
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Ricardo Rios 
Stroud District Council 
Council Offices 
Ebley Mill 
Stroud 
Gloucestershire 
GL5 4UB 

By email to: Ricardo.Rios@Stroud.gov.uk 

Dear Sir,  

Re: Kingswood Neighbourhood Plan: Representations on additional documents 

Introduction 

preparation process of the Kingswood Neighbourhood Plan (KNP) having submitted detailed representations 
to both Regulation 14 and 16 consultations under the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 
and having recently participated at the Examination.  

cil (SDC) 
and Kingswood Parish Council (KPC) at the recent Examination. Gladman welcome the opportunity to submit 
an additional statement relating to these issues and have considered the documents issued by SDC on 12th 
September 2016 in detail. Our response to these issues is as follows:  

Local Development Scheme 

The draft Local Development Scheme (LDS) proposes that a review of the Stroud Local Plan (SLP) will 
commence by April 2017 and is expected to be adopted by 2020. It is critical to this submission that at this 
time no weight can be attached to this document as it is still in draft format and has not yet been finalised or 
accepted by members.  

Core Policy CP2 of the SLP provides the mechanism required to facilitate the SLP review. It suggests that this 
action will commence within 5 years from adoption of the SLP or December 2019, whichever is sooner. Should 
any review of the SLP be delayed it will mean that KNP Policy SL1 will remain inforce and provide an inflexible 
position to respond to changing market conditions or to address 
such time as dictated by s38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  

In recent years significant changes to the English planning system has delayed the preparation of Local Plans 
across the country. Indeed, SDC fell foul to the changes in the planning system and it must be noted that it 
took some 6 years from the Council consulting on its issues and options (Spring 2009) to the adoption of the 
SLP (November 2015).  

The SLP Review will not be a simple process and the Council will need to undertake the necessary evidence 
base work through updating its housing needs evidence and what steps will be taken to meet the unmet 
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needs of Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewksbury (GCT) through appropriate testing. The direction of the 
Council s spatial strategy is ultimately a matter for SDC to consider.  

However, the English planning system is forever changing, the NPPF is currently under review and it remains 
uncertain whether the significant issues and recommendations raised in the Local Plan Expert Group (LPEG) 
report will be accepted in their entirety.  

Gladman note that the draft LDS and the Gloucestershire Devolution Bid (20th July 2016) confirms a 
commitment to align the preparation of Local Plans and any subsequent reviews by 2020, we wish to draw 

th July 2016 to the GTC Examination1 with regards 
to its position following the In

complete for 5 years i.e. 2021. This already suggests that the Council will not be adopting the Local Plan Review 
in the timescales suggested by the draft LDS. 

Indeed, the issues of a coordinated Local Plan/Local Plan Review between the authorities in the Housing 
Market Area (HMA) will need to be aligned and agreed by the respective members, submitted by the 
respective authorities and examined by an appointed Inspector. Furthermore, examination proceedings can 
be significantly delayed in order to take account of changes in the planning system or new evidence and this 
can be seen at a national scale.  

In light of the above, there remains significant uncertainty of what the direction of the Local Plan Review will 
be s 
modified to allow the policy to operate over the plan period in a flexible manner that will not preclude the 
delivery of sustainable growth opportunities from coming forward in order to meet housing needs and 
improvements to local community infrastructure, services and facilities.  

Settlement Role and Function Study 

SDC published the Settlement Role and Function Study (SRFS) in December 2014. It should be noted that this 
study was not available to inform the preparation of the adopted Local Plan prior to the SLPs submission. One 
of the primary aims of the SRFS was to establish the settlement hierarchy in order to promote the delivery of 
sustainable communities by bringing housing, jobs and services closer together in an attempt to maintain and 
promote the viability of local facilities and reduce the need to travel to services and facilities elsewhere.  

The SRFS identifies Kingswood as having a population of 1,389 residents at 2011 and that the settlement is 

will need to be revisited through the SLP Review following the publication of the 2014 Household and 2014 
Population projections. The 2014 SNPP identifies a demographic starting point of an additional 32 dwellings 
per year. As a sustainable settlement Kingswood may be required to accommodate some of this growth. This 
is without further consideration of whether further adjustments need to be made to address relevant market 
signals. 

Table 7 of the SRFS identifies Kingswood as having a strong employment role attributing nearly 1,200 workers 
to the economic activity of the local area and is a net importer of 460 workers providing one of the biggest 
concentration of jobs of 5 settlements considered2 outside the Tier 1 and Tier 2 settlements.  

The study also highlights that Kingswood has amongst the highest proportions of young people (28%) and 
the lowest proportion of over-65s (16%) of all settlements considered through the SRFS.  

