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New Rose Cottage     
Chapel Lane 
Hillesley 
Gloucestershire 
GL12 7RQ 
 
Clerk Mary Leonard 01453 844659 
Kingswood.parish@btconnect.com 
 
Minutes of a meeting of Kingswood Parish Council held on Tuesday 1st March 2011 commencing 7.15p.m.at 
Kingswood Village Hall. This extra meeting was called to enable the Parish Council to deal with outstanding 
issues a head of the next scheduled meeting in March. 
  
PRESENT   
Councillors: Cllr. Sue Evans Evans, Cllr. Norman Ward, Cllr. Jean Simmons Cllr. Norval Hawksworth, 
Cllr.Paul Hemming, Cllr.David Rockey Chairman. And Cllr. Ken Wood 
     
Clerk:     Mary Leonard 
 
Glos.County Council The District Councillor was unable to attend this meeting 
 
Public            There were various members of the public present 
 
Press:            There were no members of the Press present 
              
Police            There were no members of the police present 
 
Neighbourhood Warden - The Neighbourhood Warden was not able to attend. 
 
PUBLIC QUESTIONS 
Members of the public were in attendance and expressed their dismay at the tone and the content of the 
Planning Officers’ committee papers and recommendations to the Development Control Committee on 
application S.10/2540/ful 37 houses at Chestnut Park. 
 
13585/11 - To receive and note apologies for absence.   
 
All Councillors were in attendances. 
  
Cllr. Paul Hemming was in attendance only for items Minutes items 13585/11 to 13589/11 included then left 
after giving his apologies. Cllr. Paul Hemming is unable to sit at Parish Council and debate the planning 
application S.10/2540/ful 37 houses at Chestnut Park as he is a member of Stroud District Council’s 
Development Control Committee. 
 
Cllr John Cordwell Gloucestershire County Council had a previous engagement so was not able to attend. 
 
13586/11- To approve the minutes of the Planning meeting held on Friday 18th February 2011 
 
It was proposed and resolved that the minutes of the meeting held on Friday 18th February 2011 are signed 
as a correct record. Proposed by Cllr. Ken Wood and seconded by Cllr. Jean Simmons.  Cllr. Hemming 
abstained from the vote. All other Councillors were in favour the proposal was thereby resolved 
 
13587/10- To receive and record declaration of personal interest. 

                        
Cllr. Paul Hemming was in attendance only for minuted items 13583/11 to 13589 included of the and then left 
after giving his apologies. Cllr. Paul Hemming is unable to sit at Parish Council and debate the planning 
application S.10/2540/ful 37 houses at Chestnut Park as he is a member of Stroud District Council’s 
Development Control Committee. 
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 13588/11 - To review eligibility for the Council to operate under the Power of Well Being. If Council agree 
that all eligibility is met to pass a resolution to adopt this power with immediate effect. 
 
The eligibility criterion was reviewed as follows; 
Clerk qualified CILCA November 2010 
80% of the Council are elected members. Cllr. Norvale Hawksworth is the only co-opted Councillor 
80% of the Council were trained in the POWB on Monday 21st February 2011. Cllr. Ken Wood was the only 
Councillor unavailable to attend the training. 
The Parish Council adopted a Statement of Community Intent at the February Parish Council meeting. 
 
All Councillors confirmed that eligibility had been met. Cllr. David Rockey Chairman proposed the motion for 
the Parish Council to operate under Power of Well Being with immediate effect. All Councillors were in favour 
therefore the above motion was resolved. 
 
Eligibility will last until the Annual Meeting of the Parish Council May 2012 as the Parish Council is due to go 
to the electorate. Eligibility will have to be confirmed or the criteria met after the election.   
 
13589/11 -To discuss the Settlement Boundary Review and any comments received from our appointed 
planning consultant. To make a decision on where we wish the settlement boundary to be. 
 
The Councillors reviewed the map and the comment received from the Planning Consultant.  It was proposed 
by Cllr. Ken Wood and seconded by Cllr. Paul Hemming and hereby resolved. 
 
The Chairman thanked Cllr. Paul Hemming for his attendance and acknowledged his reasons for leaving the 
meeting due to his being a member of the Development Control Committee. 
 
13590/11-.  To review any planning applications received at the time of the meeting. 
    
      S.10/2540/Ful  37 houses at Chestnut Park 
 

a. To view and discuss and reach a decision on amendments by the developer to the original 
submitted plans, these should include the integration of the affordable housing through out the site, 
amendments to the orchard, changes to the height of the houses and materials and any other 
amendments received at the time of the meeting. 

