
Comment ID: 8701 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: R J P 

Comment: Did you meet / will reach  your housing targets for the 2011 -  2031 for 
affordable housing, if not why not.  And what is the target for this consultation



Comment ID: 8703 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: R J P 

Comment: If the transport currently supplied is only 'reasonable'  how do you intend to 
improve the services to cater for all the additional demand that these housing targets 
will require.



Comment ID: 8702 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: R J P 

Comment: What is the planning for these developments relating to: 

Hospital requirements / availability. 

Doctors surgeries and relevant supports for these locations; 

Transport infrastructure for additional locations. 

Water and effluent discharges.



Comment ID: 10685 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: Rachael Mundy 

Comment: I object to the proposed allocation of 1870 homes for Fairford. 

 

Reasons: The sewage system in Fairford is already at capacity. Thames Water data 
shows hours of sewage spills in since 2023. Adding additional homes will worsen this 
problem. The proposed growth is disproportionate compared to similar towns. 

 

Change requested: I ask that the housing allocation for Fairford be reduced significantly, 
and that sewage infrastructure upgrades be completed before any development 
proceeds.



Comment ID: 9767 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rachel Edgington 

Comment: Q1 - Agree with Scenario 5, an independent assessor would see this as 
reasonable. Also indicates, that the required housing stock is not readily achievable in 
the Cotswold Natural Landscape. If a sensible option is not put forward, others higher 
up (eg Government) will start to impose their requirements to meet the National 
Housing requirements.



Comment ID: 9773 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rachel Edgington 

Comment: Q2 - No! There are other means before doing unsustainable development. 
Need to fully understand the stock of empty housing that can be brought back into use, 
a clear indication from other adjacent DCs if their housing submissions can benefit 
Cotswold DC (there is nothing in the document on this subject). Fully understand and 
influence the Government on the use of secondary homes and holiday homes in Natural 
Landscapes and National Parks to bring them back into primary use/ownership so to 
stop building more houses. To influence the Government (again in Natural Landscapes 
& National Parks ) to have covenants on any new build housing so that it can not be 
used for second homes or holiday lets. Understand for all villages where there may be 
some small in-fill, a plot of say 10 houses etc; again this is missing from the document. 
Even the places as Proposed Non Principal Settlements (from walking in the Cotswolds) 
seem to have more 'windfall' sites than indicated, Cotswold DC need to have a much 
better look if small developments of 5-10  houses are feasible.



Comment ID: 9779 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Rachel Edgington 

Comment: Q3 - this may need to be considered as an option if nothing else is feasible, 
response to Q2 (and there may be other suggestions) also gives some suggestions as 
feasibility to reduce density. To understand what housing density is needed, it may 
come down to what stock is missing and in short supply in the area. (No info given on 
this). One example - many people retire to the Cotswolds, they may be OK in their 3 bed 
homes in early retirement but may be looking for a smaller property (no stairs, small 
garden) as they get older; these seem in very short supply and not everyone  wants to 
live in a retirement property (with high management fees and properties being difficult 
to sell). If high density, it all come down to the aesthetics of the Cotswolds and ensuring 
it is what people want to buy.



Comment ID: 9786 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Rachel Edgington 

Comment: Q4. No! Answering specifically for Moreton in Marsh (MiM) and the 
developments off the Fosse Way (Stow, Longborough, Broadwell and Bourton on the 
Hill). The road infrastructure (ie the Fosse way) is already suffering major traffic queues 
(summers, weekend and Bank Holidays) especially in MiM and Stow. Turning onto the 
Fosse from the villages can be horrible at times. Also concerned that increased housing 
in MiM, will put more traffic through Bourton on the Hill (with it narrow spot on the A44) 
causing problem. To be completely strategic, infrastructure is key to any large housing 
developments. It is time to start looking at a bypass for Moreton and Stow, probably on 
the East side and ensuring that the traffic on the A44 into MIM from Evesham is diverted 
onto the Stow road (road signs indicate this is the HGV route for Oxford but everyone 
ignores it). A bypass always releases land for housing (see Wellesbourne in 
Warwickshire) which could mean more houses allocated in Stow. I wonder how much 
your shown housing developments would change if a bypass was shown! (and be more 
acceptable). The sewage works needs complete replacement (and moving). There is 
inadequate parking at the station and in the town for anyone wanting to shop in Moreton 
when tourists are also present. Time for the secondary school too! Another small 
supermarket serving the new build so they have something close and not driving into 
MIM.All these should be in place before any more housing commences. On reading the 
document, MiM is becoming the Northern hub of Cotswold DC (Cirencester being the 
South hub). In summary, I am not against the development of MiM (I know many are), I 
realise it has the  train connections, outside the Cotswold Natural Landscape and if the 
residents aren't careful, the developments will be imposed on the town. So my view is to 
ask for what you want (ie be in the driving seat) to allow for the developments to go 
ahead. Development in MiM needs real vision and a big strategic plan.



Comment ID: 9791 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Rachel Edgington 

Comment: Very surprised that in the Local Plan, no mention as been made of any new 
industrial areas. With increased houses, more people need more employment. It would 
be irresponsible  to build houses where there are no jobs (unless a long commute , over 
30 mins). Recognising that MiM is becoming much larger are there any sites available 
for industry? What is the long term future of the Fire Training College at MIM - is that 
going to be there in 20 years - site for industry? As previously mentioned, no indication 
of working with adjacent DCs. In my view thus is with West Oxfordshire and Kingham 
station, next door to Bledington - I'm surprised not more housing is proposed for 
Bledington with its rail links. Finally, no mention of the other key infrastructure in the 
North of the County, the railway. New station at Chipping Campden with parking/bike 
connection?



Comment ID: 10766 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: Scenario 5 seems the only way the council can try to meet the government 
targets but they need to be very careful not to overdevelop and ruin our existing 
developments. If an appropriate site can be found to  create new settlements with their 
own infrastructure, services and employment this seems the boldest and best way 
forwards. I appreciate it will take time but seems the most sustainable way of creating 
new homes without being detrimental to what we already have. The numbers are too 
high just to add onto what we already have.



Comment ID: 10767 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: No, they need to stick to their development principals otherwise the design 
control will be lost.



Comment ID: 10770 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: I think within large scale housing developments there is potential to increase 
density with flats - perhaps within the centre of them. Or within industrial sites where 
the scale of buildings are lager.



Comment ID: 10774 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: No, I don't think it is sustainable you need to be bold and create new 
settlements rather than adding to existing settlements which have never been planned 
to be extended so far. For instance take Moreton in Marsh - I cannot see how the 2043 
houses could be added let alone another 2000 after that?



Comment ID: 10779 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: Tourism is very important to the Cotswolds, this needs to be considered.



Comment ID: 10783 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: Yes I agree with most of the vision and objectives however I struggle to see 
how they can be met given the huge number of houses which are required. With regards 
to ' Require all new development to be zero-carbon and climate-resilient.' this seems 
like a perfect objective on paper but will developers and funder afford to build 
developments which are truly carbon zero - will it stack up financially for them? Are their 
pockets deep enough to invest?



Comment ID: 10771 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: Doubling the size of Moreton in Marsh is just ridiculous. Yes we have a train 
station but without diverting traffic from all directions by two bi-passes the town would 
be terrible to go to and from. There isn't sufficient employment opportunities or schools 
for people to be truly sustainable and live, work an school children locally.



Comment ID: 10772 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Rachel Hartwell 

Comment: Why has Stow on the Wold got so little new housing assigned to it?



Comment ID: 9266 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Rachel Price 

Comment: I’m horrified by this and completely forgot object. My family moved here to 
our forever home a couple of years ago. We wanted to live in a small village. The 
expansion is just ridiculous. It will no longer be the place we chose to live and worked all 
our lives for.



Comment ID: 9530 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rachel Ranger 

Comment: Scenario 3 would make more sense as the main centres already have a 
range of services, public transport and job opportunities. Surely this is more 
economical than attempting to provide these when development is scattered through 
the villages.



Comment ID: 9531 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rachel Ranger 

Comment: No, new houses should be in areas where facilities are available.



Comment ID: 9533 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rachel Ranger 

Comment: Scenario 3 makes more sense. The main centres already have services, 
public transport and job opportunities. Surely this is more economical than trying to 
provide these when new homes are scattered around the villages.



Comment ID: 9535 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rachel Ranger 

Comment: No. building houses where there are no services or transport will increase 
traffic. The countryside needs affordable houses and the infrastructure to go with them. 
Children should be able to walk to school!



Comment ID: 9536 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Rachel Ranger 

Comment: Maybe three storey houses with small gardens, or small blocks of flats (no 
more than 4 stories) with access to gardens , but these would only work in an urban 
setting, not in the villages.



Comment ID: 9537 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Rachel Ranger 

Comment: Poulton , if more houses were to be built here, would need some issues 
addressing to lessen the impact.  

1. Sewage issues 

2. Flooding 

3. Traffic management (there have been 2 crashes outside our house in 6 months) 

4. public transport.



Comment ID: 10064 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Raymond Shaw 

Comment: 1)Concerning FAIRFORD - has the restrictions on the A417 at the bottom of 
the market place at London Street been considered. There is often road rage at that 
junction and we have also heard of physical abuse against drivers. The narrow road is no 
longer fit for purpose because of the amount of traffic that passes through Fairford at 
present. Considering the large amount of cars that will be introduced to Fairford via the 
doubling of the number of houses planned, that junction priorities has to be changed. 

2) the sewerage system for the East Side of Fairford often fails in periods of heavy rain 
fall. Is there additional sewerage facilities planned for this side of Fairford considering 
the increase in population that is planned for Fairford. 

3) Is additional public services belong planned for Fairford? The Doctor’s surgery is 
totally overwhelmed at the moment. What plans are there for increasing Doctor’s 
surgeries. Also Dentist provision and education services - at all levels of education in 
the local schools 

4) Public transport is sadly lacking in this area. If this was included in the plan, it would 
reduce the amount of traffic on the A417.



Comment ID: 9908 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: I strongly support Scenario 3, which focuses development on Main Service 
Centres that already provide: - a broad range of services and facilities; - good transport 
accessibility; - employment opportunities; - and the scale necessary to support new 
infrastructure. 

 

This approach would help preserve the rural and village nature of settlements such as 
Siddington and prevent their coalescence with larger towns. Siddington should retain a 
defined development boundary and its separation from Cirencester, in line with: 

- the Siddington Neighbourhood Development Plan; 

- the Cirencester Neighbourhood Plan; and 

- the adopted Cotswold District Local Plan, which recognises the need to protect the 
individual identities of neighbouring settlements and avoid urban sprawl. 

Without this protection, Siddington risks becoming a suburb of Cirencester, losing the 
very characteristics that define it as a distinct rural village.



Comment ID: 9914 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: I strongly support Scenario 3, which focuses development on Main Service 
Centres that already provide: - a broad range of services and facilities; - good transport 
accessibility; - employment opportunities; - and the scale necessary to support new 
infrastructure. 

 

This approach would help preserve the rural and village nature of settlements such as 
Siddington and prevent their coalescence with larger towns. Siddington should retain a 
defined development boundary and its separation from Cirencester, in line with: 

- the Siddington Neighbourhood Development Plan; 

- the Cirencester Neighbourhood Plan; and 

- the adopted Cotswold District Local Plan, which recognises the need to protect the 
individual identities of neighbouring settlements and avoid urban sprawl. 

Without this protection, Siddington risks becoming a suburb of Cirencester, losing the 
very characteristics that define it as a distinct rural village.



Comment ID: 9915 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: Yes. Due to the fact that much of the Cotswolds is in an AONB, there is an 
unfair development pressure on the remainder of the area. Many settlements outside 
the AONB area also have special rural and village characteristics which are important to 
preserve. Often their settings are often in beautiful countryside. The term ‘sustainable’ 
was defined in 1997 before the internet was widely used and before working from home, 
supermarket deliveries, online shopping generally and electric cars. It could be argued 
that many AONB settlements are in fact now sustainable in reality if not by definition.



Comment ID: 9916 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: Object to increased housing density, as it is paramount that families have 
sufficient space within their boundaries. Having safe and suitably sized areas of outside 
space per property is not only necessary for leisure and social purposes, but also 
increases personal pride and responsibility of their property, garden and neighbours’ 
outdoor spaces. 

 

It has been seen too often, that the increased density results in overuse of the 
communal areas by a small subset of residents (or locals) and deters others from 
feeling able to use the space. It also increases litter, damage, lack of care and personal 
property being left (e.g. scooters, bike parts, chairs, etc.), thus increasing it and the 
surrounding area’s undesirability. 

 

Appreciating, where retirement properties are required, a higher housing density to the 
area is suitable due to their increased mobility limitations. However, communal areas 
must be available, with small private outside spaces per property with access to ground 
floor living also should be mandatory.



Comment ID: 9918 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: This seems unlikely unless a huge amount is invested into the existing 
infrastructure. 

Specifically around Siddington the issues of quadrupling the number of properties will 
require significant infrastructure changes, that based on conversations with the Council 
will not be granted as the housing development volumes wouldn't meet the thresholds. 

The key infrastructure requirements would be: 

- improved transportation networks - currently a single road through the centre of the 
village that only allows a single lane of traffic at the north of the village approaching 
Cirencester by the post office. In addition, the roads surrounding the village are too far 
from the village itself to be regularly usable given the detour required. 

- school - the primary school within Siddington will need to be extended. The secondary 
schools in Cirencester would not be able to take the additional capacity, thus a third 
would be required. 

- healthcare - local GP surgeries are already at capacity and therefore addition ones 
would be required. The Cirencester hospital would need to have greater facilities, as 
currently different sections are being closed down. There are no major hospitals in the 
Cotswold District and therefore agreement would be needed by neighbouring hospitals 
for further expansion and investment at Swindon, Gloucester Royal and Cheltenham 
without significant increase in service offerings to Cirencester given two thirds of the 
development is planned for in and around Cirencester. 

- utilities - drainage, gas, electricity and mobile signal would need to be increased. All of 
which are at their limits, with no mobile signal in over half of the village currently. 

- flood protection - Siddington has a large flood risk from the River Churn, which has 
been significantly increased with a relatively small retirement development built in 
comparison to the proposed Preston and Siddington development proposals.



Comment ID: 9920 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: The specific needs of the rural economy should also be addressed when 
considering new large development sites. This could include housing for agricultural 
and rural workers and also support for farm diversification. 

 

Current rurality of villages, such as Siddington, would be lost with the proposed 
developments. This is an important factor for many locals of Siddington. In addition, all 
the currently available equestrian activities for the local stables would be limited. At 
present, many horses pass through the village which is such a wonderful and calming 
thing to see. With the proposed expansion, this would not be possible, as it would 
become unsafe for those riding, and the horses themselves, and/or the increase to 
congestion in the village would make it unsustainable.



Comment ID: 9922 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Rebecca Bury 

Comment: Yes, I agree that the plans are trying to make the best use of space and 
infrastructure. However, given the restrictions around the AOND it should be seriously 
considered whether areas outside these few very small and concentrated areas could 
be utilised across the Cotswold District Council. Small expansions of multiple areas 
would be a much better use and minimise the strain on resources and infrastructure. 
This is particularly the case, as highlight in the Siddington Village Hall meeting, where it 
was suggested that even the significant increase in housing would not likely result in 
proper enhancements and increase to the current infrastructure. Therefore, this would 
be very detrimental to the immediate and surrounding areas currently proposed for 
extensive expansion.



Comment ID: 9373 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Reyn Hauff 

Comment: I believe NONE supports the aim of the Local Plan to be sustainable and 
green. They all seem to undermine what is the essential “ Cotswolds “. They seem to 
take little account of policies that have been central to Neighbourhood Plans across the 
district. 

Scenario 5 destroys a number of small villages converting them to suburbs of larger 
neighbouring towns. After that the rural and community aspects of those villages - so so 
important to the residents and visitors alike - will be gone. 

I have already written to CDC about my opposition to my village, Siddington, being 
treated as a Principal Settlement. If one looks properly at the data apparently 
supporting that treatment it is clear that Siddington cannot be so treated.  

Scenario 5 is a goer only if sites are in a place where genuine infrastructure exists and it 
DOESN’T at Siddington.  

There are 339 dwellings at present and to increase that to 1100 is wholly 
disproportionate destructive of the place and certainly wouldn’t be a sustainable 
development step. 

The Scenario is inconsistent with the conclusions of the Assessment of Broad Strategic 
Development Locations.



Comment ID: 9375 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Reyn Hauff 

Comment: To adopt a Plan that provides for development locations that are not 
sustainable is wholly in inconsistent with the NPPF and is contrary to what has been 
promoted in previous CDC Local Plans. This volt face would only be proper in the face of 
a national emergency. Central Gov decision to increase its housing requirement is no 
such situation. 

Siddington is being identified for PS treatment because it’s outside the National 
Landscape NOT because it would be a sustainable step. Siddington lacks services and 
facilities that would be required. Unsustainable locations should never be used to meet 
a numbers game or to satisfy a political whim. 



Comment ID: 9376 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Reyn Hauff 

Comment: To reply y to this question in relation to Siddington I’d say that significantly 
increasing housing density here would destroy the rural village character of the place.



Comment ID: 9377 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Reyn Hauff 

Comment: Of course not. In my view there’s no sensible prospect of significant 
development in Siddington being sustainable. The village should never be treated as a 
Principal Settlement. The villagers depend on most services in Cirencester and I can’t 
see that changing.  There is no justification for Siddington to face development that will - 
not  may or might- destroy its identity.



Comment ID: 9379 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Reyn Hauff 

Comment: The vision is OK but in terms of my village, Siddington, the consultation doc 
will not deliver because inter alia  

* the village community will be destroyed  

* our landscape heritage and character are disrespected  

* if developed as suggested the enlarged place won’t mature into a thriving community 
it’ll be a series of housing estates where people live - and just that. 

* it will likely see our available green space reduced. 



Comment ID: 10181 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Richard 

Comment: In regards to the proposed new development near Driffield I have major 
concern about flooding impact locally. I live in Harnhill and the flash flooding we get in 
particular along the road between Harnhill to Driffield is extreme at the moment and I 
feel any change could have serious effects.  

My other concern is the impact on the small local roads which can be challenging at 
times and I can not see coping with major new developments. A particular problem is 
the bridge on Tank lane crossing over the A419/417 which I can not imagine was sized 
with the potential new volume in mind?



Comment ID: 10769 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Richard Busby 

Comment: I live in the village of Down Ampney and your proposal to build an additional 
420 home in the village represents a tripling of the village size.  This proposal has been 
selected WITHOUT ANY INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING and if adopted, this Scenario 
would; 

 

1. Mean an increase of circa 960 residents, with no local facilities apart from a small 
village shop. 

2. The possibly 180+ children and an already oversubscribed primary school. 

3. Result in the likelihood of 600+ additional cars on already inadequate and poorly 
maintained local roads, exacerbated by Inadequate public transport.  

4.Overload a totally inadequate sewage system, cannot cope with the current housing 
density, resulting in the discharge of untreated sewage into local rivers. 

5. The village suffering from more extensive surface water flooding, already exacerbated 
by current housing developments. 

6. Result in residents having to cope with X number of years disruption due to 
construction traffic.  The current developments have caused serious disruption and 
road damage. 

 

In addition to the above observations, allocating an ad-hoc number of proposed 
dwellings without any indication of where the proposed developments would take place 
smacks of a total lack of planned and sustainable development.  In addition, at a time 
when the country is having to import excessive amounts go agricultural produce, the 
like loss of price farming land is totally unacceptable.



Comment ID: 10784 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Richard Busby 

Comment: Option 6, as it spreads and shares the pain of the required number of 
developments.  There is no bar on the development of additional small developments in 
the Cotswold National Landscape.



Comment ID: 10786 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Richard Busby 

Comment: Yes, there is no bar on the option of building small developments in the 
Cotswold National landscape.  CDCs selection of Scenario 5 places an unfair burden 
on settlements outside of this area.



Comment ID: 10788 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Richard Busby 

Comment: Smaller houses and flats would provide an option for both ends of the 
housing ladder i.e., those just starting out (single, couples and those down sizing.  I 
wouldn't  support the development of high rise flats.



Comment ID: 10791 

Location in consultation document: How did the Council select locations? 

Name: Richard Busby 

Comment: The fact that you are suggesting a tripling in size of the village of Down 
Ampney i.e. an additional 420 houses, would indicated that you have failed to undertake 
a strategic assessment prior to tis decision. 

Down Ampney suffers from an inadequate sewage system, which results in the 
discharge of raw sewage into local rivers.  Local flooding, exacerbated by recent and 
ongoing housing developments. A lack of public transport.  Inadequate public transport. 
An already over-subscribed primary school and inadequate and poorly maintained 
roads.



Comment ID: 10100 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: None of the scenarios supports the aim of the Local Plan to be sustainable 
and green to the core. 

Of the scenarios provided, and if I had to pick one rather than none, then I would 
support Scenario 3 Main Service Centres over the others. 

Given the large area of the Cotswold National Landscape I would argue that if that is to 
be protected then the CDC target should be reduced to reflect that. If the target, or a 
target that is still close to that proposed then unfortunately I believe that more 
development is required through the Cotswold National Landscape to achieve this and 
that its protections should be reduced. This would be a better outcome for all than 
continuing to protect the CNL, but completely destroy other areas nearby but outside 
the CNL just because the CNL needs protection.



Comment ID: 10102 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: Adopting a plan that provides for development locations that are not 
considered sustainable is inconsistent with the NPPF and goes against everything that 
has been promoted in previous CDC Local Plans. 

 

If CDC decides to locate developments in unsustainable sites it should admit publicly 
that it is abandoning good planning practice.   

 

In particular Siddington and some other areas are being targeted because they lie 
outside the National Landscape, not because it is sustainable.  

 

In relation to Siddington the incorrect Principal Settlement classification further hides 
the fact that the village lacks services, transport, and infrastructure. Unsustainable 
locations should not be used to meet housing numbers. 



Comment ID: 10105 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: Increasing housing density in developments in rural locations (such as 
Siddington) is inappropriate and would threaten their rural character. 

 

This proposal of increasing housing density so is to "save" more countryside. I am 
against this for the following reasons. You need to consider that houses need to be lived 
in, with appropriate space within them and between them and to accommodate other 
services that are required such as roads, parks, amenities and communal facilities.. If 
you are going to build them then they need to have a sufficient land footprint for them to 
be built on. In my opinion it would be far better to build on 100 acres with a lower 
suitable and sustainable housing density than squeeze them all into 50 acres and 
double the housing density, making the housing much less suitable to be lived in, but 
save a nearby 50 acres from development. If houses are to be built they need to be built 
properly and serve the need of the residents who live in them.



Comment ID: 10108 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: No I do not think the proposed level of development within Scenario 5 is 
sustainable. 

 

A three‑ to four‑fold expansion would merge Siddington with Cirencester, overwhelm 
rural infrastructure, increase flood risk, and destroy the village’s identity. The village's 
misclassification as a Principal Settlement further undermines the justification for this 
level of growth. 

