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REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY
EXTENSIONSTO PUA —CHELTENHAM

Dea Mr Brown,

As aresident’s group in Leckhampton, Cheltenham we have been following the development of the Regional Spatial Strategy
for our locd area the vision for Cheltenham and Gloucester to 2026 We have dso been involved with the public consultation
being carried aut by Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) in their lead advisory role to the SWRA. However, the GCC
September 2005 Cabinet Report is a mgjor concern. While we welcome the strong statements in this report to the SWRA in
resped to Spedal Landscape Areas (SLA’S) on the margin of the Cotswold AONB and proteding the biodiversity at the locd
level, we cannd understand the justification for promoting an urtested ogtion 6 — dspersed smaller sites predominately in the
PUA to 2016and County wide to 2026 This is adually the original option 4 in a dightly different guise, the least supparted
option in the public consultation and stakeholder forums held in Gloucester and Cheltenham, Jan/Feb 2005— please see
attachment 4.

Currently we fed like a @mmunity under siege, with Tewkesbury Borough Council (TBC) pushing ahead with totally
unsupparted pdiciesin their Locd Plan, and now Gloucestershire County casting aside well supparted plans to target any non-
greenbelt land regardless of sustainability appraisal. A ‘cross boundary dispute’ was re-ignited in May 2005 with TBC
reinstating development plans for the South of Cheltenham /Led<hampton. This was despite Cheltenham Borough Council
(CBC) and Leckhampton residents' (represented by LEGLAG) objedions (688 dyjedors, 4,183 Objedions ! - Ref. 4), with
Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Locd Plan Inspedors making clea recommendations against development. To quote
Tewkesbury’'s own Inspedor [Ref. 1], ‘In addition, the site forms part of a swathe of open land that sweeps down from the
Cotswolds to passhetween Cheltenham and Gloucester and it provides a link between the AONB and the Vale of Gloucester.
Devdopment of the site would form an incongruous promontory in this open area, eroding the link and cutting off the rural
land to the east of Farm Lane from the tract of countryside to the west. ..... | do nd consider that the proposal is an uban
exensionin ary sense other than perhaps an administrativeone'.

Tewkesbury Borough Council in pushing ahead with this plan seems to be ataching more importance to numbers on a map
than the impad on the community or the sustainability of this development. The GOSW after receving our petition in
November 2005 and having made their own objedions on the Tewkesbury Locd Plan wrt development to the South of
Cheltenham has asked usto be patient and all ow time for the Regional Spatial Strategy to be pursued.

We ae now seeking guidance and suppart from the SWRA in reviewing the status of land to the South of Cheltenham, land
which we and Cheltenham Borough Council beli eve should be given suitable protedion being adjacent to the Cotswold AONB
— peae see dtadments 1, 2 & 3. We understand that you are aurrently adive in establishing a mmmon greenbelt
methoddogy and looking to complete areview as part of your spatial strategy — we request that consideration be given to
Cheltenham white land in your assessnent. In our view, an outdated land classificaion around the Cheltenham PUA is
distorting and hampering efforts for sustainable future devel opment.

Please do not allow Gloucestershire County Council to push through with new untested pdices, against both public opinion,
the excdlent work from the Steaing Group and the @mnsensus of the ‘vision 2026 forums held last yea. We ae looking to the
SWRA for a defence of our community and the restoration of the democratic process Building on these green fields will not
be aeaing a community, but terminating a quieter one, eradicaing a piece of locd heritage and destroying an attradive
English landscgpe that should be preserved forever.

Yours sncerely

lan & Angie Bickerton, Gerry & Jady Potter

Leckhampton Lanes Residents (LLR)

LLR representing 37 d 39 households of Farm Lane, Kidnappers Lane & Ledkhampton Farm Court,

82 o 95 households of The Lanes, Blackthorn End, Chestnut Place Bryony Bank, Larch Rise, Alders & Spindles,
47 o 48 households of Brizen Lane and Nourse Close.

cc TB (CBC), SHF (GCC), HT (GOSW), MN (SWRA) viaemail IB Feb 06



ATTACHMENT 1 - LOCATION

Extracted from the Gloucestershire County Council Full Consultation Document
Shaping the Future of Cheltenham and Gloucester to 2026

Work und ertaken on behalf of the South West Regional Assembly

A mapping of existing identified constraints such as flooddain, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and
Sites of Speaal Scientific Interest (SSSI) acrossthe study area @& awhole,

Areaof landto the south of Cheltenham, adjacent to the Cotswolds AONB.

