Cheltenham Plan Examination.
Comments on behalf of Mr and Mrs Jeffreys (Representor ID: 576).
This short written statement comprises the response of Mr and Mrs Jeffreys to the
questions posed by the appointed Inspector (as amended 14 January 2019). It should
be read in conjunction with our original letter (ref. ID 1394 and ED006b).
Firstly, I wish to express gratitude from Mr and Mrs Jeffreys to both Cheltenham
Borough Council and Inspector Burden for allowing our late representation to be heard.
We also welcome the amendments to the ‘Matters, Issues and Questions’ on 14
January 2019. We hope that the additional comments here will be constructive and
allow for the West Cheltenham LGS to be amended to the satisfaction of all parties,
and more importantly to be of a smaller size which is truly close to the community it
serves, and truly special to that community; all commensurate with the requirements
of national policy.
We also acknowledge that it is appropriate to refer to the 2012 version of the NPPF
only. The provisions of paragraph 77 of the 2012 NPPF are little different to those set
out at paragraph 100 of the 2018 NPPF as quoted by SF Planning at representation ID
1394 (also found at ED006b).
Matter 4: Green Belt and Green Infrastructure
Main Issue: Green Infrastructure
1 Policy INF3 of the JCS deals with Green Infrastructure and seeks to deliver a “series
of multifunctional, linked green corridors across the JCS area”. Does the approach
adopted in the CP through Policies G11, G12 and G13 deliver that requirement in a
manner consistent with national policy as set out in the NPPF paragraphs 76 and 77
and accompanying guidance in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)?
The West Cheltenham designation is not consistent with paragraph 77 of the NPPF for
the reasons set out at representation ID 1394.
2 Have all the landowners of sites proposed for LGS been consulted?
No, Mr and Mrs Jeffreys have recently been made aware that other land owners were
not notified by the Borough Council relating to the southern ‘leg’ of the proposed LGS
at West Cheltenham as identified at Appendix B of representation ID 1394. This may
be as a result of the apparent impression given to Cheltenham Borough Council that all
the land at West Cheltenham is under the control of the site promotor when it is not.
For example, Mr and Mrs Jeffreys have experienced numerous instances of surveyors
entering their land without consent over the past few months.

3 To what extent does the Council’s Local Green Spaces Study Report parts 1 and 2
provide the justification for the designation of the sites listed in Table 8 of the CP as
LGS in accordance with National policy and advice?
The Council’s Local Green Spaces Study Report parts 1 and 2 provide no justification at
all for the designation of the proposed West Cheltenham LGS. This is because it does
not feature in this document. Please refer to ID1394 (ED006b) for the difficulties that
we have experienced in finding any relevant evidence base to explain how the
proposed West Cheltenham LGS is justified relative to paragraph 77 of the NPPF.
4 Are there any sites identified as LGS apart from the sites at Leckhampton Fields and
Swindon Village which do not meet the criteria in National policy and advice?
The West Cheltenham designation is not consistent with paragraph 77 of the NPPF for
the reasons set out here and at representation ID 1394.
5 Table 8 of the CP proposes significant areas of LGS to be identified at Leckhampton
Fields, the North West Cheltenham Strategic Allocation at Swindon Village, and at the
West Cheltenham Strategic Allocation. Is there any evidence that areas of 39.91, 24.5
or 18.25 ha could be considered not to be “an extensive tract of land”?
There is currently no evidence to suggest that these areas could not be considered to
be ‘extensive tracts of land’. Indeed, the evidence that does exist from other
Examinations provides evidence that much smaller areas have, in the past, been
considered to be ‘extensive tracts of land’. I refer here to Appendix A and Appendix B
to this statement.
Appendix A is and extract from the Independent Examiners Report for the Faringdon
Neighbourhood Plan in the Vale of White Horse District. Paragraph 7.89 makes
reference to parcels of land at 2.4 and 4.6ha in Sedlescombe and Airewas which were
considered to be extensive tracts of land. The Independent Examiner for the Faringdon
Neighbourhood Plan was considering a 5.6ha site known as ‘Humpty Hill’. Paragraph
7.91 of the Report concluded that 5.6ha of land is an ‘extensive tract of land’.
Appendix B is an extract from the Independent Examiners Report for the Backwell
Neighbourhood Plan in North Somerset. Pages 34 and 35 refer to two proposed areas
of LGS of 19ha and 32ha. The Examiner was left in no doubt that 32ha is an extensive
tract of land. With regard to the 19ha site Examiner also concluded it would be an
extensive tract of land, with the comparison that twenty three full sized football pitches
would easily fit into an area of that size.
Paragraph 015 of the PPG [Reference ID: 37-015-20140306] states that blanket
designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In
particular, designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve
what would amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name.
Given the conclusions above, it is respectfully suggested that there should be no doubt
that all three of the identified LGSs are ‘extensive tracts of land’, and it is also possible
that other LGS in the Cheltenham Plan that are 2.4ha or larger should also be
identified as such.

8 Is the scale of the LGS proposed at West Cheltenham justified?
No for the reasons set out above and in representation ID 1394. We respectfully
request that the West Cheltenham LGS be deleted or substantially amended to remove
our client’s land.
Word Count – 987

Appendix A

Appendix B

