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5.    HOUSING 
 

5.1   GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO HOUSING CHAPTER 
 
 
The Objections 
 
Hsg/298/0787 CTC Right to Ride Network 
Hsg/328/0996 Stroud College 
Hsg/502/2097 British Waterways 
Plan/356/1192 Mrs G M Perry 
Gen/424/1560 Stroud & Gloucestershire Green Party 
Plan/424/1612 Stroud & Gloucestershire Green Party 
Plan/399/1335 Ruskin Mill F.E.C. 
 
 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Objects to combined pedestrian/cycle facilities in housing proposals. 

(b) Chapter should be headed ‘Housing and Community Facilities’ and a new policy introduced 
to assist further education establishments. 

(c) Add a policy dealing with residential moorings on canals. 

(d) Policy to allow low-impact highly sustainable housing development in rural areas is 
required. 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.1.1 With regard to the provision to be made for cyclists, Policy T3 seeks safe and 
convenient access within development sites. Detailed matters are for consideration at the 
development control stage. Greater opportunity for access by making improvements in access 
for pedal cycles when future routes are proposed is a matter to be considered as part of the Local 
Transport Plan.  

5.1.2 I do not consider that it would be appropriate to add a new policy which would 
specifically deal with assisting the improvement or extension of further education campuses, etc. 
Local plans should not be too detailed, and the policies of the Plan are sufficient to deal with 
such matters.  In any event the suggested policy is in the form of a ‘statement of intent’, which is 
best avoided. Also, the Town Centres and Retailing Chapter of the revised Plan includes a 
section on the provision of community facilities. In consequence, the suggested revised chapter 
heading for the Housing chapter of the Plan should not be accepted. 

5.1.3 Permanent residential moorings are a form of residential use which should be 
considered under the housing policies of the Plan. It is desirable that the Plan be kept as concise 
as possible, and no additional policy is necessary. British waterways have not put forward any 
specific site for an allocation for residential moorings. 

5.1.4 The objections seeking a policy for low-impact highly sustainable housing 
development in rural areas arise from initiatives that resulted from the Local Agenda 21 process. 
It is said that the planning system militates against innovation, but without scope for 
experimentation it is difficult to explore ways of living which have minimum impact on the 
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environment and contribute to sustainable development objectives. It is argued that, like 
affordable housing exception policies, this would not lead to a proliferation of dwellings in the 
countryside, but rather would provide the scope for experimentation. A policy is envisaged 
which is highly constrained by strict criteria. Since this would be an unusual policy, I set out the 
suggested text put in by Ruskin Mill FEC and the Stroud and Gloucester Green Party: 
“Proposals for highly sustainable development in rural areas will be permitted where they 
comply with the following stringent criteria: 
1. The building should be constructed of renewable or recycled materials 
2. The construction methods and materials should be such as to allow easy removal of the 

building from site 
3. The design and construction should incorporate energy saving measures; 
4. The building should be self-sufficient in energy supply and use; 
5. The building should be self-sufficient in water treatment and supply; 
6. The building should incorporate a system of grey water treatment and recycling; 
7. The building should incorporate a system of on-site sewage treatment 
8. The building should have minimal visual impact on its site and surroundings; 
9. The development should have a positive impact on the biodiversity of its site and 

surroundings; 
10. A system of organic food production is followed; 
11. The development will result in less than an agreed number of motor vehicle movements 

once occupied 
12. Planning permission will be granted for a ten-year renewable period. 
13. The permission will be monitored against agreed targets on a two yearly basis and will be 

deemed to have lapsed if any residential use does not meet at least 75% of the agreed 
targets.” 

 

5.1.5 It was accepted at the inquiry that the form of development envisaged could take 
place within or adjoining an existing settlement. In my view, the form of development envisaged 
could take place in such locations within the ambit of the Plan’s existing policies. Thus the new 
policy would essentially cater for development within the open countryside, and it is the 
ramifications of that which must be carefully considered. Whilst government policy emphasises 
the need to promote sustainable development, there is also the strong policy of protecting the 
countryside for its own sake. This is especially important in a district such as Stroud where so 
much of the countryside is within the AONB.  

5.1.6 It is an unfortunate fact that any new policy, such as that set out above, would 
provide an opportunity for those who would seek to exploit it as a loop-hole, as well as those 
that would genuinely wish to engage in the form of lifestyle envisaged. A home in the country 
remains a strong desire of many people. Hence the acknowledged need to couch the policy in 
terms of the most rigorous criteria. But that in turn brings the question of enforceability to the 
fore. It would be pointless and self-defeating to have a strongly worded policy which would 
allow development which then could not be controlled as intended. At the inquiry a considerable 
part of the debate centred on enforceability.  

5.1.7 This debate included the question of the extent to which a development within the 
ambit of the policy would only produce the minimum of car trips, and the way in which this 
aspect could be monitored and enforced against. I agree that this is a very real problem. There 
are no doubt technical/electronic measures that could be put in place, but even a reasonably self-
sufficient household or community will need to make outside trips for a wide variety of 
purposes, including education, healthcare entertainment, social visiting (both visiting others and 
being visited), to say nothing of any commercial activity carried on which would require 
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materials or produce to be brought in or taken out. I find that the enforcement of a restriction 
which sought to maintain a strict limit on motorised journeys would be fraught with difficulties, 
not only in keeping a check on trips, but also in bringing the development back into conformity 
once the monitoring had revealed a breach. Of more significance is the enforcement of the 
intended criteria which would place a 10 year limit on the permission and provide for the 
permission to lapse if a two-yearly review showed a certain level of failure to reach targets. The 
development sanctioned by this new policy would include permanent homes, most likely family 
homes. Such development may not readily be removed, even if a serious and prolonged breach 
of the criteria were demonstrated. 

5.1.8 I am left with the conclusion that it is desirable that the system of land use planning 
and the controls exercised under the terms of development plan policies should not stifle new 
and creative forms of development. At the same time, policies should not be incorporated within 
the plan which are likely to be impossible to implement fully without the very real prospect of 
allowing development which is highly undesirable.  The idea behind this new policy is to allow 
for experimentation: to test out the possibilities, to demonstrate the practicalities and allow for 
shortcomings to be observed. It seems to me that such experiments should not be prolific. 
Therefore I have concluded that it would be wrong to include a new policy of the form 
suggested: it is generally not appropriate to include policies in development plans which only 
provide for rare exceptional development. In my judgement it would be more appropriate to 
leave experimental proposals to be made and judged upon their merits and the likelihood of their 
sponsors to be able to carry through the strict intentions behind the experiment, rather than 
provide a policy which could be exploited by less well intentioned persons. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.1 

Make no modification in response to these objections. 

 

 

5.2 PARAGRAPH 5.1.3 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.1.3./543/2254 Government Office for the South West 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) GOSW does not publish forecasts for either households or population and reference should 
be deleted. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.2.1 The Council has amended paragraph 5.1.3 in response to this objection, which I 
consider is thereby overcome.  

5.2.2 However, it appears to me that this paragraph is unnecessary, adding to the bulk of 
the Plan without adding clarity. The amount of housing to be provided within the District stems 
from the adopted Structure Plan. Setting out details of the most notable forecast trends for the 
District does not seem to me to be helpful; nor do I see how it has been used in identifying 
housing policies and proposals. I consider that it should be deleted. 

5.2.3 This leads to the consideration of the preceding two paragraphs. Paragraph 5.1.1 sets 
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the scene for the chapter in a concise way, and is a sensible inclusion. However, I would subject 
paragraph 5.1.2 to the same criticism as paragraph 5.1.3. Again, I consider that it should be 
deleted. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.2 

Modify the Plan by deleting paragraphs 5.1.2 and 5.1.3.   

 

 

 

5.3 PARAGRAPH 5.2 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0/1/0154-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./505/2160 Horsley Parish Council 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./556/2402 J S Bloor (Newbury) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./556/3801 J S Bloor (Newbury) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./558/2459 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./558/3814 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./577/2508 NHS Executive South West 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./578/3863 The House Builders Federation 
Hsg/para. 5.2.0./597/2570 Pitchcombe Parish Council 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The objectives should express the sentiments of Structure Plan policies H.8 and H.9 

(b) Item 3 of para 5.2 should be clarified to strengthen the use of previously used land and 
protect the AONB. Objects to omission of reference in the objectives to conservation of the 
Cotswold AONB 

(c) No mention is made in the objectives of the requirement to meet local housing needs and 
how this is best achieved. 

(d) Objectives 1-6 cannot be met by identifying the largest housing site on the edge of the 
District and 7km from the centre of Gloucester 

(e) Object to point 5 in this section.  It is the intention of the Structure Plan that development in 
Stroud District is concentrated in or adjoining the District’s urban areas. 

(f) As some housing development will be outside existing urban areas, objective 5 should be 
amended to reflect this. 

(g) Bullet point one of paragraph 5.2.is vague and imprecise.  It should be deleted, revised or 
updated to provide clear guidance appropriate for implementation. 

 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.3.1 In response to the first of these objections, the Council has amended Objective 1 in 
the Revised Draft Plan. I agree with the new wording, and therefore the objection has been met. 

5.3.2 I consider that criterion 3 of the policy adequately expresses the priority to be 
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accorded to the re-use of previously developed land. Furthermore, I agree with the District 
Council that the inclusion of ‘environmental considerations’ encompasses considerations 
relevant to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

5.3.3 The Objective 1 has been amended to make reference to local needs, and these needs 
are also covered by Objective 5. The remainder of the objection relates to the Strategy of the 
Plan: this is dealt with elsewhere in the report, and requires no further mention here, beyond 
remarking that I regard this paragraph as in conformity with the Strategy as I have 
recommended it to be modified. 

5.3.4 The objection referring to development relating to Gloucester relates to the Plan’s 
proposal at Hunts Grove. Such objections are dealt with in the section of this report which deals 
specifically with Hunts Grove, and also in my consideration on the Plan’s Strategy which I have 
dealt with in chapter 2 of this report. 

5.3.5 I do not regard Objective 5 as being in any way at odds with the Structure Plan, and 
therefore no amendment to the wording is needed. 

5.3.6 The point about there being some development necessary outside settlement 
boundaries has been addressed in the Revised Plan. No further amendment is necessary. 

5.3.7 The criticism that Criterion 1 is vague and imprecise is not followed by any 
indication of how it should be amended. I see no need for any change to the text in response. 

5.3.8 In the light of my remarks in the section above and my recommendation to delete 
paragraphs 5.1.2 and 5.1.3, it may be necessary to say that I consider that this paragraph, setting 
the objectives for housing is a useful and concise underpinning of the housing policies and 
proposals. However, it could be improved (in the light of my subsequent conclusions below) by 
the addition of a brief introductory sentence along the lines of: “In accordance with Structure 
Plan policies and the Strategy set out in Chapter 2 of this Plan, and in the light of government 
advice in Planning Policy Guidance Notes PPG1: General policies and Principles, PPG3: 
Housing, PPG7: Countryside – Environmental Quality and Social Development, and PPG13: 
Transport, the following are the housing objectives for this Plan.” 

RECOMMENDATION 5.3 

Modify Section 5.2 by the addition of the sentence of preamble set out in paragraph 5.3.8 above.   

 

 

 

5.4 PARAGRAPH 5.3.2 and 5.3.2a 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.3.2./599/2595-CW Bovis Homes Ltd South West Region 
Hsg/para. 5.3.2.a/246/3144 D T & S P Hodsman 
Hsg/para. 5.3.2.a/429/3553 Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The para should be updated to refer to revised drafts of PPG3 (March 1999) and PPG13 
(October 1999) 
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(b) Para 32 of PPG3 is not properly represented.  Whilst priority is given to development of 
previously used land over greenfield sites, the exception to this principle will be where 
previously developed sites perform poorly in relation to sustainability criteria. 

(c) PPG3 defines previously developed land as excluding sites where there is a clear reason that 
could outweigh the use of the site such as its contribution to nature conservation (Annex C). 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.4.1 The Revised Deposit version of the Plan has been updated to refer to the latest 
version of PPG3. More recently, the Council has suggested a change (PRO041) to the paragraph 
by adding the words “in appropriate locations” after the words “previously used land”. I 
consider that this is a correct clarification. As to the other two matters of objection, the 
paragraph should not and cannot repeat all the points made in the guidance, and no further 
modification is necessary. 

5.4.2 As will be apparent from my conclusions and recommendations in this chapter 
already, I consider that much concision could be achieved without loss of clarity, indeed making 
the plan easier and clearer to use. I have already recommended that the Objectives set out in 
Section 5.2 should be introduced by a sentence which indicates the policy and guidance context 
for them. I do not believe that there is a need for any greater exposition of what central 
government advice is, and I see no advantage in including the text of Section 5.3. The same 
logic suggests that Section 5.4 is also unnecessary. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.4 

Modify the Plan by deleting Sections 5.3 and 5.4.  

 

 

 

5.5 PARAGRAPH 5.5A 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0A/296/3157 Persimmon Homes (Wessex) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0A/442/3615 South West RSL Planning Consortium 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.b/558/3815 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.c./1/3010 Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.c/415/3514 Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.c/558/3816 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.d/306/3189 Persimmon Strategic Land 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.e./1/3011-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1.f./1/3012-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Sequential search is inconsistent with national policy and achieving the most sustainable 
pattern of development.  

(b) Sequential search is based on an inappropriate settlement categorisation that is inconsistent 
with other aims of the Plan. 
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(c) Application of a sequential approach should be approached with caution. A slavish 
adherence to such a strategy would preclude all development at the lower end of the scale in 
villages. 

(d) The reference to the status of Stroud and Stonehouse in the Structure Plan being ‘confusing’ 
is incorrect and should be deleted. 

(e) Insufficient explanation is given for how principal settlements have been defined and which 
towns are considered to be principal settlements. Changes to H14 confuse this further. 

(f) Referring to Structure Plan policies S3 and S4 together is confusing the intention of the 
respective policies. 

(g) It should be made clear that Structure Plan policy H6 refers to development in rural areas. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.5.1 Before dealing with these objections, bearing in mind my previous conclusions and 
recommendations, it is necessary to look at the value of this section as a whole. The housing 
requirements and settlement strategy arise from the Strategy of the Plan set out in Chapter 2. I 
have recommended that that Chapter be radically modified to make it far more concise and to 
avoid the repetition of policies and guidance which is readily available in the Structure Plan and 
government policy notes. I take the same approach here. I see no purpose in setting out material 
from the Structure Plan, particularly when the settlement hierarchy has already been established 
in the Strategy Chapter. I conclude that the whole of Section 5.5A should be deleted. 

5.5.2 In the light of this conclusion, there will be no need to make any reference to the 
Structure Plan being ‘confusing’. In any event, this is a matter settled by the Strategy Chapter. In 
a similar vein, the question of the sequential search and its application, and the selection of 
Principal Settlements have also been dealt with in the Strategy. 

5.5.3 The objection relating to Structure Plan policies S3 and S4 together was valid and 
has been addressed by a Proposed Change. However, in the light of my conclusions and 
recommendation the Proposed Change becomes irrelevant. In much the same way, the point 
about Structure Plan policy H6, whilst conditionally withdrawn by the County Council, is 
overridden by my recommendation. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.5 

Modify the Plan by deleting Section 5.5A.  

 

 

 

 

 

5.6 PARAGRAPH 5.6A 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0.A/296/3145 Persimmon Homes (Wessex) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0.A/415/3518 Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0.A/442/3616 South West RSL Planning Consortium 
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Hsg/para. 5.6.1.k/578/3864 The House Builders Federation 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The consideration of 'local factors' in housing strategy and location are not all in accordance 
with advice in PPG3 or the Structure Plan. 

(b) Although text describes a number of factors, it fails to demonstrate their relevance to the 
question of housing distribution or explain how the factors were taken into account. 

(c) Application of a sequential approach should be approached with caution. 

(d) The reference to "new housing" is misleading as the provision of services presents 
constraints and/or opportunities for all forms of development.  It is inappropriate to single 
out housing. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.6.1 It will be apparent that I favour the removal of non-essential material that does little to 
explain or justify the Plan’s policies. The Council justifies the need for this section on the basis 
that it has been included to particularly help the inexperienced user of the Plan to understand the 
issues taken into account in considering the location of new housing. As I have commented 
elsewhere in this report, I can see a justification for more explanatory material at the deposit 
stages than is required in the adopted Plan, although the deposit stage material could equally 
well be contained in separate topic or background papers. 