The findings of the recent Tewkesbury Locd Inquiry Inspedor's report [Ref. 1] where she recommended
that this ste shoud not be developed, bu shoud be considered for “ inclusionin the green belt” . She dso
reported “1 do nd consider that there are any differences in character or appearance between the
Cheltenham Borough safeguarded land andthe SH1** site that are so significant as to render this
incursion (of SH1) lessharmful” .

The Cheltenham Local Plan Inspedor's report [Ref. 2] reiterated this point and said “ development of the
objedion site would materially harm the rural character and aparance of the area, andthe important
contribution that this makes to the landscape within the site and when seen from the AONB” and also,
“therural character upto the alge of the town which would be lost if devdopment were to take place’ .

** Policy SH1, a now renamed SD2 is a planned development of Leckhamptons' Green Fields to the
South of Cheltenham.

IB Feb 06



View from Leckhampton Hill | ooking down and aaossthe Cotswolds AONB and Leckhampton

This phaograph shows the isolated areaof land (SD2) targeted for development by Tewkesbury Borough Courcil smply because of an arbitrary and

outdated land categorisation. The areato the right closer to Cheltenham PUA is safeguarded land by Cheltenham Borough Council who recognise the

need for an “ Old Leckhampton” conservation area and to proted it'srural charader. Cheltenham Borough Courcil [Ref. 3] considers the avalue of the
landshoud be proteded as a resourcefor its reaeationd, landscape, wil dlife and achaeological interest. Any proposals for devdopment within this
area will be considered aganst palicies CO44A (landscape character) and CP3 (sustainalde environment)”.

The Tewkesbury Loca Plan Inspedor has made dear recommendations against development. We invite the reader to appredate the Inspector's
graphic description, in attempting to delete palicy SD2 - [Ref. 1], ‘In addtion, the site forms part of a swathe of open landthat sweeps down from
the Cotswoldsto passbetween Cheltenham and Gloucester andit provides a link between the AONB andthe Vale of Gloucester. Devel opment of
the site would form an incongruous promontory in this open area, eroding the link and cutting df the rural landto the east of Farm Lane from the
tract of courtryside to the west. ..... | do na consider that the proposal isan wbanexensionin ary sense other than perhaps an adninistrative
one.’

The GOSW and Gloucestershire Cournty have dso oljeded strongly to thisisolated development at Leckhampton, calli ng for joint planning between
Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Courcils. The GCC opening paragraph o their detailed oljedions [Ref. 3] highlights their concern + "Reference is made
to the devdopment of the site being phased to 20072011to enable devdopment to be cnsidered in asociation with any propaosals which may emerge
for that part of the safeguarded landwithin the Cheltenham Boroughthroughthe RSSprocess This pasitionis flawed. The stated aim, isenalde a pan,
monitor, manage approach in conjunction with Cheltenham BoroughCourcil andtheir ‘safeguarded land adjoining the site' IB Feb 06
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ATTACHMENT 2 — TAKE ANOTHER LOOK

SD2 LECKHAMPTON WHITE LAND LOOKING TOWARD
THE COTSWOLD AONB OF LECKHAMPTON HILL

We want to strongly object to Tewkesbury Borough Courcil Local Plan to 2011, Second Proposed Modifications
May 2005for the new housing site (SD2 and RDB) at Farm Lane / Leckhampton Lane, Shurdington (previously
referred to as SH1) where 360 hauses are planned to be built. This proposed "modified’ development of SH1
ignores the findings of the recent Tewkesbury Locd Inguiry Inspedor's report where she recommended that this
site should na be developed, but should be mnsidered for &nclusion in the green belt®. She dso reported 21 do
not consider that there are any differences in character or appearance between the Cheltenham Borough
safeguarded land ard the SH1 site that are so significant asto render thisincursion (of SH1) lessharmful.

