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Dear Sir / Madam

Consultation on Stroud Local Plan Review Emerging Strategy Paper (November 2018)

I'am writing on behalf of my client, Crest Nicholson Strategic Projects (‘Crest’), to provide & [ummal response
to the consultation on the Emerging Strategy Paper that has been prepared in respect wl 1l lLoval Plan
Review. They have been prepared in support of the extant allocations for Hunts Grove and the Hunts {rrove
Extension.

Context
Hunts Grove

The Stroud District Local Plan 2005 was adopted in November 2005 and covered the period bulwivn 1991 umd
2011. Policy HN1 (MU1) allocated Land East of the A38 at Colethrop Farm (‘Hunts Grove’) {ot @ risidettial-led
mixed-use development with an indicative capacity of 1,500 dwellings.

Outline planning permission (S.06/1429/0UT) was granted by the Secretary of State on 2 Juwe ZUUS fur 1750
dwellings, a Neighbourhood Centre (including primary school parking and floorspace within Tise Classes A,
A2, A3, A4, A5, C2,C3,DI1,D2and B1),5.75 hectares of employment land within Use Classes Bl B2 and B,
recreational open space, sports/play facilities, allotments, pumping station, new accessts tlu Waleraells,
remodelling of land for Junction 12 improvements, noise bund and fencing along MS5, diversiem of fantpath
BH9, demolition of Colethrop Farm, and on/off-site infrastructure. There have since beom bwi Boelion 73
applications (S.09/1692/VAR and S.15/1498/VAR) to vary elements of the permission.

The first reserved matters approval was granted in December 2009 and work commenced m sile in 20110,
There have since been a number of subsequent reserved matters approvals and delivery of the =ife iz nngoing.

Hunts Grove Extension

The 2005 Local Plan was superseded by the Stroud District Local Plan which was adopted in Movember 20013
and covers the period between 2006 and 2031. Policy SA4 of the Local Plan allocates the Jand b the sauth of
Haresfield Lane for a 750 dwelling extension to the main Hunts Grove site. However, the pclicy relales 1o buth
areas and sets out requirements for the new community as a whole.
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Crest has an option over the majority of the land within the Hunts Grove Extension and is in the process of
preparing an outline planning application which they intend to consult the Council and local community on in
Spring 2019 for submission in Autumn 2019.

Emerging Strategy Paper

Below are our responses to those questions ofrelevance to Hunts Groveand the Hunts Grove Extension.

Question 2.4a: Do you agree with the ways in which the emerging Strategy intends to protect existing or
deliver new local green spaces and community facilities?

Page 21 of the Emerging Strategy includes a list of items that the Emerging Strategy will seek to deliver in
respect of local green spaces and community facilities. One of the items is:

"a set of standards for local open space, sport and recreation facility provision, to guide future
development".

Crest strongly support the need for a set of standards as it not only ensures that new development is
supported by sufficient open space and sports provision, but also provides developers with certainty as to the
level of provision that will be required when bringing forward a site. However, initial master planning work
undertaken on the Hunts Grove Extension site has identified a potential drafting error in the standards
contained within the adopted Local Plan. It is essential that this issue is remedied.

The open space standards in the current Local Plan are set out in Policy ES 15 (Provision of Outdoor Play
Space) and are set out in the table below.

Table 1: Standards from Policy ES 15

Category Requirement per 1,000 Population

Youth and Adult Facilities, including Playing Pitches 1.6 ha (of which 1.2ha to be
provided as Playing Pitches)

Equipped Play Space of Children and Young People 0.2 hato 0.3 ha

Local Area of Play (LAP) / Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) / | 0.4ha to 0.5 ha
Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play (NEAP)

In contrast the standards in the Fields in Trust (FIT) document Guidance for Outdoor Sport and Play: Beyond
the Six Acres Standard (2015) are as set out below.

Table 2: Standards from Guidance for Outdoor Sport and Play: Beyond the Six Acres Standard

Category Requirement per 1,000 Population

Outdoor Sport, including Playing Pitches 1.6 ha (of which 1.2ha to be
provided as Playing Pitches)




Category Requirement per 1,000 Population
Equipped / Designated Play Areas 0.25 ha
Other Outdoor Provision 0.3 ha

The key issue with the current Local Plan standards is that two of the categories are for the same type of play
provision (equipped play space and LAPs / LEAPs / NEAPs). Compliance with the policy would result in 0.6 ha
to 0.8 ha of equipped play space being provided per 1,000 population. This is significantly in excess of the FIT
requirement (0.25 ha per 1,000 population) and is clearly a drafting error. The FIT standard suggests that the
LAP / LEAP / NEAP requirement should actually read as ‘Other Outdoor Provision’. We therefore recommend
that the policy is amended as set out below.

