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11 Wharfdale Square 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DL 
 

 

Comments: 9th November 2018 
This planning application is very similar to 14/01276/OUT, and various other applications 
made in the past several years. My comments remain relevant, but I shall repeat them 
here to ensure these comments are considered. 
 
The proposal for 13 detached dwellings would have a significant impact on the area. As it 
is, Stone Crescent has 11 detached dwellings. A further development of 13 new houses 
would more than double the traffic in the road. The development around Wharfdale 
Square currently enjoys relatively calm traffic, albeit that the number of cars has 
increased markedly in the last 2 years. As a relatively low traffic area, it affords children 
and teenagers the freedom to play in the brick-paved thoroughfares and the central 
garden area. Doubling the traffic would undoubtedly have a negative impact on safety. 
The traffic issue is only compounded by the regular use of the square by parents of 
children at Rowanfields school and the nearby childrens centre for their twice a day 
school run. Even at present, access to and from the square is significantly impeded, as 
the parked cars on the roadway between Alstone Lane and Wharfdale Square effectively 
turn that roadway into single lane traffic. I have personally witnessed a number of "near 
misses" on that road, and around the square itself. Adding another 20 cars to the area 
can only negatively impact safety in an area where primary school children are frequently 
crossing the road. Additionally, with an increase of traffic past my property, there will be 
an inevitable increase in noise. The proposed development cannot go ahead unless 
alternative access is obtained via Brooklyn road or Bedford avenue. 
 
   
 
 
 
 



4 Lucinia Mews 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DR 
 

 

Comments: 23rd November 2018 
This latest version of NDH's proposal does nothing to address my concerns about 
TRAFFIC and FLOOD risks (below). The latest tweaks to the proposal seem more 
intended to build objector fatigue than to overcome objections. 
 
In view of the flood risks, it is crucial that we hear comments from the GCC Local Flood 
Authority (LLFA), as they objected in principle to the essentially similar previous proposal 
(18/01661/FUL, on 3 Sept). 
 
New readers: Most NDH documents misrepresent the orientation of the site by 45°, as if 
the existing development were to the N, whereas it is actually to the NE. 
 
It remains to be seen whether larger contractors' vehicles will be able to access the 
proposed site at all at times of heavy parking. 
 
I would be interested to know how, by definition without planning permission, and while 
the site was in NDH ownership: 
 
- the fence across the end of Stone Court, which is residents' property, was altered to 

allow vehicle access to the site;  
 
- and how trees along the NE boundary of the site came to be cut down; these can still 

be seen on Google Maps: 
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Lucinia+Mews,+Cheltenham/@51.9054472,-
2.1058358,203m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x48711b6f0a24e0b1:0x14dc640ac103
d1b2!8m2!3d51.9060662!4d-2.1048465?hl=en 

 
and for any guidance on how these actions relate to this proposal. 
 
TRAFFIC RISKS 
The existing carriageways are narrow, twisting, already effectively single-lane, heavily 
parked at many times, widely used as a playground, and have (for cars) blind corners at 
the E and S corners, causing periodic near-misses. Crucially, the SE side of Wharfdale 
Sq is the only vehicle access for most of the existing (Barratts) development, including 
Lucinia Mews, and for the proposed (NDH) development as well.  
 
Much of the existing development is used for school-run parking for the two schools 
adjoining. At these times there are many young children in the carriageways. 
 
If, as in the existing development, and as seems likely in the proposed development, 
there are many HMO, then the proposed parking ratio won't accommodate all the 
residents' vehicles. This will lead new residents to park on the existing development, 
where at peak times there is no spare parking capacity. 
 
Judging from the number of homes, the proposed development would increase traffic on 
the existing (Barratt) site roads by about 1/3. This would increase accident risks and 
congestion seriously.  



 
If the development went ahead, there would have to be action to mitigate these risks and 
problems:  
 
- specifically to remove, or lower to no more than 1m the hedge round Wharfdale Sq, to 

allow cars approaching the S and E corners to see each other and pedestrians in the 
carriageway;  

- generally to use kerbing and priority markings at intersections, to channel traffic and 
parking better with the new risks and volumes 

- and to find a way of enforcing parking laws and regulations during school-runs with 
the new risks and volumes 

 
FLOOD RISKS 
A stream, open in living memory and now culverted, runs NW-wards under the site, then 
crosses Brooklyn Rd. The low-lying site appears to receive runoff from its neighbours on 
3 sides (the existing site, the school, the KG5 field), and drains along the line of the 
stream across Brooklyn Rd. That point on Brooklyn Rd flooded in 2007. Houses in 
Lucinia Mews along the site boundary have a history of drain problems. 
 
If the development goes ahead, there must be action:  
 
- specifically to investigate the condition and capacity of the culvert, as it is now many 

years old; 
- and generally to ensure that any flood problems occurring after or because of the 

development are not exported to neighbouring areas, notably Brooklyn Rd or Lucinia 
Mews.  

 
We don't want NDH houses flooded, but even less do we want existing houses flooded 
by NDH. 
 
   

15 Wharfdale Square 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DL 
 

 

Comments: 14th November 2018 
First and foremost I would like to request that this Planning Application goes to the 
Planning Committee, due to its contentious nature. All prior Planning Applications have 
gone or were going to go to the Planning Committee for discussion:  
 
14/01276/OUT - Approved by Planning Committee subject to a S106. However, as 
shown below this Planning Application was not handled correctly.  
 