5.6.2 In looking at the text of Section 5.6A, I have to agree with the Objector that it is 
descriptive without explanation of the effects of the various factors in determining the locations 
for housing development. This again suggests to me that it has relatively little utility, 
particularly in a working document wherein prospective developers and other members of the 
public can expect to readily find information and guidance about how development will be 
encouraged and controlled. Within reason, the more concise the greater the clarity, and the 
easier it should be to find the relevant material. 

5.6.3 On the other hand, to the extent that the text of this section may indicate local factors 
which are not all in accordance with the Structure Plan or advice in PPG3 does greatly concern 
me. The section says, for instance, that ‘local choice’, as expressed by Town and Parish 
Councils and the public, has been taken into account. It does not say that this local choice has 
been accepted to justify policies or proposals which go against strategic or national policy. 
There would be little point in going through all the consultative and deposit procedures if ‘local 
choice’ was a matter to be ignored. It can be readily accepted that there may be a number of 
alternatives within a locality, all of which broadly fit within over-arching policy, where one of 
the determining factors will be ‘local choice’. However, the fact that this paragraph of the 
section is saying little more than that public opinion has been canvassed and the results taken 
into account, again leads me to conclude that the section does not add a great deal to the Plan. 

5.6.4 As to the final two issues of objection, I consider them to be misconceived, although 
again they may have arisen from the fact that the section does not add clear explanatory material 
or justification. The section does not suggest that the sequential approach has been followed 
irrespective of any other consideration, and I do not accept that the Plan’s approach results in 
precluding development ‘at the lower end of the scale’. Nor do I consider that the reference to 
the provision of services presenting constraints on housing, rather than to development in 
general, is inappropriate. Housing is the subject of this chapter of the Plan, and housing is the 
major form of development which the Plan has to provide for. No doubt it would be possible to 
mention the constraints arising from the provision of services in other chapters, but I would 
probably take the view that such explanatory text was unhelpful, as I do here. 
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RECOMMENDATION 5.6 

Modify the Plan by deleting Section 5.6A.  

 

 

5.7 PARAGRAPH 5.7A 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/408/3413 Hardwicke Court Estate 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/1/3013-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/228/3114 Stroud Town Council 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/234/3137 David Wilson Estates 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/306/3184 Persimmon Strategic Land 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/442/3617 South West RSL Planning Consortium 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0.A/558/3818 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/215/3101 Diocese of Gloucester 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/246/3143 D T & S P Hodsman 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/392/3366 Bovis Homes & Westbury Homes 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/396/3378 Mr & Mrs E J Young 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/398/4055 Mrs E Akhurst 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/404/3388 Mr & Mrs H Shuttleworth 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/407/3401 Smith Barry Estate 
Hsg/para. 5.7.1.a/415/3519 Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Basis of sequential search and settlement choice is not clear. Lack of urban capacity study is 
contrary to PPG3 

(b) The District Council’s interpretation of the sequential test is questioned.   

(c) Categorisation of Stroud Valley settlements is ambiguous. 

(d) Sequential search is inconsistent with national policy and achieving the most sustainable 
pattern of development. 

(e) Parts 3, 4 and 5 could be included under 1 of the search sequence 

(f) No distinction should be drawn between Stroud and Stonehouse 

(g) Land within and adjoining Stroud should be given higher priority for housing development 
than previously used land outside the Central Severn Vale. 

(h) No technical analysis or appendix has been provided which confirms the methodology for 
the completion of the sequential search. 

(i) Brockworth Airfield measures highly against the PPG3 criteria set out for the sequential 
search to land, and it should be included 

(j) Settlements described as main settlements in 2.6 are described as larger villages in 5.7.1.a. 

(k) 5.7.1a provides no justification for the sequence adopted nor distinguishes clearly enough 
between categories used. 
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.7.1 In addressing the objections to this section of the chapter, I am going to concentrate on 
the text set out in the Council’s Proposed Changes (PRO044) rather than the text in the RLP. 
This is because the Proposed Change reflects the fact that the urban capacity study had been 
completed and its outcome taken into account. This also deals with the objection (a). Since my 
recommendations on the Plan’s Strategy Chapter modify the categorisation of settlements, of 
necessity I will have to make recommendations for this section of the Housing Chapter which 
are consistent. Thus I deal with the objections in this context. 

5.7.2 The sequential approach and the categorisation of settlements is necessarily tied to the 
Strategy – which is of course why in both the RLP and the PRO044 versions, the text refers the 
reader to the Strategy Chapter. In my Strategy chapter I have dealt with many of the arguments 
underlying the objections to this section of the Plan: I will not repeat those arguments or my 
conclusions again here. Therefore, to progress matters further, I will now set out how I see the 
text of Section 5.7A being modified to accord with the recommended Strategy. 

“5.7A Sequential search for housing development opportunities 

5.7.1a The national, regional and strategic context for the search sequence is set out in 
Chapter 2 of the Plan – the Strategy. The following search sequence has been used for the 
selection of housing sites, seeking to implement that Strategy, taking into account the role 
and function of settlements, the results of the urban capacity study, environmental 
considerations and, where appropriate, local factors such as the need to support local 
populations or services.  

1   Previously developed land within the urban area contiguous with Gloucester at 
Hardwicke, the Stroud Urban Area, the Principal Settlements of Cam/Dursley and 
Berkeley, and the smaller settlements of Eastington, Kings Stanley, Kingswood, Leonard 
Stanley, Minchinhampton, Newtown/Sharpness, Painswick and Wotton-under-Edge1. 

2     Land in: i) the urban area extending out of Gloucester (within the Central Severn 
Vale), ii) the Urban Area of Stroud and iii) the Principal Settlements of Cam/Dursley and 
Berkeley. 

3     Land adjacent to: i) the urban area of Gloucester (within the Central Severn Vale), ii) 
the Urban Area of Stroud and iii) the Principal Settlements of Cam/Dursley and Berkeley. 

4     Land in the Small Towns and Larger Villages. 

5     Land adjacent to the Small Towns and Larger Villages 

6     Land in other defined rural settlements 
1 Note: These urban areas were covered by the urban capacity study.” 

5.7.3 It should not be understood from this that the housing numbers in the allocations which 
are made will numerically follow from this sequence. This is because there is inadequate 
previously developed land within the urban area extending out of Gloucester to provide any 
substantial allocation, and clearly the smaller settlements are only likely to justify relatively 
small allocations. The total amount of previously developed land which has been identified is 
not, in any event, sufficient to provide for the target number of new dwellings in the District, 
and in addition Policy H4 of the Structure Plan requires that: ‘Most residential development will 
be provided in the Central Severn Vale. Development should be provided in locations where 
employment, leisure, commercial and community facilities can be integrated and where there 
are opportunities to maximise the use of public transport. In providing for residential 
development priority will be given to development within Gloucester and Cheltenham and to 
locations adjacent or close by which are or can be easily and conveniently accessed by means of 
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transport other than the private car’. 

5.7.4 I consider that this should be explained by an additional paragraph (largely consisting of 
the text in the above): 

“5.7.1b    However, it should not be understood from this that the housing numbers in the 
allocations which are made will numerically follow from this sequence. This is because 
there is inadequate previously developed land within the urban area extending out of 
Gloucester to provide any substantial allocation, and clearly the smaller settlements are 
only likely to justify relatively small allocations. The total amount of previously developed 
land which has been identified in the urban capacity study is not, in any event, sufficient to 
provide for the target number of new dwellings in the District. In addition there are the 
requirements of Structure Plan Policy H4 to be met. Thus most residential development 
will be provided in the Central Severn Vale, in locations where employment, leisure, 
commercial and community facilities can be integrated and where there are opportunities 
to maximise the use of public transport, with priority being given (so far as Stroud District 
is concerned) to development in locations adjacent to or close by Gloucester, which are or 
can be easily and conveniently accessed by means of transport other than the private 
car”. 

5.7.5 In my judgement, the text set out above meets the objections covered in summaries (b) to 
(d), (f), (j) and (k). As to (e) – that parts 3, 4 and 5 should be included in the first element – this 
is clearly wrong, since the first element of the sequence is previously developed land, whilst the 
remainder is previously undeveloped land, and therefore lower in the search sequence. Nor can I 
agree with the objection summarised at (g). ‘Land in and adjoining’ Stroud (which is, by almost 
common consent, outside the Central Severn Vale) necessarily includes previously undeveloped 
land, and therefore falls below previously developed land (outside the Central Severn Vale). 

5.7.6 With regard to Brockworth Airfield (item i), I cannot see a basis on which it should be 
mentioned in the search sequence, which deals with general locations, rather than being site 
specific. The importance of Brockworth Airfield arises from the application of the search 
sequence, and consideration of its ability to meet the specific reference in the Structure Plan to a 
major urban extension to the south of Brockworth. 

5.7.7 Lastly, I deal with item (h) objecting to a lack of technical analysis of the sequential 
search. To a large degree the urban capacity study has provided an analysis which was not there 
at the publication of the RLP. However, it is clear that the objection is also concerned about 
other matters which impinge upon site selection in addition to the basic search sequence – such 
as physical constrains, availability of infrastructure, and the ability to build communities. 
Certainly these are all important elements of individual site selection, and can be demonstrated 
to have been considered. However, the search sequence is merely the starting point, to be used 
as an over-arching sieve for suitable locations before individual locations and choices have to be 
made. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.7 

Modify Section 5.7A in accordance with the text set out within paragraphs 5.7.2 and 5.7.4 
above. 
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5.8 PARAGRAPH 5.5 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0/1/0144 Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0/1/0155-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./230/0607 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./234/0634 David Wilson Homes South West 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./306/0846 Persimmon Strategic Land 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./390/1262 George Wimpey UK Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./413/1483 Barratt Bristol Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./413/3480 Barratt Bristol Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./475/2032 Nigel Cant 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./556/2403 J S Bloor (Newbury) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.0./557/2414 Management Services Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.1./1/3014-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.2./297/3173 Westbury Homes (Holdings) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.3./415/1515 Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.3./558/2433 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4./1/0090 Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4./1/3015 Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4./415/3516 Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4./556/2404 J S Bloor (Newbury) Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4./558/2434 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4.a/415/3517 Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4.a/558/3819 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.4.a/574/3842 CPRE Stroud Branch 
Hsg/para. 5.5.5./234/0626 David Wilson Homes South West 
Hsg/para. 5.5.5./306/3190 Persimmon Strategic Land 
Hsg/para. 5.5.5./558/2439 Robert Hitchins Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.5.6./1/0156-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Paragraphs should be revised to refer to the need for sites and settlements selected for 
housing development to be well served by public transport. 

(b) Section 5.5 should be divided into two sections, to include a paragraph on the 
Gloucestershire Structure Plan. 

(c) The sequential approach to housing location strategy is inappropriate. 

(d) The strategy is inconsistent with sustainable planning principles. 

(e) Too much emphasis is placed on land adjacent to Gloucester rather than the larger 
settlements. Cam/Dursley should be given equal priority with Stroud/Stonehouse. 

(f) A greater emphasis should be placed on the Stroud Valley and the rest of the District relative 
to the Central Severn Vale.  The Stroud/Stonehouse area is capable of taking much of the 
District’s allocation.  There should be smaller scale of development at Cam/Dursley and 
Berkeley should be a Principal Settlement.   

(g) The objectives of paragraph 5.5.4 are not matched by the housing allocations. 
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(h) Land in and adjacent the Central Severn Vale and Stroud should come above previously 
used land in other settlements in point two of paragraph 5.7.1a.  The search for land should 
focus on urban areas, followed by urban extensions followed by nodes on public transport 
routes.  Stroud should have more development and less should go to smaller settlements. 

(i) Land should be allocated around the District to meet the housing need rather than mostly 
south of Gloucester. 

(j) It is not the Structure Plan’s intention to provide for strategic development at Hunts Grove, 
and the site should be deleted.  The allocation of sites to replace Hunts Grove should be 
delayed until the results of a study to identify other Designated Centres for Growth, in 
accordance with RPG10, are known. 

(k) Housing strategy is flawed as it depends too heavily on allocations at Hardwicke and 
Brockworth and windfalls. 

(l) The deletion of paragraph.5.5.1 is questioned as it is useful ‘scene setting’. 

(m) Sites have not been allocated consistently in accordance with the sequential approach. Only 
28% of the total development over the Plan period will occur in the Central Severn Vale, and 
this does not accord with the Structure Plan.    

(n) The sequential approach has been wrongly applied and the correct sites have not been 
selected.  Objects to 10 sites in Proposal H2 and to promotes 2 alternatives. 

(o) More sustainable locations for growth exist to the west of Stonehouse which is nearer to 
Stroud than Colethrop Farm is to the centre of Gloucester. 

(p) Housing allocations do not reflect the statement that the most sustainable housing should be 
close to the Stroud town centre. 

(q) Whilst the number and percentage of total allocated dwellings has increased in the Stroud 
Valleys (from 505 [15%] to 580 [18%]), the claim in paragraph5.5.4 that ‘the most 
sustainable housing development should and can take place at the heart of this area, as close 
as possible to the town centre of Stroud’ is still not being realised. The reference to the 
Structure Plan should be reinstated. 

(r) Original wording at the beginning of the second sentence of paragraph 5.5.4 is more 
consistent with Structure Plan policy. 

(s) Total provision for the Stroud and Stonehouse area is inadequate and fails to give impetus to 
Stroud town centre regeneration. 

(t) Prioritising development to sites within Stroud and Stonehouse does not provide a basis for 
restricting the scale of development on sites adjacent to Stroud and Stonehouse. There 
should be development to the west of Stonehouse. 

(u) Stonehouse should be treated as part of the urban area. 

(v) Significant development at Stonehouse will provide more impetus to the regeneration of 
Stroud town than significant development at Hunts Grove. 

(w) The amendments to the text are not consistent with the size of Stonehouse and the role it 
plays in the local economy 

(x) Berkeley should be designated as a principal settlement and a focus for development. 

(y) Reference and explanation for Cam/Dursley as a principal settlement should be retained and 
expanded. 

(z) Stonehouse is the most appropriate location for development. 
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(aa) Paragraph 5.5.6 needs elaborating : simply allowing more residential development in such 
villages does not necessarily solve the problems of closing village shops and struggling 
public services.  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.8.1 Many of the arguments underlying the objections to this section of the Plan relate to 
matters raised under, and dealt with in the Strategy chapter. I will not repeat the arguments or 
my conclusions again here. However, the Strategy that I have recommended inevitably requires 
some modification of Section 5.5 of the Plan. Therefore, I will now set out the modifications 
which I see as being necessary, before turning to deal with outstanding matters of objection. 

5.8.2 Paragraph 5.5.1, which was deleted in the RLP, is the subject of Proposed Change 
PRO045 which reinstates it ‘to set the scene’. Bearing in mind the need for plans to be concise, 
and the fact that paragraph 5.7.1a refers to the Plan’s Strategy and sets the search sequence, I see 
no need for this. In the section of this chapter above, I have recommended that the heading at 
5.7A should be reworded as “Sequential search for housing development opportunities”; and the 
text of the paragraphs below that heading can then follow on from 5.7.1a to 5.5.2 (subject to the 
necessary editing of paragraph numbering). In particular, I see no reason to repeat reference to 
the County Structure Plan, partly for the reason I have already given, and partly because 
reference is made to the Structure Plan in the next paragraph (5.5.2).  

5.8.3 I consider that paragraph 5.5.2 can stand, but that the first part of paragraph 5.5.3 is 
unnecessary. It would be better to follow on, as a continuation of paragraph 5.5.2 with the words 
“This effectively requires the first priority….(continue to the end of the text of existing 
paragraph 5.5.3). 

5.8.4 This leads to paragraphs 5.5.4 – 5.5.7, which need modification because of its reference 
to Stroud/Stonehouse, and my recommendations for the Stroud Urban Area and Principal 
Settlements. A suitable modification of the wording might be: 

“5.5.4 The next priority is within and adjacent to the Stroud Urban Area. Stroud with 
Stonehouse and the wider area of the Stroud valleys, provide a good mix of employment, 
shops, services and a focus for public transport.  It is the Council’s view that the most 
sustainable housing development should and can take place at the heart of this area, as 
close as possible to the town centre of Stroud.  This is an important part of the District 
Council’s strategy in encouraging and enabling the regeneration of the town centre.  In 
the wider area of the Stroud valleys, the landscape setting may be compromised if this 
area were to take a greater proportion of development than that identified through the 
Local Plan allocations. Similarly, whilst part of the Urban Area, significant development 
at Stonehouse is unlikely to provide the same impetus to the regeneration of Stroud, 
being further removed from the central focus of services and public transport facilities.  
It is possible that it may also draw resources away from the town centre where they are 
most needed.  