Contrary to the opinion of the Tewkesbury planners, thissiteis NOT SUSTAINABLE by Regional Guidance
standards. It cannot be self sufficient in its own right, it has no public transport it will be car dependant for
employment, local shops, schools, doctors and dentists (most of which are oversubscribed already). There ae no
community or recreationa facilitiesin walking or safe g/cling distance. The proposed devel opment istoo small to
have any of these facilities built. The existing infrastructure culd not cope with hundreds more homes and cars,
therefore it would have adetrimental impad onthe ewvironment. It's not sustainable!

TRAFFIC

Since the opening of the M5 Junction 11A traffic has greatly incressed adong the A46, gridlocked at peak times
through Shurdington to the Bath Road in the South of Cheltenham. Farm Lane, Kidnappers Lane, Led<hampton
Lane and Church Road were never built to take the existing “rat-run’ cgpadty, let alone an incresse. A 30mph
restriction has now been imposed on parts of Church Road/Leckhampton Lane. This was in response to public
demand to try and slow down al the through traffic. A tragic double fatality has adready occured at Cripetts
crossroads, where Farm Lane meds Leckhampton Lane. A recent weight restriction is now in place; both these
measures demonstrate the validity and seriousnessof the current problem with traffic. Residents in Church Road,
Ledkhampton are suffering badly from the eff ects of traffic congestion, nadse, air pallution and a lessr quality of
life. In fad threerecent development plans have been rejected onthe grounds of traffic increase:-

Additional Unitsat Church Farm - rejected by Cheltenham



Credion d asmall Farm Park for Mr Steve Kincart at Burley Fields Lake and Piggery off Ledhampton Lane -
rejeded by Tewkesbury

An application concerning No113 Church Road to turn one house into three was turned dowvn by the
Government Inspedor onthe grounds of traffic congestion

These rejedions must surely set a precedent for any future propaosals. With 360 hanes - it's another 600
cas at least! (A suggested 'NO RIGHT TURN' out of this development will not work). Public transport
is not viable even with a short term developer contribution. A spedfic bus service would soon e
withdrawn because it could na generate sufficient revenue & most househalds have the mnvenience of a
ca. Residents in this area do nd generally use pubic transport, in fad a previous Farm Lane bus srvice
lasted lessthan six months. If apark & ride site was considered there would be no room to accommodate
a bus lane on the A46, so the service would inevitably become gridlocked making it a less attradive
option than taking your own vehicle. There redly is no answer for “a suitable pulic transport provisiorr.
With the Cotswold escapment forming a natural bowl around the town, pdlution gases are trapped,
additional traffic will exacerbate this effed and the reason for living in such a pleasant environment
would disappea in the smog.

LANDSCAPE AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Devdopment detrimental to the AONB and the local community

This proposed devel opment would ruin the rura nature of the land and its beauty would be lost forever, along with
abunaant flora and fauna. Thisland is adso diredly adjacent to Led<hampton Hill, an Area Of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and would be ablot on the landscgpe when seen from the hills. The recent Cheltenham Locd Plan
Inspedor's report said @uilt development would have an impact when viewed from the AONB° and would be
materially harmful® also &herural character at the edge of Cheltenhamwould be lost®.

Wildlife, trees, ancient footpath and hedgerows destroyed

Crossng the SD2 siteis atime-worn puli c footpath from Shurdington to Leckhampton giving panoramic
views of Ledkhampton Hill and the Devil's Chimney (a distinctive geological feature of Cheltenham).
Used regularly for recredion by the local residents and usitors alike, it's also part of the daritable
Cheltenham Circular Walk.