17/02460/FUL - Declined by Planning Committee 
 
18/01661/FUL - Was due to go to the Planning Committee and be Declined by Planning 
Officer but was subsequently pulled by the Developer and as such the official report 
stating the reasons why the Planning Application was to be Declined was not published 
the week before the Planning Committee Meeting.  
 



It should be noted that I have questioned the way in which previous Planning 
Applications on this plot of land were handled and received a response from CBC's Chief 
Executive Office as part of a Stage 3 Complaint. This points to Planning Applications 
14/01276/OUT and 17/02460/FUL NOT following due process. The following comment 
was provided concerning the outcome of 14/01276/OUT: 
 
"As you will be aware, this decision was not subject to any sort of legal challenge, 
although there were, in my opinion, potential grounds for this. GCC subsequently sold the 
land with the benefit of this permission, albeit that it was never validated, due to a failure 
to pursue the associated requirements of a Section 106 agreement. Nevertheless, this 
process, whilst flawed, did effectively confirm that the development of the site was 
considered acceptable in principle." 
 
I have referred this matter to the Local Government Ombudsman and am waiting on their 
judgement. 
 
I would expect all of the previous Objections that were submitted against Planning 
Application 14/01276/OUT, Planning Application 17/02460/FUL and Planning Application 
18/01661/FUL to also be taken into consideration against this recent Planning 
Application. If they are not then I would consider this remiss of CBC's Planning Office, as 
there were a lot of valid comments made by local residents which are still applicable to 
this Planning Application and a number of questions which remain unanswered.  
 
There are quite a few reasons why the Planning Application should not be approved. As 
a resident of the area, I feel I am best placed to know the problems and issues the 
proposed new development will cause to the area and local residents. My concerns 
about this particular Planning Application are as follows: 
 
* There will be an increase in traffic and congestion to / from the area, which is already 
overburdened, during the development phase and once the houses have been built. 
According to the plans the proposed new development will be for 13 houses (14, 13, 10 
and the 18 houses in previous Planning Applications). This busy school / residential area 
already suffers from high levels of traffic and congestion during school pick up / drop off 
times and once people have finished work. Residents of Wharfdale Square, Lucinia 
Mews, Stone Crescent and South Bank will be heavily impacted by this increase in traffic, 
as there is only a single entry / exit point to the area. Construction traffic would have to 
access the site via Wharfdale Square and Stone Crescent. Construction traffic may not 
be able to negotiate / manoeuvre these tight turns safely when there are cars parked on 
both sides of the road. The existing road on Stone Crescent via Wharfdale Square was 
not designed to sustain such a large, potential increase in traffic flow. There have already 
been instances of vehicles belonging to existing residents being damaged by having to 
avoid other large vehicles that pass through the square.  
 
* There will be severe disruptions to the lives of existing residents. At present when cars 
are parked outside their own properties it is difficult if not impossible for 2 moving cars 
travelling in opposite directions to pass one another, as the roads are very narrow. There 
is no mention of the amount of vehicular trips the site will generate and a trip generation 
exercise has not been undertaken. According to the plans the proposed new 
development will be for 13 houses - 2 bedroom (2 of), 3 bedroom (3 of), 4 bedroom (6 of) 
and 5 bedroom (2 of). This will total 47 bedrooms minimum. The number of parking 
spaces that are being provided is only 27.3 (According to NDH's Design and Access 
Statement), which is not enough for the suggested development. I can guarantee that 



this new development will increase the number of cars passing through the area by more 
than 27.3 cars, based on the number of bedrooms in total. Table 5 / Bullet 1 of the 
Cheltenham Local Plan (Matters which may be the subject of Planning Obligations) 
states the following - "works to provide safe access to a site, to accommodate safely local 
increases in traffic due to the development, and to discourage the additional traffic from 
using unsuitable local roads". I do not feel that this Planning Application adheres to this 
requirement.  
 
* We have one narrow entrance roadway into the area with cars permanently parked 
down one side of it which is a nightmare normally when entering and exiting the square. 
Add to this large lorries and building works vehicles on what is essentially a one way 
access is going to cause major issues. Then there is the added issue of how the block 
paved road itself will cope with the additional heavily laden lorries and diggers, etc. Has 
anyone visited the square at peak times (i.e. school drop off / pick up times) to see the 
issues that we currently experience?  
 
* There will be a reduction in the amount of parking available in the area. Parking is 
already at a premium in the area. Construction vehicles parked in the existing estate will 
further exacerbate this problem. If contractors' and site workers' vehicles were to park in 
the existing development during construction, they would quickly swamp and block the 
existing development. This would be unacceptable for current residents. Construction 
traffic must not be allowed to park on the existing development if this Planning 
Application is approved. During school start and finish times cars are parked alongside 
the entrance to the square and all around it. Access is impeded by parents dropping off 
and collecting children from Rowanfield Infant and Junior schools, and using the square 
as a car park. There are a lot of cars parked illegally around this time, which has been 
highlighted to CBC and our Local Councillor Sandra Holliday on numerous occasions but 
they have chosen to ignore this fact, as it would involve them doing something about it 
and earning their keep. The entrance road is often double parked during these times, 
making passage even more difficult and dangerous. This will make it difficult for 
construction vehicles to enter / exit the site. An average of 2.1 cars has been allocated 
per house (This means at least 27.3 more vehicles.) in the proposed new development. 
This will increase exponentially if the dwellings are Houses in Multiple Occupation 
(HMO), which a high quantity of the existing houses in the area already are. What are 
CBCs parking guidelines - specifically what is the minimum level of car parking that 
proposed new developments should offer, according to its size? As I do not believe that 
the proposed new development provides sufficient parking space to meet these 
requirements. The proposed development is likely to generate a significant increase in 
the amount of local traffic and as such any loss of on-road parking could mean the loss of 
a valuable residential amenity.  
 