5.5.5 The settlements of Cam/Dursley and Berkeley form the focus for employment (in 
Berkeley’s case, employment at Sharpness) and services in the southern part of the 
District. Thus they are identified as Principal Settlements. As such they are capable of 
accommodating a reasonable level of growth consistent with their character and 
function. Development should also support local services and the economic and social 
well-being of the local communities. In Cam/Dursley, housing development is allocated 
to previously developed sites, as close to the Dursley town centre as possible, to assist in 
its regeneration. A site is allocated at Berkeley of a scale that should ensure that public 
transport provision can be increased to make Berkeley/Sharpness more sustainable 
locations. 
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5.5.6 Finally, there are smaller settlements that play an important role as local 
employment and/or service centres.  In many of these, shops and services are struggling 
to survive. The situation is worsened by decreasing household size leading to declining 
populations in the villages.  Simply put, this means there are less people to sustain 
village shops and services. In addition, changing work and travel patterns have led to 
decreased dependency on village services and facilities.  

5.5.7 The Council is concerned about the loss of employment and services in these 
centres.  In addition, it is increasingly difficult for the indigenous population to compete 
in the housing market in the rural areas. Therefore, small allocations of housing 
development are proposed to help bolster the role of these centres. It is acknowledged 
that this alone will not revive vitality and viability of village services and facilities but 
that an integrated approach is necessary. It is the Council’s intention that sites allocated 
for housing development in villages will mostly contain high levels of affordable housing 
to help address this problem.  Scope for large scale development in these settlements is 
limited by landscape, topography, other environmental constraints, and particularly 
questions of sustainability with regard to the use of motor vehicles.” 

5.8.5 Paragraph 5.5.7 is then intended to be followed by a section dealing with the urban 
capacity study by virtue of Proposed Change PRO046. Since the urban capacity study was 
carried out following the government publication ‘Tapping the Potential’, after the publication 
of the RLP, I consider that this Proposed Change should be put into effect. It has not been the 
subject of objection. However, it will need minor amendment to reflect the recommendations 
that I have made in respect of the Strategy Chapter of the Plan, since (inter alia) paragraphs 
2.6.1c to 2.6.1v are recommended to be deleted. The simple insertion of the urban capacity study 
settlements would suffice. 

5.8.6 In the light of these modifications to Section 5.5, necessitated by my already 
recommended modifications, I now look to see to what extent these have addressed the 
objections, or to what extent there might be a need for other modifications. I do this by briefly 
looking at each of the lettered summaries provided  above. 

(a) The point of concern is dealt with in paragraph 5.5.2 of the RLP. 

(b) For the sake of concision, I do not agree that it is necessary to repeat references to 
the Structure Plan. The basis of the locational strategy is well set out in the Plan. 

(c) I disagree – see the Strategy chapter of this report. 

(d) I consider that the Plan’s overall Strategy and the housing location strategy, as I 
have recommended them to be modified, and for the reasons that I have given, are consistent 
with principles of sustainability and national, regional and strategic guidance. 

(e) See the Strategy chapter of this report. It is clear from the Structure Plan that Stroud 
Urban Area is at a higher level in the hierarchy than Cam/Dursley. The evidence on behalf 
of the Council satisfies me that there is an imbalance between the economically active 
residents of Cam/Dursley and the number of jobs available without undertaking journeys to 
work primarily relying on private cars. Therefore, I see no basis for increasing the overall 
number of dwellings to be allocated within the Principle Settlement. Objections relating to 
individual sites are dealt with later in this chapter. 

(f) See the Strategy chapter. 

(g) See the individual objections to allocations and omission sites later in this chapter. 

(h) See the Strategy chapter. In the Strategy chapter I have set out my conclusions about 
the extent of the Stroud Urban Area. This Urban Area comes above Principle Settlements in 
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the hierarchy, and it is therefore important that all suitable opportunities within this area for 
housing allocations should be examined. I examine objections to allocations and omission 
sites later in this chapter particularly in the light of sustainability factors and environmental 
considerations. 

(i) I have dealt with the overall distribution of development according to the sequential 
search in the Strategy chapter. I deal with site specific objections to Hunts Grove later in 
this chapter. I consider that generally land for housing has been allocated around the District 
in accordance with the Strategy, and I deal with objections relating to individual settlements 
and sites later in this chapter. 

(j) In the Strategy chapter I have dealt with arguments concerning the Central Severn 
Vale and urban extensions to Gloucester, etc. I deal with site specific objections to Hunts 
Grove and other sites later in this chapter. I do not agree that the Plan should be left without 
a full range of allocation: Stroud District has been without a local plan for long enough: it is 
important that the Plan should be comprehensive and adopted as quickly as possible to 
provide a proper basis for the development of the district and to provide a reasonable amount 
of certainty for the public and the development industry alike. 

(k) I have established in the Strategy chapter that the approach of the Council is 
generally satisfactory, although I have recommended that the Strategy Chapter of the Plan be 
modified to make it more consistent with strategic, regional and national policy and to better 
reflect the implementation which the Council is actually pursuing. Detailed, site specific 
objections are dealt with later in this chapter, as is the matter of ‘windfall’ allowance. 

(l) I have concluded above that paragraph 5.5.1 is unnecessary and repetitive. 

(m) I have dealt with the sequential approach in the Strategy chapter. I deal with the 
individual site specific objection later in this chapter. 

(n) I deal with the individual site specific objection later in this chapter. 

(o) I deal with the interpretation of the Structure Plan strategy in the Strategy chapter. 
The area specific objection is dealt with below. 

(p) I note the support for the statement that the most sustainable housing development  
should be as close as possible to Stroud Town Centre. I consider that the Plan has properly 
sought to find allocations which meet this statement, and I deal with site specific objections 
later in this chapter. 

(q) I have recommended that this paragraph be modified. I consider that the Plan has 
properly sought to find allocations which meet the statement in the paragraph, and I deal 
with site specific objections later in this chapter. 

(r) I have recommended that this paragraph be modified. 

(s) The extent to which the opportunities have been taken for allocations which would 
give an impetus to Stroud town centre regeneration rely on site specific matters which are 
dealt with later in this chapter. 

(t) I have dealt with the sequential approach in the Strategy chapter. I deal with site 
specific arguments and implications of the strategy  to the West of Stonehouse later in this 
chapter. 

(u) I have recommended that Stonehouse be part of Stroud Urban Area. 

(v) I have recommended that Stonehouse be part of Stroud Urban Area. I deal with site 
specific matters relating to development at Stonehouse and at Hunts Grove later in this 
chapter. 
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(w) I have recommended that Stonehouse be part of Stroud Urban Area: the site specific 
implications of this I deal with later in this chapter. 

(x) I have recommended that Berkeley should be a Principle Settlement. 

(y) I consider that the explanation regarding the importance and amount of development 
at Cam/Dursley is adequate. 

(z) The question of how appropriate a location is Stonehouse for housing allocations is a 
matter best dealt with in response to site specific objections dealt with later in this chapter. 

(aa) The objection has been conditional withdrawn. Although I am recommending 
modifications to paragraph 5.5.6, my recommendations do not affect this point. 

5.8.7 For the sake of clarity, I set out the full text of the modifications which I have dealt with 
as my recommendations 

RECOMMENDATIONS 5.8 

Modify the Plan as follows: 

(i) Proposed Change PRO045 should not be put into effect. 
(ii) Section 5.7A should be reworded as “Sequential search for housing development 

opportunities”. The text of the paragraphs below that heading would then follow on 
from 5.7.1a to 5.5.2 (subject to the necessary editing of paragraph numbering). 

(iii) Paragraph 5.5.2. should take in part of paragraph 5.5.3, as indicated above, to be 
reworded as: 

 
“Site specific locations for future housing growth in Stroud District have been made 
following the sequential search. The focus for growth is the central Severn Vale.  The 
boundaries of the central Severn Vale are not defined in the Structure Plan.  The guidance in 
Structure Plan Policy H4 prioritises development: ‘within Gloucester and Cheltenham and 
then to locations adjacent or close by that are or can be easily and conveniently accessed by 
means of transport other than the private car.’ This effectively requires the first priority for 
any allocations in Stroud District to be adjacent to Gloucester where existing public 
transport may be supplemented and improved by new provision.” 

(iv) Paragraphs 5.5.4 to 5.5.7 should be reworded as: 
 

“5.5.4 The next priority is within and adjacent to the Stroud Urban Area. Stroud with 
Stonehouse and the wider area of the Stroud valleys, provide a good mix of employment, 
shops, services and a focus for public transport.  It is the Council’s view that the most 
sustainable housing development should and can take place at the heart of this area, as 
close as possible to the town centre of Stroud.  This is an important part of the District 
Council’s strategy in encouraging and enabling the regeneration of the town centre.  In 
the wider area of the Stroud valleys, the landscape setting may be compromised if this 
area was to take a greater proportion of development than that identified through the 
Local Plan allocations. Similarly, whilst part of the Urban Area, significant development 
at Stonehouse is unlikely to provide the same impetus to the regeneration of Stroud, 
being further removed from the central focus of services and public transport facilities.  
It is possible that it may also draw resources away from the town centre where they are 
most needed.  

5.5.5 The settlements of Cam/Dursley and Berkeley form the focus for employment (in 
Berkeley’s case, employment at Sharpness) and services in the southern part of the 
District. Thus they are identified as Principal Settlements. As such they are capable of 
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accommodating a reasonable level of growth consistent with their character and 
function. Development should also support local services and the economic and social 
well-being of the local communities. In Cam/Dursley, housing development is allocated 
to previously developed sites, as close to the Dursley town centre as possible, to assist in 
its regeneration. A site is allocated at Berkeley of a scale that should ensure that public 
transport provision can be increased to make Berkeley/Sharpness more sustainable 
locations. 

5.5.6 Finally, there are smaller settlements that play an important role as local 
employment and/or service centres.  In many of these, shops and services are struggling 
to survive. The situation is worsened by decreasing household size leading to declining 
populations in the villages.  Simply put, this means there are less people to sustain 
village shops and services. In addition, changing work and travel patterns have led to 
decreased dependency on village services and facilities.  

5.5.7 The Council is concerned about the loss of employment and services in these 
centres.  In addition, it is increasingly difficult for the indigenous population to compete 
in the housing market in the rural areas. Therefore, small allocations of housing 
development are proposed to help bolster the role of these centres. It is acknowledged 
that this alone will not revive vitality and viability of village services and facilities but 
that an integrated approach is necessary. It is the Council’s intention that sites allocated 
for housing development in villages will mostly contain high levels of affordable housing 
to help address this problem.  Scope for large scale development in these settlements is 
limited by landscape, topography, other environmental constraints, and particularly 
questions of sustainability with regard to the use of motor vehicles.” 

 
(v) Proposed Change PRO046 should be put into effect subject to the deletion of “The 

settlements studied were those referred to in the Local Plan’s Settlement Strategy, set out 
in paragraphs 2.6.1c to 2.6.1v of this Plan. The settlements along the valley floors 
linking Stroud with Nailsworth and Chalford were also included in the survey as these 
are located on main public transport routes.”; and the substitution therefore of “The 
settlements studied were: Stroud urban area, Cam and Dursley,  Berkeley, Eastington, 
Kings Stanley, Kingswood, Leonard Stanley, Minchinhampton, Wotton-under-Edge, 
Newtown/Sharpness, Painswick, Whitminster, Manor Village and Chalford.” 

 

 

 

 

5.9 PARAGRAPH 5.6 
 
The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0/1/0084-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0/1/0089 Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0./1/3016 Gloucestershire County Council 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0./228/0533 Stroud Town Council 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0./428/1729-CW Newsquest (Wales & Western) 
Hsg/para. 5.6.0./577/2510 NHS Executive South West 
Hsg/para. 5.6.2./599/2593-CW Bovis Homes Ltd South West Region 
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Hsg/para. 5.6.3./505/2161 Horsley Parish Council 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Revise wording to reflect fact that not all previously developed land is preferred for 
development ahead of greenfield land. 

(b) There should be a policy to reflect the prioritisation of brownfield sites over greenfield ones 

(c) The issue of brownfield land in rural areas is not addressed. 

(d) A pro-active approach should be adopted to bring under-used employment land in the Stroud 
Valleys forward for development for other uses, particularly housing.  Wording in para's 
5.6.2 and 5.6.3 is unnecessarily restrictive. 

(e) Qualitative assessment of previously used land provides better criteria for the 
retention/release of sites. 

(f) If a previously unidentified brownfield site becomes available for redevelopment in the plan 
period, it should be used before any remaining greenfield land is used for development, 
subject to its location and accessibility. 

(g) 'Brownfield' sites must be available for development.  If this cannot be proven, the case for 
allocating them must be questioned. 

(h) Para 5.6.3 should be amended to strengthen the protection of the AONB. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.9.1 All but objection Hsg/para.5.6.0./1/3016 relate to the Draft for Deposit version of the 
Plan of November 1999. In the Revised Deposit version of October 2000, this section of the 
Housing Chapter was deleted, and replaced with a slightly amended version in the Strategy 
Chapter. I have made recommendations for the modification of the Strategy Chapter, which I am 
not persuaded to change by the matters raised here. The Plan is perfectly adequate without this 
additional material or the original Section 5.6. 

5.9.2 One of the criticisms of the Plan is that there is no policy stance to brownfield land in 
rural areas, it being pointed out that the development of such land in remote rural areas is likely 
to be more detrimental to sustainability than developing greenfield land adjacent to urban areas. 
However, it is entirely clear from the Strategy Chapter of the Plan (as I recommend it to be 
modified) and from paragraph 5.7.1a (as I recommend it to be modified) that there is no priority 
attached to previously developed land in remote rural areas. Any proposal in such a location 
would have to be assessed on its merits and in accordance with all of the Plan’s policies. 

5.9.3 On the other hand, it is also said that there should be a policy which prioritises the 
development of brownfield land over greenfield. Again this is entirely explicit in the Strategy, 
and I see no justification for adding to the length of the Plan by adding another policy. 

5.9.4 Another issue is the question of whether there is employment land which is under-used 
and could be brought forward for housing development. I have no evidence to support the 
assertion that there is a considerable amount of such land (individual site specific objections are 
dealt with later), and I would have expected the urban capacity study to have evaluated any 
obvious possibility together with any such site that was suggested. 

5.9.5 Another suggestion is that there should be a statement about previously unidentified 
brownfield land becoming available, and taking priority over any remaining greenfield 
allocations. This is in fact dealt with by the phasing policies now in the Plan and the ‘plan, 
monitor and manage’ approach. 
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5.9.6 Objection 599/2593 has been conditionally withdrawn on the basis that paragraph 5.6.1d 
is carried forward into the Plan. However, I have recommended that the whole of that section be 
deleted. I therefore need to consider whether there is the need for an addition which makes the 
point that derelict and under-used land that has been allocated for development should be 
positively shown to be available with the support of the owners and occupiers of such sites. I am 
satisfied from the evidence of the Council that clarification has been sought from owners, where 
known, and that some allocations have been proposed for deletion due to their unavailability. 
Such matters can never be entirely clear, and intentions may change over time. I see no reason to 
recommend a modification in response to this objection. 

5.9.7 It is also suggested that there needs to be some strengthening of wording to make 
greenfield sites within the AONB a ‘last resort’. I am satisfied that the policies of the Plan and 
the reasoned justification are already clear enough and that there is no need for such an addition.  

5.9.8 The Council has brought forward some suggested changes to the text of the section of  
the Plan which they intended to deal with these matters in the Strategy Chapter. These are 
Proposed Changes PRO019 and PRO020. I have already expressed my view that this revised 
wording should not be added to the Strategy Chapter. Therefore, for the sake of clarity I am 
making it clear that, in my judgement, these Proposed Changes should not be put into effect. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 5.9 

Make no modification in response to these objections, and do not put Proposed Changes 
PRO019 and PRO020 into effect. 

 

 

 

 

5.10   PARAGRAPH 5.7 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0./314/0892 South West Regional Development Agency 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0./393/1284 Orchard Trust 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0./412/1455 Crest Strategic Projects Limited 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0./413/1470 Barratt Bristol Ltd 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0./578/2518 The House Builders Federation 
Hsg/para. 5.7.0./578/2519 The House Builders Federation 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Inadequate land supply has been identified to meet the strategic housing requirement. 

(b) Over provision is too low. 

(c) Methodology for meeting housing requirement is flawed. 

(d) Potential double counting between existing commitments and new windfall completions. 

(e) No allowance is made for non-implementation of planning permissions. 10% allowance 
should be made. 
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(f) Non-implementation allowance should apply to commitments, windfalls and sites subject to 
Section 106 agreements. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.10.1 The majority of these objections in fact deal with the allowance made for ‘windfalls’ 
anticipated by the Council during the plan period. This is in fact the subject of the next Section 
(5.8) of the Plan. Section 5.7 merely states that the Plan has been drawn up within the 
framework of the Structure Plan and that provision should be made for about 9400 new 
dwellings in the plan period. This is factual – it is another question whether the Plan makes 
adequate provision, but that is not a controversy based on paragraph 5.7. 

