
 

APPLICATION NO: 16/01149/FUL OFFICER: Miss Michelle Payne 

DATE REGISTERED: 30th June 2016 DATE OF EXPIRY : 25th August 2016 

WARD: Charlton Park PARISH: CHARLK 

APPLICANT: Allan White 

LOCATION: 15 Greenhills Road Charlton Kings Cheltenham 

PROPOSAL: Erection of a single dwelling to the rear of 15 Greenhills Road and associated access 
drive 

 

 

REPRESENTATIONS 
 

Number of contributors  8 
Number of objections  7 
Number of representations 1 
Number of supporting  0 

 
   

Merton House 
6A The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 20th July 2016 
This development conflicts with the planning guidance given in the Development on Garden Land 
and Infill Sites in Cheltenham Supplementary Planning Document, June 2009. This states 'On a 
rear garden site, single 'tandem' development which shares the same access or even the same 
plot as the frontage development, will not normally be accepted'. The SPD (page 39) describes 
why a rear garden development should be on a reduced scale compared with the frontage 
houses. Not only is this tandem development inappropriate, but it is also 50% bigger than the 
frontage house. 
 
We are strongly opposed to this development because: 
 
a. It would have a significant impact on the neighbouring properties, especially 14 Greenhills 

Road, 7 and 6A The Avenue. 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 with only a minimal garden. It has over 2400 sq 
ft of living space (not including first floor area with head height below 1.8m) plus a double 
garage. The Northern boundary is less than 5 Metres from the back of the house and the East 
and West boundaries are only just over 1 metre to the side.  

c. 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. 

d. There is very little provision for off-road parking in the proposed property plan. The planning 
statement (para 9.1) claims 2 garage and 2 parking spaces, but the site layout only shows 1 
parking space. This will increase the likelihood of visitors parking on Greenhills Road and 
create a serious bottleneck at a narrow point of what is now a major route in the area.  

e. Access to the proposed development is very poor as there is only 2.67 metres (8ft 9ins) from 
the side of 15 Greenhills to the boundary to fit in a driveway. Hence no lorries will be able to 
get on site , both during construction and subsequently. It will be extremely difficult for 
commercial vans as they will only have 19cms clear on each side of the van. (A Ford Mondeo 



would only have 27cms each side.) The likelihood of vehicles parking on Greenhills road 
would be greatly increased and create a serious bottleneck on this major route. 

f. The access does not meet the requirements for the fire services as it is less then 3.1 metres 
alongside the house and it is over 45 metres from where a fire engine could park. 

g. The rear elevation with clear windows is positioned only 5 metres from the rear boundary 
compared to the at least 10.5 metres stipulated on page 44 of the SDP. 

 
There are several major errors and omissions in the application: 
- The layout of the building shown in the full site layout differs entirely from that shown in the 

floor plans document. 
- The size of the existing house at No 15 differs radically between that shown in the full site 

layout and the block plan.  
- No tree survey or proper access information has been provided.  
- The Design and Access statement is supposed to included a plan of the site and existing 

building up to 100 metres away, according to the SPD. This is missing. 
 
We argue that these need correcting before the application is considered.  
 
 
Comments: 7th November 2016 
These comments are on what is now the third plan for the house plus the latest version of the 
access. These changes are to address the concerns raised for this inappropriate development 
and its very poor access. 
 
This development still conflicts with the planning guidance given in the Development on Garden 
Land and Infill Sites in Cheltenham Supplementary Planning Document, June 2009. This states 
'On a rear garden site, single 'tandem' development which shares the same access or even the 
same plot as the frontage development, will not normally be accepted'. The SPD (page 39) 
describes why a rear garden development should be on a reduced scale compared with the 
frontage houses. Not only is this tandem development inappropriate, but it is still at least as big 
as the frontage house.  
 