Parking concerns have been highlighted on a number of occasions and were highlighted 
in the comments put in by 3 and 6 Stone Crescent when the 2014 Outline Planning 
Application (14/01276/OUT) was raised against the same plot of land. Parking concerns 
were also highlighted by local residents in objection comments put in against Planning 
Application 17/02460/FUL and Planning Application 18/01661/FUL respectively. It doesn't 
look like these comments have been taken into consideration in this recent Planning 
Application either as the number of parking spaces being made available per household 
has dropped. Some of these objection comments mention that there are already a high 
number of HMOs in the area, which have 4 - 5 cars each. Note, the Planning Office 
recently approved 16/00056/FUL for a house on Stone Crescent to be converted from a 6 
bedroom to a 7 bedroom HMO. Where does it all stop! 



 
* Annex 5 Manual for Gloucestershire Streets (4th Edition) 2016 - "Developers are 
encouraged to calculate the parking demand that would be generated by the proposed 
development using the methodology set out in the NPPF and submit this evidence with 
the planning application. 2011 Census data in respect of car ownership is available for 
super output areas and this should be the starting point for determining likely car 
ownership levels for you development". No justification for parking standards based on 
census data has been provided in the Planning Design and Access Statement. 
 
* With the proposed new development there will be a loss of existing parking spaces at 
the end of Stone Crescent that are in regular use. Where will these cars park? You 
should visit Stone Crescent in the evening and see all of the parked cars you will be 
displacing if this Planning Application is approved.  
 
* No assessment of the sites accessibility and opportunities for sustainable travel have 
been undertaken. It is necessary to identify what local services and amenities are located 
in proximity to the site, and also what alternative sustainable travel opportunities are 
present to enable future residents and visitors to choose sustainable alternatives i.e. 
walking, cycling and public transport facilities in proximity to the site. 
 
* Please take the time to visit the local area at the pertinent times (e.g. school start times, 
school end times, in the evening when people have returned from work, when the refuge 
collections are taking place, etc.) prior to making a decision about the Planning 
Application. This clearly has not happened up to now as is apparent from comments 
made by residents against Planning Application 17/02460/FUL and Planning Application 
18/01661/FUL, In a similar vein I would expect the NDH literature (Design and Access 
Statement) to be updated to reflect accurate images of the parking situation, as the 
image shown on Page 3 was clearly taken at a time of day when there is plenty of 
available parking (i.e. people are at work). This image has also been stretched (i.e. 
doctored deliberately) by the document creator to mislead the Planning Office into 
thinking that Stone Crescent is a lot wider than it actually is. See the image provided in 
the objection letter provided by 6 Stone Crescent (Planning Application 17/02460/FUL) to 
see an accurate representation of the parking situation in Stone Crescent. Also see the 
images in Gloucestershire Live  
(https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/cheltenham-news/fears-plans-homes-near-
cheltenham-1148653 and https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/cheltenham-
news/plans-new-housing-estate-could-1472592)  
to see an accurate representation of the parking situation at school pick up time. Against 
Planning Application 18/01661/FUL, I supplied Michelle Payne with a document which 
provides an accurate representation of the parking situation on Stone Crescent and in the 
local area. The provided document should be taken into consideration when making the 
decision about this Planning Application and was uploaded on 31/08/2018. A decision 
must not be based on the inaccurate representation of the current situation, which NDH 
has provided in their literature.  
 
* Children can regularly be seen playing around the area throughout the day and there 
are also children walking to / from the school during school pick up and drop off times. 
This poses a health and safety issue, as during the development phase and post the 
development phase traffic flow will increase significantly, which also increases the 
chances of a traffic related incident / accident occurring. Pedestrian safety is imperative! 
No assessment has been made of the local highway network in terms of reviewing 
personal injury collisions in proximity to the site, etc. Note that there are no designated 

https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/cheltenham-news/fears-plans-homes-near-cheltenham-1148653
https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/cheltenham-news/fears-plans-homes-near-cheltenham-1148653
https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/cheltenham-news/plans-new-housing-estate-could-1472592
https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/cheltenham-news/plans-new-housing-estate-could-1472592


footpaths / pavements in Wharfdale Square, so individuals (adults and children alike) are 
regularly seen walking on the roads as there is no alternative due to existing residents 
park outside their houses (i.e. effectively the pavement). Residents of the local area have 
over the years become aware of this and drive accordingly but there are still a number of 
'near misses' in the area. The Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 14.25) states the following - 
"New development can endanger highway safety if poorly located or built without 
adequate infrastructure. Policy TP 1 seeks to limit development, which may harm 
highway safety." 
 
* Hedges around Wharfdale square are renowned for blocking and impairing the vision of 
individuals driving around the square (i.e. lots of blind corners). There have been a 
number of near misses on the square due to the hedges being overgrown and not 
thinned appropriately, thereby making it difficult to see oncoming vehicles and increasing 
the potential of a traffic related incident / accident occurring. As near misses at these 
corners are already common with the current occupation and traffic levels, and are likely 
to increase, and lead to actual accidents, both during construction and after occupation of 
the new site, what are the Developers proposing to alleviate this? This has been 
highlighted to CBC's Parks and Landscapes department a number of times but they have 
said they only cut the hedges once a year. Construction vehicles entering / leaving the 
site via one entry / exit point will further exacerbate the issue as the roads are very 
narrow (especially with residents cars parked in front their houses). The road around the 
square is only wide enough for a single car most of the time. 
 