5.10.2 As a brief introduction to the way in which provision is to be made, I see nothing wrong 
with paragraph 5.7.1. However, it might be helpful to the reader of the Plan if this paragraph 
went on to briefly explain that: “The 9400 new dwellings will arise from specific allocations 
made in the Plan and from the inevitable sites which come forward year on year, but which 
cannot be foreseen, and which are therefore known as ‘windfalls’.” 

RECOMMENDATION 5.10 

Modify paragraph 5.7.1 by adding the sentence beginning “The 9400 new dwellings will arise 
from specific allocations…” set out in paragraph 5.10.2 above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.11 PARAGRAPH 5.8 
 

The Objections 
 
See  Appendix 1 – Chapter 5 Appendix 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Plan should make clear that all dwelling figures are net. 

(b) 10% allowance for possible non-implementation is not supported. 

(c) Table 5.4 contains discrepancies and total provision in the Revised Deposit should be 9,526. 

(d) Inadequate land supply has been identified to ensure achievement of Structure Plan 
requirement. 

(e) Uncertainty exists over the number of windfalls that may come forward. 

(f) Amend Table 5.4 to reflect changing housing land provision figures. 

(g) As brownfield sites are allocated there should be little potential for further windfalls. 

(h) No allowance is made for the non-implementation of planning permissions.  
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(i) Non-implementation should apply to commitment, windfall and sites subject to Section 106 
Agreements. 

(j) No certainty that sites subject to Section 106 Agreements will come forward. 

(k) Concerned about windfall methodology and assumptions involved. 

(l) Greenfield windfalls should not be allowed for.  

(m) Windfall allowance is too high. 

(n) Objects to housing requirement of 9,400 dwellings. 

(o) No flexibility to deal with shortfalls in provision of housing. 

(p) Total housing allocations do not match figure in Table 5.4.  

(q) Provision of windfalls is too small.  

(r) Table 5.4 should be reordered to start with Structure Plan requirement. 

(s) Housing requirement should be revised in light of Regional Planning Guidance. 

(g) Methodology for meeting housing requirement is flawed. 

(t) Non-implementation allowance should be attributed to proposed allocations. 

(u) Concerned about over provision of housing. 

(h) Potential double counting between existing commitments and new windfall completions. 

(v)  Plan should state what will happen if identified sites fail to come forward. 

(w) Large previously developed unidentified sites may come forward and should be allowed for 
in the Plan. 

(x) No capacity study has been carried out. 

(y) Plan should include a mechanism to ensure the early release of other sites should windfall 
not materialise. 

(z) Objects to Pre-inquiry Changes PIC001-008 and PIC010-016 that have led to revised 
windfalls. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.11.1 Many of these objections are to the Draft for Deposit September 1999 version of the 
Plan, and have been overtaken by the changes made in the Revised Deposit draft of October 
2000. Section 5.8 of the Revised Deposit version of the Plan has itself been greatly amended in 
Proposed Changes made by the Council, and by further changes put forward in evidence at the 
inquiry. It is the latest text as the Council would wish to see the section written that I will base 
my conclusions on the various outstanding objections. For convenience, since this text has to be 
drawn from more than one source, I will set it out here: 

 “5.8.Unidentified Sites -  ‘Windfalls’ 

5.8.1 PPG3 advises that specific allowances should be made for all the different types 
of windfalls likely to come forward during the Plan period. Windfall sites are mostly 
previously developed sites (brownfield sites) that may have come forward unexpectedly 
for development during the Plan period and which cannot be identified for housing 
development in the Plan. These will include small developments such as the subdivision 
of existing housing to create one or more additional units or development within the 
garden of a house, as well as large sites such as those arising as a result of uses no 
longer being viable on sites. PPG3 requires that windfall allowances should be made on 
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the basis of examining past trends of windfalls coming forward and on the likely future 
windfall potential as assessed in an urban capacity study 

5.8.2a A windfall allowance of 860 dwellings for the remainder of the Plan period has 
been made. This includes an allowance for large sites (sites on which 6 or more 
dwellings are provided) and small sites (sites on which 5 or less dwellings are provided). 
The large site allowance has been identified through the urban capacity study and the 
small site allowance through an assessment of historic windfall completions during this 
plan period. In using historic completion rates to assess likely windfalls arising from 
small sites, an allowance has been made for windfall completions arising from the 
existing housing commitment. This is to avoid double counting, as some of the windfall 
completions will arise from existing planning permissions and will not be the result of 
new permissions. 

5.8.2b  The allowance equates to an average of about 82 dwellings per annum being 
developed on windfall sites. No allowance has been made for large sites outside of the 
settlements considered in the urban capacity study. Under the plan, monitor and manage 
approach advocated by PPG3 it is proposed to monitor windfall completions during the 
Plan period to inform the phased release of residential allocations as set out in Policy 
H3A. 

5.8.5. Some sites in the District have the benefit of planning consent1 subject to the 
signing of Section 106 Legal Agreements (at 1 January 2002). These are: 

 

 

Table 5.3: Sites with Planning Consent Subject to Section 106 Legal Agreements at 1 
January 2002 
 Net Dwellings 

Ebley Wharf, Stonehouse        120 

Car Park & Land to South West of Lister Petter, Dursley          46 

Land North of Green Lane, Hardwicke          39 

Land at Towers, Drake Lane, Dursley          32 

Land off Union Street, Dursley          30 

Former Plumbers Yard, Gloucester Road, Stonehouse          20 

Stonehouse Wharf, Stonehouse          17 

Land adjacent to One Stop Shop, Paganhill, Stroud          10 

25/27 High Street, Cam (loss of 2 dwellings)            4 

Farmland adjacent to Painswick Lodge, Sheepscombe            3 

Land at Swinhay Farm, North Nibley (Replacement 
dwelling) 

           0 

TOTAL        321 dwellings 

 

                                                 
1  Inspector’s note: The term ‘planning consent’ is incorrect – it should be replaced with the term ‘planning 
permission’. 
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5.8.6 The District Council takes the view that these sites, together with the allocations 
made within the Plan area and the allowance for windfalls, will ensure an adequate 
supply of housing will continue to come forward during the Plan period.  Phasing policy 
allows the review of the release of sites through the Plan period.  In addition, under the 
‘Plan-Monitor-Manage’ principle any shortfall or surplus in provision will be amended 
when the Review of the Plan takes place. 

 Table 5.4 Housing Land Provision 1991-2011*     No. of Dwellings 

(a) 20 Year Structure Plan Housing Requirement           9,400 
 (1 July 1991 to 20 June 2011) 

(b) Completions (1 July 1991 to 31 December 2001)           4,092 

(c) Sites with planning permission at 1 January 2002           1,061 

(includes those sites not started or under construction) 

(d) Other firm commitments at 1 January 2002               321 

(sites subject to Section 106 Legal Agreements)    

(e) Non committed allocations at 1 January 2002**           3,345 

(f) Windfall Allowance                     778*** 

Total Provision = (b)+(c)+(d)+(e)+(f)             9,597 

Excess provision = (f) – (a)                 197 
*  All figures shown as net. ** Excludes allocations committed in part or in full at 1st January 2002 (ie. 

excludes 464 dwellings subject to S.106 legal agreements or with planning permission). ***1 year has been 
deducted from the 860 windfall allowance calculated for the period 1 January 2001 to 30 June 2011.” 

5.11.28   I take this text as my starting point because, apart from it being the Council’s latest 
wish for the wording of Section 5.8, it amounts to an updating since the publication of the 
Revised Draft Plan in October 2000 and indicates the way in which the Urban Capacity Study, 
finalised in 2002, has been used in estimating an allowance for windfalls. 

5.11.29   The objections to the windfall allowance fall into two distinct and opposing camps: 
those who regard the allowance as too high, and those who say it is too low. 

5.11.30   Taking the first of these stances, that the allowance for windfalls is too high, the 
starting point of most of these objections is that there must be an assurance arising from the 
figures in the Plan, that the Structure Plan housing requirement will be built out within the Plan 
period. Amongst those taking this view are some who point out that the County Council rejected 
the (higher) number of dwellings which the Structure Plan EiP Panel recommended should be 
provided for within Stroud District, and that therefore the Structure Plan housing requirement 
should be regarded as a bare minimum to be aimed for. I agree that it is important for the Plan to 
robustly aim for the number of dwellings set out in the Structure Plan, but it is these figures 
which provide the strategic framework for the local plan. The fact that the EiP Panel made 
recommendations to the County Council which were not accepted is now largely academic 
background.  

5.11.31 Important background to this matter is the guidance set out in PPG3 and RPG10:  
that everybody should have a decent home; that new homes should be provided in the right 
place at the right time; and that the aim should be to provide a choice of sites (paragraphs 1 and 
3, PPG3) and that it will be especially important that the planning framework allows sufficient 
and adequate housing…to enable the economic strengths of the sub-region to develop (RPG10). 
At the same time, in a situation such as in Stroud District where a large part of the housing 
allocations cannot be met on brownfield sites, and where greenfield sites have to be found which 
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are some way down the search sequence, it is important to aim for a level of provision which 
will help maintain the pressure for the development of more difficult and expensive brownfield 
sites, and the major sites which have the community advantages of mixed uses and large 
contributions to important infrastructure.  

5.11.32 Under ‘plan, monitor and manage’ it is the monitoring of progress towards the 
achievement of the target which is important, so that adjustments can be made in the light of 
experience. It is not a matter of seeking to be precise about exactly what will have been achieved 
a number of years hence. It is about making sensible decisions and then making adjustments as 
time goes on, in the light of measurable outcomes. In this context, having prepared a robust plan 
with a reasonable allowance for windfalls, having allowed for the building out of planning 
permissions, and then having made an adequate number of allocations and a phasing 
mechanism, I see no place for then making a 10% allowance against the possibility of some of 
the assumptions being proved wrong. That is a matter for rigorous annual monitoring, and for 
corrective action to be taken as a result. 

5.11.33 I understand the point made by developers that they would prefer to see an 
allowance made, rather than reply on monitoring, because that brings greater certainty and 
enables them to plan ahead with confidence and can enable Board members to be persuaded to 
spend money on preliminary work. Nevertheless, this is not a point which over-rides the 
considerations I have dealt with, and I also see the force in the Council’s argument that once a 
site is shown as being allocated for development, there can be a lot of pressure brought to bear 
for that site to be allowed to come forward. 

5.11.34  What I have said above does of course presuppose that a robust plan has been 
produced. I look at the criticisms which are made of individual allocations, the rates of building 
that can be envisaged on them, and the phasing mechanism, later in this chapter. Here I need to 
examine criticisms made about the allowance for completions on sites with planning permission, 
and the levels of anticipated windfalls. 

5.11.35 It is said that the fact that planning permission is given is no guarantee that the 
development will be built. A similar point is made that where the Council agrees a development 
subject to the signing of a legal obligation, there is not a guarantee that the obligation will be 
entered into, or if it is, again, that the development will be completed. I recognise that planning 
permission is sometimes sought for reasons other than the desire to immediately develop, and 
that there are other circumstances where the intention to develop will be thwarted by extraneous 
circumstances. However, I consider that it is quite possible that windfall sites will produce a 
higher number of completions than the Council’s calculations allow for, and in any event the 
Council has gone for a total figure from all sources of supply which is higher than the Structure 
Plan target. My recommendations also result in a figure above the target. Therefore, although I 
recognise that not all planning permissions or ‘minded to grant’ decisions will result in 
dwellings, this does not justify making a non-implementation allowance. 

5.11.36  I have just indicated that I consider that it is possible that windfalls may exceed 
expectations, but here I turn to deal briefly with the arguments. Windfalls can be divided into 2 
broad categories – Large sites and small sites. 

5.11.37 Taking large sites first, the argument in short is that the urban capacity study has 
revealed all the likely sites which are available and will come forward during the plan period 
and that to suggest that other large sites will materialise for development during this period is 
misguided. There is no controversy over the urban capacity study itself. There is broad common 
consent that it is a thorough study, and indeed it was carried out with considerable assistance 
and input by representatives of the house building industry. Virtually every possible housing site 
in the study area was identified and a rigorous examination of the likelihood of each site being 
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available and viable during the plan period was made. The result was that the allocations in the 
Plan were revised to include the newly identified sites. Where the Council is criticised is in 
continuing to make a windfall allowance for more such sites to materialise and be developed in 
the plan period. 

5.11.38 There were identified a number of large sites as having potential for development 
but which, because they did not have a reasonable probability of coming forward, would not be 
suitable for allocation in the Plan. It appears that the Council has taken a number of these sites 
as examples of sites which might, nevertheless, come forward unexpectedly. The criticism is 
that it is wrong, having discounted these sites because experienced opinion indicated that there 
were sound reasons to think that they would not be developed, to then rely on them as producing 
large windfall sites. It is said that this amounts to double counting. 

5.11.39 However, many urban sites are subject to ownership, infrastructure and access 
constraints, and questions over viability. For instance, the value of a current use can be a major 
determinant of whether a site is put forward for residential development, and it is difficult to 
make advance judgement as to when a current use may become uneconomic and close down. 
And the considerations behind such decisions change over time, sometimes quite rapidly. I am 
satisfied, therefore, firstly that the Council is not relying on its sample sites coming forward 
(they are merely examples), and that there is a strong likelihood that some sites which appeared 
on balance at the time of the study as unlikely to be developed for housing will in fact come 
forward. This possibility is strong enough to use as a working assumption for the time being, so 
long as it is subject to the careful scrutiny of regular monitoring and managing as I have already 
mentioned. In fact, in its evidence the Council was able to show that since the completion of the 
urban capacity study a number of large sites have indeed come forward as the subject of an 
application for planning permission or discussion preliminary to such an application. 

5.11.40 The number of small site windfalls allowed for is criticised on the basis that changes 
in planning policy will reduce past annual rates. Whilst there has been a gradual shift in policy 
which makes it likely that some past permissions in rural areas would not be given under current 
policy, I consider that this can easily be overstated. Certainly policy on urban sites has not 
changed, except in ways which might well bring more windfalls rather than less, and there is the 
policy for ‘rural exception’ sites which no doubt will produce unforeseen dwellings. In my 
judgement, and it is a judgement rather than a calculation that has to be made, I consider that the 
figure for small windfall sites is about right. 

5.11.41 The other side of these objections – the ‘opposing camp’ – is the suggestion that 
insufficient allowance has been made for windfalls since there is considerable potential for sites 
to come forward within the boundaries of settlements which were not included in the urban 
capacity study, and further, that some sites outside settlement boundaries will occasionally come 
forward. It is said that there are difficulties with historic windfall data because it has been 
inaccurate in the past, and the methods of calculation have changed, as has the classification 
since the publication of PPG3. 

5.11.42 I take there to be some substance to these points, but again I emphasise that having 
made what seems to me to be a sensible assessment of the likely level of housing provision, 
other than from allocated sites, the issue then becomes one of monitoring and managing the 
release of land depending on the outcome of that monitoring. I see no basis for recommending a 
modification to the Plan at this stage, based on a desire for the greatest accuracy of prediction as 
to what will be achieved over the remainder of the plan period. 

5.11.43 The fact that two opposing views about the adequacy of the assumptions underlying 
the Plan can be put by very experienced consultants, who know the District and its history over 
the past 15 to 20 years or so very well, with conviction and supporting data, reinforces my view 
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that the Plan is robust in terms of its assumptions about likely levels of windfalls and 
completions arising from extant planning permissions, and the resultant need for allocations. 
The future achievement of the target number of dwellings in the plan period can be left to 
careful monitoring, and the taking of timely action when events show this to be necessary. 

5.11.44 Thus I consider that there is no modification needed as a result of these objections. 
However, many of my recommendations refer to the need for the Plan to be as concise as 
possible, and to the fact that the extent of reasoned justification may be reduced at adoption 
stage compared to the deposit stage. In the case of Section 5.8 of the Housing Chapter, I 
consider that there is scope for reducing the explanatory text, whilst at the same time 
maintaining clarity. I consider that the section could be in the following form: 

“5.8.Unidentified Sites -  ‘Windfalls’ 

5.8.1 PPG3 advises that specific allowances should be made for all the different types 
of windfalls likely to come forward during the Plan period. Windfall sites are mostly 
previously developed sites (brownfield sites) that may have come forward unexpectedly 
for development during the Plan period and which cannot be identified for housing 
development in the Plan. These will include small developments such as the subdivision 
of existing housing to create one or more additional units or development within the 
garden of a house, as well as large sites such as those arising as a result of uses no 
longer being viable. PPG3 requires that windfall allowances should be made on the 
basis of examining past trends of windfalls coming forward and on the likely future 
windfall potential as assessed in an urban capacity study 

5.8.2a A windfall allowance of an average of about 82 dwellings per annum for the 
remainder of the Plan period has been made. Under the plan, monitor and manage 
approach advocated by PPG3, windfall completions will be monitored during the Plan 
period to inform the phased release of residential allocations as set out in Policy H3A. 

