[image: image11.png]


[image: image12.jpg]


GLOUCESTER, CHELTENHAM AND TEWKESBURY JOINT CORE STRATEGY – PREFERRED OPTION Consultation 2013
Response from Save the Countryside 
Contact:
Helen Wells 
Tel: 07770 986078   Hwells@mdlz.com
Trails End, Stantons Drive, Swindon Village, Cheltenham Glos GL51 9RL
December 2013
A. Introduction
Save The Countryside* is an organisation made up of many residents in Cheltenham and adjoining areas of Tewkesbury Borough.. We all share the determination to protect the precious countryside around the town - and nationwide - now under threat from massive developments.

As the majority of its members live in Swindon Village, Uckington and Elmstone Hardwicke, Save The Countryside has a particular interest in the proposed North West Cheltenham Urban Extension – Strategic Allocation 5 in the Joint Core Strategy Draft for Consultation, October 2013, described in Policy A5. For avoidance of doubt and to connect our comments to the text we propose using ‘A5’ to denote the urban extension area.
While we recognise that a reasonable level of growth should be possible in Cheltenham and the surrounding area, we believe that urban extensions and incursions into the Green Belt could be unnecessary and in any case have grave doubts about the suitability of A5 as a development site.
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 ( * Save The Countryside has responded to the JCS preferred options consultation in 2012, Cheltenham plan, Tewkesbury plan, the draft National Planning Policy Framework, the South West Regional Spatial Strategy and other relevant consultations as part of the joint core strategy process. We have valued previous opportunities for direct consultation with Government Ministers and local Council members and would welcome such involvement in the process going forward.)

B. Opening comments 

Save The Countryside is responding using the Question and Answer format put forward by the JCS Team.

Although this may be an informal consultation, even the extended 9-week consultation period has been far too short considering the extent of documentation to review within the evidence base and additional Topic Papers.

We are concerned that much of the documentation from the evidence base was not available at the start of the consultation, some is still incomplete, and some evidence is in conflict with other evidence documents. Nor is it apparent in documents prepared ‘in house’ who the authors were, their qualifications and what review process was carried out prior to publication.

Following our experience with the earlier 2012 consultation, we hope that our representation will this time be taken seriously by our Councillors and the JCS team.
C
 Formal response to JCS questions
1. Do you think our strategy of focusing on urban extensions (i.e. development sites located around Gloucester and Cheltenham) is the correct one? If not, where would you propose to locate the new development?
1.1 No need for urban extensions if housing numbers are re-calculated
Save the Countryside contends that there is not a requirement for urban extensions as the housing needs have been over estimated following an econometric rather than a balanced sustainable model.

In our response we show below that the housing requirement has been overestimated by some 10,000 dwellings. This puts the actual requirement to be in the region of 23,000 dwellings. The SHLAAs identify locations for over 18,500 dwellings. This leaves a requirement for an additional 4,500 dwellings. The following alternatives to Green Belt incursion are made.

The JCS proposes building 2125 houses at Ashchurch. The site is actually capable of taking at least a further 1600 dwellings as is confirmed by the AMEC assessment. These may have to be phased in towards the end of the JCS period since there will initially be reduced access to the full site. 
There has long been a proposal to build at Highnam on green field land. This is preferable to building on the Green Belt. Proposals for this site have been for up to 2000 dwellings. 
At the last count there were some 4,800 empty houses in the JCS area. This represents 3.5% of stock. It is generally acknowledged that a figure of 3% is reasonable. However the government has stated that efforts should be made to bring empty housing back into use. We believe that such housing does attract the new housing premium. If an attempt were made to reduce empty housing to 2.75% the area would gain some extra 1000 houses. 
It is understood that proposals have been made to build at Brookthorpe and Whaddon. While these are in Stroud District, with their location immediately alongside Gloucester and between that city and the motorway, it would make it an obvious location to consider as a final back up if absolutely necessary even though this would require co-operation with a neighbouring authority.
In addition to those sites already included in the SHLAA we support the provision of small volumes of additional housing in villages to meet the local need (see Question 3) such as at Minsterworth, Newent, or Staunton (on the boundary of the JCS area).

