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Application 22/00535/FUL: Charltyne Land off Kidnappers Lane, Leckhampton 
Comments by Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council. 

 
The Parish Council strongly objects to the application because of the adverse impact on 
the Valued Landscape of Lotts Meadow in breach of the NPPF requirement that 
‘development should protect and enhance valued landscapes’. The Council notes that 
the proposed development would be net zero carbon using heat pumps and solar panels 
in the same way as application 21/00847/REM, and commends Newland Homes for its 
pioneering approach on this. Nevertheless, this does not justify setting aside the NPPF 
requirement.  Lotts Meadow is not only a valued landscape but also Local Green Space 
and its rural character and landscape are very important to residents and other users.  
 
1. Background 
 
The application is for an extension of the development recently approved under 
application 21/00847/REM. The application site and the 21/00847/REM site together 
comprise the former nurseries that are part of the area ON in Map 1 below. This map 
shows the Local Green Space as proposed in 2015 in the neighbourhood planning and 
as examined by Inspector Elizabeth Ord in the Examination of the Gloucester-
Cheltenham-Tewkesbury Joint Core Strategy in 2015 and 2016. Through its 
neighbourhood planning the Parish Council proposed in 2015 that some development 
might be possible on the nurseries site within area ON if this development was 
sufficiently sympathetic in style and limited in height so that it was well screened from 
the surrounding landscape and from Leckhampton Hill. A factor in this proposal was that 
most of the nurseries site is fairly well screened from view from the Observation Point on 
Leckhampton Hill by the row of very tall black poplars along Kidnappers Lane directly SE 
of the site, as shown in the photo below.  
 

 

Fig. 1 View from the observation point on Leckhampton Hill showing how the nurseries 
site is substantially hidden from view by the row of tall black poplars in Kidnappers Lane. 
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Map 1 showing the Local Green Space as refined by public consultation in 2015 and 
examined by Inspector Elizabeth Ord as part of the Examination of the Gloucester-
Cheltenham-Tewkesbury Joint Core Strategy in 2015 and 2016. Inspector Ord explicitly 
used this map in her findings, recommending that on landscape grounds any 
development needed to be limited to areas NE, NW1, NW2, NW3 and NN.  
 
Following public consultation in January 2015, the Parish Council engaged with Robert 
Hitchins Ltd at their request to explore what sympathetic development might be feasible 
on the nurseries site. A low roof height was essential for the housing to be sufficiently 
well screened from view from the surrounding Leckhampton Fields and to avoid the 
roofs peeping too much above the top of the poplars as viewed from Leckhampton Hill. 
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The Parish Council proposed to Inspector Ord in writing and in her site visits that such 
sympathetic development might be possible on the nurseries area, but she rejected this.   
 
In April/May 2016, the Secretary of State in dismissing the planning appeal by Bovis 
Homes and Miller Homes on their application 13/01605/OUT found the Leckhampton 
Fields to be Valued Landscape which should be protected. Whether this finding applied 
to the nurseries part of ON was not clear as this area, although included in application 
13/01605/OUT, was excluded from the appeal and the inspector did not cite any special 
features of the nurseries area in his findings. The Parish Council also in submitting its 
evidence on the valued landscape at the appeal had explicitly excluded those areas 
where it believed sympathetic development might be possible, namely the areas NE, 
NW1, NW2, NW3, NN on Map 1 and the nurseries part of ON. The primary reasons for 
excluding these areas were their lower landscape quality and sensitivity.  
 
The Parish Council had two meetings with Robert Hitchins to examine options for design 
and for tree planting to improve the screening. But shortly afterwards Hitchins 
apologetically decided to instead try to get planning permission for a conventional 
housing estate of 45 houses. Their resulting application 16/00262/OUT was rejected by 
CBC in April 2017 and at appeal in April 2018. The impact of the proposed development 
on the surrounding valued landscape was the key reason for this rejection. It was 
accepted at the appeal by both CBC and the Parish Council that the nurseries part of 
ON were not themselves valued landscape and that the issue was the damage the 
proposed development would do to the surrounding valued landscape and also to views 
from Leckhampton Hill. It was noted by the appeal inspector in his findings that the 
nurseries site was agricultural land and not a brown field site and that although derelict it 
could be restored to agricultural use.   
  