5.8.6 The District Council takes the view that the allocations made within the Plan 
area and the allowance for windfalls, together with sites which have extant planning 
permission and those with a firm commitment to permission (subject to the signing of a 
Section 106 obligation), will ensure that an adequate supply of housing will continue to 
come forward during the Plan period.  Phasing policy allows the review of the release of 
sites through the Plan period.  In addition, under the ‘Plan-Monitor-Manage’ principle, 
any shortfall or surplus in provision will be amended when the Review of the Plan takes 
place.  

5.8.* The following table shows how the Structure Plan requirement will be met, taking 
these considerations into account together with completions, as at the date of adoption 
of the Plan. 

            Table 5.4 Housing Land Provision 1991-2011” 

 *This table will need to be updated accordingly. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 5.11 

Modify Section 5.8 in accordance with the text set out within paragraph 5.11.44. 
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5.12 PARAGRAPH 5.9.3a 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.9.3a/428/3550-CW Newsquest (Wales & Western) 
 
Summary of Objection 

(a) Objects to para 5.9.3a on the basis that it is over prescriptive. The uses referred to are too 
narrow and may prohibit an acceptable mix of alternative uses on suitable town centre sites. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.12.1 This objection has been withdrawn, conditional on the Council’s Proposed Change No 
053, which meets the point, being put into effect. I agree with the change, and there is no need 
for further comment on this paragraph. 

5.12.2  However, I do need to comment on Section 5.9 Housing Allocations, although it is not 
the subject of objections, in as much as that there is a modification required consequential on a 
previous recommendation. In the first sentence of paragraph 5.9.1, “Housing Location Strategy” 
needs to be changed to “Sequential Search for Housing Development Opportunities” 

RECOMMENDATIONS 5.12 

(i) Modify paragraph 5.9.3a in accordance with Proposed Change No 053. 

(ii) Modify paragraph 5.9.1 as set out in paragraph 5.12.2 above. 

 

 

 

 

5.13 POLICY H1 - GENERAL OBJECTIONS 
 

The Objections 
 
H01/1/0013-CW Gloucestershire County Council 
H01/228/4139 Stroud Town Council 
H01/230/0618 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
H01/239/0654 British Telecommunications Plc 
H01/300/0820 Eastington Parish Council 
H01/313/0875 Millikens Industrials Ltd 
H01/390/1264 George Wimpey UK Limited 
H01/408/1357 Hardwicke Court Estate 
H01/408/1374 Hardwicke Court Estate 
H01/408/1377 Hardwicke Court Estate 
H01/408/1378 Hardwicke Court Estate 
H01/409/1394 Buchanan Partnership 
H01/496/2065 Four Oaks Developments Ltd 
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H01/543/2256 Government Office for the South West 
H01/546/2317 Alfred McAlpine Developments 
H01/548/2322 Wycliffe College 
H01/578/2520 The House Builders Federation 
H01/308/0861 Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food (MAFF) 
H01/580/2536 Coaley Parish Council 
H01/543/4141 Government Office for the South West 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The housing allocation for the District is excessive based on the latest population projections 
and the severe environmental constraints in the District. 

(b) Smaller sites than Hunt's Grove should be identified for housing around the southern 
periphery of Gloucester, particularly where they can form part of the development of 
adjacent areas identified for housing in the Gloucester City area.   

(c) Objects to Hunts Grove on grounds that it will not contribute to meeting the District's 
housing needs, will not assist in regeneration or sustain rural villages. 

(d) Considers that the number of dwellings proposed for Hunts Grove cannot be accommodated 
in the plan period as annual build rate high, and the site is unsuitable for the scale of 
development proposed.  Alternative housing allocations should be made elsewhere in the 
District, specifically at Stroud/Stonehouse, the Principal Settlements and appropriate rural 
settlements. 

(e) More development should occur around the Stroud Urban Area and not be earmarked next to 
Gloucester.  

(f) Further housing in the area will put an intolerable burden on the sewage treatment works at 
Halmore Mill, Coaley. Planning obligations should be used in order to seek contributions to 
upgrading the works. 

(g) The reference to development briefs should be deleted. The key elements of the proposed 
development set out in Proposal H1 should be clearly stated as part of the proposal. The plan 
should provide certainty about the content of the proposal and leave less for negotiation. 

(h) The wording of the policy is unduly restrictive and prescribes potentially unnecessary 
planning obligations that do not conform to government guidance.  

(i)  The planning obligations sought do not accord with the advice in Circular 1/97. The 
wording in proposal H1 amounts to an expectation for the provision of such obligations. 

(j) Provisions that the LPA intends to seek through planning applications should be justified in 
accordance with the guidance in Circular 1/97, for example education provision.  

(k) The plan should be redrafted to make a clear distinction between policy material, reasoned 
justification and general guidance. Those elements which are integral to the plan’s proposals 
should be set out as part of the proposals themselves. General guidance should be published 
separately as supplementary planning guidance.   

(l) The LPA cannot require developers to provide affordable housing but may seek an element 
of affordable housing on substantial sites in accordance with the guidance in PPG3 and 
Circular 6/98.  The plan should not seek to differentiate between provision on the basis of 
tenure. Such an approach is inconsistent with guidance in Circular 6/98 paras 4 and 15. 

(m)   The basis for calculating the indicative capacity of housing allocations in H1 and H2 is not 
given.  In mixed use proposals the proportion of uses is not given.  It appears that some 
densities assumed are lower than the Government recommendations. 
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(n) All requirements on developers to make provision for community and other facilities should 
be specified in the Local plan, so that they can be subject to scrutiny at a public inquiry. The 
total costs should not erode the viability of developing new low and medium priced 
dwellings. 

(o) The basis for calculating the amount of affordable housing required for sites should be 
given, as there are variations in the percentages sought for individual sites. 

(p) The basis for the calculation of contributions for the provision of education facilities should 
be given. 

(q) Questions whether the term ‘accessibility profile’ is intended to be a general description of 
accessibility or a specific methodology. 

(r) The objectives of sustainable development proposals should apply to all housing allocations. 

(s) Object to the omission of agricultural land quality as a subject to be considered in preparing 
development briefs for sites. 

 
(t) BT would welcome a general forward planning policy to allow the appropriate re-use and/or 

redevelopment of established utility sites in accordance with national and strategic policies. 

 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.13.1 The Council has produced two Proposed Changes to Policy H1 and is reasoned 
justification: PRO053 and PRO054. PRO053 adds explanation to the encouragement of mixed-
use development, and PRO054makes amendments to the text of Policy H1 to add the use of 
conditions as well as Section 106 Obligations in securing provisions that are reasonable and 
relevant to secure a satisfactory development. I agree that these changes are improvements to the 
text and I support them. I have considered the objections on the basis that these Proposed 
changes are put into effect. 

5.13.2 As far as the housing target for the District is concerned, this is a matter for the 
Structure Plan to determine. For Stroud district this is set as 9400 for the plan period. I have also 
dealt with the matter of the scale of housing in the chapter on Strategy. 

5.13.3 I have dealt with the search sequence for housing allocations, the location of 
development at Hunts Grove, and the general approach to determining the location for housing 
development in the District in the Strategy chapter. I deal with the site specific arguments 
relating to the Hunts Grove allocation and other individual sites which are the subject of 
objection later in this chapter. This includes the areas described as Stroud/Stonehouse and the 
Stroud Urban Area, as well as the Principal Settlements and rural settlements.  

5.13.4  As far as the sewage treatment works at Coaley is concerned, I am told by the 
Council that Severn Trent Water plc has identified a potential capacity problem, but has not 
sought contributions towards improvement of the works as the cost would be recovered by 
connection charges that are made from new dwellings. I therefore see no reason to suggest any 
modification on the basis of this objection. In any event, the objection appears to rest largely on 
concerns relating to the allocation Hg2 which was deleted from the Plan; a deletion with which I 
concur. 

5.13.5 With reference to objections relating to development briefs, obligations, the 
distinction between policy material, reasoned justification and general guidance, and affordable 
housing, including the matter of the differentiation of affordable housing on the basis of tenure, 
these were made at the deposit draft stage, and have generally been met. The Revised Deposit 
draft of the Plan and proposed Pre-inquiry Changes have addressed some of the issues raised 
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and, I consider that the Plan now conforms to national planning guidance. In other cases I deal 
with the issues raised in the context of the individual Proposals for allocation. 

5.13.6 However, there remains the matter relating to development briefs, references to 
which remain in the policy. Policy H1 deals with the major allocated sites in the District, many 
of them intended to be of mixed use development. Whilst it is appropriate for the policy to be 
specific about certain major elements of the development within each allocation site, much of 
the detail will have to be left to the implementation stage. Because of the size of the sites and the 
complexity of the development, I consider that there will be a need for development briefs to be 
prepared in order to give a necessary level of guidance for the preparation of planning 
applications. It would not be appropriate for the policy to set out the detail of matters to be 
considered at the brief preparation stage, but it is right that the policy should make it clear that a 
development brief will be required, and that this should be prepared and approved by the 
Council before planning permission is given. I do not see that this is at variance with the advice 
contained in PPG12, paragraphs 3.15 – 3.18. Clearly the Council should take account of this 
advice in preparing any development brief. Such briefs are ‘supplementary planning guidance’, 
and the weight to be accorded to them will depend on whether they have been prepared in the 
proper manner, as described in the PPG. 

5.13.7 Turning to the matter of the basis for calculating the indicative capacity of housing 
allocations, my principal response relates to my often repeated statement that the Plan should be 
kept concise. Whilst during the pre-adoption deposit stages there is a need for public 
understanding of the basis of such things as density assumptions, constraints, etc. the Plan itself 
should not contain unnecessary extraneous matter. The Plan has evolved over a considerable 
period of time, and has been amended at revised deposit stage and by way of proposed changes 
to respond to government guidance as it has emerged. The indicative capacity figures take 
account of the latest guidance on densities, and make allowance for individual site conditions as 
far as they are known. The eventual amount of development that is achieved on any individual 
site will only become clear at the development brief/development control stage. I am satisfied 
that the figures used for site capacity are sufficiently robust for the plan making stage.  

5.13.8 The question of the extent to which reference is made to requirements for developers 
to make provision for community and other facilities is primarily a matter for the text relating to 
individual allocations rather than Policy H1. The correct approach is indicated in PPG12; that 
site specific proposals should provide a positive lead for development and help create certainty. 
But they should not be too detailed – detail will be put in the development briefs which will be 
the subject of consultation, and much will depend on negotiation when the details of 
development are being fixed. In this way the particular concern about eroding such things as the 
viability of developing new low and medium priced dwellings can be addressed. 

5.13.9 The objection to the basis on which the amount of affordable housing has been 
calculated, like many remaining objections to this policy, was made to the Deposit Draft Plan. 
This has been the subject of further consideration by the Council, and the manner in which 
affordable housing is to be provided has been amended. There is nothing further for me to deal 
with at this point, but I return to the topic under Policy H8 later in this chapter. 

5.13.10 The contribution towards educational facilities will depend on the relevant need in 
any given area, and the extent to which improvements are necessary arising from the 
development. I will leave any more detailed comment to the individual sections of this chapter 
which deal with the allocated sites. 

5.13.11 The meaning of the term ‘accessibility profile’ is questioned. I understand from the 
Council’s response that the issues to be addressed in response to this element of the policy are 
covered in the ‘transportation’ paragraph for each allocation. The nature of the development of 
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each of these sites, the requirement for a development brief, and the working up of a detailed 
scheme including a ‘Transport Assessment’ will inevitably require the involvement of highways 
and traffic engineers. I am sure that the wording of Policy H1 in relation to this matter will be 
readily understood by such professionals. 

5.13.12 I agree with the objection which says that the objectives of sustainable development 
should apply to all housing allocations, and I have the Council’s assurance that it is committed 
to achieving sustainable development throughout the District in terms of both the pattern of 
development and in individual layout and design. The Council has produced Proposed Change 
PRO064 which makes this commitment clear. I also appreciate the point that the Council cannot 
‘require’ development to meet specific sustainable measures, but must negotiate each 
application. To this end there are a number of policies in the Plan, such as in the Built 
Environment chapter which can be used, and it must be remembered that the Plan must be read 
as a whole. Additionally the Council’s Residential Design Guide sets out how sustainable 
patterns of development can be achieved in housing layouts. Since this is supplementary 
planning guidance, it carries appropriate weight in the development control stage. 

5.13.13 With regard to the objection seeking the inclusion of a reference to agricultural land 
quality issues in respect of all sites, I consider that this is unnecessary. There is clear 
government guidance about the approach to allocating an using agricultural land for 
development, and it is not appropriate to try to cover every possible consideration in the text of 
the Plan. 

5.13.14 Finally there is the question of whether or not it is appropriate to have a policy 
allowing for the appropriate re-use or redevelopment of established utility sites. I do not 
consider that the financial needs of utility operators is a planning matter. Any permission that is 
needed following redundancy of a current use should be subject to the relevant policies of the 
Plan and all other material considerations at the application stage. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.13 

Modify the Plan by implementing Propose Changes PRO053, PRO054 and PRO064, but make 
no other modification in response to these objections. 

 

 

 

5.14 POLICY H1 - SITE MU1 
 

The Objections 
 
See Appendix 2 – Chapter 5 Appendix 
 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Hunts Grove it is not supported by various Structure Plan policies, its location is 

unsustainable and would not meet local housing needs. 

(b) Omission of reference to pedestrian and cycle links, bus services and environmental and 

landscape. 



Stroud District Local Plan – Inspector’s Report 
 
 

 
130 vpr10iib 

 

(c) Paragraph 5.9.5g contradicts the proposal with the removal of a guaranteed railway station. 

(d) The Development would mean a further loss of Hardwicke's village character, closure of 

existing community facilities and lack of facilities. 

(e) Objects to Hunts Grove allocation on grounds that it does not accord with PPG1 para 24 as 

new infrastructure will have to be created on a greenfield site. 

(f) Objects to Hunts Grove allocation on grounds that there is sufficient housing in Hardwicke, 

existing traffic chaos and inadequacy of existing infrastructure. 

(g) The Cotswold escarpment and the Severn Valley generally are regarded as being of sufficient 

natural beauty as to be only capable of sustaining occasional and very limited changes.  

(h) Too much housing is directed to the south of Gloucester. 

(i) Objects to the Hunts Grove allocation on grounds of its deliverability as a consequence of the 

phasing and infrastructure requirements.   

(j) Will lead to increased out-commuting, contrary to the needs of the District and sustainability. 

(k) Objects to the following planning obligations relating to the allocation - funding for the 

provision of a new railway station, primary school and education contributions. 

(l) Objects to Inset Map 13 as there appears to be an error in drafting, resulting in the MU1 

annotation not being included in the north-western corner of the Hunts Grove site. 

(m) Objects to the level of detail proposed within proposal H1 and MU1 and there is no clear 

definition of 'best practice'. 

(n) Object to Hunts Grove allocation as have lived in Hardwicke a long time and object to an 

additional 2000 dwellings. Hardwicke is lacking in many facilities and services. 

(o) Would not assist in Stroud's regeneration, and housing and employment should be sited 

closer together to avoid traffic congestion.   

(p) Objects to Hunts Grove as considers the area should be within a green belt. 

(q) Objects to Hunts Grove allocation on grounds that it does not accord with national guidance 

or the Structure Plan. 

(r) Not clear how it has been assessed against the broad objectives for sustainable development 

(para 2.2.1b) or the 10 guiding principles in para 2.2.1c.   

(s) Objects to the level of detail proposed within proposal H1 and MU1 which are best addressed 

through the development brief. 

(t) It is contrary to the objectives for sustainable development as set out in PPGs 1,3 and 13. 

(u) Would not assist in District providing for its own housing requirements frustrating economic 

growth and creating a disproportionate housing growth in the north. 

(v) Objects to the Hunts Grove allocation on grounds that the Structure Plan identifies 
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Quedgeley as a strategic location. 

(w) Objects to Hunts Grove allocation and considers that the proposed planning obligations 

include many onerous requirements.  

