
SDC response to Gladman Developments Ltd (Gladman)’ s comments on LDS 

Local Development Scheme 
 
The Council’s commitment to an early review of the Local Plan and its commitment to give 
due consideration to the need to assist other local planning authorities, within this housing 
market area, are set out in the Local Plan. Full weight should be given to the commitment set 
out in Core Policy CP2 and supporting paragraph 2.72.  The Draft LDS merely sets the 
timetable for the forthcoming preparation and revision of development plan documents.   
 
Gladman provides no substantive evidence as to why the review of the Local Plan is likely to 
be delayed and must not carry any weight. The Council’s submission made to the Joint Core 
Strategy Examination did not set out a detailed timetable for the review and was in no way 
contrary to the draft LDS. The commitment of the Gloucestershire authorities to work 
together to align their local plan reviews is an indication of the effectiveness of the operation 
of the Duty to Co-operate and must not be taken as evidence of uncertainty, in fact, quite the 
opposite.  
 
Speculation about future changes to the English planning system are not relevant to or 
appropriate for consideration as part of the examination of this NDP.  
 
The current position is that Stroud District Council has a recently adopted and up-to-date 
Local Plan. The latest Local Plan housing trajectory, as of June 2016, identifies that 12,219 
dwellings will be delivered by 2031, compared against a minimum requirement of 11,400. 
The latest figures show that against the annual requirement derived from the OAN a 
deliverable supply of 6.59 years supply can be demonstrated. The commitment to an early 
review within the Local Plan will ensure that strategic policies are kept up-to-date. 
 
As stated during the NDP examination hearing, the Local Plan housing supply does not rely 
on any provision set out in neighbourhood plans to deliver the OAN/strategic requirements.  
Therefore, further development at Kingswood, over and above existing commitments, is not 
required to meet the strategic requirements of the Local Plan. 
  
It is important to note that the prospect that a policy may become out-of -date, when the 
NDP is made or in the future, does not prevent the NDP from conforming with basic 
conditions, but most importantly, it should not be used to introduce excessive flexibility to 
Policy SL1.   
 
Read as a whole, the SDLP seeks to manage growth by discouraging unplanned 
development outside of the settlement development limits. However, where essential 
development cannot be accommodated within the settlement development limits the 
exceptions listed within Core Policy CP15 may be permissible. Policy SL1 allows for all the 
exceptions listed within Core Policy CP15.  
 
The KNDP, and in particular Policy SL1, uses broadly the same policy mechanisms as the 
recently adopted SDLP. It encourages development within the settlement development limits 
and allows for rural exception sites and small scale (10 or less) enabling development 
(minimum necessary to achieve the infrastructure) to fund clearly defined essential 
infrastructure.  
 
It is also worth noting that Kingswood already has a significant amount of development in the 
pipeline; as stated during the examination hearing, taking into account existing 
commitments, the number of dwellings in Kingswood is proposed to grow by 25% by 2031 
(this includes the provision of some affordable housing).  
 



 

SDC response to Gladman’s comments on Settlement Ro le and Function Study 

Gladman is correct to state that the Settlement Role and Function Study (SRFC) did not 
inform the submission Local Plan as it was produced in 2014. The settlement hierarchy was 
informed instead by a Rural Settlements Classification Topic Paper Update, produced in 
2013. The Council explained to the Local Plan Inspector subsequently that the SRFC was 
produced to test and validate the assumptions underpinning the Local Plan, including the 
settlement hierarchy using the most up-to-date information. 
 
Speculation about future population growth projections or what implication this may have on 
the outcome of future needs assessments are not helpful to the current neighbourhood 
planning process.  As stated above, the current position is that Stroud District Council has an 
up-to-date Local Plan and a demonstrable 6.59 years deliverable housing supply. The latest 
statistical projections, whilst new, are not unexpected, and are within the ranges anticipated 
and tested at the Local Plan examination. Assumptions were built into the figures used for 
the OAHN to reflect future circumstances. National planning guidance makes it clear that 
“considerable weight should be given to the housing requirement figures in adopted Local 
Plans, which have successfully passed through the examination process, unless significant 
new evidence comes to light.” (PPG, paragraph 30).  
 
The SRFS identifies that, despite the fact that there are 1,200 jobs locally (Renishaw), 
Kingswood has a high proportion of out-commuting to settlements outside of the District to 
Bristol/South Gloucestershire. In terms of retail, “Kingswood has a basic level of local retail 
provision and a limited range of local community services and facilities. Access to services 
and facilities elsewhere is “fair”.” (page 80). 
 
The SRFS therefore validates the conclusions of the Local Plan that the settlement is a Tier 
3 settlement (rather than a Tier 1 or 2 settlement) which should provide for lesser levels of 
development. 
 
As stated during the NDP examination hearing, a summary of anticipated housing supply for 
the Plan period shows that already Kingswood is set to see a 25% growth in the size of the 
settlement (2006-2031) which is well in excess of most Tier 3 settlements, is higher than all 
Tier 2 settlements and even higher proportionately than growth at Tier 1 settlement of 
Stroud. From a strategic perspective, therefore, there is no need for additional flexibility in 
supply, because Kingswood is already planning for the growth that its role justifies. 
 