 

This would require a complete redesign of roads around Siddington including 
demolition of current properties. Regarding flooding not only would the new houses be 
prone to flooding if on or near the currently identified floodplains but houses that 
already exist would be at a higher risk of flooding due to surface water run off and 
reduction in current nearby countryside (now built on) to absorb and let out slowly 
rainfall. In relation to the Siddington proposal this would affect current properties in 
Siddington and nearby areas.



Comment ID: 10110 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: Yes. The Plan should consider or consider more fully the following:   

• The incorrect Principal Settlement classification for Siddington  

• The protection of village identity and cohesion for Siddington and other villages where 
development is proposed.   

• Flood resilience. The documents refer to areas that flood, but do not state that 
development near areas deemed a flood risk increases the flood risk in those areas as 
well as those being developed. Also it needs to take account of already developed areas 
and the effect on them of increased flood risk and flooding of permitting nearby 
development.   

• Rural infrastructure limits   

• The importance of the green buffer between Siddington and Cirencester. 



Comment ID: 10116 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: I agree with the vision but the proposals in the Consultation document will 
not deliver that vision. From the perspective of Siddington, the proposals: 

• Will increase flood risk and actual flooding of new and current housing. 

• Do not deliver a sustainable community but threaten the destruction of our 
existing community. 

• Will involve development that does not prioritise environmental stewardship, 
social equity or economic vitality. 

• Will not respect Siddington’s unique landscape, heritage or character. 

• Will not result in Siddington “maturing” into a thriving community. 

• Will not offer employment opportunities in Siddington. 

• Will not offer additional essential facilities to Siddington and will require the 
current facilities to somehow absorb the requirements of the additional population. 

• Are unlikely to involve integrated infrastructure and sustainable transport 
networks. 

• Will involve Siddington growing disproportionately  

• Will reduce the green space available to the Siddington community. 



Comment ID: 10663 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: Richard Grant (Commenting on behalf of Blue Cedar Homes Ltd) 

Comment: Paragraph 6.5 requests updates from landowners and agents who have 
previously submitted sites to the Call for Sites to reconfirm the availability of their sites, 
and to provide any further relevant updates regarding the delivery or progress of those 
sites. 

 

Blue Cedar Homes Ltd are promoting the Land at Field Close, Willersey for residential 
development and have previously submitted the site to the Call for Sites.  We can 
confirm that the site is available for residential development, and is currently subject to 
a planning application with the reference 25/02983/OUT - Folly View, Broadway Road, 
Willersey.



Comment ID: 10660 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Richard Grant (Commenting on behalf of Blue Cedar Homes Ltd) 

Comment: It is noted that at Willersey, a total of 102 additional new homes are 
suggested will be provided on "Indicative additional non-strategic site allocations to 
2043".   

 

There is no indication of which sites make up this figure and so it is not possible to test 
whether the figure represents the true capacity of Willersey.  We would note that the 
Land at Field Close, Willersey is currently subject to a planning application for 
residential development and was previously submitted to the Call for Sites.  The site 
represents a sustainable location for development at Willersey and is well located to 
benefit from links to Evesham and Broadway.  We would therefore urge the Council to 
include the site as an allocation in the Local Plan.



Comment ID: 10654 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Richard Grant (Commenting on behalf of Blue Cedar Homes Ltd) 

Comment: It is noted that Willersey is included in Table 2 as a Proposed Non-Principal 
Settlement.  In the adopted Local Plan, Willersey was assessed as a Principal 
Settlement.  Although the logic for the change is set out in evidence, we would note that 
Willersey has a reasonable range of facilities within the village, and also benefits from 
proximity to both Broadway (less than 2 miles) and Evesham (6 miles) - both of which 
have a far greater range of facilities including a railway station at Evesham, and can be 
accessed by bus.  These settlements are in Worcestershire, and so the benefits of 
Willersey being located so close to them does not appear to have been assessed in the 
Settlement Role and Function Study. 

 

We consider that the proximity of Willersey to Broadway and Evesham means that 
current and future residents will have access to a much greater range of facilities that in 
other locations in Cotswold District.  We would therefore suggest that Willersey should 
be reinstated as a Principal Settlement. 

 

It should also be recognised that modest growth at Willersey would mean that village 
facilities would be supported by additional residents, which may lead to improved 
facilities in the village, for example the potential for a village shop to reopen.



Comment ID: 10634 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Richard Grant (Commenting on behalf of Blue Cedar Homes Ltd) 

Comment: It is noted that the Council's position is that no Scenarios set out a position 
where sufficient land for new homes can be identified to meet the Local Housing Need 
calculated using the Standard Methodology. 

 

It is unclear what sites are included in the assessment of each Scenario and therefore 
not possible to test how robust the conclusions of the assessment may be.  It is noted 
that Scenarios 6 and 7 are discounted because they involve the identification of sites 
considered to be unsustainable, but without knowing the sites which have been 
assessed it is not possible to ascertain whether some of the the discounted sites could 
be determined to be acceptable in the light of the need to meet the Local Housing Need 
figure.  We would therefore urge the Council to publish the sites that make up the 
housing supply figures that are given for each of the seven Scenarios. 

 

Given that the Council is suggesting that it will need to ask neighbouring authorities to 
accommodate some of its Local Housing Need, this information will be crucial in order 
to make this case.  It is also noted that several neighbouring authorities are at a more 
advanced plan making stage than Cotswold (eg Wiltshire whose Local Plan is at 
Examination, and South Gloucestershire whose Local Plan is submitted).  Others such 
as West Oxfordshire, and the Cheltenham, Tewkesbury and Gloucester SLP are at 
equivalent stages where potential site allocations and a land supply are being set out.  
There seem to be limited opportunities available for neighbouring authorities to assist. 

 

We are therefore concerned that the approach to housing need and land supply in the 
Preferred Option Local Plan will fail to meet housing need in Cotswold, and urge the 
Council to look again at options to meet the full housing need of 18,650 homes within 
the district.



Comment ID: 10223 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Richard Gunner, Ciren Community Railway 

Comment: A- We note that a recent government announcement in the House of 
Commons has indicated their intention to limit the number of parking spaces which 
developers are permitted to include in residential developments. 

While it is some way from becoming law, if it does, this limitation will reduce the 
attractiveness of the dwellings unless acceptable alternative transportation is provided.   
However, such a limitation, coupled with the establishment of a Very Light Railway 
service, fits neatly to support the district’s Green-to-the-Core philosophy. 

B- In terms of the relative cost of the VLR project, we note that a report for GCC in 2015 
predicted that relatively minor improvements to the accessibility of Kemble Station 
could boost the local economy by £28m every year, which coupled with the increase in 
the developers’ profits, easily justifies such investment.



Comment ID: 8936 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: We prefer Option 5.   The climate crisis continues to gain momentum and all 
development plans should aim, as far as possible, to minimise fossil fuel motorised 
travel and pollution, encouraging modal shift away from the reliance on private vehicles. 
We agree with the CDC that Option 5 promotes the best opportunity to provide essential 
services and employment near to existing centres of population, and make the best use 
of the public transport network such as railways, particularly with regard to recent 
planning proposals to encourage development in close proximity to railway stations 
such as at Kemble and Moreton in Marsh. 

 

However, some of the advantages of option 4 also provide benefits of great value in this 
respect, and we feel that more emphasis should be placed on public transport focal 
points within option 5.    

On 18 November 2025 the Government published a statement that ‘Housebuilding 
around train stations will be given default “yes”’ 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/news/housebuilding-around-train-stations-will-be-
given-default-yes).  This includes tram stations, and so applies to Very Light Rail halts. 

Integrating and expanding regular, reliable net zero public transport infrastructure is 
absolutely crucial to meeting the Green to the Core objectives, because it is these 
services which make such an enormous expansion feasible and sustainable.   It should 
be noted that electric cars still generate a large carbon footprint and particulate 
pollution, as do electric buses.    

To this end, protection of the corridors of the Very Light Rail link and Active Travel Route 
between Kemble, Cirencester, Love Lane and Tetbury and the Cotswolds Airport should 
be formally included in the Local Plan.   

The funding for these transport schemes could be partially funded by the Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) alongside private and public fund investment and Land Value 
Capture support and would not be reliant on S106 funding.  The Very Light Railway 
should be included in the forthcoming Infrastructure Delivery Plan as necessary 
sustainable transport infrastructure for a growing community in Cirencester.  As 
representatives of the Cirencester Community Railway we have already made the case 
to CDC planning officers that it is necessary for a safeguarded corridor to be put into 
place between Cirencester and Kemble which would run alongside the currently 
planned Greenway walking and cycling route, which has already received CIL funding.



Comment ID: 8937 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: We feel that areas which are regarded as environmentally precious should 
continue to be protected.    Firstly many natural habitats will increasingly be threatened 
by ongoing climate change, many species will decline, and additional habitat erosion by 
development encroachment would cause irreversible damage.    

Secondly, as work is increasingly automated through AI and working from home, the 
population will need more opportunities for relaxation and open spaces.   The National 
Landscape (AONB) will become an increasingly valuable asset to the district, and to the 
nation, and should be protected from degradation. 

We note that significant levels of new house-building are proposed south-west of 
Cirencester.  This development will lead to increased pressure on Kemble railway 
station.  As more houses are built within the catchment of Kemble railway station, there 
will be higher demand for on-site parking, every measure will therefore be required to 
help commuters arrive at the station without the use of a car.  The Very Light Railway 
proposed between Cirencester and Kemble will help reduce demand for parking at 
Kemble Station and the VLR should be safeguarded in the new Local Plan so that 
funding from sources such as private and public fund investment, Land Value Capture, 
CIL and other sources can be identified.  If this sustainable transport route is not 
safeguarded now, there will be only very limited opportunities to provide off-road routes 
to the station from the principal settlement of Cirencester. 

In addition, the proposals include development of 1,070 homes south-west of Kemble, 
which will create a major demand for convenient, sustainable transport into 
Cirencester.   The Very Light Rail service will also meet this need.



Comment ID: 8938 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: Experience from other European countries shows that living in apartments 
can be more comfortable and environmentally beneficial, but some changes to UK legal 
structures to avoid unfair service charges would be needed to get the maximum benefit. 

For the Cotswolds, buildings could easily be designed to accommodate two apartments 
vertically, or in some places possibly three, but buildings taller than three storeys would 
rarely fit with the local vernacular.   The Steadings Development Phase 2 awaiting 
reserved matters approval already includes some three storey buildings. 

If reduced gardens are permitted, then provision must be made for green open spaces, 
including ‘wild’ areas, ponds and trees.



Comment ID: 8942 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: If reduced gardens are permitted, then extra provision for allotments should 
be included.



Comment ID: 8939 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: In order for any of the proposals to be socially and environmentally viable, 
the provision of acceptable net zero public transport must be fundamental to the 
underlying design.   Public transport services to Kemble must run exactly to schedule 
and often enough to make cars unnecessary, especially at commuting times.   The 
failure to offer this is the reason that bus services seldom generate sufficient modal 
shift, and fail to attract patronage.    The most cost-effective solution to this demand is 
Very Light Rail, which can be timed to meet all through trains and be an attractive 
alternative to a car. 

This especially relates to the larger and higher density developments proposed around 
Cirencester, particularly in Broad Zones 21c, 21d, 22 and 23. 

The lead time for development of new railway projects can be considerable.  Nearly a 
decade of work has already been invested in the Very Light Railway project between 
Cirencester and Kemble and while construction will be a relatively swift process, time 
will be required to identify funding, probably from private and public fund investment 
and Land Value Capture, but possibly also from CIL and other sources.   It should be 
noted that access to such rail services can be expected to significantly increase the 
value and marketability of both residential and commercial properties within their 
catchments, so Land Value Capture should be considered an appropriate source of 
funding.  The route must be safeguarded now so that it remains available, viable and 
developable when the funding has been identified and when the Cirencester population 
will have increased to the extent that the very light railway will be a better choice than 
car, taxi or bus.  If the route is not protected, its omission will make this very sustainable 
transport much more difficult to deliver.



Comment ID: 8940 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: We feel strongly that provision of a Very Light Rail (VLR) link to connect 
Kemble with the proposed developments west of Cirencester, with the Steadings, with 
the developments around Siddington and with Cirencester itself, is absolutely 
fundamental to making these expansion proposals environmentally sustainable.   

Key points to note about Very Light Rail: 

1- Reliance on vague promises of buses will not persuade the new residents to forgo 
their cars; the permanence of a rail service gives that confidence. 

2- By utilising the old railway formation, the very light rail route can co-exist with the 
proposed Green Route for cyclists and walkers currently being investigated by the Walk 
Wheel Cycle Trust (formerly Sustrans). 

3- The proposed future VLR branch extension to Love Lane will be convenient for the 
Siddington developments, and will serve the eastern end of the Steadings. 

4- Experience shows that rail services within 20 minutes’ walk of housing increase the 
attractiveness of dwellings, uplifting the value of new developments and facilitating 
sales.  This is borne out by the recent move to relax planning restrictions on land in 
close proximity to railway stations, which could include potential new station sites such 
as envisaged with the VLR proposals. 

5- The proposed new developments in Broad Zones 21C, 21D, 22 and 23 will further 
increase the VLR patronage above that already calculated, reducing its break-even time 
or reducing ticket prices, depending on funding strategy. 

6- The VLR service will also provide convenient access to Cirencester’s facilities for 
residents of the proposed Kemble development, Broad Zone 23, reducing reliance on 
the use of the motor car and ongoing issues with congestion and parking. 

7- The large manufacturing carbon footprint of electric cars and buses means that 
although they can reduce the release of CO2, they cannot get close to net zero. They 
also increase the wear and tear on the roads because of their increased weight. 

8- Congestion on Tetbury Road and Stroud Road is already a major problem; the 
expansion in Broad Zones 21C, 21D, 22 and 23 will require major (expensive) 
enhancements to the road network. 

9- Provision of sufficient buses to serve the proposed expansion will also contribute to 
the road congestion; this will in turn make the bus timetable more unreliable.   The only 
solution is a rail link to shift significant numbers away from the roads.   The VLR will 



reduce the cost of upgrades to the road network, and in the longer term will reduce the 
ongoing maintenance costs of the roads. 

10- The life expectancy of a rail link is at least 120 years, so it will also reduce the long-
term maintenance costs of local transport infrastructure, it will meet the needs created 
by the estimated development up to and beyond 2043, and it will offer low running costs 
for many generations of travellers. 

11. The VLR will also provide a sustainable transport link to the RAU Innovation Village 
and other proposed employment areas. 

For further information please visit CirenTrain.org.uk



Comment ID: 8941 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Richard Gunner, Cirencester Community Railway 

Comment: It is also important to earmark employment space of various types within 
walking distance of residential zones as well as the usual educational and medical 
facilities.   The concept of 20-minute towns should be used as a guide. 

This also fits well with the concept of the Kemble/Cirencester Very Light Rail proposal 
which would place the majority of the development within Broad Zones 21D, 22 and 23 
within walking distance of a dedicated shuttle service. The extension branch line to Love 
Lane will also serve the Siddington expansion, Broad Zone 21c and the eastern end of 
The Steadings.   

A battery operated VLR system such as recently trialled in Coventry City, using a 
dedicated route, would avoid competing with other road users and offer faster and more 
reliable journey times.  

It is noted that Tetbury is now the second largest conurbation in the Cotswolds District, 
which has resulted in a dramatic increase in car journeys in and out of the town.   The 
corridor of a VLR and Active Travel link between Tetbury, Cotswold Airport and Kemble 
should also be formally protected as a safeguarded route being of strategic importance 
in the Local Plan, in addition to the corridors between Kemble, Cirencester Town and 
Love Lane.  Protection of the old rail alignment between Love Lane and Cricklade, via 
the Water Parks, should also be considered. 

On 18 November 2025 the Government published a statement that ‘Housebuilding 
around train stations will be given default “yes”’ 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/news/housebuilding-around-train-stations-will-be-
given-default-yes).  This includes tram stations, and so applies to Very Light Rail halts.



Comment ID: 9593 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Richard Holmes 

Comment: This is a short generic comment on the Consultations on behalf of 
Cirencester Ramblers. We are the local group of the national Rambler's Association. 
The 'Preferred Options Consultation' from CDC proposes a number of 'new strategic 
sites' of which five are in the Cirencester Ramblers Group area - Kemble, Cirencester  
and Siddington, Preston and Driffield , Ampney Crusis and Fairford. 

As a small voluntary group we do not have the capacity or knowledge to reflect in detail 
on the questions. However as an overview Cirencester Ramblers would expect the rural 
nature of the District to be retained and the public rights of way to be protected and 
where possible enhanced.



Comment ID: 10272 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: 3.16 Moreton-in-Marsh has already seen significant development in recent 
years and already suffers from heavy traffic congestion and is starting to suffer from a 
lack of adequate facilities to support the hundreds of new homes that have already 
been built in recent years. I don't think this makes Moreton a viable area for large 
numbers of new homes. There needs to be significant improvements to infrastructure 
and local facilities in Moreton as it is, just to support the homes already built.



Comment ID: 10291 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: Moreton-in-Marsh has already seen significant development in recent years 
and already suffers from heavy traffic congestion and is starting to suffer from a lack of 
adequate facilities to support the hundreds of new homes that have already been built 
in recent years. I don't think this makes Moreton a viable area for large numbers of new 
homes. There needs to be significant improvements to infrastructure and local facilities 
in Moreton as it is, just to support the homes already built. Further development would 
bring the need for massive increases in capacity for traffic and parking in the town, as 
well as a need for widespread extra facilities and services, such as Healthcare facilities, 
shops/supermarkets, Post offices, school, etc.



Comment ID: 10281 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: Although promoting sustainable transport options is commended, I don't 
think as much weight should be given to the existence of travel hubs or existing 
transport links in decision making for potential areas of development. This is because in 
practical terms, in a rural areas such as the Cotswolds, unless a new housing 
development is within max 20mins walking distance to the existing infrastructure and 
services within the main service area, the majority of people will still drive into the main 
service area, resulting in increased traffic and detrimental excess demand on existing 
roads and parking provision. Achieving a max 20mins walking time from a large new 
development of this type into the associated service centre is likely to prove impossible 
in most locations and only increase traffic and the demand on the existing centre and 
the roads around it. This negates any desired/anticipated benefit of focusing the 
development "near" to existing public transport hubs and infrastructure.



Comment ID: 10284 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: I don't think as much weight should be given to the existence of travel hubs 
or existing transport links in decision making for potential areas of development. This is 
because in practical terms, in a rural areas such as the Cotswolds, unless a new 
housing development is within max 20mins walking distance to the existing 
infrastructure and services within the main service area, the majority of people will still 
drive into the main service area, resulting in increased traffic and detrimental excess 
demand on existing roads and parking provision. Achieving a max 20mins walking time 
from a large new development of this type into the associated service centre is likely to 
prove impossible in most locations and only increase traffic and the demand on the 
existing centre and the roads around it. This negates any desired/anticipated benefit of 
focusing the development "near" to existing public transport hubs and infrastructure.



Comment ID: 10287 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: Creating new settlements away from main principal sites should be a greater 
part of the solution and plan for development. It is a great alternative to 
overdevelopment of existing main service centres/principle settlements and would 
present an excellent opportunity to improve existing ailing bus routes by making them 
viable again due to increased demand. Therefore encouraging use of public transport 
and reducing the need for driving. This could also be an opportunity to revive and 
connect existing rural areas with better connections to public transport and services to 
enhance the lives of those already in the existing villages. Meanwhile, the existing village 
providing a head start for the facilities needed for the new proposed housing 
developments.



Comment ID: 10274 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: Moreton-in-Marsh has already seen significant development in recent years 
and already suffers from heavy traffic congestion and is starting to suffer from a lack of 
adequate facilities to support the hundreds of new homes that have already been built 
in recent years. I don't think this makes Moreton a viable area for large numbers of new 
homes. There needs to be significant improvements to infrastructure and local facilities 
in Moreton as it is, just to support the homes already built.



Comment ID: 10275 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: Richard Noble 

Comment: Moreton-in-Marsh has already seen significant development in recent years 
and already suffers from heavy traffic congestion and is starting to suffer from a lack of 
adequate facilities to support the hundreds of new homes that have already been built 
in recent years. I don't think this makes Moreton a viable area for large numbers of new 
homes. There needs to be significant improvements to infrastructure and local facilities 
in Moreton as it is, just to support the homes already built.



Comment ID: 10712 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Richard Sharp 

Comment: General Planning Notes for CDC Local Plan Consultation: Concerning Area 
17 (Down Ampney) 

 

Highway Safety and Traffic 

 

Highway safety is a serious concern in Down Ampney village The existing  route through 
the village consists of narrow rural roads that were not designed to accommodate high 
volumes of traffic. These roads have poor visibility around bends at both ends of the 
village meaning pedestrians, the many cyclists and vehicles must share the same 
restricted space. Any further housing development would lead to greatly increased 
traffic bringing an unacceptable risk to highway safety and the wellbeing of existing 
residents.  

 

Flooding 

 

Any further housing development should be refused due to the well known risk of 
flooding in the village and on the surrounding land, which is known to have a high water 
table. During heavy rain surface water is already unable to drain away leading to 
flooding in the centre of the village with road closures. With the recent housing 
developments existing village drainage is already beyond capacity and any further 
developments with large areas of hardstanding would significantly reduce natural 
absorption, increase surface water runoff and make the flooding more severe.  

 

Sewerage 

 

The existing sewage treatment plant is already operating far beyond its intended 
capacity of 200 houses with regular discharges by Thames Water into the Down Ampney 
Brook. During periods of heavy rainfall and flooding there is back flow onto the village 
high street. Any further development would place more pressure on the already 
inadequate sewerage infrastructure increasing the number of sewage discharges. 
Without evidence from Thames Water on when overdue upgrades will be planned and 



finished, any additional housing development cannot be considered sustainable to the 
local area. 

 

Character of the Village 

 

A development giving rise to a 2.5 times increase in the number of homes in Down 
Ampney will cause significant and irreversible loss to the village character. The scale 
and housing density of any development would not be in keeping with the historic 
layout, architectural style, and rural setting that define our Cotswold village and 
contribute to its sense of place, one of the key reasons residents choose to live in Down 
Ampney. 

 

Environmental Impact 

 

The scale and nature of any development would result in the loss of valued green space, 
disruption to local wildlife habitats and increased pressure on the surrounding natural 
environment. Greatly increased levels of traffic noise and pollution from a car 
dependent development would have a serious impact on the environment, a major 
point that does not align with the stated sustainable development principles outlined by 
Cotswold District Council and would be unacceptable on landscape impact and 
heritage grounds. 