(x) Objects to Hunts Grove on grounds that considers the proposed figure of 1500 units will not 

be built in the plan period and that a more realistic allowance would be 1000 units. 

(y) 1500 units should be located in the Stroud Urban Area, the principal settlements of Cam and 

Dursley and smaller settlements. 

(z) Objects to Hunts Grove allocation on grounds of loss of countryside and wildlife.  Considers 

smaller, more isolated projects should be looked at. 

(aa) The development would spoil the beauty of the area. 

(bb) Future residents will use Gloucester's facilities and services rather than Stroud's. 

(cc) Impact on Haresfield’s character and community. 

(dd) Existing schools are already at capacity. 

(ee) Objects to Hunts Grove allocation on grounds of its location being chosen due to  

anticipated lack of public reaction. 

(ff)   Objects to the Hunts Grove allocation on grounds that the area cannot cope or sustain it.   

(gg) Object to Hunts Grove allocation on grounds that it is too big a scheme on a single site. 

(hh) Allocation of Hunts Grove should incorporate the provision of a CAB Advice and  

Information Outreach centre. 

(ii) Objects to para 5.9.5g as considers it implies that buses and a new station can overcome the 

factors that indicate the unsustainable nature of Hunts Grove.   

(jj) Objects to para 5.9.5h as considers the provision of public art, if considered appropriate at 

the time, should be addressed in the development brief. 

(kk) Objects to para 5.9.5h as considers it appears to downgrade the importance of the Cotswold 

AONB without justification. 

(ll) Objects as the allocation on grounds that Shorn Brook runs through the site and the site 

layout should be designed to reflect the existing network of ditches and field boundaries. 

(mm) Objects to para 5.9.5j as considers the type of 'ancillary facilities' associated with public 

open space should be provided is also best addressed through the development brief and 

section 106 agreement. 

(nn) Objects to para 5.9.5l relating to the need to incorporate SUDS within the Hunts Grove 

development. 

(oo) Mapping error - Hunt’s Grove allocation is missing from Inset Map 13, Hardwicke. 

(pp) Object to the timing and scale of the Hunt's Grove allocation (MU1).   
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(qq) Objects to the employment allocation at Hunts Grove.  

(rr)    In view of the County's statement of non-conformity (28/9/2000) with the Structure Plan 

the sequential search for development and subsequent development allocations are flawed. 

(ss)   This employment allocation is inappropriate to provide a proper mixed-use development.   

Proposed Changes 
 
H03A/PIC093/556/5249/CO J S Bloor (Newbury) Ltd 
H03A (MU1)/PIC093/1/5178/CO Gloucestershire County Council 
H03A/PIC093/408/5086/CO Hardwicke Court Estate 
H03A/PIC081-085/408/5087/CO Hardwicke Court Estate 
H03A/PIC088/408/5088/CO Hardwicke Court Estate 
H03/PIC089/408/5089/CO Hardwicke Court Estate 
H03A/PIC093/415/5323/CO Redrow Homes (SW) Limited 
H03A/PIC093/416/5316/CO Quedgeley Urban Village Limited 
H03A/PIC093/416/5324/CO Quedgeley Urban Village Limited 
H03A/PIC74-96/558/5319/CO Robert Hitchins Limited 

 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Hunts Grove allocation together with phasing completely undermines Gloucester City 
Council’s emerging Local Plan strategy. 

(b) The suggestion to allocate housing up to 2016 would not accord with the current 
Development Plan, nor would it create certainty for all parties. 

(c) No development at RAF Quedgeley or Hunts Grove should take place prior to completion 
of Gloucester South West Bypass. 

(d) Figures in Table 5.5 should be reconciled with the housing allocations in proposals H1 and 
H2. There are discrepancies. 

(e) Envisage problems with co-ordinating sites outside authority. Earlier phasing policies were 
unrealistic and Hunts Grove and Brockworth would be developed as two relatively isolated 
sites well away from the urban area.  

(f) These sites make up 55% of the allocation to 2011 which is a fundamental weakness in the 
plan. 

(g) Objects to phasing policy as it is unlikely and inappropriate for 200 dwellings to come 
forward from 2004. 

(h) The expression in table 5.5 is arbitrary, and will result in a failure to meet the Structure Plan 
housing requirements in Stroud District and Gloucester City. Hunts Grove should not be 
started until after RAF Quedgeley, in 2011 at the earliest. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.14.1 Many of these objections are concerned with the strategic choice of Hunts Grove, its 
relationship with the remainder of the District and considerations such as the regeneration of 
Stroud Town Centre. These are matters which I have dealt with in the Strategy chapter and in 
earlier parts of this chapter, in particular that part dealing with section 5.7A of the Housing 
Chapter. There is no point in repetition of my reasoning and conclusions here. 

5.14.2 Many of the objections to this allocation were made at the Draft for Deposit Plan 
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overcome if the site were to be developed. The allocated site Hg 23 is larger and it could 
accommodate more houses: I have found it a satisfactory allocation.  In my view there is no 
justification for a further allocation by including the objection site within the settlement 
boundary.  

5.201.3 The Ford Lane site of about 0.12 ha is again a matter of balance, with not two 
Inspectors taking differing views about the nature of the site.  I accept the view of the Council 
that it is grassland, with vegetable patches, a small fledgling orchard, a wooden shed, the 
remains of a brick building and some mature trees.  I have no doubt that with its general 
openness and with its mature hedges and trees the site has a semi rural feel.  This contrasts with 
the rear of houses in Borough Close with a suburban feel to them.  Opposite the garden area of 3 
Rose Terrace has been extended which gives it a more suburban and domestic look than would 
have existed in the past.   The objection site is enclosed on three sides by development.  
Regardless of its semi rural character, because of the pattern of development around it and as the 
proposal would not involve an intrusion into open countryside, in my view it would be logical to 
include the objection site it within the defined settlement boundary.   

RECOMMENDATION 5.201 

Modify Inset Map No 17 by including the Ford Lane site within the settlement boundary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.202 POLICY H16 - KINGSWOOD 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Kings)/588/2552 Mr R Robertson 
H16 (Kings)/595/2566 David Barnes 
H16 (Kings)/605/2611 Jack Territ 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Objects to areas of land south west of Hillesley Road being excluded from settlement 
boundary. 

(b) Settlement boundary should include all dwellings 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.202.1 I do not share the view of the Objector that a settlement boundary should include all 
dwellings, as although described as a settlement boundary it is actually a boundary within which 
development or redevelopment is likely to be acceptable.  Intensification of peripheral ribbons 
of development and loosely knit sporadic housing straggling out of the village are not forms of 
development which should be encouraged by a more generous settlement boundary. 

5.202.2 The site at Hillesley Road is to the south of existing housing. It is large area of open 
land and its development would not merely provide for small scale residential development as 
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envisaged by the Council. I have dealt with the merits of this land to the south west of Hillesley 
Road when considering omission sites earlier in this chapter and have not repeated the 
arguments here. I do not consider that there is any need for additional land to be included within 
the settlement boundary within the Plan period. 

5.202.3 I believe that the tighter ribbon development on both sides of the Wickwar Road has 
been recognised and to extend that ribbon would encourage an unacceptable intensification of 
ribbon development away from the village. I do not consider it to be an infill plot which is 
defined as the infilling of a small gap between groups of houses. In my view the proposal would 
encourage the unacceptable intensification of sporadic development into a ribbon.  This 
approach has been taken by two Inspectors, who have dismissed appeals related to extending the 
ribbon of development along Wickwar Road outside of the proposed settlement boundary. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.202 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  

 

 

 

 

 

5.203 POLICY H16 - MIDDLEYARD 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Midd)/494/2062 Frome Valley Construction Ltd 
H16 (Midd)/135/0368 Mr S King 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Alignment of Middleyard Settlement Boundary on grounds that it has been illogically 
determined 

(b) Objects to the Settlement Boundary for Middleyard as it excludes the Old Church Farm 
complex. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.203.1 Settlement boundaries are not merely a recognition of the limits of existing 
development but are in effect boundaries within which development or redevelopment can take 
place.  They are mainly drawn tightly to avoid ribbons of development and sporadic housing 
straggling out of villages where intensification would not be appropriate. 

5.203.2 Middleyard is a small, rather straggling settlement along the Cotswold escarpment. 
It has poor transport links but is close to Kings Stanley with a range of facilities.  Although there 
is some development to the east of the lane leading to Redhill farm it is loosely knit and 
sporadic. The Council has included the more intensive ribbon development which is on the north 
side of the road and which fronts on to open land.  In my view the question that has to be asked 
is how far should such a ribbons extend away from the village and still be located within the 
settlement boundary.  From my visit to Middleyard, although opportunities for development are 
limited, I consider that the Council has come to a reasonable compromise by drawing the 
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boundary at the lane   

RECOMMENDATION 5.203 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  

 

 

 

 

5.204 POLICY H16 - MINCHINHAMPTON 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Minch)/180/0442 F Russell 
H16 (Minch)/181/0443 Mr W Pritchard 
H16 (Minch)/354/1160 The National Trust 
H16 (Minch)/444/1980 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H16 (Minch)/494/2061 Frome Valley Construction Ltd 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Settlement boundary should include land to the rear of 'The White House', Tobacconist 
Road.  

(b) Settlement boundary should include land at the eastern end of Old Common for housing 
development.  

(c) The properties Seymour House, Westfield Cottage, Westfield and Everest, at the western 
end of Minchinhampton, should be excluded from the Minchinhampton Settlement 
Boundary.  

(d) Settlement boundary does not provide a proper demarcation between the built and rural 
environments or indicate the potential of the area for indigenous growth. 

(e) Burleigh should be included within the settlement boundary of Minchinhampton  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.204.1 Minchinhampton is a small market town and a “higher order settlement” because it 
is large with good facilities and accessibility.  There is a housing allocation within the town 
Hg24. This is partially previously developed land 

5.204.2 From my visits I consider the settlement boundary has been carefully drawn to 
encompass the main consolidated area of the village and to clearly separate it from the 
countryside.  Although there are groups of dwellings outside the settlement boundary they are 
not within areas where additional development should be encouraged, as they would involve 
additions to sporadic or ribbon development remote from the village proper. 

5.204.3 Although Seymour House, Westfield Cottage, Westfield and Everest are at a far 
lower density than other housing in the area, from my visit I consider that they are an integral 
part of the village and have been reasonably included within the settlement boundary. Concerns 
about an intensification of development would need to be dealt with on their own merits on the 
basis of criteria in Policy H14. 
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5.204.4 Burleigh is separated from the town by open countryside. It is not just physically 
remote from the town, it has poor access. Although public transport exists, Burleigh is loosely 
knit sporadic development within which additional development should not be encouraged. I 
find no justification to include it within the Minchinhampton settlement boundary from which it 
is remote, nor do I consider it warrants a boundary of its own. 

5.204.5 As adequate provision has been made for housing in the town during the Plan 
period, without the need for peripheral expansion, I can see no reason to include a large area of 
additional open land within the settlement boundary.  The land, at present used for grazing, is an 
integral part of the wider countryside to the east of the town.   Any development here would be 
an obvious intrusion into open countryside and would not relate well to the form of the 
settlement or the village centre.  Affordable Housing is an integral part of the housing policy in 
the plan based on the Housing Needs Survey for the district and the Council has adopted 
policies to ensure its provision where required.  If necessary it can be dealt with on an exception 
site outside the settlement boundary. I have no detailed evidence about the effect of any housing 
development on National Trust interests but would presume on the basis of experience 
elsewhere that access across the Common would be resisted.  However, alternative access may 
be possible through development from the west. The details of any scheme would be a matter to 
be resolved through the development control process.  At this stage I am merely dealing with the 
principle of developing the land to meet housing needs during the Plan period and I am satisfied 
that there is no such need. 

5.204.6 There are three dwellings and a commercial use located within the proposed area but 
these are clearly separated from the town by open land.  To fill this land would result in an 
unfortunate extension of a ribbon of housing linking up with the development which reads as 
remote from the village.  The remaining area is agricultural land forming part of the wider 
countryside.  As I have said above there is no justification for further peripheral land to be taken 
to provide housing during the plan period. 

5.204.7 Although the land at Tobacconist Road is not agricultural it reads as part of the rural 
setting of the town.   I accept that the approach to the village from Avening is not inspiring, but I 
do not consider that it is so bad that it justifies taking open land and building 4 to 6 houses on it. 
This, of itself, would be an intrusion into the countryside. Without an identifiable local need for 
housing which cannot be met elsewhere there is no justification for such development.  
Evidence before me shows that adequate provision has been made for housing in the town 
during the Plan period. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.204 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  

 

 

 

 

 

5.205 POLICY H16 - NYMPSFIELD 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Nymp)/354/1161 The National Trust 
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Summary of Objections 

(a) The settlement boundary should follow the same line as the conservation area boundary to 
the north of the Granary Barn, Nympsfield. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.205.1 It seems to me from the history of planning permissions relating Street Farm, that 
much of the site has now changed in character to that of residential.  The farmhouse was 
converted to 3 dwellings and permission was granted for 2 units in the 2 storey store. Later 
permission was granted to convert the granary barn into a dwelling.  As these permissions 
include half of the land objected to for inclusion I do not consider it would be appropriate to 
realign the settlement boundary to coincide with that of the conservation area.  However, I agree 
with the Council that it would be more logical to follow the new boundary defined by the 
curtilage of the granary barn, and to exclude the remaining open land from the settlement 
boundary.    

RECOMMENDATION 5.205 

Modify the settlement boundary in accordance with revised Plan “Amendment to Nympsfield 
settlement boundary” as shown at Appendix Three of Councils Response: Housing H16 
(Nymps)/DC/014) 

 

 

 

 

 

5.206 POLICY H16 - OAKRIDGE 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Oak)/4/0172 Unnamed Client 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) A small area of derelict land, located towards the north of Oakridge, should be included 
within the settlement boundary.  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.206.1 This is an overgrown site on the edge of the village with substantial hedging along 
the west and north boundaries. There may have been a dwelling on it in the distant past but there 
is no evidence of this on the land and I do not consider the site to be an integral part of the 
village. The development of the site would involve an extension to the existing ribbon of 
housing straggling away from the village. From my visit there are better located sites where 
development or redevelopment could take place if required. The settlement boundary should 
remain as defined.   

RECOMMENDATION 5.206 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to this objection. 
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5.207 POLICY H16 – PAINSWICK 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Pains)/15/0197 Mr John Stephenson-Oliver 
H16 (Pains)/444/1981 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H16 (Pains)/452/2003 Mr Morrison 
H16 (Pains)/309/0869-CW L Brotherton 
H16 (Pains)/396/1316 Mr & Mrs E J Young 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Requests the amendment of the Settlement Boundary for Painswick to incorporate all of his 
property.  

(b) Objects to the alignment of the Painswick Settlement Boundary in the vicinity of Lower 
Washwell Lane, A46, Gyde House and The Highlands. 

(c) Objects to alignment of Painswick Settlement Boundary in the vicinity of Longhope, 
Blakewell Mead. 

(d) Objects to the alignment of the Painswick Settlement Boundary at The Verlands, Vicarage 
Street.  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.207.1 Painswick has a good range of facilities for a rural settlement and the Council in 
defining the boundary has planned for a modest level of growth appropriate to its scale.   

5.207.2 The village has been identified for modest growth.  To include 15ha of land to the 
north of the village within the settlement boundary would invite a large extension to a small 
village unrelated to local housing needs. I do not consider a proposal of this scale would reflect 
indigenous growth, it would involve an over supply of housing in relation to the village and 
would be an unacceptable intrusion into the countryside setting of the village. The proposal 
includes the loosely knit development adjacent to the nursing home and the fields between that 
development and the village.  This loosely knit development and the nursing home do not read 
as an integral part of the village although they probably would if the intervening open land were 
to be developed for housing at a reasonable density. I find no justification for inclusion of this 
land within the settlement boundary. It is not needed to meet local housing needs and it would 
involve an unacceptable change of character at the northern edge of the village.   

5.207.3 Again the site to the rear of properties in Lower Washwell Lane and to the east of 
the Cheltenham Road is large enough to be considered an allocation rather than a minor change 
to the settlement boundary. From my visit I consider this site is well related to existing housing 
and its development would be sustainable and could be readily assimilated into the village 
without significant intrusion into the countryside.  In my view housing here would not be a 
prominent feature in the countryside from any direction. My initial view is therefore similar to 
that of officers who recommended it for inclusion as an option in 1998. However, from my visit 
I could not see how the site could be served by a safe and convenient access without the 
inclusion of additional land.  Because of this, and as there is an adequate acceptable allocation 
for housing in the village during the plan period, there is no reason to include this additional 
land within the settlement boundary.  