 
The Chairman suspended Standing Orders to take comment from the public. 
 
A summary of the points raised were as follows; 
 
The changes made to the affordable housing layout were minimal and did not fully integrate the social rented 
houses through out the site. The design of this area was considered by many to be unsatisfactory. 
There was still no detail on the proposed method for translocation of the orchard. 
The heights of the houses were still out of keeping with neighbouring properties and there had been minimal 
changes to the materials used. 
The flood risk assessment was incomplete and did not show amendments to the drainage ditch which runs in 
to the pond at Middleyard farm. Ground source water flooding (springs) still not addressed. 
 
The Chairman re-instated Standing orders. The Councillors discussed the amendments and agreed that the 
amendments to the application were inadequate on Size, scale, design, particularly heights and materials 
used. There were also issues outstanding on highways, the Orchard, affordable housing and the flood risk.  
IT as agreed that the Clerk to make comments on these points to the Planning Officer. This was proposed by 
Cllr.Ken Wood and seconded by Cllr. Norman Ward. All councillors in attendance at this point in agreement 
with this, the motion was therefore resolved.  
 
Please see details below of the comments sent to the Planning Officer by the Clerk on March 3rd 2011. 
 
The amended plans do not address the issues raised by the Parish Council in their objection on the following 
points; 
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Size scale and design of the development particularly the height of the properties and the impact that 
this will have. 
 
Scale -There has been no change on the scale and the Parish Council still object to the size of the 
development of 37 houses at this time as this is a 15%  increase in two years. 

 Materials -There has been very little change in the use of the materials and still a predominance of red 
brick. The application makes no mention of how the development will achieve Code for Sustainable Homes 
Level 3, which such a supposedly high quality development should be achieving. Indeed, the proposals 
provide no features which seek to reduce the carbon footprint of the development and the day-to-day energy 
requirements of the residents. Potential features which such a development should be providing include: 

• Solar roof panels 

• Air or ground source heat pumps 

• Rainwater harvesting systems 

• Combined heat and power system (CHP) 

Height -It is notable that the design of the properties closest to the Old Rectory and Chestnut Park House 
pays little attention to the setting of the listed properties. House numbers 7, 8 and 9 in the proposed 
development which obscure the view are unnecessarily tall because they are 2½ storeys. This would impact 
onto views both into and out of the conservation area.    

It would significantly address this issue if a sightline was created through the development from SW to NE, 
showing the rear of the Old Rectory and Chestnut Park House. At very least, the three properties closest to 
the two listed properties along this line of sight (nos. 7, 8 and 9) should be removed from the development in 
order to provide views from the immediate proximity. 

Integration of the affordable housing meets the very minimum of the standard. 

The Parish Council is concerned that this just meets the minimum standard. The amendment has not truly 
integrated housing through out the development. Most of the affordable housing is still located in one area 
and is adjacent to the affordable housing at the Tyndale View site. Account also needs to be taken to the 
social housing on Chestnut Park. 

The Parish Council would want 30% housing provided as per policy and not the difference commuted into a 
financial sum as is being proposed. 

How is the affordable site being separated from the Tyndale View development as this is not clear? 

Highways 

Details on the proposed safe crossing on Rectory Road to be agreed. 

Concerns over safe crossing on Wotton Road still not addressed 

Access for emergency vehicles and service vehicles a concern can they access safely and have room to 
manoeuvre 

The proposed cycle route has been further widened to 3 m. Cycle routes are usually 1.0m in width. What is 
the justification of this? 

Concerns over the safe access from the drive of number 18 Chestnut Park 

Concerns over the lack of provision of the pavement around the parking are at Chestnut Park 
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The amended plans do not include all of the recommendations made by the Highways Officer in relation to 
the garages to be for storage of cars only. Electric charge points to be provided on the drive ways  

Orchard 

As the Parish Council will be responsible for the orchard it is important that the Parish Council agree with the 
plans we are still not able to comment as still waiting details from Natural England and the developer’s 
response to this. 

Initial concerns as follows Translocation of trees to be done in accordance with advice from Chris Wedge at 
Natural England. 

Further inspection of the revised layout plans 488/491/492 show only 14 out of 28 of the trees to be uprooted  
re-sited elsewhere on the plans. Although these are marked as an undefined number to be transplanted, 
Plan needs to be amended to show what is happening with these trees and how many the developers are 
planning to translocate. Especially as the Orchard is already being reduced from 40 to 20 trees. 

Flood Risk Assessment 

Revised plans only on the planning site from the 28th February. This is a major concern for the Parish Council 
and not able to comment fully on the revisions at this time. The Parish Council has serious concerns in being 
able to respond with in the timescales and for the Flood Risk to be fully evaluated. 

