
 
 
SDC response to Persimmon Homes comments on Street Farm, Cam Appeal Decision 
 
The Council disagrees with Persimmon’s suggestion that only very limited weight should be 
given to the Street Farm, Cam appeal decision and that greater weight should be applied to 
the Chestnut Park decision.  
 
The Council does not accept the argument that an appeal decision derived from an Inquiry 
should carry more weight than a decision that was arrived at through a Hearing. The 
Inspector gives due consideration to the information in all appeals and the resulting decision 
carries equal weight regardless of the process. Hearings and enquiries are notably 
distinguished by different levels of formality, complexity of the case and levels of public 
interest rather than the level of scrutiny applied to evidence. A Hearing is a well recognised 
procedure which allows the inspector to examine important issues in depth and whilst parties 
cannot formally question each other’s evidence (‘cross examination’), they can ask the 
Inspector to do this for them. Therefore, in the Council’s opinion, the suggestion that the 
evidence produced at a hearing is less robustly tested is incorrect and should not be given 
any weight.  
 
The claim that the Inspector’s comments in paragraph 23 evidence “an incomplete 
understanding of the context of the site and does not demonstrate forensic examination of 
the evidence” is also disputed by the Council.  Even in a public Inquiry the Inspector would 
not consider the detailed circumstances of an entirely different site to that which is the 
subject of the Inquiry. In addition, the remainder of paragraph 23, omitted by Persimmon, 
makes it clear that the Inspector had enough of an understanding of the Littlecombe site to 
come to a view that it did not provide a strong guide to interpretation of policy in the appeal 
at hand: “I have not been given a full explanation as to the circumstances behind the 
approval of the scheme, which extends just beyond the settlement boundary. However, it is 
related to the redevelopment of a large brownfield site and is completely different in 
nature and scale to the appeal proposal. Consequently, I consider that it does not 
provide a strong guide to interpretation of policy in the current appeal.” 
 
The Council strongly disagrees with Persimmon’s view that “the High Court decision 
changes the balance between the Chestnut Park decision and the Street Farm decision in 
favour of the Chestnut Park decision. The High Court Judgement confirms that other 
Inspectors could have reached a different conclusion (Paraggraph15). Whilst it is true that 
the Inspector of the Street Farm appeal acknowledges in Paragraph 7 that the Hearing took 
place before the result of the Council’s High Court challenge, the remainder of the 
paragraph, once again omitted by Persimmon, goes on to explain that “The High Court has 
rejected the challenge, so the appeal decision stands.” The Inspector goes further and adds:  
“The main parties have had an opportunity to comment further on the matter and I consider 
that it is a material consideration in the current appeal”.  
 
In the Council’s opinion the Street Farm Inspector, in full possession of the facts relating to 
the High Court decision, establishes the primacy of the Street Farm decision considering the 
correct interpretation of the Stroud Local Plan settlement policies. It is the more recent 
decision and was reached in full knowledge of another appeal Inspector’s interpretation. The 
same cannot be said of the Chestnut Park decision. 
 
Point 3 of Persimmon’s response suggests that the strategic allocation in Cam/Dursley for 
450 dwellings is to accommodate the growth needs of Cam/Dursley. This is incorrect. The 
District’s development strategy is based on concentrated development, focussed on a small 
number of strategic growth areas which will accommodate the growth needs of the District 
as a whole, not the growth needs of an individual settlement or settlements. It is also an 



incorrect interpretation of the District’s strategy to state that Cam/Dursley, as Tier one 
settlements, have a strategic allocation to meet their needs and Kingswood, without any 
strategic allocations, is thereby obliged to seek greater flexibility within Policy SL1 in order to 
accommodate its own development needs.  This interpretation represents a fundamentally 
different strategy, a strategy that encourages dispersed development on the edge of small 
settlements rather than concentrated development, focussed on a small number of strategic 
growth areas, within or adjacent to larger settlements. In the Council’s opinion, Persimmon’s 
interpretation and the proposed flexibility to Policy SL1 are contrary to the recently adopted 
development strategy.  
 