* In order to ensure highway safety is not compromised, the following needs to be 
considered: traffic generation, road capacity, means of access, visibility, car parking and 
effects on pedestrians / cyclists. 
 
* The Planning Application goes against a number of the areas highlighted in Core Policy 
4 of the Cheltenham Local Plan (Safe and Sustainable Living). See Note 1 - "In 
assessing impact on amenity, the Council will have regard to matters including loss of 
sunlight and/or diffuse daylight (see note 2), loss of outlook, loss of privacy (see note 3), 
and potential disturbance from noise, smells, dust, fumes, vibration, glare from artificial 
lights (see also policy CP 3 (sustainable environment), hours of operation, and travel 
patterns, including heavy goods vehicles (see also policy CP 5 (sustainable transport)." 
The noise level in the area will increase substantially during the development phase and 
once the houses have been built. The dust and dirt levels in the area will also increase 
during the development phase. Note, this estate in its current form was completed in 
2001. As such, this will cause residents of the existing development unnecessary 
disturbance, disruption, stress and suffering. It will also have a huge impact on the 
privacy and views of existing properties and will result in them being overlooked. The 
proposed new development will obstruct the view of the playing field and trees, which to 
many people when purchasing their properties was part of the original appeal. 
 
* The Planning Application does not ensure that there is adequate access for emergency 
and refuge access to the properties. Waste disposal vehicles already have a hard time 
getting around the area. They can regularly be seen reversing in and driving out of roads 
off the main square, as there is no turning area. Have you visited the area when the 
waste disposal vehicles are trying to get about? Construction vehicles will experience the 
same issues. This will increase the potential of a traffic related incident / accident 
occurring. Residents have commented that they regularly have to reverse into oncoming 
traffic on Alstone Lane when entering the square, to avoid a collision with traffic wanting 
to leave the square. No swept paths have been undertaken showing safe access / egress 



of a refuge & emergency vehicle or the simultaneous access / egress of a refuge vehicle 
and large estate car. This must be carried out, as it poses a Health and Safety issue. The 
Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 14.45 and 14.46) states the following respectively - "Heavy 
goods traffic has increased considerably in the last 10 years, and with it problems of 
safety and air pollution." and "Heavy goods vehicles are an essential component of the 
economy of Cheltenham and those with local destinations will need to have access 
throughout the network. These vehicle movements are best accommodated on the main 
highway network using positive measures designed to steer them on to main roads and 
to discourage them from seeking alternative routes through sensitive areas." I consider 
construction vehicles to be of the same ilk as HGVs and as such believe that the 
proposed new development is a direct contravention of these principles. 
 
* The NDH literature (Design and Access Statement) states - "The submitted 
arboricultural and ecology reports indicate how the development can help to support 
biodiversity whilst at the same time not harming what is present." What the submitted 
Planning Application does not mention is that trees have already been felled (circa 20 - 
30) on the site of the proposed new development last autumn which previously protected 
the existing estate against the elements and provided homes to nesting / breeding birds 
and other wildlife including bats. These trees were at an elevated level and not at ground 
level on the proposed site, thereby providing residents with privacy, protection from the 
elements and providing homes for many birds & wildlife. The NDH literature (Ecological 
Appraisal) shows evidence in the second image that these trees existed as the tree 
stumps are still present. Also if you go on Google Maps you can see what the proposed 
area for development looked like before all of the trees were felled! I would suggest that 
the Tree Officer is made aware of this fact and asked to provide comment. The 
Cheltenham Local Plan (Policy GE 5 and Policy GE 6) discusses Protection and 
Replacement of Trees and Trees and Development respectively. These policies were not 
taken into consideration during the felling of these trees? Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 
6.15) states the following - "Human life, health and well-being depend on a healthy 
natural environment. Vegetation contributes to the physical well-being of a town by 
absorbing carbon dioxide and releasing oxygen, so improving the quality of air. Acting as 
a baffle, it can also absorb and so reduce noise." The site of the proposed new 
development which is prone to flooding when there is heavy rain will be even more 
vulnerable now than it already is. The site currently functions as a sink for surface water 
from the surrounding higher area. Adjacent houses and roads already flood in wet 
weather. The Cheltenham Local Plan Objective 30 states the following - "to reduce the 
risk of flooding and flood damage." The Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 13.4) states the 
following - "The primary responsibility for safeguarding land and property against flooding 
lies with the owner." A number of the houses on Lucinia Mews, Brooklyn Road, etc. 
which back onto the proposed new development currently experience issues when it 
rains heavily (i.e. flooded toilets, sewage reflux, drainage problems, etc.). Have any of 
these residents been approached by NDH to advise how their development plans will 
impact these existing houses? A local resident has commented against Planning 
Application 17/02460/FUL, that Brooklyn Road experiences "localised flooding during and 
after periods of heavy rain." Has anyone in the Planning Office looked into this aspect, as 
it was highlighted to them during a meeting with them on 5th February 2018? Also, 
Severn Trent Water have been called out several times over the last few months to 
address drains overflowing on Brooklyn Road. This is without the proposed new 
development being factored into the equation. I would suggest that they are approached 
for comment. The Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 13.15 and 13.17) states the following 
respectively - "Development usually increases the area within a site covered by 
impermeable materials. This will result in an increase in the quantity and rate of surface 