 

Social Considerations 

 

The scale of development would place significant strain on the limited existing local 
infrastructure and services. Down Ampney village school is already at capacity and the 
village relies only on a small community run shop. Nearest medical facilities for basic 
healthcare needs require a car journey to either Cricklade, Cirencester or Swindon. 
Without clear and funded plans to expand these essential services, the proposal would 
be detrimental to the wellbeing of both current and future residents. 

 

No Employment or Transport 

 



Down Ampney village has no local employment opportunities and any development 
would increase reliance on commuting to other areas for work, placing additional 
pressure on the rural road network. Any feasible alternative transport to private car use 
would require a comprehensive bus network. Without realistic access to local jobs and 
sustainable transport options any development risks increasing traffic congestion, 
pollution and social isolation, and does not represent balanced or sustainable 
development for the village. 

 

High Car Dependency 

 

The location and scale of the development does not provide realistic alternatives to 
private vehicle use, given the limited public transport, walking and cycling 
infrastructure. This would obviously lead to increased traffic congestion, road safety 
concerns, and higher emissions which are contrary to sustainable development 
objectives and would negatively affect the quality of life in the village. 

 

Introducing a Significant Area of Built Form into a Rural Landscape 

 

The scale, density, and urban character of the development is not considered in keeping 
with the setting of Down Ampney and would significantly change the rural landscape, 
eroding its openness and visual amenity. Such an intrusion would be harmful to the 
established rural character of the area and is not consistent with the environmental 
stewardship outlined in the Cotswolds District Council’s Vision for 2043.



Comment ID: 9267 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Richard Whiteley 

Comment: How is "home" defined? 

There is a need for one and two bedroom apartments, presumably in apartment blocks. 
Are these envisaged and would they be defined as "homes"?



Comment ID: 9268 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Richard Whiteley 

Comment: Are council houses, available for rent, included in the plan?



Comment ID: 9512 

Location in consultation document: 3. Indicative figures 

Name: Rob 

Comment: When you say the Council has called for sites to landowners - how has that 
been done? What criteria did you use in selecting landowners e.g land size? We own 
land but have never been contacted so perhaps 9.5 acres to too small?



Comment ID: 9513 

Location in consultation document: How did the Council select locations? 

Name: Rob 

Comment: I am assuming that land you have highlighted for potential development has 
already been offered by the landowner and is this information in the public domain?



Comment ID: 9515 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Rob 

Comment: Siddington Village is a rural village settlement separated from Cirencester to 
the north by a settlement gap (Cirencester Road), which offers an imposing vista of 
pasture, Grade II listed St Peters Church (dating from 1150) and 13th Century Tythe Barn 
and farm buildings. The pasture is border to west by the Old Cotswold Canal and a 
footpath from The Spires. There is also a public footpath across the land, which forms 
part of a circular village walk. Any development on the ‘settlement gap’ would destroy 
the village’s distinctiveness and identity. 

Other sites that have been identified by CDC lie either side of Canal Lane. These fields 
are agricultural and farmed annually for crops. Access to these sites would have to be 
via Clarks Lane, Nursery View and Canal Lane, all of which are Unclassified Roads, 
mostly single track and soft verges. Access via Upper Siddington is not possible due to a 
7.5t weight limit on the listed canal bridge. Consideration should also be given to the 
fact that connectivity to the solar farm on Ashton Road to Spratsgate Lane and beyond 
runs underground along Nursery View and Clarks Lane.  Nursery View also has 
underground gas and water supplies, along with shared sewage drainage from cottages 
to an adjacent sceptic tank. Any access from Ashton Road has already been deemed 
not suitable by CDC on previous planning applications. All these roads form part of the 
village circular walk and along with the quite lane, which runs from Clarks Lane to Ewen 
Road are regularly used by locals and visitors, either on foot, cycles, horseback and 
mobility scooters. Any development would have a decremental effect on locals and 
visitors’ wellbeing and mental health, which I’m sure CDC would endeavour to protect. 
In conclusion. It is essential to keep these green spaces to protect biodiversity by 
retaining fields, trees, hedgerows and wildlife corridors. 

My final but very important point is that the sheer scale of the planned developments in 
Siddington, and indeed surrounding areas demand major investment to the local 
infrastructure and community services, such as roads, transport, schools, doctors, 
dentists, water supply, drainage, flooding and sewage treatment capacity, to name just 
some. This should be planned and completed before any future development takes 
place. 

Any development within these areas, as shown in your map, would destroy Siddington 
and it would just be a suburb of Cirencester.



Comment ID: 9500 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Rob 

Comment: The sheer scale of the planned developments in Siddington, and indeed 
surrounding areas demand major investment to the local infrastructure and community 
services, such as roads, transport, schools, doctors, dentists, water supply, drainage, 
flooding and sewage treatment capacity, to name just some. This should be planned 
and completed before any future development takes place.



Comment ID: 9509 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rob 

Comment: Area of Natural Beauty - Will there be a call for sites in this area? It may turn 
up some suitable sites that have been overlooked. I find it hard to comprehend that 
there is NO housing requirement within this area.



Comment ID: 9510 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rob 

Comment: On the subject of Principal Settlements why did some villages evade future 
development. South Cerney for instance is a Principal Settlement and has scope to 
develop north of Northmoor Lane and at Upper Up. Another possible development site 
is The Duke of Gloucestershire Barracks, which has an airfield that is no longer in use? 
There are also sites within Cirencester which could be developed, namely the old Tesco 
building, Gardiner Haskins and the commercial premises in Querns Lane, which has 
been empty for years!



Comment ID: 9511 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Rob 

Comment: I would support denser housing developments in towns  

 (such as smaller houses and gardens, more flats with height restrictions). we need to 
encourage growth in our towns and cities. the high streets are dying, young people 
cannot afford to live where they grew up. Denser towns and cities would preserve our 
countryside and villages for everyone's enjoyment and well being. 

to help meet the full housing target



Comment ID: 9516 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Rob 

Comment: Just in case you missed my earlier comments - I Have now had time to read 
and attend a public meeting regarding potential housing developments and I am 
appalled that not only Siddington but all of the South Cotswolds has been ‘shafted’ with 
unacceptable housing targets. 

I would like to ask if there was a study to access the housing requirement of ‘The 
Cotswolds’ as a whole and if so, is it in the public domain? We are all fully aware of the 
argument that 80% of the Cotswolds falls under the area of natural beauty but was there 
or will there be a call for sites in this area? It may turn up some suitable sites that have 
been overlooked. I find it hard to comprehend that there is NO housing requirement 
within this area. 

I would like to raise how you come to the conclusion that Siddington is a principal 
settlement – at the meeting it was said because we had a pub, a shop, a school and a 
local bus, hardly the criteria to warrant the change? I have now read your Cotswold 
District Role and Settlement Function Study, which is totally inaccurate, as it is based 
on the incorrect area and subsequently the wrong population count. It includes 
developments outside the village boundary. The Spires for one, yet you choose to 
include it in the Cirencester housing figures for planning purposes. It appears the 
Council want it both ways?  In the Local Plan Consolation, the number of households is 
accurately recorded as 339 but the settlement analysis shows double that amount and 
a population of 1,372.  Previously Siddington was designated a Non-Principal 
Settlement in the Cotswold District Council’s planning framework, meaning it’s a 
smaller rural village. A Principal Settlement is defined as towns with more facilities, 
certainly a lot more than what Siddington has? This alone deems all the figures used in 
determining Siddington as a Principal Settlement completely inaccurate and misleading 
and certainly does not make it  an ‘employment hub’ . I therefore oppose Siddington 
being classed as a Principal Settlement and that it should be reinstated as a Non-
Principal Settlement.  

On the subject of Principal Settlements why did some villages evade future 
development. South Cerney for instance is a Principal Settlement and has scope to 
develop north of Northmoor Lane and at Upper Up. Another possible development site 
is The Duke of Gloucestershire Barracks, which has an airfield that is no longer in use? 
There are also sites within Cirencester which could be developed, namely the old Tesco 
building, Gardiner Haskins and the commercial premises in Querns Lane, which has 
been empty for years! 



I would like to now address the CDC’s proposed plan for Siddington: 

Siddington Village is a rural village settlement separated from Cirencester to the north 
by a settlement gap (Cirencester Road), which offers an imposing vista of pasture, 
Grade II listed St Peters Church (dating from 1150) and 13th Century Tythe Barn and 
farm buildings. The pasture is border to west by the Old Cotswold Canal and a footpath 
from The Spires. There is also a public footpath across the land, which forms part of a 
circular village walk. Any development on the ‘settlement gap’ would destroy the 
village’s distinctiveness and identity. 

Other sites that have been identified by CDC lie either side of Canal Lane. These fields 
are agricultural and farmed annually for crops. Access to these sites would have to be 
via Clarks Lane, Nursery View and Canal Lane, all of which are Unclassified Roads, 
mostly single track and soft verges. Access via Upper Siddington is not possible due to a 
7.5t weight limit on the listed canal bridge. Consideration should also be given to the 
fact that connectivity to the solar farm on Ashton Road to Spratsgate Lane and beyond 
runs underground along Nursery View and Clarks Lane.  Nursery View also has 
underground gas and water supplies, along with shared sewage drainage from cottages 
to an adjacent sceptic tank. Any access from Ashton Road has already been deemed 
not suitable by CDC on previous planning applications. All these roads form part of the 
village circular walk and along with the quite lane, which runs from Clarks Lane to Ewen 
Road are regularly used by locals and visitors, either on foot, cycles, horseback and 
mobility scooters. Any development would have a decremental effect on locals and 
visitors’ wellbeing and mental health, which I’m sure CDC would endeavour to protect. 
In conclusion. It is essential to keep these green spaces to protect biodiversity by 
retaining fields, trees, hedgerows and wildlife corridors. 

My final but very important point is that the sheer scale of the planned developments in 
Siddington, and indeed surrounding areas demand major investment to the local 
infrastructure and community services, such as roads, transport, schools, doctors, 
dentists, water supply, drainage, flooding and sewage treatment capacity, to name just 
some. This should be planned and completed before any future development takes 
place. 

We all accept the Governments current plan is flawed and completely unacceptable 
but we must fight to preserve what we have and develop as we feel is required and not 
be dictated to by the ‘fat cats’ in Whitehall.  

Many thanks for reading this far and hopefully I have given you some food for thought. 

Best Regards 



Comment ID: 9502 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Rob 

Comment: I would like to raise how you come to the conclusion that Siddington is a 
principal settlement – at the meeting it was said because we had a pub, a shop, a 
school and a local bus, hardly the criteria to warrant the change? I have now read your 
Cotswold District Role and Settlement Function Study, which is totally inaccurate, as it 
is based on the incorrect area and subsequently the wrong population count. It includes 
developments outside the village boundary. The Spires for one, yet you choose to 
include it in the Cirencester housing figures for planning purposes. It appears the 
Council want it both ways?  In the Local Plan Consolation, the number of households is 
accurately recorded as 339 but the settlement analysis shows double that amount and 
a population of 1,372.  Previously Siddington was designated a Non-Principal 
Settlement in the Cotswold District Council’s planning framework, meaning it’s a 
smaller rural village. A Principal Settlement is defined as towns with more facilities, 
certainly a lot more than what Siddington has? This alone deems all the figures used in 
determining Siddington as a Principal Settlement completely inaccurate and misleading 
and certainly does not make it  an ‘employment hub’ . I therefore oppose Siddington 
being classed as a Principal Settlement and that it should be reinstated as a Non-
Principal Settlement.



Comment ID: 9505 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Rob 

Comment: I would like to ask if there was a study to access the housing requirement of 
‘The Cotswolds’ as a whole and if so, is it in the public domain? We are all fully aware of 
the argument that 80% of the Cotswolds falls under the area of natural beauty but was 
there or will there be a call for sites in this area? It may turn up some suitable sites that 
have been overlooked. I find it hard to comprehend that there is NO housing 
requirement within this area.



Comment ID: 9508 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Rob 

Comment: National landscapes have the highest status of national policy protection. 
Major development within them should be refused other than in exceptional 
circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the development is in the public 
interest.  

Is this not exceptional circumstances?



Comment ID: 9514 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Rob 

Comment: Siddington Village is a rural village settlement separated from Cirencester to 
the north by a settlement gap (Cirencester Road), which offers an imposing vista of 
pasture, Grade II listed St Peters Church (dating from 1150) and 13th Century Tythe Barn 
and farm buildings. The pasture is border to west by the Old Cotswold Canal and a 
footpath from The Spires. There is also a public footpath across the land, which forms 
part of a circular village walk. Any development on the ‘settlement gap’ would destroy 
the village’s distinctiveness and identity. 

Other sites that have been identified by CDC lie either side of Canal Lane. These fields 
are agricultural and farmed annually for crops. Access to these sites would have to be 
via Clarks Lane, Nursery View and Canal Lane, all of which are Unclassified Roads, 
mostly single track and soft verges. Access via Upper Siddington is not possible due to a 
7.5t weight limit on the listed canal bridge. Consideration should also be given to the 
fact that connectivity to the solar farm on Ashton Road to Spratsgate Lane and beyond 
runs underground along Nursery View and Clarks Lane.  Nursery View also has 
underground gas and water supplies, along with shared sewage drainage from cottages 
to an adjacent sceptic tank. Any access from Ashton Road has already been deemed 
not suitable by CDC on previous planning applications. All these roads form part of the 
village circular walk and along



Comment ID: 10351 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Rob 

Comment: None, The preservation of the Cotswolds green spaces, characteristics and 
culture is at the core of CDC's local plans and all scenarios undermined this and have 
ignored local Neighbourhood plan policies.



Comment ID: 10357 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Rob 

Comment: No. Siddington is an easy target because it lies outside the National 
Landscape, not because it is sustainable. The fact that it has been classified, 
incorrectly as a Principal Settlement is also an issue as the village has minimal 
services, transport, and infrastructure.



Comment ID: 10365 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Rob 

Comment: I support the possibility of a denser housing policy but believe this should be 
confined to towns and not rural communities. Smaller town houses/garden and flats 
would boost and provide life to towns, where many are struggling.



Comment ID: 10376 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Rob 

Comment: No, I do not think the proposed level of development up to and beyond 2043 
is sustainable. The proposed plan for Siddington will destroy it's rural identity and it will 
become a suburb of Cirencester. It does not have the local infrastructure and services 
(roads, water supply, drainage, sewage treatment capacity, transport and school) to 
cope with such a vast development. Siddington is alraedy suffering with major issues, 
flooding/drainage and sewage leaks which often lead to dangerous road conditions, 
initially from excess water and further down the line from pot-holes. This will only get 
worse!



Comment ID: 10591 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Rob 

Comment: Yes 

Protect Biodiversity and green spaces (fields, trees, hedgerows and wildlife corridors) 

 

Maintain a settlements gap between Siddington and Cirencester 

 

Address the impact any development will have on Siddington and surrounding villages 
with regard flooding. Areas already prone to severe flood, which will only get worse. 

 

The Cotswold District Role and Settlement Function Study incorrectly classified 
Siddington as a Principal Settlement. This needs to be changed as the data used is 
utterly incorrect! 

 

The protection of rural communities outside of the Cotswold National Landscape. 



Comment ID: 10592 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Rob 

Comment: Yes 

Protect Biodiversity and green spaces (fields, trees, hedgerows and wildlife corridors) 

 

Maintain a settlements gap between Siddington and Cirencester 

 

Address the impact any development will have on Siddington and surrounding villages 
with regard flooding. Areas already prone to severe flood, which will only get worse. 

 

The Cotswold District Role and Settlement Function Study incorrectly classified 
Siddington as a Principal Settlement. This needs to be changed as the data used is 
utterly incorrect! 

 

The protection of rural communities outside of the Cotswold National Landscape. 



Comment ID: 10599 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Rob 

Comment: I agree with the vision but the objectives in the Consultation document will 
not be achieved. 

 

Excessive growth will result in Siddington losing it's rural individuality, heritage, 
character and sense of community. 

 

This will not only destroy Siddington's  green spaces and wildlife habitat but have a 
detrimental effect on locals and visitors well being and mental health. 

 

The sheer scale of the planned developments in Siddington, and indeed surrounding 
areas demand major investment to the local infrastructure and community services, 
such as roads, transport, schools, doctors, dentists, water supply, drainage, flooding 
and sewage treatment capacity, to name just some. This should be planned and 
completed before any future development takes place. 



Comment ID: 10302 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Rob Thompson 

Comment: Introduction and Summary 

I am responding to the consultation for the Cotswold District Council (CDC) Local Plan 
Review (Regulation 18 – Preferred Options).  In doing so, I am providing comments on 
two documents: 

• C 3-1-1 Preferred Options Consultation Document; and 

• C 3-6-2 Appendix A – Site Assessment Sheets (Part 1). 

As a resident of Mickleton, my comments concentrate on issues affecting the village.  In 
summary, my main concerns are: 

• Mickleton is already one of the highest net exporters of workers in CDC and the 
consultation contains no measures to increase employment – hence the village will 
simply become an unsustainable car-dependent dormitory community; 

• If the planned growth of 590 homes is implemented, by 2043 Mickleton will have 
more dwellings that Chipping Campden, Stow on the Wold or Lechlade but none of the 
facilities of these towns to achieve a sustainable community; 

• Before considering the construction of new dwellings, CDC should urgently 
examine the unregulated rental market (including Airbnb) in the District by introducing a 
licensing scheme to ensure that properties are not left vacant for much of the year but 
are returned to the residential market; 

• Investment in infrastructure is key to the provision of any additional housing and 
without an infrastructure plan it is not possible to have a sensible debate on sustainable 
development – the necessary infrastructure in relation to Mickleton should include 
power supply, water supply, wastewater treatment, schools, medical surgery, post 
office, segregated pedestrian and cycling facilities, parking in the village centre, and a 
potential bypass of the village and new rail station at Chipping Campden; 

• In addition to infrastructure, to achieve sustainability for the community, there 
must be a commitment by CDC to fund the necessary public transport services, 
including regular daily bus services to Stratford upon Avon and Chipping Campden (and 
beyond) which operate half-hourly between 0600 and 2300, with a new hourly link to 
Honeybourne station;  

• Improvements to the roads through Mickleton must take into account the 
cumulative impact of traffic generated by potential new developments in south 
Warwickshire; and 



• The scale of the development ignores Mickleton’s sensitive landscape setting on 
the edge of the Cotswolds National Landscape (AONB) – harm to the AONB setting or 
protected views must be avoided. 

I do not object to housing delivery in principle, but it must be commensurate with the 
existing size of the community and include fully-costed services and infrastructure 
necessary for a sustainable community.  

Finally, the Plan does not convincingly demonstrate that more suitable locations for 
growth within the District such as rail-served settlements, larger towns outside the 
AONB, or locations with existing infrastructure capacity have been fully tested as 
reasonable alternatives to the growth in Mickleton.  As a result, the Mickleton allocation 
appears to be a solution of convenience, not the outcome of a robust comparative 
assessment. 

Comments on Cotswold District Council Local Plan Review – Preferred Options 
Consultation 

In this section, I outline my comments on the Preferred Options Consultation 
Document. 

The Plan proposes 590 new dwellings in Mickleton, a settlement of approximately 954 
existing dwellings, equating to about 62% growth over the plan period.  This represents 
one of the largest proportional increases proposed anywhere in the District and exceeds 
that proposed for many larger and better-served settlements.  There is no clear 
explanation of how the figure of 590 dwellings specifically for Mickleton has been 
derived, compared with other established communities with more extensive services 
and a ‘critical mass’ of community size to create a sustainable future development.  No 
robust evidence is provided to demonstrate that Mickleton’s infrastructure capacity, 
service provision, transport connectivity, employment base, or environmental capacity 
can sustainably accommodate the growth of this magnitude. 

The growth of 590 homes in Mickleton will make the village little more than a car-
dependent dormitory community.  The complete absence of measures in the Local Plan 
to generate employment opportunities in Mickleton will only exacerbate the situation. 

CDC’s own analysis in the ‘Settlement Role and Function Study’ document highlights 
Mickleton’s current position as a net ‘exporter’ of workers.  With 725 workplaces and an 
economically active population of 1011, Mickleton currently has an employment 
density of 140% and, of the 49 settlements across the CDC area, only two (Upper 
Rissington and Great Rissington) have higher levels.  Furthermore, the proportion of 
Mickleton’s employed residents who currently commute long distances (greater than 
30kms) is 11.7% - 65% higher than the CDC average of 7.1%.  With only 1% of CDC 
residents commuting to work by public transport, inevitably the bulk of Mickleton 



residents will use the car to access employment.  Hence, the plan for an additional 590 
homes in Mickleton cannot in any way be considered to be sustainable.  

The allocation of land within Mickleton must make allowance for the need to provide 
sufficient local employment.  The economically active population of 1011 would rise to 
1638 with the addition of 590 further homes, assuming the proportion of economically 
active within each dwelling does not change in the future.  Hence, in order to achieve 
‘neutrality’ in the import/export of workers, there would need to be an additional 913 
jobs (1638-725) in Mickleton within the plan period.  Although there would be some 
residents who work from home, significant areas of land within the village boundary 
would need to be set aside for employment rather than housing. 

If the potential 590 increase in homes in Mickleton is achieved, this will give a total of 
1543 homes by the end of the plan period of 2043.  By comparison, by the same time 
horizon, the total of 1543 would dwarf the number of homes in established 
communities such as Chipping Campden (1382 homes – 89.6% of Mickleton), Stow in 
the Wold (1393 homes – 90.3% of Mickleton) and Lechlade (1461 homes – 94.7% of 
Mickleton).  These existing well-established communities benefit from extensive 
facilities including shops, hotels, cafes, restaurants, pubs, supermarkets, libraries, 
surgeries, leisure centres, business parks, petrol stations, and so on which provide not 
only sources of employment but also social and community facilities.  By comparison, 
Mickleton has negligible facilities and considerable resources will need to be dedicated 
by CDC if Mickleton is to achieve comparable local employment levels and community 
services that the increased population will demand and require. 

Before considering the need to build new homes, CDC should look at ways of using the 
existing housing stock in a better way for the benefit of the local communities.  The 
comparison in the average occupancy in homes for Mickleton and the neighbouring 
Chipping Campden and Stow on the Wold towns is telling.  Using figures from CDC’s 
‘Settlement Role and Function Study’, average dwelling occupancy in Mickleton is 2.07 
persons, while for Chipping Campden it is 1.62 and for Stow on the Wold it is just 1.34.  I 
would suggest that a factor is the number of rental and Airbnb properties in Chipping 
Campden and Stow on the Wold which, with better control and licensing by CDC, could 
be released for purchase by local residents.  Displaced tourists could in turn use the 
various hotels in these towns and increase their economic viability. 