In point 5, Persimmon highlights that the Street Farm appeal decision relates entirely and 
specifically to that case, yet they omit that the Inspector of the Chestnut Park appeal 
considered the case “on its own merits and in the light of all the evidence submitted to the 
Inquiry”. It is clear that Inspector’s conclusions on any appeal decision relate entirely and 
specifically to the case in hand and do not set a specific approach for each of their 
settlements. This is evident in the High Court Judgement which confirms that another 
Inspector presented with the same information as was before the Chestnut Park Inspector 
might have reached the opposite conclusion and refused to grant permission (paragraph15). 
The Street Farm appeal, the most recent case, which also benefited from a reasonable 
understanding of the rationale behind the Chestnut Park decision, applied and thereby 
confirmed the correct interpretation of the Stroud Local Plan settlement policies. 
  
Finally, in response to point 7, we consider that the Street Farm appeal and the growing 
number of appeal decisions endorsing the Council’s interpretation of SDLP policies are not 
only relevant but they also demonstrate that the policy interpretation which led to the 
Chestnut Park appeal decision is an isolated decision reflecting the particular circumstances 
of that case and should not set a precedent for the future interpretation of policy.  
 
 
SDC response to Gladman comments on Street Farm, Cam Appeal Decision 
 
Gladman acknowledges that the Cam appeal decision presents a different policy 
interpretation.  The fact that it applies to a different tier settlement is irrelevant. As mentioned 
in the response to Persimmon’s comments, the Inspector’s conclusions on both appeal 
decisions relate entirely and specifically to the cases in hand and do not set a specific 
approach for their particular settlements. What is important is the policy interpretation within 
these decisions, and in this respect, the Street Farm appeal confirms in the Council’s 
opinion, the correct interpretation of the Stroud Local Plan settlement policies.  
 
Gladman refers to the Chestnut Park Inspector’s conclusions about Kingswood being a 
sustainable settlement. However, this was only in the context of providing opportunities for 
some growth during the plan period, and it is the Council’s case that some growth 
opportunities have been provided and will continue to be provided without the need to 
develop further land outside settlement development limits. Gladman also omits that at the 
time of the appeal, no services were said to be overloaded and no facilities were said to be 
unable to cope. Based on the school capacity issues explored in this NDP examination, it is 
apparent that this is no longer the case and this further undermines any case for more 
unplanned growth. 
  
Gladman highlights that these conclusions were drawn in the light of a 5 year land supply 
and the government’s policy imperative to boost significantly the supply of housing and then 
states that “an arbitrary cap should not be imposed on sustainable development that meets 
the needs of a community and the District”.  
Gladman ignores the fact that the recently adopted Local Plan was found sound and capable 
of meeting its obligation to boost significantly the supply of housing, with a strategy which is 



based on concentrated development, focussed on a small number of strategic growth areas, 
rather than dispersed development on the edge of small settlements. In terms of whether 
settlement development limits impose an arbitrary cap/guillotine on sustainable 
development, the detailed settlement development limits were reviewed twice during Local 
Plan preparation and the Local Plan Inspector decided that the Council had made 
“appropriate and sound judgements about these detailed boundaries” (para. 195). The Local 
Plan Inspector concluded that “the policy is broadly consistent with national policy” (para. 
193) as it “helps to manage growth and direct new development to the most sustainable 
locations.” (para. 194). The Local Plan Inspector makes many references to the Local Plan 
containing “several built-in elements that allow flexibility and responsiveness” (para. 81) 
including within settlement development limits where “in the past, a consistent supply of 
windfall sites has come forward from within existing settlements, which this policy would 
allow to continue, including larger sites.” (para. 160 
 
The Local Plan Inspector’s consideration of the settlement hierarchy (paragraphs 69-77) 
identified its main purpose being to “concentrate growth in those settlements that already 
have a wide range of services”. Within this context, it was the Council that proposed that 
there should not be a quantum attached at each settlement, because this might 
unreasonably constrain otherwise appropriate sites coming forward from within settlement 
development limits. 
  
Therefore Gladman is wrong to argue that more flexibility is required and wrong to imply that 
this flexibility should override settlement development limits.   
  

 