water run-off to watercourses. Many watercourses are susceptible to flooding, or are only 
capable of accommodating run-off under pre-development conditions. Additional run-off 
from development can instigate or exacerbate flooding. In addition, development within 
flood plains, as well as increasing the risk of flooding, can disrupt existing flood flow 
regimes, which, in turn, can result in damage to buildings, property and infrastructure. 
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Flooding and Sustainable Drainage Systems has 
been published which sets out in greater detail the requirements for sustainable drainage 
measures." and "PPG25 states that it is the responsibility of the developer to provide an 
assessment of whether proposed development is likely to be affected by flooding and 
whether the development will increase flood risk elsewhere. An assessment may also be 
needed of the risk of groundwater or local flooding due to overland sheet flow or run-off 
exceeding the capacity of drainage systems during prolonged or intense rainfall. The 
developer must satisfy the Council that any flood risk arising from proposed development 
can be successfully managed with the minimum environmental effect." I believe that the 
proposed new development is a direct contravention of these principles and that the 
Developer intends to direct excess water to Brooklyn Road. The dip in Brooklyn Road 
has standing water when it rains heavily and this is without the new development in 
place. There are regular drainage issues (i.e. overflowing onto the pavements) on 
Brooklyn Road, as I have already mentioned and I'm sure STW can also attest to this, as 
they can regularly be seen addressing these issues. Please can you confirm that a Flood 
Risk Assessment has been carried out to a satisfactory standard, as in NDH literature 
(Application Form) it states that the proposal is not within 20 meters of a watercourse and 
the proposal will not increase the flood risk elsewhere. Both of these are statements are 
incorrect as there is a ducted watercourse present on the site. Also in 2007 during the 
floods both the site of the proposed new development and Brooklyn Road were flooded. 
The site, as shown on Environment Agency flood maps, identifies the risk of pluvial 
flooding is classified as 'High' and 'Medium'. I would suggest looking into these aspects. 
As per NPPF guidance it is recommended, given the pluvial flood risk, that a Level 2 
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is carried out to examine this risk in more detail. The Level 
2 FRA should also demonstrate how, through the use of SuDS, the amount of surface 
water entering sewer systems or local watercourses is managed to minimise the risk of 
pluvial flooding. Considering the site is undeveloped greenfield land, it is vital to show 
how any excess surface water resulting from an increase in impermeable areas as part of 
the development is to be managed. Currently it looks as though the mitigation is to direct 
excess water to surrounding gardens, particularly those at the bottom of Brooklyn Road. 
Things will get worse for local residents now the trees have been felled, as they would 
previously have absorbed some of the rainwater during heavy rainfall. There seems to be 
a lack of transparency as we haven't yet been definitively informed who carried out this 
tree felling and for what purpose (i.e. assuming someone did something is not good 
enough, as we had from our local Councillor). The land was sold to NDH mid-2016 
according to GCC yet we have the following statements from various individuals which 
are contradictory at best: 
 
"I can let you know that the land is Glos County Council owned. There are no TPO's and 
the site is not in a conservation area. The felled trees were not too special and there is an 
(outline) proposal to plant new trees if the site gets permission. It is assumed that the 
county felled the trees but there is no case to answer." - Sandra Holliday (Email) 
 
"I am waiting to hear who authorised this work to be carried out." - Sandra Holliday 
(Letter) 
 



It should be noted that we didn't hear back from Sandra Holliday (Local Councillor) on 
this matter! 
 
"The trees that are being felled are privately owned and are not protected nor are they 
worthy of protection. Whilst we understand the concerns of residents on this point, the 
council is not in a position to prevent this work." - Martin Chandler (statement in Glos 
Live) 
 
"I am not aware of any tree-felling works to have taken place by us at this site." - New 
Dawn Homes Rep (Callum Hughes) (statement in Glos Live) 
 
So 20 - 30 trees are felled on land belonging to NDH and they aren't aware of it and deny 
knowledge of it?! 
 
* I understand there is a culverted stream / brook (River Chelt possibly?) that runs under 
the site. The Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 13.34) states the following - "Both the Council 
and the Environment Agency are in general opposed to the culverting of watercourses 
because of the adverse ecological, flood defence and other effects that are likely to arise, 
unless there is no reasonably practicable alternative or if the detrimental effects of 
culverting would be so minor that they would not justify a more costly alternative. Where 
practicable, the Council seeks to restore culverted watercourses to open channels and 
will require existing culverts to be opened up where they are affected by development 
proposals. Culverting can exacerbate flooding and destroy wildlife and amenity habitats. 
Where exceptionally culverting is permitted, suitable measures of mitigation or 
compensation must be provided (including the opening up of other sections of culvert and 
enhancing open stretches of watercourse within close proximity to the development). 
Such measures would be secured within the development by condition or planning 
obligation." Please can the Developer highlight what they intend to do with this culverted 
stream in order to meet the Cheltenham Local Plan, as in the NDH literature (Application 
Form) they don't seem to think it exists? 
 
* The drainage and power to the existing development is flaky at best normally, with 
drainage issues, power cutting off and low water pressure being a regular issue. Building 
new houses and linking them to the same systems and services will only cause more 
problems. We do not need any more problems! 
 
* Further to the previous point drainage and sewage services identified on the proposed 
site plan are already heavily oversubscribed, which causes backflow and localised 
flooding during and after periods of heavy rain. Any additional demand would exacerbate 
this problem and would directly impact on residents of Brooklyn Road. 
 
