
Comment ID: 9815 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: S Wilson 

Comment: Moreton is already choking on traffic, this proposed development will require 
a ring road which will destroy the character of the town



Comment ID: 10514 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Samantha 

Comment: I am concerned about the number of houses suggested for Down Ampney. 
While I am not against providing homes for people here in the village, the infrastructure 
to support this many additional houses is not there. We have already had a number of 
new housing developments in the village over the past few years, and the infrastructure 
is unable to cope, leading to regular flooding of not just the roads, but also homes. The 
services in the village are inadequate for the current level of homes. The sewage and 
water services are very old and cannot cope with the increased level of usage at the 
moment. Increased intensity of rainfall due to climate change, combined with the 
antiquated and insufficient drainage system is leading to regular surface water on the 
roads across the village, leading to road closures costing Highways and the tax payer 
money to implement. We have only a small village school, with a very old temporary 
mobile classroom that serves the infants that should have been decommissioned 20 
years ago. The rest of the school will struggle to cope with additional student numbers. 
The increase in housing in the village will already change the nature of the village, an 
additional 400 homes will have a hugely negative impact, changing it completely. Down 
Ampney is a site of huge historic importance. During the Second World War, the village 
was the site of an RAF airfield from which missions including the D-Day, Operation 
Market Garden and the recovery of the injured from the frontlines took place. More 
significantly, it was home to the Flying Nightingales, the first women in active service 
sent to the frontline of a war by the British Government. Their contribution to the war 
effort is now being finally recognised. Much of the village's identity is tied up in this 
history. The village church has a garden of remembrance, where many of those who 
served from RAF Down Ampney  during the Second World War have chosen as their final 
resting place. The church has a stunning Dakota Stained Glass window. The Arnhem 
Memorial at the Old Airfield site is still a place of remembrance and commemoration for 
people from across Europe. This small village was of huge significance. It would be such 
a shame if this historic site was lost in a mass of housing and the knock-on 
consequences of flooding, over-population and loss of identity. Promoting and 
celebrating the village as something unique, as more than just a pretty Cotswold village, 
is something that can make a difference to the district.



Comment ID: 10609 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Sara Kincla 

Comment: The ‘Settlement Role and Function Study’ is not fit for purpose. It has been 
used to define where to/to not  build new houses and increase the population. The flaw 
is that the focus is on what facilities the settlements have but there has been no 
investigation into the capacity of those facilities. For example, yes Fairford has a 
secondary school, but it's already over capacity so cannot cope with an increase in the 
population. Yes there is also a GP Surgery, but it currently takes 2-3 weeks to get an 
appointment and the local pharmacy (Boots) is also struggling to deal with all the 
prescriptions, so again no space for an increase in population. There is also the sewage 
system to consider, they are currently pumping sewage out of houses and into the River 
Coln! Then there is traffic, there has just been a 20mph limit imposed through the town 
due to how dangerous the roads are. So, the study concludes that Fairford is a primary 
settlement because it has infrastructure, but it's completely overlooked the fact that 
this infrastructure does not have the capacity to cope with the proposed population 
increase. I suggest that the logical and proper thing to do is to expand this research to 
include investigation into capacity and how many people these facilities can support, 
otherwise it's pointless and the options which have been proposed for the Local Plan on 
the back of it are invalid.



Comment ID: 10385 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sarah 

Comment: Scenario 6 seems the only sensible option. It is mad to think that the current 
small settlements in the area referred to in the previous scenarios would be able to 
integrate the additional housing without destroying the character of those settlements 
and exacerbating existing problems with logistics, availability of services and flooding 
which is already common in the Cirencester and Moreton on the Marsh areas. Even if 
anti flood measures are put in place for those new houses, water is likely to pushed to 
new areas and cause problems there.  

Starting a new settlement would enable appropriate infrastructure to be put in place 
and if large enough, could support additional bus routes or other public transport. 

It would also seem sensible to consider flats, as long as they are well built and with 
suitable green spaces - these would be suitable for an ageing population and potentially 
lend themselves better and more economically to lower income families and could be 
better suited to flood prone environs.



Comment ID: 10389 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Sarah 

Comment: Building onto the AONB seems the only suitable and sustainable situation. 
The beauty of the Cotswolds is in its villages rather than the countryside surrounding 
them so let’s not destroy the character of those villages.



Comment ID: 10392 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Sarah 

Comment: Absolutely would support development of more affordable housing in the 
form of flats or smaller houses. More single floor living spaces are essential to meet the 
needs of an ageing population.



Comment ID: 10412 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sarah 

Comment: No it’s not sustainable. There is no way you can increase the size of 
Siddington by 300% and expect the local infrastructure to be adequate. The lower half of 
the village already floods and it can be insanely difficult to get out onto the dual 
carriageway in the mornings even without the additional traffic. The same applies to the 
other small villages in the plan.



Comment ID: 10415 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Sarah 

Comment: Yes. See below 

 

The character and independence of the villages should be preserved.  

Local flooding across the whole county is a concern for all current village residents 
should new developments be built.  

It’s the scale of the building rather than the building itself that is so unpalatable, it is 
totally in excess of availability of local resources such as parking, access to healthcare 
and potentially supply of water unless significant upgrades are made.



Comment ID: 10425 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Sarah 

Comment: I understand where the vision comes from, however the proposals seem 
most likely to destroy or at least irrevocably worsen the character of the principle 
settlements. It is simply not feasible to squeeze all these additional habitats into such a 
small area.  

Where will all these people work? How will they even get to work on the surrounding 
small roads? the local hospital has closed - how will healthcare be manageable, 
particularly for those people who do not drive? 

How can so many new people successfully integrate into the small village that is 
Siddington? Local fields are already covered in solar panels, how could it ever be 
possible that such a large expansion could be done without destroying so much local 
ecology and habitat and causing additional flood risks?



Comment ID: 9495 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sarah Basley 

Comment: Many thanks to CDC planning department for a clear and well-reasoned 
presentation. The fact that this is having to be done is, to be honest, quite appalling and 
we will be contacting our MP etc to express our objections to the number of units 
allocated and the reasons why this should be urgently reconsidered.  

In the meantime, as far as your efforts to accommodate the revised numbers are 
concerned, we have the following comments given that these numbers are confirmed 
and HAVE to be accommodated (which we would far rather was not the case). 

1. Firstly, it is clear that a lot of work has been undertaken to produce the options 
presented but no attempt (until now) to consult with local residents for suggestions or 
preferences. Could you not have considered running a Citizens’ Assembly to consider 
the problem and how best to address it? 

2. There are seven different scenarios but none proposing a complete new town. 
This could be centred on  

Driffield/Down Ampney with its easy access onto the A419.  

Alternatively, it could be centred on the new A417 link road area, where the countryside 
has already been destroyed and with links to the Severn Valley, the A40, the M5 etc.  

Or, another alternative, between the B4425 and the A40 (outside the AONB).  

A new town near Moreton-in-Marsh would also be worth considering as it has access to 
the Cotswold Line and the M40, with access to to the Midlands and Oxford.  

If the principle of new towns is accepted then perhaps split them with one in the north 
of the area (Moreton), one in the south (Driffield/Down Amply), or one in the west 
(Birdlip) 

These would seem to be valid and reasonable options worth pursuing. Yes, it could well 
involve the compulsory purchase of land but without this option we are left to the 
whims of landowners to decide planning outcomes. This would accord with the 
Government’s latest proposals. 

The attempts to split the numbers up, adding a large estate here and another one there 
just ends up destroying far larger areas of landscape. A single (or two) new settlements 
would also solve the problems of lack of infrastructure which are in a critical state in 
most of the existing settlements, most notably related to water supply and sewage 
management. Large single settlement developments would mean completely new 
infrastructure (new STWs etc) rather than relying on eg. Thames Water to upgrade 



several STWs, which they have signally failed to do in spite of a notorious record of 
sewage spillages.  

3. Of the seven alternatives it would appear that only 2 are really practical options 
as far as achieving Government approval. Why present options which are unlikely to be 
accepted? CDC itself excludes scenarios 6 and 7. Given the remaining options then 
clearly scenarios 1 and 2 would be preferable but I suppose that given an intransigent 
government then it has to be scenario 5.  

4. However this issue is resolved, it is vital that necessary supporting infrastructure 
is built and funds for services properly allocated and protected. We cannot accept 
construction which depends on promises of improvements or upgrades in 
infrastructure which never materialise.   

 



Comment ID: 8843 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Sarah Louise 

Comment: Why havent CDC not considered the large open expanse areas of the 
existing airfields (Fairford, next to Gloucestershire barracks) as areas for housing rather 
than choosing sites that are within greenfield areas. Surely the expansion of Cirencester 
has had enough development? Without an active hospital there should be no further 
extension to Cirencester. Plenty of underused MoD sites to consider.



Comment ID: 8845 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sarah Louise 

Comment: Preston, Siddington and Cirencester - no more expansion of Cirencester. 
Utilise the massive expanse of airfield land (Fairford, Gloucestershire barracks) - flat 
tarmaced land ready for housing rather than encroaches on more and more greenfield 
land. 



Comment ID: 8846 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sarah Louise 

Comment: No further expansion to Cirencester should be allowed. Development so far 
has blighted the historic core of the town which is flagshipped as Cotswolds Capital 
City. Use redudant and unused PDL e.g airfields. THe one next to Gloucestershire 
barracks is never used, well one a year for the steam fair!



Comment ID: 8844 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Sarah Louise 

Comment: Why cant CDC consider the site of the Gloucestershire Barracks - large open 
area of flat tarmaced land ready for housing rather than choosing the greenfield land 
opposite (land south of preston).  

The extension to Cirencester (strategic extension north, south and west of Siddington 
farm) should not be allowed. the sprawl of development around Cirencester is 
unacceptable and detracting from its historic core and sense of place as Cotswolds 
Capital.



Comment ID: 9381 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The following representations are made in response to the Cotswold District 
Council Local Plan Review (CDCLPR) Preferred Options Consultation document 
(November 2025) on behalf of Catesby Estates. These representations are made in 
respect of their land interest at Land North of Broadway Road, Mickleton, which is 
partially referenced as site MK20 in the Cotswold Strategic Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment – October 2021. A copy of these representations has been 
submitted using the Council’s online consultation portal. 

 

An updated call for sites form has been submitted for Land North of Broadway Road, 
Mickleton (which covers a larger site than identified under HELAA Site Ref: MK20), and is 
submitted with these representations. 



Comment ID: 9402 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The following representations are made in response to the Cotswold District 
Council Local Plan Review (CDCLPR) Preferred Options Consultation document 
(November 2025) on behalf of Catesby Estates. These representations are made in 
respect of their land interest at Land East of Evenlode Road, Moreton-in-Marsh which is 
referenced as site M70 in the Cotswold Strategic Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment – October 2021. A copy of these representations has been 
submitted using the Council’s online consultation portal. 

 

These representations should be read in conjunction of previous representations 
submitted as part of the March 2024 Regulation 18 Consultation. 

 

An updated call for sites form has been submitted for Land East of Evenlode Road 
(HELAA Site Ref: M70), Moreton-in-Marsh and is submitted with these representations. 



Comment ID: 9395 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: Scenario 5, is agreed to be the preferred scenario as identified in the 
Consultation document. A development strategy that focuses development within and 
adjacent to the Principal Settlements and sustainable locations is supported. It is 
acknowledged that the Council has an increased housing target under the new 
Standard Method, but the strategy should balance the need for development with 
sustainable aims to avoid overdevelopment in areas sensitive to change.  

 

Catesby Estates wish to make the following comments on each of the options 
presented. 

 

Scenario 1 proposes 7,840 homes in the plan period, which is 42% of the Government’s 
target of 18,650. These homes are proposed at Principal Settlements, Non-Principal 
settlements and Village Clusters, with support for Rural Exception Sites in Rual 
Settlements. The focus is for the majority of growth at Principal Settlements, which is 
supported in principle. However, this option represents a lower quantum of housing in 
the district, not coming close to the government housing target, and therefore is not 
supported.   

 

Scenario 2 proposes 8,230 homes which is 44% of the governments housing target for 
the district. This scenario proposes that homes are located at Principal Settlements, 
Non-Principal Settlements, Village Clusters and Rural Settlements. This scenario steers 
growth toward the district’s Principal and Non-Principal Settlements, which is 
supported, as well as located in small villages. This is supported so long as allocations 
are sustainable. However, it should be noted that this option represents a lower 
quantum of housing in the district, not coming close to the government’s target and is 
therefore less preferable.  

 

Scenario 3 allocates 9,420 homes making up 51% of the government’s target of 18,650. 
This scenario focuses the vast majority of development in main service centres. This 
scenario is not supported as it misses out on opportunities to maximise growth 
potential at Principal Settlements, which are sustainable locations for allocating further 
development to assist in getting closer to meeting the identified housing need figure.  



 

Scenario 4 allocates 9,190 homes making up 49% of the governments housing target. 
This scenario suggested it focuses growth around transport modes and key public 
transport corridors (those proposed on the Expressbus network). Generally a scenario 
based around public transport corridors provides a sustainable approach to allocating 
homes. However, this scenario fails to consider the opportunity for growth along other 
bus corridors, other than just the Expressbus network. Sustainable growth along these 
other corridors would provide the opportunity for existing services to be improved due 
to the increased demand which comes with new development, providing benefits for 
new and existing residents. As such, in its current form, this scenario is not supported.  

 

Scenario 5 allocates 14,660 homes equating to 79% of the governments housing target. 
This scenario allocates sites in Principal Settlements, Non-Principal Settlements and 
Village Clusters, with support for rural exception sites in rural settlements and the 
creation of new settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing settlement(s). This 
proposal is supported as it includes development/growth of differing scales, which can 
provide a range of benefits. It allows for smaller sites to be allocated that can deliver at 
the beginning of the plan. Whilst larger strategic sites can supply housing needed in the 
later stages, which can provide a range of uses and additional infrastructure. It also 
supports sustainable development at Principal settlements whilst avoiding 
development in the Cotswolds National Landscape.  

 

Scenario 6 allocates 19,320 homes equating to 104% of the governments housing 
target. The scenario proposes development at Principal Settlements, Non-Principal 
Settlements and Village Clusters, with support for rural exception sites in rural 
settlements and creation of new settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing 
settlement(s) and major development within the Cotswolds National Landscape. As 
stated in the consultation material, this scenario would meet the governments housing 
target, however, is it contrary to national planning policy due to allocating housing in the 
Cotswolds National Landscape. As paragraph 11b and footnote 7 in the NPPF states, 
this is a protected area providing a strong reason for restricting development in the plan 
area, and therefore scenario 6 is not viable.  

 

Finally, Scenario 7 allocates 16,200 homes, 87% of the governments housing target. 
This proposes to maximise growth across the district with sites assessed to be 
unsuitable for development (for example, via additional new settlement(s) and/or 
strategic extensions beyond those already identified but have been assessed to be 



unsuitable although been declared to be available). This combines all the proposals in 
the other scenarios (excluding scenario 6). We agree with the Council’s view that this 
scenario is not sustainable as it would involve a high level of development across the 
district which is not viable in the context of the Cotswolds.  

 

Overall, Scenario 5 is supported as the preferable scenario as it provides one of the 
highest percentages of housing delivery against the government’s target, through 
delivering housing in sustainable locations at Principal Settlements.  

 

The delivery of housing at Principal Settlements which have been identified through the 
settlement size, employment role and provision of services and facilities, is considered 
an appropriate approach to take to support sustainable development. In particular, 
development is encouraged at Mickleton, as a Principal Settlement. Therefore, sites 
such as Land North of Broadway Road, Mickleton (partially assessed under HELAA Site 
Ref: MK20), located at Principal Settlements are key to deliver the needed housing in the 
district.  



Comment ID: 9403 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: Scenario 5, as identified in the consultation document, is agreed to be the 
preferred scenario as identified in the Consultation document. A development strategy 
that focuses development within and adjacent to the Principal Settlements and 
sustainable locations is supported. It is acknowledged that the Council has an 
increased housing target under the new Standard Method, but the strategy should 
balance the need for development with sustainable aims to avoid overdevelopment in 
areas sensitive to change whilst also maximising housing supply in the district.  

 

Catesby Estates wish to make the following comments on each of the options 
presented. 

 

Scenario 1 proposes 7,840 homes in the plan period, which is 42% of the Governments 
target of 18,650. These homes are proposed at Principal Settlements, Non-Principal 
settlements and Village Clusters, with support for Rural Exception Sites in Rual 
Settlements. The focus is for the majority of growth at Principal Settlements, which is 
supported in principle. However, this option represents a lower quantum of housing in 
the district, not coming close to the government housing target, and therefore is not 
supported.   

 

Scenario 2 proposes 8,230 homes which is 44% of the governments housing target for 
the district. This scenario proposes that homes are located at Principal Settlements, 
Non-Principal Settlements, Village Clusters and Rural Settlements. This scenario steers 
growth toward the district’s Principal and Non-Principal Settlements, which is 
supported, as well as located in small villages. This is supported so long as allocations 
are sustainable. However, it should be noted that this option represents a lower 
quantum of housing in the district, not coming close to the government’s target and is 
therefore less preferable.  

 

Scenario 3 allocates 9,420 homes making up 51% of the governments target of 18,650. 
This scenario focuses the vast majority of development in main service centres. This 
scenario is not supported as it misses out on opportunities to maximise growth 
potential at Principal Settlements, which are sustainable locations for allocating further 
development to assist in getting closer to meeting the identified housing need figure.  



 

Scenario 4 allocates 9,190 homes making up 49% of the governments housing target. 
This scenario suggested it focuses growth around transport modes and key public 
transport corridors (those proposed on the Expressbus network). Generally a scenario 
based around public transport corridors provides a sustainable approach to allocating 
homes. However, this scenario fails to consider the opportunity for growth along other 
bus corridors, other than just the Expressbus network. Sustainable growth along these 
other corridors would provide the opportunity for existing services to be improved due 
to the increased demand which comes with new development, providing benefits for 
new and existing residents. As such, in its current form, this scenario is not supported.  

 

Scenario 5 allocates 14,660 homes equating to 79% of the governments housing target. 
This scenario allocates sites in Principal Settlements, Non-Principal Settlements and 
Village Clusters, with support for rural exception sites in rural settlements and the 
creation of new settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing settlement(s). This 
proposal is supported as it includes development/growth of differing scales, which can 
provide a range of benefits. It allows for smaller sites to be allocated that can deliver at 
the beginning of the plan, whilst larger strategic sites can supply housing need in the 
later stages, which can provide a range of uses and additional infrastructure. It also 
supports sustainable development at Principal settlements whilst avoiding 
development in the Cotswolds National Landscape.  

 

 

Scenario 6 allocates 19,320 homes equating to 104% of the governments housing 
target. The scenario proposes development at Principal Settlements, Non-Principal 
Settlements and Village Clusters, with support for rural exception sites in rural 
settlements and creation of new settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing 
settlement(s) and major development within the Cotswolds National Landscape. As 
stated in the consultation material, this scenario would meet the governments housing 
target, however, is it contrary to national planning policy due to allocating housing in the 
Cotswolds National landscape. As paragraph 11b and footnote 7 in the NPPF states, 
this is a protected area providing a strong reason for restricting development in the plan 
area, and therefore scenario 6 is not viable.  

 

Finally, Scenario 7 allocates 16,200 homes, 87% of the governments housing target. 
This proposes to maximise growth across the district with sites assessed to be 
unsuitable for development (for example, via additional new settlement(s) and/or 



strategic extensions beyond those already identified but have been assessed to be 
unsuitable although been declared to be available). This combines all the proposals in 
the other scenarios (excluding scenario 6). We agree with the Council’s view that this 
scenario is not sustainable as it would involve a high level of development across the 
district which is not viable in the context of the Cotswolds.  

 

Paragraph 20a) in the NPPF should also be noted that “Strategic policies should set out 
an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and deign quality of places and make sufficient 
provision for: a) homes (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and 
other commercial development”. Scenarios 1-4 do not make sufficient provision for 
homes when set against the need identified by the governments new Standard method. 
Therefore, if this level of housing were to be provided there is the possibility that there 
would be a need for an immediate local plan review, if the plan is not found unsound. 
This also applies to other scenarios that do not meet the governments housing target. 
Therefore, if it is decided that a lower level of housing supply is delivered by the local 
plan compared to the Standard Method, sufficient evidence will be required to support 
this position.  

 

Overall, Scenario 5 is supported as the preferable scenario as it provides one of the 
highest percentages of housing delivery against the government’s target, through 
delivering housing in sustainable locations at Principal Settlements.  

 

The delivery of housing at Principal Settlements which have been identified through the 
settlement size, employment role and provision of services and facilities is considered 
an appropriate approach to take to support sustainable development. In particular, 
development is encouraged at Moreton-in-Marsh, as a Principal Settlement, due to it 
being a sustainable location with a number of facilities and services, and a train station 
with regular services (services to Oxford, Reading, London Paddington, Worcester, 
Hereford, Great Malvern and Evesham). Therefore, sites such as Land East of Evenlode 
Road (site M70), located within in and adjacent Principal Settlements are key to deliver 
the needed housing in the district.  



Comment ID: 9396 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: Development should be in sustainable locations to balance the need for 
development whilst avoiding overdevelopment in areas sensitive to change. This follows 
the aims of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

 

It is acknowledged that the Council has a significantly increased housing target under 
the new Standard Method. However, this does not mean that the Council has to 
consider locating development in locations that are considered unsustainable.  

 

The district has a number of Principal Settlements it can develop further, which are 
already sustainable. Additional housing can support the continued viability and vitality 
of the existing service provision. Indeed, by allowing more development within these 
settlements it will ensure a critical mass of service provision which will be a betterment 
to existing residents.  

 

Sites that are demonstrated to be sustainable, deliverable and achievable such as at 
Land north of Boardway Road, Mickleton (partially assessed under HELAA Site Ref: 
MK20) should be allocated. This is due to its location adjacent to Mickleton, a highly 
sustainable location that could help deliver wider public benefits to the local economy, 
highway infrastructure, affordable homes, promote health and wellbeing, a low carbon 
environment and sustainable travel options.  

 

Scenario 5 proposes new settlements, which if planned comprehensively and are of the 
right scale, will enable the right housing with the necessary infrastructure to be 
provided, resulting in another form of sustainable growth.  



Comment ID: 9404 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: Development should be in sustainable locations to balance the need for 
development whilst avoiding overdevelopment in areas sensitive to change. This follows 
the aims of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

 

It is acknowledged that the Council has a significantly increased housing target under 
the new Standard Method. However, this does not mean that the Council has to 
consider locating development in locations that are considered unsustainable.  

 

The district has a number of Principal Settlements it can develop further, which are 
already sustainable. Additional housing can support the continued viability and vitality 
of the existing service provision. Indeed, by allowing more development within these 
settlements it will ensure a critical mass of service provision which will be a betterment 
to existing residents.  

 

Sites that are demonstrated to be sustainable, deliverable and achievable such as at 
Land East of Evenlode Road, Moreton-in-Marsh (site M70) should be allocated. This is 
due to its location near existing services and facilities in Moreton-in-Marsh, a highly 
sustainable location that could help deliver wider public benefits to the local economy, 
highway infrastructure, affordable homes, promote health and wellbeing, a low carbon 
environment and sustainable travel options.  

 

Scenario 5 proposes new settlements, which if planned comprehensively and are of the 
right scale, will enable the right housing with the necessary infrastructure to be 
provided, resulting in another form of sustainable growth.  



Comment ID: 9397 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The delivery of housing should be relevant to local context to ensure new 
development is appropriate to the setting and in keeping with existing development. 
This has been the strategy for the design of Land North of Broadway Road, Mickleton 
(partially assessed under HELAA Site Ref: MK20), which has an average density of 33 
dwellings per hectare. This is considered appropriate for the site’s setting in Mickleton 
on a rural edge to mitigate impact on the surrounding area.  

