

Cheltenham's equation is very simple:

Leckhampton easily CAN and should (on merit) be saved.

This is still very possible, despite the disgraceful insensitivity of CBC officers who have wasted the past 21
years by failing to follow-up the Inspectors' rulings with any landscape designation for Leckhampton, and
now more recently by their unyielding determination to deposit a UE on the land, (for expediency or
worse), but without any all-round justification which could withstand independent examination.
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Although the Leckhampton fields happen not to have been designated Green Belt, (because they are not
directly between Cheltenham and Gloucester, i.e. forming a 'coalescence' risk), they have more intrinsic
landscape and amenity merit than any of the other proposed Green Belt locations chosen for urban
extensions.
The 1993 Cheltenham Local Plan inquiry 'saved' Leckhampton (specifically in preference to Green Belt at
North West Cheltenham) solely on landscape and amenity grounds, in the Inspector's fine four-part phrase,
that the land should be protected:
“because of its varied topography, landscape history, dense network of footpaths and pedestrian access
from several residential districts”.
In 1992, as then Planning Casework Secretary of Cheltenham Civic Society, I presented evidence which
'saved' Leckhampton from "white land" development risk.
That thorough and decisive Local Plan Inspector's Report, which all subsequent Inquiries in Leckhampton
have respected, is curiously not available on the JCS 'Evidence' website.
GCC owns four fields in the Leckhampton allocation, all lying South and West of Kidnappers Lane, i.e.
beyond the 650 houses site. However, just like GCC's essentially abdicated infrastructure role for the JCS,
GCC remains a very quiet 'headless chicken' for now, failing even to have given any impartial lead on
landscape designation (because that would impact a few fields it owns).
RPS's outline application for 650 houses (plus school, plus shops, plus pharmacy, plus surgery; plus some
of: "care home", "dentist", "nursery", "cottage hospital"), all on a site solely North and East of Kidnappers
Lane, is excessive even in the context of the already excessive (recently JCS-horse-traded up) total of 1125
for Allocation A6.
RPS ventures a figure of "200" for the GCC land, which adding the 370 now proposed by Redrow makes a
total of 1220 houses (plus all the land for other uses), greatly exceeding the 1125 in the current JCS Draft.
The treatment of the 'rural' character of Kidnappers Lane all needs to be assessed comprehensively not
piecemeal within A6, and to ensure maintenance of the noted recreational "footpath network" and all
other linkages off/across the lanes.
Once development starts off Shurdington Road, there is no defensible boundary (in the absence of a LGS
conclusion) to prevent development encroaching southward all the way to Church Road.
There is no need or justification for an outline permission at this sensitive location.
If the JCS is allowed to run its course through EiP, then especially with the emerging ONS and DCLG revised
projections, Leckhampton could and would come out as a strategic allocation.
That of course is why CBC senior officers are arranging to scupper it prematurely, before it can benefit
from proper scrutiny through the independent EiP process, or even through the next round of revised
totals.