* An Arboriculture Survey is required as one has not been submitted with this Planning 
Application. 20 - 30 trees have been felled by 'someone' and as mentioned above no-one 
seems to know who did it or aren't admitting to it; although at the time when it took place 
(late 2017) the land did belong to NDH. Are there any trees on the land for the proposed 
new development which have associated TPOs? Are there any roots belonging to 
existing trees which will potentially interfere with the proposed new development and as 
such need to be dealt with if this Planning Application is given the go-ahead? A Tree 
Protection Plan will also need to be produced to protect those trees to be retained during 
any building works. In all honesty this should have been carried out prior to 'someone' 
felling the 20 - 30 trees. It should be noted that there are an abundance of breeding birds 



and other wildlife including bats which we are privileged to see in the summer evenings 
and we would not like to see ANY of the existing (remaining!) trees taken down. 
 
* An ecological appraisal carried out in support of 14/01276/OUT (a previous Planning 
Application on the land) says "There are no specific records of bats within 1 km of the 
site". An ecological appraisal carried in support Planning Application 18/01661/FUL on 
the land says "No protected species were recorded during the survey, although the 
habitats present provided opportunities for protected species: Breeding birds. The cherry 
tree on Site provided suitable habitat for breeding birds." However, a comment made 
against 17/02460/FUL by a resident of Brooklyn Road says the following - "We regularly 
see many birds and bats around these trees so we believe further surveys should be 
carried out to ensure these species remain protected. These trees would also provide 
privacy to all houses, so should not be removed." I suggest further work is done to 
actually assess what the wildlife impact will be, as what is currently published is 
contradictory." The Cheltenham Local Plan (Para 6.16 and 6.21) state the following 
respectively - "Green spaces are essential in providing habitats for a wide range of flora 
and fauna. Some green spaces, particularly the more extensive and relatively 
undisturbed grounds of large houses and non-residential properties, may also harbour 
legally protected species such as barn owls, badgers and bats. Green spaces are 
therefore of significance to nature conservation." and "In its role as custodian of public 
green spaces the Council will seek opportunities to improve the value of existing spaces. 
PPG17 sets out that local authorities need to assess existing and future community and 
visitor needs for open spaces." I believe that the proposed new development is a direct 
contravention of these principles. 
 
* Severn Trent Water have said the following against 17/02460/FUL: 
 
"Severn Trent Water advise that there are public sewers located within this site. Public 
sewers have statutory protection and may not be built close to, directly over or be 
diverted without consent. You are advised to contact Severn Trent Water to discuss the 
proposals. Severn Trent will seek to assist in obtaining a solution which protects both the 
public sewer and the building. Please note, when submitting a Building Regulations 
application, the building control office 
 
Comments: 22nd November 2018 
PARKING - As I have already alluded to in my previous comments, the image in NDH's 
Design and Access Statement gives an inaccurate representation of the parking situation 
on Stone Crescent. The image has been deliberately doctored to make the road look a 
lot wider than it actually is. The image was also taken at a quiet time, probably when local 
residents were at work. The document I have supplied to Joe Seymour today via email 
for upload provides an accurate representation of the parking situation on Stone 
Crescent and in the local area. The provided document should be taken into 
consideration when making the decision about this Planning Application. 
 
LOCALISED FLOODING - As I have already alluded to in my previous comments, the 
area is prone to localised flooding when it rains heavily and the current drainage system 
in place is unable to cope with the current level of housing. It won't be able to cope with 
13 more houses if this Planning Application is Approved. Section 11 of NDH's Application 
Form, which is in the Documents Section of this Planning Application, implies that there 
is no flood risk to the local area.  
 



However, I was able to carry out a simple search on the Environment Agency Website 
(https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/) using the postcode 
belonging to the plot of land in question - GL51 8DP. This search revealed that - "This 
location is in or near a flood risk area". The document I have supplied to Joe Seymour 
today via email for upload provides more detail about the message that the search 
output. It also shows a diagram which clearly shows that the area already suffers from 
surface water flooding issues. If the development is approved in its current state it will 
increase the area covered by impermeable materials leading to an increase in the 
quantity and rate of surface water and flooding. This is likely to cause issues to existing 
residents, who already suffer from drainage issues and reflux in their bathrooms, when it 
rains heavily. This excess water will be diverted to Brooklyn Road, which again according 
to the diagram is a flood risk area.  
 
It should be noted that even without the new development, Brooklyn Road suffers from 
drainage issues. STW can attest to this, as they have been doing some work to address 
these issues. The new development will exacerbate these issues. Images of the existing 
drainage issues being suffered on Brooklyn Road are depicted in document supplied. 
The provided document should be taken into consideration when making the decision 
about this Planning Application. I also suggest going back to any archives you have for 
2007 floods, as the plot of land in question and Brooklyn Road were flooded. I asked the 
following question back in January 2017 to CBC's Planning Office via Alex Chalk's Office 
and also via Sandra Holliday (my local Councillor) but never got a response - "If the area 
now floods and our houses are negatively impacted is CBC liable or will residents be 
expected to claim on their own house insurance due to a bad decision made by CBC?"  
 
TREES - As I have already alluded to in my previous comments, 20 - 30 trees on the plot 
of land were felled by someone. No one has admitted to carrying out this activity and as 
such I would expect this matter to be investigated by the Tree Officer. I have provided a 
document which shows what the plot of land looked like prior to it being 'touched'. This 
can be compared to what it looks like now. Someone butchered the trees on this plot of 
land in the last quarter of 2017 yet no one has admitted to doing it. GCC confirmed via a 
FoIA Request that the land was purchased by NDH Mid-2016. Was any consideration 
given to the plants and wildlife (i.e. environmental impact) in the area before this action 
was taken? Was any consideration given to how the existence of these trees stopped 
and protected the surrounding areas from flooding? Was the Tree Officer or the Council 
made aware that this action was being taken? 
 