 

In certain areas it may be more appropriate to have higher densities and higher 
buildings. For example, new settlements could have higher density development and 
include flats within a neighbourhood / local centre. As stated above the design of the 
site must be seen within the context of the site’s location and its surrounding area. A 
blanket approach therefore to increasing housing density is not supported. 

 

The percentage density increase, as detailed in Table 1 of the Consultation document 
shows very high, unrealistic densities is not supported as this would not be suitable in 
the context of the Cotswolds District.  



Comment ID: 9405 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The delivery of housing should be relevant to local context to ensure new 
development is appropriate to the setting and in keeping with existing development. 
This has been the strategy for the design of Land East of Evenlode Road, Moreton-in-
Marsh (site M70), which has an average density of 33 dwellings per hectare. This is 
considered appropriate for the site’s setting in Moreton-in-Marsh on a rural edge to 
mitigate impact on the surrounding area.  

 

In certain areas it may be more appropriate to have higher densities and higher 
buildings. For example, new settlements could have higher density development and 
include flats within a neighbourhood / local centre. As stated above the design of the 
site must be seen within the context of the site’s location and its surrounding area. A 
blanket approach therefore to increasing housing density is not supported. 

 

The percentage density increase, as detailed in Table 1 of the Consultation document 
shows very high, unrealistic densities, is not supported as this would not be suitable in 
the context of the Cotswolds District.  



Comment ID: 9399 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The proposed level of development is sustainable and supported so long as 
sites, like Land North of Broadway Road (partially covered by HELAA Site Ref: MK20), in 
Mickleton that are sustainable, achievable and deliverable, are allocated to meet 
housing need in the Cotswolds District Council.  

 

It is also key that smaller sites are allocated as part of the plan to ensure early delivery 
of housing to meet need, as larger strategic sites could struggle to deliver in the first 
years of the plan. As discussed in the consultation documentation, strategic sites have 
long lead in times from conception of the idea to the first spade being put in the ground. 
The indicative numbers identified in Table 3 on strategic sites also needs to be reviewed 
and supported by evidence to ensure that these numbers are deliverable and 
achievable within the plan period.  

 

The strategy therefore of allocating sites in and adjacent to the Principal Settlements 
and identifying new settlements is supported.  



Comment ID: 9406 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The Cotswolds District Council should provide robust evidence to 
demonstrate that the proposed sites in their supply are deliverable, and demonstrate 
that sufficient supply is available for the plan period. Therefore sites such as Land East 
of Evenlode Road (HELAA Site Ref: M70), in Moreton-in-Marsh that are sustainable, 
achievable and deliverable, should be allocated to meet housing need in the Cotswolds 
District Council. If evidence for sustainable sites is not provided, then the supply will 
not be sustainable, and the local plan may be found to not be sound.  

 

It is also key that smaller sites are allocated as part of the plan to ensure early delivery 
of housing to meet need, as larger strategic sites could struggle to deliver in the first 
years of the plan. The site at Land East of Evenlode Road (HELAA Site Ref: M70), in 
Morton-in-Marsh, is deliverable in the short term (0-5 years) and therefore would 
support the delivery of housing the early stages of the plan period. As discussed in the 
consultation documentation strategic sites have long lead in times from conception of 
the idea to the first spade being put in the ground. The indicative numbers identified in 
Table 3 on strategic sites also needs to be reviewed and supported by evidence to 
ensure that these numbers are deliverable and achievable within the plan period.  

 

The strategy therefore of allocating sites in and adjacent to the Principal Settlements 
and identifying new settlements is supported.  



Comment ID: 9400 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The local plan relies upon evidence-based policy making and thus should be 
based around this when appropriate evidence is available on required infrastructure. 

 

As the Council is proposing new settlements in addition to development at the Principal 
Settlements, necessary work should be undertaken to test the right quantum of housing 
and infrastructure is identified to ensure that the proposed new settlements are 
sustainable and viable. 

 

An understanding of how new developments and the benefits they bring should also be 
developed, working in partnership with developers and landowners. Catesby would be 
happy to collaborate and work with the Council on this.  



Comment ID: 9407 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: The local plan relies upon evidence-based policy making and thus should be 
based around this when appropriate evidence is available on required infrastructure, 
and deliverability of housing supply, including viability.  

 

As the Council is proposing new settlements in addition to development at the Principal 
Settlements, necessary work should be undertaken to test the right quantum of housing 
and infrastructure is identified to ensure that the proposed new settlements are 
sustainable and viable. 

 

An understanding of how new developments are shaped to contribute to meeting 
housing needs and the benefits they bring should also be developed working in 
partnership with developers and landowners. Catesby would be happy to collaborate 
and work with the Council on this.  



Comment ID: 9401 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: Overall, the vision and objectives are an appropriate framework for the 
emerging Local Plan and its policies. The aspirations of the Council to respond to the 
climate crisis, conserve and enhance the Cotswolds National Landscape, deliver 
sustainable communities, encourage economic vitality whilst delivering a diverse range 
of high-quality housing to meet the wider needs of the district is received positively and 
supported.  

 

Nevertheless, there are some aspects that require consideration to ensure they are 
deliverable and not overly onerous, leading to impacts on the delivery of housing in the 
district.  

 

Requiring development to be zero carbon is not in accordance with the Written 
Ministerial Statement on Energy Efficiency (13 Dec 2023) and the subsequent Court of 
Appeal judgement (Rights: Community: Action Ltd v Secretary of State for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government, July 2025) which states that the government does 
not expect plan makers to set local energy efficiency standards that go beyond the 
current and planned building regulations. However, should it be deemed appropriate to 
go beyond the current and planned building regulation the Council will need to justify 
their case clearly so that development remains viable. Therefore, the implementation of 
zero carbon should be further considered with evidence produced to ensure it meets 
the requirements set out above, to ensure development will be viable and deliverable.  



Comment ID: 9408 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Sarah Twist 

Comment: Overall, the vision and objectives are an appropriate framework for the 
emerging Local Plan and its policies. The aspirations of the Council to respond to the 
climate crisis, conserve and enhance the Cotswolds National Landscape, deliver 
sustainable communities, encourage economic vitality whilst delivering a diverse range 
of high-quality housing to meet the wider needs of the district is received positively and 
supported.  

 

Nevertheless, there are some aspects that require consideration to ensure they are 
deliverable and not overly onerous, leading to impacts on the delivery of housing in the 
district.  

 

Requiring development to be zero carbon is not in accordance with the Written 
Ministerial Statement on Energy Efficiency (13 Dec 2023) and the subsequent Court of 
Appeal judgement (Rights: Community: Action Ltd v Secretary of State for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government, July 2025) which states that the government does 
not expect plan makers to set local energy efficiency standards that go beyond the 
current and planned building regulations. However, should it be deemed appropriate to 
go beyond the current and planned building regulation the Council will need to justify 
their case clearly so that development remains viable. Therefore, the implementation of 
zero carbon should be further considered with evidence produced to ensure it meets 
the requirements set out above, to ensure development will be viable and deliverable.  



Comment ID: 9199 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sarah Walker 

Comment: option 1  

I don't believe that just because an area is AONB then no growth is allowed, if housing is 
built the schools, shops and services stay open.



Comment ID: 9200 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Sarah Walker 

Comment: yes,  what comes first the homes or the services? you will continue to have 
unstainable places if no homes are delivery and rural communities become more 
isolated, Elderley and exclusive. Affordable homes are needed greatly in the Cotswolds



Comment ID: 9201 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Sarah Walker 

Comment: Higher density doesn't really work for the Cotswold's, you don't have any 
city's and its a very unique area which needs to remain so.



Comment ID: 9202 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sarah Walker 

Comment: when talking about sustainability you have both physical infrastructure, 
roads,  services, green space, but you also need places of worship, community spaces,.  
you need to take an holistic place based approach, just tagging 100's of home onto 
existing settlements driven by profit developers does not create a good welcoming 
community to live in and causes dissatisfaction with the current residents.



Comment ID: 9197 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Sarah Walker 

Comment: scenario 1 should allow some for many of the villages even those in the 
AONB to have some housing, a small number of homes makes a bit difference in the 
rural villages



Comment ID: 9198 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Sarah Walker 

Comment: agree this is probably the best of both world as allows for RES but also 
delivery the larger number of homes needed



Comment ID: 8742 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Sharon Jehu 

Comment: Please can leases be changed on shared ownership houses in Boxbush 
Road, South Cerney. Bromford says it is down to CDC. Allowing us to buy our house fully 
after living here for 26years, bringing up our Family, extending and making it our home. 
After all if we can’t buy all of our house while we are working who will be paying our rent 
once we retired? As pension will not cover that! Has that been thought of? If you have to 
pay rent on a shared ownership for life, not fair! Should be given the opportunity to own 
it outright. Please consider this and give us the option. Thank-you.



Comment ID: 10396 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Shelley 

Comment: On behalf of our client, O&H Land, we support the Council’s preference of 
Scenario 5 in recognition of the significant number of homes required over the plan 
period.  This scenario looks to allocate sites in Principal Settlements such as Lechlade 
which would see an 18% growth in dwellings over the plan period  (220 additional 
dwellings).  

 

O&H Land’s site in Lechlade (coded as L16a in the 2021 SHELAA) adjoins the 
development boundary and could provide between 30-50 dwellings. It is suitable for a 
range of other uses including nursing and residential care accommodation, hotel and 
retail. The site has existing vehicular access directly off the A361 and has no major 
constraints.   

 

The 2021 SHELAA set out that the site has high ground water flood risk however the 
latest Government flood mapping data shows no surface water flooding (or any other 
form of flooding) in the developable area of the site and any potential risks could be 
mitigated.  The SHELAA also set out that development for residential use would have a 
negative impact on the surrounding landscape and would not be in keeping with the 
existing settlement pattern.   

 

We are proposing a lower quantum of development on site (30-50 dwellings) than 
proposed in our earlier Call for Sites submission (90 dwellings) which would be in 
keeping with the existing settlement pattern and result in a low, edge of settlement, type 
density (15-20dph).  

 

The site sits within Zone 10b of the Site Assessment land categorisation which 
considered the impact of strategic extensions on Principal Settlements such as 
Lechlade.  This assessment found that development in the area of between 500-1000 
homes would have a medium impact on landscape.  This should mean a development 
of our site of circa 50 homes, which would be designed to minimise landscape harm, 
would have a neutral or low impact on the surrounding landscape. Further, the site falls 
outside of the Cotswold National Landscape. 

 



The land also falls within the boundary of the Cotswold Water Park and the owners, 
O&H Land, also own the adjacent lakes as well as the Wildlife Trust site to the south 
west. O&H Land would be interested in working with Cotswold District Council to see 
how housing can be brought forward in the Water Park in such a way that contributes to 
the aims of the Cotswold Water Park Nature Recovery Plan. 

 

Bringing forward O&H Land’s site in Lechlade would support the current strategy of 
focussing the majority of additional growth at Principal Settlements.   



Comment ID: 10401 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Shelley 

Comment: Currently, development outside of Principal Settlements development 
boundaries is not supported however, in order to meet the housing commitment, these 
boundaries would need to change. O&H Land would like to see policy support for 
development in Principal Settlements that adjoin a development boundary in 
recognition that this approach is more sustainable that development in the open 
countryside.   



Comment ID: 10402 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Shelley 

Comment: O&H Land supports increased density in certain locations (such as near 
transport hubs) and on a site such as the land in Lechlade (coded as L16a in the 2021 
SHELAA) density could be higher along the boundary to the A361.  Policy should allow 
for flexibility in approaches to density while also ensuring the development does not 
cause harm to the character and appearance of the area.  



Comment ID: 10403 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Shelley 

Comment: The proposed level of development is ambitious, particularly as 
opportunities for strategic extensions are limited and where they exist it is recognised 
that larger sites take longer to come forward. In order to grow sustainably, Lechlade 
would benefit from improved active travel routes such as footpaths and cycle lanes, 
improving connectivity from the north to the south of the settlement. O&H Land’s site in 
Lechlade (coded as L16a in the 2021 SHELAA) could also provide elderly care facilities 
which would enable more residents to stay local as they age. The site could also be 
used for retail or tourism, supporting the local economy.  



Comment ID: 10405 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Shelley 

Comment: Smaller sites of 30-50 dwellings, such as O&H Land’s at Lechlade (L16a in 
the 2021 SHELAA) are typically delivered by Small to Medium Housebuilders (SME) and 
the Government is looking to put in place support in order to accelerate the delivery of 
site such as this as part of their  ‘Plan for Change’.  A new 'Medium Site' Category is 
proposed in the consultation draft of the NPPF for sites with 10–49 homes which would 
have reduced regulatory burdens, including potential exemptions from the Building 
Safety Levy and simpler Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) obligations.   

 

We would like to see acknowledgement and policy support for the development of 
medium sites, in line with national government policy as well as policy support for SME 
housebuilders to encourage them to take Medium Site’s, such as ours, forward.  



Comment ID: 9040 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Sian Bernard 

Comment: This is a HUGE concern! I’m a local of Fairford, will my children have a local 
secondary school to go to if this moves ahead. Where will they go otherwise. It’s wholly 
irresponsible if the school capacity for both the primary and secondary setting aren’t 
addressed!



Comment ID: 9776 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Simon 

Comment: Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

I am a resident of Evenlode, near Moreton in Marsh and I am writing in response to the 
Local Plan Preferred Options consultation. 

 

I have serious reservations about the proposed scale and speed of housing growth 
around Moreton, particularly given the cumulative impacts on infrastructure, traffic, 
flooding, landscape and environmental quality. These concerns are heightened by the 
fact that the town’s population increased by approximately 44% between the 2011 and 
2021 censuses, representing a very substantial level of recent growth for a small market 
town. As a result the town’s infrastructure is already strained and thus to have identified 
Moreton as one of the CDC towns for the most planned growth is, in my view, deeply 
flawed. 

 

Flooding, drainage and insurance: 

The land surrounding Moreton, particularly towards the Evenlode Valley, is low-lying 
marshland that is already prone to surface water and fluvial flooding. Sewerage 
infrastructure is operating at or beyond capacity, with regular sewer overflows affecting 
the River Evenlode and frequent flooding of roads and surrounding fields. Thames Water 
tankers are routinely required to manage excess water, including water emerging from 
manhole covers. Further large-scale development would increase hard surfacing, 
disrupt the water table and materially worsen flood risk for existing and future residents. 
This raises serious concerns about the long-term availability and affordability of flood 
insurance, potentially undermining the sustainability and insurability of both new and 
existing homes. 

 

Infrastructure and traffic: 

Transport infrastructure is already under significant strain. While the railway station is 
cited as a justification for growth, station parking is very limited and feeds directly onto 
the A429, exacerbating congestion. Overspill parking impacts the town centre and the 
A429/A44 junction is already a major pinch point affecting both Moreton and Stow-on-
the-Wold. The Evenlode Road has increasingly become a rat-run despite being narrow, 



unlit, lacking in pavements and poorly maintained and is unsuitable for increased traffic 
given its regular use by walkers, cyclists and horse riders. It is regularly subjected to 
impassable flooding. 

 

Landscape, countryside and light pollution: 

Although some proposed areas lie just outside the AONB boundary, they sit 
immediately adjacent to it within a highly sensitive Cotswold landscape that includes 
the conservation villages of Broadwell, Evenlode and Chastleton. Development in these 
areas would erode the rural setting of Moreton, harm valued views, including those from 
Chastleton House towards Broadway Tower, and introduce light pollution into the 
Evenlode Valley, diminishing dark skies, tranquillity and wildlife habitats. 

 

Local facilities: 

Moreton has no secondary school and only one primary school, which is already at 
capacity. Additional development would inevitably increase car journeys for education, 
worsening traffic and congestion. GP services are also at capacity, with long waiting 
times already unacceptable. 

 

While I recognise the national need for new housing, priority should be given to 
genuinely affordable homes and to brownfield development in larger, better-resourced 
towns. Rural settlements such as Moreton have limited capacity to absorb further large-
scale growth without unacceptable impacts on infrastructure, the environment and 
community wellbeing. 

 

Given the very significant level of growth already experienced in recent years, I believe 
Moreton-in-Marsh requires deep consideration of its environment (landscape, flooding, 
water and light pollution etc) but also substantial investment in its infrastructure (traffic, 
drainage, local facilities etc) BEFORE any further expansion is contemplated. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Simon Beale 

Anchor Farm 



Evenlode 

GL56 0NY 



Comment ID: 9954 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Simon 

Comment: Cycling/electric cycles must be always in the equation as this mode of 
transport is becoming more important. 

Why can't CDC have the ambition to persuade central Govt to make disused railway 
tracks into cycleways? Stow to Cheltenham, Moreton to Stratford via Shipston???



Comment ID: 9953 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Simon 

Comment: Given that Moreton in Marsh is a principle settlement, good road 
connections and especially a railway station it seems right that you have identified it as 
a place to build more homes. It also has the advantage of the current fire college which 
in the future has massive potential to be a business park providing employment to those 
in the new homes. I hope this is considered and that site is seen as only as its potential 
to build houses.



Comment ID: 10225 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Simon 

Comment: I believe it is a mistake to include Bourton on the Hill as a Non-Principle 
Settlement, rather it should have been classified as a ‘Rural Settlement'



Comment ID: 8739 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Simon Dailley 

Comment: The proposed increase in housing numbers within the Proposed Non-
Principal Settlements, seem excessive and unstainable particularly in the likes of Down 
Ampney. The tables indicate potential increases of between 100-200% in population. 
These levels of increased housing would completely disrupt the current nature and feel 
of such villages, destroying the very fabric of the village, its setting, and its historic feel. 
It seems highly unreasonable to subject these small villages outside of the Cotswolds 
AONB to be expected to accommodate 80% of the increases in housing targets, based 
on the new universal Government targets. Especially, given that these new housing 
targets are, in themselves, are completely unreasonable within the Cotswolds itself, 
particularly the historic small villages that give the region its heritage and character. 
These villages, would have their heritage and character negatively impacted forever, 
should these excessive targets be taken through to fruition.



Comment ID: 10781 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Simon Henry 

Comment: Such expansion in the north of the county can only be sustainable and viable 
with a material investment in infrastructure and there appears no material financial 
commitment in the document; areas such as roads, medical and school provision must 
be included as a minimum.



Comment ID: 10780 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Simon Henry Kenner 

Comment: Accpeting the need for more housing, I feel the proposed locations of 
housing extensions at Moreton in Marsh should be less focused on the south of the 
town and more evenly spread as the south of the town has in the relatively recent past 
been prone to flooding particularly in 2007/08, steers development towards the AONB 
which is unhelpful and will at a tactical level develop areas that were allocated for 
breeding areas for skylarks as part of the concession for the recent development south 
of the town making that provision meaningless and ineffective; moreover the 
infrastructure pressures as a result of a single directional focus for development is 
unwise and unnecessary



Comment ID: 10509 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Sir Michael Griffiths 

Comment: Appalling that Mickleton is targeted to receive almost as much extra housing 
as Stow, Chipping Campden and Broadway combined.  The amount of building in South 
Warwickshire south of Stratford has already led to huge increase in road traffic through 
a narrow and winding village.  Without a by-pass for the village, this is a flagrant 
disregard of the character of a Cotswold village.  The village has had enough.  Not a 
NIMBY, but the lack of infrastructure makes this expansion totally unacceptable. 



Comment ID: 10512 

Location in consultation document: 3. Indicative figures 

Name: Sir Michael Griffiths 

Comment: Appalling that Mickleton is targeted to receive almost as much extra housing 
as Stow, Chipping Campden and Broadway combined. The amount of building in South 
Warwickshire south of Stratford has already led to huge increase in road traffic through 
a narrow and winding village. Without a by-pass for the village, this is a flagrant 
disregard of the character of a Cotswold village. The village has had enough. Not a 
NIMBY, but the lack of infrastructure makes this expansion totally unacceptable. 



Comment ID: 10530 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Sonya 

Comment: Why is Mickleton being asked to increase by another third when this has 
already happened in the last plan without any improvement to infrastructure, health 
facilities, schools, employment or shops. Mickleton is a village not a town but is an easy 
out post for extra housing with no facilities.



Comment ID: 9852 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stella M 

Comment: These comments are general to the whole plan, centred on Broadwell, Stow 
and Moreton. 

This elevated visual rural part of the Cotswolds National Landscape should be 
protected as once it is lost, there is no return. 

Development should be centred around the main service centres as these would have 
the infrastructure to cope with expansion.  

Stow, Moreton, and Broadwell are already over capacity for traffic, services and 
drainage situations without further increases. Moreton has already over-expanded with 
no comparative improvements in road structures, and the outlying villages in this area 
of outstanding natural beauty (AONB) make this impossible. 

 

Any new houses around Broadwell/Stow would be clearly visible across the Evenlode 
valley as it is in an elevated position. This does not fit with an area of outstanding natural 
beauty (AONB) or in a conservation area. Also, high-rise buildings do not fit the appeal 
of the Cotswolds National Landscape for which tourism is of such importance. 

Broadwell, a conservation area, seems unfairly labelled as a settlement to incorporate 
17 new houses as there is not sufficient infrastructure for the development in a village 
smaller than others with lower/no allocations. There are already traffic issues in the 
village from external cars avoiding Stow and Moreton and the inevitable traffic, cutting 
the corner off to travel between the Fosseway and chipping Norton, Kingham, 
Daylesford, Bledington area etc., and across to Moreton. The village is small with minor 
roads, and lots of children and pets, and is also on the cycle route. We do not want to 
make it an unsafe race track.  

 

The A429 Fosseway is already horrendously congested between Stow and Moreton, 
already being at a total standstill the majority of the time especially in summer. This 
already impacts the community of Broadwell as people search for alternatives and cut 
through the village without realising the danger of the mainly single-track roads 
throughout Broadwell. 

Road safety is therefore a concern, with potential for bad accidents with more traffic as 
more people with children and dogs regularly use the roads which have no pavements 



and are mainly close to single-track. Cyclists on the designated cycle route, including 
tourists on organised tours, will also be at greater risk.  

Flooding is already a risk to be dealt with in the area, with surface run-off problems 
whenever we have good rainfall – which is only going to worsen anyway due to climate 
without development of Stow, Moreton and Broadwell. The region’s drainage network is 
already over capacity. Treatment plants need major upgrading in the current situation, 
even without further development.  

Smaller gardens and higher constructions will only worsen flooding throughout the 
area. 

There are already insufficient GP services or District nursing in the area. Traffic 
problems on the A429 cause serious delays for emergency vehicles and assistance 
when needed. Ambulance response times are already longer than targets due to the 
rural location far from hospitals, and this will only get worse. This would be even more 
concerning if so many extra new homes were to be built around Moreton and Stow.  

Train services and parking are over subscribed already in Moreton/Kingham. And if 
families move into all these proposed housing, then there are insufficient schooling 
options in the area. 

 

 



Comment ID: 9697 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Stephen Bowles 

Comment: Looking at the allocation of new houses it seems that far more new homes 
are being proposed in the south of the area.this affects me as I live in Lechlade where it 
is proposed 220 new homes would be built with 150 near sensitive ecological sites.the 
numbers in the neighbourhood plan have been met in full. 

CDC say they are “green to the core”yet they are considering building on good arable 
land and habitat of protected species.not very green! 

The council seem to change their tune to fit with what they want. 

The infrastructure in Lechlade will find it hard to cope with an 18% lncrease in housing 
with little room to extend schools and gp practices. 

The traffic can extend from the market place all the way to old railway close on some 
days.public transport is not very frequent making it hard to commute from Lechlade 
unless of course you drive.employment in Lechlade will not be increased but the traffic 
will be.there is a flood risk in Lechlade and further investigation has not been carried 
out.this greatly reduces the amount of land suitable for development.surely brown field 
sites should be looked at before farm land. 

I would like to see the number of houses to be built in Lechlade reduced and it would 
make sense for new developments to be in larger towns preferably with good rail links to 
limit the increase in traffic.



Comment ID: 8953 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stephen Butt 

Comment: I think the standard method to calculate the number of houses needed is 
flawed and should be challenged. 

The benchmark used at the start of the calculation is the existing housing stock. The 
Cotswolds is a very popular holiday destination. A significant proportion of the housing 
stock are second homes or holiday homes. The benchmark should adjusted to omit 
these. 