We are strongly opposed to this development because: 
 
a. It would have a significant impact on the neighbouring properties, especially 14 Greenhills 

Road, 7 and 6A The Avenue. 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 with only a minimal garden. It has almost 
2400 sq ft of living space (not including first floor area with head height below 1.8m) plus a 
single detached garage. The Northern boundary is less than 6 metres from the back of the 
house that overlooks the houses in The Avenue. The West boundary is only half a metre to 
the side of the garage, which together with the house significantly impacts 14 Greenhills 
Road. 

 
c. 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. 

 
d. Access to the proposed development is very poor as there is only 2.67 metres (8ft 9ins) 

from the side of 15 Greenhiils to the boundary to fit in a driveway. In addition the new 
central access from Greenhills Road makes it even more difficult to get down the side of 
the existing house. Hence no lorries will be able to get on site , both during construction 
and subsequently. It will be extremely difficult for commercial vans as they will only have 
19cms clear on each side of the van. (A Ford Mondeo would only have 27cms each side, 
so visitors with at least medium sized cars car are likely to park on Greenhills Road 



 
e. For all the above reasons this development will create frequent serious bottlenecks at a 

narrow point of what is now a major route in the area, both during construction and 
thereafter. 

 
f. The access does not meet the requirements for the fire services as it is less then 3.1 

metres alongside the house and it is over 45 metres from where a fire engine could park. 
 

g. The rear elevation with clear windows is positioned only 6 metres from the rear boundary 
compared to the at least 10.5 metres stipulated on page 44 of the SDP. 

 
The proposed development is too large and sited too close to the rear boundary in contravention 
of the council's planning guidelines. In addition the access is so poor that it will lead to more 
parking on the narrowest part Greenhills Road. 
 
    

7 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 19th July 2016 
I object to this planning application for the following reasons: 
 

1. It is contrary to Council policy as stated on page 36 of the Local Development 
Framework - Development on Garden Land and Infill Sites in Cheltenham, 
Supplementary Planning Document, June 2009 (SDP) "On a rear garden site, single 
'tandem' development which shares the same access or even the same plot as the 
frontage development, will not normally be accepted". 

 
2. It is excessive in both size and mass 

i. The applicant argues that the proposed house should be acceptable because it 
is same size as those approved in the rear gardens of Nos 16 and 17 but that 
fails to take account of the fact that No 15's plot is smaller than those and in 
fact is just two thirds of the size of No 17's, as a result the proposed house is 
overbearing and inappropriate 

ii. Council policy (SDP page 39) states that "development in rear gardens which 
is greater in height, scale and massing than development on the frontage will 
not normally be acceptable". The proposed house is more than 50% larger 
than frontage house as shown in the Full Site Layout Plan (and twice as large 
as the house shown in the Block Plan) 

iii. As a result the proposed house can only just be squeezed into the width of the 
garden with little over 1 metre clearance on either side which is in 
contravention of the recommendation on page 34 of the SDP. (Indeed so tight 
is the fit that the eastern boundary line on the Full Size Layout Drawing has 
been drawn with a bend, giving the appearance of more space than actually 
exists) 

 
3. It results in considerable loss of amenity to the neighbours most directly affected 

i. The applicant claims (6.2 of statement) there will be no loss of amenity to 
neighbouring sites which are identified as Hayman's Close and Nos 16, 17 
Greenhills Road (these latter two properties along with the proposed No 15 
would appear to have been developed using the same plans, the same 
consultants and with the mutual acquiescence of the three owners). Only No 
16 of the identified properties abuts the proposed development whilst the other 
properties are up to 100 metres distant. However the applicant completely 
ignores all the "real" neighbours whose properties directly abut the 



development, namely No 14 Greenhills Road and 6a and 7 The Avenue, 
which will all suffer a substantial loss of amenity 

ii. The applicant claims (6.2) that "Windows are configured so as not to cause 
overlooking or loss of privacy" but this is true only with regard to the "velux" 
type roof lights facing the applicant's own existing house and that of his "co-
developer" at No 16. Whereas the "real" neighbours No 14 Greenhills Road 
and 6a and 7 The Avenue are faced with large dormer windows that look 
directly into their gardens and houses and cause a significant loss of amenity. 
The windows appear to have be positioned to allow the development to benefit 
from the "real" neighbour's' gardens whilst protecting the applicant's own 
privacy. If the proposed house was rotated through 180o then the intrusion 
would be much less. 