 

Fig 2. Site entrance and rural housing style in the outlne application 19/00334/OUT 
 
Robert Hitchins submitted a revised application 19/00334/OUT in February 2019. This 
reduced the proposed number of dwellings from 45 to 25 and included various 
improvements that responded to the findings of the appeal by providing additional 
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screening and by giving the development a more rural character, as shown in Fig. 2. The 
proposed houses had a roof height of around 6.9 metres achieved by using dropped 
eaves and L-shaped layout that enabled them to be relatively narrow to reduce the roof 
height whilst still maintaining sufficient floor area.  
 
CBC rejected this application, again on grounds of damage to the surrounding valued 
landscape, and Hitchins again appealed. However, in December 2019 CBC decided not 
to fight this appeal and this forced the Parish Council to also withdraw for fear of being 
exposed to costs beyond its resources. CBC’s reason for withdrawing its case was that 
its landscape expert felt that the Valued Landscape would be substantially compromised 
by the new secondary school that was proposed on land along Farm Lane. CBC also 
had a large shortfall in its land supply and the tilted balance applied. But the CBC 
barrister made very clear that it was the advice over the impact of the new school on the 
Valued Landscape that was crucial in abandoning the case. The reasoning behind this 
advice was never made public and it is hard to explain, as discussed below in section 3.  
 
2. The Valued Landscape 
 
The term 'valued landscape' was introduced in the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in 2012, but no definition was given of its precise meaning and this has led to 
confusion and to valued landscape being neglected in planning decisions as happened 
in the case of GCC’s planning decision over the new secondary school. The term ‘valued 
landscape’ was carried into the 2018 and 2019 revisions of the NPPF, but again without 
precise definition. In the 2018 revision a caveat was added in brackets that valued 
landscapes should be protected and enhanced (in a manner commensurate with their 
statutory status or identified quality in the development plan). The meaning of this 
bracketed addition is unclear and has been the subject of much debate, especially at 
planning inquiries, since 2018. The key issue is whether it encourages local plans to 
place greater importance on identifying areas locally as being of special landscape 
value, through neighbourhood plans for example. In England the practice of local 
assessment of special landscape quality has been discouraged by governments in 
favour of independent assessments through planning inquiries. But, whether or not the 
added wording encourages local assessment, it is clear that it does not place lower 
weight on independent assessments by the inspectorate and Secretary of State as in the 
case of the Leckhampton Fields. Because of their objectivity these carry great weight 
and are sometimes referred to as ‘primary’ with local assessments as ‘secondary’.  
 
Very useful guidance on valued landscape and its assessment was published in 2021 by 
the Landscape Institute as a technical guidance note (TGN) for landscape professionals 
to help improve understanding. It was first published as a draft for consultation and then 
as a final version in May 2021. It provides a summary of the present position and a 
review of best practice and assessment methodology. Both documents are available at:   
https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/news/valued-landscapes-draft-guidance-consultation/  
 
As noted in the TGN, landscape can be valued for several distinct reasons:  

a. as an amenity for local residents for recreation, health, community;  
b. for its special landscape qualities that in combination may be sufficient to 

consider it a valued Landscape, as with the Leckhampton Fields;  
c. for its economic value for tourism and for attracting high added-value 

employment and employees both locally and nationally.  
 

https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/news/valued-landscapes-draft-guidance-consultation/
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These reasons are separate. In particular, identification as ‘valued landscape’ under (b) 
does not relate to its value under (a) to local people as an amenity. Rather, (b) identifies 
the relative value or importance attached by society to a particular landscape based on 
its landscape qualities. Whereas (a) may be primarily a local assessment of value, (b) is 
a wider ‘societal’ assessment using a range of criteria for judging the relative value and 
importance of individual landscapes. 
 