The benchmark is adjusted by an affordability ratio (a ratio of house prices to median 
earnings). The ratio for the Cotswold is 14.3 vs a ratio of 7.84 for the UK. The significantly 
higher ratio is largely a result of lower earning rather than higher  house prices. This is 
because most of the employment in the Cotwolds is agricultural or hospitality (largely 
minimum wage). Also there is significantly higher proportion of pensioners in the 
Cotwolds (27.5%) vs the UK (19.0%) and pensioners are lower than average income 
earners. 

Finally, net migration figures are now reducing and so the requirement for new housing 
should reduce accordingly.



Comment ID: 8956 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stephen Butt 

Comment: If any of these scenarios has to be chosen it should be scenario 4 - focus 
growth around transport nodes. 

The existing infrastructure is inadequate to cope with further development. In our 
villages we do not have enough work, medical centres, dentists, shops, schools, etc ,,, 
People have to travel by car to get to the limited facilities we have because our bus 
service is sporadic or even non-existent in some locations, particularly during off-peak 
periods. Our rural roads are narrow, busy and in poor condition with potholes, subsiding 
edges and damaged verges. Any further development should be close to transport 
nodes, work and amenities. The argument that infrastructure will follow is simply not 
credible given what has (not) happened in the past and the current financial position of 
the district council.



Comment ID: 9836 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stephen McAllister 

Comment: Of all the scenarios detailed on the document, my preferred option would be 
option 4, as it is focussed around transportation hubs. 

Having previously lived in Northamptonshire, my biggest criticism of committing to large 
scale new housing expansion is creating the infrastructure around the developments so 
new housing doesn't paralise roads, doctors & hospitals. The infrastructure build needs 
to either precede or worst case happen alongside the housing development rather than 
the all too common approach of after.



Comment ID: 9840 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Stephen McAllister 

Comment: In answer to Question 2...Should the Council consider locating development 
in locations it considers unsustainable to meet the government housing target? Please 
explain 

No 

This short term approach will clearly have consequences for the local communities 
across the Cotswolds for years and years to come. Responding to a short term 
politically motivated government agenda will not work. The council has to be custodian 
of the long term vision for it's residents and also, critically for the Cotswolds, all of the 
many tourists that come to the Cotswolds every year from all over the world. The danger 
of short term thinking could be that the reputation and desirability of the Cotswolds is 
damaged.  



Comment ID: 9841 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stephen McAllister 

Comment: In answer to Question 3...To what extent would you support increasing 
housing density in 

developments (such as smaller houses and gardens, more flats or higher buildings) 

to help meet the full housing target? Please also explain why. 

 

This would not be consistent with a part of the UK that is supposed to be classified as 
an area of outstanding natural beauty. The beauty of the cotswolds is the consistency 
and luxurious feel the area and the rest of the UK admires and respect the Cotswolds for 
it's consistency and discipline on how to keep the area aligned to it's historic beauty 
with no compromises.



Comment ID: 9844 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Stephen McAllister 

Comment: Looking at the settlement table with all of the towns & the proposed 
numbers of additional housing for each town, I find it difficult to understand how the 
whole Cotswold area can function efficiently with the additional overloading of houses 
in the area. 

I personally live in Chipping Campden and the town cannot currently cope with the 
volume of people & traffic as things currently stand before adding a potential 20% 
increase in houses for the town!   

This will not only affect local residents significantly day to day, this will also have an 
impact on tourists who come to holiday in Chipping Campden.   

Our villages/towns in the Cotswolds are precious and steeped in history and have been 
protected for a reason over the many years.  

Responding to a politically-led short term government initiative to build more homes 
has to be pushed back on and Cotswolds district council should not make short term 
decisions that affect the long term prosperity and beauty of this amazing area we are all 
lucky to live in. Increasing housing in Chipping Campden is only going to serve to clog 
up the area further and make for unhappy residents who are also struggling to find basic 
services to support their daily needs. e.g schools, quality GP access, dentists, 
hospitals, non gridlocked roads etc etc.



Comment ID: 10027 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Steve Barrett 

Comment: Lack of plan for road infrastructure, a ring road is already required. No plans 
for secondary school. No plan for increase capacity at doctors surgery or provision for a 
NHS dentist. Unclear on provision on additional shops and town parking. Reliance on 
cash strapped Thames Water to update already at full capacity sewage system, 
absolutely no additional houses should be agreed until this issue is resolved including 
the 420 already given permission. No provision for additional policing, a town of the 
planned size should expect a manned police station. Major disruption to the town 
during the build period as experienced with the recent Ellenbrook development. The 
plan would completely change the character of the Cotswold town.



Comment ID: 9642 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Steve Cordell 

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) 

 

Name: Steve Cordell 

Address: Vicarage Cottage, Vicarage Lane, Poulton GL7 5HU 

Date: 29th December 2025 

 

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. 

 

Signed: Steve Cordell 

 



Comment ID: 9650 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Steve Cordell 

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) 

 

Name: Steve Cordell 

Address: Vicarage Cottage, Vicarage Lane, Poulton GL7 5HU 

Date: 29th December 2025 

 

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. 

 

Signed: Steve Cordell



Comment ID: 10276 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Steve Hill 

Comment: I am disappointed by the scope of this consultation, which is far too general 
with regard to the local proposals in my town, Northleach.  I attended an event put on by 
the developer and expected to be able to make representations more formally. 
Apparently not, unless that is planned for some future time. 

 

I am Chairman of the Rixon Road Management Committee, which is responsible for 
managing common parts of 35 houses on the Westwoods Estate, which lies to the south 
of the proposed Northleach development. We are directly affected by the proposals. 
There have been several comments by local people on Northleach Facebook pages, and 
it is a shame that these views are unable to be incorporated here. 

Assuming that there will not be a more detailed consultation process, I will have to 
outline my views here.   

 

Out initial concern was due to a proposed link from the new development into our 
(Rixon Rd) drainage systems, which would have meant a) more than doubling the likely 
flow through our systems but also b) disturbing the roots of well-established and 
protected trees on our side of the main road.   

 

When it rains, the amount of water running off the main road here  turns the path from 
the kissing gate into the southern field into a river (I can supply video of this) .  The new 
development will likely exacerbate that.   

 

Water management and drainage are acknowledged issues.  

I was told Thames Water says the drains have the capacity to deal with sewage & waste 
water but the local water treatment plant does not. Given the 2018 local plan said that 
drainage was already 'grossly overloaded' this must be fully explored. Thames has to 
agree the sewage treatment works. 

 

I appreciate supportive points made about safeguarding the use of the local school.  No 
doubt local businesses also generally support the prospect of more local custom. 
However, the town's capacity to absorb more and its character are already under threat. 



Parking at the market 'triangle' and along the roads into and out of town are already 
under pressure and without improved public transport and parking, inability to park will 
discourage visitors and local shoppers. 

 

The developer could not tell me how many extra people would be housed by their 
proposal but lets assume at least 100. The original plan 
(https://www.cotswold.gov.uk/media/gxzdza5x/northleach-with-eastington-np-made-
plan.pdf) for 17 houses might have meant about 35-50 people, so this development 
more than doubles that. We note the current plan said :  

'No significant change... is proposed.... The combination of the town’s relatively isolated 
ocation within the AONB and its special heritage interest is considered to mean the 
town cannot sustain any significant growth in its population, jobs or services. Hence, its 
housing proposals are modest.... ' 

 

The proposed extra housing is said to help CDC meet the Govt's new targets, but how 
that is achieved all remains to be agreed. There was meant to be a green infrastructure 
ring around Northleach (plan F) seen now to be compromised by the current proposals 
with housing. If these go ahead, what is to stop further development in the southern 
field owned by the Council? 

 

The planning issues are also a concern. The original local plan was limited to 17 
dwellings along the line of Westwoods development (Rixon Rd). The proposal now is for 
48 dwellings. I was told CDC and the Town Council had already approved the extra 
allocation of housing here. If that is the case why were residents not consulted directly? 

 

This proposal is already blighting the local environment.  The field has been extensively 
dug over apparently for archeological purposes and the farmer is fencing off 
surrounding fields which have been used for years by local dog walkers.   

 

To summarise, our views question the need for and impact of these proposals which 
reduce our green spaces, negatively impact the character of the local environment and 
will require substantial infrastructure development.



Comment ID: 10832 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Steve Hill 

Comment: I'd like to add that the additional proposed housing contradicts a key 
conclusion of the 2021 Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment, 
namely that: 'This should not extend 

beyond the line of built form of the recently completed 40 dwelling development to the 
south.'



Comment ID: 10300 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Steve Hill 

Comment: We would not support increasing density to meet the government target. The 
current density standard, 21 dwellings per hectare, is considered a moderately high, 
urban-focused residential density, often featuring terraces, townhouses, or smaller 
apartment blocks.  The proposed development site is essentially rural, on the extreme 
edge of town. If it goes ahead, it must be in keeping with its rural location and character.



Comment ID: 10754 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: I'm curious as to why the Council chose to conduct this consultation in such 
a way that comments from the public are not visible. A 'public consultation' in this 
manner suggests a lack of transparency on the CDCs part.



Comment ID: 10730 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: Question 1: The CDC finds itself in a difficult position trying to meet the 
growing demand for houses set by the government targets. With this in mind, Scenario 5 
appears to be the best scenario from all those suggested, as it includes the building of 
better amenities and infrastructure, while also adding to the property numbers. 
However, Scenario 5 fails to take into consideration the imbalance created by not 
building in the CNL. This has led to a total disproportionate weighing of where these 
properties will be located and little consideration to the cultural, history and biodiversity 
which would be destroyed in the affected locations. Preserving the National Landscape 
is important, but the social and economic polarization between the areas of the 
Cotswold’s within the National Landscape and the rest of the district, which will be 
forced to take the brunt of the planned housing is unacceptable.  

All of the proposed scenarios do little to comfort the small village of Preston that has 
existed for over 1000 years and runs the risk of being completely overwhelmed and 
annihilated by any of these proposals. To consider these proposals, it is impossible to 
see which one would not totally destroy a historical village of less than 90 homes, with 
the construction of nearly 3000 new build houses in the surrounding fields. Any new 
development should be separate and detached from the existing village, with a 
significant buffer and no access to the village from any future development. 

While the village of Preston is not part of the CNL, it does have a history, community, 
significant conservation area, and listed buildings, while being surrounded by green 
agricultural land and wildlife, which would be destroyed by this development. 

The Local Authority needs to be challenging the government, with legal proceedings, to 
oppose these figures, given that most of the area (80%) is within the National 
Landscape. This is unduly prejudiced and biased on the rest of the Cotswolds, and will 
cause massive wealth and societal imbalances.



Comment ID: 10732 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: Question 2: No, they should not consider unsustainable locations because it 
would lead to a loss of key areas of already protected land, such as the Cotswold 
National Landscape, as well as the possible destruction of sites of important historical 
and cultural interest. 

The expectation set by the government to allocate areas for these new houses does not 
take into account the large proportion of the Cotswold’s that is part of the National 
Landscape. This has resulted in a ridiculous imbalance in the proposed placement of 
these properties. This imbalance will result in building developments of such vast 
proportions that the proposed locations would be unsustainable levels of expansion. 

In the case of Preston, the proposed increase from 90 to over 2000 properties would be 
result in growth that is unsustainable and untenable for a village of its size. The 
proposed expansion does not take into account its over 1000-year history, village 
identity and community which would be decimated by such an expansion. It also has 
not considered the lack of employment opportunities, transport links, and 
infrastructure, the recent downgrading of Cirencester hospital, or considers where 
people actually want to live.  

The earmarking of numerous fields within the same area for multiple different sizeable 
developments is clearly the council ticking boxes to meet the housing target demanded 
by the government, regardless of how sustainable the locations are for the surrounding 
communities.



Comment ID: 10734 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: Question 3: Depending on the increased scale of housing density it would 
affect the extent I would support it.  

In urban locations, such as town centres, then higher buildings would be more in 
keeping with the existing housing density and architecture. Any new buildings should 
not be built any higher than the existing architecture to prevent the loss of the town’s 
character.  

In more rural villages, however, it would be totally unacceptable to build houses or flats 
higher than 2/3 stories tall. Any higher would dwarf existing properties and destroy the 
village’s feel and identity. Smaller houses and gardens would be more appropriate for a 
village setting, and would not detract from a village’s community, feel, and history, but 
only in small quantities. Larger scale developments should be set away from current 
settlements and allowed to develop their own identity and history.  

In the village of Preston, a high rise would be totally out of touch with the rest of the 
village and obliterate 1000 years worth of history and identity. Much of the village is 
covered by a conservation area with many listed buildings, so any new builds should be 
in keeping with Preston’s history and Neighbourhood development plan. Smaller 
properties or gardens would be more suitable than any high-rise, although with any 
high-density housing, it would need to supplemented with adequate facilities and green 
spaces for people’s physical and mental wellbeing.



Comment ID: 10737 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: Question 4: Preston- The proposed level of development for Preston is 
totally unsustainable and is unduly biased against our village. No provisions would be 
acceptable for the scale of development which is suggested for such a small village 
and, to try to meet the scale suggested would lead to the irreparable destruction to the 
history and character of the village. As evidenced by your own data and graphic 
representation the scale of the proposal affecting our small village is exceedingly 
disproportionate to the number of existing properties leading to the total decimation of 
the community. The level of urban crawl towards our village through previous 
developments both built and approved has already diminished the green buffer 
between Preston and Cirencester which made the village a distinct settlement. To 
continue to expand in this manner with the proposed development would lead to the 
total destruction of our village history.  

Preston is a small historical village with only 89 properties currently, it has no public 
amenities or facilities, other than a small church and village hall around which the 
community is based. To meet the scale of the development proposed, new public 
amenities such as new schools, library, doctors, shops, leisure centre, and parking 
would need to be built as a part of any development to match the increased demand. 
Several of the recent accidents along the A419 have required the field currently 
earmarked for the Preston development were used to land air ambulances. Additional 
facilities would need to be made to continue this support.   

All of the village is reliant upon oil for fuel as there is no gas connection. Phone signal is 
also spotty in the area.  

Due to current water demands, the village has medium to low water pressure. Drainage 
is also an issue during heavy rain, leading to localised flooding across the village and 
surrounding fields. Properties being built on the surrounding fields will make the 
drainage issues worse. Much of the utilities within the area need to be improved with 
additional drainage and importantly these should be in place before any new 
development is even considered. 

Access to the village is currently off the Kingshill Road from the A419. The road through 
the village itself is nearer single track in parts. Road access for any proposed 
development would therefore need to be via an alternative entrance- from the main A-
road and not via the village to help minimize traffic build up and accidents. Avoiding a 
rat-run mentality would also be essential to keep villagers and pedestrians safe. Only 
one bus line goes through Preston, in the direction of Cirencester with no returning bus 



route. The nearest train station is in Kemble, which has limited parking. There are no 
transport resources, in Preston or the wider Cirencester area, to support the increase of 
people- they would have to rely on road travel, making the already dangerous roads 
much more congested and dangerous for both drivers and pedestrians. As Preston’s 
pedestrian access currently relies on pedestrians crossing major A-roads which, for 
vulnerable residents of Preston can feel like target practice, a cycle and foot path 
crossing all main roads and going into Cirencester would be an essential priority prior to 
any developments being built. Any development, or construction traffic  should not 
have road access to the village to reduce the traffic impact on the historic village. Public 
transport links for Preston and the surrounding areas should be massively improved to 
mitigate some of the reliance on roads. At present any new additional houses would 
likely be forced to rely on private vehicles, majorly increasing traffic and congestion, 
leading to dangerous roadways.  

The village of Preston is currently surrounded by woodland and agricultural fields, which 
contribute significantly to the biodiversity of the area. The loss of this green space would 
directly impact the village, as the only children’s play park in the village is a rented, 
privately owned field (the funds for which come directly from the village residents), the 
loss of any surrounding green space would be significant. Villagers rely on the 
surrounding agricultural fields and footpaths.  

We therefore want a designated biodiversity corridor surrounding the whole of Preston 
village to minimize the impact to wildlife and the lives of the residents of Preston. A 
green space gap between the village and any new development, at a minimum of a 2 
roads width, would help to retain the village’s character and provide space for wildlife. 
Parks and green spaces should also be a requirement within any proposed 
development to minimize flooding risks and encourage the wildlife to continue to 
flourish in the area.



Comment ID: 10738 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: Question 5: 

-      Biodiversity and wildlife 

- Job opportunities for any new development 

- Local shops 

- Coffee shops, food and drink outlets (cannot rely on the McDonalds on the 
roundabout) 

- Leisure facilities- cinema/ theatre, swimming pool, parks 

- Refuse collection 

- Schools 

- Transport (highways)- to accommodate increased traffic levels and access 
points for any new development 

- Flood mitigation measures 



Comment ID: 10740 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: Question 6: While on paper this vision and objectives (of forming sustainable 
developments taking into account current dwellings) sounds good, this would be 
impossible to achieve on the scale proposed. Developments of this size would totally 
obliterate the history and culture which has stood for over 1000 years. In the case of 
Preston village, the proposed plan would devastate a village of under 90 homes. 
Building nearly 3000 houses as part of the village would be an increase of over 2800%. 
How can anyone consider such an increase with so little regard for the destruction of 
our village? This village has existed for over 1000 years with 8 properties being grade II 
listed and a significant conservation area which is vigorously cared for and maintained 
by the villagers. All of this will be wiped out in a single generation. The proportion 
increase in dwellings is completely excessive and unjustifiable. Building on the fields 
around the village will destroy the character, historic value and cultural identity of 
Preston village. It will cause an increased flood risk for all houses in the village, 
including the listed buildings, due to the fields earmarked often flooding during heavy 
rain. The areas biodiversity will be obliterated should this development go ahead. 
Transport and infrastructure challenges that are already a growing concern would be 
unable to cope with an increased demand, and should be a priority.



Comment ID: 10748 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Steve Rawlinson 

Comment: If the CDC are objecting to or legally challenging the government over the 
allocation of housing figures (given the the majority of the area is within the National 
Landscape), could proposing to build in such protected areas be utilised as an incentive 
or bargaining chip for the government to reconsider their requirement for the district? A 
one size fits all does not and cannot apply here.



Comment ID: 10033 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: steven Cole 

Comment: Yes I agree with the vision and objectives



Comment ID: 10093 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: steven Cole 

Comment: The number of hoses proposed at Down Ampney seems excessive 
compared to the size of the village and the accessibility off the A417 seems poor. This 
needs a further review.



Comment ID: 10094 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: steven Cole 

Comment: The number of hoses proposed at Down Ampney seems excessive 
compared to the size of the village and the accessibility off the A417 seems poor. This 
needs a further review. 



Comment ID: 10021 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: steven Cole 

Comment: Overall I think CDC have done a robust job of reviewing the District in terms 
of locations resources (shops schools etc) and where best to locate development. I 
definitely support sustainable development in accessible locations.  Remote and poorly 
accessed sites should and have been ruled out.  

I do have a number of concerns:  

# Cotswold road network - there is need of a review along with this document i.e the 
ability of the A417 to carry increased traffic relating to proposed developments at 
Fairford and Ampney Crucis going through to Cirencester. 

# The adequacy of local facilities to meet demand from increased population - again 
looking a Fairford with recent development and no increase in schools or healthcare. 

# The report covers a wider range of topics under infrastructure. This does not mention 
demand for minerals  which will be vital for construction. While this is a county matter 
CDC will must be mindful and supportive of the need. # There is also an issue of 
safeguarding of potential mineral sites to prevent development sterilizing potential 
reserves.



Comment ID: 10372 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: In the Introduction above it says this is an expensive area for housing. Surely, 
areas of lower cost of housing would be better suited to higher levels of development.



Comment ID: 10436 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: This suggestion would not maintain the requirement for development to be 
in keeping with the existing area



Comment ID: 10469 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: On paper Fairford may look attractive to develop extensively even if it 
appears spatially viable. 

The town has limited connectivity. 

Inadequate bus service that is not suitable to visit surrounding towns beyond 
Cirencester or link to train services. 

The main road A417 in the centre of town cannot be passed in opposite directions at the 
same time. 

The bend at the Town Bridge requires larger vehicles to cross into the oncoming lane to 
negotiate the corner. 

People find car use too easy and many locals drive into Fairford. Parked cars will fill the 
surrounding roads and park without regard for the rules of the road. This already occurs 
near Farmors School during the school run. 

The town is served by limited resident resources. 

The GP surgery needs additional resource. 

The dentist surgery has closed its books for years. 

Sports centre facilities are minimal. 

The hospital is under utilised, perhaps incorporate a new GP surgery and Dentists. 

Cirencester Hospital seems to be in decline when it should be the opposite. 

 



Comment ID: 10481 

Location in consultation document: 3. Indicative figures 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: Fairford wasn't included in the Cotswold AONB as it was mainly flat 
farmland. The country needs to provide food for its inhabitants as well as housing. 
Perhaps there is a need to consider the use of the countries limited farmland for 
houses.



Comment ID: 10490 

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

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: The land north of Fairford delivers ground water as springs at this time of 
year. Development of these areas must take into account any impact this water may 
have on the new and existing properties.



Comment ID: 10498 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: Increasing density in a rural area would be restricted by the need for two 
parking spaces plus adequate visitor parking per property. New home owners to the 
area will first factor the use of cars for their travel needs, including visiting local 
facilities.



Comment ID: 10507 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is all important and must tie in with 
developments. A consequence could be challenging conditions for the authorities and 
also the new and existing members of the community.



Comment ID: 10517 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: Fairford doesn't currently have enough pavement to keep walkers safe, or 
cycle ways, or roads wide enough for current traffic levels. The bus services have been 
reduced so there is a lot to do to promote the vision above. 

Current planned housing doesn't have solar electric and water panels, heat exchangers, 
car charging points, water butts. All this is falling behind the expected requirement of 
new housing



Comment ID: 10520 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Steven Edwards 

Comment: Having read through and added comments (hopefully) I think this is an 
awkward document to navigate, and understand the way the feedback window works 
(even blocking the text from reading). I haven't been able to review my input and don't 
have confidence that my submission has been successful. 

I'm concerned that many worthy contributors will have given up.



Comment ID: 9842 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Steven Ferris 

Comment: Para 3.15 states that the Council has not yet received the results of a WSP 
feasibility study looking into strategic development at Moreton-in-Marsh. However, the 
public is being invited to comment when it has had no sight of any plans, feasibility 
work, or technical information. This undermines the purpose of this Regulation 18 
consultation because consultees do not know what they are being asked to comment 
on, beyond a single statement that Moreton might be suitable for strategic 
development.



Comment ID: 9839 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Steven Ferris 

Comment: I accept that Scenario 5 is the most appropriate approach, given the growth 
targets which must be met, but there needs to be more of a balance between the 
allocation of new sites in existing settlements and new strategic growth.



Comment ID: 9835 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Steven Ferris 

Comment: Has CDC attempted to quantify a higher level of housing provision under 
Scenario 1. The development strategy in the current Local Plan targets a lower rate of 
growth, so could Scenario 1 assumptions be tested against a higher growth rate?



Comment ID: 9854 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Steven Ferris 

Comment: In setting out the issues which need to be considered under Option 5, para 
2.6.19 of the Reg 18 Plan proposes a presumption against major development taking 
place within the Cotswolds National Landscape but fails to consider the status of the 
Special Landscape Area (SLA). Paragraph 2.5.19 should refer to the important 
contribution which the SLA makes to the natural landscape. This principle is clearly set 
out in Paragraph 187 of the NPPF which states: 

"Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by:  

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value 
and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in 
the development plan);  

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 
benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 
woodland" 

 

To comply with the NPPF, the Local Plan policy should not solely focus on the 
Cotswolds National Landscape but should also seek to protect and enhance the SLA.  

In additional, there should be a recognition of the hierarchy of designated sites  

(both national and local), and Local Plan should then “allocate land with the least 
environmental or amenity value” (NPPF para 188).  