In light of the above, there is a clear need for additional housing to be provided in this location in order to 
enable people to access the housing market locally and reduce commuting patterns from further afield. The 

progression that SL1 allows for the flexibility required should the plan proceed to Referendum.  

                                                           
1 http://www.gct-jcs.org/Documents/Examination-Document-Library-6/EXAM-236---Stroud-District-Council-IR-
Position.pdf 
2 See §3.2.21 



Gladman also take this opportunity to reiterate the interpretation of the SLP policies as highlighted in the 
recent appeal decision at land at Chestnut Park3

relation to  role within the settlement hierarchy and states: 

 

Primary School, Secondary School including sixth form, local employment opportunities, village hall, public house, 
e 

 Further, I note that the main 
to the settlement and the settlement has been identified as a sustainable location to accommodate some growth 

 

This statement demonstrates the sustainability of Kingswood and its ability to accommodate additional 

evidence base.  

 School Capacity 

Gladman recognise the concerns put forward by Kingswood Primary School (KPS) relating to the capacity of 
the school. However, the purpose of the neighbourhood plan should not be to prevent or stall development 
where these issues can be addressed in the future through the development management process on a site 
by site basis. 

The Framework makes clear of what positive steps can be taken through the preparation of neighbourhood 
plans to address identified needs and should not only be limited to housing and economic development but 
the wider planning considerations of what infrastructure is required. Indeed, the Neighbourhood Planning 
chapter of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) identifies that a qualifying body may wish to consider what 
infrastructure needs are to be provided in their local area alongside the delivery of new homes, shops or offices 
and what infrastructure is needed to support development and ensure that a neighbourhood can grow in a 
sustainable way4. 

Indeed, this position is reflected at §7.5 of the KNP which seeks to support the re-location of the village primary 
school to a new location with fewer capacity constraints and makes the provision to allow such infrastructure 
provisions to come forward adjacent to the settlement development limit.  

As per our submission made at the Examination, it is unlikely that limited infill development or an unidentified 
rural exception site will secure the necessary financial contributions required to facilitate the level of 
infrastructure at this scale without enabling development such as the provision of new housing to contribute 
towards its delivery.  

Upon reviewing the submissions made by Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) and KPS it is important to 
note that that the existing capacity at KPS is a matter that will adapt over time. Developer contributions can 
often secure the financial contributions required to implement the settlements infrastructure needs whilst 
mitigating any adverse impacts of a development proposal. In addition, circumstances effecting the capacity 
of KPS may change such as primary education facilities being delivered elsewhere in the village or the 
expansion of school facilities in the wider area reducing the level of pupils from outside the catchment area 
(should this be the case) thereby increasing the education capacity of KPS to serve existing and future 
residents in the neighbourhood plan area. These matters are ultimately for SDC and GCC to consider through 
the decision making process.   

Gladman would however respectively comment upon the statement made by KPS regarding the creation of 
29 pupils arising from the developments at Tyndale View and Chestnut Park. We question the adequacy of 
this statement as it may not take into account existing pupils already in the settlement attending KPS or the 
generation of pupils outside the catchment area for that particular time period.  

                                                           
3 Appeal Reference: APP/CW1625/W/15/3011370 
4 PPG Paragraph: 045 Reference ID: 41-045-20140306 



Bus Services 

A key element of the KNP as identified in its vision and objectives is to improve bus services that serve the 
community. Similar to the response made above, the lack of development proposed and the inflexibility of 
Policy SL1 will not allow any meaningful financial contributions to be secured to achieve this vision and 
objective.  

Enabling development such as the delivery of market and affordable housing brings about opportunities to 
secure the viability of these services by expanding the number of services on offer to the local community and 
increasing the level of users.  

Whilst the 201 service to Gloucester is due to be withdrawn this provides a single morning service. The 84 and 
85 services from Yate to Chipping Sodbury provide the settlements main bus services. These services and 
others can be improved through future sustainable growth opportunities and can be implemented via travel 
plans and s106 monies.  

Notwithstanding the submissions made at the Examination in relation to the unidentified rural exception site 
and the difficulties and uncertainties facing whether such a development is capable of securing the necessary 
s106 contributions are significant. The ability of market and affordable housing proposals to come forward 

ectives in this regard. 

Gladman maintain that it is imperative that Policy SL1 is modified to allow for a further degree of flexibility5 in 
order to sustain and enhance the role of Kingswood and the services and facilities it provides. 

I hope you have found this letter to be constructive. Should you require any further information please do not 
hesitate to contact me.  

Yours faithfully,  

John Fleming 

Gladman Developments Ltd.  

                                                           
5 As submitted by Persimmon Homes Severn Valley 