There is a scarcity of local community services within Mickleton with no surgery, dentist, 
post office, library, etc and limited retail and leisure options.  Consequently, the 
majority of residents travel outside Mickleton to access these facilities, predominantly 
by car.  This is because the provision of bus services is woefully inadequate.  As an 
example, there are seven buses between 0642 and 1923 from Mickleton to Stratford on 
a weekday, with intervals between departures (in minutes) of 140, 79, 62, 121, 154, 145 
and 60.  So the public transport is not regular, convenient or frequent. Consequently, it 



does not provide an attractive alternative to the car and hence cannot be considered to 
be sustainable at the present time.  If CDC is serious about sustainability, it should 
consider funding (as a minimum) a regular 30 minute bus service to Stratford upon Avon 
and Chipping Campden between 0600 and 2300 s to provide confidence to current car 
users that public transport alternatives are available.  In addition, there should be an 
hourly bus service to the nearest rail station at Honeybourne.   

Furthermore, the provision of facilities for walking and cycling do nothing to provide a 
sustainable alternative to the use of the private car.  There are no footpaths or 
segregated cycle facilities on any of the roads leaving the village.  Although National 
Cycle Network 442 passes the fringes of the village, immediately south of Mickleton it 
involves a 12% climb up Baker’s Hill – only suitable for the most athletic cyclist and 
hence cannot be considered part of any reasonable sustainable alternative to the 
private car.   

The impact of new dwellings on the road infrastructure through Mickleton must not be 
considered in isolation but must incorporate the cumulative impact of planned and 
potential developments in south Warwickshire, including those at Meon Vale and Long 
Marston.  The largescale increases in housing, population and car ownership in south 
Warwickshire will generate significant increases in traffic through the centre of 
Mickleton, with particular negative impacts on the sensitive Conservation Area. 

In terms of the infrastructure required to service the growth in homes, it will be essential 
to implement major (and potentially expensive) investments to serve the increased 
Mickleton population.  The absence of an infrastructure plan to accompany the Local 
Plan’s housing aspirations makes it difficult to have a sensible debate on the overall 
impact of the Local Plan.  Nevertheless, I would suggest that there is likely to be 
shortages in a number of areas, the details of which would be estimated by the relevant 
statutory authority but would need to include: 

• Robust power supply, including central vehicle charging points; 

• Plentiful water supplies; 

• Ample wastewater treatment facilities; 

• Additional school facilities for primary and secondary education; 

• Medical surgery; 

• Library; 

• Indoor sports and leisure facilities; 

• Business park and other potential employment locations; and 

• Increased retail options including a major supermarket. 



Land within the Mickleton boundary must therefore be allocated these types of 
development as well as housing if a sustainable community is to be created. 

Concerning specific transport measures, these should include: 

• Segregated cycle and pedestrian facilities along the Stratford Road linking with 
the existing infrastructure at Meon Vale for onward connections to Stratford upon Avon; 

• Significantly improved bus services with regular 30 minute frequency services to 
Stratford upon Avon and Chipping Campden (and beyond) with an additional hourly 
service to Honeybourne station; 

• Adequate parking in the centre of Mickleton to cater for the increased facilities 
necessary to cater for the larger community; 

• Reopening a rail station at Chipping Campden served by improvements to 
existing bus services from a number of local communities including Mickleton, 
Broadway as well as Chipping Campden itself; and  

• Bypass for Mickleton between the Stratford Road at Pages Corner and the 
Broadway Road near to the junction with Honeybourne Lane, to remove through traffic 
from the sensitive Conservation Area, especially vehicles generated by the planned and 
potential developments in south Warwickshire. 

CDC must be clear that the provision of additional housing in Mickleton comes with the 
need to provide the necessary infrastructure and to fund the required services if a truly 
sustainable community is to be achieved. 

Comments on site assessment sheet for Broad Zone 02 (Around Mickleton) 

In this section, I outline my comments on the Appendix A – Site Assessment Sheets 
(Part 1) document. 

The description of issues uses abbreviations that are nor clear to the general reader e.g. 
‘C20’, ‘Neighbouring S&As’, ‘IRZ’.  A comprehensive glossary is required 

The assessment of accessibility to employment states that “18,228 jobs are accessible 
within 45 minutes’ walk and/or bus from the central point”.  There is one bus to Stratford 
at 0642 but the next is not until 0902 so the bus not a suitable option for feasible 
commuting.  The first bus to Moreton in Marsh reaches there at 0909 and the first bus to 
Broadway reaches there at 1005.  So there is negligible access to employment by bus 
and it is difficult to understand how the analysis has identified such a large volume of 
accessible jobs. 

 

The analysis of access to other key services and facilities by public transport is based 
purely on in-vehicle time and does not include the walking time at each end of the 



journey or the waiting time for the infrequent and irregular buses.  Hence, it is not a ‘real 
life’ measure of access. 

 

The analysis of proximity to sustainable transport networks is erroneous or misleading.  
Service 606 operates between Chipping Campden and Cheltenham and does not serve 
Mickleton.  Service 608 operates a single journey on Thursday and hence is a weekly not 
daily operation.  Hence the overall bus score should be recalculated.  Although National 
Cycle Network 442 passes the fringes of the village, immediately south of Mickleton it 
involves a 12% climb up Baker’s Hill – only suitable for the most athletic cyclist and 
hence should not be considered in any reasonable measurement of accessibility.  There 
are no segregated cycleways or footpaths on any of the roads leaving the village. 

 



Comment ID: 10562 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Rob Thompson 

Comment: Introduction and Summary 

I am responding to the consultation for the Cotswold District Council (CDC) Local Plan 
Review (Regulation 18 – Preferred Options).  In doing so, I am providing comments on 
two documents: 

• C 3-1-1 Preferred Options Consultation Document; and 

• C 3-6-2 Appendix A – Site Assessment Sheets (Part 1). 

As a resident of Mickleton, my comments concentrate on issues affecting the village.  In 
summary, my main concerns are: 

• Mickleton is already one of the highest net exporters of workers in CDC and the 
consultation contains no measures to increase employment – hence the village will 
simply become an unsustainable car-dependent dormitory community; 

• If the planned growth of 590 homes is implemented, by 2043 Mickleton will have 
more dwellings that Chipping Campden, Stow on the Wold or Lechlade but none of the 
facilities of these towns to achieve a sustainable community; 

• Before considering the construction of new dwellings, CDC should urgently 
examine the unregulated rental market (including Airbnb) in the District by introducing a 
licensing scheme to ensure that properties are not left vacant for much of the year but 
are returned to the residential market; 

• Investment in infrastructure is key to the provision of any additional housing and 
without an infrastructure plan it is not possible to have a sensible debate on sustainable 
development – the necessary infrastructure in relation to Mickleton should include 
power supply, water supply, wastewater treatment, schools, medical surgery, post 
office, segregated pedestrian and cycling facilities, parking in the village centre, and a 
potential bypass of the village and new rail station at Chipping Campden; 

• In addition to infrastructure, to achieve sustainability for the community, there 
must be a commitment by CDC to fund the necessary public transport services, 
including regular daily bus services to Stratford upon Avon and Chipping Campden (and 
beyond) which operate half-hourly between 0600 and 2300, with a new hourly link to 
Honeybourne station;  

• Improvements to the roads through Mickleton must take into account the 
cumulative impact of traffic generated by potential new developments in south 
Warwickshire; and 



• The scale of the development ignores Mickleton’s sensitive landscape setting on 
the edge of the Cotswolds National Landscape (AONB) – harm to the AONB setting or 
protected views must be avoided. 

I do not object to housing delivery in principle, but it must be commensurate with the 
existing size of the community and include fully-costed services and infrastructure 
necessary for a sustainable community.  

Finally, the Plan does not convincingly demonstrate that more suitable locations for 
growth within the District such as rail-served settlements, larger towns outside the 
AONB, or locations with existing infrastructure capacity have been fully tested as 
reasonable alternatives to the growth in Mickleton.  As a result, the Mickleton allocation 
appears to be a solution of convenience, not the outcome of a robust comparative 
assessment. 

Comments on Cotswold District Council Local Plan Review – Preferred Options 
Consultation 

In this section, I outline my comments on the Preferred Options Consultation 
Document. 

The Plan proposes 590 new dwellings in Mickleton, a settlement of approximately 954 
existing dwellings, equating to about 62% growth over the plan period.  This represents 
one of the largest proportional increases proposed anywhere in the District and exceeds 
that proposed for many larger and better-served settlements.  There is no clear 
explanation of how the figure of 590 dwellings specifically for Mickleton has been 
derived, compared with other established communities with more extensive services 
and a ‘critical mass’ of community size to create a sustainable future development.  No 
robust evidence is provided to demonstrate that Mickleton’s infrastructure capacity, 
service provision, transport connectivity, employment base, or environmental capacity 
can sustainably accommodate the growth of this magnitude. 

The growth of 590 homes in Mickleton will make the village little more than a car-
dependent dormitory community.  The complete absence of measures in the Local Plan 
to generate employment opportunities in Mickleton will only exacerbate the situation. 

CDC’s own analysis in the ‘Settlement Role and Function Study’ document highlights 
Mickleton’s current position as a net ‘exporter’ of workers.  With 725 workplaces and an 
economically active population of 1011, Mickleton currently has an employment 
density of 140% and, of the 49 settlements across the CDC area, only two (Upper 
Rissington and Great Rissington) have higher levels.  Furthermore, the proportion of 
Mickleton’s employed residents who currently commute long distances (greater than 
30kms) is 11.7% - 65% higher than the CDC average of 7.1%.  With only 1% of CDC 
residents commuting to work by public transport, inevitably the bulk of Mickleton 



residents will use the car to access employment.  Hence, the plan for an additional 590 
homes in Mickleton cannot in any way be considered to be sustainable.  

The allocation of land within Mickleton must make allowance for the need to provide 
sufficient local employment.  The economically active population of 1011 would rise to 
1638 with the addition of 590 further homes, assuming the proportion of economically 
active within each dwelling does not change in the future.  Hence, in order to achieve 
‘neutrality’ in the import/export of workers, there would need to be an additional 913 
jobs (1638-725) in Mickleton within the plan period.  Although there would be some 
residents who work from home, significant areas of land within the village boundary 
would need to be set aside for employment rather than housing. 

If the potential 590 increase in homes in Mickleton is achieved, this will give a total of 
1543 homes by the end of the plan period of 2043.  By comparison, by the same time 
horizon, the total of 1543 would dwarf the number of homes in established 
communities such as Chipping Campden (1382 homes – 89.6% of Mickleton), Stow in 
the Wold (1393 homes – 90.3% of Mickleton) and Lechlade (1461 homes – 94.7% of 
Mickleton).  These existing well-established communities benefit from extensive 
facilities including shops, hotels, cafes, restaurants, pubs, supermarkets, libraries, 
surgeries, leisure centres, business parks, petrol stations, and so on which provide not 
only sources of employment but also social and community facilities.  By comparison, 
Mickleton has negligible facilities and considerable resources will need to be dedicated 
by CDC if Mickleton is to achieve comparable local employment levels and community 
services that the increased population will demand and require. 

Before considering the need to build new homes, CDC should look at ways of using the 
existing housing stock in a better way for the benefit of the local communities.  The 
comparison in the average occupancy in homes for Mickleton and the neighbouring 
Chipping Campden and Stow on the Wold towns is telling.  Using figures from CDC’s 
‘Settlement Role and Function Study’, average dwelling occupancy in Mickleton is 2.07 
persons, while for Chipping Campden it is 1.62 and for Stow on the Wold it is just 1.34.  I 
would suggest that a factor is the number of rental and Airbnb properties in Chipping 
Campden and Stow on the Wold which, with better control and licensing by CDC, could 
be released for purchase by local residents.  Displaced tourists could in turn use the 
various hotels in these towns and increase their economic viability. 

There is a scarcity of local community services within Mickleton with no surgery, dentist, 
post office, library, etc and limited retail and leisure options.  Consequently, the 
majority of residents travel outside Mickleton to access these facilities, predominantly 
by car.  This is because the provision of bus services is woefully inadequate.  As an 
example, there are seven buses between 0642 and 1923 from Mickleton to Stratford on 
a weekday, with intervals between departures (in minutes) of 140, 79, 62, 121, 154, 145 
and 60.  So the public transport is not regular, convenient or frequent. Consequently, it 



does not provide an attractive alternative to the car and hence cannot be considered to 
be sustainable at the present time.  If CDC is serious about sustainability, it should 
consider funding (as a minimum) a regular 30 minute bus service to Stratford upon Avon 
and Chipping Campden between 0600 and 2300 s to provide confidence to current car 
users that public transport alternatives are available.  In addition, there should be an 
hourly bus service to the nearest rail station at Honeybourne.   

Furthermore, the provision of facilities for walking and cycling do nothing to provide a 
sustainable alternative to the use of the private car.  There are no footpaths or 
segregated cycle facilities on any of the roads leaving the village.  Although National 
Cycle Network 442 passes the fringes of the village, immediately south of Mickleton it 
involves a 12% climb up Baker’s Hill – only suitable for the most athletic cyclist and 
hence cannot be considered part of any reasonable sustainable alternative to the 
private car.   

The impact of new dwellings on the road infrastructure through Mickleton must not be 
considered in isolation but must incorporate the cumulative impact of planned and 
potential developments in south Warwickshire, including those at Meon Vale and Long 
Marston.  The largescale increases in housing, population and car ownership in south 
Warwickshire will generate significant increases in traffic through the centre of 
Mickleton, with particular negative impacts on the sensitive Conservation Area. 

In terms of the infrastructure required to service the growth in homes, it will be essential 
to implement major (and potentially expensive) investments to serve the increased 
Mickleton population.  The absence of an infrastructure plan to accompany the Local 
Plan’s housing aspirations makes it difficult to have a sensible debate on the overall 
impact of the Local Plan.  Nevertheless, I would suggest that there is likely to be 
shortages in a number of areas, the details of which would be estimated by the relevant 
statutory authority but would need to include: 

• Robust power supply, including central vehicle charging points; 

• Plentiful water supplies; 

• Ample wastewater treatment facilities; 

• Additional school facilities for primary and secondary education; 

• Medical surgery; 

• Library; 

• Indoor sports and leisure facilities; 

• Business park and other potential employment locations; and 

• Increased retail options including a major supermarket. 



Land within the Mickleton boundary must therefore be allocated these types of 
development as well as housing if a sustainable community is to be created. 

Concerning specific transport measures, these should include: 

• Segregated cycle and pedestrian facilities along the Stratford Road linking with 
the existing infrastructure at Meon Vale for onward connections to Stratford upon Avon; 

• Significantly improved bus services with regular 30 minute frequency services to 
Stratford upon Avon and Chipping Campden (and beyond) with an additional hourly 
service to Honeybourne station; 

• Adequate parking in the centre of Mickleton to cater for the increased facilities 
necessary to cater for the larger community; 

• Reopening a rail station at Chipping Campden served by improvements to 
existing bus services from a number of local communities including Mickleton, 
Broadway as well as Chipping Campden itself; and  

• Bypass for Mickleton between the Stratford Road at Pages Corner and the 
Broadway Road near to the junction with Honeybourne Lane, to remove through traffic 
from the sensitive Conservation Area, especially vehicles generated by the planned and 
potential developments in south Warwickshire. 

CDC must be clear that the provision of additional housing in Mickleton comes with the 
need to provide the necessary infrastructure and to fund the required services if a truly 
sustainable community is to be achieved. 

Comments on site assessment sheet for Broad Zone 02 (Around Mickleton) 

In this section, I outline my comments on the Appendix A – Site Assessment Sheets 
(Part 1) document. 

The description of issues uses abbreviations that are nor clear to the general reader e.g. 
‘C20’, ‘Neighbouring S&As’, ‘IRZ’.  A comprehensive glossary is required 

The assessment of accessibility to employment states that “18,228 jobs are accessible 
within 45 minutes’ walk and/or bus from the central point”.  There is one bus to Stratford 
at 0642 but the next is not until 0902 so the bus not a suitable option for feasible 
commuting.  The first bus to Moreton in Marsh reaches there at 0909 and the first bus to 
Broadway reaches there at 1005.  So there is negligible access to employment by bus 
and it is difficult to understand how the analysis has identified such a large volume of 
accessible jobs. 

 

The analysis of access to other key services and facilities by public transport is based 
purely on in-vehicle time and does not include the walking time at each end of the 



journey or the waiting time for the infrequent and irregular buses.  Hence, it is not a ‘real 
life’ measure of access. 

 

The analysis of proximity to sustainable transport networks is erroneous or misleading.  
Service 606 operates between Chipping Campden and Cheltenham and does not serve 
Mickleton.  Service 608 operates a single journey on Thursday and hence is a weekly not 
daily operation.  Hence the overall bus score should be recalculated.  Although National 
Cycle Network 442 passes the fringes of the village, immediately south of Mickleton it 
involves a 12% climb up Baker’s Hill – only suitable for the most athletic cyclist and 
hence should not be considered in any reasonable measurement of accessibility.  There 
are no segregated cycleways or footpaths on any of the roads leaving the village. 

 



Comment ID: 9061 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Robert 

Comment: Given the impending restructuring of the entire council, isn't this plan 
premature? Should this local plan and everything it entails be done after the 
restructuring? 

 

Cotswolds district council is managing a local plan when its looking likely it will cease to 
exist before the plan even begins to implement it. While the boundaries of the new 
council will mean different targets and different boundaries, particularly relevant given 
the limitations of the AONB and National Forest designations.



Comment ID: 10197 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Robert 

Comment: South Cerney Parish Council notes that under the Council’s preferred 
development strategy (Scenario 5), South Cerney is not identified as accommodating 
additional site allocations beyond existing commitments. This position accords with the 
adopted Cotswold District Local Plan 2011–2031, which makes no housing allocations 
in South Cerney, and with Policy S8, which limits development to that which is 
appropriate in scale, form, and infrastructure capacity. 

The South Cerney Neighbourhood Plan 2021–2031, made in December 2021 following a 
local referendum, forms part of the statutory development plan. It was prepared 
explicitly in reliance on the adopted Local Plan strategy, retains the established 
development boundary, makes no housing allocations, and includes locally specific 
policies addressing flooding, settlement separation, character, sustainable travel, and 
infrastructure constraints. 

Approximately one-third of South Cerney parish lies within the Cotswold Water Park 
SSSI, designated in 1994 and substantially expanded and confirmed in 2021, reflecting 
a high level of ecological sensitivity that is a material planning consideration. Further 
evidence of this is the recent rejection of a development owing to South Cerney’s 
proximity to the North Meadow and Clattinger Farm  Designated Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC). 

The Parish Council welcomes the absence of further allocations at this stage. However, 
it notes that the Preferred Options document confirms the Regulation 18 process is 
iterative and that further sites may be identified as evidence is refined. It is therefore 
appropriate to set out the Parish Council’s position should additional site(s) in South 
Cerney be considered during the plan-making process. 



Comment ID: 10198 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: Robert 

Comment: The identification of additional site(s) in South Cerney would represent a 
material departure from both: 

the adopted Local Plan development strategy; and 

the made Neighbourhood Plan, which carries full statutory weight. 

Any such departure would therefore require clear and compelling justification, 
supported by proportionate, settlement-specific evidence demonstrating infrastructure 
capacity, deliverability, and consistency with the development plan as a whole. 

In particular, the Parish Council considers that South Cerney should not be treated as a 
contingency location to compensate for delayed or under-delivery of strategic sites 
elsewhere in the district. Such an approach would risk undermining the plan-led system 
and conflict with the principle of positively prepared and justified spatial strategy 
selection. 

The Parish Council further notes that, while Scenario 5 does not allocate sites within 
South Cerney, the cumulative and indirect effects of strategic growth elsewhere must 
be carefully considered to ensure that unplanned development pressure does not arise 
on settlements that are not identified as suitable for growth. 



Comment ID: 10199 

Location in consultation document: 3. Indicative figures 

Name: Robert 

Comment: The Parish Council recognises that indicative figures and maps at Regulation 
18 stage are necessarily high-level and subject to refinement. However, it is important 
that early-stage site filtering and assessment does not rely solely on nationally 
designated landscape constraints. 

Locally evidenced constraints—particularly settlement separation, sensitive settlement 
edges, key views, and rapid transitions from village to countryside—are identified within 
the South Cerney Neighbourhood Plan Character Assessment (Appendix N) and should 
be treated as material considerations in any future site assessment. 

Landscapes outside nationally designated areas may nevertheless demonstrate 
moderate to high sensitivity where they contribute to settlement identity, separation, 
and landscape setting. These factors should be embedded within the interpretation of 
indicative figures and maps as the plan progresses. 



Comment ID: 10200 

Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing 

Name: Robert 

Comment: Water and wastewater infrastructure 

The Parish Council has significant concerns regarding wastewater and sewerage 
capacity, particularly when considered alongside a documented history of local 
flooding and sensitivity to groundwater extraction associated with development activity. 

The Preferred Options document and supporting evidence acknowledge existing 
pressures on water resources, uncertainty regarding wastewater treatment capacity, 
the presence of areas within Flood Zone 3, and reliance on third-party infrastructure 
providers. 

The made Neighbourhood Plan contains specific policies and supporting evidence 
addressing flooding, groundwater risk, and water management (notably Policy SC13 
and Appendix K). These reflect known local sensitivities, including previous adverse 
ecological impacts arising from groundwater extraction during construction. 

The Parish Council considers that no additional site(s) should be identified in South 
Cerney unless sufficient wastewater capacity can be clearly demonstrated and secured 
in advance of development. Reliance on uncertain or future infrastructure upgrades 
would raise concerns regarding deliverability and plan soundness. Cumulative impacts 
on sewerage infrastructure should be assessed at settlement level rather than on a site-
by-site basis in isolation. 

Highway and transport impacts 

South Cerney is served by a constrained rural road network, with established 
congestion and pinch points arising from its historic settlement form. 

The Parish Council is concerned that strategic growth elsewhere in the district may 
generate additional traffic impacts affecting South Cerney irrespective of whether 
development is allocated within the settlement. Any additional site(s) within South 
Cerney would exacerbate these pressures. 

Accordingly, any future site identification would require robust, up-to-date transport 
evidence addressing cumulative impacts, clearly identified and funded mitigation 
measures, and demonstrable alignment with Local Plan transport policies and 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy SC15 relating to sustainable travel. 



Comment ID: 10201 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Robert 

Comment: South Cerney Parish Council supports a plan-led approach to development 
and recognises the scale of the challenges associated with meeting objectively 
assessed housing needs within the framework of national policy. 

However, it emphasises that the adopted Local Plan and the SC Neighbourhood Plan 
establish a clear, evidence-based and community-endorsed strategy for South Cerney. 
Infrastructure constraints—particularly flooding risk, groundwater sensitivity, 
wastewater capacity, highway limitations, extensive SSSI coverage, and proximity to a 
Special Area of Conservation —should be treated as primary determinants of suitability, 
not secondary considerations to be mitigated at a later stage. 

With regard to flood risks in the Parish of South Cerney, it must be noted that these risks 
have been revealed as very present and real, with nearly all the areas identified by the 
Environment Agency (EA) mapping as being at risk of flooding having been the subject of 
actual and increasingly frequent flooding since 2000. So-called 1-in-100 years flood risk 
events have in fact sometimes been almost annual events in practice. 