 

The existing Local Plan recognises the importance of SLA's. A review of SLA's 
undertaken by consultants for the Council in 2017 stated: 

 

"Some of these landscapes are very similar to the adjoining AONB landscapes, or are a 
continuation or transition to other landscape character types. Some also act as part of 
the setting to the AONB. Therefore, where this is the case, it is considered that these 
landscapes have a value above ordinary landscapes and it could be argued that there is 
a need to protect them as far as possible, balanced with the need for sustainable 



development. Other areas have distinctive qualities or features over a reasonably wide 
area which mean that they have a value above ordinary landscapes." 

 

I believe significant weight should be given to the protection and enhancement of 
Special Landscape Areas within the district. By definition, SLAs are of higher landscape 
value, above that of ordinary landscapes, which means every effort should be taken to 
protect them as far as possible, balanced against the need for growth. The Plan should 
explicitly recognise this important role which SLAs perform in the District, and any 
consideration of locations or sites for strategic development should address the 
question of harm to the SLAs in determining suitability for large scale development. 



Comment ID: 9843 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Steven Ferris 

Comment: Moreton-in-Marsh is being for the following growth: 

 

i)  Units identified in current Local Plan to be caried into the new Plan: 420 units 

ii) Strategic development within the new Plan to 2043: 1,710 units 

iii)  Strategic development beyond the new Plan period (past 2043): 2,260 units 

That indicates the current size of Moreton (2,663 units) is planned to grow to 4,793 units 
by 2043, and then to 7,053 units beyond 2043. 

 

This is a huge level of growth which will have significant effects for the town and the 
surrounding area. Yet, the Council has not undertaken, or shared with the public, a 
vision as to how this level of development could be accommodation, the impacts which 
it would have, and how some of these impacts could be mitigated. 



Comment ID: 9838 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Steven Ferris 

Comment: The Council's decision to pursue Scenario 5 is understandable, given the 
growth target which have been imposed. However, the preferred approach seeks to 
continue with a modest level of growth under Scenario 1 (7,840 units), supplemented by 
6,820 from strategic sites. In other words, over 46% of the housing numbers are 
proposed to come from strategic sites. This places an unrealistic burden on some 
existing settlements which are being asked to bear the brunt of the growth which has 
been targeted.



Comment ID: 10017 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Steven Larcombe 

Comment: The Vision needs to reflect the need to conserve not only the National 
Landscape area but the area adjacent to it, which is often equally attractive, historic 
and particular.  The character of this area should not be destroyed to meet some 
arbitrary housing target.  And the Council should continue with its objective of being 
"Green to the Core".



Comment ID: 10511 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: Steven Larcombe, Chair Ampney St Peter Parish Meeting 

Comment: To the Planning Policy Team, Cotswold District Council, 

 

I am writing on behalf of Ampney St Peter Village Meeting, with the full support of the 
residents, to object formally to the "Preferred Options (Scenario 5)" outlined in the 
Regulation 18 Consultation and proposed as the way forward.  Having reviewed the 
supporting evidence, including the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Water Cycle Study, and 
Landscape Sensitivity Assessments, it is clear that the proposed concentration of 
development in the "East of Cirencester" corridor is unsound.  We appreciate that the 
CDC is in a difficult position, having been instructed to add a huge amount of housing to 
its Plan without consideration for the local context, but Scenario 5 and its specific 
proposals are not the way forward. 

 

While the Council has rejected "Scenario 6" on the grounds that it would harm the 
Cotswolds National Landscape (formerly AONB), it appears to treat the non-designated 
countryside around the Ampneys, Driffield and Preston as a "dumping ground" for 
housing.  This approach ignores the CDC's own evidence that much of these areas are 
of "High Sensitivity" and suffer from critical infrastructure deficits that cannot be 
mitigated.  CDC rightly prides itself that future development should be "Green to the 
Core" and we are very supportive of that, but these proposals for widespread housing 
development will inevitably destroy the character of the beautiful Cotswold landscape 
that the Council wishes to protect.   We are not arguing for building on the National 
Landscape instead, but insofar as the current housing targets are upheld, then 
development should first be more around existing settlements and then brownfield 
sites such as airfields.   

 

Our objection is based on the following technical and planning grounds: 

 

1. Critical Infrastructure Failure: Sewerage and Water Supply 

 

The Water Cycle Study (July 2025) and local evidence demonstrate that the 
infrastructure in this corridor has already failed and cannot support the proposed 
2,400–5,000+ new dwellings. 



 

Groundwater & Sewerage Inundation: The Thames Water Ampney St Peter Groundwater 
Impacted System Management Plan, updated November 2025, already identifies the 
local sewer network as being overwhelmed by groundwater ingress. Adding a strategic 
extension at Ampney Crucis and a new settlement at Driffield will catastrophically 
overload this fragile system.  The Ampney St Peter Sewage Treatment Works (STW) 
discharged sewage into Ampney Brook for more than 3,000 hours in 2024-25, more than 
a third of the total hours in the year, despite a prolonged drought in the summer.  
Ampney St Peter itself experiences frequent sewage pollution incidents already (several 
just in December 2025).  The TW plan claims there will be an upgrade operational by 
2027 - but in 2024 TW claimed it would be upgraded by 2026.  In any case, this upgrade 
is designed just to meet current load expectations, not the envisaged additional 
housing.  Existing sewage issues are not grounds for objection in themselves, but the 
parlous financial state of Thames Water is well-known and any realistic assessment of 
likely infrastructure upgrades must conclude there is minimal chance of them meeting 
the scale or timeframe required.  The danger - indeed the probability - is that Ampney 
Brook becomes akin to a mediaeval sewer. 

 

Water Supply Security: The Council is proposing massive growth in an area of severe 
water stress.  A Temporary Use Ban (hosepipe ban) was in force for this area until as 
recently as 27th November 2025, following prolonged resource shortages. It is logically 
inconsistent to propose a "New Settlement" of this scale in a zone where existing 
residents faced water restrictions less than two months ago. 

 

2. Flood Risk 

 

The proposed sites, particularly around Ampney St Peter and the lower grounds of 
Preston, are highly susceptible to groundwater flooding. Covering vast areas of 
agricultural land with impermeable hardstanding will accelerate runoff, bypassing 
natural filtration and exacerbating flood risk for downstream settlements.  Ampney St 
Peter already experiences flooding, including of houses in the lower part of the village, 
whenever there is heavy rainfall.  The identification of the land R495 (on the south side 
of the A417) for housing in the CDC SHELAA would increase disastrously that flooding 
risk. 

 

3. Electricity Grid Constraints  



 

Grid Instability: Residents in Ampney St Peter already experience frequent power 
outages due to infrastructure fragility - several days without mains power in the northern 
half of the village in November 2025 for example. There is no evidence in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan that the massive grid upgrades required to support 5,000 
new electric-vehicle-dependent households have been secured.  It is appreciated again 
that existing infrastructure shortcomings are not a basis for objection, and it is 
understood that there is a CDC Infrastructure Assessment in train.  However, these 
existing weaknesses are indicators of the delicate state of the system and the historic 
trend of capital investment, and provide a context for any realistic assessment of the 
likelihood of infrastructure upgrades. 

 

4. Roads and Transport 

 

Despite the CDC's laudable aim of being Green to the Core, the expectation would be 
that Ampney Crucis extension, the new Driffield settlement and any new Ampney St 
Peter housing would largely served by road vehicles rather than public transport.  This 
would add enormous stress to a limited road network.  The predominantly single-lane 
roads of the area, such as Tank Lane (which is already difficult enough with HGVs, 
coaches and farm vehicles) would be overwhelmed.  The A417 would become even 
more dangerous particularly the cross-roads in Ampney St Peter, the crossroads in 
Ampney Crucis and the corner by Ampney Park.  It is likely whole new access routes 
would be required at enormous cost both in land and capital (and subsequently 
revenue). 

 

5. Irretrievable Loss of Resources 

 

The proposal risks "locking in" and sterilising valuable natural resources, specifically 
Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land (Grades 2 and 3a).  Concreting over this 
resource permanently prevents its future use, contradicting sustainable development 
principles regarding biodiversity, food security, climate resilience and mental health. 

 

6. Landscape Sensitivity and the National Landscape (AONB) 

 



The Council’s justification for Scenario 5 is that it avoids the National Landscape 
(AONB) (Scenario 6). However, this relies on a false dichotomy that non-AONB land is of 
"low value." 

 

High Landscape Sensitivity: The Council’s own Landscape Sensitivity Assessment 
identifies the rural edges of Cirencester and the open countryside around the Ampneys 
(as well as Driffield and Preston) as having "Medium-High" to "High" sensitivity to 
change.  The landscape of the Ampneys/Driffield/Preston/Poulton is one of small 
historic settlements separated by mixed farming and woodland blocks.  This very 
particular and attractive Cotswold character would be swept away by the Scenario 5 
proposals. 

 

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) principles suggest that 
development should not merge distinct historic settlements. This proposal creates a 
continuous urban ribbon from Cirencester to Poulton, destroying the rural buffers that 
the planning system is meant to protect. 

 

7. Failure of Mitigation - Local Precedent (The Steadings) 

 

The Consultation Document relies on the premise that designating land as "Allocated" 
ensures that necessary infrastructure upgrades will be delivered via Conditions and 
Section 106 agreements. I formally object to this assumption based on the clear local 
precedent of failure seen at The Steadings (Chesterton).  CDC, we expect, is fully aware 
of the problems arising from these planning assumptions and the enormous difficulty of 
ensuring promised or assumed infrastructure is delivered. 

 

The "Mitigation Fallacy": At The Steadings, promises regarding timely infrastructure 
delivery, road improvements, and utility upgrades were made at the allocation stage. In 
reality, the community has seen houses delivered ahead of infrastructure 
("infrastructure lag"), continued utility disruption, and the dilution of commitments via 
viability assessments. 

 

Lack of Confidence: If the Council and developers have failed to deliver seamless 
mitigation for a site directly adjacent to the main town (Cirencester), there is zero 
confidence that they can successfully mitigate the complex utility and transport 



challenges of a remote "New Settlement" in Driffield or large extensions in Ampney 
Crucis. 

 

Irreversible Harm: Once land is allocated in the Local Plan, the principle of 
development is established.  The "details" of mitigation are left to the application stage, 
where they are frequently value-engineered out or delayed.  Given the existing fragility of 
the Ampney/Driffield water and power networks, we cannot afford to rely on theoretical 
mitigation that history proves will not materialise. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The "Preferred Option" (Scenario 5) is fundamentally flawed.  It relies on infrastructure 
that is demonstrably failing (sewage/water), ignores the recent evidence of water stress 
(November 2025 hosepipe ban), and relies on mitigation promises that have been 
proven unreliable by the Steadings development. 

 

I request that these Strategic Allocations be removed and that the Council re-evaluates 
Scenario 1 (Focus on existing settlements) or disperses growth to areas with genuine 
infrastructure capacity. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Steven Larcombe 

Chair, Ampney St Peter Parish Meeting 

 

The Manor House 

Ampney St Peter 

GL& 5SH



Comment ID: 9846 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stow on the Wold Town Council 

Comment: Stow on the Wold Town Council prefers a hybrid version of scenarios 5 and 
6.  

It cannot currently support Scenario 5 as it rules out any major development in the 
National Landscape. This not only significantly undermines Stow’s viability as a 
sustainable town but also focuses growth on a much smaller part of the District.  

The scenario would have the effect of exporting Stow’s wants and needs to Moreton-in-
Marsh, which is not sustainable and not an outcome the Town Council has prompted or 
would want to see. Aside from the effects on Moreton itself, the impact of 15,000 
vehicle movements a day on the A429 between the towns which is already overcapacity 
would be unmanageable, particularly through pinch points in Stow and Moreton. It may 
also increase traffic in Stow trying to avoid Moreton. 

But the Town Council cannot support Scenario 6 either, because it makes an 
unnecessary and implausible assumption on the scale of housing growth for Stow. The 
scenario has been set up to fail and therefore should not have been regarded as a 
‘reasonable’ alternative in the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA). 

Instead, the Town Council would support a growth strategy based on the housing target 
for the town of approx. 150 homes of Scenario 5, but that enables that growth to come 
forward through a different mix of allocation(s) and windfall. Given the lengths to which 
CDC has gone to stress its spatial strategy is only indicative, it is premature and 
unnecessary for the Local Plan to come to such a firm view (in its Table 2).  

CDC should also knowledge that using historic windfall data to forecast future supply is 
unhelpful when in Stow almost all of the windfall of the last decade is the result to two 
large 55+ age-restricted housing schemes. There is nothing to indicate that scale of 
unplanned development outside the settlement boundary will be repeated in the next 
plan period and, in any event, the Local Plan presents the crucial opportunity to plan for 
change. 



Comment ID: 9847 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Stow on the Wold Town Council 

Comment: Stow on the Wold Town Council considers that of course the spatial strategy 
should not lead to development in unsustainable locations, but recognises that there 
are different balances to be struck between social, economic and environmental 
objectives in defining ‘sustainable’ that may vary from location to location across the 
District. 

The challenge for Stow is that the town has been and could remain a sustainable 
location, albeit one with a unique set of circumstances in the District. Those trends 
highlighted in the Settlement Role & Function Study are: 

• Declining overall population since 2001 (which continues to worsen with the 
town’s exposure to short-term lets and second homes) 

• Its very low population of 0-15 ages and very high population of 65+ ages 

• Its low economically active population and very high importer of workforce 

These trends are combining to increasingly undermine the town’s social and economic 
sustainability. In the Town Council’s view, as expressed in more detail in Q4 below, if left 
unaddressed by this Local Plan, the town will become unsustainable as its permanent 
resident population continues to fall and age, its social infrastructure is out of kilter with 
its special needs and its businesses are undermined by over tourism and labour 
scarcity. 

To inform this representation, the Town Council surveyed the primary school and local 
employers, as it did for the neighbourhood plan a few years ago. Only now, the problems 
highlighted then are getting worse. For example, the school is increasingly concerned 
about its falling school roll, now down to 70% of available places, putting staffing levels 
and class sizes at risk. And employers continue to recruit and retain staff that are 
mostly in lower paid hospitality and care roles but having to travel many miles to Stow 
given the lack of affordable and lower cost housing. 

The Town Council has also reviewed the latest data available on the number of second 
homes and short term lets in the town. If that number – 16% in 2021 but likely higher 
now – is added to the 24% of homes that are age-restricted, perhaps only just over half 
of the town’s housing stock is available for working age people to live in. Combined with 
a decrease in average household sizes as its population ages, it is therefore no surprise 
its overall population is in decline. 



Comment ID: 9848 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stow on the Wold Town Council 

Comment: The Stow & Swells Design Code allows for a higher density of housing 
development in some parts of the parishes than is the average for the District. Its 
assessment of the character areas notes that many are traditionally built at high 
densities and the Town Council would expect any new development to make as efficient 
use of the land as possible within its special historic design constraints.



Comment ID: 9849 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stow on the Wold Town Council 

Comment: Stow on the Wold Town Council acknowledges that CDC has a difficult 
balance to strike between housing growth and environmental constraint, given the large 
part of its area that lies within the National Landscape. For decades that balance has 
been struck in the same way: avoid any major development in the National Landscape 
and accept the inevitable social and economic harm that results.  

Although Scenario 5 is perhaps a sign that CDC accepts the balance must now shift, 
that shift is uneven and inconsistent in its proposals for those Principal Settlements 
within the National Landscape. The growth proposed at Stow is 12% of its existing stock 
(exc. extant permissions). Only Tetbury (9%) and Bourton on the Water (12%) are of a 
similar scale, and both have seen far more conventional housing development (i.e. 
family not age-restricted homes) in the last twenty years than Stow. The growth 
proposed at Chipping Campden (20%), Blockley (21%) and Andoversford (43%) is much 
higher, with only the former having a similar range of local services. The consultation 
documents offer no explanation. 

The Town Council sought to make this problem clear in its Neighbourhood Plan and 
nothing in the Local Plan evidence base indicates its core sustainability argument was 
invalid. The town needs to reverse its population decline and deliver lower cost and 
affordable homes that are permanent residences. And it needs to do so in a way that 
can enable those houses to deliver other tourism management and community 
benefits, that small incremental windfall schemes will not achieve. 

 

The Town Council welcomes the proposal in the draft National Planning Policy 
Framework to redefine the weight attached to the importance of conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty of National Landscapes from ‘great’ to ‘substantial’. It also 
supports the Framework’s proposals to promote more development close to main 
railway stations like Moreton-in-Marsh. 

However, it notes the Framework’s wording on the exceptional circumstances to justify 
major development in National Landscapes remains unaltered and it contains a new 
provision for mitigating adverse impacts. It also considers there has to be a point at 
which avoiding any harm to the National Landscape by exporting problems to another 
town with a railway station becomes illogical.   

If the Local Plan does not allow for these issues to be tackled then its proposals for 
Stow will be in conflict with its stated vision and objectives for what is one of the 
District’s highest profile towns.  



Comment ID: 9851 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Stow on the Wold Town Council 

Comment: The Town Council considers that CDC must achieve a deeper and more 
holistic understanding of these other important matters and how they relate to housing 
supply, particularly in some Principal Settlements like Stow. The Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (IDP) cannot be relied upon, as it looks at infrastructure types in isolation and takes 
a proposed spatial strategy as an input to propose what infrastructure is required, rather 
than as an output. IDPs are not iterative with plan making and do not normally look at 
settlements wholistically; certainly there is no evidence in this IDP for Stow.



Comment ID: 9853 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Stow on the Wold Town Council 

Comment: Stow on the Wold Town Council cannot argue with the vision as it is so 
general it can accommodate any combination of policy objectives that may be in 
conflict. For example, it envisages ‘development will have been guided by a spatial 
strategy that prioritises environmental stewardship, social equity, and economic vitality, 
while respecting the District’s unique landscape, heritage, and character’. It also 
expects ‘existing Principal … settlements will have grown proportionately, enhancing 
their role as local service centres while maintaining their distinct identities’. 

 

However, as noted in Q4, the current Local Plan policy proposals for Stow (in Table 2 as 
part of preferred Scenario 5) are in conflict with both this vision and set of objectives.  

There is no social equity in a town with continuing population decline and with such a 
skewed demographic profile.  

There is no economic vitality in a town with a high dependency on a low paid, primarily 
tourist-driven, hospitality and residential care workforce.  

The town’s enviable heritage and character are not respected if the harmful effects of 
tourism cannot be mitigated. 

The town’s local services will not be enhanced if there are too few families and too many 
old people and non-residents living in it, they risk being under or over supplied. 

None of these outcomes need be inevitable. It is within CDC’s gift to offer Stow the type 
of flexibility in managing its growth that it seems willing to offer some other Principal 
Settlements. The Town Council has no desire to see future development scarring the 
town or the National Landscape. But past and current trends need to be halted, at least, 
if not reversed, if Stow is to remain a town of which its community and CDC are rightly 
proud. 



Comment ID: 11124 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stu Banham 

Comment: I cannot support any scenario, particularly Scenario 5, which overloads 
small settlements like Kemble (388 homes) with disproportionate growth (590 homes) 
solely to meet targets. While I understand the Council’s housing challenge, selecting 
sites based on "least resistance" rather than "existing capacity" is flawed. My 
preference would be a strategy that legally secures infrastructure before allocating 
housing, rather than "reverse engineering" a village’s status to fit a target.



Comment ID: 11125 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Stu Banham 

Comment: No. Meeting government targets should not come at the cost of creating 
unsustainable "dormitory" estates. A location is only sustainable if it currently 
possesses the necessary infrastructure. Designating a small village like Kemble as a 
"Principal Settlement" purely to justify growth—when it lacks the services of even "Non-
Principal" villages—is effectively locating development in an unsustainable location by 
administrative sleight of hand.



Comment ID: 11127 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stu Banham 

Comment: I support density only where it aligns with the existing character of the 
settlement. For a rural village, high-density urban-style building is inappropriate. 
Instead of simply increasing density, the Council should prioritise 'Green to the Core' 
principles and Net Zero construction standards (Policy INF7). Quality and sustainability 
must take precedence over cramming units into a site to hit a numerical target.



Comment ID: 11131 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stu Banham 

Comment: The proposed 150%+ population increase is currently unsustainable. To 
make it sustainable, six legal protections must be written directly into the Site 
Allocation Policy: 1) A 'Grampian Condition' preventing occupation until water/sewage 
upgrades are operational (Policy INF8); 2) Pre-commencement funding for a new 2-
Form Entry School (Policy INF2); 3) S278/S106 agreements for a roundabout and bus 
services (Policy INF3); 4) Ring-fenced NHS funding (Policy INF1); 5) Net Zero 
construction commitments; and 6) Immediate delivery of Principal-level services.



Comment ID: 11136 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Stu Banham 

Comment: Yes. The risk of the 'Call-In' process. Since the Council admits the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) is 'unfinished', there is a risk that the principle of 
development is established before infrastructure funding is secured. The Local Plan 
must explicitly state that the safeguards listed in Question 4 (A 'Grampian Condition' 
preventing occupation until water/sewage upgrades are operational (Policy INF8); 2) 
Pre-commencement funding for a new 2-Form Entry School (Policy INF2); 3) S278/S106 
agreements for a roundabout and bus services (Policy INF3); 4) Ring-fenced NHS 
funding (Policy INF1); 5) Net Zero construction commitments; and 6) Immediate delivery 
of Principal-level services.) are non-negotiable 'material considerations'. This ensures 
that if the Council refuses a non-compliant application, the Secretary of State cannot 
easily overrule it to meet housing targets. 



Comment ID: 11137 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Stu Banham 

Comment: I disagree with the objective of reclassifying small villages as 'Principal 
Settlements' solely to justify growth. The data shows Kemble (388 homes) is currently 
smaller than many 'Non-Principal' designated villages in the District. The Vision must be 
corrected to reflect reality: if a village is to be labelled 'Principal', the Plan must mandate 
the immediate funding of Principal-level infrastructure (full-time GP, full-sized school, 
frequent transport) to validate that status.



Comment ID: 10833 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stuart 

Comment: None of the scenarios support the aim of the Local Plan to be "green to the 
core". The scenarios take little account of the policies contained in the Neighbourhood 
Plans in the district. 

 

Scenario 5 destroys the rural attributes of a number of small villages and in some cases 
turns them into suburbs of larger towns thereby destroying their identity. In particular, 
Siddington will be turned into another neighbourhood of the ever expanding small 
country town that was; namely Cirencester. 

 

I reject any scenario that allocates growth based on Siddington being treated as a 
Principal Settlement because this designation does not reflect its level of services or 
capacity. The village is connected by narrow country roads which are often very busy 
and traffic is often impeded by the locals parking requirements, particularly in the 
vicinity of the shop, playing field and village hall. The area is also subject to flooding 
from the river Churn and this causes roads to be closed and more traffic caused by 
more housing would only add to the ensuing chaos that this causes. 

 

The infrastructure for the allocation of 1,100 new homes in Siddington does not exist. 
The number of new homes is totally disproportionate when considering that the present 
size of the village approximates to 340 dwellings. 

 

Possible alternatives worthy of consideration could include the change of designation of 
the holiday homes in the Cotswold Lakes; smaller developments within the Cotswold 
National Landscape and, as a last resort, larger expansion of the Steadings to the South 
of Cirencester. The latter suggestion would not increase the pressure on the river Churn 
flood plain but would increase the pressure on the narrow roads connecting to 
Cirencester. 

 

 



Comment ID: 10837 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Stuart 

Comment: This flies in the face of everything that has been promoted in previous CDC 
Plans. 

 

The only reason that Siddington is being allocated 1,100 new homes is because it 
happens to lie outside the boundary for the National Landscape. The idea that this 
development would be sustainable is misguided, due to the lack of transport, services 
and infrastructure. 

 

CDC needs to come clean and make a public admission that it intends to abandon good 
planning practice if it decides to allocate new houses to unsustainable sites.



Comment ID: 10840 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stuart 

Comment: Increasing housing density in rural locations is inappropriate and would 
destroy their rural character.



