
Comment ID: 10822 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: F broughton Pipkin 

Comment: I am horrified by the suggestion in the CDC Local Plan that Blockley parish 
should be expected to carry a further 130 new houses, increasing the current total by a 
fifth. One has to wonder whether the planners have actually visited Blockley. As a 
glance at the 1:25,000 scale Ordnance Survey map of the Cotswolds  would have 
shown, it is an old ribbon development at the mouth of a steep-sided valley. All through 
road access is narrow, whether by B4479 coming north from A44, by Greenway coming 
east from A44 or by the lane from Broad Campden. B4479 is used by HGVs going 
to/from the industrial estate at Draycott, and there is a dangerous, completely blind 
bend on it, at Lower Brook House, within the village limits. Within the village itself, the 
High Street (a “No Through Road”) is de facto single-track, depending on the goodwill 
and good sense of drivers and pedestrians, as are all the other “internal lanes”. There is 
effectively no level ground within the old village.  

Another aspect related to the Cotswolds National Landscape is that, at present, 
Blockley is effectively a hidden village until one is actually in it, because of character of 
the valley within which it lies. From the footpath going from the top of Bell Lane up to 
Dovedale, the village is effectively invisible, even within a hundred yards. The same is 
true coming down B4479, and going along the lane to the west of Batsford. This is rare in 
England and beautiful, and is another reason for restricting the overall scale of 
development in Blockley. 

Public transport links are also rare (the bus), and those unable to drive are now 
effectively confined to the village unless family or organisations like the “Cotswold 
Friends” can help them. This, however, is common to most villages, given the 
economics of running bus services in rural areas. 

Where is the work which young adults need, in Blockley? Tourism is now the main 
employer in the Cotswolds, but the hubs for that are market towns and larger. 

The Government’s doubling of the housing target for the Cotswolds National Landscape 
is inexplicable, and does not appear to have been justified by them. Development 
should be centred on or near the major towns, with at least some employment, 
transport and social infrastructure already in place. 

 



Comment ID: 9231 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: Fairford Town Council prefers a hybrid version of scenarios 4, 5 and 6.  

It supports Scenario 4 in principle, which is the most consistent with national policy in 
seeking to use existing and potential public transport corridors and hubs to focus 
housing growth. The scenario assumptions are clear that this would rule out Fairford as 
a valid strategic location as the town is unique amongst the Principal Settlements in its 
relative isolation from the strategic highway network and has only modest bus and other 
local services. However, the Town Council recognises that the non-strategic level of 
growth for the town (approx. 470 homes) is reasonable, even in this scenario. 

It cannot currently support Scenario 5 as it rules out any major development in the 
Cotswold National Landscape (CNL). The Town Council disagrees with the absolutist 
approach taken by CDC in this regard, which is contrary to national policy (Ref NPPF 
para 190). If access to high quality public transport services in particular is an 
increasing priority in national policy, even in hitherto the most protected areas like the 
Green Belt, then it is wrong to rule out the opportunities to create new or enlarge 
existing settlements in the CNL in taking Scenario 4 further.  

The Town Council would also argue that if Fairford is not well enough located to be part 
of Scenario 4 then why has that fact not prevented the inclusion of a 1,400 urban 
extension to the town as part of Scenario 5?  

But it cannot support Scenario 6 either, because it makes unnecessary, implausible 
assumptions for the scale of housing growth in a number of settlements in the CNL. 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 proposed 265 
net new housing target for the town, which it assesses to be the maximum level of 
growth in extending the immediate edges of the town. Even this scale of growth will 
depend on a further upgrade to the WwTW (Sewage Treatment Works) (a problem 
incorrectly understated in the evidence base, as the Town Council can evidence) and 
new strategies for tackling the town’s ground water and drainage constraints, which are 
well-acknowledged but again absent in the evidence base. 

In addition, any spare capacity at the schools, and especially the one primary school, 
will be absorbed by this scale of growth. It is currently unknown whether the GP surgery 
in Fairford has the capacity to cater for the proposed increase in population, taking 
account of the likely demographics. 



Depending on the location of the proposed sites, there may also be site specific issues 
and/or opportunities that need to be addressed. 