THE FOOTPATH HEADING NORTH WEST PART OF THE FOOTPATH CROSING THE SD2 SITE
TOWARDS SHURDINGTON LOOKING SOUTH EAST WITH THE
BACKDROP OF LECKHAMPTON HILL

It'sasafe and deasant walk to coll ect chil dren from Leckhampton Schod and to attend Led<hampton
Church avoiding the busy roads. Giving all the opportunity to enjoy the varied landscgpe, history, plants,
hedgerows, and abundant wildlife. Thisfootpath would be imposgble to redirect, and till keep its
usefulnessfor pedestrians.



THE FOOTPATH OFF FARM LANE SLOES ON THE ANCIENT HAWES ON THE ANCIENT
THROUGH TREES PLANTED IN SD2 HEDGES SD2 HEDGES
1987 INTO SD2

Trees planted in 1987to maintain the natural beauty of the area and as part of a planning condition for the Lanes
and Brizen estates will presumably be dea felled along with the ancient hedgerows.

21st century agriculture

SD2 with its field boundaries marked by ancient hedgerows has been used for yeas as pasture land urtil recently.
With its uncertain future it has left it a quiet and urmanaged meadow, attracting a wide variety of wildlife. This
land should continue to be used for agriculture, perhaps not in a nostalgic way, bu by growing bio-energy crops or
biofuel crops, such as oilseed rape, sugar bed or cereds as a mntribution to renewable energy and climate dange
targets.

High water table, boggy land prone to floodng

The fields have severa natura springs, bulbling up with water from the Cotswold escarpement making the land
very boggy in places and is prone to flooding. Here you can sometimes e frogs, moorhens and mall ards on the
small flood pnds in the lower wetter areas. It's most likely that this very high water table could cause further
flooding problemsin the Lanes/Brizen estates once building commences.

WHITE LAND / GREEN BELT

SH1 to SD2 - nothing hasreally changed

It is a travesty to take atradive green fields when development guidelines clearly state we should “minimise
development on greenfield sites® and “proted adjoining rural areas®. The Cheltenham Loca Plan Inspedor's report
concluded by recommending that the White Land designation has little legal force and should be replaced by land
preserved for its landscape value and that it should be removed from the Cheltenham Principle Urban Area. Tax
payers money has been spent on expensive, comprehensive government enquiries, and the findings of these
professional inspectors are being ignored. Nothing has really changed from SH1 to SD2 apart from the
development not abutting Ledkhampton Lane, and a suggestion to landscape, so as to hide the housing. However,
no amourt of landscaping will hide this development from the AONB hillside ! So, al the findings by the
Tewkesbury inspector still apply. Thisisa complete "U' turn by Tewkesbury Borough Courcillors of the June 2004
dedsion. Building on the less attractive greenbelt land at Longford and Innsworth as previously proposed seems
even more relevant with the closure of the RAF base at Innsworth. However, although | suppat the concept of
greenbelt boundaries, they are out of date and need to be reviewed and revised as recommended by RPG10. The
Tewkesbury designated White Land at SD2 is 35 yeas out of date and its environmental landscape value is worth
so much more in the 21st century and must be reviewed. In the absence of development in the Ledkhampton White
Land within Cheltenham Borough, the Tewkesbury White Land (within Tewkesbury Borough), is separated from
the PUA.



The White Land a Shurdington/Leckhampton - an easy option?

| appredate that Tewkesbury Borough Courcil hasto build their quota of housing as laid down by the government.
And perhaps for a primarily rural borough, prone to flooding in some aeas, the quota is too high. However | fed
developing the White Land at Farm Lane/Ledkhampton Lane seamns like the easy option for Tewkesbury. No
battles over greenbelt, 12 miles from Tewkesbury so Cheltenham gets the traffic and the social problems,
Tewkesbury gets the auncil tax, and the developers will make the most profit as it is one of the prime aeas of
Cheltenham. But most of all Tewkesbury Borough Courcil will not be aeating a community, bu terminating a

quieter one, eradicating a piece of local heritage and destroying an attractive English landscape that should be
preserved forever. Please say NO to this development.