Considering the volume of affordable housing that is utilised for student accommodation for part of the year (583 shared student houses:  531 Cheltenham and 52 Gloucester), Save the Countryside supports the proposal for additional student accommodation at the Gloucestershire University Pittville Campus Student Village, which will release many of these properties for much needed affordable homes.

However the first three suggestions alone do provide the necessary capacity for over 4,500 houses which would meet the need.
Recalculation of housing numbers
The Housing Target numbers were based upon Office of National Statistics (ONS) Interim Projections. The ONS considers that these are not the appropriate figures for this application. Revalidated projections published in 2012 are more appropriate. Using these figures brings the population projection down by about 24,000 persons and the housing projection down by about 10,000 houses. 
This reduction can be seen as valid if one compares the Joint Core Strategy with the Bath and North Somerset Core Strategy. Even including some additional housing required by the Inspectorate after the first examination of Bath’s Core Strategy they are looking for a 16.7% increase in housing over 20 years.  
The JCS envisages a 24.3% increase over 20 years. If a 16.7% increase were applied to the JCS, the housing requirement would reduce from about 33,200 houses to about 23,000.
A further validation of this need for recalculation comes from the fact that population in the JCS area only increased by 5.7% in the ten year period between the 2001 and 2011 Censuses. This gives a twenty year increase of 11.4%, hardly indicative of a need for a 24.3% increase in housing need over the next 20 years. It is essential that a recalculation of housing need in the JCS area be undertaken by the JCS team after discussion with the ONS about the most appropriate figures to use. 

The JCS team at meetings with the public have promised our members to check the numbers - we expect that, when they are reviewed in light of the evidence that we have already provided based on our work with the Office of National Statistics, the JCS housing calculations will be revised.

1.2 No need to breach Cheltenham / Gloucester Green Belt
(Strategic Objective 4 bullet 4, Policy SP1 para 3.20, Policy SP3 bullet 6, Policy S5) 

Save the Countryside objects to the unnecessary breaching of the Cheltenham / Gloucester Green Belt at A5 and elsewhere in the JCS area.
If the recalculation of housing numbers is undertaken it will remove the need to use Green Belt land for urban extensions during the plan period. 

 Our Government, the Prime Minister, Eric Pickles and Nick Boles, have all at one time or another promised to save Green Belt land around the country – but this is as long as the land remains designated as Green Belt.
The JCS consultation document seems to duck such opposition to development on Green Belt land by proposing removal of the land from the designation. Save the Countryside objects to this as it appears to be a developer-led initiative for maximum margin generation on easier green field sites at the expense of the regeneration of our town centres.
Despite this proposed de-designation, JCS Policy S5 Green Belt claims that 

“It will be protected from harmful development within its boundaries.”

This certainly does not match what is proposed.
Objection to the magnitude of incursion into Cheltenham / Gloucester Green Belt

Save the Countryside objects to the sheer scale of the proposed reduction in the Green Belt – over 20% of the land area to allow a proposed development of around 11 000 houses – one of the biggest incursions ever, with North West Cheltenham Urban Extension A5 with 4829 houses proposed being the biggest single JCS allocation.
So many policies are designed to protect Green Belts. 
NPPF Core Planning Principles para 17 bullet 5 places importance on “protecting the Green Belts”  around  our main urban areas.        
Under Section 9 of the NPPF, Protecting Green Belt Land, Para 79 states that “The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open: the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their OPENNESS AND PERMANENCE.”
JCS para 3.33 describes “redrawing the Green Belt boundary [to] ensure that it would continue to deliver its primary function of preventing Gloucester and Cheltenham as well as Cheltenham and Bishop’s Cleeve from coalescing.”

The claim then that the primary function of the Green Belt is to prevent coalescence is a direct contradiction of the NPPF which, as above, states that the fundamental aim is to prevent urban sprawl. The housing estate urban extension planned for NW Cheltenham is itself the size of Bishop’s Cleeve, and with no Green Belt to prevent its own coalescence with Cheltenham, it can only be considered urban sprawl.
So although the A5 Green Belt meets all the purposes for Green Belts as described in the NPPF and JCS Policy S5  as it:
· prevents Cheltenham sprawling,
· prevents it merging with other towns

· safeguards the countryside from encroachment, 
· preserves the setting of historic Cheltenham and 
· encourages town centre regeneration, 
The JCS has decided, we believe wrongly, that over 1 square mile of it is non-functional.
Save the Countryside also objects to the inconsistency between Strategic Objective 4 bullet 4:
“…review the current Green Belt boundary whilst providing a long term permanent boundary”

and Policies SP1 and SP3 both of which refer to undertaking further Green Belt reviews within the plan period.