Comment ID: 10846 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart 

Comment: No. A massive expansion of Siddington would merge it with Cirencester, 
overwhelm rural infrastructure, increase flood risk and destroy the village's rural 
identity.



Comment ID: 10848 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Stuart 

Comment: The plan should consider the following: 

The incorrect Principal Settlement classification 

The protection of the village identity 

Flood resilience and the associated increased potential for economic and emotional 
damage  

Rural infrastructure limits 

The importance of the green buffer zone separating the village of Siddington and the 
market town of Cirencester. 



Comment ID: 10857 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Stuart 

Comment: The vision is wholly commendable, but from the perspective of Siddington, 
the proposals: 

Do not deliver a sustainable community;  

Involve development that shows little regard for environmental stewardship; 

Impact negatively on the character and heritage of the village; 

Provide zero employment opportunities in Siddington;  

Provide no essential facilities; 

Are unlikely to provide infrastructure and essential transport networks; 

Will involve a disproportionate growth in the village; 

will reduce the surrounding green space so essential for mental and physical recreation 
and wellbeing.



Comment ID: 9752 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart Hamilton 

Comment: I wish to express strong concerns about the scale and density of 
development proposed for the North Cotswolds in the emerging Local Plan. The area 
does not have the infrastructure, employment base, or public services to support the 
level of growth currently envisaged. 

The North Cotswolds is not a major employment centre. Large‑scale housing 
development here will inevitably create a commuter belt, with most new residents 
travelling to Oxford, Cheltenham, Stratford, Warwick, and beyond. This directly 
contradicts the plan’s sustainability objectives and increases reliance on private cars. 

Road infrastructure is already under severe pressure. Moreton‑in‑Marsh and 
Stow‑on‑the‑Wold experience daily congestion on the A429, A44, and surrounding 
routes. Without major investment—including serious consideration of bypass 
provision—additional development will worsen traffic, air quality, and road safety. 

Healthcare provision is overstretched. GP surgeries are at capacity, and the nearest 
24/7 emergency care is over 30 miles away. Increasing population without guaranteed 
healthcare investment poses clear risks. 

Flood risk remains a major concern. Moreton’s 2007 flooding demonstrated the 
vulnerability of local drainage systems. Many proposed sites lie within sensitive 
catchments where additional hard surfacing will increase runoff and heighten flood risk. 

Education capacity is insufficient. Primary schools are oversubscribed, and there is no 
local secondary provision for over‑11s without bussing pupils long distances. 
Development without funded school expansion is unsustainable. 

The area’s topography and dispersed settlement pattern limit realistic alternatives to 
car travel. Public transport is infrequent and cannot absorb significant growth. 
High‑density development also risks eroding community cohesion and harming the 
nationally important landscape. 

For these reasons, the proposed development density in the North Cotswolds is neither 
proportionate nor sustainable. A more balanced distribution of growth—aligned with 
employment centres and existing infrastructure—would better meet the district’s 
long‑term needs. 



Comment ID: 10926 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Stuart Locke 

Comment: There is a very high proportion of the new housing allocated to the South 
Cotswolds. Surely to have less impact on all communities and infrastructure the 
housing requirements should be spread more evenly across the district.



Comment ID: 9553 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Setting a target ignoring the National Landscape percentage area in the 
Cotswolds results in that target being unachievable. Getting close to it then unfairly 
swamps villages such as Preston with a hugely disproportionate number simply wiping 
these villages from existence. Any final plan must surely reflect these facts and set an 
achievable target.



Comment ID: 9554 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: 2.4 - Other authorities must be contacted as an early stage action of this 
process. Reviewing all the options put forward this is clearly the only action that can be 
taken given the disproportionate amount of National Landscape.



Comment ID: 9555 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Other locations must be found beyond the options currently proposed. 
Preston village proposals fundamentally destroy the village itself. Preservation of the 
village and its community, its character and appearance have to be maintained in any 
agreed plan, with expansion proportionate to keep the village's character.



Comment ID: 9564 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Preston Village is not a town centre and does not have good transport links. 
It is entirely unsuitable for high density development. Given the example given for what 
is suitable for high density development, it must be clearly stated in any strategy that it 
is not suitable for these reasons. Preston requires low density development nearby to 
keep the character of the area, with the green buffer remaining to separate any 
development and retain the village itself, without which it would be swallowed into a 
mass urban sprawl.



Comment ID: 9567 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Other locations must be found beyond the options currently proposed. All 
Preston village proposals fundamentally destroy the village itself. Preservation of the 
village and its community, its character and appearance have to be maintained in any 
agreed plan, with expansion proportionate to keep the village's character.



Comment ID: 9568 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Kingshill Lane leaving Preston already provides a congested point in the road 
network, as does the Tesco roundabout. Significant infrastructure work would be 
needed as part of any development. Current the only pedestrian exit from the village is 
across Preston Toll Bar, where pedestrians have to look back across a fast, busy road 
and an adjacent junction to run the risk of crossing. Drivers exiting Kingshill Lane also 
have to look for fast moving traffic from the right and look back to the left pavement to 
avoid any risk of colliding with pedestrians. This junction is not suitable for the 
increased risk associated with development. 

The Kingshill junction at Preston Toll Bar also regularly floods as the drains and fields fail 
to cope with the rainfall. The pedestrian route from there to Tesco also cannot cope with 
the route closed in the past week resulting in no route at all without a car. Significant 
investment would be needed as this would of course worsen with further development. 

In summary a high level of investment would be needed as part of any plan to ensure 
increased flooding risks are alleviated, pedestrian safety is addressed and the village 
does not become a route to avoid the main roads and Tesco roundabout congestion.



Comment ID: 9569 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Preston Village is not a town centre and does not have good transport links. 
It is entirely unsuitable for high density development. Given the example given for what 
is suitable for high density development, it must be clearly stated in any strategy that it 
is not suitable for these reasons. Preston requires low density development nearby to 
keep the character of the area, with the green buffer remaining to separate any 
development and retain the village itself, without which it would be swallowed into a 
mass urban sprawl



Comment ID: 9556 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Preston village has forever had development plans accepting that with its 
village life and character, it should not be adjoined to Cirencester and the green buffer 
that so clearly separates it as a village shall be maintained. Any development must 
retain these core principles to prevent a material impact on the area both visually and 
from a community perspective. It's current character, appearance and scale means any 
development plans must be in proportion to maintain these key components of a 
village.



Comment ID: 9560 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Stuart McAllister 

Comment: Kingshill Lane leaving Preston already provides a congested point in the road 
network, as does the Tesco roundabout. Significant infrastructure work would be 
needed as part of any development. Current the only pedestrian exit from the village is 
across Preston Toll Bar, where pedestrians have to look back across a fast, busy road 
and an adjacent junction to run the risk of crossing. Drivers exiting Kingshill Lane also 
have to look for fast moving traffic from the right and look back to the left pavement to 
avoid any risk of colliding with pedestrians. This junction is not suitable for the 
increased risk associated with development. 

The Kingshill junction at Preston Toll Bar also regularly floods as the drains and fields fail 
to cope with the rainfall. The pedestrian route from there to Tesco also cannot cope with 
the route  closed in the past week resulting in no route at all without a car. Significant 
investment would be needed as this would of course worsen with further development. 

In summary a high level of investment would be needed as part of any plan to ensure 
increased flooding risks are alleviated, pedestrian safety is addressed and the village 
does not become a route to avoid the main roads and Tesco roundabout congestion.



Comment ID: 10013 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: A combination of 3, 4 and 6. 

 

Development should be focussed on main service areas with good public and road 
transport. Consideration should be given to all such areas regardless of whether they sit 
in the AONB or not - given the preferred scenario continues to dump the vast majority of 
the housing requirements on the Wiltshire border while leaving the rest of the District 
untouched. 

 

In any case significant commitments to improved road and public transport 
infrastructure should be secured and implements in advance of development.



Comment ID: 10014 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: It would have been helpful to define how the council is using the term 
"sustainable here" given can mean different things 

 

All development should be as environmentally neutral and sympathetic to existing 
developments as possible. 

 

Development should meet the needs of the area not just tick boxes. Thus focus should 
be on where people want to live for 1) work and 2) transport capability, not just where it 
is easier for the council to put extra houses on a map.  

 

We shouldn't just be building large houses tacked onto our rural villages for people to 
retire to/second-home-owners 

 

In particular, development near the population centres of Gloucester, Cheltenham, 
Stroud, Stratford and the Severn would be far more useful than around Fairford and 
Lechlade!



Comment ID: 10015 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: Strongly support. 

 

If we need more homes to support a growing population we should look at the needs of 
our district. This should be focussed on keeping young people in the area with 
(relatively) affordable homes and should be in areas near to where job creation will be 
happening (i.e. nearer to the large cities and towns to the west of our district).



Comment ID: 10016 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: We should be more creative with our developments - rather than identikit 
houses arranged around identikit street layouts we see throughout the district, why not 
design more interesting places for people to live.  

 

People will object less to three/four storey buildings if they are interesting and cohesive 
to the natural and built environment. 



Comment ID: 10024 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: It is difficult to see the justification for the expansion of Ampney Crucis to 
the degree suggested. It sits as a small, attractive village on its own with minimal 
community infrastructure or public transport availble. There will be little employment 
available in the surrounding area and the feeling of the Ampneys as a whole will be 
substantiall changed by this development.



Comment ID: 10028 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: Given the significant concentration of development proposed in the Fairford, 
Ampney Crucis and Down Ampney triangle - please make sure an appropriate highways 
strategy is implemented and adopted - including for the significant heavy traffic that will 
be required for the developments themselves.  

 

In particular: 

 

The main route from Fairford to the M4 currently runs through the centre of Meysey 
Hampton, Down Ampney and Latton and the route west to Cirencester runs through the 
centre of Poulton. Through these villages the road is narrow and between them the 
roads are in awful condition.  

 

Additionally, the road through Down Ampney (and the alternative route via Marston 
Meysey) regularly floods. 

 

A better route between Fairford to the A419 near Cricklade should be established which 
bypasses Meysey Hampton and Latton and integrates into/with access from the new 
developments at Down Ampney and/or Driffield to reduce through traffic from the 
middle of the historic villages. 

 

This road should be wider, less bumpy, more resilient to frequent traffic and importantly 
built on higher embankments with good drainage to ensure remains open all year 
around. 



Comment ID: 10031 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: Little information is provided as to where new development at Down 
Ampney is to be provided. We should ensure our plans are linked up are we with future 
development plans in North Wiltshire for Cricklade, Marston Meysey, etc.



Comment ID: 10032 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: Both water and electicity have failed in recent years across the Fairford area, 
in addition to the well publicised sewage issues. Assurances should be given that 
utilities will be sufficiently upgraded before development starts to ensure no further 
issues for current residents.



Comment ID: 10020 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: Given the significant concentration of development proposed in the Fairford, 
Ampney Crucis and Down Ampney triangle - please make sure an appropriate highways 
strategy is implemented and adopted - including for the significant heavy traffic that will 
be required for the devlopments themselves.  

 

In particular: 

 

The main route from Fairford to the M4 currently runs through the centre of Meysey 
Hampton, Down Ampney and Latton and the route west to Cirencester runs through the 
centre of Poulton. Through these villages the road is narrow and between them the 
roads are in awful condition.  

 

Additionally, the road through Down Ampney (and the alternative route via Marston 
Meysey) regularly floods. 

 

A better route between Fairford to the A419 near Cricklade should be established which 
bypasses Meysey Hampton and Latton and integrates into/with access from the new 
developments at Down Ampney and/or Driffield to reduce through traffic from the 
middle of the historic villages. 

 

This road should be wider, less bumpy, more resilient to frequent traffic and importantly 
built on higher embankments with good drainage to ensure remains open all year 
around.



Comment ID: 10009 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: Both public transport and road condition is woeful across the district but 
particularly in the south-east corner around Fairford, Lechlade and the Ampneys where 
much of the proposed development is focussed. 

 

The opportunity should be taken to integrate improved transit into the regime in support 
these developments rather than just dismissing the option because that transit doesn't 
currently exist.  

 

e.g. requiring developers to subside regular reliable bus transport all the way along the 
route from Lechlade (or potentially beyond into Oxford i.e. Burford) to Cirencester and 
Kemble/Swindon - in my view this would be a much better use of funds than the 
proposed light railway that would just terminate in Cirencester. 

 

building better quality (i.e. wider, more resilient and less prone to flooding) new road 
routes so the main transport to the new developments do not go through the centre of 
old villages/towns (e.g Poulton, Down Ampney, Meysey Hampton, Fairford, Lechlade)



Comment ID: 10010 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Stuart Richardson 

Comment: I think we should challenge ourselves on this assertion. There is plenty of 
"brown-field" across the AONB which is of little aesthetic or scientific value, where 
building high-quality developments, sympathetic with the surroundings would be far 
preferable than totally destroying the character of the small section of the district 
focussed around Cirencester not inside the AONB which includes many small villages 
equal to those inside the AONB.



Comment ID: 9658 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: Increasing density appears difficult given the rural nature of the area. Larger 
settlements maybe able to accommodate taller buildings however in more rural settings 
that are characterised by open spaces between houses / groups of buildings, increased 
density is unlikely to be satisfactory.



Comment ID: 9663 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: Scenario 5, allocating development to existing settlements ensures there is 
both basic infrastructure to new residents while providing the opportunity of service 
improvements to existing residents over time. The benefits of development should not 
be focussed solely on main settlements noting modern work practices that do not 
always involve a commute to an office etc al.



Comment ID: 9664 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: No, the Councils approach appears to be considered and holistic, the 
opportunity for some development (through windfalls) should be considered (maybe 
with a softening of policy in this areas to have the door to development half open (i.e. 
reuse existing buildings etc) but appears unlikely to significantly contribute to the 
housing (etc) need.



Comment ID: 9666 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: In limited circumstances where facility's exist to compensate for lack of 
indoor our outside space. With that said, a nearby laundrette is unlikely to be sufficient 
offset for a smaller kitchen with no washer space or drying area and so quality of life for 
residents and their neighbours should be carefully weighed against what's is being 
preserved. It might be that low value 'green space' is less important that higher quality 
buildings. I am not convinced by the argument that 'the whole of the countryside is 
going to be built up on' and so higher density in towns may be appropriate (i.e. to provide 
sheltered units close to medical etc services) but is less likely to be appropriate in more 
rural settings to afford better quality living space.



Comment ID: 9668 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: Cirencester - provision of a new southern distributer road to allow traffic to 
avoid the town centre. maybe from opposite the RAU on Tetbury Road and towards the 
South Cerny airfield area to remove traffic from town.



Comment ID: 9669 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: I fear this question has been overlooked by those seeking to object to 
development. The headings of infrastructure etc seem to be complete, delivery will of 
course vary from site allocation to site allocation and its intended housing stock mix; 
smaller schemes may have little need of new infrastructure where as larger sites could 
see a need for school spaces, healthcare, roads (on and off site) etc.



Comment ID: 9671 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: I agree with the vision and objectives. No new points to add.



Comment ID: 9660 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Stuart Wellman 

Comment: Building on existing settlements is hoped to bring infrastructure needs 
forward in those areas such as waste water management, road improvements and 
employment / local facilities (eg shop / medical / bus).



Comment ID: 8794 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: Options 3 or 4



Comment ID: 8795 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: No. Development that is unsustainable puts huge and unneccessary strain 
on existing inhabitants and infrastructure



Comment ID: 8796 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: It is certainly a possibility, but not in communities where such developments 
do not already exist e.g. not sticking a block of flats in a rural community. The unique 
character of any settlement should be maintained wherever possible.



Comment ID: 8797 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: I broadly agree with the objectives, however, consideration should be given 
to the impact of changes and development to the existing environments. For example, 
in Down Ampney we have lost habitats for wildlife to new housing causing the 
displacement of many animals (we've had rodent problems around the housing 
developments). There has been an increase in flooding in the centre of the village. The 
amount of traffic though the village has increased. The constant noise and mess from 
the building works has caused significant stress to villagers and their pets. Some 
homeowners have reported damage to their homes believed to be caused by vibration 
from nearby building works. All these 'small' things add up to cause stress and expense 
to existing inhabitants of what was a quiet village.



Comment ID: 8790 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: This seems the most logical solution as it is the most sustainable with 
infrastructure already in place.



Comment ID: 8791 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: Again, a sustainable option with infrastructure already in place



Comment ID: 8793 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Su Moody 

Comment: As a village (Down Ampney) that has already undergone considerable 
development it is not sustainable to have further development in non-principal 
locations and village clusters. Not only does it destroy the very thing that makes these 
villages so attractive, but it is simply unsustainable. In Down Ampney we have ancient 
sewers that should have been updated 90 years ago, leading to flooding in even 
moderatly heavy rain. Building has taken place on the fields in the village that were 
soakaways before. We have no employment in the village, nor any public transport to 
speak of, the village primary school is at capacity, and what few amenities we do have 
(football club, village hall and village shop) are all run by volunteers. Any further 
development in the village is simply not sustainable.



Comment ID: 10472 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: My preferred option would be either  

i) Scenario 6 because it would not result in the decimation of those towns/villages 
unlucky enough not to be within the current Cotswolds National Landscape and would 
enable smaller developments which would not impact the Cotswolds as a whole as 
much as large scale developments in concentrated areas and would achieve 104% of 
the Government target; or 

ii) Scenario 3 because it makes more sense to develop around Main Service Centres 
rather than rural locations where the infrastructure does not exist. We were told at the 
local consultation meeting that it was up to the residents to chase developers for the 
required infrastructure and was not part of CDC's responsibility. I sincerely hope that 
isn't true because if it is, I can see we're just the scapegoats for achieving targets and 
no-one at CDC really cares what impact your decisions will have.



Comment ID: 10479 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: I do not support increasing density in developments unless it is in areas 
which can support the building of tower blocks without it affecting the landscape ie in a 
large town. Smaller houses and gardens is not ideal either, especially in a rural area as, 
again, these are more suited to urban areas. The Government is apparently also 
suggesting that in future developers should build houses with only one parking space to 
encourage people to walk, cycle or use public transport instead of a car. This most 
definitely does not work in rural areas where it's often impossible to walk due to lack of 
a footpath, cycle due to dangerous road conditions, and lack of decent public transport, 
and just results in cars being parked erratically in roads due to lack of space.



Comment ID: 10506 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: Unfortunately, I do not believe that you will be able to deliver your revised 
vision and objectives.  

It all sounds great on paper, but you won't be able to reduce transport emissions in rural 
areas unless you provide a viable alternative to using the car. I have read that 
Gloucestershire County Council is looking to cut bus services, so not exactly what we 
are being sold in your vision for the Local Plan. 

You plan to practically double the size of Fairford by 2043, BUT you won't stop people 
using their cars because its the only way to get to main service centres where  
employment, hospitals, and the main facilities are located. You need buses that run 
regularly during the day and in the evenings, including Sundays.  

If you go ahead with Scenario 5, the majority of green spaces in Fairford and the 
surrounding areas will have been built on. Plus because you have allowed vacant High 
street premises to be converted into homes rather than encouraging new businesses to 
the area, the vitality and viability of Fairford as a town centre is already diminished. I 
would be interested to know how doubling the number of properties in a small town can 
improve its vitality. 

 

If the Councils are merging in the near future, would that not mean that the areas that 
you can choose for development will cover a larger area? As such, rather than each 
current individual council submitting their own Local Plan for their immediate areas, 
would it not be possible to work together and fulfil the required targets in a more 
constructive way to provide the best solution to the housing requirements? 

 

I fully understand and accept the need for the provision of housing and support small 
scale developments which are in keeping with the Cotswolds towns and villages and 
provide the necessary infrastructure to support the increasing demands.  

 

However, in all honesty, I feel that none of the suggested scenarios are a particularly 
good option, considering the very restricted areas that the development plans have 
been concentrated on. You simply cannot develop these areas in such high density and 
suggest that it will not impact the environment or the health and wellbeing of the 
residents.



Comment ID: 10333 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: This Scenario makes the most sense to me because occupants of new 
housing developments need to have access to broad range of services and facilities, 
good public transport accessibility, and employment. A lot of the other options do not 
provide this.



Comment ID: 10335 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: Again, developing areas close to transport hubs such as train stations allows 
public mobility, rather than expanding other areas which are not close to reliable 
transport links.



Comment ID: 10417 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: Whilst this is your favoured scenario, your criteria does not always apply 
because some of the sites you are suggesting are not supported by the necessary 
infrastructure and facilities, including a genuine choice of transport modes.  

 

For example, Fairford has a GP surgery which is already at breaking point and struggling 
to serve the current population; the primary school is full; the bus service is very limited 
and, as a non driver, it would take me 2-2.5 hours each way using several different 
buses to reach hospital appointments in either Swindon or Gloucester. Fairford's former 
hospital is unfortunately now just a base for district nurses with only occasional clinics 
being held there, and Cirencester Hospital is gradually being downgraded/closed at a 
time when it should be being redeveloped to support the planned growth in population 
in Cirencester and the surrounding villages. It appears that most residents choose to 
drive rather than walk around Fairford, so the High Street and London Street are often 
choc a block with traffic and/or parked cars. Plus the A417, which on paper looks like a 
main road, actually goes down to single file between historic buildings on the London 
Street/Bridge Street section. It must be the narrowest A road in England! So, unless 
there are major plans to build a by-pass, at least one other school (or limit the existing 
one to Fairford residents only), and provide more healthcare facilities, plus a new 
sewerage treatment plant to replace the current one which cannot cope with current 
demand and regularly spews raw sewage into the River Coln, Fairford would be unable 
to cope with development on the scale that you are planning. Just because the local 
landowner has eagerly offered the land for large scale development, it doesn't mean the 
location is fit for that purpose.



Comment ID: 10451 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: It is surprising that not all areas within the CDC boundary are classed as 
Cotswolds National Landscape. I understand that the Commission Officer in 1980's 
decided that although the areas you have highlighted for development had Cotswold 
characteristics, particularly drystone walls and buildings in Cotswold vernacular, the 
quality of the landscape was lower than elsewhere purely because of large intensively 
farmed fields with little tree cover. That decision was made a long time ago, does that 
description of these areas still apply in 2026?  

 

Whilst I appreciate you can see this as a way to fulfil your revised Government quota, it 
seems extremely unjust that the majority of the large scale developments are being 
squeezed into the small areas outside the Cotswold National Landscape which were 
deemed inferior to the adjacent areas purely because of the agricultural practices in the 
area at the time. These areas still have Cotswold features which attract so many visitors 
every year. Large scale developments in these areas would destroy the things that make 
these areas so attractive, it would be much less impactful on the environment and 
people's enjoyment of the area if smaller developments in more locations were 
planned.



Comment ID: 9102 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: The Vision does not reflect the demographics of the Cotswolds and should 
make reference to the fact that the Cotswolds have a significantly older population so 
housing should reflect this



Comment ID: 9099 

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

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: Why has Northleach have a very low allocation compared to all the other 
principal towns?



Comment ID: 9093 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: Scenario is the only option that meets the Council's needs to met the 
housing targets



Comment ID: 9092 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: No there is no rationale for this



Comment ID: 9095 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: I would support the provision of higher density housing in areas where there 
is already housing of this type. Many Cotswold towns and villages have three storey 
buildings with courtyard gardens. I would support greater provision of retirement flats 
and starter homes in towns where there is a greater need.



Comment ID: 9100 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: Any large housing developments will need infrastructure such as public 
transport, access to health services, leisure facilities, education



Comment ID: 9101 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: The Council should consider the building of new towns with all the facilities 
than people need rather than extending existing towns that are stretched to capacity



Comment ID: 9103 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: Objective c should include the word targeted when referring to housing. We 
need more housing that is suited to older people and young people looking for starter 
homes. We do not need any more 4/5 bedroom detached houses.  

 

Objective c needs to include a statement about reducing the number of second homes 
to allow for greater housing provision to those that need it



Comment ID: 9091 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: Sue Prichard 

Comment: How can Scenario 5 be the council's preferred option if the density of 
housing is more suited to inner London than the Cotswolds. Why wouldn't Scenario 7 be 
a more suitable option in terms of density of housing and numbers provided?