These issues point to a wider problem hidden in the Settlement Role & Function report 
for Fairford. The town is barely a Principal Settlement in practice, certainly compared to 
others in the District. It does not have the potential to improve its local commercial and 
public services in its centre – which were never intended to support a larger population 
– meaning that any improvements must be on its periphery. This presents a critical 
challenge now the town has grown beyond the ideal 800m walking distance from the 
centre and its main east-west road (A417) is too narrow to handle additional internal or 
external traffic without harmful heritage, air quality and pedestrian safety effects that 
cannot be mitigated.  The latter is a major constraint that is relevant to any major 
development within around 5 miles either east or west of Fairford. 

Should CDC continue to identify the Fairford area as a strategic growth location then 
those proposals must result from (and be supported by) a comprehensive detailed 
impact assessment and proper master planning exercise through 2026 with the 
meaningful engagement of those stakeholders that know the town and its issues best 
(including Fairford Town Council). That work must ensure that the outcome does not 
lead to the worst of all worlds: too much growth for the town to absorb, but not enough 
to finance and deliver the necessary timely infrastructure upgrades. 

Fairford Town Council acknowledges that the major local landowner’s preference is for 
any major strategic development to be in Broad Location 12A on the eastern side of the 
town, extending from the A417 about as far north as the schools and with potential for 
some commercial or community development south of the Southrop road.  This would 
link between the schools and facilities along the A417, with its own ‘spine’ road.  
However, it would require careful consideration to be given to access to the town centre 
(including parking) as well as the mitigation of E-W traffic flows through the town. 

The Town Council agrees that Broad Locations 12C and 13 are not appropriate for either 
extensions of Fairford/Horcott or new settlements.  Also, any proposal for major 
development on the west or south-west side of the town (including in 12B) would 
require a comprehensive Flood Risk Assessment and mitigation plan, because of the 
fact that the Totterdown/Dudgrove brook catchment drains via culverts through the Air 
Base and the discharge rate at the eastern end is subject to a strict constraint because 
of flood risk issues in Kempsford/Whelford.  This is in addition to the physical 
constraints at the A417/Horcott Road/Coronation Street junction. 

There are many inter-related issues in planning long-established towns like Fairford. 
Whether adopting an ‘onion ring’ urban extension or ‘hub and spoke’ new village 
settlement model for growth, or a combination of both, it is vital to understand those 
inter-relationships.  



For example, the town centre is very small and with no practical opportunity to increase 
its size or increase parking provision, to better enable new residents in peripheral 
housing estates or new villages to visit by car or to use more shops or services. Note 
that the town does not have two supermarkets (per the Settlement Role & Function 
Study) – it has one small and two medium size convenience stores, none with any 
opportunity to increase their size or associated parking provision. But new commercial 
floorspace on the town edge would risk undermining the town centre unless it was 
designed and could be maintained in future to be clearly complementary.  It is unclear 
how this could be ensured. 

In addition, with the existing primary school located beyond the town’s NE edge, any 
absorption of spare capacity by school age population on that side of the town may 
skew and undermine its catchment area for the southern and western areas of the 
town.  

A further factor may be the accommodation strategy of RAF Fairford. To date it has 
sought to locate a small proportion of its personnel within the town with others over a 
wider area or on the Base itself. There is also the Royal Air Force Charitable Trust, who 
have their HQ adjacent to the Base. This is shown in the employment and travel to work 
data in the evidence base, in terms of the higher proportion of the town’s workforce 
travelling less than 2km for work than the District average.  

It is understood that the future role envisaged for RAF Fairford has recently changed and 
it is unclear what the implications for housing required in Fairford are. This is always to 
some extent subject to changes in US policy.  The base already attracts a significant 
number of commuting trips through Fairford, and the recent major housing 
developments have generated high levels of out-commuting from the town.  There 
continues to be a moderate amount of out-commuting to RAF Brize Norton, although 
this may reduce due to the availability of more housing there.     



Comment ID: 9232 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: Fairford Town Council considers it neither acceptable nor necessary for 
CDC to propose allocating land in unsustainable locations. The problem created by 
CDC in the Local Plan scenarios is the opposite. It is choosing to avoid strategic 
development in some very sustainable locations because they are located in the CNL 
and is taking no account of how the strategic planning of such development could 
ensure the potential for harm to the CNL is avoided or mitigated. 

