
 
APPLICATION NO: 13/00911/OUT OFFICER: Mrs Emma Pickernell 

DATE REGISTERED: 11th June 2013 DATE OF EXPIRY : 10th September 2013 

WARD: St Peters PARISH: NONE 

APPLICANT: Clifton Diocese 

LOCATION: Christ College Arle Road Cheltenham 

PROPOSAL: Outline application for residential development including means of access (indicative 
layout of 85 dwellings) 

 
 

REPRESENTATIONS 
 

Number of contributors  15 
Number of objections  10 
Number of representations 4 
Number of supporting  0 

 
   

100 Brooklyn Gardens 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LW 
 

 

Comments: 12th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

19 Netherwood Gardens 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LQ 
 

 

Comments: 12th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

33 Netherwood Gardens 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LQ 
 

 

Comments: 4th July 2013 
I’m writing to you to provide my feedback on the Christ College Site, Arle Road.  
 
Due to the extent of this development I feel it will have an extensive effect on the local area. I 
have no scale to understand what 85 dwellings will mean on a site of this size. My concern is the 
market the developers are planning to sell in. A 3 bed semi-detached can be worth anything from 
£65k-£400k depending on the space, the size of the rooms, the location, etc. I think the critical 
thing is that the houses are developed to be equivalent to the current value of surrounding 
streets.  
 
I would request that the value of the average 3 bed semi-detached be aimed to market at £190k-
£210k, in keeping with the surrounding houses (in good condition) on Arle Road. I appreciate that 



there will be some variation on value with the number of rooms and such. And I understand that 
there is a mandatory section of affordable housing included.  
 
It would be to the detriment of the area to build an entire estate of low grade, cheap housing, 
hitting the local residents, the community, crime rates, facilities etc.  
 
I will continue to keep informed per the housing development. I hope you take my views into 
consideration. 
 
   

29 Arle Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8JT 
 

 

Comments: 10th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

27 Arle Drive 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8HU 
 

 

Comments: 10th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

42 Netherwood Gardens 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LG 
 

 

Comments: 31st July 2013 
I am writing to comment on the planned development of the Christ College site on Arle Road. 
Whilst I realise that more housing is needed and that development of a brown-field site such as 
this is a good way to provide space, I feel the density of housing is excessive when compared 
with the neighbouring developments. 
 
On page 10 of the application a figure of 35 units per hectare. In comparison, the neighbouring 
Netherwood Gardens is under 28 units per hectare, and Brooklyn Gardens is under 25 units per 
hectare. If the new development were to have the density of Brooklyn Gardens it would need to 
have a maximum of 64 units. The same density as Netherwood Gardens would be achieved with 
72 units. 
 
I would therefore suggest a maximum of 2 units be permitted on this site. 
 
Secondly, I have concerns about the access road being shared between the development and 
the sports centre. By using the same access, sports centre users may park on the new 
development, leaving home owners needing to park in neighbouring streets. A separate access 
road for the sports centre would help alleviate this, and additionally would reduce the impact of 
the centre on residents of the new estate. 
 
 
 
 
   



Friends of Chelt Walk Park Association 
Cheltenham 
 

 

Comments: 24th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

122 Arle Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LF 
 

 

Comments: 9th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

2 Arle Drive 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8HT 
 

 

Comments: 10th July 2013 
I was glad to see that mixed housing is envisaged but I am concerned about the density and 
access, as Arle Road can get busy - people use it as a cut-through to avoid the Tewksbury Road. 
 
   

27 Netherwood Gardens 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LQ 
 

 

Comments: 11th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

112 Brooklyn Gardens 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LW 
 

 

Comments: 9th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
   

139 Arle Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LJ 
 

 

Comments: 11th July 2013 
Letter attached. 
 
 
 
 
 
   



112 Arle Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LF 
 

 

Comments: 22nd June 2013 
After looking through all the information provided I would like to totally OBJECT to your proposed 
plan for the one and only entrance for the proposed housing estate being opposite my property. 
 
This entrance will not only be used by all the traffic accessing their properties but also is the 
access to the sports hall. 
 
Not only will we have constant traffic right outside our property, at night headlights will be shining 
onto our house. 
 
I have to reverse of my drive with two young children in my car many times a day it is bad enough 
when you just have the traffic from the road let alone having a junction with constant traffic 
opposite. 
 
I totally understand houses must be built but need to make our thoughts very clear that we are 
totally unhappy and will take matters as far as we need to insure this entrance is not placed 
where your proposed plan shows it to be. 
 
The volume of noise from cars accessing this entrance would also cause us (residents) nothing 
but trouble. 
 