There is also a further aspect of increased flood risk that must be carefully taken into 
account in the emerging Local Plan. South Cerney has two ‘main rivers’ (as classified by 
the EA), namely the River Churn, running through the villages of South Cerney and 
Cerney Wick, and the Shire Ditch, which runs along the western side of the parish. The 
latter is fed entirely by the outflow from the Cirencester Sewage Treatment Works (STW) 
at Shorncote. Thames Water almost doubled the capacity of Cirencester STW last year, 
and the increased outflow from there will therefore substantially increase the flood risks 
from the Shire Ditch.   

South Cerney Parish Council also expects that Policy SC2 of the South Cerney 
Neighbourhood Plan should be fully recognised and observed in relation to the 
emerging Local Plan, so that the Area of Separation is preserved, for the reasons stated 
in the Neighbourhood Plan. Policy SC2 reads as follows: 

Policy SC2 - Area of Separation  

The area shown on figure 4 above is designated as an Area of Separation between South 
Cerney, Cirencester, Siddington and Preston. The Area of Separation covers the area to 
the north of the village of South Cerney down to the road to the west by Cross Roads 
Farm and, to the east, the track (public footpath) that runs by The Sisters Farm. All areas 
outside of the South Cerney Development Boundary are included, with the exception of 
the army camp and airfield buildings at the Duke of Gloucester Barracks and housing 
outside the barracks on the Cirencester Road. Subject to the exceptions provided for in 



CDLP Policies DS4 and EC3, development proposed in the Area of Separation which 
would result in a significant erosion of the separation between settlements will not be 
supported. 

Should additional site(s) in South Cerney be considered at Regulation 18 or subsequent 
stages, the Parish Council expects this to occur only where full conformity with the 
South Cerney Neighbourhood Plan, the statutory development plan, infrastructure 
capacity, settlement character and actual flood risk can be clearly demonstrated and 
robustly evidenced. 



Comment ID: 8728 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: In 5.3a, you state you are trying to keep away from flood prone areas, 
however, in Moreton both with existing planning and the proposes development, many 
of the fields are known to flood. What measures are going to be taken to mitigate the 
fact you want to build on existing flood plain? What guarantees will you provided both 
the people of the new builds you are proposes and existing residents that these 
developments will not increase their flood risk and so their insurance premiums and 
house prices, and that they will not suffer the inconvenience of flood in homes that to 
date, have never been known to flood.



Comment ID: 8729 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: In Moreton, given the sheer scope of proposes development, will funding be 
set aside to develop the river banks into beauty spots? So they can be readily walked 
and enjoyed much as they already are in nearby towns?



Comment ID: 8725 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: If Moreton is going to take on the number of homes expected, a redesign of 
the Highstreet is going to be required as it will need to be significantly expanded. 
Needless to say it would be preferable if chain stores and large retailers could be 
significantly limited. The most sensible place to expand the Highstreet given the current 
layout and existing planning, is to the west, despite the fact this is in the AONB. It would 
remain close to the existing Highstreet so that you don’t cleave the town in two. Further, 
on the far side of this new Highstreet section, you could put a large car park adjacent to 
a new bypass. This would draw through traffic out of the centre of Moreton, making it far 
nicer and helping protect its character. While also properly design access for coaches 
and a bus stop. HGVs could then be banned from central Moreton on an "access only" 
basis with a partial pedestianisation of some of the current parking areas in central 
moreton, turning it into green space with abundant trees to match its designation as 
part of the Western Forest.



Comment ID: 8723 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: While areas such as Moreton have been identified for falling in part outside 
of the AONB, it does entirely fall within the new "Western Forest" National Forest, as do 
many other non-AONB towns in the district. How has this been factored into the 
development of these plans?



Comment ID: 8726 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: While in the final point in this section Moreton has been singled out due to 
its railway station. The reality is the station is in a terrible location with poor road access 
and insufficient parking. This despite the developments that have taken place. 

 

A major rethink of this station needs to be considered. Ideally, it would be moved to the 
western edge of the town (I suggested elsewhere an expansion of the highstreet to the 
west with a new, large car park off a bypass). But as it stands the current traffic 
congestion at the double roundabout makes accessing this station by road frequently 
time consuming and difficult with no obvious fixes (from personal experience recently it 
took 20 minutes to drive from the station to Fosseway avenue due to congestion). Even 
with the parking expanded in the last round of development, it is still insufficient for its 
current use never mind if Moreton’s size is doubled.



Comment ID: 8727 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: The Cotswold District should, in my opinion. Look to have a complete series 
of paths off the main roads linking its various towns and landmarks, so that the entire 
district can be walked without need to walk alongside a road and certainly not on a road 
as is currently frequently the case. These could incorporate cycle routes. Further, the 
district should embark upon an ambitious plan for a light rail system to cover the 
district. This would help alleviate the weight of traffic in the area. Such a system using 
low profile track, underground electrics and partial electrification could be relatively 
unobtrusive visually and vastly assist in linking the disparate towns.



Comment ID: 8730 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: Some sort of agreement needs to be made with Warwickshire and Oxford 
NHS trusts regarding healthcare provision for the east of the district. These areas often 
sit in closer proximity to hospitals in Warwickshire and Oxfordshire but both NHS trusts 
remain reluctant to allow their hospitals to be used by those in the Gloucestershire 
Cotswolds for referals as its "not their area". This can lead to the absurd situation where 
someone in Moreton might be asked to attend Cheltenham or even Glouster Hospitals, 
despite Warwick or Oxford being closer or easier to reach. This is particularly notable for 
those living on North Cotswold train line who have a direct train to Oxford but no simple 
way to reach Glouster by public transport and a far longer journey to do so. I recently 
had this very issue with maternity care.



Comment ID: 8724 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: No. A serios plan needs to be put in place for transit networks within the 
Cotswolds. I would suggest a light rail system to help alleviate the traffic issues. The 
roads round the Cotswolds can already be seen to be struggling with the load 
particularly in summer. Adding this many houses without some sort of expansion of the 
transit network is only going to make it worse. This is going to have to be in the AONB, 
there is simply no way around it. A well-designed light rail system, with power laid in the 
ground and low-profile track with Cotswold stone embankments, would have minimal 
impact on the natural environment and, given most journeys are between the larger 
towns, remove the need for a lot of journeys for both locals and tourists.



Comment ID: 8731 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: I think as it stands the proportional weight of housing expected to be borne 
by Moreton is deeply unfair. And no doubt will not be matched by a proportional 
investment in infrastructure for its relative size. 

 

I think the idea of building a new town should be revisited despite the AONB. A new 
town on the North Cotswold line which could be properly design from the ground up 
would help alleviate many issues that come with expanding current towns. 

 

For example, a town could be build north of Aston Manga, this could be outside of the 
AONB (and arguments around not developing countered by the fact there is a mine 
nearby), giving it proximal access to both the Fosse Ways and the North Cotswolds line. 
Or south of Evenlode for much the same reasons of access. 

 

Alternative A new town could be situated in the AONB but near another area which 
negates this somewhat, such as near Cotswold Farm Park Holidays. An area which on 
one side has a tourist commercial development and on the other a large quarry. Not 
exactly most people’s envisagement of an AONB.



Comment ID: 8722 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: Given the number of extra homes that have been required by Government, I 
would contend this is "exceptional" and therefore meets the national planning policy. A 
tastefully built, properly planned town could be melded with the local character far 
more easily than bolting a multitude of smaller developments on existing places and 
attempting to match the character. It also allows for the proper designing of 
infrastructure from the ground up rather than adapting existing, often highly insufficient 
infrastructure in an already confined area that doesn’t really have space for it. We are 
more than capable of building a modern Bourton-on-the-water, we just don’t because 
we're terrified of building new towns and take far too much of an decentralised "by site" 
approach. Poundbury provides an excellent example of what can be achieved with a 
unified core vision and aesthetic.



Comment ID: 8721 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Robert Bell 

Comment: This indicates that Moreton is receiving 2.5 times more homes than the 
much bigger Cirencester relative to its current size. Indeed, it looks like Moreton is 
receiving far, far more houses than anywhere in the district after adjusting for size, how 
is this in any way equitable?



Comment ID: 10906 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: Moreton-in Marsh has a largely tourist economy. Despite the land space 
used for the Fire Service College operated by Capita, it employs very few local people 
and many of those are in housekeeping and grounds maintenance rather than 
professional and managerial functions. In the plan for an additional 4000 houses there 
is no mention of the provision of employment opportunities in anything like the numbers 
required to make such development sustainable. Instead, MiM will become a faceless 
dormitory town with excessive commuting around an already congested road network.



Comment ID: 10915 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: Whist Infrastructure usually means "bricks and mortar" when it comes to 
education, healthcare and public transport (especially road) this requires skilled people 
to staff the relevant premises. The two doctor's surgeries in Moreton are not able to 
attract doctors and clinical staff to the town because of the high cost of living in the 
area. This applies to the schools that will be required for the proposed amount of 
housing and the additional bus services to locations not currently served so that young 
people can access tertiary education courses (you cant train to be a plumber if you are 
16 in Moreton because there is no transport service that will get you to the nearest 
college and back).



Comment ID: 10920 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: Moreton already has a fire station and ambulance station. In recent months, 
the gridlock in town as a consequence of existing development has meant emergency 
vehicles have not been able to get out of Parkers Lane (the road that the station is on) for 
minutes at a time. This is likely to be exacerbated in the immediate environs of Moreton 
with the proposed number of houses with a consequently dangerous increase in 
response times, particularly going south towards Stow-on-the-Wold.



Comment ID: 10935 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: The development of Moreton as planned will require: 

- a 3/4 ring road taking traffic from N-S and either N-W or S-W (both later routes going 
through the Cotswold Natural Landscape. The N-S route will require a bridge over both 
the River Evenlode and over the railway line 

- Thames Water's current plan to increase waste water capacity only takes capacity to 
8000 people, not the near 20000 proposed with this plan. How and when will the 
required capacity be delivered? 

- A new senior school and junior school will be required with consequential effects at 
both Chipping Campden School and Cotswold School. 

- Despite comments about being "green to the core" therre is no provision of any 
community based renewable energy project.



Comment ID: 10550 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: CDC has just two railway stations; Moreton-in-Marsh and Kemble. 

Since 2000, Moreton has experienced a 100% increase in housing with no additional 
infrastructure - road/rail/sewage treatment or any other piece of meaningful hard or soft 
infrastructure. However, the MiM Town Council have purchased the ex-Royal British 
Legion building and are working in partnership with GWR, now part of Great British 
Railways, to maximise the amount of long-term parking available at the town centre 
station. In a public forum in early 2025 a spokesperson for GWR stated that the 
additional car parking provision was only commensurate with existing housing growth 
and not in anticipation of any further development. It was also stated that there is no 
opportunity to add further parking at the site due to existing residential development. 
The station must therefore be considered "full" and any contemplation of further 
development in Moreton would need to consider the addition of further parking 
elsewhere in town. It must be borne in mind that Moreton is already the Train hub for the 
North Cotswolds and will be impacted by all development in the  

North Cotswolds, Shipston-on-Stour and West Oxfordshire. 

As described, Moreton-in-Marsh will clearly be over-developed by the number of houses 
proposed through lack of rail infrastructure and failure to recognise that there is a 
capacity limit to existing infrastructure. Such proposed housing development in 
Moreton-in-Marsh is, thus, unsustainable.



Comment ID: 10558 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: When CDC launched their first attempt at updating their 2031 local plan, 
only Moreton-in-Marsh was "identified" as a "strategic development" site and using the 
phrase "garden Town" for which it met none of the criteria. This seemed a lazy and 
politically driven decision at the time as it was clear, and pointed out in consultation 
documents at the time, that there were other strategic sites that had not had the level 
over-development MiM had already experienced; in particular, Kemble with the only 
other railway station in the district with far better connections (Bristol, Bath and 
London) than MiM. Recent reports have indicated a £1.75bn railway investment in 
connecting Kemble with Birmingham (Midlands Rail Hub). It calls into question the 
leadership of CDC in not identifying Kemble as a vital and, potentially, huge opportunity 
for economic growth in the Cotswolds when linked to the existing airport at the site.



Comment ID: 10565 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: This preferred option from CDC fails to consider the earlier concept of a 
"garden village/town" based around an, as yet, developed settlement. 

The North Cotswolds towns of Moreton-in-Marsh and Stow-on-the-Wold are plagued by 
serious traffic congestion, made worse by constant development and provision of 
services/infrastructure. Any development in Moreton will have direct consequences on 
the volume of traffic flowing through the town's two mini-roundabouts that are already 
at capacity and will also have direct consequences on the traffic flowing into Stow. 
Whilst a 3/4 bypass of Moreton may alleviate some of the persistent traffic problems 
within the town, the proposed volume of housing development will  have catastrophic 
traffic consequences for Stow, which does not have an option of a bypass. The level of 
development for Moreton, therefore,  is unsustainable for Stow and the North 
Cotswolds. 

However, there is the possible development of a "garden village/town" on the A436 
somewhere around Adlestrop/ Daylesford and provide the opportunity for a road to 
connect to the Fosse Way below Maugersbury and alleviate some of the traffic currently 
going through Stow. The lack of consideration of a strategic settlement along a major A-
road appears to be a glaring omission.



Comment ID: 10561 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Robert Eastoe 

Comment: In CDCs vision they talk about development being in proportion to the size of 
existing settlements.However, that is not what is being presented in any of the 
scenarios. By distorting the allocation of development to "strategic" sites, no account is 
being taken of local housing needs. By developing much social housing in areas distant 
from employment, welfare services and local support networks it condemns those who 
can least afford it to long commutes, long, expensive and poorly provided bus transport 
and isolation from family and friends.



Comment ID: 8963 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: Robert McLean 

Comment: CDC already fails its existing residents by allowing new builds and 
extensions without taking parking, narrow roads, in to consideration. I'd suggest 
cameras be fitted to all vehicles doing any council related work and their information 
being fed to a central observation centre so any issues past present or potential that 
may cause issues in emergency vehicles traveling their routes or accessing properties 
can be identified and resolved. Where curved kerbstones exist at bends or junctions 
they should be manufactured permanently yellow and no parking allowed on or within 
10 meters from any yellow kerbstone. 

Should double decker busses be used on route 51? Upper Up South Cerney, where even 
if no cars were parked Double Decked busses could not pass when traveling in opposite 
directions. Is parking  directly on a T junction such as at Siddington Post office 
acceptable? Should the roads be marked in such a way to encourage parking on T 
junctions like Meadow Way and Clarks Hay be allowed going against the Highway Code? 
Do planners make any reference what so ever to the highway code when passing plans? 
Is pavement parking on both ends of Siddington Rd permissible as there is nowhere else 
to park a reasonable excuse? How many years will the residents of Kemble have to put 
up with cars parking where it's cheaper than using the Station Car Park? Our roads have 
become not fit for the purpose of traveling as they are being used as car parks. I fail to 
see how any increase in housing will improve matters. To add insult to injury by 
increasing the number of houses per hectare this will result in decreasing the amount of 
parking spaces. 

That is my example of our roads being an issue. Dare I extend in to the total lack of 
Dentistry, Doctors or Hospitals will this or any increase of housing alleviate this 
situation? 

Until CDC can deal with the current situation NO consideration should be given to 
increasing the number of houses. IMHO new builds (including extensions) should only 
be allowed if there minimum of 25% of total floor space allocated for easy access 
parking.



Comment ID: 10209 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Robert Walker 

Comment: The Council’s preferred scenario 5 is supported. Development should be 
concentrated on the main service centres and transport nodes. Rural settlements have 
limited or no services, so are generally not suitable.



Comment ID: 10210 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Robert Walker 

Comment: If development occurs in unsustainable locations, then it will be a waste of 
money and effort because people will not want to live there.  

It is important to preserve the unique local rural environment and heritage.



Comment ID: 10211 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Robert Walker 

Comment: In recent years, most development has been of traditional ‘family’ homes. 
Many people, especially the younger generation and older less affluent people would 
welcome smaller properties.



Comment ID: 10214 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Robert Walker 

Comment: Developments will fail if the necessary services are not provided, especially 
water supply, waste water services, flood prevention and health care. Currently all of 
these services have difficulty meeting existing needs. It may be an especial problem 
with new settlements. Major investment in provision of these services will be required.



Comment ID: 10216 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Robert Walker 

Comment: The Cotswold Water Park has been blighted by low-standard holiday homes 
in recent years. There should be no more approval of such developments.  

Limits should be placed in vehicle size (especially SUVs), to reduce wasted space that 
they cause especially in parking.  



Comment ID: 10220 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Robert Walker 

Comment: The Vision and Objectives statement is good. The priority should be for 
providing homes for local people, especially neglected categories such as the young 
and elderly. There should be a focus on socially rented homes. 

 

It is important to preserve the unique character of the area, especially the rural 
environment and historic buildings. 

 

All new properties should have minimal energy needs, with high levels of insulation and 
solar panels built in. They should also have integrated rainwater collection, to reduce 
drainage and water usage problems. Excessive paving should not be allowed. 



Comment ID: 8761 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robin 

Comment: Important to include appropriate increase in provision of general 
practitioners to cope with extra demands taking into account the fact that many of 
these house will be bought by those age over 65 who have above average need for GP 
consultations  



Comment ID: 8762 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Robin 

Comment: Will planning permission by linked to the requirement to include appropriate 
numbers of trees  on the building site to provide shade in hot summers as well as 
habitat for wildlife



Comment ID: 8763 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Robin 

Comment: You will need to ensure you provide an increase in primary care pro ion 
taking into account the fact than many if not the majority of these new houses will be 
bought by people over the age of 65 who make disproportionately larger demands on GP 
services 



Comment ID: 8764 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Robin 

Comment: Your aims are audible but how will you prevent the current practice of 
obtaining permission for one proposal that meets your requirements but then the site is 
sold to another developer who changes the plan so it no longer meets requirements  

This seems very common  way of maximising contractor profits  while minimising 
community benefits



Comment ID: 8765 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Robin 

Comment: This seems the most likely to meet green targets and is more likely to provide 
affordable housing suitable for younger families which is where the big need is 

Building in the rural areas is essentially providing for retirees coming from London and 
other large towns and most of these houses are too expensive for local people



Comment ID: 10456 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: Robin 

Comment: Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) – Poulton is Not a Sustainable Settlement 

 

Why Poulton Is Not a Sustainable Settlement for Housing Growth 

Resident  

 

Submission – Cotswold District Council Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) 

 

I object to the proposed housing allocation for Poulton.  

 

Poulton is a non-sustainable rural village and does not have the essential facilities or 
infrastructure required to support further housing growth. 

 

For Poulton to be considered sustainable, the following facilities would need to be in 
place or legally guaranteed before any development: 

 

•⁠  ⁠Village-wide flood mitigation (not site-by-site) 

•⁠  ⁠Adequate sewage and wastewater treatment capacity 

•⁠  ⁠Full-fibre broadband (FTTP) to every dwelling 

•⁠  ⁠Reliable indoor and outdoor mobile phone coverage 

•⁠  ⁠Viable public transport (including evenings and weekends) 

•⁠  ⁠Access to primary education capacity 

•⁠  ⁠Access to GP, Dentist and healthcare services 

•⁠  ⁠Safe highway capacity and traffic management 

These facilities do not exist in Poulton and are not secured by the Local Plan. 

 



Flooding and sewage problems are long-standing and unresolved, particularly around 
Ranbury, Bell Lane, Stoney Pool and the A417 bridge. Past development has already 
worsened flooding elsewhere. 

Poulton also suffers from poor broadband speeds and unreliable mobile signal, 
resulting in digital exclusion. This restricts home working, access to NHS digital 
services, emergency communications, education and day-to-day public services. 
Digital infrastructure is now essential infrastructure, equivalent to water or electricity. 

Allocating housing in Poulton fails the Local Plan soundness tests: • Not positively 
prepared (known infrastructure deficits unresolved) 

•⁠  ⁠Not justified (reasonable alternatives exist in sustainable locations) 

•⁠  ⁠Not effective (no guaranteed delivery of infrastructure before occupation) 

•⁠  ⁠Not consistent with national planning policy 

Failing even one test makes a plan unsound. Poulton fails all four. 

Conclusion 

Poulton is not an appropriate location for further housing growth. Unless flood 
mitigation, sewage upgrades and full digital infrastructure are delivered and operational 
before occupation, the proposed allocation should be removed or substantially 
reduced. 

 



Comment ID: 9755 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Roger White 

Comment: Scenario 5 is the best of the bunch. That does not make it a good scenario as 
the character of the Cotswolds particularly in the south will be seriously and adversly 
impacted.



Comment ID: 9761 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Roger White 

Comment: Absolutely not. How can it be beneficial to home buyers/renters to provide 
development in unsustainable locations merely to satisfy a quota???



Comment ID: 9768 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Roger White 

Comment: This idea has merit but how do you equate that with the character of the 
area, which your "Vision" says will be protected and with the needs of families. Again, 
providing the number of housing units will fail if they are cramped and unsuitable for 
those for whom it is designed to house. This will not provide the vibrant communities 
promised in your vision.



Comment ID: 9771 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Roger White 

Comment: This comment relates to Moreton in Marsh. The idea that so many new 
house could be built in Moreton without a substantial investment in infrastructure 
particularly in roads , and the A429, Fosseway in particular, is ridiculous. The road 
system in the area cannot cope with the existing volume which carries its impact down 
to Stow on the Wold and Bourton on the Water. Moreton is a junction of major roads and 
dealing with the existing volume should be the priority before any discussion about 
more housing.



Comment ID: 9777 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Roger White 

Comment: The Infrastructure Delivery Plan should have been provided as part of this 
consultation. You will have to have this plan in hand before any decisions on the 
suitability of the sites shown in this document can be made. You are asking for 
comments on a plan that is only partially formed. This gives the unfortunate impression 
that you will be able to tick the box that says you have done a public consultation but 
without it having real meaning.



Comment ID: 9778 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Roger White 

Comment: The vision and objectives are laudable and well written. The lack of realism 
they contain is depressing.



Comment ID: 9380 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Rosanna 

Comment: As an expert housing provider, we welcome the opportunity to comment on 
the development of the Cotswolds’ local plan. Habinteg is a housing association that 
champions inclusion by providing and promoting accessible homes and 
neighbourhoods that welcome and include everyone. With over 50 years’ experience in 
housing and disability, we manage over 3300 accessible properties across England. We 
believe that people are disabled by barriers in society and negative public attitudes, 
rather than by their own impairments. 

At Habinteg, we believe that stronger, clearer targets are needed for housing provision 
for older people. We recommend that all new homes be built to the M4(2) accessibility 
standard, which allows homes to be more easily adapted to support independent living 
as people age. These homes benefit not only older residents but also households with 
disabled members, as they offer greater flexibility and support. 