Outside the CNL in areas like Fairford, the Scenario 5 strategy carries a high risk of 
harming the sustainability of established towns and villages in a relatively small 
geographic area with its cumulative effects. Neither the strategy nor the Integrated 
Impact Assessment have understood or tested the potential for these effects or 
identified associated mitigation measures.    



Comment ID: 9233 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: The made Fairford Neighbourhood Plan allows for a higher density of 
housing development in some parts of the town than the average for the District. Some 
parts of the town 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 taking 
account of the demographics it is intended to cater for (e.g. families or retired people 
requiring gardens) and design constraints including height restrictions on buildings due 
to the proximity of RAF Fairford and RAF Brize Norton. 

Well planned and laid out, modest urban extensions can follow the same higher density 
‘pattern book’ for building without necessarily harming the town’s special historic 
character. However, the Town Council would not regard much of what has been built in 
the town over the last decade to be of that high standard and would look to the Local 
Plan, or a refresh of the Neighbourhood Plan or new design code, to require and deliver 
higher standards in the future. 



Comment ID: 9234 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: Fairford Town Council accepts that the District is likely to be able to 
demonstrate valid reasons why the Local Plan cannot meet in full the Standard Method 
housing requirement. However, it is vital that the Local Plan passes its examination 
quickly to resecure the benefits of an up-to-date development plan, especially for those 
parts of the District like Fairford that are most exposed to the ‘tilted balance’ when 
housing supply performance fails. CDC must therefore seek to plan as positively as 
possible to minimise the risk of the Local Plan failing its examination, while also 
ensuring that it is realistic, so it is not doomed to fail later due to under-delivery.  

In this regard, Fairford Town Council acknowledges that CDC has a difficult balance to 
strike between housing growth, the need for local employment, services and 
infrastructure to support this, and environmental constraints, given the large part of its 
area that lies within the National Landscape. For decades that balance has 
unfortunately been struck in the same way: avoid any major development in the 
National Landscape and accept the inevitable social and economic harm that results 
both inside and outside the area.  

For decades, the much lower housing levels planned for by CDC have not exposed this 
trade-off and those settlements outside the CNL like Fairford have been regarded as 
necessary and sustainable ‘pressure valves’ when housing supply and delivery have not 
met targets.  In the case of Fairford, this has meant housing development that has 
overloaded local infrastructure and services including the town’s sewage system and 
been at the expense of the loss of commercial space in the town centre and a number 
of small employment sites in the town, making it less sustainable. 

The new national standard method has brought the trade-off into much sharper relief, 
as the cumulative scale of growth in the arc SE and SW of Cirencester outside the CNL 
is unprecedented and very likely undeliverable and undevelopable. The weaknesses of 
this strategy are made clear in the Development Strategy Options Topic Paper 
(commentary to Table 6 on pp31-32). 

Of those weaknesses, we would highlight these: 

• High risk of delays due to infrastructure, land assembly, or viability issues 

• There are several strategic sites within close proximity of each other, which may 
potentially be delivering housing at the same time  

• Complex governance and delivery – often involve multiple stakeholders, 
landowners, and delivery partners.  



• Requires strong leadership, coordination, and long-term stewardship  

None are about the character or function; they are instead about the individual and 
cumulative risks that would require careful, focused, well-resourced and ongoing long 
term management to manage effectively.  

There are few local planning authorities in the country that could and have met these 
challenges successfully. In the Town Council’s view, CDC has never had to build and 
maintain the skills and resources necessary to manage this type of development 
strategy. And impending Local Government Reorganisation will only likely hinder any 
prospect of managing this scale of change over the critical first five years. 

It would therefore propose that an important means by which the final strategy is stress 
tested is the ability of this and the next local planning authority to lead and deliver it.  

There are very likely some growth options, even those of a large scale, that will be easier 
to deliver, with fewer inter-dependencies, than some of the proposals CDC seems to 
favour. Some may require trade-offs with subjective environmental constraints, 
including the CNL, but better they are made than a failure to manage and deliver the 
more difficult strategy (where those trade-offs have been avoided). 