Table 3: Proposed Policy Wording

Category Requirement per 1,000 Population

Youth and Adult Facilities, including Playing Pitches 1.6 ha (of which 1.2ha to be
provided as Playing Pitches)

Equipped Play Space of Children and Young People 0.2 hato 0.3 ha

Other Outdoor Provision 0.25ha to 0.35ha

Question 4.2a: Do you support the broad approach of the emerging growth strategy, in terms of distributing
the growth required by national policy for Stroud District?

Crest do not wish to comment on the emerging growth strategy itself, but would like to raise an issue in
respect of the map at page 33 of the consultation document.

The map highlights ‘Emerging Strategic Locations for Future Growth’ in green and outlines ‘Potential Sites for
Future Growth’ in red. While we have no objection to the use of these designations for new allocations that
are being considered it is inappropriate to use them in respect of existing allocations from the adopted Local
Plan (e.g. the Hunts Grove Extension). The current wording could lead to confusion as it could incorrectly be
interpreted as meaning that status of the existing allocations has not yet been determined. We therefore
recommend amending the notations on the map to clearly distinguish between adopted and emerging
allocations.

Question 5.0a: Do you support the proposed mini-visions for your area(s)?
Crest strongly support the mini-vision for the Gloucester Fringe, in particularly the following reference:

“Hunts Grove will grow into a sustainable new community with a strong sense of identity, served by
its own “village centre” and providing easy and convenient access to nearby jobs.”
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Question 5.1a: Assuming some growth is desirable, have we identified the best site(s) at each town and
village?

Crest do not wish to comment on the new allocations proposed in this section, but would like to make the
following points in respect of page 76 (The Gloucester Fringe — Potential Sites — Hardwicke):

e Asset out in our response to Question 4.2a it is inappropriate to refer to existing allocations from
the adopted Local Plan as ‘Potential Sites for Development’. They are committed allocations and
the current wording and map notations could lead to confusion as to their status. Amendments
need to be made in order to clearly distinguish between adopted and emerging allocations.

e The purple box on page 76 states that the Hunts Grove Extension will deliver “750 dwellings,
community uses and open space”. In this respect it should be noted that the community uses that
will serve the Hunts Grove Extension will be located within the area of the original allocation. For
reasons such as this it is recommended that Policy SA4 from the adopted Local Plan is replicated
in the Local Plan Review. The policy covers the whole of the Hunts Grove area (original allocation
and committed extension) and ensures that the development is being planned for in a cohesive
manner, rather than as two separate but adjacent sites.

Question 6.1: Are there any other specific local studiesthat you believe are needed to inform the Local Plan
review? Have you any advice on the scope or content of any of these studies?

The list of background studies that will be prepared to support the Local Plan Review includes an
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. As is to be expected this document will be based on evidence provided by
numerous organisations and stakeholders. In this respect it is important for the Council to ensure that the
evidence is subject to critical review in order to ensure that it is robust. This is a requirement of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which requires plans to be ‘justified’, one of the four tests of soundness for
Local Plans. Furthermore, requirements for unwarranted levels of infrastructure would likely result in
developments experiencing viability issues that could impact the delivery of desired elements (e.g. affordable
housing provision) or prevent them from coming forward.

In terms of a specific example we have significant concerns with the School Places Strategy 2018 — 2023
(SPS) that has been prepared by Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) and which sets out the number of
pupils that are likely to be generated by new developments. The flaws with the SPS are set out in detail in a
letter that Rapleys sent for and on behalf of Crest to GCC on 21 November 2018 and which is included at
Appendix 1. We strongly urge the Council to consider the content of the letter and ask GCC to undertake a
robust survey and amend the SPS in accordance with the recommendations set out within.

I trust that the above is clear. However, please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss
further.

Yours sincerely,
[ ]
MA (Hons) MA MRTPI
Associate - Town Planning




Appendix 01

190118 STROUD LOCAL PLAN
REVIEW REPRESENTATIONS
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217 Wovembar 2018

Dozr Siv/ Madamn

Consultation on Draft School Places Strategy 2048 - 2023
| am writing o behall of my client, Crest Micholson Strategic Projects, to provide a formal resporse to the
ronsultatior on Lke dra®t Scbool Places Strategy'

lifhite the Strareqy is nol strictly a plantirg document it is of particular relevance to the house building
indisrry as we understanc che conclusions on the number of pusils gevealed by new deve opments will
inform the fortheuming vpdale ol Glovcesterstire Cownty Councll's Local Developers Guide. The final
aaproved version of the Strateay will “herefore be material evidence uncerpinring ulure Counc'l requests for
planning obligazicns, This role is acknowledged on page 5 of Lhe Education & Skills Funding Agency's 'Guids
to farecasting pupil numbers in school place planring {July 2017) which slales that, amoagst ather things,
robust ferecasls are wsed 1o