While some consideration has been given to housing for older people, similar attention 
has not been extended to the needs of disabled residents. To better meet the needs of 
the Cotswolds’ disabled population, we recommend that at least 10% of new homes be 
built to the M4(3) standard, which provides fully wheelchair-accessible housing. 

Additionally, the Local Plan could play a key role in addressing these needs by requiring 
planning teams to track and report the number of homes approved under the M4(2) and 
M4(3) standards. This data will support more effective strategic planning and ensure 
that delivery aligns with local needs. 

Our interest is in the type of homes required to meet the needs of the Cotswolds.  

Habinteg strongly recommends that all new homes needed in the Cotswolds be built to 
the M4(2) accessible and adaptable standard and 10% of new homes be built to the 
M4(3) wheelchair user home standard.   

M4(2) is essential for delivering inclusive, future-proof homes that support ageing in 
place and any adaptations that may be required over the lifetime of the home. This 
standard meets the needs of a wide range of residents, including older people and 
many disabled people. Hence, we recommend that 100%/ all new homes are built to 
the M4(2) standard. 

M4(3) standard homes are designed with the long term needs of wheelchair users in 
mind. These must be prioritised on any local plan to address the critical shortage of 
wheelchair-accessible housing. Hence, we recommend that 10% of new homes are 
built to the M4(3) standard. 



As it stands, the Cotswolds’ local plan doesn’t explictly necessitate that the higher 
accessibility standard (M4(2)) be used as a baseline for new homes. This misses a huge 
opportunity to provide quality homes for older and disabled people in the area.  

The benefits of M4(2) homes are plentiful, and amongst them, new homes that meet 
category M4(2) will deliver: 

• faster hospital discharges 

• less costly and speedier adaptations when required 

• reduced local government expenditure on domiciliary care packages by 
supporting individual independence within the home 

• delay or avoid moves to more expensive residential care settings 

• provide a better environment for ongoing independence when needs change. 

We also recommend that as a minimum, 10% of homes, both market and affordable, 
should be built to the M4(3) standard to deal with the rising disability housing crisis. It is 
estimated that 400,000 wheelchair users in England are living in unsuitable 
accommodation, with 20,000 estimated to be on local authority waiting lists for a 
wheelchair user home. Data gathered by Habinteg - via freedom of information requests 
and published in January 2023 - has shown that a wheelchair user joining a local 
authority waiting list could have to wait up to 47 years to be offered a suitable new-build 
property. 

The shortage of accessible homes has serious impacts on wheelchair users, who risk 
injury, loss of independence, restricted family life and employment opportunities and 
can face huge costs for adapting their existing homes or moving into specialist 
accommodation. Many of the costs associated with ‘making do’ in unsuitable homes 
fall to the public purse, particularly in relation to health and social care provision. 

The benefits of an M4(3) home are plentiful, and amongst them, new homes that meet 
category M4(3) will: 

• Remove or reduce the cost of care assistance in the home 

• Lead to disabled people earning higher salaries than if they lived in an 
inaccessible home 

• Enable greater social inclusion and community participation for people living in 
secure and appropriate homes 

• Reduce welfare benefits and result in greater contribution to tax and National 
Insurance. 



Comment ID: 9956 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Rosemary Andrews 

Comment: Why is Cirencester not increasing in size itself.? If one ignores The Steadings 
there is very little outward extension of the town, relying instead on the increase 
indwellings in places such as Ampney Crucis and Driffield which will change the nature 
of both settlements



Comment ID: 9955 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Rosemary Andrews 

Comment: Not sure whether as you allocate lots of new housing to the outlying 
settlements there is proper provision for schools and space for playing fields



Comment ID: 9481 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Rosemary Chute 

Comment: Objection to Proposed Development of 1,400 New Homes 

I wish to formally object to the proposed development of 1,400 new houses in Fairford.  
This is a small town with very limited facilities, overstretched infrastructure and poor 
access to employment. 

My objections are mainly based on the following planning considerations, which I do not 
believe have been adequately addressed. 

1. Traffic Congestion and Highway Safety 

The existing road infrastructure in the town is already under significant strain. 

The main road through the town contains two separate one-way traffic restrictions, 
where only one car can drive through at a time.  These are both on London Road (the 
main road through town), one next to Hyperion Care Home and the other at the bottom 
of the High Street (next to Colosseo Restaurant). These can cause traffic queues to form 
very quickly, particularly at busy times of day. The only alternative route to avoid the 
main road is via Lower Croft and Park Street and is very much through the residential 
part of Fairford and is unsuitable for high traffic volumes. 

An additional 1,400 dwellings would inevitably generate a substantial increase in daily 
vehicle movements, which the existing road network is not capable of accommodating. 

2. Inadequate Parking Provision and Accessibility 

The proposed housing sites (to the North East of Fairford) will be approximately 20–25 
minutes’ walk to the town centre with its shops and doctor’s surgery. This distance 
would present real difficulties for: 

• Families with young children or buggies 

• Older residents 

• People with mobility issues 

In practice, this will increase reliance on cars rather than reduce it. 

Whilst there is a car park at the top of the High Street and a small area for parking in the 
Market Square, there is already insufficient on-street parking, particularly around the 
supermarket and key services. Parking is frequently congested, and the addition of 
many more households without sufficient, well-located parking provision in the town 
centre will significantly worsen the problem. 



3. Sewage and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity 

The sewage infrastructure in Fairford is demonstrably inadequate, and the sewage 
treatment works is currently operating well beyond capacity.  There are discharges into 
the River Coln happening for significant periods.   

In addition, I am personally aware of a household that has experienced serious sewage 
flooding problems over the past 3 years, particularly during periods of heavy rainfall. In 
2025, on 2 occasions, raw sewage (including faecal matter and toilet paper) has risen to 
within approximately 2” of the top of the toilet bowl; on 2 occasions this has overflowed 
onto the bathroom floor.  Thames Water have had to attend repeatedly (sometimes 
multiple times per day) and have installed “bungs” in roadside drains to prevent sewage 
backing up into properties.  This is totally unacceptable and Thames Water have 
struggled to deal with the problem. 

These are not isolated or theoretical concerns. They demonstrate that the existing 
system is already operating beyond capacity. The addition of 1,400 new homes would 
significantly increase foul water demand and risks worsening an already unacceptable 
situation. 

4. Pressure on GP and Health Services 

Fairford has an ageing population and the local doctor’s surgery is already extremely 
busy, with long waits for appointments. A development of this size would place further 
strain on primary healthcare services, and it is unclear how this additional demand 
would be met. 

5. Increased Flood Risk and Surface Water Management 

Large-scale development will inevitably result in significant areas of land being covered 
with hard surfaces, reducing natural drainage.  Given the town’s existing issues during 
heavy rainfall, it is unclear how additional surface water will be managed without 
increasing flood risk to existing properties. Robust, proven drainage and attenuation 
measures would be essential, yet there is no reassurance that these would be sufficient 
at this scale of development. 

 

Conclusion 

In summary, the proposed development raises serious concerns regarding traffic 
congestion, parking availability, sewage capacity and access to healthcare. These 
issues already affect residents and would be significantly exacerbated by the scale of 
development proposed. 



Until there is clear evidence that existing infrastructure can be upgraded in advance — 
and not merely promised — I do not believe this proposal represents sustainable or 
appropriate development for Fairford. 



Comment ID: 9482 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Rosemary Chute 

Comment: Objection to Proposed Development of 1,400 New Homes 

I wish to formally object to the proposed development of 1,400 new houses in Fairford.  
This is a small town with very limited facilities, overstretched infrastructure and poor 
access to employment. 

My objections are mainly based on the following planning considerations, which I do not 
believe have been adequately addressed. 

1. Traffic Congestion and Highway Safety 

The existing road infrastructure in the town is already under significant strain. 

The main road through the town contains two separate one-way traffic restrictions, 
where only one car can drive through at a time.  These are both on London Road (the 
main road through town), one next to Hyperion Care Home and the other at the bottom 
of the High Street (next to Colosseo Restaurant). These can cause traffic queues to form 
very quickly, particularly at busy times of day. The only alternative route to avoid the 
main road is via Lower Croft and Park Street and is very much through the residential 
part of Fairford and is unsuitable for high traffic volumes. 

An additional 1,400 dwellings would inevitably generate a substantial increase in daily 
vehicle movements, which the existing road network is not capable of accommodating. 

2. Inadequate Parking Provision and Accessibility 

The proposed housing sites (to the North East of Fairford) will be approximately 20–25 
minutes’ walk to the town centre with its shops and doctor’s surgery. This distance 
would present real difficulties for: 

• Families with young children or buggies 

• Older residents 

• People with mobility issues 

In practice, this will increase reliance on cars rather than reduce it. 

Whilst there is a car park at the top of the High Street and a small area for parking in the 
Market Square, there is already insufficient on-street parking, particularly around the 
supermarket and key services. Parking is frequently congested, and the addition of 
many more households without sufficient, well-located parking provision in the town 
centre will significantly worsen the problem. 



3. Sewage and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity 

The sewage infrastructure in Fairford is demonstrably inadequate, and the sewage 
treatment works is currently operating well beyond capacity.  There are discharges into 
the River Coln happening for significant periods.   

In addition, I am personally aware of a household that has experienced serious sewage 
flooding problems over the past 3 years, particularly during periods of heavy rainfall. In 
2025, on 2 occasions, raw sewage (including faecal matter and toilet paper) has risen to 
within approximately 2” of the top of the toilet bowl; on 2 occasions this has overflowed 
onto the bathroom floor.  Thames Water have had to attend repeatedly (sometimes 
multiple times per day) and have installed “bungs” in roadside drains to prevent sewage 
backing up into properties.  This is totally unacceptable and Thames Water have 
struggled to deal with the problem. 

These are not isolated or theoretical concerns. They demonstrate that the existing 
system is already operating beyond capacity. The addition of 1,400 new homes would 
significantly increase foul water demand and risks worsening an already unacceptable 
situation. 

4. Pressure on GP and Health Services 

Fairford has an ageing population and the local doctor’s surgery is already extremely 
busy, with long waits for appointments. A development of this size would place further 
strain on primary healthcare services, and it is unclear how this additional demand 
would be met. 

5. Increased Flood Risk and Surface Water Management 

Large-scale development will inevitably result in significant areas of land being covered 
with hard surfaces, reducing natural drainage.  Given the town’s existing issues during 
heavy rainfall, it is unclear how additional surface water will be managed without 
increasing flood risk to existing properties. Robust, proven drainage and attenuation 
measures would be essential, yet there is no reassurance that these would be sufficient 
at this scale of development. 

 

Conclusion 

In summary, the proposed development raises serious concerns regarding traffic 
congestion, parking availability, sewage capacity and access to healthcare. These 
issues already affect residents and would be significantly exacerbated by the scale of 
development proposed. 



Until there is clear evidence that existing infrastructure can be upgraded in advance — 
and not merely promised — I do not believe this proposal represents sustainable or 
appropriate development for Fairford.



Comment ID: 9480 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Rosemary Chute 

Comment: Objection to Proposed Development of 1,400 New Homes in Fairford. 

I wish to formally object to the proposed development of 1,400 new houses in Fairford.  
This is a small town with very limited facilities, overstretched infrastructure and poor 
access to employment. 

My objections are mainly based on the following planning considerations, which I do not 
believe have been adequately addressed. 

1. Traffic Congestion and Highway Safety 

The existing road infrastructure in the town is already under significant strain. 

The main road through the town contains two separate one-way traffic restrictions, 
where only one car can drive through at a time.  These are both on London Road (the 
main road through town), one next to Hyperion Care Home and the other at the bottom 
of the High Street (next to Colosseo Restaurant). These can cause traffic queues to form 
very quickly, particularly at busy times of day. The only alternative route to avoid the 
main road is via Lower Croft and Park Street and is very much through the residential 
part of Fairford and is unsuitable for high traffic volumes. 

An additional 1,400 dwellings would inevitably generate a substantial increase in daily 
vehicle movements, which the existing road network is not capable of accommodating. 

2. Inadequate Parking Provision and Accessibility 

The proposed housing sites (to the North East of Fairford) will be approximately 20–25 
minutes’ walk to the town centre with its shops and doctor’s surgery. This distance 
would present real difficulties for: 

• Families with young children or buggies 

• Older residents 

• People with mobility issues 

In practice, this will increase reliance on cars rather than reduce it. 

Whilst there is a car park at the top of the High Street and a small area for parking in the 
Market Square, there is already insufficient on-street parking, particularly around the 
supermarket and key services. Parking is frequently congested, and the addition of 
many more households without sufficient, well-located parking provision in the town 
centre will significantly worsen the problem. 



3. Sewage and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity 

The sewage infrastructure in Fairford is demonstrably inadequate, and the sewage 
treatment works is currently operating well beyond capacity.  There are discharges into 
the River Coln happening for significant periods.   

In addition, I am personally aware of a household that has experienced serious sewage 
flooding problems over the past 3 years, particularly during periods of heavy rainfall. In 
2025, on 2 occasions, raw sewage (including faecal matter and toilet paper) has risen to 
within approximately 2” of the top of the toilet bowl; on 2 occasions this has overflowed 
onto the bathroom floor.  Thames Water have had to attend repeatedly (sometimes 
multiple times per day) and have installed “bungs” in roadside drains to prevent sewage 
backing up into properties.  This is totally unacceptable and Thames Water have 
struggled to deal with the problem. 

These are not isolated or theoretical concerns. They demonstrate that the existing 
system is already operating beyond capacity. The addition of 1,400 new homes would 
significantly increase foul water demand and risks worsening an already unacceptable 
situation. 

4. Pressure on GP and Health Services 

Fairford has an ageing population and the local doctor’s surgery is already extremely 
busy, with long waits for appointments. A development of this size would place further 
strain on primary healthcare services, and it is unclear how this additional demand 
would be met. 

5. Increased Flood Risk and Surface Water Management 

Large-scale development will inevitably result in significant areas of land being covered 
with hard surfaces, reducing natural drainage.  Given the town’s existing issues during 
heavy rainfall, it is unclear how additional surface water will be managed without 
increasing flood risk to existing properties. Robust, proven drainage and attenuation 
measures would be essential, yet there is no reassurance that these would be sufficient 
at this scale of development. 

 

Conclusion 

In summary, the proposed development raises serious concerns regarding traffic 
congestion, parking availability, sewage capacity and access to healthcare. These 
issues already affect residents and would be significantly exacerbated by the scale of 
development proposed. 



Until there is clear evidence that existing infrastructure can be upgraded in advance — 
and not merely promised — I do not believe this proposal represents sustainable or 
appropriate development for Fairford.



Comment ID: 8944 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Rosie Barron 

Comment: Andoversford is a village and much smaller than the other principal 
settlements highlighted. It should not be being considered for development in the same 
way as these towns.



Comment ID: 8945 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Rosie Barron 

Comment: This is by far the best option, expand existing towns and do not harm rural 
villages and communities by effectively turning them into new towns.



Comment ID: 9265 

Location in consultation document: How did the Council select locations? 

Name: Rosie Zhang 

Comment: Down Ampney basically has no infrastructure to support the amount of 
houses you are proposing to build. The village gets flooded every year since the 60+ 
houses being built. The drainage system and roads in the village simply cannot handle 
the increase anymore



Comment ID: 9961 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Russell Cameron 

Comment: The standard method of calculation of housing targets is totally 
inappropriate for our area as  80% of it is AONB and therefore development land is 
extremely restricted. Applying this arbitrary rule results in an inappropriate number of 
houses to be built in an area of higher than average house pricing. The result means we 
will be destroying village cultures and communities that have existed since the 
domesday book 

 



Comment ID: 9964 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 7 

Name: Russell Cameron 

Comment: Simple economic questions - who will buy these homes? Who will build 
them? Where will they be employed? Where will their children go to school, who will 
provide their healthcare how will we manage the congestion and parking? How will we 
preserve any of the history and culture of the villages being forced to adopt new houses 
and residents that will have no ties or shared culture of our villages. The plan is 
inappropriate and nonsensical not recognising our special circumstances



Comment ID: 9962 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Russell Cameron 

Comment: Every scenario negatively impacts our tiny village (Preston) and the 
surrounding countryside  

Preston’s existence and future is outlined in the neighbourhood plan which was 
accepted by CDC after much good work and cost - this now being totally discarded and 
undermined by unrealistic national approach that doesn’t fit with our local situation, 
circumstances and history. The proposed approach takes no account of of existing 
infrastructure, traffic and safety problems. Who is going to pay for and provide the 
schools, doctors, dentists, healthcare etc that will be required? The target for Preston is 
to enforce a quadrupling of the size of our village and effectively d3stroying the village 
as we will just be a conjoined suburb of a greater Cirencester. We therefore insist that if 
such an inappropriate plan proceeds it must include: 

A green buffer between Cirencester and our village ( and include the recently outline 
planning approved housing numbers on Kingshill Lane in our quota) 

Steps to prevent rat running through the village with traffic trying to avoid the congestion 
on Kingshill Lane 

Traffic and pedestrian safety measures on Kingshill Lane and Preston Toll Barr 

Improved community facilities and infrastructure to cope with the overwhelming new 
homes and residents proposed 

Better public transport 



Comment ID: 10337 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Ruth Nichol 

Comment: I live in a principal settlement. If it is your preferred option for new housing I 
am concerned about the poor infrastructure to support more building. The main A361 
road , the only north/ south route is clogged with heavy traffic at many points during the 
day with particularly long queues of cars , vans and lorries trying to cross the Thames at 
a narrow point over the ancient and crumbling bridge. This problem will be exacerbated 
by the occupants of new housing in any numbers. There is no cycle lane and the 
pedestrian pavement particularly from the petrol station is non existent on one side for 
a section then of very poor quality, a hazard to walkers who therefore choose to drive 
into town instead.



