
 
 
 
 

 
26th September 2016 

 

Ricardo Rios 

Stroud District Council 

Council Offices 

Ebley Mill 

Stroud, Gloucestershire 

GL5 4UB 

 

 

 

 

Email to ricardo.rios@stroud.gov.uk 

 

Dear Mr Rios 

 

Re: Examination of Kingswood Neighbourhood Development Plan 

 

Following your email of 20th September 2016, Persimmon Homes Severn Valley have 

the following comments on the additional responses attached to the email and to 

the Street Farm, Cam appeal decision.  I would be grateful if you would forward this 

letter to the Examiner for his consideration. 

 

Street Farm, Cam Appeal Decision 

 

We consider that only very limited weight should be given to the Street Farm, Cam 

Appeal Decision and greater weight should continue to be applied to the Chestnut 

Park, Kingswood decision for the following reasons: 

 

1. Street Farm was dealt with through a Hearing rather than a formal Inquiry 

where the evidence was not subject to cross-examination and therefore 

was less robustly tested.  An example of this is the Inspector’s admission in 

paragraph 23 regarding the Littlecombe development, that he has ‘not 

been given a full explanation as to the circumstances behind the 

approval of the scheme which extents just beyond the settlement 

boundary.’  This results in an incomplete understanding of the context of 

the site and does not demonstrate forensic examination of the evidence. 

2. Paragraph 7 confirms the Hearing at Street Farm took place before the 

result of the Council’s High Court challenge to the Kingswood decision 

had been released.  Therefore the Inspector’s decision has to be seen in 

this context, of where the Council would have emphasised that the 

Chestnut Park decision could change.  In our view the High Court decision 

changes the balance between the Chestnut Park decision and the Street 

Farm decision and reapplies the primacy of the Chestnut Park decision 

considering the correct interpretation of the Stroud Local Plan Settlement 

Policies. 

3. In paragraph 11 the Street Farm Inspector identifies that Cam and Dursley 

together are identified as a first tier settlement in the hierarchy as a 

primary focus for growth.  As a consequence a strategic allocation of 450 

dwellings is identified at Cam/Dursley in the Core Strategy, to 

accommodate the growth needs of Cam/Dursley.  In comparison, 

Kingswood is a Tier 3 settlement, where there are no strategic allocations 

and it is necessary to allow for lesser levels of development to meet 
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housing needs, in this case through the KNDP.  Therefore, we consider 

Policy SL1 should be given greater flexibility as we have previously 

suggested to facilitate this. 

4. Paragraph 14 recognises the reduced relevance of the Chestnut Park 

decision to the Street Farm appeal, including ‘some of the Inspector’s 

reasoning in his first main issue’.  Unfortunately the Street Farm Inspector 

does not set out which parts of the other Inspector’s wording he is referring 

to. 

5. In both paragraphs 19 and 21 the Inspector at Street Farm makes it clear 

his conclusions relate entirely and specifically to the case he is hearing (‘in 

this case’ and ‘the particular circumstances and evidence before me in 

this case.’) 

6. Paragraph 23 again identifies the entirely different circumstances 

between the appeal site ‘on the edge of a large urban area’ and 

consideration of sites in a Tier 3 village. 

7. We are aware, has been stated by both Stroud District Council and 

Kingswood Parish Council, that there have been other decisions since 

Chestnut Park.  However we consider none of these are relevant as they 

relate to minor development, all being below 4 dwellings, and in all cases 

they were dealt with by written representations where there would have 

been even less robust testing of the evidence than in the Street Farm 

hearing. 

 

Kingswood Parish Council Response 

 

The Parish Council in their response say that Neighbourhood Plans are not obliged to 

deal with all types of issues.  However, Neighbourhood Plans should address issues 

that are of concern to the local community.  Clearly as set out in their response, two 

issues of particular local concern are the capacity of the school and the limited 

public transport choices.  Both of these issues concern the provision of infrastructure 

and the NPPG provides specific guidance on how Neighbourhood Plans should 

consider infrastructure.  ID41-045 says:  

 

‘Infrastructure is needed to support development and ensure that a neighbourhood 

can grow in a sustainable way’. 

 

It then sets out important considerations for a qualifying body to consider when 

addressing infrastructure in a Neighbourhood Plan.  These include: 

 

- ‘What additional infrastructure may be needed to enable development 

proposed in a Neighbourhood Plan to be delivered in a sustainable way;’ 

 

- ‘How any additional infrastructure requirements might be delivered’. 

 

Having identified primary school and public transport as infrastructure issues, it is clear 

that the Neighbourhood Plan does not address appropriate solutions to them.  It 

might have come to the conclusion that it cannot provide solutions, but in our view 

the issues are not addressed at all. 

 

In respect of public transport, the response refers to a public transport contribution 

made in 2008 but that no improvement to the bus services in Kingswood has 

materialised.  In spite of that there is no attempt in any KNDP Policy to secure the use 

of those contributions to the benefit of local bus services. 