Please take the above comments on board. 
 
Comments: 27th June 2013 
Email attached. 
 
  

114 Arle Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL51 8LF 
 

 

Comments: 5th July 2013 
My partner and I live at No. 114 Arle Road with our toddler daughter. We both work full-time and 
our daughter is in full-time child care. Whilst we fully support the principle of developing this site 
into quality housing, we would like to register the following response to the Design and Access 
Statement (March 2013) published as part of Planning Application Ref: 13/00911/OUT. 
 
a) The HISTORIC & CONTEMPORARY INFLUENCES paragraph (Page 4) advises that the 
house at 108 Arle Road (immediately opposite the site) is a designated heritage asset. Picture 
No.5 on Page 5 reporting to show 108 Arle Road is in fact a picture of 106 Arle Road which is 
separated from No.108 by a side road (Arle Drive). From the outset, this apparent lack of 
attention to detail does not instil the reader with any confidence in the accuracy of data within the 
rest of the document. 
 
b) The Pedestrians, Cycling and Parking paragraph in Section 10.0 ACCESS (Page 17) states 
that the proposed development falls well within the maximum level of parking set out in SPG 
policy T8 (a maximum of 1.5 car spaces per dwelling). The PARKING paragraph within Section 
14 (Page 20) then contradicts this, by stating that there will be between 1.5 and 2 parking spaces 
per unit, in line with the Councils parking policy. This suggests that the Councils parking policy is 
not aligned with the SPG policy T8! Despite this anomaly, it is not unrealistic to assume that a 
minimum of 127 cars (1.5 x 85) will need access to and from the site on a daily basis. 



 
c) Section 14.0 TRANSPORT (Page 17) states that Traffic and Highway engineers have 
produced an assessment of the site and can see no problems. It also states that the revised 
position of access to the site has been submitted to the Highway Authority who has approved it in 
principle. Throughout the entire document there is no mention of the fact there is currently a 
Pedestrian Crossing under traffic-light control, positioned immediately adjacent to the proposed 
new entrance. We, among other residents living on the opposite side of Arle Road from the 
development, need to cross Arle Road to use the Bus Stop, which we often do. Whilst pedestrian 
access to the development from the north side of the road seems to have been considered, 
nowhere is there mention of where this pedestrian crossing may be relocated to, as its current 
location is practically on the new access junction!  
 
If this detail has been omitted in this document which is intended to be a comprehensive Design 
& Access statement, then how can we as residents be sure this detail was not also omitted from 
the revised access details, upon which the Highway Authority have based their approval in 
principle? 
 
d) Section 13.0 Public Engagement (Page 20) acknowledges that there is concern over the 
entrance to the scheme' but goes on to state that the new position of the entrance is close to the 
existing and has little detrimental effect on Arle Road. Whilst this seemingly minor change in 
entrance position may pose little effect to the overall traffic travelling along Arle Road, it has an 
ENORMOUS effect on us at No.114 and our neighbours at No.112. The new entrance position is 
directly opposite our semi-detached properties. Both of our households rely on being able to 
either reverse out of, or in to, our respective driveways. We both have 2 cars per household, and 
invariably need to egress and access our driveways at peak morning and afternoon hours, for 
work and nursery / school purposes. This will be at the same peak times as the residents of the 
85 new homes on the development. Along with our neighbours at No.112 we strongly believe that 
this poses a significant road safety risk for ourselves and the motorists living on the new 
development. 
 
e) The Traffic Generation Table (Page 20) shows an estimated increased daily rate of traffic 
generated by this development to be 3.4% to the North of the new entrance and 7.8% to the 
South. By definition, this is a total increase of traffic entering and exiting the site, of 11.2%. Firstly, 
this total percentage increase is the root cause of the road traffic safety concerns outlined in (d) 
above. Secondly, I struggle to believe the accuracy of this assessment. These comparisons are 
based on figures not including previous levels of traffic dropping school children off. Assuming 
approximately 127 cars will be based on the development - see (b) above a predicted total 
increase of only 11.2% means that previously there was a whopping 114 staff cars routinely using 
the school site. This number seems very high, and hence we feel the predicted increase has 
been understated. Thirdly, the 3.4% increase to the North of the site will further exacerbate the 
existing issue of the Grevil Road / Princess Elizabeth Way junction, for which local residents have 
been campaigning for traffic control for some time now. 
 
We note that the intended Decision Level assigned to this Application is a Committee Decision. 
Please would the Council provide us local residents that the committee will ensure a full response 
based on detailed consideration of points (a) to (e) above. 
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