Comment ID: 227 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: R P Barham 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/df887eb6-4f10-49a2-8b8a-acc0e0fad8f2/227_R_P_Barham_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=jFDxncJpajKHuTz3cww3e5iVemAHWZf7cPkNzyaIKUHg1LlMCGs~Po-gHUsFkCJzamg7zDwYcoAhIiZFSApQ01xHC2mIWttl-tCp5aUZkRn9J4XRAAblqTC2j5So2YEYXmCfhHu7blS~TUf3yBCxTrOsVdlBKBNcSXheHqTQCZ7m9~Xd4822YuMaMOCADKG01B2ZcK~M1aB86zfm5i4ghGIxUzILamaE7xVUBk0CzdJHrmXER-BF16~5I1ShQ34Kg-KXLL8rmca0UjsxoQ2jpqPErYgY7krFtwsFlR8fkwEXrgKoqzr82amscOAeq52obreYLkgHpaGxXUBtUTwtHg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 542 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: R. Emmet 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/98585e9b-4839-416b-aab1-3940f3fd4e45/542_R._Emmet_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=M9UxPNaxCs-xSQ8eu5xK9lMVJ4MRuW~C4TImQ5dpDNJZmdfMcSsnpBZqfHSHVSRzFZJL3qiHgzwkVnVHLlk-ufGkPotLj03YDHJQS84mgLxYz0cR5r1dnq66ffdFfXftquTZD2VCGj2OBshuPVm6OVq155W~bWeYkW~5QaIf24qveqzenf0jHwcCpxm3j~84zRrRQbNsI8lMZvhts0iiClkvlF2c77GNPL4KfipNR-AOJgXjXQozJQFbAaK-ooSJ1Z1WPAz8L2VDE~wbVlNpYJ7aYTRzQeeqizyD-N6hGW3nY8vccu~MXY2C06ArPmRneb9a0EhJAonraC2BYqytkw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 601 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: RA Holland 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9ec32dc3-c01b-4bb1-8829-9700fc8b7b3b/601_RA_Holland_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=n3sEz~gZ4HqjP14kjwygFm5EnqsEaM~oKu2G3xtNlZtc~1Ks49ZfNsdVUR7X0K4V97QWDxRsBOBiRA2Qi0sF67PciFQPTT1hXgGq5BZZ1ZnGr3wV1EKmvN2N~i7aEh4XIRCt~rmIYbMrC6X27VxtTFrrfGTZ78OYn6Aw-B9LBNgSvV8ZpQqU9ZWW96H8SULuPDok2AxOVro1wFciZzPBRKhAO~oZmZgsGPuAPBF9GdJG5ayd6L-jqwQTHKnKcQF3E5kZc~gBUOo1cqdSDs-1rZ5eZeETcDSKHTxWS8tvQUwcEX9EY5lJJRj54kD1W1D29U14Enin9NNeKDGo9wswbw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 146 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Di Vito 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2834801f-7187-40ea-b99b-3d41a601c784/146_Rachel_Di_Vito_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=uOGd7~bGjW61UpvVIWdc4J1-3zkb-CKPEVtRd02mTovtxzCRXe9gdbUvRiRdkIUFEIhZpigw-0-XZ3gSbNbi9n5rQaiGcahQpqWnLTYVFhSRDyrgqknfermKnVk6dQoCuPzjAmBf5I2RK0iBoBOsZ4Oo2Q2VdW17mL8WWQGRI6xLROFeuv-SDyCmyHgHG~rSsXbRQBYvXFpllXHEkhMXiVa6hXCQJ10ZhN7SwVUwYEVR212JLgWuUCJiaGZoYcEe77WXMxNvtZRYbyhnDeopQi5DMthOXE6SJnNsIHRRe1kOHGrfqjfXCF7zH8g3s9eMwNZw-peyLfYV8BxUHHGKCA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 475 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Gentil 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f31ae6bc-12d4-47e0-8b0a-cd786e8faeaa/475_Rachel_Gentil_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=dQ0m7YEXd41zlEitN9KE2Q2XbrW6LDQWkrW18vXicV4vccR5~lrHVpicxD~221CThShavgr5fWlRBZd4oRaD1czoX-KnHU7UsFBtQzieGP6aZmfSClyqRiNxuJn5jK7M24EhotxHc~jXmCoQgdTLyKrLJTQMiuGgeSUj5RPSThtO9W8TNw-RFoMI3ITF5L5S3klntI2uaaimdUA9XN-CxlaGPRyN5Z-Ea80~wqUADxUTBQHu5BGYvO51fI-YpjUzag1M64mG0MFaSj7LfgWBuMVGxYpTE0thPjyG1dUFlLE5alyy~pNJupwq8zBU1do7X24RxjHadXoUpsqYcBCJCw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 674 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Gentil 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5e6b615e-4347-4492-a7e4-7251b592d7fd/674_Rachel_Gentil_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=Fz-rSo7oMKP2iDCUJuK-X0n1UxEKnEJyNyfrCveh317LJO23d9Tg1O5OhmpJ90l4EvpNhmE1bY7txCc5KAOrsgMibpdlraSvtol-bo~TApG1SSdnxbR5cC5l7HM7IW8IvV4bMsJn728MUqExNuHF08Z7cZ70QqIC6M5QKXyFKXQgewExArPl1DL2087MgFcJwkxmpUdvqENnmVIGG4QlsJr6K8mzJZZ0HHq~jupnXOQj4EbAmeboF~bHIXn8BAJoEpnhJqDGGx1KHWc53PgCwIoG9mpKPTActyKMBey43Gf35xkHbDCpGaOHr3vvVks3xQC~HThcN8XQUPt~vqdHAQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 401 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Hand 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/116b7910-0aa3-4b5d-83b1-7970eca41d96/401_Rachel_Hand_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=KnbUkwaYynbn7ryqQglX67Ot24oC-aKkKzCDYiu5MKotAvTXreNac9hjKXf2u12usqeJN8pIDslkuiVYq9Kghu-qsrUJHHIR-AAiDyjsrdHyWYN9HvMR7RaNzprPEVLmVn0AShaDeRAOYApFbOdF26ZhJzpfJSp5w~5i1dIA2w4wJURw1dhtDUxrE-3xMkRq4xi8JuPeqeho8h3OA-Frwcis--SAtQgCbxtqgJlGHcnGG-wwjhJrYNl-PaKbpfDDcIH-wfJ6TQ2Fg1I1iU45U0zyiiUv35SLKfNMOv9wHR9vneoiC030DnwQcdhujcBHfNY5S7ml5sKNKb2nYeKl7g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 376 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Hutchinson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ce9de705-ea9c-438e-a8f9-0487db02d18b/376__Rachel_Hutchinson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=jlCjU6WAedaoy~4mu9CQpJlVgrCWFQ9NMsew1afesNbVrWe2lC5nO7~lLANwd~-i5XzIa4mDbItuo6olWwl99ScX2w85N1fbYDIKTsCz4YGVeQC0E51U1UaT7pC4IiOLcSzOrC6kl5NvpYqg6XgLcLQxun0YwnZqkWl6lbDv-qIZ9LbLOpNheUX33QdXpyh9vNuZZUjGSERUJ-xUOoxaNyiompLPw88~h2sWG9ZEW6NRWn2R~lfPq4CBSxL8G9OHA88jir93G1gwQl3lwKQfSjUIE1yqfzZ08PHe-AiohtcRA~oIUWSNgV5M5ePfzkkfa2XCs9p91kYzb4BCKkZCVQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 506 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Kirk 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0fc3bc00-ca5b-469a-bf0f-011511863701/506_Rachel_Kirk_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=eIv5nEI-hB7yq5vuqFAh21Q~2sfv7o8rD5g5za53NmK-AZzz5V0ueypej5yX1vDOp0hxl5gal-kTt45QQhU1YyQtAEl106a3WiyFZS8SF0kGLzja0CISSInoBmd5DhkxqMx2AkPwrHFuqBX3wP1m6BIcnnCaQYIEGpGQSenxkXjL8Mvd4AWHJw4NKA41ck5l8DrIrOK-~a42-IaPmpNGE4guxP981pSSMbKRGjlejce7lY8nwrZ0FmI2Yy0eTlgUmzNeFM7OQvMRme~gPUbUnRfYSCz7fHzpG5etYAatrv0xAwHClOw78-XHmhhpMw3EmrPqmclIG8dvEbDKE9cuzw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 717 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Kirk 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/520f4ff5-b352-4b07-927e-bd1f532a3aad/717_Rachel_Kirk_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=VegG5YqHqwWlZJhqziPr8xf5YHINMnHvIoEI9k3xner~r6GKTcRCcoeAvAp4EgYN-VDdHiffvUlQjv98UK87LuJlVTtc0wZir-l6Yt~ze~kD6xh-xO5LzWHy0akpkH8Gkic9ET1IQAVno90xzA-axbWM8ENC973WXUNxOlYbZr6c6LuMwweJPg8~jjPgupEYmyHjyvAj-muGsfoAfJK6vK3fpj3BZo2q5JfSWQZhhU3CJUNXYU948MVdMQAQTjet-zzMoZ34xgbbQ2DwnqyZ~k3Mtxs3iUVvmqF1htVPqhtSw7Jzyaw9EhPHdtDzfAfOYvLa8WLG8Ed0Bs08YzbXfg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 354 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Roffe 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ae886296-adc1-4f47-aa42-0801bca0b071/354_Rachel_Roffe_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=b192CrLivyhu3NtnkDGT~3rLbjJWxCXpOPE42OwKRbABY-Wtd46-dZpte6xyj7r2MsSGIEdeVFFjTn~SFCDuW~TGHq3yAsI~TcjVUVzcMrkbzehHin0h-LaCawWLduFTxairSZ6pejCFzwBGJg-zS~pGQddD9aToP0Nh1DsMmJgXWGxIdaVq24fLGwZWKSbEdn7JuBsN83zBphNuqZbvJ-ZvxxEu1-F3QC09Q3hn0I2Y~JT0XkiHahziurbw7qoLI1ySh0cJ4~HKr2oufgNDoGLhhsmu4eJHIoEVPFvhv5PlR4bbyEiKBJyKLbOPlBeRyOUB472ZU7gla1yh6tBO3w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 391 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rachel Smith 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/dc2792d0-44d1-47e6-9aa7-263c201325da/391_Rachel_Smith_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=JDOcrxD5ki6JkZevKSy4TONMrD~VpY~6e95yY9RZcgmii-9BcLv81Lyo~lK8KBXX~tJLcBZKSVqdPhVlfHCiMjhBVpL9ND7IA-ENbvU3wT7cEJtmvOKGCMr8cFbgrlEU-tO-zqIccedJ7FJwNoQcfKokWwNMrLx-Fe0r~F0M~UDQ4qLarQrnANCKpJ9E5m5HWMxnQAT8CR28Y6CO7-yI5Sw9~iVVKAEJujoWbW8VUrONZo2O67NKymIHg0IWlBGxTPKD6M~IR8JsQXm9IPUvXXL8z7DH81j0S2J6It3FSf7WdM7zulRMxmG~yVr5DxBQwSIDX6Dr4lYU8tyogz2QaQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 279 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ranier Developments Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c8fee9f9-4db1-4060-9c6e-4a6d65379318/279_Rainier_Developments_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=orEseO2Azr-XZjb7XvQTUHkO11XlNZZj1yIhBYpcUFiFZcdmvjHjvRaZtdeGK4ktWYk1jN7f3xtQdhuEfd0Q0dY6Ch31cY-0WjzA4CQ5dsTb7m9lROZhNqiG17mNpu1sQt~O80C7O500ufA4bufi3OmHq7CaRjzn40CTLmgaiwVH3yk7oV2-XkoeCQfKrd-IK4kozpo6VfsuF5~PcuveT2TvU4hBsIqdSnyOal1H9rKUFPbi~PI6sZDZt-2MUGPlGkCeZaQoCZ2V18UUJdqlfN6PyRG5nQ7UAipEPLs-GO8mdukaBJwDtXHPeJGJ9j29jr8saD~et6myvuPLK5pr9Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 564 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rebecca Lewis 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/00dcfc3d-0362-4524-8745-6f87ef2da0cc/564_Rebecca_Lewis_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=OAlvqp9zqgl5-e-~-RhToP~S1QaI2Jo4MUjP4uOk3uutDmvPZYNhxGROPv3K2CDiw9Tc9k3-qsjjemOZZDzB8Jfs-M7kKq6w6qFKBPzTL4LdAGsR9DJPwUhvLgP1aRoTrAYf-N27JUZBmfLxr1500Qfpx5xBhFJpMMNVpNONAH98wsupTv-0ExWL~aL6f3kPopaK9qadmWOGymeNioDfizI98NPSB9rBRYFoouJOAkDVqoXiEOYQX2mRGMfdN0aTmdiD9GttjTOjowDwek-B2bcjKv979h7~XDeSRWs-b~AMqYZXZ7WsaKEY2hKAXy~aJu-1ufCF7AQbneHsbm6bzw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 267 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Reyn Hauff 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/193f7e7a-ca69-414f-b371-03751adee7ce/267_Reyn_Hauff_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=dqph~eJ6D5kF5-1JMzvT4K-guIsDZdjWCa73WtgwUFkQPKUX50vnefHNCohjTqtWS3G6MdUQHYJlCQ9iu9oBvBsIBhN3ok4KzP0lyiOy8m8dNtRiQJH1R8StvEwZNPpWH0NfkBZP5ehnyv62zVOpf48QVpY5A-BTBs~WGFjqR0-GDO9Dk2ht8-8dvF6s8~1T5MXR6JnZZnmS6OpTsQkwnUQ9w3m4CWjieDgP44yTNYtbPHZI~~yXL5cmEAHa29XuSMYk8XUM6GtgZFmUcMOE7tvGYZA0L1Ptll4qazKIvta35HzqUYobQukgt4f~zbWmioVhXr-DDQa4Uoh9P6Ihfw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 527 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rich Napier 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/24528c4e-b8de-43d8-9f2c-b3ee36110410/527_Rich_Napier_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=W0l5VYaYtpKmlsZUjnuCqgEz6liF0Np-DthOrMmwqaLQ8bgiEl1OC8BX5AfYa26Ym2TsP2U-Fi~okT6CQJz1EBxzHFdNG0QrQRZE761CbkLPJSpCpT2FwGm0ykmMSf3B9CLcZ3NSDN9CiIP56cPsWm5W8mT1ZKtRlHA7WTZYmBs1hbLTj7cxnfl~pLdIoLkp9BiEZa1N~39ord0t4FkcE6COqDscqk5Ph1Xl6CmFPxBAz6XwbRgUB6h63tOvSKBqvjEeYqxmvg9-PrCzd8pG0WdvrF23xhlBs3QpCyd8CgAqj5lAOxFLBz2uMGNi2G3CPRalQwQ2KgQQEbEJazqVSA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 460 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Richard Deeley 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fee7ae86-8dab-4163-adec-7cd8c4fa74aa/460_Richard_Deeley_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=df~HKSoWmy~ZmxoQwhPfNU6oz0i2AwDodoxFlipjSgBzrr2yzUwYzr2goyMBkuusXsIg9i62xbn4IcXU~pcAAU9sJPO6vuWIRNIGXMRIrI6MyeUvrKa0BxIyX3ka5t~WC0sO01AsNdUzf93Umf13tgH1bKvcnb6VHCWiCGRbXdrHSTsSRjtQyLQX8ofdl3cYYjJ8Z-TzqVg-FkE-stmZGJf4pVSqm-SoqYklLSxxE1JjL68e6jb7wce-IE8hWR5KmijsRCN9a56r3jPvs47RjGwaoZn-qcPXGhc~3XqluE7J53NinFMSQ48dOMtyFh0xfPWcP9Ajt7OBL3uQkzGq9w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 535 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Richard Smith 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5618a10e-014a-4b7a-abfe-c2e8bd2e67ab/535_Richard_Smith_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=v8naM7SSM8pN5hkKkZGAl-ajmOzHlCKRRT0lETqkmC305GnEHuaDAx-beljFzimNBKKMdGiTpBR7Bw43~ACpdr7Y92klQLkKxcDnKxyV-BN1S4bxc8Uauu05EzVWuDsDONMaTIGrYMXRL1nQsluBiEs2YReXw2dDYhcymZ5JR4U1zXccIDvBiRoLCytI13AmmGQLOKflgxeLjZEIfhC2afEhQkjr8AcwdZvkVJBwwfHWWctEA-bF40NQd5bz2L0REIh6lE90ztZusz6eAwNSYDSxcHMlEOwbKlejA-8oj92hI8~ySJcDK0qGrw5hJ0-httGk9Kl5GGyi4AdnG5pbsA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 509 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Richborough 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8524bc46-ac7d-4515-959c-0fa78b190dc5/509_Richborough_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=ArAcyHJZWnHoNCpNU8LlC7YLAV20vwCncftBO5mg-jrNUwcBLnH5QLQzao0PJM4mlzrvKfIN4XZTvhCWg5MgvBquq3eoeWojRGYvywalBKax0za7dofSk60RmbVtL2nSugMG6ufEBQlyFPHZ4HXulASDufvsTl0KFYn-qN7OS0Qyu7bajtDtcbtKSreYX1pJaMMkQ5nMcAqmjvWH4hmLTRdc~6iDXGVVeu5GGKWYjhiXzaoKZo9YR0z8aPitDzlC5xvJB8h~QnpYpnhE6bekAIUDO5ISANf48gfV9W7nXUmLNoNK~UIXSWp5tnT8UKsfJtXKfGswgniyGC6m~Do3MA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 829 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: RK Ashmore 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/911acc08-5487-46c9-ab83-9fb60f6e4a57/829_RK_Ashmore_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=HNlTPhqBDupOHVeIy3Ze6cBpj43m8Cfk6QIsXNC6qkc8qImTyk3Fv4AOvJb-CwarJKGz0slSOTC70WQo6O52GyjFMZpKt1kMX6EIbUdWtbWJjHe4G~sQQ~n-vNqW9j2FQhogue-qopOPdhmq15lmeqIeE3JOLMIxBcjXdXF4E0bxHoTBjZ58bJc9iQedjV2poNlf9HLWkgJDkRO~XJ73K93YrgqhK1yLKRmmi6XpKmfEUZw1vLCU3JCuOeTyLXN8dCoVLFiaJTzHdC6xmMWVGfx3~gLuztjOSbm7iGDaPAPx9dI90Gt6O5FadUhMHZYTnw7fkmCS7ILiO1PiB~tzZg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 809 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: RN Ashmore 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/60a534db-368f-473d-bac2-b6541f8f4d8f/809_RN_Ashmore_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=F9BSimmggCUJv-1jKXQ7oG6VcUmI9FQS4rgY4J0wtilamvE55ijphlGBFcHotGx~X1DnbROBAl-Hn2mFW7XnarCHOTFmNL0oF5KCbfWTac-~2DFvL5L92S-bovHgtIBWD5uLD70Y7buBQpwpSJOIZVxSUEruipF0KhmEc8Edat9pYXFRKKqJFs~b2ASJ6KbUj7S89JHtdhvO2bNP0thzALTjZIx8olyxvJxRNIwW3Vs-4FraDQ96bVxFX4H9Vl0nU78GW9wZxx8fr1Zm-z7whhwXXjJ0MC7t7SiHv7L3H3h3tQ8N59uS6aj2-yCF4qEtvyOZ3REFXOonYzWAmk3oJA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 677 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rob Davies and Dr Claires Forbes 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/57b15200-8b76-495f-9caa-13aa228956c9/677_Rob_Davies_and_Dr_Claires_Forbes_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=kvHM2JMlWjWaFwKWVo5gWKkcxYphU5bu-9ad36IJyvqfdcw0ivqVt-MMreTK4lm2lJuntcj~BBfYyPQjlasvYQHezVJt04VwoC0fTpOP9--gN~dWyO3aNdQquD-pko91~KGH6fui-S7sAfhopaaqD4YzzZVrlTNaFayAGhv0gOWlF64ojRCgAzetbl4mptk0Xp9Do~V8VYKfSflU5OG5P9TOcXqVZpAGZzWqUxlNR9NUJxx1uuGOd3y7obVfQV3Tmsatg2EZ1p0gEYSxSpS18TY-b7IGN7y-Qxw0c1ZNWaRyQ2V-P57ehif65WqvNTRFbLSaXGLt9bIUzKda8JfP6w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 343 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rob Flett 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/68b1a8c9-55ee-4071-8973-ec0c6ea4d70e/343_Rob_Flett_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=NqjSHw0XpmEJXBAp1ItTurCfGvNM0eoD8lEL27uIX8sKFksYPG9iojiv~CW9sELzAPJVQX~npcSX6zNScXjZkLSa2bjwYswaH4pqKBZiEi8Y0JZSoWB6-4A57u1s3q4pRkv6J2NVjwtiFkn28sr7HE~xOf7BIK9o2Vb0DFlbvdVe0LTIvdrER7lp4P0yZtnci8v8uV-LMW4suPZAHb-xXbLk6EduJo-~F4PJ-42IlULfT~WtiLRncuPcPGYPijYhRMIaiBwbdpP8WZzaWAtuZ6VNWDxvv1iCfaRLR8KWETEJK8DINzs7WQbq9Sg6IU7oangrXFCJKLJV1lMm45Vlsw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 386 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rob Waggie 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e0f8493c-e34a-447e-8388-e7e3db890f0a/386_Rob_Waggie_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=T2XYCLO8-gEP~4kukXagwcXtE2Lv6q9zzGG5MICttiSKw6-D5XzBO1nxpbINl5ZccTMyMavpVK91lqq0kJoFbbV9Z9nAvcTxspVFOO-i30qgHybCNeEykwLIyVJ3EMp~HkvLvB4R~QDHCOb2ryk4rsO4~-VPihA6D4Indvm~iYaizXqic7jNvQy5iRbdTrSAaHS3TlsnGWn8dfNYFEX-NDUy9JgYKXJyUXlzllDr3yByGxdm4RlNcQoiXObjU1Lw1SXV6hZpaHwG0F6DNi7nelfbYr5bPPbwAH36cEdlecNY7-~54Ij7KV47fToZj-CWF8k7IOJuNhu9TJSA-aCfWw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 566 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robb Flett 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f077d375-b2eb-4baf-b19d-ab6adeebcc05/566_Rob_Flett_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=I8zNddpZjX5vtqz4vryJqfUMAsRZ8ND~QpTg8oumoJdviUjUEB~~z36BecRqzP4DOcTOoyN6z-ybHDS4ZI9N4Y~Mrj2UJWwfICXHb1RnW0gukK6TVFdi6XvHE3xcqOhgoLfeX6KzeQlMayVNs8Gx8Ey~0A6J6ysHpzjt2Rnlsha~ujIO08rxwvEXm2ZJibtzQzaYC-wH8COX63J~YeVJrra2QqptkyxkAbUcSw5K0zeQ1gliFddVnidmscumMKSql8KOPQI-HX-YAV5rEd0MjIycuPjCjjU8e1a9dBoI8q7Utp5l7FpUa9rAP26PUAqzvGfZEbyx41CLrni0cocUyw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 544 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert and Joanna Williams 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/916cc280-c2ad-49ec-9caf-0a7a0ac107d1/544_Robert_and_Joanna_Williams_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=xgjdWNhzlxf02sOKphkaC3EkIWTgL~D3SQ6EqePSvR6UYCUlTR6rmXMHAVQL84ZspKBk2sslg~ZBwKiIKY59APpH2CGQBbRKdmi8WfhXBw3-ifrycvFR0qUHYPbmejtBMwjTWX-Ge4Xit~2nNQbTb3a2rIaao998d6eQ5NV5aV3lmpVJQyR6vG1UU2S0HbKWF5dzS9SQbfQo9rJPAutnwnNhyOHot~87cP0TqbjNJSZR8Z-0iNn7dD8DMMZHkipQqD25E-~nT5kxW5o7kHyqrAfIbbfWVSlFq59UuiluvM95chgdpxDFsOyNy-xzyWWMgFZcJjYHpxeY3g5tt~gbaw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 269 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Hitchens Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d9dbe4df-84af-42ef-9e1f-4960b39c8429/269_Robert_Hitchins_Ltd_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=qIX8Qoy-cyHu5ZcWkJmwfpV~N4iYCB0DeVqz-Rq~rpnkvchMwKMd95p8uMs7DiTUU4YOKm6uJfcsSypYZNlg8ueJNaz2qUcSJ3hHBjTSLDDq9JSvlYccvy59Drfx6JqRw-8Vj~imftbVVXp91nt4T4WFglZOwzTdQP-auEcsmmbLcFWeQcMbltKVZtfRzjhw6c86ZHhb7-sGkcG952zEh9zEYTW1N50ll9Pdwn2CHBJZLNWNM1pwhZyMRk41PJKC2uSMpPiHzpnqzfreaxK62Nv2V7yYhvK202hG~IVGd2eS4QwE9rsZzDdgx8jxk97w-9UNeoizQPM1LAWn0cx7kA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 270 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Hitchens Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e6ccd0c6-1603-4177-b624-8549cd76fbf6/270_Robert_Hitchins_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=kY31dO~~P4tOb1nzrcR9AYi-wemELxpN7v5~BEHteDriPWzpXANGhIczeIXrVYWf4UKvo4iUTtVgyPSWTN9e~iWHZ5sWO9j78Dw-NsA2e~11fJMeaMa1JkFxdl0Tswr1k3kfpKdgRPYuG4GVNZYnJJyMiZkdEIRDfTNpcZI31xjy~z0kBsH40jQKqbippBV1FvuaWASlg0EZKo9uWV6LUQQDRcve73xKkYdgpieZXvB3iu4JVRJDusjHdbKiBLQyGai-LicBTd7Ufh3MOjRrsESHTh3Spa7br5GcAodtCxDZDSjf-Y2YWgHTMdY8yJnQexIBXd84-ifSxkQ1xaWsxQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 