Comment ID: 10380 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Susan badger 

Comment: Scenario 5 is my preferred strategy. It allows for building growth but takes 
amenities, infrastructure, historic relevance and fits in with the national planning policy



Comment ID: 10383 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Susan badger 

Comment: No. If it’s unsustainable then it shouldn’t be considered



Comment ID: 10398 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Susan badger 

Comment: I would support increasing housing density in developments such as smaller 
houses and gardens, more flats, but not higher buildings. This would be beneficial to 
first time buyers and small families. It would allow buyers to eventually move to a larger 
property releasing the current one to other first time buyers. Flats are ideal for singles 
and couples with no families at present. Higher building would be out of place in the 
Cotswolds



Comment ID: 10234 

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

Name: Susan Lipthorpe 

Comment: The selection of Moreton -in-Marsh for excessive new housing development 
is predicated on the so-called good transport links. Sadly, public transport is not an 
option for many people who continue to drive everywhere and the traffic jams are a 
common occurrence. The new bike stores are under used. Commuting by train is 
presumably only an option for those who work in central Oxford or with suitable public 
transport at the end of their commute.



Comment ID: 10235 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Susan Lipthorpe 

Comment: The levels of proposed development are not sustainable. It is ridiculous that 
housing targets from central government have by necessity to be crammed into smaller 
areas around the national landscape areas. As so much of CDC is within that landscape 
surely the levels of housing in the so-called permitted areas should reduced 
accordingly. If the area around the national landscape is crammed with new builds the 
charm and beauty of the public realm would be lost. It will deter visitors and tourists 
from coming to spend their money in the area, causing business failures and a big 
decline in the economy.



Comment ID: 10826 

Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: We need to have more safe cycle routes linking Moreton, Stow and Bourton.  
Side roads and becoming too dangerous.  There are no footpaths outside the towns.  We 
never get any investment in cycling and walking routes out here (north cots), just more 
and more traffic to drive more people into cars.



Comment ID: 10827 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: Housing prices put off working age adults, if there is work local in the north 
Cotswolds people drive for miles to work here.



Comment ID: 10821 

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

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: Isnt there a problem with radion gas round the cotswolds? have you thought 
of thate



Comment ID: 10825 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: Emergency health care is a problem in Moreton and the North cotswolds.  It 
is as far away from an Emergency Department as it is possible to get.  Gloucester Royal 
is over an hour with normal traffic.  Banbury, Warwick, Oxford and Worcester hospitals 
are all about 1 hr away.  The North Cotswold Hospital is never going to deliver A&E or 
specialist care.   Ambulance response times have always been slow.



Comment ID: 10829 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: What will be dones to upgrade the sewerage systems to cope with the 
massive increase in houses in Moreton?  the Sewage system dose not cope now, it gets 
into the Evenlode river.



Comment ID: 10815 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: 2 as the homes are more dispersed.   

We need to promote intergration and inclusive community



Comment ID: 10819 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: No because targets are likely to change and priority should be focused 
elsewhere like sustainable food production locally, health, wellbeing and education



Comment ID: 10820 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: Definately smaller affordable homes, there are enough mansions and grand 
properties in the north Cotswolds already



Comment ID: 10831 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: We need to get funds for Children's education in rural communities.   

Support for community shops. 

Transport -  Footways on rural roads to give people the option to walk between 
conurbations without being run over.  

Cycle path from Bourton to Moreton along the fosse way.



Comment ID: 10836 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: Yes i agree. But we need targets for achieving leisure, walking and cycling 
facilities as there things wont happen.  Its no good just saying 'we are committed to..,,,  

There are targets for how many houses, what about how many miles of new cycle track 
or foot paths?



Comment ID: 10797 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: Public transport is not good and residents have to rely on owning a car for 
transport, leading to congested minor roads and there are insufficient major trunk roads 
serving the area.



Comment ID: 10808 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Susan Luckett 

Comment: To increase the number of homes in  Moreton in Marsh as proposed would 
require vastly improved road and transport infrastructure to link the are with the rest of 
the county. The fosseway can not cope with the traffic on it now as people use it as a 
major route from the midlands.  Minor roads are becoming rat runs; it is no longer safe 
to cycle between villages and the local towns.  Busses ae held up in traffic and unable 
to keep to time,



Comment ID: 10876 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Suzan Gunnee 

Comment: I recognise the need for additional housing, but I have significant concerns 
about the Council’s Preferred Option for the Spatial Strategy, which proposes significant 
growth around Cirencester, including Down Ampney, the strategic extension north of 
Ampney Crucis, and Driffield. 

This option places disproportionate growth pressure on Cirencester and surrounding 
villages, without sufficient evidence that infrastructure, public transport, environmental 
capacity, or genuinely affordable housing can be delivered alongside the proposed 
scale of growth. 

The preferred option appears overly reliant on car-based development, optimistic 
infrastructure assumptions, and dispersed village growth that risks long-term harm to 
the character and sustainability of the area. I urge the Council to explore alternative 
distributions that better balance housing needs with infrastructure capacity, 
environmental protection, and the character of local communities.



Comment ID: 10877 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Suzan Gunnee 

Comment: The South Cotswolds map showing “indicative additional new homes” 
illustrates a high concentration of housing allocations around Cirencester, Down 
Ampney, north of Ampney Crucis, and Driffield. 

This raises concerns about: 

Unequal distribution of development pressure across the district 

Increased cumulative impact on environmentally sensitive areas and villages 

Lack of clear justification for why this area should accommodate such a large share of 
growth 

If the map is intended as indicative only, greater clarity is needed. If it reflects the 
Council’s direction of travel, stronger evidence is required to justify this distribution and 
demonstrate it is sustainable in terms of infrastructure, transport, environmental 
protection, and village character.



Comment ID: 10880 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Suzan Gunnee 

Comment: The preferred spatial strategy and associated development locations will 
place significant strain on existing infrastructure in Cirencester and surrounding 
villages: 

Roads are already congested at peak times, and proposed improvements are not clearly 
deliverable in line with housing. 

Healthcare (GP and NHS) provision is already limited, and there is no evidence of 
expansion sufficient to meet additional population. 

Public transport is infrequent, indirect, and vulnerable to reductions; dispersing growth 
to villages like Down Ampney, Ampney Crucis, and Driffield will increase car 
dependency, contrary to sustainability objectives. 

Additionally, the proposals do not adequately address flood risk, surface water 
drainage, or sewage capacity. Existing infrastructure is under strain, and climate change 
increases the likelihood of extreme rainfall events. The plan lacks sufficient reassurance 
that water and sewage services can cope with dispersed village growth.



Comment ID: 10881 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Suzan Gunnee 

Comment: The Preferred Option mentions provision of affordable housing, but 
experience shows that in practice: 

“Affordable” homes are often priced beyond the reach of local people 

Viability arguments frequently reduce delivery 

Housing does not reflect local wages or actual community needs 

Without stronger safeguards and enforceable mechanisms, the proposed 
developments risk delivering primarily market housing, failing to meet genuine local 
needs in Cirencester and the surrounding villages.



Comment ID: 10884 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Suzan Gunnee 

Comment: Cirencester and surrounding villages affected by the Preferred Option lie 
within, or form part of the setting of, the Cotswolds National Landscape (formerly 
AONB). The Council has a statutory duty to conserve and enhance natural beauty, 
which must be afforded great weight in decision-making. 

The scale and distribution of development proposed around Down Ampney, Ampney 
Crucis, and Driffield risks: 

Harm to the landscape character and tranquillity of the National Landscape 

Incremental erosion of its setting 

Cumulative impacts from multiple developments near Cirencester 

The plan does not demonstrate that less harmful alternatives have been explored or 
that environmental protection is being prioritised over housing numbers.



Comment ID: 10885 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Suzan Gunnee 

Comment: I urge the Council to reconsider the scale and distribution of growth around 
Cirencester, strengthen commitments to infrastructure and transport delivery, ensure 
genuinely affordable housing provision, and give greater weight to cumulative 
environmental, flooding, sewage, and National Landscape impacts. 

Without these changes, the Preferred Option risks leaving Cirencester and its 
surrounding villages less sustainable, more congested, and environmentally degraded.



Comment ID: 9358 

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

Name: Suzanna 

Comment: When assessing potential sites can you please include potential land 
contamination.  Any potential sites around The Fire Service College in Moreton-in-Marsh 
should be fully tested for PFAS contamination to ensure appropriate remedial measures 
are implemented before building commences, this includes sites in the flood plain of 
tributaries leaving the college site.



Comment ID: 9355 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Suzanna 

Comment: Option 5 gives the widest scope



Comment ID: 9356 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Suzanna 

Comment: I would like to see the AONB protected, as far as is reasonably possible.  
When assessing the sustainability of a location for housing can the potential 
employment opportunities be taken into account?  Without suitable local employment, 
particularly for lower income roles, where people can't afford to commute, there will be 
an increase in rural poverty.  This is already seen in Moreton-in-Marsh where 21% of the 
children in the Primary School are eligible for free school meals and many others have 
parents with unpredictable work in the hospitality sector.



Comment ID: 9357 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Suzanna 

Comment: I do not agree with increasing housing density to the inner-city levels 
described.  Some density increases could be included, for example buildings that allow 
for multi-generational living. Smaller dwellings are likely to house people on lower 
incomes.  Without suitable local employment, particularly for lower income roles, 
where people can't afford to commute, there will be an increase in rural poverty. This is 
already seen in Moreton-in-Marsh where 21% of the children in the Primary School are 
eligible for free school meals and many others have parents with unpredictable work in 
the hospitality sector.



Comment ID: 9360 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Suzanna 

Comment: The map of Moreton-in-Marsh shows potential development to the north of 
the town, along the Todenham Road.  Any development in this area must not increase 
the risk of flooding in the town.  Water from this site should be diverted away from the 
town.



Comment ID: 9359 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: Suzanna 

Comment: Where do you think people moving into Moreton-in-Marsh will work? 

Where do you think 16 /17/18 years olds, living in Moreton-in-Marsh who are not staying 
in sixth form will go to college?



Comment ID: 9594 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Suzanne Lee 

Comment: Most development needs to be near existing Principal settlements.This 
needs to be done with sufficient infrastructure to be viable.