5.207.4 The Council has accepted that the whole of the curtilage of Longhope should be 
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included within the settlement boundary and this objection has been conditionally withdrawn. 
The proposed change was incorporated at the Revised Deposit Stage.(Change Map No 16) 

5.207.5 Turning to Mr Stephenson-Oliver’s land, this is something of a promontory on the 
edge of the village projecting into the countryside. In the past, it has been the subject of two 
unsuccessful appeals for housing. It is not open countryside or agricultural land but the Inspector 
concluded that the consolidation of development on the site would detract from the transitional 
character of the land.  I share this view, that because of its location, it has a rural character and 
reads as part of the countryside worthy of protection.  As the settlement boundary on the present 
plan identifies an area within which there is potential for development during the plan period it 
would be illogical to include the site within the defined settlement boundary as it would give a 
misleading impression that new housing development would be acceptable.  The Council has 
already planned for modest growth within the village during the life of the plan and the site is 
not required to meet any identified housing need.  

5.207.6 The Verlands is a large 19th century house situated in its own grounds at the northern 
edge of the village.  The land lies both within the Painswick Conservation Area and the 
Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The settlement boundary at the Verlands was 
tested as recently as 2000 on appeal when the Inspector concluded that the garden, as seen from 
the surrounding farmland, was as a gradual and attractive transition from the built up area into 
the countryside and that the bungalows would be clearly seen as expansion into the largely rural 
edge of the village. They would also detract from the setting of The Verlands diminishing the 
character of that property. From the evidence the reason for proposing its inclusion within the 
settlement boundary now is to erect one dwelling.  I see very little difference between the 
principle of development regardless of whether it consists of one or two dwellings having regard 
to the impact on the transitional importance of the site at the edge of the village.  Such 
development would result in a major change in character. As the Council has planned for modest 
growth within the village local housing needs can be met on a site better integrated into the 
village.  The particular personal circumstances of the Objector are not relevant to this principle 
of inclusion of the site within the settlement boundary.   

RECOMMENDATION 5.207 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to theses objections  

 

 

 

 

5.208 POLICY H16 - RANDWICK 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Rand)/354/1162 The National Trust 
H16 (Rand)/398/1333 Mrs E Akhurst 
H16 (Rand)/402/1341 Mr & Mrs Webb 
H16 (Rand)/444/1983 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Objects to the inclusion of houses in large plots adjacent to Randwick Wood 
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(b) Objects to the alignment of the Randwick Settlement Boundary at The Lagger as it currently 
excludes its garden. 

(c) Objects to the alignment of the Randwick Settlement Boundary at Ash Lane. 

(d) Include the old poultry houses in the north of the village within the settlement boundary.  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.208.1 On the ground these houses on large plots backing on to Randwick Wood read as an 
integral part of the settlement.  Although this is an area of low density housing it has a well 
established residential character.  There are specific policies in the Plan to deal with nature 
conservation and highways issues and to protect the form and character of the village.  I believe 
that these houses should remain within the settlement boundary. 

5.208.2 For its size, Randwick has a reasonable range of facilities in the village and at 
Cashes Green, but pedestrian access is difficult to the latter. Randwick is one of the smaller 
villages in the district with a defined settlement boundary and I consider that the defined 
boundary would enable some development or redevelopment to take place in scale with the size 
of the village.  

5.208.3 The Objectors have suggested a further policy should be added to the Plan regarding 
development adjacent to listed rural settlements. Policy H16 has now been deleted and 
combined with Policy H14. Under the revisions, settlements are no longer listed. However, from 
my visits to a number of villages, including Randwick, I consider there are opportunities for 
limited development or redevelopment within the defined areas during the Plan period. I do not, 
therefore, consider it appropriate to adopt a policy which would arbitrarily permit the 
development of up to five units adjacent to village boundaries. Also, although Randwick is a 
small rural village it is not isolated from a wider range of facilities at Cainscross and Stroud and 
because of its location does not depend on local facilities for many of its needs.  

5.208.4 Site (b), of some 0.04ha which forms part of the garden of Lilac Cottage, is 
separated from the village by The Lagger. Although garden land on the ground, the site clearly 
reads as part of the open countryside, the recognisable limits to the village being The Lagger and 
development to the east of it.  Any development here would also be intrusive in its rural setting 
and the AONB.   The development of this site by the erection of one dwelling has been tested on 
appeal and I find no change in circumstances which would justify including this site within the 
settlement boundary. 

5.208.5 Triangular site (c) of about 0.1ha is a narrow sliver of land located between the 
public footpath and the open fields beyond. It is screened from the village by trees. This part of 
the village consists primarily of a ribbon of housing which turns its back on the countryside.  
Because of its location and the existing trees the site does not read as an integral part of the 
village but as part of the open countryside beyond.  Any development here would stand isolated 
from the form and pattern of the village and an intrusion into the openness of the countryside. I 
consider the site is properly excluded from the defined settlement boundary. 

5.208.6 Objection d) and land adjoining (H16 (Rand) 444/1983) has been dealt with together 
with the omission site under OS081. I have not repeated the arguments here. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.208 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  
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5.209 POLICY H16 - SAUL 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Saul)/208/0496 Trustees of J H Kirkwood 
H16 (Saul)/444/1982 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Settlement boundary is inaccurate in that it does not provide proper demarcation between the 
built environment and the countryside.  

(b) Extend settlement boundary to include Saul Farm as it is surplus to requirements.  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.209.1 Saul Farm is a complex of buildings of various ages and as the farmyard is 
overgrown appears to be unused.  The farm lies at the southern end of the village but I consider 
that it reads as part of the High Street frontage.  The Council considers this link to be tenuous 
but in my view although its history is agricultural, the site is an integral part of the village and 
the village scene. 

5.209.2 However, although the boundary is described as a defined settlement boundary, it is 
a policy tool such that within such boundaries, there is an inherent acceptance that some 
development is likely to be acceptable subject to the criteria in Policy H14.  Unfortunately, 
because of the small size of the village, I believe the proposed development of the whole of this 
site to a reasonable density as required by criterion 2 of Policy H14 would be out of scale with 
the village and not in accordance with the Council’s policy to limit housing in small villages on 
grounds of sustainability where there is a low level of service provision.  As such the proposal 
would not comply with criterion 1 of Policy H14. 

5.209.3 It seems to me that because of the particular location of this site and its relationship 
with the remainder of the village, regardless of the wording of Policy B16 which the Council has 
referred to, there may be some opportunity for the existing buildings on site to be re-used and 
the more substantial buildings to be converted and extended if necessary to provide local 
housing.   

RECOMMENDATION 5.209 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  

 

 

 

 

 

5.210 POLICY H16 - SELSLEY 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Sels)/354/1163 The National Trust 
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H16 (Sels)/444/1984 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H16 (Sels)/494/2063 Frome Valley Construction Ltd 
H16 (Sels)/135/0367 Mr S King 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The whole of the west end of Selsley should be taken out of the settlement boundary 

(b) Boundary of Selsley is inaccurate 

(c) Settlement boundary is illogically determined, and not in accordance with paras. 5.15.2-6 
and 5.16.1-2. 

(d) Include Peaked Elm Farm within settlement boundary.  

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.210.1 From my visit I found the Selsley West area  difficult to define within a meaningful 
settlement boundary.  The Council has on the one hand, included within the boundary the 
loosely developed area opposite the Common, but has not recognised all or part of the already 
significantly developed area of Gordon Park Farm next to it. There are two dwellings in this 
group which appear to have no connection with agriculture. Also I found Peaked Elm Farm to 
be as integral to the west of the village as other properties on the north side of the road to the 
north east. I share the view of the Council about an intensification of the ribbon of development 
extending southwards from the village because of its prominence on an otherwise bare hillside, 
but I do not have a similar concern about the two farms. 

5.210.2 However, the village is split into three parts: Selsley Hill, Selsley Village and 
Selsley West.  I have no detailed evidence before me about local needs within the component 
parts of the village, but it seems to me that there are two options open to the Council. Either to 
delete the western area from the settlement boundary as suggested by the National Trust, but not 
for nature conservation reasons, as these can be protected by other policies of the plan; or to 
recognise the two farms as an integral part of the village and accept that they may be developed 
for housing or, perhaps in part, for other uses during the Plan period. As the Council has 
included the western end of the village within the settlement boundary I am of the view that the 
farms should similarly be included as they read as an integral part of this western part of the 
village.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.210 

Modify Inset Map 32 to include Peake Elm Farm and Gordon Park Farm within the settlement 
boundary. 

 

 

 

 

5.211 POLICY H16 - SLIMBRIDGE 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Slim)/215/0508 Diocese of Gloucester 
H16 (Slim)/44/0234 Mr Hawkins 
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Summary of Objections 

(a) Amend settlement boundary to include land adjacent to St Johns Church. 

(b) Slimbridge settlement boundary should be amended to include existing complex of Hurns 
Farm. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.211.1 Slimbridge is a larger village but not one of the higher order villages where 
allocations are proposed.  The range of local facilities is not such that the village could take 
significant growth.  It is restricted to a low level of growth during the plan period. 

5.211.2 I have dealt with the objection from the Diocese of Gloucester as an Omission Site 
at OS010 above and I have not repeated the arguments here. 

5.211.3 The farm complex known as The Hurns is at the northern end of the village. It is 
separated from other development by a lane from the main road.  Although it is close to the 
village its character is rural.  I accept the land would allow for some limited development 
without intrusion into open countryside.  However, the objection site is separated from the 
development at Longaston Court by Longaston Lane, which provides a clearly defined boundary 
to the settlement.  It is also a peripheral farmstead where it might well be that other uses should 
be given priority over housing if the farm becomes redundant from agricultural use.  Such 
proposals could best be dealt with under Policies B15 and B16. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.211 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to this objection. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.212 POLICY H16 - STONE 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Stone)/3/0171-CW Mr Peter Taylor 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Objects to exclusion of garden at the Laurels from Stone’s settlement boundary. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.212.1 The Laurels is a large detached house in substantial grounds at the northern edge of 
the village. I would not describe the site proposed for inclusion as garden land but it is within 
the ownership of The Laurels.  It reads as part of the setting of the house and acts as a transition 
between the developed area of the village and the countryside beyond.  The Council has agreed 
to this inclusion and wishes the Plan to be modified to accommodate the objection. This appears 
to me to be reasonable. 
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RECOMMENDATION 5.212 

Modify the Plan to include the curtilage of the Laurels within the settlement boundary.  

 

 

 

 

5.213 POLICY H16 - THRUPP 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Thrupp)/444/3687 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Quarry Hill Farm and the adjoining residential buildings should be included within the 
Thrupp settlement boundary. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.213.1 From my visit I consider that, apart from the ribbon of established housing from the 
30’s, the area to the west of Thrupp Lane and London Road consists of open land interspersed 
with a few rural buildings.  Quarry Hill Farm is part of that rural scene.  While this open area is 
surrounded by development it is large enough to stand alone as an effective open space 
separating urban parts of Thrupp and providing it with a rural setting. From the A419 this 
openness is an important feature as the houses are lost in the landscape and topography.  I 
consider the proposed site, only part of which could be readily be developed because of existing 
features, would be an intrusion into an area of rural character. 

5.213.2 Although I have recommended some additional housing at Thrupp I have otherwise 
concluded that if my recommendations are followed further additional land is not required for 
allocation during the Plan period.  In any event if this land were to be considered in the future 
the Council would need to look at it comprehensively, by  assessing local needs and determining 
how the land could be put to best use. A piecemeal approach nibbling away at parts of the land 
would not be appropriate.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.213 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to this objection  

 

 

 

5.214 POLICY H16 – ULEY 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Uley)/239/0655 British Telecommunications Plc 
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Summary of Objections 

(a) The entire curtilage of the telephone exchange at Uley should fall within the settlement 
boundary. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.214.1 From my visit I consider the site of the telephone exchange forms an integral part of 
the village. It would be more logical to include the whole of the site within the settlement 
boundary as suggested by the Objector, rather than divide the site as shown on Inset Map 37.  
The Council has agreed with this revision and that the objection should succeed.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.214 

Modify Inset Map 37 by including the whole of the BT site within the settlement boundary 

 

 

 

 

5.215 POLICY H16 – WHITESHILL 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (W-R)/354/1164 The National Trust 
H16 (W-R)/136/0369 Mr D Clissold 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Alignment of the Whiteshill and Ruscombe Settlement Boundary to the rear of Woodside 
Terrace should be redrawn to the back of the properties. 

(b) Objects to Settlement Boundary at Whiteshill as it excludes land at Whiteshill. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.215.1 Whiteshill and Ruscombe are twin villages and are linked. Thy are set in attractive 
countryside.  The facilities within the villages do not warrant significant growth and the Council 
proposes only small scale levels of development within the settlement boundary.  It is, however, 
a village where the settlement boundary has been drawn in such a way that there are 
opportunities for development or redevelopment within that defined boundary during the Plan 
period.  To include the land at Whiteshill and development it at a reasonable density in 
accordance with Policy H14 would provide a scale of development which would be 
inappropriate for these combined villages, and a particularly unfortunate intrusion into open 
pasture. The existing housing to the south is low density and forms a reasonable stop to the end 
of the village to the north. 

5.215.2 The land to the west of the cottages in Woodside Terrace is mainly open and acts as 
a transition between the village and the woodland beyond.  Although in part used as garden with 
some domestic buildings it has rural characteristics. It is a prominent site where in my view 
development should be strictly controlled because of its visual impact.  It seems to me that to 
define the settlement boundary tightly to the boundary of the cottages would exclude from the 
village limits an area of land which is an integral part of domestic land used with the cottages. 
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Because of this and also because I believe that strict control would be exercised over any 
development of this prominent site it is unlikely that such limited development would cause 
harm to the adjoining woodland, a Key Wildlife Site. On the ground the line of the footpath 
forms a reasonable definable boundary.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.215 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  

 

 

 

 

 

5.216 POLICY H16 - WHITMINSTER 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Whit)/444/1985 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The Whitminster settlement boundary does not provide a proper demarcation between the 
built and rural environments or indicate the potential of the area for indigenous growth. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.216.1 I do not consider that the boundary shown has particular relevance to the historical 
development of the village, it is merely a defined boundary within which development and 
redevelopment would, subject to other policies of the Plan, be acceptable.  

5.216.2 I have dealt with allocated site Hg28 above and have concluded that the village does 
not justify an allocation and Hg 28 should be deleted from Inset Map 40. In any event to extend 
the site would involve a very large expansion of a village which has already been significantly 
expanded over the years. Such an expansion would not only not be justified on the basis of the 
existing scale of the village, it would involve an incursion into an area of land which is an 
obvious part of the countryside and is not well integrated with the settlement.  Regardless of my 
recommendation regarding allocated site Hg28, its present boundary is well defined and relates 
well to the village.  

5.216.3 There are only two areas of sporadic development at Whitminster on the eastern side 
of the A38.  The area to the south, is separated from the remainder of the village by the main 
road. It does function as a part of the village as it contains shops, a hotel and a public house but I 
do not consider it to be an integral part of the village.  I accept the Council view that it is 
visually isolated from the rest of the village but not that it functionally relates to the countryside. 
It is an important self-contained adjunct to the village but on balance I believe it should not be 
included within the defined settlement boundary. 

5.216.4 I found the northern area to the east of the A38 to be poorly related to the form of 
the village. Although the commercial use here may be an important local employer,  I have no 
evidence to this effect.  It is more likely that its importance relates to its access to a main road 
and its relationship with the village is tenuous and coincidental.  The site is not well integrated 
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with the remainder of the village and I consider it should remain outside of the defined 
settlement boundary. 

5.216.5 In my view Highfield Garden Centre to the south of the village acts as a transition 
between the village and the countryside beyond.  It spreads over a large area and includes open 
areas which read with the open countryside rather than the village.  To include the whole of this 
site within the village boundary would be to encourage incursion of development into an area 
which is part of the rural setting of the village. Also the redevelopment of the area would 
involve a substantial expansion out of the scale with this small village.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.216 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to this objection. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.217 POLICY H16 - WOODCHESTER 
 

The Objections 
 
H16 (Wood)/444/1986 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) The boundary as drawn does not reflect the division between built environment and the 
countryside. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.217.1 The settlement boundary is not intended to reflect the historic pattern of villages but 
to be used as a planning tool to direct and control development in rural areas.  