As yet the GCC Local Flood Authority (LLFA) and the Tree Officer have not made 
comments against this particular Planning Application (18/02215/FUL). They raised 
concerns against the previous Planning Application (18/01661/FUL), which was due to be 
Declined in the November 2018 Planning Committee Meeting, prior to it being withdrawn 
by the Submitter. Please can you ensure these two Consultants provide their views on 
this Planning Application? 
 
Comments: 23rd November 2018 
Supporting documents/photos re parking, flooding and trees attached.  
 
 
 
 
 
   



26 Cornwall Avenue 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8AY 
 

 

Comments: 23rd November 2018 
This is getting daft now - yet another tweaked proposal that does nothing to address the 
points made EVERY time: traffic, pollution, water runoff and the look of the houses 
compared to every other house in the area. Its now looking like this is going to be 
rehashed and submitted in the hope that everyone gets bored and CBC let it sail through. 
So, lets put down some of the same concerns that have been voiced on the previous 
attempts to get this proposal through: 
 
TRAFFIC 
With that many new houses with 3, 4 and 5 bedrooms you can assume that there will be 
multiple cars per property and a maximum, going on the plans, 2 spaces per property. In 
a house of 5 people, especially if its a HMO, there will be more than 2 cars meaning 
parking spills onto the streets to start with (and note the waste teams comments about 
the streets needing to be clear to get to bins) meaning the streets in the area, already full 
of cars, gets even more blocked therefore meaning emergency vehicles or the waste 
teams cannot reach areas they need to. 
 
The roads in place within the area are only just large enough to cope with the traffic 
flowing in and out as it is, with vast increases around the school run time with illegal 
parking and children walking through the area. The traffic from the proposed site will 
have to still go through the same cramped roads.  
 
The current parking / traffic flow problems have not been helped by the introduction of 
parking schemes around the railway station and surrounding roads. People who parked 
there before are now moving to park in Rowanfield as a whole meaning the area around 
the proposed site, and surrounding areas, are seeing a vast increase in traffic throughout 
the day. 
 
The works traffic associated with the proposed plans will also have to travel through the 
same roads again greatly increasing the possibility of accidents and, if large vehicles 
come through, the chance of damaging the roads and underlying cables / sewers etc. 
 
The increased traffic will also affect the quality of education given at the schools 
extremely close to the build site whether that be noise, air or dust pollution. 
 
POLLUTION 
With CBCs sudden interest in air quality within the town, extra vehicles from both the 
people living in the houses and the vehicles needed during the build process will 
decrease the quality in the air around the area. Can I ask to see any research into this 
before the proposed development goes through to the planning committee and what 
monitoring will be in place during and after the build to see the changes. 
 
With a childrens centre, an infants school and a junior school very close to the area, a 
decrease in air quality and an increase in noise / dust pollution will greatly disadvantage 
their education. 
 
WATER RUNOFF 



The area in question is prone to flooding due to it be low lying compared to the 
surrounding land. As is visible at the moment (and has been for many months) in the 
immediate area of Brooklyn Road which is having a lot of water problems, water will run 
down the roads and flood local gardens. With the amount of ground being covered in 
roadways and houses on the proposed build site, the run off from that are waill also flow 
towards Brooklyn Road further effecting the flooding concern there at the moment. 
 
LOOK OF THE HOUSES 
I was always under the impression that where a new housing development was 
proposed, the new buildings have to look similar to those in the surrounding areas. If 
anyone could tell me how that rule could be translated to show that the proposed design 
of the houses do somehow blend in with those not only in the whole area but the houses 
already right next to the proposed site it would be appreciated. 
 
WILDLIFE 
To date I still haven't seen a decent wildlife survey in the area. As said before there are 
bats (protected) in the are of the proposed building site and, as the very small parcel of 
land in question has been empty for a long time, no doubt other wildlife uses the area 
especially as we head into winter - hedgehogs (protected), foxes etc. 
 
Perhaps CBC will do a survey themselves instead of depending on a brief write up from 
the developers. 
 
No doubt if this proposal doesn't manage to get through the planning committee, we can 
look forward to another "tweaked" proposal that doesn't change anything that is being 
opposed by people in the area, namely the amount of housing being squeezed into a 
very small area thats been "tacked" only the back of an already build estate, the 
increased traffic flow along with the associated air quality / pollution question (something 
that CBC seems VERY hot on at the moment going on with the Boots Corner scheme) 
and the great increase that someone, most likely a child from the local school, being 
involved in an accident. 
 
  

7 Wharfdale Square 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DL 
 

 

Comments: 24th November 2018 
I have previously raised concerns about the detrimental impact of this proposal. It will 
increase traffic in an already busy and congested small residential area. There have 
been a number of bumps and scrapes on cars and I have witnessed near misses. It will 
also worsen existing parking problems. It is difficult for existing residents to park safely 
and there are particular problems associated with parking connected to the school run at 
Rowanfield School and Children's Centre.  
 
This application needs to be decided by democratically elected Members. 
 
   

16 Wharfdale Square 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 

 



GL51 8DL 
 

Comments: 22nd November 2018 
I object to the current plans for new housing as serious issues still remain of concern to 
residents.  
 