The Local Plan development strategy is therefore to manage future growth through 
settlement development limits, restricting unplanned growth outside settlement development 
limits and to concentrate growth at strategic locations at Tier 1 settlements. This is the 
strategy for Kingswood. 
 
Gladman refers again to the appeal decision at Chestnut Park. The quoted text merely 
indicates that both parties agreed at that appeal that Kingswood could accommodate some 
growth over the plan period. The Council considers Gladman’s conclusion that the existence 
of facilities alone demonstrates sustainability, over simplistic.   The Local Plan development 
strategy embodies the test of sustainability and this clearly sets out that only lesser levels of 
development are acceptable at Kingswood to maintain its role. The assessment of growth 
since 2006 and existing commitments are very important to determine what constitutes 
lesser levels of development, particularly because Policy CP3 looks at the role of Kingswood 
for the plan period 2006-2031. If, as the Local Plan Inspector says, “in many cases, these 
settlements have already accommodated significant amounts of development in the past, 
including earlier within the current plan period [PS2/B03],...it is now appropriate to re-focus 



strategic development at the most appropriate and sustainable larger settlements.” (IR, para. 
76).It is the Council’s opinion that the growth Kingswood should accommodate has already 
been planned for and further flexibility is not required. 
 
It is also important to highlight that the Local Plan Inspector supported managing growth 
though defined settlement development limits and allowing only lesser levels of 
development, at settlements such as Kingswood, within these limits. Greenfield sites at 
Kingswood, including Cloverlea Barn, were specifically rejected as omission sites for being 
contrary to the development strategy. There is no justification in terms of meeting the 
strategic needs of the area for a more flexible approach. 
 
The flexibility that Gladman and Persimmon are seeking, by actively encouraging 
development adjoining settlement development limits would render settlement development 
limits meaningless and effectively remove local/neighbourhood policies for fulfilling the NPPF 
core planning principle of managing growth. Growth adjoining settlement development limits 
is not required to support the strategic development needs set out in the Local Plan, and is 
clearly not supported by KPC, except where it meets the extraordinary circumstances set out 
in Policy SL1.  
 
To allow unrestricted development outside existing settlement limits could undermine the 
established strategy of managing growth in the district and create a conflict between the 
KNDP and strategic policies of the Local Plan.  
 
 
 
SDC response to Gladman’s comments on School capaci ty 
 
Due to existing commitments, Kingswood will continue to grow at a high rate. The 
introduction of more housing means that, without a new school, the only way in which the 
matter will adapt is that there will continue to be capacity issues.    
 
The primary school building is highly constrained and cannot be extended.  Gloucestershire 
CC Education Authority has identified Blue Coat School in Wotton-under-Edge for any 
education contribution on the details for the Gladman Charfield Road appeal, the same 
applies to the proposed Persimmon development at Cloverlea Barn.  

Blue Coat School is over 1 mile from the centre of Kingswood and lacks adequate access. 
The Council considers that the existing situation is contrary to the self-containment 
envisaged for Tier 3 settlements, such as Kingswood, under Policy CP3.  

In considering the infrastructure needs of Kingswood, as required by PPG Paragraph: 045 
Reference ID: 41-045-20140306, the NDP identifies examples of essential community 
facilities and identifies potential solutions in that the Plan states that they can be provided 
outside settlement development limits in accordance with Policy SL1.  
However, both the Council and KPC are in agreement that solutions for school capacity, 
which may come from development, would require levels of development beyond that 
currently endorsed by the local community, or indeed envisaged by the Local Plan for this 
area. In this context, it is noted that whilst para. 7.5 sets out that re-location of the primary 
school is considered to be an example of essential community facilities which could be 
provided outside settlement development limits, para. 7.9 also states that no strategic 
development is proposed within this NDP. The Council highlighted at the hearing session 
that policy SL1 and policy GCS1 need to be consistent with each other and that, to aid 



clarification, there may need to be a tightening up of the type of enabling development 
envisaged under policy GCS1 to ensure that the level of development does not undermine 
SL1 or strategic policies in the Local Plan. 
 
 
SDC response to Gladman’s comments on Bus Services 
 
Whist the Council accepts that market housing can potentially bring about opportunities to 
secure the viability of local bus services, through S106 contributions and by increasing the 
level of users, Kingswood has already experienced significant growth since 2006, and is set 
to continue to grow at a high rate, yet the evidence submitted demonstrates that bus 
services have recently been withdrawn despite a significant growth in population.  

It is agreed that the 84 and 85 service (to/from Yate and Chipping Sudbury) provides the 
settlement’s most frequent bus service, yet at a frequency of only one every 1.5 hours does 
not represent a good level of service to larger settlements with a higher order of services and 
facilities. The Settlement Role and Function Study (SRFC) highlights the poor access via 
public transport from Kingswood to hospital facilities (see Table 17) and the loss of the 201 
service to Gloucester (with access to the Royal Hospital) further undermines this. 

The evidence supports the Local Plan strategy for managing growth in rural locations with a 
limited range of services and to support growth at the larger settlements with a good range 
of public transport services and ready access to higher order facilities.   

 

 
 