5.217.2 The tightly knit elements of North and South Woodchester are clearly definable. 
Outside of these areas the position is less clear. The land to the south which is suggested for 
inclusion within the settlement boundary contains allocated sites EK17 and EK18 but these are 
separated from the village by a sensitive area of open land which is part of the attractive setting 
to the village of South Woodchester. I have also dealt with part of this land under Omission Site 
objection OS090 above. I consider that all of the land, including the allocated industrial sites, 
should remain outside of the defined settlement boundary as they are uses visually unrelated to 
the village and although important locally are not an integral part of the settlement.  

5.217.3 The land to the north of the village at Rooksmoor, on the eastern side of the A46, 
contains a straggle of ribbon development.  It is a mixed area of old Cotswold Stone and 
redbrick houses with new houses on the lower slopes. Although there are limited opportunities 
for development in my view it is not an area where development would be unacceptable. It is, 
however, on the eastern side of the A46 remote from the main part of the village and reads as an 
adjunct to it rather than as an integral part. On balance, I believe it should remain outside of the 
defined limits. See also my report on Omission site OS089. 
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5.217.4 The group of dwelling about 200m south of Rooksmoor consists of sporadic 
development on the east side of the A46. The area suggested for inclusion contains open land to 
the rear of housing which is part of the rural setting. I consider that, on balance, the boundary 
has been correctly drawn.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.217 

Make no modification in response to this objection. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.218 PARAGRAPH 5.16.0 
 

The Objections 
 
Hsg/para. 5.16.0./111/0337 Councillor M Beard 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Retirement bungalows should be allowed as an exception outside settlement boundaries. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.218.1 Normal retirement bungalows without security of tenure for the elderly are a part of 
general needs housing and would need to be considered as such.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 5.218 

Make no modification in response to this objection. 
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5.219 POLICY H17 
 

The Objections 
 
H17/235/0636 Mr P R H Clifford 
H17/236/0638 Banner Homes 
H17/331/1024 National Farmers Union, South West Region 
H17/356/1191 Mrs G M Perry 
H17/409/1398 Buchanan Partnership 
H17/427/1723 Christopher Price 
H17/444/1899 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H17/475/2035 Nigel Cant 
H17/531/2223 Paul Bradley 
H17/578/2529 The House Builders Federation 
H17/577/2513 NHS Executive South West 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Amend policy to allow development of Oatfield Farm on edge of Frampton. 

(b) Allocated sites should be inside settlement boundaries. 

(c) Farmers may need to sell their farmhouses independently of the holding, but there would 
still be a need for a farmhouse on the holding. 

(d) The policy prevents small scale low impact sustainable housing development. 

(e) The policy contradicts policy B16. 

(f) This policy will lead to the stagnation of villages without a boundary and prevents inventive 
low density development. 

(g) No reference is made to equine pursuits. H17 should be amplified to reflect brownfield sites 
outside boundaries. 

(h) Policy is over-restrictive. Limited development should be allowed outside settlement 
boundaries. 

(i) This policy may prevent home-working, and should be considered as an exception. 

(j) Policy is inflexible. Boundaries are a matter of judgement and the status given to them 
should reflect this. 

(k) Redevelopment opportunities will be precluded by this policy, even if they are appropriately 
located and have access to public transport. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.219.1 In Stroud District there a large number of hamlets and small villages which, because 
of their location and size, do not warrant a defined settlement boundary and where development 
should generally be restricted to the needs of the countryside. Policy H17 is a general policy for 
dealing with residential development outside of defined settlement boundaries and does not 
relate to specific allocations.  The site proposed would need to be dealt with as an omission site 
and has been separately considered under Policy H16 above. Similarly other sites mentioned eg:  
at Berkeley and Leonard Stanley which have been put forward as omission sites have been dealt 
with on their own merits in this chapter and recommendations made accordingly.  
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5.219.2 I agree that allocations in the adopted Plan should be included within settlement 
boundaries and this is the Council’s intention once my report has been considered. 

5.219.3 National guidance in Planning Policy Guidance Note 7 makes it very clear that 
isolated new houses in the countryside require special justification and new farm dwellings 
should be essential to the needs of agriculture. The policy reflects that advice. I see no reason 
why the approach in respect of new farmhouses should be less strict in Stroud District than 
elsewhere. 

5.219.4 National guidance in Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 emphasises that any 
development outside of urban areas should be in the most sustainable locations.  A hamlet or 
small village in open countryside would not be a sustainable location for new housing.  The 
housing needs of the countryside can be better met in the larger villages with a range of 
community facilities and employment opportunities and this is the approach taken by the 
Council.  Affordable Housing in appropriate villages can be provided as an exception and does 
not require allocation or need to be within a defined settlement boundary. 

5.219.5 I find no conflict with Policy B16 as the supporting text in paragraph 5.16.3 refers to 
exceptions including the conversion of buildings and affordable housing. 

5.219.6 I do not agree that the policy would restrict home working as such, because this may 
well take place in an existing dwelling, or a converted building, but it would prevent new 
home/work units being built in unsustainable locations in the countryside.  A resident in a 
home/work unit in the countryside would need to travel for shopping, leisure, education and 
community facilities.   Home/work units should most appropriately be located in towns or larger 
villages, which contain support facilities.  Similarly, in my view retirement homes and 
affordable housing should be located where such facilities exist. 

5.219.7 It seems to me that the windfall redevelopment of “brownfield” sites including large 
institutions in the countryside, would need to be dealt with on their own merits against other 
policies of the Plan. Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 on Housing advises that housing on 
“brownfield” sites should be in sustainable locations, taking into account suitable access to 
employment, community and educational facilities by other means than the private car.  
Agricultural buildings are not categorised as previously developed land where redevelopment 
might be encouraged.  

5.219.8 Horse related development is already specifically dealt with in the Recreation 
Chapter of the Plan under Policy R7 and the conversion of existing buildings to an equine use is 
covered by Policy B15. I believe this topic has adequate coverage in the Plan. 

5.219.9 Objectors are concerned that this policy is over restrictive and would lead to a 
fossilisation of settlements and stifle their potential to change, and that limited development 
should be permitted outside the development areas in the larger settlements and small scale 
development in smaller settlements.  In my view there are two issues here.  As far as the larger 
settlements are concerned they already have a defined settlement boundary within which 
development and redevelopment can take place. Because of this it is unlikely that these larger 
villages would be fossilised or their potential for change curtailed under Policy H17.   

5.219.10 Turning to smaller settlements, from my visits I consider the Council has been 
generous in its approach to settlement boundaries by defining rather small hamlets and groups of 
dwellings. Outside of such defined areas I believe that Policy H17 reasonably reflects national 
guidance.  I have dealt with infilling policy at H16 above.   

RECOMMENDATION 5.219 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections  
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5.220 POLICY H18 
 

The Objections 
 
H18/201/0482 Bisley & Lypiatt Parish Council 
H18/308/0862-CW Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food (MAFF) 
H18/331/1025 National Farmers Union, South West Region 
H18/424/1608 Stroud & Gloucestershire Green Party 
H18/444/1900 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Would like to see criterion 3 of Policy H18 amended, in order to promote more varied land 
use, reduce transport and encourage more rural occupation. 

(b) PPG 7 stipulates that permanent dwellings in the countryside should be for someone who is 
a full-time worker, or who is primarily employed in agriculture, and not just a full-time 
worker. 

(c) With the crisis being faced by the farming industry, item 3 must be deleted. 

(d) Criterion 2 is too restrictive.  Also objects to criterion 3 as considers that the profitability of 
the unit is problematic in the present time and the criterion is too restrictive for self sufficient 
enterprises which would wish to encourage. 

(e) H18 is too stringent, it does not reflect nature of rural pursuits that allow people to live off 
the land, such as equine activities, race horses, studs or may be tourism and leisure related. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.220.1 The Council has revised criterion 2 in the Revised Deposit Draft by adding the 
words “or one who is primarily employed in agriculture.”   I consider the criterion now reflects 
national guidance. 

5.220.2 Horse related development is already specifically dealt with in the Recreation 
Chapter of the Plan under Policy R7 and the conversion of existing buildings to an equine use is 
covered by Policy B15. I believe this topic has adequate coverage in the Plan. 

5.220.3 This policy is solely related to the erection of a dwelling for an agricultural or 
forestry worker and in that context, regardless of the present state of the farming industry, I 
would not expect the Council to grant planning permission for a new dwelling unless the 
requirements of criterion 3 are met. Other uses such as tourism and employment are not intended 
to be covered by this policy and I do not believe the wording should be extended to include 
them. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.220 

Make no further modification to the Plan in response to these objections  
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5.221 POLICY H19 
 

The Objections 
 
H19/308/0863-CW Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food (MAFF) 
H19/320/0956 Country Land & Business Association 
H19/424/1609 Stroud & Gloucestershire Green Party 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Objects to Policy H19 relating to temporary accommodation for agricultural or forestry 
workers as considers that a part time worker is sufficient for granting planning permission. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.221.1 Criterion 2 has been revised by the Council in the Revised Deposit Draft to include 
the words “or one who is primarily employed in agriculture.”    This reflects national guidance. 
National guidance refers to need but only relating to a full time worker and the local plan policy 
reflects this. 

5.221.2 I believe that paragraph 5.16.5 adequately explains that the purpose of a temporary 
permission is to allow the enterprise time to demonstrate whether or not it is viable, and whether 
or not there is an essential need for permanent accommodation.  Also paragraph 5.16.6 makes it 
clear that the provision of temporary accommodation should not be seen as a means of avoiding 
the requirement to prove a functional need for a dwelling.  The Council would need reasonable 
proof prior to granting permission for a permanent agricultural dwelling to replace a temporary 
dwelling in the countryside  

RECOMMENDATION 5.221 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.222 POLICY H21 
 

The Objections 
 
H21/331/1026 National Farmers Union, South West Region 
H21/409/1399 Buchanan Partnership 
H21/444/1901 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H21/585/2548 Mr M Hill 
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Summary of Objections 

(a) The wording of criterion 1 should be amended to take account of an unforeseen event where 
a residential use has had to be abandoned , e.g. because of a fire. 

(b) There are some small substandard rural dwellings, which could be replaced and increased in 
size to accommodate the facilities required by a modern household. 

(c) H21 is too rigid with regard to size of replacement dwelling. 

(d) Policy H21 fails to recognise the legal status of a grant of permanent planning permission for 
a residential caravan. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.222.1 I believe that criterion 1 adequately covers dwellings destroyed by fire.  The 
dwelling may have to be abandoned but there would have been no intention that the “residential 
use” would have been abandoned. 

5.222.2 I accept that there are occasions when it might be reasonable on replacement to 
allow a small extension to bring a small rural property up to a reasonable modern standard.  I 
believe this eventuality should be written into the Policy in the following terms: “A minor 
extension may be permitted on replacement but only to allow the dwelling to be brought up to a 
reasonable modern standard and where it does not detract from the character and appearance 
of the area.”  This should be criterion 3 and the existing criterion 3 would become 4.  I do not 
consider a percentage increase should be defined as such an approach would be arbitrary and not 
related to the planning merits of the proposal. 

5.222.3 Although existing paragraph 3 refers to “other form of temporary dwelling” and by 
inference this also relates to caravans and mobile homes, I consider this criterion could be better 
worded. I agree with the Council that this should not apply to gypsy caravan sites which are 
specifically related to a nomadic life style.  I suggest the following: “the existing dwelling is not 
a caravan or mobile home, (except those with a permanent use right for residential use, but not 
including gypsy sites), or any other form of temporary accommodation.”  The Council would 
then consider on its own merits whether it would be appropriate to replace what is to all intents 
and purposes a permanently located dwelling of temporary construction with a house or 
bungalow.  

RECOMMENDATION 5.222 

Modify the Plan in by: 

a) Adding a new criterion 3: 

“A minor extension may be permitted on replacement but only to allow the dwelling to be 
brought up to a reasonable modern standard and where it does not detract from the character 
and appearance of the area.”   

b) Replace criterion 3 with new criterion 4:  “the existing dwelling is not a caravan or 
mobile home, (except those with a permanent permission for residential use, but not including 
gypsy sites), or any other form of temporary accommodation”  
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5.223 POLICY H22 
 

The Objections 
 
H22/409/1400 Buchanan Partnership 
H22/444/1902 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H22/444/3666 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
H22/543/2275 Government Office for the South West 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Limiting the size of extensions will restrict this process, which seems to be contrary to the 
purpose of the policy. 

(b) H22 reads as relating to properties of sensitive or rural nature but property divisions in urban 
environments could have sizeable extensions and also be contrary to Policy. 

(c) Additional wording has made Policy more draconian with regard to development outside 
established boundaries. 

(d) The reference to ‘private amenity space’ appears to be contrary to the advice in PPG3 para 6 
in respect of the size of private gardens. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.223.1 The Council accepts in the supporting text that the Plan does not differentiate 
between the sub-division of dwellings inside or outside of settlement boundaries.  However, 
criterion 1) regarding a restriction on significant new extensions has been revised to apply only 
to dwellings located outside a defined settlement boundary.  Extensions would be assessed on 
the basis of the criteria in Policy H23 which I have dealt with below.  Criterion 2 is particularly 
relevant as it takes into account the wider setting of the dwelling. 

5.223.2 The needs for private amenity space would vary greatly depending on the form of 
conversion.  I consider that criterion 2 should be replaced with: “The proposal would not result 
in overdevelopment or a cramped form of housing inappropriate to the site or the form and 
character of the area.” The revised wording would take into account all on site needs, including 
off street parking and turning in certain locations, as well as the setting of the sub divided 
dwelling.    

RECOMMENDATION 5.223 

Delete criterion 2 and replace with: “The proposal would not result in overdevelopment or a 
cramped form of housing inappropriate to the site or the form and character of the area”. 
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5.224 POLICY H23 
 

The Objections 
 
H23/534/2227 Roger Jarvis 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Policy H23 indicates that an extension should be subservient to the existing dwelling in 
design and size, which is contrary to the essentials of the design process, which can 
sometimes make the existing dwelling subservient to the extension. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.224.1 Although I would normally expect extensions to be subservient to the original 
dwelling I do not read Policy H23 as specifically saying so.  It merely states that the extension 
should be in keeping with the scale and character of the dwelling. 

5.224.2 Following on from my comments on Policy H22 above, in my view criterion 4 is 
unnecessary and unclear.  It begs the question as to what area of private amenity space would 
the occupiers of an enlarged dwelling consider sufficient for their needs. I believe criterion 1 
deals adequately with development and its relationship to plot size. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.224 

Delete criterion 4 from Policy H23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.225 POLICY H24 
 

The Objections 
 
H24/409/1401 Buchanan Partnership 
H24/444/1903 Various Clients of Andrew Watton 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) This policy is contrary to the objective of the Plan of making full and effective use of 
developed land and infrastructure. Where it is desirable to limit the division of the property 
into two units, this can be controlled by a Section 106 agreement. 
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(b) Criteria where annex is linked to main dwelling by internal door is inappropriate. Cases exist 
where annex is detached but within the site's curtilage. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.225.1 I do not regard this policy as being contrary to making full and effective use of 
developed land and infrastructure.  This would be tantamount to saying that unless a “granny” 
annex is built within a curtilage full and effective use is not being made of land.  I find this 
illogical in that only a limited number of annexes are built within the curtilage of dwellings for 
dependants.   If there is sufficient land for another dwelling to be erected to make fuller use of 
land, that is a different issue. 

5.225.2 I have some sympathy with the Council’s policy in that my experience elsewhere in 
the country has shown that, regardless of a Section 106 agreement, once a detached annex has 
fulfilled its function and is no longer required to house a dependant, there is often pressure for it 
to be severed from the main house.  This has been particularly so in the case of dwellings with a 
large curtilage outside of defined settlement limits in locations inappropriate for more housing. I 
accept the Council’s view that detached annexes need to be more carefully considered than those 
which are a physical extension of a dwelling, and I consider that the policy is satisfactorily 
worded. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.225 

Make no modification in response to these objections. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.226 POLICY H25 
 

The Objections 
 
H25/424/1611 Stroud & Gloucestershire Green Party 
H25/543/2276 Government Office for the South West 
 
Summary of Objections 

(a) Objects to Policy H25 relating to temporary and mobile homes on grounds that the term 
'gypsy' is racist and criterion 5 is irrelevant and should be deleted. 

(b) The policy should be redrafted to reflect more closely Circular 11/94 guidance that it would 
not be appropriate to provide for gypsy sites in AONBs or other designated areas. 

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions 

5.226.1 The term “gypsy” is used in all relevant government guidance. See in particular 
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Circular 1/94 - Gypsy Sites and Planning. In the Revised Deposit Draft, the Council has revised 
criterion 2 to protect important designated landscapes. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.226 

Make no modification to the Plan in response to these objections.    

 