HEALTH AND SAFETY 
The proposed housing development will bring additional congestion and present a 
significant safety hazard for children and residents in the area. The road around 
Wharfdale Square is narrow and has several blind corners. There is no dedicated 
footpath around Wharfdale Square and pedestrians and children use the road to walk 
along it most of the time. Young children frequently play within this cul de sac and the 
increased traffic will present a significant hazard and danger for them. It is impossible for 
more than one car to pass along the road and is already problematic especially when 
there are cars parked outside properties and refuse collection bins located in front of the 
houses. Larger vehicles such as SUV's, Vans and Trucks will struggle to park and drive 
along the road and likely to block access for other cars/residents.  
 
The problem will only become worse with the new proposed housing and single point of 
entry and exit is already a severe bottleneck. The single and only entrance to Wharfdale 
Square is used by visitors for long-term parking due to lack of space within the cul de sac 
and also by parents on school runs for Rowanfield School. During peak times it is highly 
likely residents and the public with school children will find it difficult to drive in and out of 
the estate and will become very congested. 
 
DRAINAGE AND RISK OF FLOODING 
As already highlighted with photographic evidence and by environmental groups the land 
already has drainage issues and suffers from surface water, despite the presence of a 
grass playing field at the back of the estate which currently absorbs much run off rain 
water. The erection of this new development which will involve the putting down concrete 
for new paths and housing and put further strain on the drainage systems and 
exacerbate the problem of surface water of having nowhere to run off or soak into 
increasing the chance of localised flooding. It will also make it major hazard during the 
autumn and winter months if it were to ice over. 
 
   

151 Brooklyn Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DX 
 

 

Comments: 26th November 2018 
I wish to protest against the development of 13 dwellings at Playing field adj. 10 Stone 
Crescent ref 18/02215/FUL for the following reasons. 
 
The full report on Flood Risk Assessment covers the new development but not the 
houses in Brooklyn Road which has been described as the path way for excess water to 
flow through. 
 
Paragraph 3.2 is misleading as it states "Recommended flood risk mitigation measures 
appropriate levels of perceived risk are included in this report" Then in paragraph 3.6 it 
states, "No mitigation measures are required" 



 
The fact that the development will take away a field that absorbs surface water is a risk 
and something should be put in place to drain it away, rather than through the properties 
of the houses in Brooklyn road.  
 
Paragraph 2.4 states King George V playing field is 1.60m high but what it does not say 
is that there are a further three more rises further up the field that water will run down 
from. 
 
The report indicates flood risk in paragraph 3.15 by taking mitigation action on by raising 
the property floor level up 300mm to protect the site, but not the properties in Brooklyn 
road. No action taken or considered for this. This also changes the reports statement in 
paragraph 4.2 where it says "There are no significant changes in level between the 
remaining portion of the Rowanfield playing field to the West and the gardens of Brooklyn 
Road properties to the East". There now is a 300mm increase in height. Also, the report 
states "gentle fall from the south east to the northwest of approx. 1m and the ground 
levels vary between 99.70m to 98.70m." This is towards the properties in Brooklyn road.  
It is significant that there is an increase risk of the properties in Brooklyn road getting 
flooded and therefore the development should not go ahead unless adequate draining 
system is put in place to prevent this. 
 
Note to finish on; The 12m leylandii trees have now been removed for safety reasons. 
Some have been replaced this year and the remainder next year, therefore, it will be 
many years before they will be using up water in the ground, as the original ones did. 
  

 
8 Stone Crescent 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DP 
 

 

Comments: 27th November 2018 
I would like to object to the planning application for the erection of 13 dwellings adjacent 
to 10 Stone Crescent.As I mentioned before, the access roads of Stone Crescent and 
Wharfedale Square are just not suitable to carry any more vehicles and they were not 
planned to be able to cope with the additional traffic. With a minimum of 3 cars per house 
on the new development making just two return journeys each day, there would an 
additional 156 car journeys with a possibility of over 300. In Wharfedale Square there are 
limited footpaths so pedestrians and also many cyclists are required to use the road, so 
the additional traffic would be extremely dangerous. There are also two tight corners as 
you leave Wharfedale Square and enter Stone Crescent which are not suitable for this 
number of vehicles.  
 
At the moment Stone Crescent is a short road but once extended it will become much 
longer enabling drivers to increase their speed as they approach the corners. As 
previously mentioned, the area around the school is highly congested at various times of 
the day and such an increase of vehicles making the turning onto Alstone Lane would 
increase the danger for school children. 
 
   
 
 



 
12 Wharfdale Square 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8DL 
 

 

Comments: 26th November 2018 
Given the information available at present, we have the following concerns and items of 
consideration:  
 
Proposed size of development: the number of dwellings is excessive given the size of the 
site and limited access to the proposed dwellings by a single, existing road that was not 
built or designed to accomodate the volume of traffic associated with an additional site of 
this size.  
 
Site traffic and site access:  
Short-Term Implications: During the building phase, given that this is a residential area, 
this could potentially cause severe disruption and raises concerns of safety especially as 
access to current housing may be restricted i.e. by work vehicles. There is the potential 
for damage to the existing road surfaces. Access to large lorries and long vehicles is 
restricted on the street as it is at present.  
 
Long-term concern: the existing road on Stone Crescent via Wharfdale Square was not 
designed to sustain such a large potential increase in traffic flow. There would also be 
loss of existing parking spaces at the end of Stone Crescent. As these spaces are in 
regular use we expect this would force road users to park elsewhere in the already 
congested area.  
 
Susceptibility of proposed site to excess surface water: The site sits lower than 
surrounding land, could a new development on the site increase the risk of localised 
flooding both to the existing estate and the new houses? We don't believe that this has 
been fully considered, assessed or answered.  
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