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CBC Planning committee 31 July 2014

Thank you, chair.
The best argument in favour of this application is that 40% of the housing might be affordable. But
beware. Birmingham council affordable housing target 35% ‐ recently found itself defending the last
3.4% ‐ just 12 dwellings – in one major development. The new viability loophole offers developers
copious wriggle I’m afraid, after outline permission is granted.
There are many more good reasons to refuse this application.
Three of the strongest planning grounds are first of all the loss of agricultural land as pointed out by
Hugh Lufton in his short but very expert paper.
Then there’s the transport impact on congested and narrow local roads serving Hatherley, and I
declare an interest since my son Sami is one of the many Leckhampton schoolchildren who cross
them every day. Add to that the bizarre plan to block off Kidnapper’s Lane and Farm Lane for new
and existing residents and encourage rat‐running through the brand new estate and you have a
recipe for traffic chaos.
Then there’s the loss of one of the finest views of the Cotswold escarpment from within urban
Cheltenham. Planning inspectors Mary Travers in 2003 and David Asher in 2004 both rejected
development in Leckhampton, Asher saying that development here would “materially harm the rural
character and appearance of the area, and the important contribution that this makes to the
landscape within the site and when seen from the AONB”.
This Cheltenham local plan explicitly supports the Inspectors’ conclusions and protects Leckhampton
for its “recreational, landscape, wildlife and archaeological interest”. Two specific policies apply:
Policy CO1 rules out development where it would harm “the character, distinctiveness, quality and
amenity value of the landscape”. CP3 contains an impressive list of sustainability criteria which
anticipated those in the NPPF and include biodiversity, landscape character and the views into and
out of the AONB.
And in case you’re doubting whether this is still valid, Mike Redman confirmed to me recently that it
is. He cited this back garden development in Charlton Kings turned down on appeal last September
by a planning inspector quoting the local plan. Undermine it at your peril.
When parliament approved the National Planning Policy Framework in March 2012, we were quite
clear we intended to empower local people. The very first core planning principle in the NPPF,
paragraph 17, is that planning should be “genuinely plan‐led, empowering local people to shape their
surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans”. Paragraph 155 gives particular weight
to neighbourhood plans.
There isn’t yet a Neighbourhood Plan for Leckhampton but there is a concept plan drafted by the
body designated in the NPPF, the parish council, which covers the history of ‘open’ or common

meadows and fields in the area, the rich local ecology, agricultural value and more. It seeks
protection for the site of this application.
There’s obviously another emerging policy – the JCS – which contradicts this but is still a year from
completion and out to further consultation right now. NPPF paragraph 216 says councillors may
take account of emerging policy, giving weight to its degree of preparation but also to the extent to
which there are significant unresolved objections.
Boy, are there significant unresolved objections to this part of the JCS. Cheltenham borough council;
itself has twice qualified its support for the JCS even while voting for it to proceed to the next stage
by questioning the inclusion of Leckhampton – most recently in April. Steve Jordan has argued in the
steering group for Leckhampton to be removed from the plan which could still happen in whole or in
part with even a slight adjustment in the total JCS numbers.
Passing this application against the wishes of local people and the current democratically determined
local plan would go against everything parliament intended when we approved the National Planning
Policy Framework.
But on 8 April full council also voted to evaluate possible Local Green Space status specifically for
Leckhampton and NW Cheltenham which the council recognised as “green areas of particular local
significance”.
I’m rather proud of Local Green Space status.
LGS went from my draft into this LibDem policy paper, then into our manifesto, the coalition
agreement and finally the NPPF. It sought to close the loophole whereby you could protect green
spaces because they had great crested newts but not because they were important to local people.
It called for a new designation “comparable to Site of Special Scientific Interest” or SSSI. It wasn’t
designed for extensive tracts of land like Green Belt but for smaller areas like Starvehall Farm or
Leckhampton. At 56 hectares, incidentally, the whole of the Leckhampton green land is almost
exactly the same size as the nearest SSSI at Crickley Hill. We’re too late for most of Starvehall Farm
because LGS status cannot be given once planning permission is granted but we’re not too late for
Leckhampton or Swindon Village, unless we start undermining that process before it’s even begun.
And let’s be clear: LGS status is not for the leftovers after developers have had their pick. It is a
protection against development and I have it confirmed in writing by the planning minister that LGS
status allows planners to reduce the housing number required in plans like the JCS without
undermining them if they make a very good case.
I would be quite upset if the Local Green Space policy I drafted and championed and which this
council recognised when it voted for Steve Jordan’s motion, and which is supported in the kind of
emerging Neighbourhood Plan both coalition parties wanted, was pre‐empted in Cheltenham of all
places.
Please refuse this application.

Councillor Regan (Warden Hill)
Thank Chair
Leckhampton Land Development
I am addressing you this evening as the Ward Councillor for Warden Hill and I
am objecting to this application on behalf of the residents in my ward who
have expressed very strong views regarding the effect this development will
have on their properties and their lives.
As a Councillor in 2007 I was involved with those who were affected by the
extreme flooding in Warden Hill. The amount of water that flowed through
the estate and entered people’s homes was catastrophic. Approximately 8o
properties were affected by flood water reaching 4ft inside their homes
Since that time a flood alleviation scheme has been installed that would
safeguard the area
From a document I hold from CBC Built Environment report dated 27th August
2010 it stated that.
When deciding what type of prevention should be installed two options were
put forward Storage and Structural Intervention. The Storage option was not
preferred as the flow pathway of the land upstream of the A46 was
insufficient to permit sufficient confidence in the scheme.
I therefore question how effective the proposed balancing ponds within this
application will be?
Will the balancing ponds hold sufficient water to protect Warden Hill from
flooding?
Will they just take on the amount of water from the loss of soak away
produced by the new development? i.e. Homes, a school, hospital, business
buildings etc.
I doubt they would be able to protect our area should we experience the
amount of heavy rainfall flowing down from the Hill onto the Warden Hill
estate. And we have already this year experienced extreme torrential rainfall
that is possibly due to the climate change.

