
      

Re: Horsley Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) – Comments under Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 (As Amended) and the Localism Act 2011 

To fulfil our duty to guide and assist, required by paragraph 3 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), the 

Council has commented on the emerging Horsley NDP on a number of occasions.  

We are committed to helping the qualifying body deliver a successful plan. In order to achieve that, we take this opportunity to offer constructive 

comments on issues that we consider have not yet been addressed in a satisfactory manner.  

To communicate our response in a simple and positive manner; we produced a table containing an identification number for each comment, a 

copy of the relevant section/policy of the NDP, our comments and, where possible, a recommendation. 

Our comments at this stage are merely a constructive contribution to the process and should not be interpreted as the Council’s formal view 

about whether the draft plan meets the basic conditions.  

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

 

Head of Planning Strategy 

Stroud District Council 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/10/enacted


TABLE 1 

NDP Section or Policy Comment Recommendation 

General A number of policies refer to compliance with other 
policies in the Plan. This is unnecessary as the Plan is 
read as a whole. 

Remove references within all policies to compliance 
with other policies in the Plan. 

General There are detailed references to documents that may 
change or become replaced in the short term. It would 
be better to remove these to ensure the NDP remains 
uptodate. 

Remove unnecessary references to changing or 
superseded documents. 

1.8 
 

Horsley is the smallest third tier settlement in terms of 
population, but not in terms of land area. 

Add to end of second sentence “in terms of 
population.” 

2.2, para 6, final sentence The reference to the “settlement boundary” needs 
clarifying, presuming this refers to boundaries in the 
Stroud Local Plan (2015) 

Add “(Stroud Local Plan, 2015)” after “boundary” 

Table A Table A includes at item 8 the proposed designated 
Local Green Space. If this proposal is unsuccessful 
then consideration needs to be given as to whether 
Policies C1 and C2 can apply to this land. 

Consider deleting Table A item 8 if the proposed 
designated Local Green Spaces are unsuccessful. 

KV1 The policy wording can be given more clarity and 
simplified to aid the decision making process 

Change policy wording to: 
“Development proposals which will have an adverse 
impact on identified Key Views will not be supported 
unless a substantial benefit to the community can be 
demonstrated”  

KV2 
 
 

The policy wording can be given more clarity to aid the 
decision making process 

Change the first sentence prior to the bullet points to: 
“Development proposals which could affect identified 
Key Views should demonstrate how they have 
considered the following: ” 
 

Key View Maps The resolution of these maps makes much of the 
labelling illegible and the direction of the view is not 
clear. In turn, it is not clear whether all of the viewpoints 
are from publically accessible locations (although this is 

Improve the quality of the images to make them 
clearer. Remove any viewpoints which are not from 
publically accessible locations. 



clarified in part in Annex 6 with the inclusion of location 
descriptions, not all are shown as public footpaths or 
publically accessible land) 

Local Green Space Policy (G) Proposed LGS2 consists of two fields totalling 3.5 
hectares. This would appear to be contrary to the NPPF 
which states that LGS should not consist of an 
extensive tract of land. 

Either remove this LGS or revise to a smaller area  

P84, Para 2 There are no targets for housing provision or population 
levels at Nupend identified in the Local Plan. The 2014 
Role and Function Study was simply estimating the 
current population in 2014. 

Suggest paragraphs 2 and 3 are rewritten to simply 
indicate the current levels of growth since either 
2006 (the start date of the adopted Local Plan) or 
2011 Census when official housing stock figures 
were last available. 

P85, Para 4 This paragraph contains the following errors: 
1/ The NPPF does not exempt AONB from market 
housing to help facilitate rural exception sites (although 
it does exempt AONB from entry level exception sites); 
2/ Rural exception sites are not just for social housing – 
they are for all types of affordable housing. 

Amend this paragraph to correct the errors and to 
support rural exception sites where appropriate to 
meet the affordable housing needs of the parish. 

P85, Para 7 It would seem inappropriate to refer to a site within the 
Plan which the NDP considers inappropriate for 
development. The purpose of the NDP is to positively 
identify opportunities not to identify sites that do not 
accord with the Plan. 

Delete this paragraph. 

Policy HD1 The policy makes no reference to supporting 
development within settlement development limits and 
restricting development outside to certain types of 
development. Instead, housing development appears to 
be supported anywhere within the parish provided that 
it satisfies the criteria relating to filling in a gap in an 
existing frontage or other buildings being “close by” and 
reflecting the linear character of the built form. As such, 
it appears to be contrary to the development strategy 
set out in the Local Plan (see Local Plan policies CP2, 
CP3 and CP15).  
 

Rewrite the policy making clear reference to existing 
(or extended) settlement development limits and to 
the types of development considered suitable 
outside of these limits.  



Bullet point 3 seems to imply that development can only 
take place in small restricted gaps or near other 
buildings. As well as being contrary to NPPF policy, this 
could have a detrimental affect on the existing 
character should it be interpreted as an opportunity to 
develop all the gaps between existing buildings.  

Policy HD3 Clarification is required over the term “zero energy 
efficient design principles”. Assume the word “carbon” 
is missing? 

Amend to read “zero carbon energy efficient design 
principles”. 

Policy HD4 Community Right to Build and Neighbourhood 
Development Orders must go through a strict process 
of consultation, examination and referendum and so by 
definition must included extensive public engagement 
and community support. This wording is therefore 
unnecessary. 

Delete policy text: “where it can be demonstrated 
that there is general community support, evidence of 
meaningful public engagement, and compliance with 
other policy in the plan” 

Policy HD5 This policy appears to be contrary to the development 
strategy in the Local Plan (see Local Plan CP15) by 
allowing unrestricted market housing outside settlement 
development limits. Whilst the NDP can propose more 
development than a Local Plan, it should not undermine 
or contradict strategic policies.  

See comments on Policy HD1.  

Policy HD6 A local gap policy is unnecessary if development 
policies in the NDP reflect the provisions of the 
development strategy set out in the Local Plan (i.e. 
CP2, CP15 and defined settlement development limits). 
The area in question is also defined elsewhere in the 
NDP as a proposed Local Green Space and if accepted 
would also prevent development.  
Nupend and Horsley are already joined. The purpose of 
the policy to avoid coalescence can therefore not be 
achieved. 

The policy should be removed. 

Policy B5 This policy should be more specific for clarity in the 
decision making process. The vagueness of the policy 
could lead to misinterpretations and would support 
tourist development of all kinds, such as tourist 

It is suggested that  this policy is deleted as it would 
appear to ultimately refer to enhancing parking 
facilities and access to the AONB which are covered 
by policies T2 and T3 



accommodation and tourist attractions which may be 
contrary to policy EI10 of the Local Plan. It is only when 
reading the justification section of the policy that it 
becomes clear that it refers to visitor parking and the 
appeal of the local environment and footpaths to 
visitors. 

Policy B6 The policy is contrary to policy EI6 of the Local Plan 
which sets out criteria under which the loss of a 
community facility may be acceptable, as well as 
proposed policy C2 in this NDP. It is presumed that the 
policy’s main objective is to protect community facilities, 
which is achieved through policies C1 and C2. 

Remove this policy. 

Aspirational Policies Although this section is clearly separate from the main 
policies of the plan, the layout and labelling of the 
aspirational policies may lead to confusion with the 
main policies in the decision making process. 

It is suggested that each policy is given the prefix 
“Aspirational Policy”. E.g. Rather than labelling as 
“A1”, it would become “Aspirational Policy 1”. It is 
also suggested that the background colour of the text 
box is changed to something different to the main 
policies. 

 