As the Parish Council will be responsible for the orchard it is important that the Parish Council agree with the 
plans we are still not able to comment as still waiting details from Natural England and the developer’s 
response to this. 

Initial concerns as follows Translocation of trees to be done in accordance with advice from Chris Wedge at 
Natural England. 

Further inspection of the revised layout plans 488/491/492 show only 14 out of 28 of the trees to be uprooted  
re-sited elsewhere on the plans. Although these are marked as an undefined number to be transplanted, 
Plan needs to be amended to show what is happening with these trees and how many the developers are 
planning to translocate. Especially as the Orchard is already being reduced from 40 to 20 trees. 

Flood Risk Assessment 

Revised plans only on the planning site from the 28th February. This is a major concern for the Parish Council 
and not able to comment fully on the revisions at this time. The Parish Council has serious concerns in being 
able to respond with in the timescales and for the Flood Risk to be fully evaluated. 

 
b. To discuss the Planning Officers Report and to decide on what comment to make and to whom. To 

agree the submission to the SDC Development Control Committee for inclusion in late papers 
 
The Councillors were stunned by the tone and content of the officer’s papers to the Development Control 
Committee. The Councillors were unanimous in believing that the Planning Officer had not addressed any of 
the issues raised through out the process in their formal objection and at the meeting with Officers attended 
by The Clerk, The Chairman and Geoffrey Clifton-Brown. The Councillors were also stunned by the many 
inaccuracies and misrepresentations of the facts. 
 
The Chairman suspended Standing Orders to take comments from the public. 
 
There was equal outrage expressed by the public on how many of the issues raised in their letters to the 

Planning Department had been ignored. These largely covered the areas previously mentioned in the 
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above item a. However they also included issues on school places and on archaeology which were not 
mention in item a. 
 
The Chairman re-instated Standing Orders. The Councillors went through the report in detail and the 
following points were highlighted. Concerns were raised over the lack of Section 106 provision and why this 
might be. There were concerns that there may have been an agreement entered into similar to the Highways 
agreement detailed in the Planning Statement that no further contribution would be sought for the second 
stage of allocation HG22. 
 
The Councillors debated whether a deferral or rejection should be sought. The Parish Council were very 
concerned as the latest Flood Risk assessment still does not address the issue of ground source flooding or 
show the  proposed detail on amendments to the drainage ditch that serves Middleyard Farm. 
 
The Clerk to make a response in full to the Development Control Committee, in connection with the 
comments made by the Planning  Officer in the committee paper. The Planning Officer had agreed that all 
details from the Parish Council would be acknowledged in late papers at the Development Control Meeting 
and be taken into account.  
 
It was proposed that the following points to be raised to the Development Control Committee and that they 
reject the application in its current form, or, failing this, to as ask for a deferment to allow the outstanding 
information and amendments to the plans to be submitted. 
 
 The amendments and outstanding information is summarised as follows:  
1. The incorrect interpretation of regarding the sustainability of the proposed development. 
 
2. The scale of growth and the need for a landscape buffer between the two development areas making up 

the allocation.  
3.    a.  Amended plans in the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) relating to revised work at    
              Middle yard Farm. 
          b. The risk of ground source water (springs) needs to be taken into account in the FRA. 
 
4. Details of how the translocation of the trees is to take place (awaiting information from Natural England   
       which will have to be dealt with as late papers). 
 
5    The need for proper distribution of the rented social housing throughout the development   
       as per the policy. 
 
5. The redesign of the site to reallocate or to decrease the heights of the 2.5 storey 
        houses throughout the site. The re-design of the parking area adjacent to houses 15-18. 
 
7. The submission of plans including details of CSH registration as per the stated     

 ‘commitment’ made by the developer on the 16.02.2011 and the 01.03.2011 that the     
 houses would conform to CSH3. 
 

8. Consideration of the archaeological information taking into account concerns raised by two independent 
experts.  

 
9. The review of the amount of planning gain considered appropriate and the way that  the tests of a   
       planning contribution – now in law – have been applied to the Chestnut  Park S106 agreement in  
       respect of the village hall. 