Please make sure you fully realise the impact of flooding issues in my Ward
when contemplating a decision.

Traffic
The equally troubling issue of the traffic flow on the A46 running alongside
the Boundary of the Warden Hill estate is causing a lot of concern, This
highway is gridlocked morning and evening every day. With the possibility
of several hundreds more cars from the development flowing onto the A46
not to mention the business traffic into and out of this new development this
small narrow road will have over‐ reached its capacity and the tailbacks will
considerably increase, so‐ to the pollution that will affect those living along
this road. Measurements taken by this council show that the pollution levels
exceed the EU permitted limit near the A46 junction with Moorend Park road
now, and likely to exceed its limit throughout the year.
The existing residents of Leckhampton are going to be forced to use the new
roads to gain access onto the A46 pushing higher numbers onto this very
busy road and I believe that by blocking off the Kidnappers lane entrance will
be a big mistake.
The Chairman of Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council has
conducted a detailed traffic analysis of the A46 and has given a written
report on the dangers raised. I do hope you have had time to study this
excellent document.
I believe that the whole traffic plan for the development is so short‐sighted
that it alone should be enough for you to decide on a refusal on this
application.
I do urge you to deliberate very carefully on the issues I have raised as the
result could have serious consequences for the people of Warden Hill.

Final version
Dr Adrian Mears
Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council

In 1993, the planning inspector said the Leckhampton Fields should be protected
from development - ‘because of their varied topography, landscape history,
dense network of footpaths, and pedestrian access from several residential
districts.’ And he said that ‘it would be very sad indeed if development were to
proceed at Leckhampton.’ In 2003, an expert study commissioned by the
Borough Council reached the same conclusion suggesting that the land might be
incorporated into the AONB. In 2012, the JCS Landscape, Visual Sensitivity and
Urban Design report also showed how special this land is - far more so than any
other site considered in the JCS, including Highnam where no development is
proposed though it is not green belt.
The Borough Council has defended the fields for decades, and rightly so. It was
the RSS that recommended building, and this carried through into the JCS. But
the RSS was wrong and was revoked.
In August 2013, Leckhampton with Warden Hill and Shurdington Parish Councils
jointly submitted a Local Green Space (LGS) application to safeguard the fields
from inappropriate development. It predates the Bovis-Miller application. It was
accepted as an input to the JCS consultation. But it was then wrongly set aside.
Cheltenham Borough is committed to urgently address the issue. However, that
will become impossible if you allow this planning application.
In working on the local green space, we have assessed the value of each field,
both in itself and in how it affects the view from eight main viewpoints along
Leckhampton Hill and Charlton Kings Common. Because the proposed
development would build on the field north of Lotts Meadow and the land
between Lotts Meadow and Kidnappers Lane, it would spoil the most important
views: from the Devil’s Chimney and the observation table. As Natural England
says, it will no longer be a predominantly rural view across the Severn Valley, but
instead a view across urban Cheltenham. The view from Leckhampton Hill is
nationally famous, it is valued by local people, it draws tourists to Cheltenham
and it adds greatly to our reputation that attracts employment. It must be
protected but it seems to have been ignored.
In 2012 and 2013, in our neighbourhood planning, we did 35 days of traffic
surveys in the peak morning period and modelled the traffic queue on the A46.
Modelling the A46 is easy. The Moorend Park Road junction limits the flow into
Cheltenham to about 14 vehicles per minute. Above this limit, extra traffic builds
up as a queue. The 650 houses would create 390 extra vehicles in the peak
period. If half go in each direction, 195 add 1 mile extra to the A46 queue into
Cheltenham. Many drivers will then decide at Shurdington to divert onto
Leckhampton Lane to by-pass this long A46 queue. This extra traffic will choke
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Church Road. To discourage this, the developers propose using complex
chicanes to impede the traffic. But, according to the Department for Transport,
chicanes cause more accidents and are only justified to reduce speed to save
lives, primarily in built up areas. It is vital to avoid Church Road choking. It
handles 1300 vehicles in the peak morning period and you cannot afford that to
go through central Cheltenham. But there is no robust solution. And even if it
works for the 650 homes, it will not work if you add the other proposed
developments at Leckhampton and Brockworth.
I should point out that on page 139 Gloucestershire Highways amazingly claim
they do not understand the modelling. Tellingly, they also describe as a ‘gross
exaggeration’ a minor point which they admit is a lack of clarity in their own
highways plan. To me this suggests they are desperate to avoid the evidence.
The traffic assessment still leaves it all far too vague. Entran have detailed other
problems, including the unrealistic assumption that the Travel Plan Measures
proposed will be 100% successful. It will be bad for our local economy if we
make it very difficult for people to commute into Cheltenham on the A46. And
because the other developments at Leckhampton and Brockworth proposed in
the JCS add to the traffic problems, this application if allowed could pre-empt
these, including at Brockworth. This also seems to have been missed.
In summary, I urge you to reject this application. It is very strongly opposed by
residents. It is gravely and unnecessarily destructive of local amenities and
beautiful landscape including the view from Leckhampton Hill. The traffic
problems remain very serious. Allowing this application would pre-empt other
developments. And it would reject the Local Green Space application without any
proper consideration.
Thank you.
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