 

In respect of the primary school, we disagree with the Parish Council’s interpretation 

of the NPPF.  Paragraph 38 of the NPPF relates entirely to larger scale mixed use 

developments, where it is clearly right that primary schools should be located within 

walking distance of most properties because this can be achieved as part of a 
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planned new development.  However, the NPPF takes a much more flexible 

approach in rural areas where paragraph 55 says: 

 

‘To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located 

where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.  For example, 

where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may 

support services in a village nearby.’ 

 

Therefore it is entirely in order for surplus places at Blue Coat School in the nearest 

Local Service Centre, Wotton-under-Edge, which is within 1.5 miles, to be taken up by 

Kingswood pupils which will in turn also improve the sustainability of that school. 

 

Also Gladman raise the issue that the capacity of the primary school will adapt over 

time.  Equally education facilities can now be provided other than by the LEA through 

academy schools, particularly when demand exists which is not being met by existing 

facilities. 

 

 

Response to Gladman Comments 

 

Finally, we support the comments from Gladman and would like to add the following. 

 

Local Development Scheme 

 

In respect of the timing of the Local Plan Review, we would add that the previous 

November 2005 Local Plan also took over six years to prepare with a deposit draft 

published in November 1999, leading to adoption in November 2005.  It is also 

notable that this plan covered the period July 1991 to June 2011, so 8 ½ years had 

already elapsed before the publication of the deposit draft and only 5 ½ years 

remained when the plan was finally adopted. 

 

Settlement Role and Function Study 

 

Gladman in their response on the Settlement Role and Function study point out that 

the ‘KNP is now beyond the point to which it can allocate housing land and it is 

therefore critical to the Plan’s progression that SL1 allows for the flexibility required 

should the plan proceed to Referendum.’  We agree and wish to reiterate the fact 

that the need to ensure sufficient flexibility in the Local Plan settlement hierarchy was 

an issue the Local Plan Examination Inspector dealt with.  He considers the settlement 

hierarchy in paragraphs 69-77 of his Report.  After setting out the process and resulting 

classification, he then deals with issues beginning at paragraph 72.  The first is a 

suggestion that levels of growth should be apportioned to each settlement or tier of 

settlement.  He rejects this because it would ‘reduce flexibility since the level of 

development depends more on the suitability, availability and developability of 

potential sites.’ 

 

Secondly, he says at paragraph 73 that ‘the provision of development within each 

settlement does not rely on future allocations in subsequent plans (such as 

Neighbourhood Plans).’  We accept that this supports the view that the KNDP did not 

need to allocate sites but equally it does then require that any policy is sufficiently 

flexible to deal with the Inspector’s first issue. 

 

Finally, many of the settlements ‘have important constraints including landscape, 

AONB, topography and infrastructure,’ whereas Kingswood generally, and the PHSV 

site at Cloverlea Barn, are considerably less constrained. 
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All of the points raised by the Local Plan Examination Inspector set out above confirm 

precisely why there needs to be sufficient flexibility in KNDP Policy SL1, for example as 

we have previously suggested. 

 

The Settlement Role and Function Study is not a standalone document.  As the 

Purpose and Scope section at paragraph 1.1 explain, the identification of the 57 

settlements originated with the Council’s 1985 Rural Settlement Policy appraisal and 

that:  

 

‘a review of this appraisal was carried out in 2010 and a further update was published 

in 2013 to inform the drafting of a settlement “hierarchy” to be included in the 

development strategy of the new emerging Local Plan’.  

 

These reviews (Topic Paper 5 Rural Settlement Classification    February 2010) 

http://www2.stroud.gov.uk/info/plan_strat/Rural_settlements_paper.pdf and Rural 

Settlement Classification Topic Paper Update September 2013 

http://www2.stroud.gov.uk/info/plan_strat/PSD8.pdf are instructive in assessing the 

appropriate role for Kingswood, because they clearly informed the preparation of the 

Local Plan, unlike Settlement Role and Function Study (December 2014), which 

followed the submission of the Local Plan in December 2013. 

 

The 2010 document identified 5 settlement tiers: 

 

1. Accessible local service centres; 

2. Local service centres; 

3. Accessible settlements with limited facilities which included Kingswood; 

4. Accessible settlements; 

5. Unclassified. 

 

In respect of accessible settlements with limited facilities, the document says: 

 

‘There are a number of settlements within the district that in terms of services do not 

meet the day to day needs of residents but they do have some facilities and are 

potentially accessible to secondary schools and train stations which allow access to 

higher order services. 

 

These settlements have been classified using the following criteria: 

 

● Primary school; 

● Convenience store; 

● Within 30 m access to the train station by means of public/sustainable 

transport 

● Within 35 m access to secondary school by means of public/sustainable 

transport’. 