In the case of the Leckhampton Fields, (a) and (b) both apply: (a) as an amenity loved 
by local people and recognised in the designation of 26 ha of the Fields as a Local 
Green Space, and (b) as a valued landscape for its combination of special landscape 
qualities identified through the evidence and inspector’s finding in the 2015 inquiry on 
the Bovis-Miller appeal.  
 
Leckhampton Hill has value in all three categories: (a) as a recreation area greatly loved 
by Cheltenham residents; (b) as a nationally outstanding viewpoint, landscape here 
including ‘a view from a point’ as noted in the Bovis-Miller appeal findings; (c) for its 
economic value noting that Leckhampton Hill is one of only 28 viewpoints in England 
and 47 viewpoints in the whole of the UK specially identified as viewpoints in the tourist 
information in the AA Road Maps of the UK. This implies that the Leckhampton Fields 
also have value because of their importance as the rural foreground of the view from 
Leckhampton Hill, keeping it as a semi-rural view of the Severn Valley and hills beyond 
with Cheltenham as a feature in the view rather than just being a view across urban 
Cheltenham with the Severn Valley and hills in the distance. The Leckhampton Fields 
therefore contribute to the valued landscape not only in their own right but also in their 
importance to the valued landscape of Leckhampton Hill. Under the NPPF they should 
be protected and enhanced for both reasons. As noted in the TGN, planning inquiries 
have increasingly recognised such wider landscape impact as part of the criteria for 
designating a valued landscape.  
 
3. Impact of the new secondary school on the valued landscape 
 
The Leckhampton Fields were identified as being valued landscape by the Secretary of 
State in the 2016 findings from the Bovis-Miller appeal. In these findings the inspector 
set out the following landscape qualities as justifying the designation as valued 
landscape: ‘a mosaic of land uses, varied topography, landscape history, dense network 
of footpaths, small to medium sized fields, mature vegetation, established hedgerows, 
isolated specimen trees, orchard remnants, streams and frequent glimpses of and view 
to the AONB which combine to make the whole of this site a memorable landscape.’   
 
In assessing the impact of the new secondary school on the Valued Landscape one 
needs to look at how the school affects each of these landscape qualities.  

Land uses: The school has removed one land use, namely the arable crop field shown 
as CF1 on the map. But it has replaced it with another use, namely as a school. Area 
CF2 was used as grazing land and has been replaced by the different use as a school 
playing field. There remains grazing land elsewhere in the Leckhampton Fields. 

Varied topography and landscape history: There is a small change to the topography 
and landscape history in that the levelling of the playing fields has changed but not 
removed the hollowed way down which the 18th century toll road from Farm Lane 
descended to the crossing at Hatherley Brook. The rest of this ancient route via the 
sunken way past the Moat and St Peter’s Church is unchanged.   
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Footpath network: There is no impact on the footpath network since a proposal to close 
the footpath along the former toll road has been refused following a public inquiry.  

Small to medium-sized fields: Apart from the merging of the fields CF1 and CF2 in the 

school ground, the fields and field sizes are unchanged.  

Mature vegetation: Apart from the changes to the hedgerows as described below there 
has been no significant loss of mature vegetation.  

Hedgerows: The hedgerow between CF1 and CF2 has been removed and also that 

along Farm Lane although this may be replanted. A modest vehicle and pupil entrance 
has been made through the tree-lined hedgerow on the school side of Kidnappers Lane, 
but otherwise this hedgerow has been well preserved. The new cycle track and footpath 
to the school along Kidnappers Lane has required some cutting back of the hedgerows. 
These will be restored, for ecological as well as landscape reasons. The trees and rural 
character of the Lane are little altered.  

Streams: Hatherley Brook and its ravine along the boundary of the school grounds have 
been well preserved including the trees, not least because of their ecological sensitivity 
including the presence of dormice. Other streams are unaffected. 

Isolated specimen trees: There were none on the school land and none have been 
affected. 

Orchard remnants: These are unaffected. A new orchard has also been planted on land 

along Kidnappers Lane. This is part of an ecology offset for the impact of noise, lighting 
and other habitat disturbance due to the school.  