The Town Council considers Fairford is far more vulnerable to strategy failure than its 
Principal Settlement counterparts. The downside risks are more likely to happen, the 
downside effects will be more profound, and the risks are more difficult to manage. 

Given the level of development proposed in Fairford, even without the strategic 
extensions suggested in some scenarios, basic improvements that are required to 
ensure the town remains sustainable include: additional parking and commercial space 
adjacent to the town centre (which would need to be negotiated with the major 
landowner) and a further upgrade to the town’s sewage system.  Careful assessment 
and planning of these things is required to maximise the benefits and avoid unintended 
undesirable impacts.   

If a larger scale of development were still to be contemplated, other facilities such as a 
new primary school would certainly be required, and it is unclear how the longer term 
road constraints problem would be solved.   



Comment ID: 9235 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: Other matters that need to be addressed in association with the large scale 
of housing development being proposed include local employment (other than for the 
construction), local services including the capacity and accessibility of local health 
services, green infrastructure and publicly accessible space, and the phasing of the 
provision of all this to avoid unacceptable burdens on existing services and the local 
community in the short term.  It is clearly more sustainable if housing is planned and 
developed in parallel with local employment and services so as to avoid simply creating 
yet more out- and in-commuting.  If there is to be any hope of Fairford playing a role as a 
‘main service hub’, a town centre study is needed to address how this could be done so 
as to improve the vitality and viability of the centre after the losses of commercial space 
that have been allowed to happen over recent years.  This seems to have been done 
successfully for other small towns such as Cricklade, with the help of a proper town 
centre and economic study. 

The Town Council considers that CDC must achieve a deeper and more joined-up 
understanding of these other important matters and how they relate to housing supply, 
particularly in some Principal Settlements like Fairford. The town’s rapid, largely 
unplanned expansion over the last decade has exposed it to the risks identified in Q4.  

An Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) cannot be relied upon to resolve everything, as it 
looks at infrastructure types in isolation and takes a proposed spatial strategy as an 
input to propose what infrastructure is required as an output. IDPs are not iterative with 
plan making and do not normally look at settlements holistically.  The infrastructure 
requirements need to be properly assessed, costed and identified in advance for each 
of the settlements and proposed developments in the Plan, both individually and in 
combination, so that appropriate funding can be secured for implementation. 



Comment ID: 9236 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: The 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’. 

For Fairford, the Town Council is not confident these objectives can all be realised with 
potentially damaging compromises being made and risks being taken in terms of 
planning and co-ordination. 

 



Comment ID: 8948 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Fergus Dignan 

Comment: Scenario 3 would be my preferred option. Services infrastructure is already 
available in the large settlements and are easier to develop further with housing 
demand than in rural locations with small settlements. Brownfield sites within the large 
settlements need to be exploited much more than they currently are.



Comment ID: 8949 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Fergus Dignan 

Comment: In all of the housing development planning, consideration must be given to 
Nature. Planning departments need more planning officers in order to enforce what has 
been promised by construction companies, such as the planting of trees and 
hedgerows.



Comment ID: 10503 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Fergus Reid 

Comment: I live in top farm in kemble (a new development only 8-9yrs ago). I grew up in 
a neighbouring village, worked for kemble farms before being bought by the bathurst (ie 
the farm yard where i now live) but ultimately now work in london to earn a much higher 
salary to be able to afford a family house in the area.  

When top farm was built other than a modification to west lane, little else was added to 
kemble in terms of infrastructure (and the ~50 additional houses represented a ~15% 
increase in housing stock at the time.) 

I have 2 small children and my eldest will hopefully be attending the school this year. 
There are 15 HIGHLY contested places. We are not even sure as residents of the village 
if we will get a place at the local school less than 250m (as the crow flys) from our 
house!  

With small children, we are also well aware of the amenities for young families. A 
singular weekly playgroup in a village hall that is being outgrown by the village (and also 
supported by residents from surrounding villages) is the main offering. If  "affordable" 
family homes are to be built then a better community hub needs to be built with them. A 
larger village hall/coffee shop/community hub (similar to fentons in south cerney) would 
definitely be needed. 