Significant Green Belt contribution in A5 has been ignored
There are inconsistencies between two evidence base documents over the Green Belt in A5. Strategic Allocation Plan 5 shows the whole A5 urban extension area as being taken out of the Green Belt. 
Strategic Allocations report para. 3.33 however claims that
 “Land within this broad location which makes a significant contribution to Green Belt purposes is that land to the north of Swindon Village, extending adjacent to the main line railway.” 
This ‘significant’ useful bit of Green Belt should obviously have been retained but instead houses are shown crowded along the rail line with cavalier disregard for amenity and quality of life.
 And even the Draft Sustainability (Integrated) Appraisal Report noted cumulative negative effects on landscape and through loss of Green Belt and greenfield land. 

1.3 Re-use brownfield land to avoid urban extensions  
(Strategic Objective 6 bullet 1 Meeting the challenges of climate change, Policy SP1 Scale of new development)
 Save the Countryside’s view remains in line with JCS Strategic Objective 6 bullet 1 which is “Making the best use of land by maximising the use of previously developed land”, 
And the NPPF Section 11 para 111 which states: “Local planning authorities may continue to consider the case for setting a locally-appropriate target for the use of brownfield land.”
It is our view that LPAs not only may, but should target brownfield land before permission is given for any Greenfield development. 

Save the Countryside is entirely against the statement in Para 3.31 of the draft JCS that
“It is anticipated that the majority of development on the urban extensions and strategic allocation will be started within the first part of the plan period”.

Front-loading of this sort will unnecessarily blight our countryside. Much more rational is the proposal in Policy SP1 for monitoring and a 5-year review of the appropriate level of new homes.
2. Do you think that we have identified the right sites based upon the strategy mentioned in question Q1? If not, which other areas/sites would you suggest and why?

2 The A5 North West Urban Extension is not suitable for housing
The choice of the proposed A5 urban extension site North West of Cheltenham we consider to be inappropriate for housing.
This is confirmed from studies despite the inconsistent and contradictory ‘evidence base’ relating to this site (even down to the confusing alternative descriptions and numbering of the site – NWC, C3 (which refers to 2 different land divisions), C17, E, Policy A5, not identified on Proposals Plan . . .)
2.1 Amenity and health reasons for not developing A5
One of the main reasons which has been claimed for dismissing this area as non-functional Green Belt and therefore supposedly eligible for development is as follows: it lacks the requisite openness (see Amec Green Belt Review for the JCS). Various of the other JCS reports* add to this dismissive picture but incidentally crucially acknowledge the following detriments to amenity: the M5 runs nearby, the site is otherwise bounded by the busy A4019, Kingsditch superstores, Swindon Village, the railway and – significantly – waste processing sites to the north.
( * Some of the conflicting reports:  Broad Locations Report, Draft Sustainability (Integrated) Appraisal Report, Strategic Allocations Report, Entec Urban Extension Boundary Study.)
Surely the 3 Districts would be wilfully contravening their own JCS draft Policies C6 Supporting healthy lifestyles and wellbeing and Strategic Objective 9 bullet 4 (not to mention NPPF Core planning principles para 17 bullet 12 and Section 8) – if they (and Gloucestershire County Council who own much of the land) progressed a plan requiring 11 000+ residents, 20% of them children, to live in the 4829 dwellings proposed, 
· some of them right alongside the noisy and polluting A4019 traffic with air quality problems,  (the whole of Cheltenham is subject to Air Quality Management, M5 Junction 10 for instance exceeding recommended limits),
· some of them within metres of the noisy main line railway, 
· some of them within 300 m of active long-term smelly and noisy landfill sites, 
· some both of these, 
· all of them within the EU directive REF NO advisory 3km no-build zone for the long term toxic waste site no-one mentions at Wingmoor Farm north east of the site and for which no JCS Health Assessment evidence document has been produced.
Inset Map 1 below shows the location of Wingmoor farm toxic waste facility with reference to the proposed A5 North West Urban extension (with locations and schedule of waste processes.)
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The photos below show the location of the landfill site from Uckington 
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There would not just be adverse effects on residents but also on the viability of the development. The disamenity cost of landfills (let alone one of the biggest toxic fly ash treatment facilities) is recognised: 