Glimpses of and views to Leckhampton Hill and the AONB: The attractive glimpse of 
Leckhampton Hill from the footpath across the school grounds along the former toll road 
may be affected by the all-weather Astroturf pitch, but any impact will be minor.  
 
In total, the impact of the new school on the Valued Landscape is relatively small and far 
less than the CBC landscape consultant must have anticipated in advising CBC to 
withdraw its case at the 19/00334/OUT appeal in December 2019.   
 
The school does affect the view from Leckhampton Hill, but whether this is a negative or 
positive impact is not clear. The school adds further interest to the foreground. Its 
architecture is considered by some to be too grand and out of keeping with the area but 
that is a subjective judgement. The school has certainly been designed with the aim of 
making a positive contribution to the view and landscape. The school building is visible 
from the nearby land to the east but its design and positioning mean that it does not 
stand out strongly. The school is not visible from Lotts Meadow or Robinswood Field.  
 
The school will alter the character of Farm Lane with more traffic and 900 pupils 
attending the school. This will also increase the number of people using the Local Green 
Space and its footpaths, as the Covid lockdown did. But the presence of more people 
does not detract from the Valued Landscape.  
 
From this it is clear that CBC really should not have abandoned the Hitchins appeal in 
December 2019. That said, the Hitchins application with its roof heights of around 6.9 
metres, its rural house style and its screening had gone some way towards protecting 
the Valued Landscape. The bigger mistake has now been in permitting 21/00847/REM 
with its much greater roof heights and visibility from the valued landscape.  
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4. Newlands application 
 
Newland Homes took over the permitted application 21/00874/OUT from Robert Hitchins 
and consulted the Parish Council about what would be suitable. The Council stressed 
the vital importance of keeping the roof height low, but Newlands ignored this and 
proposed much higher roofs that were very visible above the existing screening hedges. 
These screening hedges in Lotts Meadow are shown in Fig. 3. The calibration pole in 
each photo is 1.83 metres long (6 ft) and the approximate hedgerow height and 
screening of each of the proposed houses are shown in Table 1 below.  
 
As can be seen from the photographs, the hedgerow on the SE side of the site is quite 
thick to a height of 3 to 4 metres with sparser cover to a height of 4 up to 6 metres. The 
hedgerow on the NE side generally has fairly dense vegetation to a height of only about 
2 metres with sparser cover from trees behind to a height of 3.5 to 6 metres. As shown 
in the bottom right photograph, in the north corner of the site the height of the tree cover 
increases to 6 to 8 metres with denser vegetation up to about 3 metres. The central 
section of the hedgerow on the NE side, shown in the left and middle photographs on 
the bottom row is the most important for 22/00535/FUL. The existing bungalow, which 
has a roof height something over 4 metres, is just visible behind the screening.  
 
Table 1 shows the height of screening that will be achieved for each of the dwellings in 
application 21/00847/REM when viewed from the footpath on the east side of Lotts 
Meadow. This is as seen from eye level. The footpath on the east side of the Meadow is 
by far the most used particularly in winter when much of Lotts Meadow is flooded. The 
two right columns in the table show by comparison the screening if the roof height were 
kept to 6.9 m or preferably to 6.4 m. 
 
 

        
 

       

Fig. 3  Photos top-left and top-middle show the hedgerow on the SE side of the site. The 
rest show the NE side with in bottom-right the larger trees at the north corner of the site. 
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 Height unscreened (m) 

House 
number  

House 
type 

Roof 
height  

(m) 

Distance 
from NE 
hedge 

(m) 

Hedge 
height 

(m) 

House 
height 

screened 
(m) 