‘agree it estment from offer services dod Dousing developers for infrasitucture projects, including
mew fowes and fousing develogmeants freagh Secfion Tos/Community Infrastructure Levy (C1L)
nmagatiations”,

On this 1asis it is pssantial that the pupil yield Tgures sel oul in the Strategy are based on credible evidenme
and formulazed in accordanes with hest praclice quidance. We have therefore avicwad bath the Strategy arad
the koy supporting evidece document, Jur commenls gre set out below in the follow ng sectivns,

1. The Consultation Process
2. Pupil Product Ratio Study {Cognisant Research)
5. Draft School Flaces Stralecy 2018-2023 (Gloucestershire Codnty Counsil - August 2018

This i Follewed by seclion summarising our conclusions and setting oul recommendalions to the Council Hur
curnmerts provided s part of This cansultation should be read withoot prejudice Lo any Turther responscs
mace by my client i1 respeck of any Futie npdate to the Glaucestershine County Council Local Davelapers
Guade or planning apotication,

1. The Consultation Process

Crest Wicholson Strategic Projects recognise the 'maartart rale that the decament has to play in ensuring

that naw development is aecumpaniod by the commensumte level of aducational infrasrructice and welcome

'Relerred toas 'thi Stratogy' wathin fhis representation
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the apporturity to comment an (he Strategy hafore ‘1 is finalised. However, as previousy cxpressed to the
Cowacil i ariling we are cance ned that the prozess has nol been fransparent anc thal thers is insullicent
time hetween the end of the consulmation periol and 1Me date of the committze at which approval of the
Stratecy will bo soughl,

Tha key paints oeing:

s The Pupil Procucl Ralio Study’is the key piece of evidence ‘eforming the Council’s decision to
sigrilicanty inzrease the puzil yield Fgures that will be appled lo new developments. As such the
robustress of tae Study s contral te Lhe soundness of Strateqy, However, it s nol relerred Lo oy nama
in the Slrateqy, included as an appediz no* available or signpested an the consuliation page of the
Couacil's wobgite, A numnes of respancants wil therefore not have had an opoorluily Lo rovize The
Shodywhen preparing Lhair -espansos.

s Thereis anly 2 weeks betweer the end of the consulzation on 217 November nd Lhe publication of
tha papeors “or the mesting af the Cabinet on 12" Dacember. This is untikoly Lo 2e sullicient fime fo
review Lne responses t7at have been received, cunsider whether any changes are requirec to e
stasagy and prenare the repart for anmmillee,

In canciusion, the above issues mean thas the process thal mes besn uncertaken dees no: accord with the
guidanee n the Education & Skills Funding Aguncy's "Guide to foracasting pupil numbars in school place
planning', On page 22 i1 slatas;

W is smporiant that your forocasis are Lransparent and sublert fo soriting, yiving local decisian-
makors a5 well s the (FF confidence do act.”

2. Pupil Product Ratio Study

A5 et out above the Pupil Product Ratie Study (the Staoy’ s the key piece of evidencr informing Council's
decision ta significant |y increase the pupil yield figures that will he applied 1o new developments. We have
rewizwed Lthe Stady avd have a number of significant concerns in respect of the appreack Lhat has been Laker
and the zonclusions that have been reached.

|he Study uses the data colacted Tam the swiveys of wo seveloprents within Glouceslemshire o uenerdle
pet dwelling Pupil Praduct Ratias {PPRs] for the dilferes| sehool rlassificatinrs (pre-scraol, priman sehool,
secondary sehool snd pest-16), The developments are:

o GOHOD (566 gwellings) - Cheltennam Barough Counct|
= HKingsway {3,327 dwellings) - Glauzester &ty Council

The precess thal was followad to genorate Lre PPRs = sommansed halowee

s The survey data from bath develoomenis was analysed Lo establish wheathar the respanses reflecied
the actual hausing mix ol the example developments (e 1 bedroom dwe lings comprise 2% of the
doevelupimer. Uien ideady #% of responses should be from L bedroon dwellings), Wiere the number
af responses received was not praportional to the heusing mix weightirg was then apalied to make
the averall resulls inare representative.

o The mean Child Product Batic (CPR] per dwelling lor hoth developments was calculated 10,74
childrer per dwelling for GCHO ard 1,22 chiaren for Singsway) and wsed 1o genevete a Llended

fapferred booas The Sicdy” within Lhis representasice
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‘Glowrestershire figure (1,04 childran per dwelling).