“Housebuyers would prefer not to live close to a facility which has the potential to cause harm. (Whether real or perceived)” 
- the effect being observed up to 1.6km from the source in reduced house prices and reduced viability for the developer.(Disamenity Costs of Landfill, DEFRA 2003 quoted in DM Jones Proof of Evidence for the Javelin Park Incinerator Inquiry, 2013.)
Wingmoor Farm hazardous landfill site, Bishop’s Cleeve, has been selected to represent the UK on a map of toxic waste “hot spots” around the world
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Source:  http://www.ukwin.org.uk/files/pdf/ipen1.pdf
2.2 Risk of flooding as a reason for not developing A5

(Strategic Objective 6 bullet 5, PolicyS2 Flood Risk Management)
Another factor which suggests that to build on A5 would be unsuitable is the flood risk from both fluvial and pluvial water sources. 
[image: image6.png]@ hitp://www glcstrplnng] loucesterLevel2SFRAJCSFINAL121011.pdf - Windows Internet. (=a] &=

2O Bl e —— R -
e Favorites 5 2] Web Slice Gallery + 2] Customize Links ] Kraft ONE Global Home £ Kraft Sef-Service Support

fi v B - @ v Pagev Safetyv Tookv @~

/GloucesterLevel2SFRAICSFINALL21011 pelf ~[a[x][=

Comment

o[ H B B4R

Figure 8.3: Comparison of the intermediate surface water risk maps for Swindon (red shaded
area) with the 1 in 100 year climate change fluvial flood outline (blue shaded area). Modelled
extents are shown in green and site boundaries in pink.





The Strategic flood Risk Assessment level 2 shows significant areas within the planned North West Urban extension area as high surface flooding risk, due to the watercourses in the area predominantly the River Swilgate, Hyde Brook & Leigh Brook. The map extracted from this document demonstrates the watercourses and highest flood risk.

A further set of maps is due to be issued by the Environment Agency with new details of surface water run-off. Unfortunately these may not be available before the end of the consultation process but Save the Countryside wish to note that there may be further adverse impacts on the sustainability of any development proposed for Area A5. 

Land to the north west of Cheltenham where the NW Urban Extension is planned is composed of heavy clay and there is regular surface flooding. Wingmoor Farm Toxic Waste landfill site is in this location precisely because the clay it sits on seals the tip. The land is regularly waterlogged. The fall to the river Severn (about 4 miles away) is slow. No amount of flood prevention works, ponds or sustainable drainage structures will prevent future flooding in this area because it is becoming evident that climatic conditions are changing and because the land is heavy clay. We have recent evidence of this in the floods of 2007.The soil has the same nature as that in the Tewkesbury area, where analysis has proved that Sustainable Urban Drainage systems (SUDs) are ineffective in areas of this soil type.  This has been demonstrated in a report by the Severn and Avon Flood group entitled Building on the Flood Plain is Misguided (a definitive proof of evidence) of September 2008.   www.nacratewkesbury.org.uk/Report%202008%20restricted%201.pdf
Save the Countryside objects to JCS Policy S2 bullet 3 which states that the sequential test even for land in Flood Zone 1 can be overridden and the exception test used. This means that a site can be developed even if it is deemed a flood risk.
 It is totally irresponsible to consider the importance of the delivery of new sites over the risk of flooding.The photographic evidence shows some of the devastation caused within Swindon Parish alone where 4829 additional homes are suggested.
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There should be no development on any greenfield area within the JCS boundary that may be liable to flooding in the future, fluvial or pluvial. 
Large scale development on land such as identified for the North West urban extension will cause enhanced risk of flooding for existing housing and land, through water displacement as the soak away opportunity provided by the existing green fields is permanently removed through additional properties and roads built on the same land. This cannot be alleviated by temporary measures achieved by SUDS, whether or not the system is properly maintained as proposed in Policy S2 bullet 4.