Comment ID: 821 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: S Charlton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7c65733d-4ba7-4c2e-bc94-1378ed4cc024/821_S_Charlton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=TevNr8IDwI5HY5sfzgJmon1lm3H8eZsMpSNtElqR09kAo0vUnC3y2eH0333SbVeP4zHPmB21ujfn~X2aQyKo3b3TibCuxlgBvWK4J81c~MxlNLIpY~TJOSZtOQBq4OQNDoDSi9Qx1krNRDddNxJZ-TvnI1SR8QHmdgtVnBEXrnW-u13DSNx~~balAOnduHcWYq-RlFppvALY0FfocE7977QqWlG5U6r4DkXW6XI3XFKq9q8GYvXg7ku5r0nalDLPWdhAms~y42XkiA63TkOKO-1o~M8hgLtbRQdZzV2SC8LRTGBErOqnYDEvz6IYBFdQ~-AOITiJG3-SPScxdlK6jg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 233 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: S J Passarelli 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/375bd1ac-d659-4845-8227-b9aecb16302a/233_S_J_Passarelli_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=kNXvuQbBsO-FPbSWuExO-laFGUML5fHbi8vH23Szi8Kd8n6Czgk9wFDiwSjj~0cyWGEMZA-cy~d11Syhz829hDlcGKWu4t-gB8MnIiEpck4z2GlaDNe2HQFznHPRKH6ELorLiOohKZJL2qorovQTR8iOVZB1NCl2pTEEj98yWFU0xpUjwnT3wDIknnnH4tGnAHZion8reSStTlKIxZS6JR1EWGyL5ErBNPet~2CtGhiIDQyPZ267qf2oPliP3fUQhI-NPmlxi-2UZ2Fmi0BzdJHZZvSK-TzMwS9UEPWC1gq8Gah0pVGD4IiM~rAunCqc06jqwlqg10ruTJ-HKVGZSg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 840 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sally Fisher 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9bfd8697-46c4-45ba-b2c5-fe0c4bb48131/840_Sally_Fisher_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jQDKHtQ~EStVBG5uTd2zQ8wY0XiJPx014vXrEr1GWg3Pd8OcoVdkfTTF~9APk~ze6brAVAqfdoixh2gXPwgbe4jHG1vKbcxXUS4pUHnLlzYMFcsr9A4mCLwhTrXIBw2v1Z8q1T~rnsQpUhRy61sBd6kqfjDR8qh~BE2uZG8aOP~COQR-U8gHIBshgQEuX-fbvms9IicxDRrxt4TFv~PzWyff7gLRir2LREnR68YumhhWBpMWLTJbvoFmtnEyoJDqVPbGVv6473hGaEebiQ2gjcahlnK8gEir1lEHw4AL0zO~u3uXrVy7FnF~qV96soYcNKo5Nus8jeUSUbLvpg6XHA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 322 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sam Benson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2cfa8ea0-53a0-4739-bde9-467570221970/322_Sam_Benson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=PhQ18Br0xd1keNplL54zkNEWK2u7VCVUjD7E3NSOkVwgx9y3hz6We8i47WxDSejz-Ry86arVi1ZGb1nl3m020KlUjEqTKpXZu-rJvEcf~r2ebysWB31qsOrjIMUIxyelfSUOAazH8peckRjQ7q~HfLVri8gqdUsotkmCJdb9a8I6SRSY8ocC6z9l2AONmFnDIK09JdVVJiHNpjVhtI3OD~U6~FogFkOyY8kZBV35paPRRDwR~If1eG3dfmPv8VfdDOSbB4VfEwSPk6mVmWl1ZxsPDuTmQ57n7zWn0j5k87GLii8ALlg238t0D-FlBY9Vbg~h5JApgR6P7WfI2YoWtA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 300 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Samuel Bishop 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/24d1161a-bfd1-4dad-8787-841aed82a79c/300_Samuel_Bishop_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=SN3ywefobKgpVy-433iGAC1gH1lumSIEd9kSL~Zk0Q6aAFMZY2lmB5Ypj~ZsdGZsaKd-4wyPTTbf0WkIMCjehHPEWiDHlmCoLUFRyH9Ir-jThhvwre2DHi0YAckcS3SuQMQWNCZJo608g7UAsQXIz5Nlc39s2~BFPyoAKC3T7pBup4qwvG50mNW9hUcQlU~XitiuDQQ4RC4NJb6RByX8hXSQIwPBFuN5udQ-5TiuaOt2XKp-5hsFT1LIRl2apWkRUqL~vnkMCdpqjbAoQtJPVgunEMkC49Y-tw8U5bDuZ3vafkN-2yTm1sxQOQirMRNvl2PL9R48Q7XYNvNIl0zpMg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 221 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sandie Sowler 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8c2e47f1-664d-44ae-b75f-38899bb4900d/221_Sandie_Sowler_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=ktL3dmlI6QOILAvCmV14c0DXG~D42~60DXImmHpQ757XqfdMhCk1yhnxse213p14lENDJ~nvKKfLHFDIKJv44d8AaGnTNp704Et6gbOd6BTgSyBRQe~KY3vCfP-HyiCSWOyUdeu50Q2qHhBB1Yixfhz0qP0khD0D8gguovMC2rSy7tX5pLh3cdilMKrWphhVb46~RsldB3sgzF9n~VqgmfAp-pSrV9mB3VcR~O0B0kphAgdZYkFQuC8su4xCkcShGyKg07SiiarHHQkWezCsMfMXlWh9yrjGU5tqu2qbCbxyoXiIDB5uzKVnJ-4jzNKYLvtODtPwy963GMHFqkaA5Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 820 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sandra Charlton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c8207403-a8ab-4355-9408-9909fb28db56/820_Sandra_Charlton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=a3yj6SYXqfkasP2RQ7CpHyv-THcL~oIIhyGJ4dh1bLNe1Z8-WGJvZigIHvIF9EEtrKms4nVQzvIAL7NWz-4tH~cniDVSWcPVOS~-EMB4jBqTld-i7ZetNf~ePY2T04m3FJFJMuc5vS2tS6nagKvqYQ0LIqVMj6bzKAR7hbtrzfIcZx1neDY69w0-oR-DtF6L1~mY9f5KLWh6L8SqlD1H1JcXn886sPdfx5JcYlJgzfQ2V6U0ONumC14tJhDWG4rVgWz-02Ip1S72jhYOrfKeNLjC4fMIRu34eImH~jVmD8TSttvSRGX~OkRbcfuEEL8~7Qm6oBNy0asvC0d2ADdJZw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 240 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sandra Holt 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bc634f63-90ad-4f58-b43a-cb0b86fdbe0b/240_Sandra_Holt_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=jN96NdKqdLCvL4XzoE61dYx4kSoSgbNRwUVYD-fMhMU3-lxPCcjY-VNFLO3m3Fg50hlMOOSXuvPopoMJom50TCtbptm84u3Y0H8ygJY7F1ujY~O811-y9Tby8XSttSTVQ7jXGtOfTlOKqnG0gnlOVIy0n8aYiX6~G6orLexRBTZIdM18UV5F0XloyzSAtdOzzw0lOCug2BYnY~VoHd1HBJj31ue5qGAuAhyB5wgILiBa00VkGKxT4mntdaeDg-gqxlLI9tDi-nSAc5BDooQR2J~~hR~p8GQCWUiURcbB9a~v1yUWCV1qCYBPsbgAGr1esWPtJiA0hsFbO94mj0hsuA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 373 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sanjay Saxena 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c5001958-c244-44a2-84c8-74673429df18/373_Sanjay_Saxena_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=pHGJos3hpAJR~pPLyC61Xgr6rv5ckURBp94GuJ3pjNKaMN5OK3f2rto2QOwxd21sNPQVbaOoHnbz9Vx46yWx3vqQih~NSBd7~xM5dbkfIbqqegvioXC0Q9ZQhz9uAXqx8iI1iZlEQZNd7fGWZoultetBlrIGg1WOSwxRX8GSc8T2ntRAfVPrM1TB3l~8~Xrbr~iHbCx1cCjDr8tpr-3RoQBl7bkowtsobGV73x9kYNgtw52Mq3nDNRTdW1NRGCNRlMFXiQHaDF~YuzHMHvVm~v~sU97sXk~QuNy7uI5gJ691~YbM0GfzXEdWGYgU7UZakut3dvLxIR-0VdHQReezcA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 551 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sanjay Saxena 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e21a9b24-09a7-427b-8eb9-389ba65190d0/551_Sanjay_Saxena_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=oeQyzWx7~Cq3grpR50ZTZG8X4WWrNNPt5X0oCzt1ulFRMX-2TCRkSYduFEpkfyav7kbKKg3gPeBvhQGe4GgUjRsrKx~NVa9VPhMdGQ-Eu5r~TPiBhNlFehVbQbYW4~Q6VFmshpKujMFp8UNmxXehVp9frBF-E4j-HUXzkRY6chfTTXE0IMVmtc8Or7byS8GknO48Uvv9ucop0~P7qVgMOShOxANZaE9qV1QkLqyQJe~3LYQAhQyEIfXg3qrMWiJG4m~eHGWi4tn7VOhFtk1RYA4c27DzEM-l-3AZX239FJk4ZEnL5uYpWp9JiRkASgZqDfvL7J4FQ4MTMRIyxwWs4A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 188 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah Borg 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5535694f-4888-489f-bd5e-5ce9c9c068b9/188_Sarah_Borg_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=moCz7D6UQlnNETCiNMg4x1CpbKCjO8ASUu~loB6SRBw5OB4NPHInHpuhDMG9YAbrtUK5CC4JaMVNdhApsZRVufjW9D69MCFSGEBnm7mVKzOi-1qd65WSwZ3KHvxWqjVbJoYEj7tpZmR5iER56wrhDEqq6dBrelXYKZTXGNdmGaQHktM2xo4aTCZhiJEMZI85JnJrwG1OfnHVA0XZD2wQvSKBJKJcdkgQChN7uumKRoy4G9cTEbBLZiiCQGNCquQ-V7yQHMSxxfS-uO~3tAUgLbtZi9UBH1kEmR1KdWEp4uAEVK2649cbt2nas7Xp83TSXAXc4qxdSY6Wp5bw82emEw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 817 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah Borg 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/902d39cc-2cc1-41d4-b5bf-9b39bbc42f12/817_Sarah_Borg_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=m~YDnpPw6H4TUhYuxih85lnqHkNzyVI0rTruqmiwDlGw5CSaLLVFWgVVz2IB36THvguHvKlnQGlxMORgKMNyurBjd3iRV9ni75PjNmcfASKpsXEJzBZhP-s10qYC5iWc90NRQhuY98bahwACp-0rvdx5NWK7HkYjRvDeQKmCtlYesRxVyOuR3lk88x7h2KfeT0I9cChQPK9IjJ2J4JiRfW-gM8hr8d4BdN7dB-8C4Im6WbQy5W5BgFzTmuygjZXaHoSqjLHJIMgOzSrtD-LF0CRBAonbNElgKhgYtkGk-JutHGjsjcBB3RkPBXryH3zucpBqSVCp4Czsgewy-k5fbg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 500 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah Cornwell 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c943f5c8-e035-455a-ae90-b75d2ef080a1/500_Sarah_Cornwell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=P0ShkIL4fAfeMx~Iu4S8DJO4n-CK-JPZKZlVxdBlgm~f54WLTh9WOelcidVwurnAFaUQkpPp61tqYaux2-Acxvsli602xDAuyr6CdJ-n1NmX38GitLJVwg43r5g3L3zu9kQlhdJ0qKUpc94oFdYZJJlH5slQNhM0TpiWnkgcJU~HUGKyW9v5S41irXjk92c6SSzsU-0avrH8FjmbJ5ljaXh523LzgnQaVNUwQNElsKMJ-SGNpJO9WyBHIySS8q61kmoNWlycy-dZcvExWeRY6CkGyueYop6IVCr3AgQ4BptCo3TfCb0m5ekF81UEGNxxpBiuJ32YuKkAqYFzckztbQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 514 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah Head 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8f573537-a69f-42e0-a641-8b6db6e63572/514_Sarah_Head_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=GrBT2O2zK2k-thA8At0WHnCqav8H2yRd9cqW-pBysIUvGBXvmAw~X91rrHtsK2CVkDKyY22f81oje2WxbNSu51JymqnzaWw2z-BnseVL4TTWG3TJ53buhNah8GIuGnPCneD4RPH4ICTBOaPc3GpQ1Wnedbf5cqsIt5DkxYWRR3QA3tMKJd~pGP3XuLp3pRgPyRQu4CbbAM8HBuvQcVG7mYMw8J2I2sSsgVc-KCXyhWWstWLuKe3ep80UcZ5P5-g6MtZ9lClKHyaefiuqSu6ILuZ--3clDUUp5FtSmTLXFGXklj0fA5SFnM~xx~0sKeQwvbJW4Qc4jCyGInortmGjBg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 550 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah Head 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/19f96c99-014f-4d3c-8e3e-f206735e283e/550_Sarah_Head_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=maYXwp1MZnDitsdM52y0l-WE~abK35C-TT5gg3dqtZ889twLX7L~yNbE1tIxjNnM1siLP0ccnclJXOakPKbWV3AvcFbzxdbLOC48O3D4ip9WULNrD-cqhlDkhXWeAsRXZwkiMhfR6E6GJw7ZgI9bNDQgCS0ynOnM9hAzUBLDJndejZPIsiVu1fbMrkkc2zneO6bXv3VBbRuxOZscpwKcKvTQUMgvkhJlEuRAL1s9ay8JRORmo15d9GtR365dPrJCNc6Kzkm0z4wXLtHh7pBXbrD58l6i30LUkEonRVeVRj6pzKsUDVPmNgAH1jUcEl5CMYm7zjSzNHlyzsTc5F8~vw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 416 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah MacGregor 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/24d60b6d-b67f-47cb-9f95-5a302e306227/416_Sarah_MacGregor_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=n9zDT8S1xMqS85D7UAARTyO4C-qUhF9ePXApOUPj~VJTHUD9HCS-1PNHJIALuGUB9MW8E0i1U8ofNtZPx3z7GXxH9O7KCn93isT6A1AwUWMmqQcEnpZgie2~f3mjogxh3F1L0PGzajCxw0SKvnatypx01Hlv83BRsCzrMSAcuZGnKOfH9MxWc3gkq5eFlCij~kRdvR7cPP~jiRqBHU1qf1VUp0QKx9AAmHrYriidf4xVzxFLk5qPy2H-RspgfCg8OJlcdkexCC0nbMr2t6bP2JkBzLHR~zJosKnAUMmxNCvIxR1F4c26tQjzFJvZ5FvLZJdGiKgjLLLmYWhFa9U0Aw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 680 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sarah Taylor 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bbf19a86-fdc9-49a1-8348-42760b952b60/680_Sarah_Taylor_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=KIUsPRoJd37deA6~bQHiylELSVNY2C0mXjGwewNuN1ovFrRJ7KLf688F5bHebBShAvrkeEF8fI-eCV1x3G15wR21CcAr0RBNwO7vfJQhu4cbEp1oMh8trkWINlbm52bvkEC6zoBQH-WRmmcEFvBtjMuA2~UwqRoOwfsKtWoQG3qb53VjXXo~QYGmt4DUEOWRvs~4tkWvg82osOoC9IL2j2TXONO1ybrxGPWl3Uy00gyY3MHW1cS4loCXtXsHsrHXYa8G~SLaaqc-oSDvP71A1Lzr5LM6HtR5C2dYu-SvjJv77BJIZHWA0BmOQx500e3eyLixINkacRmBIFMub4MCiA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 761 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Savills (UK) Limited 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/4e9058a7-2a6e-43d3-acbd-47a0415eb486/761_Savills__UK__Limited_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Fpjn1OTjBRnJ74gcrXqIMgPl94VJSeI229TIrIdstKgu7~VdlQQDKd~JAf5fA61OO8lJf3VW5ATrx0eSP94k2p-nd7jB4mrCPazKiWAQTT2qrg11KuROQpl~WKp9zPgwEBdylyqkhUrdJcVVbqsYM4XGsypYP1NhD55KJPlW3qgre0H-fuMTYh9S0X7bcEad3cuVRtvdyL6XD7I-gfshVQruf~0UKXDNtxvjEKF-zGPUD6NaXJFDRa25IkZBVyxdpF2SpEtHP-SkXj8NWjIaVPi79LGrZuC3R1rxGTrBquDpU3jwIHbDXs-tzxyOJOl3P53-XJvNSwdYTyA3gkSLeg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 649 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sean Kirby 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5246c33a-fab7-4c37-bfdd-f5f86788cb68/649_Sean_Kirby_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=xyU1qZQkJBkPtj3A9vGHtSwmSX~974f7RCRftDLPfGKi3akpjHsJatIMS28X~bNlIyNBzBM2yGld77-Qi~jKIjZFxRcAwIQ~G~28qrbQ5ju9F7OLbdKapp98Ih2mBflH0b9I7GTPaseU4j6aKZpVyS4cWioIFxPLzg2m5~ijG533qTTV213yjfHmC6C7csI2QrNWjoEAC6nCEPGD2h2WUo4On1YMf3RhnljE2OBZ6b1uAx63O2elNneXubhWKqt-7xofRWz1LEmnBVm9SLhnbNK9Cyo7TZx5wIOOAnjYAGtT9oCeDG7rYv6kr8Bi~kAPUjokAHnZN7YhB1WEcssxCg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 782 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sebastian Cooper 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/74256891-89f8-4161-b2a9-68fcaf93df64/782_Sebastian_Cooper_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=FMER6jplJ0kIGbjajlkDCTfZETCxTRQIUj2NoN0MBFuo-uB5zrSAIXmJT33egTkElkdBb04CT6Q8N0OgYq6G9sCEkKtFfveCQ3iEDuK5iIQDA3tnklzmD6HXMutCZ2E-JBc46leRo5bqfLIi2V6kcsselOsugkEJqgGyyAgT8nE9bNtMf~WgNUpC-zyWNq~Ng~3GyB3LsP~zE0T4Eq~84ue8O2ACGMCsr1pyCFVquKoZcxN3VO0ryF73kqyEsAVnpvYHwU5sDMtT1SCNrEp~KWLB0L9xGwURMjtdHRf5IA1ZVIVv1U1QYxbQLVXE9OKN5AOcdq8octc-eu7i~FZIeg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 185 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Serena Wallace-Turner 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/696d6ee5-4ce4-47a4-9f15-37b913ef4c40/185_Serena_Wallace-Turner_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=bgrHQEcg3Ocf8y~f7rlD2qO3NCfmFyiuDKO822yu9Z2S-r7CsaU~h3goCxdo397-y1qgQzpmWAQ4itcN4~F0xoPXQBNiLIuppwvoK3ZZiVWvFWX5ssMPTpjbLtM0KeS~VIWCzWI9ogMLB6xwtqPxnZNYE5WPyePQLONTOglrY9bdF5KbQEzwUURBC1P5-mSvsRbHr3onwdDiTCiW0Ky7w1zjNdMNXYSl5QZ3xikX3Vd5CxhVCUaApGjUFV0XGDFYb-4TaNUuuH4X36fP9rd4Kj7emEJItS1JobNoNc2nx~ATbB~5ZMyT~uMt6AuaySJ3UU~gFJPRu9En7labyRpKZA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 104 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: SF Planning Limited 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/21844f31-5e86-49a3-b1c7-adbe58a340fe/104_SF_Planning_Limited_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=yS6gOQjdrx33DIJtdUI55b2qg9Z~6kYBkddo7wkdLymY8r6Ms9cKsycnZKAhKGgWltGUfdzWb1qWV-9BV4THv~sBAmc7X0MC8EfAqyBs7CpZGtvjf8sOZborTHMSfU89PDPrIciUu72zA8Mh1EorMCIszp7HeAbb1fVgb2AMNp8G4sCXOeSjPL5qPANtQzVd4uYmvLzb9DH8KpqbFb~Z8vvqJDhDaOjj54CXNdzjAKHcMfzlu65N9db4sQdnp13AuHB9ljFJvzwW4bgjRvNcR4V1ZMG2Sb-qwGB8Lr~NNzeelJvolIb8jXqsP1Q3rwQS7qNq2gIKTjFK5O0I0SvC~Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 151 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: SF Planning Limited 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9e028c57-a625-477e-aefa-a95f85639338/151_SF_Planning_Limited_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=t~a8TkqcNctSM1ZeJvudS9ZF9MLIIeMAEZ8h9-aVEhxbuo4ck3Be4M5PxRJkhHNCNVMLZISdP3VTEJLHBidCkqJH-KZSxNCqTmF9aFX2h8TbQJQsMrPkmxutYDiUmRufJLJym-XwwhXuMhFM1Tsw~b5jqypuaDm6gqC6BNGGqzpimQebQIA89wKYRH1j-INwOBY4frkeLd3dq9fJCj0cM~H7juEpby978sVym7pXm0~EOqo6Ek8HoMWPg-7hwEzaquwHMPNmy8R1qkNahK6XjS5a6f0lLnXNIgVVTKv8f~V6LWCBtVkfb6VVe7I9J-ezbXE00pQUiFLSQVn3PWFJzw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 874 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sheila Robinson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/deaee72b-8082-4464-8f95-9791ed802464/874_Sheila_Robinson_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=Y76oK4pIbiwuiAXku~NniHS9ZK8K2vLB909y3aNbKiqRBdiouzgdKluWxR5wPI1Z9FwIcDy7Nu9VJAEM19qpJO7C7JTZbFCosGP7XacTxQvudfi5Gx-cdS13qC5XanwOvJtETJ4Ce5L4QrXgXCukXCrKNFsssx1A22tsMA1aiY3Ycjc6rf0D3rFuINY~R35FC4ZvevSgFBiMyxIoiGLe0L4HWIIre8pjiMRe~nsUkIEKy4y4GRqi4SsHiWwGRmrTXRcn-iuYsM8cuLCoZe8kfP711XsjNYCYrf73cUR2h0QAc3b4cx9uPURDRMNPQE3nXMNNCr9viJCBsyPI5vgRYQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 676 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Shipton-under-Wychwood Parish Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/045466e1-3393-4522-b0f5-0b2be40112ab/676_Shipton-under-Wychwood_Parish_Council_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=IwXs3z78xHnUxH7tzG89of4S4Ez8xiSdU2sP3b41BUpmtTcUndeGyB45wtRlHIDHKn5wtNtS3n15NQYb1E4R6A2qd4h2usM1fv1aMnY5aGOjJl5yRy4WTOw0ToXs64bmmnG3raBqW5fIN8g8UpdpebciAF1JP6k-075kp7VRDvgaKcjO1QdYERMvbVDfx12CyZyQd8k490AR3ccDqwBa82gM7Pf0qgVT8NVzlpCqs0ZtpBqHFKrrqMhtaEG5W4ACRtK6GJFegOIV~LrYcv~wR1K8qPUHgNyTNeBHZvmkCjhw9PzzHW8l9XUcELPCtLU~fiSzH08fTY1YquuTMRak7g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 280 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sian Defferary 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bf05d345-f84e-4425-becf-702fb687f274/280_Sian_Defferary_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=xYaBuRkNM0ximBPVSwDhSvpFem1G7reD35CWRKJpZieUpzFU5WKZ5QjHf-IxjSgAGfjzb6ATuxuhPwh2LU8vmGEMLKX1jEvuNWEmtBMJK1hlD~69OFuVMZc34V9e67LqGxQM3ReIkhoSOJrF8FGUZoF1zEtn9KqDNszh14LszvmBdsnX2W67zpCj8zL8T~-iGQrP4RGiSeb8deDjV8Se7wf2zgs5fM0zA7gHbNIOPAhiCebWKJEviGDRuo9gMKuELlYV-d4Fj2-83XsDeFCSYiwHIN3RfMm98PuCXTkeBkDVD3HbRMVhLhSroj6xWn~EAgWu6xAoup2pKPdNdIFSBw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 218 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sian James 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7df6b92e-9f56-40ec-8e28-d18aa2a64e4e/218_Sian_James_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=q8Je6ba1KMspcFeDNw3nwfNWrIzL~NrOcnFTulvJSP2GI06yNRkzbd-NvwhvEiKmw9OXusTNazijSCUDyPAb02fr-E0NCYWwKSTgL9Uut47e0jNPc4zFzdkOUs020TkrRDPHQCE5hIEc4PeyQqkon~011cFIyg1lOpcaLA9VR4PvXH4QZ1YrZMtAG2lUlH2Q26~rMiEwVwTcQYAD7tq1MPptFoFKWMQbsXklGlh9HHvEOUuclxX~UC53sb-thvQNg4En00rNvVv62SjCZlPrFCyR2bVt8aR~cyPHGUi68EHFOHSNhXCUtlM4xtcc34vDDT9egBXStp6MCQLeCCRyVA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 486 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Siddington Parish Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/21442ed3-30fc-443d-bb0b-10c1e3058c85/486_Siddington_Parish_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=He8ellY4IwoeRZNRVs0KBPkFnc-7QTuRyMJGKZvoeBrtiGW8cECLplDSAvN-JaeusHaSdFo-4~cAVb~XQ7LKy9EzE4ng0bbh7L32h2J4FbS31lhri-30aqchu73F6BjUZ1Il-N5uum0Fm8bGmPNroSbG67oC~Swsu7fm3UcaQY333osyKEIcY2-BnSFdouYxE1Vw5H9CzH6a3uc8hUsmMCCc-l4HIdHztgpXfsGslnngQQmUMByk~ze7y1NNsONdHsGgP6uuxON7nQJGzXJxZr3g9GV78u8zGL2k8uR6kn8LWP7-wpqMo6azlvv~xG~8D6TA8cqUk0OvJi10AR0JwQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 408 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Beale 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1e7a529f-db05-46d8-accc-efbba9015e97/408_Simon_Beale_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=GyjwnxR~MOZDJci9TUgyW-40vgGSC1xNOzhQWN1LfxLDMNDNgn~LcmIX67aFUeKjKi5ke2MwokJCTy5UPTniWSW7xF73EvCeCoDT75IxK6rUURFtkeF7BIf04WXRgHNGhSIioYdg7ZsJa8wZShfTwIxX4cnoTE40p905SjrjgXtXqofMf2r22~FYIuz~DlQEgxxqyZq5-4UF8Jm~ZGvwsRhtP6mGdeeD9KHYaRg-vi8ozCPGEQTnzSPRNjukp3ka8ZzJ7mVHwJ01QC66-cN9nexsDaqZhSiQ6vcAZZl7xsQgNONLUzopbjuptmrIgFf2z9papswdc9l8S-g-tcH4fw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 636 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Eglise 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/94b3143d-acc3-4808-853e-3b5f7c2cff75/636_Simon_Eglise_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=L8ZRJzJFzd9JzA1zC17jcz~DlRmf3BnBgPFKbwcuv-X51PSgr6K0jYMXNzyb54ojbu0pLa7abFQUdvTkQoyUbK~fGlW76YNETKSxXVkYsR0vlmrXh0UNhXCu62F8e91N040PDZiMVoGUQlwIcuYzU9Lx79jLzFsdkG0ia6Po~o8ptkKAnXgHyvZ~kAMyo334sfjLunJvykYyqTJftI75WnvraNj5tJ6wpRw0Al3JEkwnDx-MaztzOrF0Y~~QdQxgjlGFnqhGHfkPtTjWNeHRng40sgQW7rtzbfN2mSsyiRjuGpZjjlYvpePpi-c9aSbBYIWg8Nec93ADLxXzT9LnOQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 541 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Hall 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/10ab8f40-8332-4851-a6e1-952aa811a01c/541_Simon_Hall_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Ny0f3UOr2OBRxDkq7AjEU2pN4ersckodoxL~j~msq43prNSPT3dXIPJ~CfACaqZrCfLKuFrvFtnHQfCamZsa~Vkqf3koJKpMMOzqjfr3F2TOS-CsYkWXzkZYU37UL6-r4y8YWlFLcNI7ASNdUx6bBhcjifkuuHylg1~OZ7Ru7yz~QxoEVMTSV~qGsKziTXdxzVPGjlabvO4f2ugs5x1sUXbD2iQ1EUgjy12wW47fX8Opq0B-zyYCQgMaEpCZF9yvAjIDIQiW2LOzk6hfi32Tfdr5707wA0ybI1ca3vbktgCIQ6eOID-7hg3LZcorGQu~lhief2vEe~qj2Xo~sgocWw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 241 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Holt 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e79fc5a1-b1ca-4874-b0b4-4a3200c62aaf/241_Simon_Holt_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=p2sWtf8pPYyPoX6aHGGZDQ1zk4abJV3RJ-Yy8TCe6f84Hv8RVEJDtX09GcDCmqr6HpZcJCCwlGV-bRaL9TJHacn6bKM15Gm~VStumdsPofjEqE-XwjHutThAUjY9Fa8aWmimOKioJJsxOIYsDFSeEVLydevUCfhx3odFIfP1j59zoDPziuCXDEvXKD9vYTG8rbkdoX2rFWT~RWXDIFEgStqQBWn3w0myDO5ueXa6XFvRAp0nJ1Y8lrnYOTBXUBKCf8-bj59FZOyGP5HUQEy3K0werkogLyYYqJ7DH2rQiWl2aXbYGSdTyRdyR06-jfcNLDK80GwFf3tzlBOTi4fShQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 698 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Johnston 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0631e4a9-9be8-403d-80fc-0ba762479d60/698_Simon_Johnston_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=BwbUmxnvo1ysa8iktjizPT~w31PAdm~dgo1bVh1eqZEy3vBCRToV7mwoToPRoFKqrWscTrKPle7rc2cCW-MJohDpaeUHo9OXKjuYy5q0DIYlQb0v7xnx04KzoTn6IQ-nMBquKuFZ9wkowH-U-sjxTK-LPYW35an9YrW~Op~jSI5DJY0sKoAw617Py4RDRCkDGP0pAJSjz3Vt~4q05p29t3rcEmL4xMO1hxbAXWQcNpOhvmVK4SsTf~nFbM3-2LJVIdbiEPWTP6yf-DmBDms5gA5zBFFdgLecWC5TWBJ0WHBtsSFrp7q43L6F-RLcnyBTDevMkjcH~SjhLhZdOndk2A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 709 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Jones 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e4b6429d-96ce-4cf0-b9c1-f44bb4c6b594/709_Simon_Jones_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=KUXOLYm26e7K5jpjHC7PgQeIEHKDRydQS4ZFSGn3SnmVzAC6iQMR2PyRmtvxCZFQImipiixnnoL6FkKZnoFOrVS0kylIWr-RZ1knf0xMQIco9FfIMuosgM5Fp9SZJ---ny5h~zmZa8I~k1Q1igj3h8QCANNqbAPfud9pBQXk3uk859k2RtVOkEckUHeUh8XRUR6nQf~Buow1WAbmPMNVjzuZeATIpaTVsH4xpldJd8GzhJ06QSRDV7zVq4L1eeWXh7DpACOxnsCus3Lb8u811JToiPT0Cf6A2o2avvZ-klYmZw7qszydzDWHCJeVV~X1B3rxO~xMh5srFkdz4-3iaA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 