 

The appraisal identified 22 villages as accessible settlements with limited facilities.  

Appendix C of the document sets out a matrix of services in all of the settlements.  This 

assesses each village against 19 different services and facilities.  Kingswood is one of 

three villages with the most facilities of settlements in this category (12 out of the listed 

19 facilities).   

 

It is also notable that the number of facilities in villages in this category cover a wide 

range from 6 (31% of the 19 facilities) in Amberley to 12 (63%) in Kingswood.  Therefore 

if this category is realistically going to meet appropriate lesser levels of development 

in order to contribute to delivery of the Local Plan Strategy, we suggest that logically 

villages with the most facilities, ie the most sustainable villages in the classification, will 

have to contribute the most development (or more development than villages in the 

same category with fewer facilities). 

http://www2.stroud.gov.uk/info/plan_strat/Rural_settlements_paper.pdf
http://www2.stroud.gov.uk/info/plan_strat/PSD8.pdf
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The Rural Settlement Topic paper also shows that of the 4 local service centres in the 

category above accessible settlements with limited facilities, Frampton-on-Severn has 

less facilities (11) than Kingswood.  In addition a comparison of the facilities in 

Kingswood and Frampton-on-Severn shows Kingswood has access to a secondary 

school and other locally significant employment, which are lacking in the higher 

order Frampton-on-Severn (and also in two other local service centres, 

Minchinhampton and Nailsworth).  These facilities contribute significantly to the 

sustainability of a settlement by reducing the need to travel. 

 

To reflect the publication of the NPPF and changing levels of services and 

infrastructure, Stroud reviewed the 2010 document and published an update in 

September 2013 (Rural Settlement Classification Topic Paper Update).  This added 

two new services to the assessment matrix as Appendix D(i), bank/building society 

and hospital and changed bus terminus to hourly bus to market town.  All settlements 

were reclassified against the now 21 services and this resulted in Kingswood reducing 

from 12 to 11 of the 21 facilities and dropping to the group of villages in third place in 

this category.  However: 

 

1. It is still in the top 5 villages classified as accessible settlements with limited 

facilities; 

2. Whilst previously Kingswood was identified with access to a secondary 

school, that was deleted in 2013, despite the fact that the Katharine Lady 

Berkeley School remains unchanged.  This change also demonstrates the 

somewhat arbitrary nature of the assessment; 

3. Kingswood is shown as having no nursery/pre-school provision, despite the 

continuing existence at the Village Hall of the Kingswood Village 

Playgroup (Kingswoodplaygroup.xandes.net); 

4. Revising the assessment to add back in the pre-school and secondary 

school facilities would upgrade Kingswood back to the first group of 

villages together with Eastington and Hardwick; 

5. Paragraph 6.2 of the 2013 document says larger settlements such as 

Wotton-under-Edge have the most facilities which ‘effectively result in 

residents from smaller settlements and rural areas travelling to settlements 

with strategic facilities to use them’.  In that respect the reviewed 2013 

assessment continues to assess Wotton-under-Edge as the local service 

centre with the most facilities (18). 

 

The 2013 assessment includes a second matrix, Appendix D(ii) – 2013 scale of facilities 

indicator.  This classifies settlements against 5 different criteria, namely 5 strategic 

facilities (bank, hospital, secondary school, library and sports centre/swimming pool) 

and 5 local facilities (Post Office, community hall, play area/sports field, primary or 

nursery school and doctors’ surgery).  Only one village has strategic facilities and 5 

local facilities (Painswick) but this is within the Cotswold AONB and heavily 

constrained.  Kingswood is with a group of villages with 4 key local facilities.  In 

comparison with other villages in the category this assessment confirms the 

sustainability of Kingswood Village. 

 

This analysis demonstrates in our view the sustainability and suitability of Kingswood to 

accommodate further development in the future identified in the Settlement Role 

and Function Study.  Whether or not Kingswood has had too much development in 

the past, the relevant test is whether it is a sustainable location for development.  The 

Settlement Role and Function Study and the 2010 Topic Paper and 2013 update 

clearly show it is.  That is not to say it necessarily will take further development, but 

that it has the ability to do so, arising from the evidence base to the Local Plan.  This 

should be recognised in a more flexible KNDP Policy, which does not start from a 

position of ruling out further development, but instead enables proposals to be 

assessed on their merits at the appropriate time or as the Local Plan Inspector set out, 
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based on the suitability, availability and developability of potential sites.  Again 

therefore this justifies the more flexible wording we have previously suggested. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

We have previously submitted our suggested revised wording for Policy SL1.  We 

consider the additional comments set out in this letter further demonstrate why Policy 

SL1 should be modified to introduce greater flexibility to better meet national and 

local policies and guidance and provide the ability to respond to changing 

circumstances. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Paul Davis 

 

Strategic Land Director 

 

Persimmon Homes Severn Valley 