As 
proposed 

if roof 
height 
6.9 m 

If roof 
height 
6.4m 

1 MT5 7.9 97 3.9 5.4 2.5 1.5 1.0 

2 GF5 8.9 99 4.0 5.6 3.3 1.3 0.8 

3 GF5 8.9 99 4.0 5.6 3.3 1.3 0.8 

4 MN5 7.9 97 4.2 5.9 2.0 1.0 0.5 

5 GF5 8.9 103 5.0 7.3 1.6 -0.4 -0.9 

6 MN5 7.9 90 5.0 7.0 0.9 -0.1 -0.6 

7 PW5 8.6 71 5.0 6.6 2.0 0.3 -0.2 

8 MN5 7.9 57 6.0 7.7 0.2 -0.8 -1.3 

9+10 3B5P 8.5 40 6.0 7.2 1.3 -0.3 -0.8 

11+12 1B2P 9.3 33 6.0 7.0 2.3 -0.1 -0.6 

13+14 1B2P 8.9 10 5.0 5.2 3.7 1.7 1.2 

15+16+17 2B4P 8.5 22 5.0 5.5 3.0 1.4 0.9 

18 PW5 8.6 52 5.0 6.2 2.4 0.7 0.2 

19 PW5 8.6 73 5.0 6.7 1.9 0.2 -0.3 

20 BW5 8.6 73 4.0 5.2 3.4 1.7 1.2 

21 MN5 7.9 78 4.0 5.2 2.7 1.7 1.2 

22 BW5 8.6 70 3.9 5.0 3.6 1.9 1.4 

 Table 1: Screening for houses in 21/00847/REM 
 
Table 2 shows the degree of screening for the five houses proposed in 22/00535/FUL 
again as seen from the footpath on the east side of Lotts Meadow and for 1.58 metre 
eye level. Because of the closer proximity to the NE boundary the visibility of the housing 
in 22/00535/FUL is even worse than for 21/00847/REM. Dwellings 1, 2 and 3 might be 
acceptable if they used design WH3 with roof height of 7.3 metres. Dwellings 4 and 5 
are so close to the boundary hedge that they really need to be single storey. What also 
emerges from 22/00535/FUL is that by using house designs like WH3 it should have 
been possible for 21/00847/OUT to have met the lower roof heights of the approved 
outline application and still have achieved net zero carbon emission, which was a very 
important consideration for the CBC Planning Committee. 
 

House 
No 

House 
type 

All lengths in metres 

House 
to 

hedge 

Hedge 
to 

footpath 

Hedge 
height 
above 
ground 

Hedge 
height 
above 

average 
eye 
level 

Roof 
height  

House 
height 

screened 

House 
height 

not 
screened 

1 MT5 41.0 139 4.5 2.9 7.9 5.4 2.5 
2 MN5 45.0 139 4.0 2.4 7.9 4.8 3.1 
3 PW5 37.0 139 4.0 2.4 8.6 4.6 4.0 
4 WH3 16.0 139 4.0 2.4 7.3 4.3 3.0 
5 WH3 15.0 139 4.0 2.4 7.3 4.3 3.0 

Table 2: Screening for houses as proposed in 22/00535/FUL 
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5. Protection and enhancement of boundary screening 
 
The screening hedgerows are vitally important both to 22/00535/OUT and 
21/00847/OUT. The application includes a plan for maintaining and enhancing the 
screening and other vegetation but this is vaguely worded. There is also ambiguity in the 
application documents over whether the screening hedge lies inside the site boundary or 
outside on Lotts Meadow. Some of the application documents show the site boundary 
running along the middle line of the screening hedge, some have the screening lying 
outside the site, some appear to include the screening within the plots of houses, which 
might allow a house owner to cut the screening back. The application documents are 
also very misleading in the way they suggest that the screening on the NE side of the 
site is much higher and more substantial than is actually the case  
 
By email copied to the CBC planning officer, Newlands have explained that many of the 
boundaries and other details shown in the application documents are just illustrative. 
They say that the definitive boundary information is shown in the submitted Site Location 
Plan and in the Landscape Proposals. But the Location Plan does not show the 
screening and it does not seem to show the ownership boundary either even though it 
refers to this boundary being shown in blue. The Landscape Proposals show the 
screening being entirely outside the site boundary and in correspondence Newlands 
have made clear that this is correct and that the screening does lie almost entirely on the 
land of Lotts Meadow, which is owned by Vistry and outside Newlands ownership or 
control. So without agreement from Vistry as owners of Lotts Meadow, Newlands cannot 
maintain or improve this screening.   
 