691 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Jose 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/74ca6526-081e-4287-a198-d8eda7d28ed8/691_Simon_Jose_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=hoTUy9KmkGgT9OEq97a-sGSv4vqVJ4gUOPq-4HSNvXQlaUwmGdHUjgKGRDtGgR32ZASFYQY7sChb62-J66IsVxgFoqtFStRRIPxp1dyu-2Jy2d~IAlEnRzLeNyCPYzrjtsChklXTeSrLaBkQ2U0FtrPiCPJenk6hjUx8Gezx5i9iwGGvFz6PPK5ugOp~SxO-8ljwBX-4NXu7~9Ir6Mzn~3DXKFxNKgPZ1XCbszpV0lTWZRpw4zmzV870IGzp9EcS9KwTSIv5BGe4e17qfzFi~sUEJG~kNlvihE-g1NyVsZEjlwQ25cGmC2s3S-9pWZxffgNLZEEPBlZkyvQT9mKhxg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 451 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Simon Stanbrook 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/13406ddf-f612-4b97-840c-b739164de9cb/451_Simon_Stanbrook_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=rJTYXAP9u1CngrX5NDclcxXk067xSFZHEbkxHNt0heyhrnK0v9RSNilSxY00MORnVoxaQtGS0fIjaeAmzIbieNI~L6NpNh53pLiir-zO-oJEmxvovVdoNVklFB1sf~S-~divOUWIuxMwQRqACt1PbLiGDrHeVOKgGU9EbtVM0r-fp55DdL0P09fJI4QwlN2ytpvbpTOdPTQk0Y3EQkkSJ59y70D5Xeo0WrH6P6GcFScTEkkv3QiD0fGe-MuGD7fgUTS9avoQhUhynSdTo0MNMu6IqMWFLBWsPIsJKomhFQSe7ukbsesMl3JcLl7Y70-B-ODiusQSp0iuRK7vChtO3Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 435 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sonal Keay 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/29f24c43-10ce-4415-b5a1-5db916f94417/435_Sonal_Keay_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=W8InqWVRI3JNVODL~aIs17HTAVATz3iSPzJ7MCBkINLftzwd7D6dzskjSGBYTeKWW-sv1xrtIrflxrPan8uUBo5Y-hxV5lfANHXAuPyJASYhVQYbJ~e~E8n89PBfY0FdMs7lpx7CiYo2lwWXY1Or2Iazhj1K7nPdihiKJn2mjitHhisYFTIvYx4Z~y6zz81rZ8AMhl2eOntJKuLQJuqslkz1f~dqaUf~j6uaNGiaP3gPpVgn9V1y6ZpzcrgznuSIlNMUpQgEATNmpjkdZXShe-EBsr-VPotovKbwnwLj2Hd91GWenXvLiub1~E3bWSjOT-jglWLDKofoucjKRv0qFw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 293 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sophie Kingsley 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/58b252f8-66d7-4ef9-a82f-d01aeb6ae505/293_Sophie_Kingsley_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=XrIeI~E69Hhcb-WUiAbZK7-fn3mh6UEWgaAEc3SxtYRFUyETb02rWRp8VGcBYsoaEd-9tFSHalduIk8v2UiFz8F8PwjEZtf2JYpk0FkZnyFL-RMiXxu6xiLirquWwns-nkcIyIkqzHzuCvgxJirGxSyD8J~jmsTAWpvSCMLMbHZfD9k2Dc1msoxIW99IaQF2X11u6FjsHVny-Py48KCYjNcWy5v95oYA5nUWMC894vta7fIBfeZpfkR2kYt~ILqZlv4NRNCcJhpuMT62TIyqXrGh0Ydf2p0xrde8cXcgsrC3cz9p-pNCggvw9JUJDCEDzp5TwJvi2X8uwLrraK8XYA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 327 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: South Gloucestershire Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/69e23200-edd4-41c3-a69c-5cd598f4a3df/327_South_Gloucestershire_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=hx0hlJp3hEbFxsqQuQYAizH8qhzp05ltB8rgLE1istVuGbMDR81YvikqfnJ-ChtK-vuRPLBNQbTM13Odw6rebcq5vMEIq0cjMWb5-TlROD8jxAlix41183cJ4Cnjt-najnMxWENiVfGPoW~dMvuPTcmpOcOg1pY2BCbi4kQZU9UboxLCyYqIfgKo9aagdXRgLBwHLl-MReGzI-KauXYfGNuwsSPeExqD1E8p87PTrFkTk~B4BJvS8gw2eR2jnvolJipgbCUCn7JL4VekNUCkP0bs1uJN68TUFn27BW1DfKdorsGQ15D3iHAxJ~Pb5iqwC04Hm5c96SAjznwHej1TzA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 348 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse District Councils 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3ccd12a3-3f23-4085-82e0-d2bcdd5a407e/348_South_Oxfordshire_and_Vale_of_White_Horse_District_Councils_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=vXDoWFS~-k1ZOykCEmkUQ1d877CzEciZhY9j471Ls14FipqrrjB3peHtcWauu-MJDFE6bwPX-PRwM7BqgkcnXFXjSQh2N7GJccEJQrIIEMU84mt3IhpYT2mzLqRa9HBUhiEMH7i6QI~7TZ9xdP3G6cAnZ4MXF3wZOp8WaSc-wxFv6~8zfUqiJlAyOHmdRi9iJ9JFCfk2mZJRlIptpBfpnVrtck0ZZk1VscEF~yBwAFRbD22alwBHNYGGUiSrkt5ZPpG~Wb96jf-Sn-ujYJoRjvBxivsb5ooXsrhfHy~QueUyGVfnhYSwFMSHSOnyYpBhgqRJWeeDVfvrC5zM8J~G4Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 612 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: South West Housing Association Planning Consortium 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/dc4bfcfa-4110-417e-bac9-42e6444f8f25/612_South_West_Housing_Association_Planning_Consortium_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=ZRp5G4U6Ja0C8~OL0R8kCxRdCLU7c7vu88djYEUfarVLyP1BOiY4hQWzaoeJDhESCYpxdRtRCNOZsxe9~n5ZMg5egk7makoVmVOijd-SkhFTTUmPYDx1CZp8he7AzlqiXbFEPrdH1yekuhoO1rwfDsVHdMJ4toDAUboQiilIQLx6bQOVQtmCOiF7NPPF0iRT35KY0U4GxFk0yno4CV8VNpy21qCD4mVcy0HHPQi~M03~~ayuWsX6qLhAdJRT9E1Bcazh~JxXl9FFvdtW9bzhwRIbXAQXHojNZYFlilI5LOM-Qi1wUM2mX8ZeWw~FiXhhYeukpfH3f-NncNedXAlUGQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 292 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: South Worcestershire Councils 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c203d770-7971-4c99-ac0a-288dd63b47b0/292_South_Worcestershire_Councils__-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=ffR3YlxqdseMGSu5odD13axGhrCul51aLfkQdsF9sYBj-NCxvFe2IktT9O9dAiommToDocXg98ZFK9FWJSWLl38K1mVDiBPIJ2WcqjwIBsEmWqt6hYd~pqLM7UKR26yhueH36Kz8jwHmGVlb8~inmavGy1szyyRDHd~8~60gbZ-vwIHw8ofaiAmJ6YamfNIC0ZPeTINs0bjVs2k4kTOUdEkxjKkaUhX4Xa1ntPhe~ulZY2pZ4IRj~7ng~xnDJ3gn4J7uf1Df~EjdwFU7breA~t8otGG1fKd8huzOabzkPxai-LcVK-gUuc0Kqc5LotIZZrXEC0GI4OC7pc4N~BqlFw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 313 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stantonbury Building and Development Company 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bdae89ba-571d-410f-8c9e-3ee2f7be1bb8/313_Stantonbury_Building_and_Development_Company_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=P1K8OkluWSA8fWvAeHFexuHrEKEXl4AVp9WMGTUKxyd7mo22ZIZzvstB-bk2mfxi55BIo-Z5T~kgX3CKwLojwgELMIJWT-EXYNJNO57540ovdPXwPsHYjtGWd2EoP99atXt6tTyNFu9fHMY9Nzwc5eX1EgIhSRKI5IpkR-kHJDqrMzA1fGAhVdTVjHRHH3fBrRH8J2RpyPYpuYWIOIc415soMaZq3wRZqBfv1M7JCNPo0U-vn1sdFCjQUtzu4PyQBe-fpyYEjXoKrZph0dOdvdDCFollFA13FEKGU5SktgvOgTLfp9a6X3wZoO5nEebcNBOSkeHPAHeDf~wUP0UUHQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 539 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stephen Andrews 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/01c87593-a344-432a-8f4f-909af8d3b01b/539_Stephen_Andrews_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=eHi070n00fOTmPo4hz9t-Bfhgv-uPNEcJMItIsnqUajra2hiuqPUyMoLeDvnvXEJgiprvnMtMa-62eCVVDKw6sJiwgc-ikYZ-1nAz6Hdn8RvKSUHfYmMd6hS15FAvgPOrwbP6gYlFY0-sf-JYM-u8V2R~7Q5Gn0Bt2GB08JalKf0MuvyqUwCpVV4hyAmxB3XQAImPW7Py5gvbBJKDV1~mOAVidtLgf-DV1u2BR0wuVAnQm1AeKXSGQIfAw5gYi42nzcl6gwN0~fiBpK6E5c3Zrqplu96sOqt9hvyPtx9a2~VF~f15SeVQGvzT-kLe08OntLMkCesQzJ-Z5siIMDfOA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 845 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stephen Bailes 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1f25960f-6a3a-465d-a465-76850b7111c5/845_Stephen_Bailes_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=XHoBu2jeIpcmwN2sLE7Rk914t2uNOdZw9PbnR1JrDu25-dnCaEblVhF6wr1SfevXnJlshwPHVeZCkytxIEZKlegio3zb5Wbf9HnPHmhYsr-zXkxlSiMX0WzWSMqJFOFHLS-9Edms6agfASJk3Ou7Yf8ovQhamUapDnQ1onrnTx-K43KPdqWbQeqmx2BSgeZuEqutd8K4TlF33FA54KK9kLDAAL8psYRzjYCfpdzWHmb76ElFG-SSpSchsuvjhNyISQ3uo4YWASKU2EAzS4H7UKpmqp2CDd~Z52YYfdVxYRAzCtiO9SWbjFD8JAJb~-XaIyFtQDVtcLMgcZgFTDdbdQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 846 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stephen Barton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/83f51155-ff4a-4399-8758-f0679b7df37a/846_Stephen_Barton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Lj8W3hsE0wG01KcfqdHQWbX5LbAQcv6~kHpxv9xMyg2iZDWi9qkmnGxznF6Sn2mR-ov52fTADRNH9xeoIFDGYxGj8ABlEKPfY9dLPDoxqoN5f6WWGczCY-0oWAvxN21J32MChcX4Z8TUsICt8A62HTkpwe5UrASZ1hvHxpQyZuthWN0rTp6PXyUfRbtiIVBDtYxVOZ50jqJ3uOzHA337CTVrgJqIVStLlJmFEgyp3sEtFCUcjhCwGRPikrPJW3C4iNVXfwSXZ0VitzL81-pna3AvPvn0UoUkbKQ-m0Z76VXUDFzgeV4vVv4FTa7Q8ooQVPd--Y6KNvH6mWL9K7nTBQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 264 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stephen Lawrence 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/912080f9-8ef0-4b9c-8824-cf1d95707b84/264_Stephen_Lawrence_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=tdTeS-yXgbRMmuBrs1X-rz7~N4s7W7s6TiDUeuSOzKhJ4IPI0lG-YaAs4doxTLWvGkwLFb8AVT4KQ~BZEM4gJ~sPUyiT~EqiRtQh2R2DlSyrigY8jQ0QSZsY8OYZUlrTRet-tOWhFcHPaz5XKXWwJ2V-3rmy~q9yMC~zTUj9xeM9vR0qdXdN3g0~4S7E0LIfvd6ny2wNUnVtUSpdFRjwoE3Py50UR~I-dZEWESdVHgV5QsKvu-6Kn2JMmSOWyv0JUwh-aAvRM0B6XpwOYPEZfP32gST-LIOV-orWnVqRNbf~43aYtzZHjYWt2xcN7uIesJrCRPmuYkxgYtEjGteIkQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 653 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stephen Mytton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/916c6660-32cc-4a98-ad21-0351814192cc/653_Stephen_Mytton_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=lou9ifh4bL1H5GaMD8aHhLGHc~VvjJvmgBwuQqcdjuq31LlBufZoXY1rMe-L~WQDtlxG5RfSx0ueWHmBtaRZ3FoAejXAiwE8Q7cr7KvcculwEOoBkWiMPuD0w-lN7Ovjd46LAMrxjmTt15iqHAfXTvg2CkUpggko19B0fJAgDSVeA4YVxvhCQ2YCg0eHUptrsshaNyLO8K~mJaJfJKamHGWoqCYIrS1EpuzPi7ivoiaI-geAVzvOUAY35gDIE63zHBzJoic77w1mm4JDWNaSnCA6uV4pz8bXSEjdsxPbOEE3aOP3LnQnTGcSz5NttiHlRAh0emobWAVNFIJx~SEkWg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 103 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Steve Bradley 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e3c71d15-f216-4277-9ae9-1c1596b2d4bd/103_Steve_Bradley_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=cHGlCuyVAb5ejb~0GxfLFERuNmiy-k6Mf3-uTSLfhgeUSNVaOJNrcE9znvFRNR0qEfZh7r8mLPMkDubW7Z5rgntEE4fc9X05rJkO1TH75ebGZDlTf~tqPZtcO~J-wyQN73se17sWdUXrQgWxdXyevTL5q2dJDlL3Bf6v~TyrxwZDQALu3NFZXF0J9XH0~dDZv0SHeuNNb~mw7SNL8Kw1v18Ld1IxwG4vjocppNLm-CDLZ0xK7zUnerSa6S6GLbjHxdoU0OBywSk-J2bpBrVqJvmokjvklTyAd2Z0eIzgxBewJ5fR7bJqSVg7xaM14RD2xXEeBUw1RJ9eHDnOVE5fOA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 394 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Steve Cordell 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/74ef221c-66ab-4450-8ee9-e76dfe8d3ef8/394_Steve_Cordell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=vRYJ4Oz92SWoBkztV3JK~HSWiwHj9rrZNtfLylHq38K7f24jNx-9wy3Mkz4QHmC8fLaAsVMEvO3bJPW9XpuQUX0VhYF-wEZlTtiuwcKxZ8motbOctdT2XdIxbaRPUI0CvZthdXj2Juo-4RHoAfZh2u1AvTJIjlmG2AuXSU~aRFEmIa6F2w2bdVMEV2zB4LM~~aVg7f84iZybTbWRx-iKeLBhPghb5Kt3TdNhchdT-kBLj6QkuijvQo4QOAy-2w95bs7u~1hEYiBGrDbkdn3OMe5~3Fx-jivXJ0sLNmid1u2MQH0iwJC15JGjN6RdRw0zJvJ6kCc2125JhBYNJxapUg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 245 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Steve Keay 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3dd09dec-3b08-46ec-a74e-8fad4f659f3b/245_Steve_Keay_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=d5Gr5Hb~gmNq2zvEVKJD08TOKX7mHrJNWb7f3Bf6pTTkxyUkcnlelF6c4cRIClNTvxaSh2IUjpJk3QqlIFFoID01htLXWwCt-VAUjxqEz4kHH0IgYxWdNw~z5QxuqbZkUc776hvBfqhqyIkP-gjzGQyx4r3GIjn3h3Sd7OS9ua3cHmnfXBf7gi-QV9vqYAlBHz8MY2IHwjCv1Me1fVn3OW4g8fx-6m5zh8MO9Kokes18OpttkkT6K9ghWR3oer2XZx4ghlTaYKIjb6LgD~HaFqvuvKO8YtURH534w3YtjC8xcIQFMGy0doCviiK0qqKP9L7bBaLETnQK7hJv0aNu1Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 260 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stuart and Yvette Green 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2433a0f0-ac62-4b52-8603-1acb76c1fd5e/260_Stuart_and_Yvette_Green_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=HZ7V24C55HjycEwQbDjhCXt4UpQ2RAfwhEAqH26O2yRiPke6d8DTFPTHyIVAlAguusYPGk5yNYl1KaEz-o3RMnWfsYov-HUrm1fhj8J48EDPrN~6b8cARzXuMx5JtbLwylsCmv7Gyi5ELxU7Zb1L9SR8ByLfBvcx5NXdmrkF-4DT20ZnjXacCsQoggy~XCOjIpo1NhVzuQq4TuY~DmC3VFt9H6BsapqR94J3XQ3cl5BrwXopxXpycUImTH2J6wl6pnlak4jC6MUU4K1axFhL8SE3HORxfpB9pM9JPcNfLY9EBx6SbIQ1UMBEpJMp6PxZTXXcSlfWOrVKLG5Ddoxi4w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 637 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stuart Jenkins 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/98c7f9a7-8f2d-4f55-847c-0af2ae5c6506/637_Stuart_Jenkins_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=LBWti9a59i3mEQPDAXStvTQKh6TJhpsi28uvotVmt~Ex0zMv0ux0j6FOVmABfUzqZxL6LE3BEieKlBVUzeCLQ7NT4wsEcZ~Jx9JNQfMAAu4EDEACWUTnaE1nVj4tXxgfu~1G0U77hNp4pel7uoPsxoXWZLGoAV9UINw9gtBXhjb~6Jo9HAnFqpFQGPMvjm4i1KcJiIvPi8QE-dFjjl~GOMFwJlL6gF~pEQchzXA1VUnDohBwvQyk2YulWVKZym-cqNxb51t6YBBS0u6VwtKl8IwmzlKVqA1C0e9K7hDjhSQWZRVjjGRC9k6b8pg2smTcvMfndKvq0o9VGU8oLiqn9w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 685 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stuart Jenkins 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5f686ddc-2ec5-4067-b134-791851756b0b/685_Stuart_Jenkins_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=sD662CJLrYN7pSB0MGdfzhVzVbdh1ylqNYf2zREleRhWtYd9WoVoaOkcQjjlNjnGS2985QAPIWboQkE2yu6pI8TmkXcv30iocPyV2Ibr9MwOLwBYcDeTfHUrVmPJdrl0bTrxzuSFP7-mGF7ctxYTiyczY1A5fzjTH3H3gi9T1qZZXvWeM-9L2Hq0wKTUSLl597wVwMHC42iEQgMG8H6So~03yU8R8nrVsUp--llLEzZ51s0nZRHDkDq9jaJH-wP82rR4S0ecc2qJaBmEZDe8OGRsKuMXSFXY-YEzasuezDF2YNJi-jpRJX4WhTvRukRcrtbIvGtHW28PQWrBygootw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 413 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Stuart Kirk 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/a25436db-b4e5-4ce3-be00-307cdbb44b1e/413_Stuart_Kirk_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=q4Q1K6D3Tl3MTWxD0k7cU3D7~MH3C5uotGCocrLP9pc2rJqwsXuE9MfklswlZiVd5c2Ahlk0uDrOKx-QVPzniqvqj7Wo0qIH5jC7jDOkagRgZuz6SSXrW5ovC652zaq7lW-6T5WtS73rOubaZV2l0c07Avv4jQOvtydTN79hpCMas9V-yrhNEwKjfkr3L4Ko~2MQZy0uPLR8WRhQKGTaoowvMj3E0t9EHzEfUM0Gsy~-FwD8AsBYPJSLrG~MEzpI0F3i~Ct6Yy7T0S8o~soKmFVXIp2zzhnGI~rEstTvuLQp~XjxHof40c88pp10KQG8~W28wYbLAYvF22DpMmaEpQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 469 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sue Arnold 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c107ce3f-e942-4fa7-8560-828210e044d2/469_Sue_Arnold_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=I4hPLMmmr3l0IarjVfeBOIRW4QFGL5D8aRyXG9Q5y5AUKi~sbJLvru6imu7yKT24av5eLy6Pbvou43RAR0WYBtXFtcRBRAbQ70KGM9N9z6-0jvghoCtm8SRd1m6YG~v~O7PgpdDoCptSFtU11CZQHRUH~yZCmgdz8gdqjnjIDBHya46E2tA0HBi6YhI6BqxxmadN76dNdG-P7mXE3HYmc2xLWNOwfdfUmuj4Y25L8gPeWmEouRa~76huiNvMppG-kasEfqnWnf7qt6yHTJAWDQ9sm7o6liNt8anlhBRIi8oaWSbP77pPl1WSDDNtRQFdNOw5qp5NLdhW6tCmX1BRyg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 643 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sue Edwards 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/28e8b3ed-3979-4d33-9980-e108e20fb04c/643_Sue_Edwards_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=lHxtMCKDPOMW5gE5c4vKA1hfsdGOpKIHt7v6H598I2xrgRZWglpGQg4AVNl6e2Kit6y5Bgcz4dYP5j8DVg3vd4GO2bI2lHdR8~JqFECxXJ3A8p5~vWUjMkOzArPgNcF-90ZK~iw2TzcI-bLSqVNgu7M6A-XEsKoZiWZNbaDROsCA1rLbXpwe9NgndIgdaAdqzEIsL8oBDkz6aYG7mkM7A~7WM5S5oFkrIn2hQLxBP~ukfjhSMkwR5rQ2GSdmOoyRLFt0J9TI~VxgOZJ9ZvfQDSCszzCrrv1SG7KIzVpD6xtX7onmyCIB1RDD-RQja8wPzm3tclx5lOAxlczBTczTQg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 160 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sue Napier 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b4640d0e-e484-406d-97cf-7d3b7ef99c04/160_Sue_Napier__-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=K-4OMHNWSpPSczXOyqnwsUYXDlSGTdtoVSQ90OlZYCCphyiqEU02C41FhUB673cme~HRgFDzVAuk~N~sI-gDdQlDjGDS1xJx0chPR9VLLEjL4CabOsWEAydmcI0mz6nxnCA0M8V2trfSs2OdF5b-jZwz4UoDWyvYvhBX~gaKOE4eT967t2k9Ca8yeB-eWSfhqSUUMHlBQCQVNe0Uw1hDa4I9HgDq6LFvmHhkyA0eGTv4wBugHACnYr2-conlAuw76V14gn8E4Thl8ZMPQNns3eludzaj47j22LQH6Pn9lRpFsApYB1q5NBsmYd23AHtWt-hlexrEVe6WAskcSVJlSw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 470 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Sue Napier 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/afdebf7b-f5c2-4b5c-a8d3-64cc43694fc2/470_Sue_Napier_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=A6RFALV5JNB5O3Efq8fjPwHOSLCTQICDs4spK2jdOWVFqBraXvo-y8qnfB~4HtdwqaMLj2ynRzROElJHIg70ayjq5WCtqgEOgxdOMMdnDLw4QM2G9Sjt69TmLksg3m7fJ~2mcxUrIkiQB0NvtJyXzL6GIeXIA7-jU8y7hn8AgOjLzIhABRRHH2gd~MLuWzfLog4VoalU3MLlZ83HsPw9DDdt9hv5vvzRN108Ln0eo~dshgobWw3r5UQNZ7oh~laG6dBfyVUqyfZvhrpF8Dvncz0iRzgZHIYxrTEn0BhYaV3SNPYVG54Lx3n~sWJff1Vi87pXMyPNb5gxw-9L~asHQw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 812 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Susan Bown 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/4c717053-c5c7-40e6-9e12-9eddd322d2af/812_Susan_Bown_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=UVHU-vG8zKnCW2OJnycZfebYStfrhwR40xWiVkPANS0VWnnOjJyr8AtO5Ikb1O0r8AsGnN3NCB~RqiWH65O3mhfrI-uPisD8IJYT4kgc6dj0Y2eLGldSWDEXI2wCcG989QglNW1YP8SaR1TEAHc2rtvM9WzmAWT6I26D0~FhaOWvS4eKTp4bBiScXFRGat5Vcc8JTDsTaZmzlTCA8PqY-M3PVCvelPt7PUGEXEMOqHXkJTtRnsCtv-zMalXzHYmdfLOk33nCBH~YAYPrjxlOsyDQN2ytaWNzXh3fU45nwvKUFXHQwefYtPaEWmgcU8VWP4E9aT7dTeXFMIA-2jZWMg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 362 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Susan Green 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/4ed46bca-9a74-489c-9d8b-32c0a3dee551/362_Susan_Green_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=eRiJnMA2aJs2MbokB3Ap-KWwjCvzQzdov-qn3TE82KSyVJCVwHeLXjDxW3PaM4G8t2v0Q8pVtYsvNlFyhjiJyZpMTXa80HijKcQ~mKGl2nyLkWZLzZjDoCSdvw0~KlZNSdyXrC6jJ2807m4sE5HFcZwB9wHcaDCmmFlG~D57g-sG4xxxL-fLtzmwvIl7yEFMHWz94-hT7hOLQWVCVSD2J9jmad8hiOcnLAWORLwuXhXlx~xB-IwLmxO7dkSw~Gs~pfCys2bXg1x8rTOAqvDxzXMkc28KAH2b0f2JPExmfEye8FEwHtoMTez1XlGjB0x1NOVYFWe85A7jye4ayQ3Fsg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 548 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Susan H Bown 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ea5be958-acf4-47e7-ae7b-7bca10f63acf/548_Mrs_Susan_H_Bown_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jFF3cIee2AxxrA3Juf3dyFzUsA4Zm4MqlMBWxNwPJ7dLaskL24oIv2orN08IBKqUHNpZwZvfGURLhaEBnsdvA7i7bggenoHEsQP0riRwJYi8hGZ2xq-eYx4y0SaNHmcnInIfbZvGjp9K9oeeRwsGfjYvhM3FsUcZoVOGUG85qy~uRAEzcCERjBxVeUJu6tQeWkC~MGvt6O60TZhUwF35qTbjcdN7PHTkas4~VS5349oiqs2ictNuklc1EgFDry~ZxgKyVRT6G1LyyPoi9jniO5bApsQ8o1vwlP~zSfX0s5ojaNVXXzgZcnnpKxTQ9VwidUispxXXmcwCvqN3~yjn1g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 447 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Susan Hunt 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/79141134-6640-488f-84b7-1dbb21171d4e/447_Susan_Hunt_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=YqYCtI-u6IECRbocdp-7O5QxT9~VFDgM1TjJNLzxvaiQY2gnaJButSj6pN7htkFBHnPtjorPpyNenBvA9gB5NOJuXn3rIDxMOzga0l0Xkf-hK02uULMpEpMeeISo90cBCw3pRaLgTFPlZNkkaH6q72ftMi06NLSS7kVhmCCi6ulLss8aMbvulwB-DqAgQ22RntXnm142osbJ5kIa817YdiHmSFd3Bnvg3dalxyxba6wOfCzF76xx1IEZvHAKTkzC0rW-k4og4SEQrh6B8kVCPOl-53UYgi0FsgqKf7b5lERdi4ft6-HVJfH7d9Ql2TeU26HfI-iBW2fUEz7JR47BQg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 485 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Susan Philip 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3ea3023a-1fdd-494d-b828-a453cdc588d1/485_Susan_Philip_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=i~QLZDgflqH15~NMezFOfqJgvrursdeTj5JybpGdZ7cXXNPCc1EIjadOdHVqdl~7ZxjwdOHpWXQBpeacH~qrJL7yyGk-pMgMKpM8ma-eV27ON2CHmTveJrTFyH77iToi51sTP0CnjOzqekC8vdHWtdeVaOciYMAMJ9OvM27EIJxw9UGtkgF76Xni~i9gqb~FkayR16sWzw1RY3E1MWJ0rmmQjKekYScdwJD0yPapDno1UcrMLERXJg5SzGq0QWii2YTVfhYxNkE~vJyURokReAF8bQ4e4KKIIS9b9MAZWR2K4tm0rQ5iQVqDIQKZA8cRVeb5Y4NaoIuVv~SWj8dTZg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 215 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Suzanne Hill 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f967bc8b-af4d-4a7b-bbe4-02549b5cfdbc/215_Suzanne_Hill_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jIcW6guGRUPsccvncrARzL2yRCZMtae5AOJSqzbW2u7wKRSSWjZVIKkH9ilfLLaYTDPd93MRNkd4HuGgrLad8BEKeUrClRLQYwrt4q2RcwPkj0Clb8oEB6fXXIUbvNxeoAJSOHGzHPgY2qQD11YHKXLcDiDyZESGCFEmpHtd~zGUbeMFqdJu0qA2m36c3eVC-NX~tvEhBuGbKe-n8MUgUL~MD8Q3lNbV-QwaYv5C45c~wOYWFL6kOspztrjtuc7EetGARnfu0B2N38WNeWE~JY4YGm9J9ekWRPoXlnrmdnFWqv22-UGxgWV5881YalGJE3ifomoLk8TO~CixHCE3Iw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 382 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Suzanne Lee 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8a03ab82-f462-4adf-870d-5f45821508b7/382_Suzanne_Lee_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=gHiV8dIhCwnsRiJyC9E~Q4QaflBgj6R2Rm32W9KLOsyOM4PaeIzeM4YpMMO49JqbRm22~twm72q3R9gJEfbDwDIr5UGj~SCUqXWEbGw-HvIwuqTfoS6Ruf5wYJwPTFG91iM~COm-ItMA-WmbcMyEfc3~tZAs8lMpMKwMgBoSFJl-TpCjcsGBAPn2kTf9WTgE6yLP~ijQ5T6wAk2~096u9edfgLttrIVsPVWgwzMizuGtIFCzBnZ3QoYTf6fPuQ6V8vCX3HGKf0X0JvPZRErOMOaXG2OXGC55xzp69ZKVptxeE2RWqSD4pGlIFryCBa0Lh-Y4cAyUCA8IvHAiobCjCQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 288 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Swindon Borough Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/46395394-51b0-42de-8821-d576228e4182/288_Swindon_Borough_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=ewtFZFhXq~J1SfoPj4llDNwjFjFS7IZb8I-nLShuMK4UGk4cM1qoGe1jk5PgCfusif9gTQ~F8~F0PzETgt-zFmYHXCZq8K~V2xp8~NhBiBhbays4U7Sutov1FuRbsgvRqPk-7SoaBFPlpDJZDn4lbo0msHTWZp~rQtUIAgx8kmQk0meCJsGSkkUqi6bKUhQn36Tk2LeUptNFeIKxk3KzxX5b04iplgzcqvlAXxDW9xSubDNtuS4yrq1znYIou-lpDFhRULuTkAl5FySTR6-f54budleWWb6CYhJ~mIIm76V0Vnr39uApmRi69MlyvVemO-7szo7zNOp2Da6-Oj5VkA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I
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