We have lived here a little over 12 years and during that time | have had permission to work and walk my dogs
over the 40 acres (SD2). So, @er that time | have been aware of the flora andfauna in the fields and hedgerows.
| have seen the owl nest in the old o&k, buzzards nesting rearby, the kestrel family that hunts from the wires,
recently a barn omM hunting at dusk, andof course the little owl family that has always been around.Thereisaroe
dea family of three that we often see Unlike Gerry | haven't seen a muntjac or slots left by them as yet. The list of
field and hedgerow birds is too long to mention, so are the butterflies, moths, insects, foxes and rabbits!! | have

not been lucky enough to see badgers, bu | have seen evidence of their visits and expect their sets are hidden
within the hedgerows.

Martin, Jan & Sam Willi ams (LLR)



ATTACHMENT 3
OBJECTION TO TEWKESBURY’S LOCAL PLAN TO BUILD ON LECKHAMPTON’S GREEN FIELDS
The Seaetary of State's County Structure Document dictates that houses be built i n urban aress on the edges of towns.

Although theoreticdly situated “on the eldge of town' the proposed development land in Led<hampton is not situated in an
urban area There ae large green spaces and country lanes sparating this ste from the genuinely urban part of Led<hampton.
The land is not designated green belt; nevertheless it is a cuntryside amenity, based right next to an area of outstanding
natural beauty.

Name: Maureen Bennett (LLR) Tewkesbury Borough Local Plan To 2011
ID number ...................

Semnd Proposed Modification change objeded to Seoond Proposed M odifications

Reference SD2 May 2005

CONCERNING THE IRREPLACABLE AND IMPORTANT NATURAL ENVIRONMENT UNDER
CONSIDERATION FOR DESTRUCTION BY TBC

1.

I

Tewkesbury Borough Council is planning to undertake an ad of vandalism that fliesin the faceof the Gloucestershire
Biodiversity Action Plan, which TBC itself has played a part in drafting. Also the Department for Environment has
laid dowvn diredives and proposals for the integration of the Habitats Diredive provisions on conservation of
proteded spedes, into the land-use planning regime.

Unfortunately, the fad remains that when this beautiful and important landscape is desearated, the flora and fauna will
be lost from this areaforever. It can NEVER be put badk. Before taking such drastic adion | plead with TBC to
consult the Gloucestershire Biodiversity Action Plan, English Nature, DEFRA, and all the other bodes who have
taken greaer care than they have to assessenvironments, proteced spedes etc.

The land at Farm Lane can be dassed as “important' in terms of archeologicd, historicd, wildlife and landscagpe
value. Its beauty outclasses any of the other sites under consideration.

There ae several old hedgerows, some ae dassed as “ancient’. They are akey habitat for many priority and proteced
spedes such as common and rare butterflies and moths, numerous gedes of farmland hirds, bats, dormice,
stagbedles and ather small animals. These hedges also ad as corridors alowing dispersal and movement of inseds
and animals between other habitat aress such as the AONB neaby. Severa famili es of foxes occupy the land, and
badgers proteded by the 30ft wide hedgerow. The Gloucestershire Biodiversity Plan is “to halt the net lossof these
spedes-rich hedgerows through removal, because they are irreplaceable features of the wuntryside”, and “to
maintain overall numbers of hedgerow trees within the munty at least at current levds’. Tewkesbury Borough
Council claimsto subscribe to this plan.

Thisland contains areas that form wetland at various times of the yea. Many interesting plant spedes grow here, and
some of these ae proteded. Following the last court case new trees were planted as part of the planning requirement.
These have been absorbed into the habitat and should not be removed.

The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 poteds bats and their roosts. The Conservation Diredive 19942000
implements the diredive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Flora and Fauna. It is an offence to disturb
proteced spedes, or to damage or destroy their breeding sites or resting places. However if TBC can win their
argument on all the threefoll owing areas they will be aleto bypassany problems with English Nature:

(i) That “there ae other imperative reasons for overriding public interest, including those of a social or ecnomic
nature and beneficial consequences of primary importanceto the environment'

(This argument would be based on TBC's inaccurate reading of the Seaetary of Sate's Cournty Structure Document
andtheir whally inadequate interpretation o the meaning of “social and econamic sustainahlity').