In terms of safety, i commute from kemble to london using the rail link. The singular 
crossing point at the lower end of the village is not adequate on a busy road. On a busy 
road there needs to be better traffic calming (and probably a lower speed 
limit)(potential camera to enforce?) and an additional pedestrian crossing for the side of 
the village that is south of the a429 probably near the railway tunnel. 

On the railway, there is alot of discussion around building affordable homes but i do not 
feel the use of the "golden valley line" and "affordable" go hand in hand.  

The frequency of the trains is not enough to justify the extremely expensive price tag. 
The once hourly service is extremely busy at peak time (wander down to kemble for the 
0642 to paddington on a tues-thursday) and the train journey to cheltenham takes so 
long that it is quicker (and probably cheaper) to take the car anyway (which then puts 
more pressure on the already badly maintained and crowded roads in the county).  

The annual season ticket to london is in excess of £11 thousand, and ultimately kemble 
and the surrounding villages have enjoyed high (and unaffordable) house prices for 
years as those seeking country space have dealt with the expensive train ticket and 
longer commute but still earnt a much larger london weighted salary. Building 



"affordable" homes for locals will simply not work as economics steps in. Homebuilders 
are well aware of the commuter crowd and will build to their taste and budget! This 
immediately prices locals out and the perpetual "locals can't afford newly built houses" 
issues continues. Building in kemble only feeds this fire further! The last homes built in 
kemble were certainly not affordable, probably averaging for a 4 bed house somewhere 
near £1million. A quick poll of those living there now will likely uncover most of them are 
not originally local and many probably commute! Ultimately you cannot use a good rail 
link as a reason to build more homes when the use of the rail link is NOT affordable for 
most! 

On transport infrastructure, a roundabout is definitely needed at the awful a433/a429 
junction with more homes being built at the steadings (irrelevant of homes being built in 
kemble or not.) 

The village is served well by a small surgery but this would need expanding with more 
homes. 

There has been talk in many guises of reopening the old kemble/cirencester rail line. 
Many seem extremely expensive (monorail?) but surely a more affordable and 
sustainable (and possibly pleasant!) option would be to utilise some of the old railway 
bed as a hard packed cycle track (something similar to the south cerney/cricklade cycle 
track?) (also offer some walking/recreational space for residents?)



Comment ID: 10899 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Fiona Perry 

Comment: West of the high street of Moreton-in-Marsh is situated within the Cotswolds 
National Landscape any proposed development areas for the town unbalance the town 
centre scenario.  I understand the need for new housing; I am not against the suggestion 
of allocating a percentage to MIM; please be mindful that a large number of 
developments would be detrimental to the balance of a town centre community.



Comment ID: 10965 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Fiona Perry 

Comment: When will residents see the results of the Housing and Employment Needs 
Assessment which is expected to have been completed by now?



Comment ID: 10961 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Fiona Perry 

Comment: Infrastructure re Moreton-in-Marsh : 

Concerns regarding: 

Healthcare - overstretched GP Practices already in the town. As the town is located on 
the edge of Gloucestershire in 2025 journeys for various medical appointments 
included Stroud (68 miles journey time 2hrs) Gloucester hospital (62 miles journey time 
2 hrs ) Cheltenham hospital (48 miles Journey time 1 hr 20 mins) . Public transport to 
these hospitals is very limited/non existent in some cases. 

Public transport - limited ( see above). 

Transport ( Highways) - Traffic congestion on Moreton high street is dreadful during the 
summer months with tailbacks of at least 30 mins on some occasions. 

Walking and Cycling - Submission of realistic options for Cycle lanes within Moreton-in-
Marsh for any new planning/development applications.  There appears to be a 
"greenwashing template" on some recent consultation documents submitted by 
development companies. 

Sport and recreation - part time Fire College sports centre is not adequate to 
accommodate the proposed number of houses/additional residents. 

Waste water - service needs to be updated   



Comment ID: 10973 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Fiona Perry 

Comment: re point e. Promote sustainable transport use and connectivity. 

Sounds great in principal and I agree with it but "encouraging" is one thing and providing 
practical solutions is another.  If the percentage of housing in Moreton-in-Marsh 
increases to the scale of any of the scenarios people will be driving to the shops as they 
will be too far to walk to, thereby increasing the traffic congestion on the high street.  