2.3 Loss of prime agricultural land as a reason for not developing A5                        
(Strategic Objective 3 Supporting a prosperous rural economy, Strategic Objective 6 bullet 1 Meeting the challenge of climate change)     
Despite all 3 local authorities, particularly Tewkesbury, having areas of agricultural land, the draft JCS virtually excludes agriculture as an industry, shown particularly in Vision, p11, where respect for the natural environment, but not the agricultural, is shown.  

Save the Countryside objects to the fact that, despite assurances in JCS Strategic Objective 6 about “protecting the highest grade agricultural land”, the valuable strip of Grade 1-2  best and most versatile land along the A4019 at the southern edge of A5 will be wasted and disappear under business development and housing. Good 3A grade farmland will also be lost. 

Similar to Objective 6, the NPPF in Section 11 para 110 states 
“Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value” 

and para 112: “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land . . . should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of higher quality” 
The loss of this good quality land runs counter to Tewkesbury Borough Draft Local Plan Policies AGR1 – AGR7 which includes protection of the best quality land.

The proposed waste of a finite resource contrary to so many policies is yet another factor which leads us to the conclusion that A5 should be excluded from development.
2.4 Adverse effects on sensitive landscape as reason for not developing A5                              
(Strategic Objective 4 bullet 2, Policy S6 Landscape Policy) 
Varied and contradictory assessments of the quality and sensitivity of the landscape of A5 have been made* within many of the JCS ‘evidence base’ documents, which inconsistency must weaken their credibility at Inquiry stage.
( * Some conflicting documents: Broad Locations Report, Strategic Allocations report, Entec urban Extension Boundary Study . .)
The latest and presumably final Landscape Characterisation Assessment and Sensitivity Analysis October 2013, recognises that the land is not just a poor degraded bit of Green Belt as others have tried to persuade their readers. 
Instead, the Cheltenham Landscape Sensitivity Area Map, Appendix 2, shows A5 (C17 Brockhampton – Swindon Village (but with the wrong legend in the key- C16-19 are all mislabelled) as having medium to high sensitivity – one of the only 3 JCS areas of this quality.
The quality of the landscape is made plain on page 67 of the report. 
Save the Countryside would support the two JCS policies which aim to protect sensitive landscapes, JCS Strategic Objective 4 bullet 2: 
“Conserve, manage and enhance the area’s unique natural environment . . . and maximise the opportunities to use the land for active flood plain” 
And Policy S6: Landscape policy which seeks 
“To protect landscape character for its own intrinsic beauty and for its benefit to the economic, environmental and social well-being”,
 And states that
“(i) Decisions on planning proposals will take account of impacts on landscape character area and landscape type.”
Topic Paper Natural Environment October 2013 para 2.3 states: 
“The need for development must therefore be carefully balanced with conservation of the area’s rich natural resources and valued landscapes.” 
Because of this sensitivity, Save the Countryside considers that these last comments could well be added to the other reasons for NOT developing A5.
2.5 Impossibility of mitigating effects of increased traffic as reason for not developing A5
(Policy D3 Transport Assessments and Travel Plans)
The 2011 Initial Sustainability Appraisal Report had already worked out that there was limited capacity for additional traffic for a north west urban extension without the major expense of a NW link road.  

From the Infrastructure Delivery Plan Stage 1 Interim Version Overview Paper October 2013 

we note under para 2.3.2 bullets 3, 4 and 5 that the following transport planning issues have once again been raised but not solved – Highways concerns about the effects of additional traffic from A5 on the already congested A4019 and B4063, effects on Cheltenham – basically Princess Elizabeth Way – of extra traffic accessing Junction 11 of the M5 now that the 4-way junction at Junction 10 has been abandoned.  Any large scale development to the North of Cheltenham should not be entertained without junction 10 first being reconfigured to provide access and egress from the south as well as the north.