271 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Hitchens Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5856db95-a7d8-4cdb-87f8-5ad82a838ec2/271_Robert_Hitchins_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=SSfirpTeaL7rOyK5AB-B4~6R~dN8c--ULRpjETVaMTyBN2mcZHgehRuABphzt4xIR~Tu7f6~VfblGcapApj8uKY9JCfLMzdR9DA451NBCOnQTxXuIBhtL9OlgMFDaCnCT8~dWczrc5~ll-0Tz6qGmoE29HCDUABJegrrWw15m9KCvpa~ql1XSgDyeTTm5NkG2j2wYsO3padWW7n9lkTybNebn-xO5LL7xPBMNA11mem9V2Re4HlWTsyl2eZaN7ZogLfLXAmp--H-1KP9E9yM71Ja2s32KP-U8n2pNUIN~LK8NcjPyiJnL6RX1Qt1Ei4OIkLUdwJTOTn047jh1~CYKw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 272 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Hitchens Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7404d8dc-45e2-4c69-99e3-42a712b92d6b/272_Robert_Hitchins_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=EQsNrboWIveNmmPm7bFrnVNRjtf4cHv25VmDOOnbmwC-eLuFC2MSz4F8hzbN-gjPaYoSe-tQg~GEJeeKVjxg2rmAfKAjJs43N4GjpVAH8IFi9rtTGP7GRUqrdGJOc81uzMau11NPT0LFomhq~zxF8~V-e2Ft5vEMEfdy3x1cPWJySBY-4sfRhV8fqepYL2qrr~IiuyaWwnJ05fNETxlxZeIgNfPEm7WkbkrOASnDkN91c3kX59JVkkcAFtxKLnh2bfxh3tCIGBzQUMUX-DIXImwi6aSsc8P61VeycPKDK-S-lSApq1kp0i5F6cEfwMjln7T8uxQxqte-w63vGJxhBg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 273 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Hitchens Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/73e49b6d-5c82-4b5b-b12d-d1830c0a95d7/273_Robert_Hitchins_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=YY-kujlJi2nTEUZZWJbdfZueoN17XZcW~z1uVHdM~x-IFR~O7y8kyQMEs-zT2axOd9xmJ-nnVKm3WMTuiFrib1J7xZehl7PhoPFPg5IPdcsEX1ODJgyRi7~Cx8nUOjWvOLGtlB~b7QTyouJnzBOMLxqJolj4jI9sZP2SpXkl4Egxj8AVDVaRDIX3FOxFDg5WA~Nox0-4eUrfOn7C1TYlNNGT4URRy~WM~6YY6Y1kfL-rAlJeMLwGs6fsdsJHd8lZJs9aSgTyM4tlMMQI5OpFOSgmxB6gy4pZs5wNjqYLVa3qEzn~6fEGQNSJSuMAMB7EPNSDUYkxoUsYa3pD1FvVqg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 268 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Hitchens Ltd 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/35bca051-8186-4d4c-8a84-6932da7a06b8/268_Robert_Hitchins_Ltd_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ea8EblHDPyW~P0834MrEcyog6qBR~PDWJ93c1qjj~msP~L0LjNO3DtghRGU6U7Pps5f-2Rilk7nF6Qs5cEYHDjo3Gfpdv8~Q2MwkEH7C4pCun04~TwIaLUwBsiY9w0cnA9e4nrcXq5xs6asTiWJSwtAaeZPmOIlUZx-eUBtQcUJBixmWCt93RrgDIJTYbgty2aKYVFx0JvvGx~1b3jfWZeGliukfG8iMDQK6VT9S-gWl6ry4YM3mDPOzriwlRi5Wghq6bUZmaDuevmjBTR4FsN3rtMoNt7Vst2k4i6XXBa6n-ALcVggeWSZMR6x7M5j4X1uadluc86IRoyijeC0R6A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 278 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Moss 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f4ce3857-8562-4b00-a7e4-5e1877776632/278_Robert_Moss_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jTMBG1375Ttp1YBXEycrxXZZxrn1nYS6sy0F2P0uYhQUNfZNv2aynlf9l5XD1PrauJCn-kmytpb9~6Ifd4MKxsgpowAaY3rixWwQlQM2YvuF7XjRDW0mudALMTPsRRgQkfEvMX7eA80ut-IesCXNg2Q-S2rPaZ4I6yoNosjzOMHBvCZNlrZq9JEYZSGyd3UovO57iR0pmyEqJtP244TWQqS5CfMKF-nXEX0V8GC5~b4SbGbJ9HLpOmnYLn0Vp1ZSHaU8ccKL3O-i6KrAxd3gSGH4~mrdmuNbVaYU90s1AFouiBg9FDXKYebPqCL5GXNWrAF6SHoeCUcSIzsEU1AcHQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 455 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Webb 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/cc318cef-6e2b-40b8-a7be-945dff1c6f99/455_Robert_Webb_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=MT0O56FsiJEE4BhcTCFkYcAV26RsDvV8T5RkEDEyIEiCYZWE0FoOeeV7TSJhJ2Ge5muQqSSmkNvx6uIyf45~A069TP3rUKae1l968Pie4dpZ4OCy6YfoJy3Ak7HYQfy0qb-xCXWz79z7Th0EwJkrbXLYNxggo~-0kCBUUALiSgzRSvXAbogIHAeXB0YswPYKpueUjyatUT~WZ-PFQye~nMyadzEVdUAyJILjVJFKaq1F5T8TwXveJ8CQ3x~pVzF7L5LARZtPjX0h29-rIwORHkYGjWaE7wf1BHd7Xv0Y9pPw0WZoT~O8EMMgnF0X0PnSkECehR1GMUfaAuJHvrhnbA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 456 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Webb 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/04f15fc4-f852-421d-8f57-565017d63f3d/456_Robert_Webb_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=1IMbRN-YhYTz-treJA8pwBJu1iX5mbiXOm4fCxJ7hoztoffw5KJdZrtXz5D5GzCCS8S4wXhPu~Er9ymCD1FTzO0MVBZWzRD-z30U4XqRl39tzSDTJqnCs0Qpn3XhEKtjnB8Ub0GIHvB57j9hGhCxmHUF2UlTs5uZpxVtZ5Zky1IpFC-efZVZt22v82YXrT2cU1j-Ww16249XyHBd7YxJiffoSost~2AqGXLm8QA4jTrtzAqjS2MqlyPLVp0Fng1sGjMz4ZamCoQeJOu8Ld6PBLOvfdXV492v8Oa3U0LocjTm0BeSgRIGIiKckWLuYt-H1EqgTtn8~7ZZo~87yAQxmw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 457 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Webb 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b3639ed5-ff31-400d-99e3-14b6d5904eea/457_Robert_Webb_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=iN-5bWFRRCG09kZroclE2fCLTSI36Y4MpWnSPqOMBbQu4CtNlyhbG5JXIjWhbaroqAYrTEhT9S8XqcA8rMbIc73jCulU7J-BI35jSGwkGGh~Jev8wQXEKLlSsxKuoAHFWgsKFIfkq54cpKF53WMoe08uO0GlEDAgPfu7Uz1kb8DV7XaPyNOcUcjp5uw39okLzwWWr~tRAZz0WepkGprOw4wt-~ogXwj9pFrJtxXN~gHheBxX5qsBGBgs4tQ0lMuUdVQIJt9A0R8s1dRSCDf-ov~wPf~L6abFhzvZfnVQwIa2KBvLIX6tZl5PxTu9VWYkqvmUkNNsNXQsXOl1Ope9Xg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 458 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robert Webb 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/267dff4f-004a-4d02-bc0f-c641c7a64b62/458_Robert_Web_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=tzkrymKc8wA-h4id9yau3afnQdOYcWQwpfXq8cb26Auc0l6fCAHqMVn1fkHBHwKvPqqUtxjWGUk~vU0BZOhr2s9O2djS44bcb904c4CN0uV3M6IAP07k2jf03j30oBbQU5L9BPPciyWN3urxbJU8CjmSYDcURqnatKWwTtV7D49sS0GwnpXjoJ5M~V9GnsEjl763Wo1Df3gUwqaF16W0aBvLU-esCe0mwm6E69C91h2xT4yTZbjhV-GPlkelsgmJvCqihfBt81RJJJsrMfrXbWB56Tod6aoG8SHT~vKXobfWZ-RVzpw1ILk6gBsPGQEt-O5ltIVBm3TvJCHK23LhBQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 584 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robin Uzzell 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/aa2a8a51-a125-45fe-9c88-8df8a2b6462c/584_Robin_Uzzell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=JCFMSvi1Ihwy8B6Aqa-B5ouPYCD9mHtMYNVl0gmQWBh0UV3dCw2kslknmDW9xbQAhQOj7HvQB5YmtYungiH~vptYCeVQgAK0zvC7u7XONexnQOGtCGR7Y0i8WtVyDXKObkwFjw-1nVyuMaD89xxv-v1ZfU2PN9zM0xTCpySioNgmgJwrqOt1eeWGKGOEgq9OApU1tQcxE76EyIP1PFjQcdkhGJ4s2EOG-2649Sl2qciL5lBEjIKQBR6~a8vIVm0XgEYb56yH0amubqlXH600tH7E8~cGR-5kVy0xIVxw28Kzn3MzqjXwmC4jSwICDyNdHRSwv~sR5LOvosGDAzlpxQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 841 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Robina Sabourin 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8f260eaa-47ca-4e2b-ba8e-64da1d9c2b20/841_Robina_Sabourin_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=rqJ0pju1CTTOWUOx2c6ldmp3a5b1IJdbxqaJldBUfvup0w~zpcFZwZGCTMEAwHBKkVgagfLWMLrfrGPz73DuhMfZLW7o1iwVdP9UY0JPNrjoIfGo9sFJNfnciFdnoQfH6jQJmP1RkIGLJCYO6NKkYO0eSspJpDoZmAGIqoL9IAWZku~7DeFz-giaf4f7LQIrxXItdWxrwlmXGS-Mmu3RKN~QufzV4te9GI-yCG-cSlFyNGxHwj9KITcMpl1aFJkdndVxlueyYX4CTKv0AoYQ-UUl-X1FIqIuxhf68PNUxJOEOnIlvXG0HPVAwXQABeRk73RW~5YcVeowVHdy2p0aKg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 747 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Roger and Nerys Meadow 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1a9a39a4-a40a-40fd-9911-18f8706afd1b/747_Roger_and_Nerys_Meadow_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=OSuLhhwy~UO3KWSfT1l2EgzelD5gMbFwOgiRnJXX1hXiEKdCP4CyDXzAbSvRvZi4LQ9bPdpT6EU6aoQYx-Xy1dEUw9iurngbBkuYpTNyewhLOpF05eU1z0EnP5n~0nSF8u0tlhvkLb3Tjj~GVV3Jkkr39ipe33c4P2ybF3MkEaUKjqiG6TT-dEiLNjRRyi4fli0UrWaOp1Ax5qSKH-5UiPsZxwtGrW8P2XsF7l-erlV2eRwBnFqqjBmRTQFzZHIM019QDll3n062piAzH4L52v31rZBjSgH6bq5XW8Qar0PpmOJxdrXftnQvNaH9172G7y9rJ6N6hlUl3LOTkBQLcw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 499 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Roger Cornwell 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0cbe44d0-4ac7-4c03-b889-62b5ad2a4a5b/499_Roger_Cornwell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=pQ9rsKVxRxdLP6NNK-kLctDiuhiVG0bXd-QA78gz5Z-gE0KjxzmmI1nQlLY1nWwtAEnywMUyG6TLZykNzdjAHkxL997vn~xOYW0qRAjYWMuITflQOyJEoMzQzOuPwYYgeuhmY7DXIRh5YyfuiZYGAtuOu3Qrc6eWN6KG0A5y98zxaSVImuDPn6SlM79hsY7~-JPAyck-lyeiIDtBNbHYHXKIk0LkzvJjwVqleXEDPI6Vvx3jwrRY8TjLbjq-IUM0r6hx6RTZWN2lGb54XIxIN8l8xcSjIih4l82HA0~O872-HbuWcovhzgjkV4v7WKl51o7CkP6tNlcT5RBr1rxMRQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 380 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Roger Smith 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/881f399c-947d-4535-92c0-f9f0b3b0d5ad/380_Roger_Smith_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=yqBvQhOGYRbSHyk2HwpecJP5f8gCKCKWKmpj7yGOVZlSjvwscv53o7Da4Oenlw-eyISkH2JSpnBqk8E2F-wxHguZxI~n38cGJanz1QNGacw-jv7gAkLiiYFwzXI1MPrbT66eAPYSy5A3RUQ8YIN0-34M8N~Jq78qldb3pJRi-T41uq6NMwwjau0hFh~-yh3bgpVVYYn0EwU9fu~FH9eQX1I21UEKOMQdaDQ4sNJitFp61Nh7-hAaNQ-cdhlxCA6f-OMv4bpS96Vn-r7w5xfEMYwQefiIutvQCL3UPOG81QFQkOeGUa0j1FUJK48hBHNx8uRoIlgJ1YuhwyN5r0yeDg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 660 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Roger Wright 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9a0f754d-bc93-420f-bec2-c46f896b2cca/660_Roger_Wright_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=gojAsn8EzF7nlv1~Kv9qV1SYWd6~~M451AI-oOhXOFlsrnX~AvOrFnIWfWvfVDY5F4J-pTJi90L3Z-awmo5GfniuyNr1Oc9iW7-3S0FK9N5f2p28K3zjNKleensV63a5bqOCXlAxvw7x5sYcD2xlLBoNLDu-6ps60IHgUvAz~rsfGooyc~lSoNmYzmb9ik5uEDtShh1ZIzBbfAoyCqNaoxqqNyf6TQRHXLD7xOTs6dbWaLjiYm9qs0dsIbtjyncrLZf3oxljTf0uPJNALe70OE-Uwrqb9wClLuSCRyy~sWs5oL6NtT6hZN8LUAORycrc9B6ypkBRPtYY5xJsmhJZoA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 150 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ronald Thornhill 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7747f79b-d70b-48e3-9bb4-1afaf2d865ab/150_Ronald_Thornhill__-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=XW0hRuadq9UtAQbirJlQH-cBHDgxvjSXdevh2Gv4PFfSYxz4SLWN-n5~Rhavhlegd7qHM-VaNNKK06ULkXIrRjGfWKw4TgCPtlj81tJb7fYQ6AwW6AVLC0WQheR3SWzaDXd3DKJ-eH~yHUC3nElh8HovmP1vbUW9ftljSmFelvOAWjfMXO23EhagNvGldbgA-PRr9JVMgtTxt5BQnBc4fCAEDFF4PLcsSuZMiGFUWsyCRI5BLVRl~vj1y1wisS8SAA0e5tnTyxpz0u-bhYH5AoWWex-IXCrGuqPLlBZltwr4Pf9VAO2kCbWmuYefynVeAERLyxjWeVSwUXiSI6Jc1g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 855 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rosanna Armitage 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5d65c55e-fe7a-48d6-b865-0a6fc03005f2/855_Rosanna_Armitage_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=pzXxO4rVEVYopHdaVIxNIT~JLK2nzP8tb1KNIRHKHIy8Rhj~ekRf4B5P1-a95KOm~PhvLOgme6W3Xyd1e8rq5frThbKjuzgcWbtauOrFVZPL45iY7W~eZrk1v2WegoBTlzJO8CboagRIWRNW0GeJOKS6WGtWRZZdD6Y11qibG3QK27gK03EFRSGIa4DY0RVDt0WKu8Jl1CAPjYQx6yvePD3K04bmRqGZgReIB6E3tbO2gPFX3VhzRYfsiXDVtb01UN16GmKIyXY54LQjU6CHqCxZ7cdebAZcZusZsPaJu8YZXB24XEdrBkbzAzZqJDw9oy06u13XYKLiQYYfpe6ZvQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 689 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rosanna Stopford 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/079e9cea-5a4f-4c98-aa32-6b1149c3eff6/689_Rosanna_Stopford_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=CIyolMQ4BUJTBeNu37axVqhZB-TFDLnFiB0AhkVvyqieiR62UGcVLBygqTNEgkDZgpYqqtCDHee8iXZcSbZOsEbyoC9wq-PtrrTMubYOYMs8mWyBmIk3UtZ17Pd76KaaUor97MIS6rt2xYiMGNMGfdhkU6qhlCLsN~I7~YDG1oXXY4ej8H0JdxtjUZUiWkyuFDx9JA63ExumDErU8PMYQQsAL0NlWSxtyzvaG7MNfdHSD2TZ11VYNtyg2L7bbK~7vsMTTrXuMZbVEOQX0CyCglm9zdYrSidnT6GfgUOi2dg6C-ut9d2JWKPRS0DCE6Yq917rsOqL2OiW1fCvFvJ1bw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 753 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rose Johnston 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3ca0e934-bf6d-4083-8463-33ee2afa032b/753_Rose_Johnston_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=s1XQw~aqAXd~GmNbppXIjeAfXuAM2UeqXn-xJ3XOf~TGzeIAekJuIxeHRKgqSMCZgd0Yksa1mtzDPFhdAOiRnFajQGjw4zB-nyT0VPdk7Ix7yLHwBFPa8M-JTBBbronySK4xlm-POj-rofzWHz1D-dkS6T5aJm3s~5NVABL8VE6qosyS5VDjtkH~Um2~BE3m87zpDrNGcElpLKatPYm9eRSizinGS-AVq-sPstGVv0fpXddpdYcfcePQxadf1KvTSCbgs0fc~9LoEMm6zmSuGjrEm01Qw-F5erp~RJYUsn~0JwbXvrq1O5XzF7JdEH~txsH13gMqjyMHUKn9zXOtCA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 430 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rosie & Dominic Arkwright 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/35082e39-2233-4527-ae12-efecc2cf1c2e/430_Rosie_and_Dominic_Arkwright_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=SvS~4lHGf8TGprSrbJqEIZJ-QMRir0g3a7QRqH293i2F8D4GHHkUO7TCne1G2aZDEmwfr43wJ0oJZNOxwDNiJCmcpOGPJOJ6h1gzLmAJYu7M0kgVcsUKg9xbTTMe36P~BX0ptKva8iP807eEulePOqTlkCqbfLxWTTxe3~WZ5HP4pav9NhiMe8cy88dwUIP409NTXArA4MnwK2cBrlqUVh9sUcEi0nUxdpAHg2BWkJrcqTK6-zhYR2Qc7g6WN72cj0957aPLjDuVJ2i1k3ECFy1DmS5LpQcieMIQzP8eeClm5-6S2p8ckBHwNZQXcA1jp7eWRDAn5LtO0GsxzR-D1g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 199 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rowan Wynne-Jones 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b36c18ba-1329-490e-ba6c-eee7ec93f1ca/199_Rowan_Wynne-Jones_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Jx8xxe26BZJMnaj6Cbru0~o~NGC3i5T1Nvi3n0DGcyuUYtR64YrWj4Fre8-YLchYOy6PzvO80X5zNXC9eIzZb441Ddreq88OhpzjgFpbwmux35hO4QgjM5cxX21TjnFSNYlUO0TNYverV3qK5ejX0m2MIAoaaCIKvRWB9GHUnp3J5m21GgOWcAD9CSbw5MhP4f1gIAyNuwaB0KoiUiWM797xhZtvWvNbpmZaq23ljQ8kwPhGRBnlN96DfgQGN4EyYee3DWxoXJXPKTggVoJ-MhYugUZCz-ft8kwczxWp1J2FyJM1ao7T7UrW-pR9XoNhk1lnMZeoF3BOSXDR2XKBBw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 568 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rowena Luard 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/17852a03-ead2-4f42-b966-8aac4e1d369f/568_Rowena_Luard_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=oHNcVLS-2YOnY7eqiMlHvkQoEvv9iRuqP34EUxTX6nYOcA5fEhA1d8byjYdxAAzy0-zSg8bE58ILSzmGoRt1fWzyou5UjyFOMYDiqL9OHQg432SETRBEwArVSFtYvrZmrUiqcGDec5-1uyq-ZOz6a1NuiXuGHjQywSJ5PoRb4mEG-XMkH3Gn1sjjBNvksWnKcMLxmyAFwy679osj-nCcBLUspXnlWdYgH0sjWdYCXw6R-Rg~gytWzWMX8sFYhFvzZrP-~FxV5N32~vIsGKKAaVzPCLcp9vYz4OL2pWDs1Q3yOfJspMk2Qax7Px-uhjqsxGwl91Qoq~0xv1vCqhzbvg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 206 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Royal Agricultural University 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9d3f36eb-b277-4d9f-a94d-bc9a70e4fc8c/206_Royal_Agricultural_University_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Muf88z~COUpufOEh62smbO8yx8NOHBiZ6iTQ~tEudtfegtBsGmZZf-mMHZ4LvdkWqAjIyfrKx2pNSOAoRomE7iHO41dD4fkkgsAyX4jiUfiHkg3BcU8dT~ujnhdfNlQf33zH2qBaeCK1vmo94KM-jJCuLCusCKRl6cObtVbKqkjT2GeFTbs-kNEzmci2CmqUkpBB0TG-X3takuWwGLGZ3rb9RZn779NkQyjlun7DLziX4L11EiFSG2~uLrVfed4jhi~IUGUP~5B9zfvalb0ReEWnej1HiYtDOvLLDL14PmiMuTkEFszUDWoA7vBFHfaP6lWU7-rqA7jdoJTVFl3meQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 342 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: RTG Chester Master Will Trust 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/eaa501aa-9604-463c-ba40-d506fabb47ba/342_RTG_Chester_Master_Will_Trust_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=zYoxdxdNUHM-z2seIZDOLJo9gahv85ODGDo3Uby4oNM1ZdwZrm712liTy7vTkuI0Z79zMRNS8I5cP74CyWHDOwdxKLEXDXFjOdM9g8txkg7EtoB3qR7eSY-6vXNERxhHzN5jluQJbw~iYvGBBM28n-frllG9Zjwx8XY1d-yct3DaBKTqyhoWMPTX0AEZdE0cbQFBegiLrHOrjhLYtd0pRNRewzJE3XtOiGL2LIp2DKaarQDBJVzR9e1oFe3mZTXuP2dWFDW8S-w6iPbH-MOum~fqwTqoeqagrhn6rwZtlrjQfxvpvkm4Frv1bp8EL-EchIzdbfEuSQOHrgzmt5EvWA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 800 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Rupert Finch 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7456a18c-71ef-4eae-86cc-b72217be842e/800_Rupert_Finch_Reedacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=DFH5c1OFaSrzF3iij4p9qJ5B367mI1sZ2tdZ6T6wIxwZMOjUr0sRHQmRFk-WmE1~C4c8lBYiy4s4muR1PLisBIwpSphxZXtZ~42a3lfpoLwO5otZ0tYpVlFRdtciQUUHa9nZB14rIaPQGp-EnRtNMN84SPSG-pDtKnYc6CuDsq4mn0YraXl0ikBFR5tGqv~rxvbmmj5SHQNIMUclMsFBxGcI3x3uyL0Fwoe6v4Vpju3gAjGPKyZBZA2Ov8Hq3n8W7fmkrNyTaa6FjH8aFj7MWEZl4QRy1DwQW-AjE3PEAxiQr9YHqz1JlqCj5tq8HGM382t3eQgPxFREAYm9lvMRsg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 616 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Russell Jelley 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e042d445-3e95-4403-9347-ed82fe1ff558/616_Russell_Jelley_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=KfEES5yWbdi~vd-fFjMryKkXsd0gM3~KeeYxHTdzUw6UVmiLb1Tf0AuHbeL-nm7FMILfKnc5ovSbK8fTVQZxHifUWSHaAZNcqjaI0pA1X9cmGbN6KlpC~Srd0qVRKMQ1u5IBEpQRJ~B0HF8kezjIVLm5wAPFnrq623iDrcScZnbmSeyM2Uv3RcYUospFp92rn4CzxVbBIe24P9E2JgcZ9eRBpFDMJGOihSKLttSa9vEYhOpw2IY-JUQqyKv4mysc~TnWRhgUaJfVxCkuCm~u7vLIxKDUw9nDdl8CWEh0hI6IYQF31x7YyqFO3Mo3NyK5XcdHqzgePzKUQ32US5PmLA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 721 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ruth Nichol 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3e16b366-db7a-4655-93c5-df86c1bcf254/721_Ruth_Nichol_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=TUvYpEuN-MXyfwKJFt0gQfyay8oqWBBsWJkhhb8YfZODiXmb9zU2NkpKBCX6AboJH-UY90Jg7y1lFAn1uTC3VFhTrS2lXqTL--TIc-7W9C7K8fUr9TANtXX5mtm4MA8djb5aSdP-1YoTBWYj1b3PM--bEC0Oy7CQRZ7urDndXJ1t7Gnx-Uqubc0LXcf1WiUGqf0iw1wU3wDjVf91TxPZycCQlbEaLHfbkZg7PTMs8TKqGaSNElgikVW4YYt-dyC~0qJMKOrC8F1hcaqXUQuhBmag~R2sdz6NdZS-yXdyW8XcqMrcbYIF1oeMV9KtipD-mQ~6pqOp5GwYdFuFZTLYcg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I
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