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Michelle Payne

Senior Planning Officer
Cheltenham Borough Council
Municipal Offices

Promenade

Cheltenham

GL50 9SA

11% January 2019
Dear Michelle

Land at Oakhurst Rise, Charlton Kings
Outline application for up to 69 dwellings, including access, layout and scale
Reference 18/02171/0UT

RESPONSE TO HERITAGE AND CONSERVATION COMMENTS

We write further to publication of the Heritage and Conservation Response by Chris
Morris, Senior Conservation Officer. We have sought the advice of our retained
consultant, Dr Carole Fry of AHC Consultants.

The Report has four significant flaws, such it is not an accurate assessment of the
current development proposals. Although the Response has arrived late, after those of
other consultees, we are responding urgently prior to the publication of the Committee
Report.

1. Reproduction of Earlier Consultation Response

The Report begins by stating that the proposal has “not meaningfully changed”. This
does not recognise the change in quantum of units (significant reduction by a third),
layout, and landscaping of the proposal. The Report does not refer to the updated
Heritage Assessment, nor at any point to the new Site Layout Plan.

The Report then states that: “Much of the previous heritage advice given on refused
outline application 17/00710/0UT is reproduced here for reference as the concerns
raised are still relevant.”

It is very concerning that a Report should simply “reproduce” content from an earlier
application response, rather than carry out a fresh assessment, by detailed reference
to the updated documentation.
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2. Remaining Setting of St Edward’s

The Report accepts that the site did not fall within the parkland but merely represents
“incidental wider rural context”. The Report continues that “This rural setting is now
almost lost due to the existing suburban development so it is considered important to
protect what remains of it.” That is not a correct identification of the setting, which is
urban (it is located in the principal urban area), or application of Historic England’s
Good Practice Advice Note No. 2 on Decision-Taking.

A significant methodological problem is that assessment of viewpoints is taken purely
from below the school, as far back as the entrance. This ignores the historic
landscaping, the documentary record as to the nature of the land behind the heritage
asset and the extensive landscaping that will be provided through the proposal and
which would actually reinforce the historic planting which we know we existed here.

There is little to no reference to the extensive construction around the historic asset,
notably the kindergarten, school building/library, and extensive sports pitches. It is
therefore strongly recommended that the comments are read in the context of the site
visit.

3. Setting/Significance of Charlton Manor

No reference is made to the extent to which Charlton Manor has been altered by
development within its current, much reduced curtilage and the development on
adjacent plots to the south which formed part of its original curtilage.

4. Public Benefits
The first sentence of the final paragraph of the Response begins by purporting to
conduct a planning balance.

The Committee will no doubt be aware that it is inappropriate for a technical consultee
to carry this exercise out. This sentence should have been excluded from the overall
Response.

Summary
We have set out in our Application documents, notably the Planning Statement,

Heritage Statement, Designh and Access Statement, and the various Plans and Site
Layouts, the extensive work that has been undertaken to develop a scheme within this
location that gives rise to less than substantial harm at the lower end of the scale.

It is our firm view that the Heritage and Conservation Response has reached a
judgement that does not take on board this substantial preparatory work. There is
therefore ample basis in the evidence before the Council, including the updated ECUS
Report, to confirm that the proposal would be acceptable in heritage terms. In any
event, the public benefits of the proposal, which are for the planning balance (not the
heritage assessment) overwhelmingly weigh in favour of a grant of permission.
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