Themean CPR was thee broken down scross the differert schoal classifications in order ta establish
Pupil Product Ratios (PPR} per dwe ling for ooth developments and "Gloscestershire’, The results are
sul sul in tre tablo below,

Table 1: Pupil Product Ratfos

' GCHYO '"Hingsway Gloucestershire
Pre-achac! Childreq per dwelling | 0.20 =R | 0.30 R
Frirmary schoecl Childrea aer dwelling 0.28 0.59 | (.45 1
Secondary School Children per dwelling | 0.14 0.23 ETPn ]
Post-15 Children per dwelling 005 009 0.1

W have o fundamenta coneceen with the methocology that has been used to ostablish the CPR's and PRR's
whEn looking specifically at the GCIHG and ingsway davalopments, however, as zet out be.ow using tham m
creaie 4 blonded ‘bloucestarshire’ figura that forms the basis of the pupil yield ligures thal will be zealizd to
npw developments s inaapropriate.

Surveyed Developments

lhe Study is based solely on susvays of GCHG ard Kingsway, which are locatec on the fringes of Cheltonbar
and Gloacester rospectively, The decision to survey only bwe developmonls is proslematic tor the tollowing
reasans,

Firsrly, Glouceslesshire conleims six Lucal Planning Autharlios (LRPA] which varg greatly in terms of geography
and demaographics. These vanances rrean thal itis highly unlikely that the pupl vields from develepments an
the fringes of bwe of the major seltlements in the County are representacive of devalopments elsewiers,
Furthermore, less than half of the 24,/ 72 dwellings thal are allocated within Lhe County” fall within the Joint
Core Strategy arez {Chetenham, GloLeester and Tewkshury) where soth devzlapmencs are situated. |t canrot
theretore oe arguad Lhal develooments have been selocted as they are 0 the area where the malorily of
growtn is beino directed.

Secandly, a sureey of just bwa develnpments is ton small a sample from which o generals robuest and
representative pupil yield figures over a county wide area, Should either ol the develooments be anomalous i
term of pupll generation than the blended CPRs and PPRs will b2 skewec significancly and result ir pupil yeld
figures that are unrepresentative of the majority of new developmoents wilhin Gloucestorshin, Far oxamale,
the primary schosl PPR for GCHO 95 0L28 pupils per dwetling which isideatizal to the current pupil yield figuee
in Local Development Swide, while the pnimary school PPR Tor Kincsway i over twice a5 pigh ab 0,39 pugils
per dwelling snd sesulls in the blended NMgure To- Gloueestershive of 045 pupils par dwelling. [ eould He that
GCHT and Kingsway represenl ball ends of the speetrum o lerrs of odpil generdtion and that the blended
PPR figure is therefore a reasconaole average. However, itis just as possible that ane of the developments is a
Fair regresertation of developments acrass Lhe County, while the other is comaletely anomalans and skews

* Page 27 of -he Strategy.






develogments to generale PPRs for Gloucestershire. However, both cevelopmonts are in excess of 260
dwallings ane, 15 such, there is no eviderce to indicate thal pupil yie s are different ir developments smaller
than 350 dwellings,

Seccndly, 25 set out in the lakle below there are differences between the PPRs n the Study and the yiclds
proposed i the Strateqy, While the differences are reiatively minoy, with the exception of Pasz-1b chitdren, rig
cxplanation has feen giver as to the reasening ler departing from the PER figires in the Study,

Table 3: Comparison between PPRs and Propose d Pupil Yields

Gloucestershire PPR | Proposed Pupil Vield | Proposed Pupil Yield
{<350 dwellings) {>350 dwellings)
fre-Schoal  Children per | €30 - 0.23 0.26
dweellng
Pritnary Schaol Children per | C45 037 .42
dwelling
Secardary School Children | 0,24 0.1% D71
per dwelling
Pest 2h Children aer | 0.1 01 0.1
e [ling

Thirdly, page 19 cf the Education & Skills Fund'ng Agency's 'Guide to forecasting pupil numbers in sehaol
place planmng lisis vanous elements of goed oractice for pupl. forecasting, including a suogestion Lo:

“werrls Wit aeighbouring authorities as much as possibie to validate aay factors you ase

In this respect thers is no cvidence of collaboration with neighbouring authorities. This is polentially a
sinilicart issue as oo laborating with neighbouring authorities provides an impertant sanse check exercise,
whicq is sarticularly impartant ir situations when considering significant changes to yields thal have been
used for some time As can be seen from the table below the progosed pupil yields for primary schools (037
and .42 pupils per dwellirg) ase markedly i excess of thase in neighbouring authoritios. it would tnerefare
be worth establishing why thisis the case end " it1s justitied,

Table &; Pupil Yields in Meighbouring Authorities

—

Pre-Schoal ' Primary School Secondary School Paost-16 Children
Children per Children per Children per per dwelling
I | dvelling duelling dwrelling
Herefordshire” 0041 to 0.034 0.063 Lo 267 D055 o n.22e 0.005
Waorcestershire” Datn Not Available 0,196 0.14 Data Mot Available

.5 Planning Ohligations Supplcmentary Planning Documant (April 2008}
" Blanmng Okligations for Fducatinn in Waorcestershire [April #01#)









