
Application 20/01788/FUL – Land at Shurdington Road, Cheltenham 

 

Presentation by Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council  

to the CBC Planning Committee on 24 March 2022 

 

The letter from Miller Homes takes us nowhere on the traffic problem. MD4 was 

conditional on the A46/Moorend Park Road scheme working. That scheme 

lengthens the left turning traffic lane to allow more vehicles through the junction 

in each traffic light cycle. But it cannot be delivered because the road width is too 

narrow. Extra land could be acquired but that might require compulsory 

purchase. Gloucestershire Highways favours instead a suck-it-and-see approach 

that goes forward without the mitigation and hopes things will turn out OK. 

People may work from home. Congestion will deter people commuting into 

Cheltenham or make them shop elsewhere. The Secretary of State in the 2016 

findings said people must be able to commute to work and must be able to take 

their children to school by car if they need to, and he strongly criticised 

Gloucestershire Highways for its complacency over this.  

 

Another reason the Secretary of State concluded the cumulative congestion was 

severe is that a longer driving times on the A46 will cause rat running via 

Leckhampton Lane. This will compound the traffic problem and is the reason so 

many local residents wrote to you last year.  

 

You are also being asked to override the findings of Inspector Burden on MD4 

and to take a big gamble. There is no certainty that when the gamble turns out 

badly GCC can quickly acquire the extra land and implement the mitigation. The 

money that Miller mentions in their letter to you is not nearly sufficient.  

 

On zero net carbon housing, Newlands have sent us the scheme details for their 

development. They use high performance heat pumps and high performance 

solar panels and both may be expensive. They say that very careful attention to 



design to avoid any heat leaks is also critical. We have not yet analysed their 

scheme in detail but there does not seem to be anything that could not in 

principle be applied to Miller’s houses, apart from the cost and detailed care. 

 

But the main issue I want to emphasise today is Miller’s proposal to build on the 

valued landscape of areas R2 and R3 and to also compromise the valued 

landscape along the smallholding public footpath in the Local Green Space. As I 

said in March, the valued landscape of the Leckhampton Fields has very high 

planning weight being the finding of the Planning Inspectorate and Secretary of 

State and confirmed in the High Court. Inspector Ord in the JCS also 

independently concluded that development should be confined to the Northern 

Fields, the area not valued landscape. This area was subsequently included in 

allocation MD4 but two areas of the valued landscape were also included, 

namely areas R2/R3 and also the smallholdings north of the footpath in area SH. 

According John Rowley the latter, at least, was done by accident. However he 

assured us that it did not matter because as valued landscape the areas could 

not be built on and moreover their landscape had to be protected. Since to 

correct the allocation boundary would have involved a substantial delay to the 

Cheltenham Plan the Parish Council accepted this assurance. But with hindsight 

this error has led to the current proposals to build on the valued landscape.  

 

Valued landscape is the most important UK landscape to protect. The 

Leckhampton Fields are a memorable and feature-full landscape, as the 

Secretary of State said in 2016. The view from Leckhampton Hill is also one of 

the finest in the country, one of only 28 viewpoints in England and 47 viewpoints 

in the whole of Britain that are highlighted as top tourist viewpoints in the AA road 

maps of Great Britain. Building on R2/R3 will break through what is otherwise a 

good and sustainable urban edge with high trees and hedges. 

 

Importantly, it is not necessary to allow development on R2/R3 in order to meet 

the MD4 allocation target in the Cheltenham Plan, which is for 350 new dwellings 



on the land north of Kidnappers Lane. The two smaller developments that 

already have planning permission provide 34 of the dwellings, and the remaining 

316 can with a very minimal adjustment fit on the Northern Fields.  

 

On the landscape protection you are being asked to set aside the findings of two 

senior inspectors and the Secretary of State when you do not even need the 

extra 34 dwellings to meet the allocation of 350. And that 350 was already itself 

raised from the initial plan for 250 houses and from Inspector Ord’s indicative 

number of around 200. What you are being asked to do cannot be right.  

 

Thank you. 
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