iii. The house is positioned much closer to all of the boundaries than 
recommended thereby exacerbating the loss of amenity. In particular the 
Council's policy on the rear boundary is stated on page 44 of the SDP "new 
dwellings are generally required to be 10.5 metres from a boundary where first 
floor windows have clear glazing". The proposed design is 5 metres from the 
boundary and in clear breach of the policy.  

 
4. The access between No 15 and No 14 is only 2.68 metres wide and consequently 

the proposed building will be in breach of the Fire Safety Building Regs (2000) 
Section B5 clause 17.2b  

 
 

5. No tree survey has been provided (as recommended on page 30 of the SDP) 
despite the new building being less than 8 metres from a 90 ft Lombardy Poplar tree 
and there is no method statement showing how fatal damage to the trees roots 
would be avoided. When the new No 16 development was constructed a 
commitment was given to reduce the height of this tree by a third as recommended 
by the tree surgeon. The Council failed to enforce this undertaking. The proposed 
house is even closer than the one in No 16 and the tree has already lost a lot of 
roots as a result of that construction. A further failure to take action will exacerbate 
the hazard this tree now represents. 
 

6. Perhaps as a result of the failure of the applicant to consult with Planning Officers, 
there are many mistakes and misleading statements in the application. In particular 
the layout of the building shown in the Full Site Layout differs entirely from that 
shown in the Floor Plans document, the size of the existing house at No 15 differs 
radically between that shown in Full Site Layout and the Block Plan, the eastern 
boundary on the Full Site Layout has been distorted and paragraph 6.2 of the 
Access and Design Statement is deeply misleading. No tree survey, method 
statement or proper access information has been provided. These errors and 
omissions should be remedied before any consideration is given to the proposal. 

 
 
Comments: 5th September 2016 
Revised plans for development at 15 Greenhills Road  
 
Views of the directly affected neighbours - 14 Greenhills Road, 6A and 7 The Avenue 

   
  The only changes to the original plans are 

 
1. Width of garage reduced by 1m 
2. House moved 1m to the South 
3. Access and drive arrangements altered 
 
With exception of the access, all of our existing objections remain, in particular 



 
- The unacceptable size and massing of the building is effectively unchanged 
- The height of the building at 7.51m is equivalent to a normal house and some 2 metres 

higher than the genuine dormer bungalows in Haymans Close with which they seek to 
compare 

- The 1m adjustment in the siting still leaves the rear windows 6m from the northern 
boundary, far closer than the 10.5m stipulated on page 44 of the Council's SDP 

- The applicant wrongly claims that the Tree Officer is satisfied and still fails to undertake the 
necessary tree survey given the proximity of some very large trees 

 
Remedies 
 
Whilst we, the directly affected neighbours, would prefer that there was no development in the 
garden of 15 Greenhills Road, a development would be acceptable if it met both of the following 
criteria 
 
1. The development was a bungalow or a genuine dormer bungalow with a roof line no higher 

than those in Haymans Close 
 

AND 
 
2. Any dormer windows were aligned to overlook the applicant's own garden rather than to 

invade the privacy of his neighbours. If the statement in the application quoted below was 
genuinely meant then this should cause no problem, it would also mean that the building 
would become south-facing.  

 
"It is accepted that any development should not cause loss of amenity to adjoining existing 
residential occupiers, the windows are configured so as not to cause overlooking or loss of 
privacy." 
 