Will you be conducting a transport feasibility study for the Moreton-in-Marsh area?  
Focusing on the impact of additional  traffic on the small feeder roads in the area? 

Please come and talk to the residents on Evenlode Road to find out how an increased 
traffic flow will impact on their lives.



Comment ID: 10917 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Fiona Perry 

Comment: How are you going to reassure the residents of these various proposed sites 
that infrastructure will be put in place before development? 

With regard to Moreton-in-Marsh, will you be able to reassure the residents that a 
proper assessment/analysis of the "Forever Chemicals" that may exist at the Fire 
College site is undertaken and that a report would be available for public scrutiny? 

My concern is that if the chemicals are still prevalent in the soil they will leach into the 
water course/rivers/streams in the local area. If this is the case then I think any future 
development around Moreton in Marsh should be limited



Comment ID: 10435 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Fran Embleton-Smith 

Comment: It would be more helpful to have indication of how infrastructure is to be 
improved and how that is to be financed. The housing increases planned can only work 
with significantly improved services - nothing in this plan indicates firm commitment in 
finance and intent to provide for the communities most affected



Comment ID: 10423 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Fran Embleton-Smith 

Comment: The number of proposed new houses in Fairford (where I live) is 
unsustainable - I don’t see plans to improve infrastructure. The utilities (water & waste 
especially), roads and services are already stretched beyond capacity. I would also 
question what 1200 new houses would mean to the balance of the good community 
feeling in this small market town. We have already had several 100s of new homes built 
in the past 10 years - it has increased road traffic beyond reasonable use for the size of 
road, the number of people needing to access services like the doctors’ surgery has 
meant they are stretched far beyond capacity. The effect on flood plain must be 
questioned too.



Comment ID: 10445 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Fran Embleton-Smith 

Comment: Vision & objective - it’s saying all the things you would expect from a local 
council, but in such vague terms it’s promising nothing. The basic objectives with such 
expansion really have to focus on making infrastructure improvements to sustain 
development. I would like to know how that is going to happen before planning 
permission is granted.



Comment ID: 10430 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Fran Embleton-Smith 

Comment: I understand the need to protect areas of outstanding natural beauty, but 
feel that by focusing on settlements at the edges of the area eg Fairford, the plan is 
sacrificing the delicate balance of community as well as imposing unsustainable levels 
of development in those towns / areas. The fact that Cotswold District is dominated by 
the untouchable AONB is to the detriment of the rest of the district left to bear the brunt 
of a target generated by an algorithm.



Comment ID: 9110 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Francesca Marqus 

Comment:  

•Infrastructure Deficit: Poulton lacks essential services—public transport, no schools, 
no healthcare, shops—making it unsuitable for significant development.  

•Transport Limitations: No viable public transport; reliance on cars increases 
congestion,  emissions, and road safety risks.  

•Flooding & Sewage Risks: Existing issues with flooding and inadequate sewage 
capacity; further development would worsen these problems.  

•Scale of Proposed Growth: Adding 30 dwellings (17% increase) is unsustainable given 
current infrastructure and environmental constraints.  

•Environmental & Heritage Impact: Development near conservation areas and open 
spaces would harm rural character and Cotswold landscape.  

•Affordable Housing Concerns: New housing often unaffordable for locals; risk of  
properties being bought by outsiders or used for Airbnb.  

•Planning Process Issues: Lack of meaningful early engagement with Parish Councils;  
local knowledge on flooding and infrastructure often ignored.  

•Preference for Strategic Growth: Support for focusing development in main service  
centres or large strategic sites to enable  infrastructure-led planning.  

•Opposition to Dispersed Development: Small-scale allocations in villages seen as  
inefficient, environmentally damaging, and contrary to sustainability goals.



Comment ID: 10541 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Francis Lata 

Comment: I write concerning the proposed  housing developments in Kemble Parish.  I 
support the views of the Parish Council and would further add :- The Council’s preferred 
approach at Kemble results in a community, which now has 388 dwellings, 
accommodating an additional 619 in the period to 2043. 

This represents a 160% increase in the size of Kemble.  

The intention at Kemble appears to be overdevelopment and of a kind which would 
completely swamp the existing community.  