As Newlands say in the email correspondence, the screening hedge has long been 
neglected by the landowners of Lotts Meadow. Internal inspection shows that it needs 
renewal and thickening as well as taller trees to provide sufficient screening height. 
Vistry are unlikely to want to pay the cost of the renewal and maintenance as Lotts 
Meadow is part of the Local Green Space and relatively worthless for development.  
 
The fact that Newlands does not own the screening hedge also has implication for 
21/00847/REM. It is essential to be able to maintain the screening and to be able to 
plant higher trees if the roof heights do turn out to have an unacceptable impact on the 
Valued Landscape, as the Parish Council anticipates will be the case. Currently the site 
of 22/00535/FUL provides the space to do this but this option would be lost if 
22/00535/FUL were permitted in its current form as the relevant land for tree planting 
would become part of the plots of the dwellings.  
 
The application does include some planting of screening trees on the site side of the SE 
hedgerow but it proposes no planting along the NE hedgerow. The NE hedgerow is 8 to 
10 metres thick, made up primarily of blackthorn and bramble. It should be possible to 
plant a range of taller trees within this width that would improve the hedge in terms of 
species richness and interest as well as providing higher screening. This would require 
the agreement of Vistry both regarding planting and future maintenance. An alternative 
might be plant a belt of taller trees on the Lotts Meadow side of the hedge. Again the 
agreement of Vistry would be required. According to the Ecological Appraisal, the 
screening hedges are good habitats and migration corridors for bats, dormice and other 
protected species in the area and this would require ecological assessment.   
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Application 21/00847/REM identifies various trees for planting on the site and several of 
these might provide suitable height, density and rapid growth. Alder and silver birch are 
fast growing, but there are other species such as mountain ash, willow, hornbeam and 
poplar that could be suitable. A mix of trees would also enhance the landscape.  
 

    
Height and width 
after 25 years (m) 

Common name 

    Height Width   

AC Acer Campestre Streetwise 7 3 Field maple 

AG Alnus glutinosa 12 5 Alder 

AL Amelanchier lamarckii 8 2.5 June berry 

BJ Betula Jacquemontii 10 4 Himalayan birch 

BP Betula pendula 10 6 Silver birch 

CC Corylus colurna 10 3 Turkish hazel 

CM Crataegus laevigata Paul's Scarlet 6 4 Hawthorn dark pink 

MS Malus sylvestris 6 4 Common crab apple 

MT Malus tschonoskii 6 4 Chonosuki crab pillar  

PA Prunus avium 12 7 Wild cherry 

PC Pyrus calleryana Chanticleer 8 3 Ornamental pear 

QR Quercus robur 12 8 English oak 

Table 3: Trees proposed in the 21/00847/REM planting schedule 
 
6. Conclusions 
 
CBC was wrongly advised in December 2019 over the impact of the new secondary 
school on the Valued Landscape and as a result it wrongly withdrew its case at the 
Hitchins appeal. Even more unfortunate is the decision to permit 21/00847/REM with is 
much higher roofs and visibility from the surrounding valued landscape. It would be yet 
worse if the decision on 21/00847/REM were used to justify also permitting 
22/00535/FUL. The houses proposed in 22/00535/FUL would be even more visible from 
the valued landscape of Lotts Meadow because of their roof heights and closer 
proximity. Permitting 22/00535/FUL as designed would also remove the option to 
remedy 21/00847/REM by planting a strip of taller screening on the site along the NE 
hedgerow as the land would instead be incorporated into the plots of the houses.  
 
A possible option would be to adjust the site layout and plots of the houses in order to 
reserve a belt of land on the site along the NE screening hedge sufficient to plant a 
suitably dense mix of taller fast-growing trees that could provide the necessary 
screening in 10-15 years. A second option might be to plant this higher screening hedge 
within the existing hedge or on the Lotts Meadow side of the hedge. Either would require 
the agreement of Visty as landowner for the planting, maintenance and permanence.  
 
Because hedgerows once cut down or cut back take a very long time to restore, there 
must be guaranteed protection by both Newlands and Vistry and by future property 
owners. The land ownership boundary also needs to be established accurately by 
reference to the Land Registry.  
 