Save the Countryside objects to the adverse effects predicted on the A4019 locally and in particular to the extra traffic likely on Princess Elizabeth Way. This is a significant ecological justice issue since there is only one major way from the proposed development to Cheltenham and to the M5 south, and this way runs through areas of high social deprivation around Princess Elizabeth Way and Springbank. The UK has extremely high health inequality, with the poor significantly more likely to die prematurely than the rich, and the pollution and disturbance of the extra cars will undoubtedly exacerbate this. 
The concentrated nature and position of the new development also directly contravenes NPPF Para 17 bullet 12 which aims to improve health and social wellbeing, and section 8 which promotes healthy communities. 
At an average 1.2 cars per household (ONS statistic) A5 could produce an extra 5800 cars with only 2 exits proposed from the site which is surely unsustainable without major and very costly roadworks to mitigate the situation. 

Both JCS Policy D3 and NPPF para 32 bullet 3 agree that where mitigation is impossible, planning permission will be refused. We believe that this should be the result for A5.

2.6 Unproven sustainability as a reason for not developing A5

Save the Countryside believes that the Draft JCS Sustainability (Integrated) Appraisal Report to be error ridden and lacking in credibility.

On A5 itself: para 7.60 mentions ‘well-being’ as one of the positives without apparently having considered  the adverse effects of noise, smells and air pollution likely to affect residents on this site as explained earlier in 2.1.

Para 7.61 deals with noise pollution but does not mention the existence or effects of the landfill sites to the north of A5. 
The document has a fundamental error in that it mentions that the river Chelt flows through the A5 site, but it does not - in fact the River Swilgate flows through the area. 

The report omits any references to listed buildings in Elmstone Hardwicke and Swindon Village but includes buildings in other areas outside the site such as Stoke Orchard – once again we assume because of the problem of the C3 area comprising both A5 and the safeguarded land NW of Cheltenham and consultants being unaware of this.

2.7 Questionable viability as a reason for not developing A5
(Policy D1 Infrastructure)

Contrary to NPPF advice in Para 177 that infrastructure requirements should be considered WHEN plan making, the JCS is only now assessing whether its preferred option plans are feasible. 

It is recognised that infrastructure will be very costly. 

An average cost of £15 766 for every dwelling built is estimated. (Infrastructure Delivery Plan Stage 1 Interim Version).
For A5, rounding figures up, infrastructure for 5 000 houses at £16 000 per house comes to 

£ 80 000 000 “sought from developers and secured by the negotiation of planning obligations, by conditions attached to a planning permission and/or other agreement, levy or undertaking before planning permission is granted.” (Policy D1 bullet 3)
Although JCS Policy D1 insists that infrastructure should be in place before planning permission is given or by an agreed date, Save the Countryside is extremely doubtful that a scheme as large as A5 could be financially viable for any developer and that the statement below, para 1.3.1.1 will apply, with consequent adverse shortcuts and omissions.
“In the long run, it is likely that Councils will have to make difficult decisions about which infrastructure projects should be progressed, taking into account availability of finance”.
We note from the Interim plan that apart from the ambulance service and the 41 bus, site A5 has currently no other positive infrastructure on offer.
Note also the ‘disamenity’ factor discussed in 2.1 likely to depress house prices and/or discourage housebuyers.
Both financial and physical viability of this site appear to us to be in question.

2.8 Adverse impacts and policy reasons for not developing A5
(Policy S1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development)

Save the Countryside hopes that the numerous points we have made above, particularly 2.1 relating to community health and amenity, clearly indicate why we consider A5 as unsuitable as a development site. 

Both NPPF paragraph 14 bullet 2, Plan making , and JCS Core Policy S1 state:
 “Local plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid changes, unless
· any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
· specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted”

Save the Countryside believes both these cases apply and that indeed development of A5 should be restricted.

Most tellingly  . JCS Broad Locations report para 3.28 itself concludes:
“There are preferable locations for development ahead of this area.” 
3. Have we identified the right list of Rural Service Centres and Service Villages and is this the appropriate amount of new development for them?

Development should not just be limited to the named centres and villages.

Save the Countryside objects to Para 4.114 of Policy C1 which sets out this restriction.

This risks the viability of many villages excluded from the list. Small-scale appropriate development should be permitted in any village where there is established local need to maintain or create sustainable communities and for future generations to be able to live in their family area.
4. Is there any aspect of the strategy that you wish to question or comment on as a result of additional or alternative evidence? For example, do you have alternative information or evidence for how much housing and employment should be provided, or what infrastructure is required to support the proposed growth?