(ii) That thereis 'no satisfadtory alternative'.
(This can ke shown to be untrue. There are alternative locations, and these would not involve destroying an
environment that is rich in flora and fauna, and which contains sveal proteded spedes of bath).

(iii) That the derogation (destruction) is "not detrimental to the maintenance of the populations of the spedes
concerned at afavourable mnservation status in their natural range'.

(360 howes would not allow for the maintenance of one stag beetle! To destroy the area would deplete the status in
the natural range of many of the spedes, particularly those that are proteded because their numbers are dedining).

On the basis of these serious and important environmental i ssues, and the fad that once spailt this landscgpe will be
gone forever, | request that TBC remnsiders its plan to recommend the buil ding of 360 houses on the Farm Lane site.



ATTACHMENT 4
ANALYSISOF THE CONSULT ATION TAKEN ON OPTION 4 - DISPERSED SMALLE R
SITESOPTION INCLUDING GREEN BELT AND NON-GREEN BELT

Extracted from the Gloucestershire County Council Consultation Results
Shaping the Future of Cheltenham and Gloucester to 2026
Work und ertaken on behalf of the South West Regional Assembly

A five-week consultation period took place on 18th January 2005 to seek views on long-term
development of Cheltenham and Gloucester. We have undertaken this analysis to illustrate the
large number of objections to a piecemeal development strategy around Gloucester and
Cheltenham, in contrast to the favoured options of 1 & 2, which attracted large support from the
public consultation and forums. These forums were held in Gloucester and Cheltenham on the
31st January and the 4th of February 2005 to explore the development options at a local level
and determine whether a consensus could be reached on which if any of the options put
forward by the Joint Steering Group. To quote the Conclusion of the Summary Report on
responses in relation to the Sub Regional Spatial Strategy for Gloucester and Cheltenham -
February 2005.

‘3.29 General Conclusions
There was unanimous feedback from the majority of stakeholders attending both forum events that
a combined option, based on Option 1 and 2 should be considered in greater depth.’

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/environment/vision2026Forum%20Report.pdf

Why then have we had a complete turnaround with Gloucestershire County Council
recommending a dispersed development to 2016 centred on the PUA around Gloucester and
Cheltenham?

OPTION 4: Dispersed Smaller Sites option including Green Belt and Non-Green Belt:
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/environment/vision2026Option4.pdf - ANALYSIS

Objections 78

Council: 7376, 7644, 7770, 7316, 7619, 7169, 7160, 7207, 7152, 7142, 7257, 7048, 7088 (All Parish Councils)
7626, 7581, 7748 (District Councils) 7127, 7107 (District Councillors)

Individual: 7442, 7357, 7175, 7407, 7547, 7527, 7725, 7192, 7341, 7412, 7517, 7766, 7067, 7800, 7297, 7436,
7772 (MP), 7498, 7417, 7202, 7758, 7078, 7387, 7536, 7503, 7492, 7446, 7754, 7762, 7475, 7671, 7510, 7731,
7337, 7321, 7382, 7225, 7261, 7562

Business: 7695, 7741, 7694, 7702, 7594, 7164, 7062, 7470, 7817, 7778, 7055, 7214

ENV: 7375, 7781, 7427, 7043, 7827, 7459, 7632

INTL: 7524, 7366

Suppo rters 35

Council: 7252, 7271, 7288 (All Parish Councils)

Individual: 7304, 7394, 7121, 7146, 7300, 7094, 7806, 7639, 7199, 7112, 7209, 7309, 7795, 7187, 7286
Business: 7465, 7073, 7247, 7555, 7486, 7585, 7218, 7715, 7155, 7705, 7428, 7812, 7743, 7660, 7709, 7154,
7733

Neutral 21

Council: 7453, 7653, 7267, 7648 (All Parish Councils)
Individual: 7372, 7872, 7245, 7327, 7665, 7611, 7571
Business: 7133, 7541, 7678

ENV: 7458, 7233, 7566

MP: 7549, 7867

NGOV: 7481

RGOV: 7293

On request we could undertake an analysis of the other three options .... IB Feb 06