 
The Clerk to provide a full response in consultation with the Planning Consultant to elaborate on the above 
points. The above was proposed by Cllr Norman Ward and seconded by Norvale Hawksworth, all Councillors 
were in favour so the above motion was thereby resolved. See copy of separate full report. 
     

c. To review the amendments to the highway plans from the developer and to comment and make a 
decision on the Highway Officers  
Report. In particular to discuss the options and make a decision on a safe crossing on Rectory 

Road. Should it be a zebra, pelican, road narrowing or a table? 
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The Councillors discussed the above proposals but were still concerned about the loss of parking and the 
width of the road. The Councillors were very pleased that the Highways Officer had secured all works on the 
Highways to a Grampian condition.    

 
Details of the type of crossing to be discussed at a later date when more information available. 

 
d. To discuss the options available to the Parish Council if the Planning Officers report was to r  
      recommend permission. To discuss the possibility of asking our MP to call in the application to the  
      Secretary of state. To discuss the positive and negative implications of this and to make a decision. 

 
The Parish Councillors discussed the option of call in. The Planning consultant had advised that there was 
nothing to loose on this option as we had not been awarded any planning gain. Costs would also not be 
awarded against the Parish Council so this would not be a cost issue. 
  
Cllr.Ken Wood proposed that the Clerk puts a submission to MP Geoffrey Clifton Brown to  call in the 
planning application to The Secretary of State Eric Pickles. Cllr.Norman Ward seconded this proposal, all 
Councillors were in favour and the motion was thereby resolved.  
            

e. To discuss and make a decision on consulting with a hydrologist or planning solicitor or any other 
expert on the above application 

  
The Clerk advised that advice had been sought from a surveyor whose comment was that all details 
requested on flood risk had been requested by The Parish Council and it was for the Planning officer to 
respond to these. The SUDs that we required on flooding was the right way to go.  Therefore at this stage no 
further action required. Cllr, Ken Wood proposed we should follow this advice this was seconded by Cllr. Sue 
Evans and thereby resolved.   

 
f. To discuss any report or comments received from our appointed Planning Consultants and to make 

as decision necessary. 
 
All of the comments received have been covered in the above items 
 

g. To discuss all correspondence received in connection with this application and to decide on any 
appropriate action 

 
A letter of support for the planning application had been received criticising the Parish Council’s response. 
The Clerk had prepared a draft response for consideration.  The draft was agreed. 
 
13591/11 To discuss the additional quote received from Mr. J Carter in connection with a replacement toilet 
door. The Clerk has brought forward this item to this meeting as Mr. J. Carter is ready to commence on the 
already agreed internal decoration of the toilets. 
 
IT was proposed by Cllr. Ken Wood that we go ahead with the door as outlined above. This was seconded by 
Cllr. Norman Ward, all Councillors were in agreement the above item was resolved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13592/11 - To approve accounts for payment, sign cheques and Note Additional  Payments Made in 
line with the Parish Council’s financial regulations. As listed below.  
 
The Power Council is acting under the Power of Well Being and can confirm that all payments meet the 
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criteria of social economic or environment improvement. 
 
Payee 
 

Amount 
      £ 

VAT 
    £  

Total 
    £ 

Reason 

Viking Direct 227.63   45.53     273.16 Heavy weight paper /ink 
Viking Direct 587.57 117.51      705.08 Ink and copier paper 
Miss M Leonard  65.97   13.19       79.16  BT Internet paid direct by clerk 
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
TOTAL 881.17 176.23     1057.40 TOTAL EXPENDITURE 
     
     
     
     
TOTAL     0.00      0.00 TOTAL RECEIPTS 
 
The above payments were proposed by Cllr. Ken Wood and seconded by Cllr Norman Ward and thereby 
resolved 
 
The meeting closed at 22.15 
 
 
 
 
Signed  
David Rockey 
Chairman 
 
Administrative Points raised by the Councillors but not forming part of the meeting 
 
Cllr. Jean Simmons gave the clerk a note on the cemetery.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OUTSTANDING MINUTE ITEMS FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS 

 
11836/06 - BUS SHELTER, OLD RECTORY ROAD. 
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A reply is awaited from Gloucestershire County Council regarding positioning of the bus shelter. 
 
11838/06 - KATHERINE LADY BERKELEY SCHOOL TRANSPORT. 
 
A reply was received from Applegates outlining why they should not change their route due to punctuality and 
safety concerns on road proposed.  The council noted no difference in safety of two roads in question. It was 
decided to await replies from other Companies. Clerk to pursue this matter.  
 
11839/06 - TELEPHONE KIOSK, Old Rectory Road. 
 
Information regarding the ‘listing’ of the telephone kiosk awaited from Stroud District Council.     
 
11842/06  - ACCESS PLAYING FIELD 
Kingswood Village Hall Management Committee will consult with the Parish Council regarding the installation 
of double yellow lines on the entrance road to the facility.   
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