The addition of 619 new dwellings to a community of 388 cannot be legitimately  
referred to as an extension of the existing community! 



Comment ID: 275 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8a4c057c-5e8f-4e2f-b959-4ee04f2cb627/275_Fairford_Town_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=k~nO1FUiUwfKUDTKn1DqhLWEifxEYByaoEjBtD5xe8ke7pNSGfyofUsFxIiwJ9yZdbEAenvew8GgJpHtQ2AvTh~0-gMV1BRCz9oO8EtlIMJQpz4jqbNqwDSD290QdJTn3Z9EsKCjVwCascRWtSLFEQNfb0xyPFybzyspVQiMKTj8HGw8X7k8ReqfbCPXTMbX1TBSUT2LAWVi3c67SrsQIsXXPgBzX5YT3eH1VgEHaP57ydhEgbafPG7A14nAP4F07XBn6FThX0twgAJ8xTOBBa9parHvGCAZOouHNFGWbLS7~zKXY8Ya6liYNUz~aw129R~T1D7C4K0LcRiVSFPVpQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 276 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fairford Town Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/91f2cf14-fb22-425f-8670-1f648e3736a2/276_Fairford_Town_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=LVm0NEzLfV6cgi3QrlPzpEvEX~RR1HVA-~1Lg3PmiUqyuJpagj~Ng8flo3jl3U7sR3U0o-CbBeI5U3GtQPh74LSO96~l7wql2BRYAFMOPn3MTOmD1zuoFbMG4iA1BEB-M5~5wBVm76P0KG4cBakZehJWxxV~KUn8HIn-K6OvMVeVWHWidE4b4K5oTAB4ehT9HrUSoDaFGMVjz9svqZ6SPUtFZ94S2hvYs--FSNNgIF0P5QeGU9ipsPvPxvyY78kj6JtdkFwWA0aQkrYCbM2czEfS7NaOnMj1bTJsRGV2YElWECgMA8WYjJsMjxdP8d0wb8STjvf8LJSW1SkvnffjaA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 296 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Farmington Trust 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7bcc18a7-7fa2-43f2-8fe4-9cc1bce06470/296_Farmington_Trust_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=DHaSnHofBD88oR5ksyc5cq6Nure9ITV3L~kOVwCYZevJGKCSCoigCafJW1xXnLs69q3~tG2thUQt5b~G4UuI7ZwbqKqzHM-ZTh8uRYO9rhLD9TyD9uSzQQUvNpmln-t6e3gtQIhdrTDk~hMGtymO~4kq7QRxj~6R22Xbm5ZNoQIlZXY9HPwOPN9XwLstUw3VhrWr9TqLH4f6wgXImq1LH8GKpPXiqk1EqW6KUmaJo1B2u9cM8NWEv0XPWFGedJUM8PhjZvuzbWb7OsZDT2i346P4bylxWd~FDBG0RJuJgtu7OgYBSN-DJT3598dJZpXwLel7qsnk-imDRxmC-zPVGw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 297 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Farmington Trust 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/136fd2cf-d99f-42c3-9926-28bfccb1cbf9/297_Farmington_Trust_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=CsjsfUCWW0ccRA3bMoKIHn5z2jphaHvuUbJuya-NYS2AmSKtHWV-~C6GVL2EhMAhn77T~m9w7UJY1~wKWXpkwL2w0W-O2x~iWXnFc~68eDsFJMp2t63hkhsfL0dNscaI8q1VdN58y-D-SkIh9~7vSZrjHmwWSM-GY50ZbnlrE4wM0MBHIDuo9waL1LE1WnCUdJFh93~3mLSbg3Wei5VucZljr5dBvcv2pHkzFaoKolUscIDhrAmo4~Ax80IGKUjzOw3QkBfU2APJX-c2YHW-KXqeedAEouk6avC53ptr8-jlXb-WWo~W-Tgc1U82TzqrZ~W1cpCic-DKIfVBwaZbMg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 298 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Farmington Trust 