Vision for Cheltenham   
(JCS Chapter 2 Vision and objectives)
The description of Cheltenham in paras 2.9 and 2.10 of Chapter 2 makes much of our town’s beautiful green setting – places loved and enjoyed by both visitors and residents. 

But the Vision should state that part of this valued setting would disappear for ever should the vision be initiated. Para 2.13 tries to hide this by describing full-scale developments both south of the town and at A5 as “some peripheral development”!
Save the Countryside believes this description should be more truthful.

The plan itself will make Cheltenham less attractive especially to visitors because of the destruction of the Green Belt and increased pollution, less accessible because the infrastructure will not support the thousands of extra cars planned, a worse place to work in since jobs are declining in Cheltenham already and the major influx of  new residents will need thousands of jobs, and a worse place to socialise in since the plans include thousands of houses but no provision for additional social spaces such as cafes, theatres, bars, museums or galleries. 

Urban extensions may lead to urban neglect
The proposals for urban extensions to fulfill half the new housing requirements will compromise the development of brownfield sites within the town unless the use of land is properly phased because developers will find it easier and more profitable to develop Greenfield sites first. It will threaten the development of some of the more difficult brownfield sites in the town, and could undermine the Council’s initiatives for the development of the town centre.

These new extensions to Cheltenham will change the character of the town, erode its Regency identity and encourage the development of ‘out of town’ shopping centres that will compete with the existing town centre.
The attractiveness of Cheltenham as the ‘Centre for the Cotswolds’ is a marriage of its Regency past and its proximity to the countryside. All the areas being proposed as sites for development have their own character and are used for recreational and amenity purposes by people who live in the town and those who visit.
The growth of Cheltenham should to be controlled and limited to protect its environmental quality and character. 

The JCS team should work for the town’s population:
JCS JCS p3 p iii states...“Our preferred approach to future development isn’t based on our opinions, but is founded on impartial and independent consultants’ reviews.” The consultant’s reviews cannot be considered independent since they were funded by the council and consultants have a financial interest in pleasing their funders. 


It has become apparent that there is a close relationship between the developers and the JCS officers which we feel is in appropriate and may result in decisions designed to please developers rather than local residents who voted for the existing council. 

Data like the ONS figures is independent, however, and shows that far fewer houses are needed. Priority must be given to sources that are not directly in the pay of the council.


Increase in jobs 

Policy E1 of the JCS strategy (pp36-39) “supports 21,800 new jobs up to 2031”.  
We note that the Nathanial Lichfield report contains a projection of additional jobs during the JCS period ranging from 9,790 to 23,160.  The assumption that the number of additional jobs will be at the higher end of this range is unjustified and would require a rate of growth that significantly exceeds that of the past 20 years.  

While we note that the Gloucestershire LEP is taking steps to achieve significant additional employment growth, it is their remit to present an optimistic outcome.  Their projections must therefore be regarded as an aspiration only and are unlikely to be realised in practice.  We observe that jobs in Cheltenham are currently in decline. 

The word sustainable is used in the vision and other areas of the JCS document without a clear definition. An acceptable definition could be:”maintained at a steady level without exhausting natural resources or causing serious ecological damage.”  This definition alone sheds a new light on the JCS and its heavy suggestions for large scale “sustainable development” that would have a detrimental effect for existing residents NPPF Introduction para 8 states “To achieve sustainable development, economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly”

D Concluding Note
We trust that the JCS team will have read our response and that it will be included as part of evidence in future documentation.
To summarise, the key messages from our group are:

· The JCS strategy for huge urban extensions is inappropriate. Housing development strategies should focus on regeneration not development of green field sites.
The housing need for the next 20 years is not 33,000, but 23,000. These needs can already be met by using brownfield sites, empty homes and with allocation of small volumes of housing in local villages. 

· Greenbelt should not be built on when there are still brownfield sites available at any cost

· The JCS proposal for urban extensions is not sustainable – Sustainable development means without adverse effect on existing communities and for the long term benefit of future generations. This plan will not deliver that. 

We ask that the JCS team re calculate their housing need calculations and deliver a truly sustainable house building plan for the next 20 years to benefit the whole town, its residents in the current and future generations.
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Swindon village an area with 1450 residents under threat of 4829 new homes on the surrounding Green Belt land if Urban Extension A5 is implemented
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