 
Comments: 13th September 2016 
The latest set of plans (6 September) do not alter my objections to this development  
 
- The height of the building is unchanged and remains 2m higher than the new properties in 

Haymans Close.  As a result the massing of the building remains overbearing to 
neighbouring properties. 

 
- The proposed property is still situated 6m from the back boundary, far closer than the 

10.5m stipulated in the Council's own SDP and, with two high-level windows facing into my 
garden, is overlooking and unnecessarily intrusive. 

 
- Both these problems would be ameliorated by replacing the proposal with a bungalow or 

genuine dormer bungalow situated at least 10.5m from the back boundary and with 
windows aligned to overlook the applicant's garden rather than those of his neighbours  

 
 
Comments: 7th November 2016 
The latest set of plans change none of my objections and I reiterate all my previous points. In 
particular: 
 
1. The house remains far too big and tall for the much smaller plot compared to its neighbours 

 
2. Despite alterations to the plans, the applicant has still arranged twice as many windows to 

overlook his neighbours' properties as overlook his own 
 



3. The house is sited much closer to its southern boundary than the Council's policy allows 
without any justification being provided 

 
4. The officers' report to the Planning Committee meeting on 22 September stated that the 

applicant had promised to remove or reduce the height of the 90ft poplar which will become 
an even greater hazard to my property once further roots are removed. However no 
enforceable written commitment has actually been made by the applicant and the promise is 
wholly unenforceable (as proved to be the case with 16 Greenhills Road's new house). It is 
very misleading for officers to imply that the issue has been resolved - only an enforceable 
commitment or planning condition will ensure it happens. If the tree does fall after roots 
around 50% of its circumference have been removed then the Council's failure to act will 
leave it legally exposed. 

 
  

Royal Mews 
St Georges Place 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 3PQ 
 

 

Comments: 20th September 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
   

13 Greenhills Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9EB 
 

 

Comments: 21st September 2016 
I believe additional traffic joining Greenhills Road, where the average speed is close to 40mph 
outside of rush hours (as per the traffic calming campaign earlier this year) through a very 
restrictive width access point and a very narrow pavement is crazy. It is only time before an 
accident will occur. 
 
   

North Warehouse 
Gloucester Docks 
Gloucester 
GL1 2FB 

 

Comments: 9th September 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
   

Green Avenue Limited  
14 Greenhills Road 
Charlton Kings 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9EB 
 

 

Comments: 4th July 2016 
I wish to formally advise you that Green Avenue Limited own the boundary between No 15 and 
No 16 Greenhills Road and also the boundary between No 14 and No 15 Greenhills Road.  On 
the last occasion that this occurred CBC claimed that they were unaware of the the additional 



ownership issues that are immediately evident from the Land Registry.  Please ensure that Green 
Avenue Limited are specifically informed of any applications/changes. 
 
As an initial comment the current application does not state what is happening to the original 
house.  All previous applications have been specific on what changes are required to the original 
property.  You are well aware of the Restrictive Covenant which applies to No 15 Greenhills 
Road-only permitting one dwellinghouse per property.   
 
Any development of the garden of Number 15 will cause loss of amenity to the adjoining existing 
residential occupiers.  
 
 
Comments: 29th July 2016 
Letter attached  
 
 
Comments: 8th August 2016 
I do have an important correction to make to my letter of objection.  No 17 Greenhills Road is 90 
feet wide.  No 16 Greenhills Road is 77 feet wide.  Each has had a house of identical size built on 
it.  No 16 was permitted after some concern about its mass.  No 15 Greenhills Road is asking to 
build an identical house on a 60 feet wide property.  This would never have been allowed if No17 
had originally had a 60 feet wide plot of land. 
 
   

White House 
6 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 1st September 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
   

Brown Gables 
8 The Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9BJ 
 

 

Comments: 25th July 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
 
Comments: 14th September 2016 
Letter attached.  
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