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d499bc1b-6d84-4eb7-99e7-ce4326f8f3d5/298_Farmington_Trust_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=dYnfcxwElWKvKwyka6R4s-AwbNeV0ABmOr69pXw0jCh~x4GG6fpJqtdhWPSWOY5yIQoKvSmAWbhOisQiYgl3FvXey-IcAj0CbNkjjUHUe9bjYypTfV8T~GGVL-hZ-qrFrB0e96Nj6OnqcNGMOgrya8M7KgeovAAvPGpQm65ZTNJVJKi2CX3vC~HQtDYyOnNJ43CFGt7~E6UsLCD4oY~APu0OWMlS1gFWX20ClSwU65iR3uOy8Emjx51mYCZbTXPT9Ry6xy3n2DG0YofXIzYNgi2G0C~~V-NVwvAvAdKdpDuY8aVnwNoUHV-4XHS-H4uAa0Bsh3dz8Vg51y~Jp8ZAJA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 142 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Felicity Jackson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/de801156-fc0e-4ae5-b43d-4a16f57e83a9/142_Felicity_Jackson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=zcI4vdpq~XG5uqFyKwRPIL4nL4NyfiJfRuoZddKkbPrT5e2jkwS-D2OZqWXlaVr2RyuCFAEaIrwfYHjC5u5~lftyCqly~enUqSpH8ak8OIamSibJ1Y63j8qJmMPQgp3EvYIOqpKwwpYXpH~uWX2FZJVJiOL3j7BGIR4C3z3RN6o5lC~dI1UgIYMPs35o4T11ld22w9kRhp85VHPKc0EftY-OsMZdRvvnqxWromdVRY9BzGKpq8Fx13VIkUx39KnrT9qK6pZek8z8~xJPncn5s9EiEBboLtOTlJiKJcUhCZOfMOvER7ZaIPSRY2wlHaDs-D~1ASsi-RrksDDCSAnNNA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 746 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fiona Johnston 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f2dc87e2-a497-4f9f-9ebc-3b06c56e01a7/746_Fiona_Johnston_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=qd3KpiRsVvfGJ2wwLW8UoOSXC9rOTz-2ffBjA1fjvBUXCZNl7KIejLlJAjA~Y4qlQu4LaC8WXqM~gtGo-RK9gY3kg~0zvKnJG8Vcbh26PYnU0m6MLVEGWs-vFG0Rqfxlf5KMHYqtLEJGrjf9L0bCD1hvS3QlKfcINkwRnik~~hh3d-ah2EnFTJ3ndcf96-FPyoKOI5wOIhGq3yuX2HmLNY1I-OHZnQ~UQPMPyYXQb~n7sjAKC7myQBMEH2wx1cXXw5L4N4mYVRkkjLwKwloj3PN9pBmEBRdnsuPeD0y5p6IwWNh5Hp3SmHRpP893-mHwugaoIkjrmbiIJpi6XyksTA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 575 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fiona Uzze 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/91646c89-4c44-4ced-8abe-9c551330ae8e/575_Fiona_Uzze_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=F-1XGBEzGDPF7ReEvtTS8LSnCitM2N~9U3rPqGkX-3jyOvSmAUgKnZXZ5bJkKkNtiyvQQb8bBqdBgazTybFR~PAejajULeX8qXZiDu43kaJZUG7gMo1SmMnkwxFjMVU7mW1A5Nws9w3NNSMEUaOGspFIZAx3E6WI-z1N1xwKmtUwVxdzJpMtEpKNr~3IPeAsDZZ0Ec~QMXrPcxkRtlwEoeZzz~vtn3BvXf5B-1GZyFwrURkjDkSm5XpPwx5RMBzyOIcdpLgnytACZslPJ~miaJlnumVfzrcJqvITZsgalkA7LPdy39TCfcSbaMuzZfdJznqWBBX7Iob7Fh3xXPxPuQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 429 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Florence Lazenby 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7a5a9275-cdf1-487a-89ac-ee9d5d283d6b/429_Florence_Lazenby_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=gicbugKD~Rkjl3rqfwm0lX19GPIuaX9bD256QUofidXt-IuHGwRjBbAkrklaHEdM9NfATQeHfmp1CKyWmpHASeLjUASxROAhswM0FIajh2hEes9L9zjW6l2OvYB5d4M~ScgdhHsspjnhT4kSSgT6AVkr2fo4N48nSynfeRQ16BE5ifdCveffOPOxZLDjY4fwtm-MiYxkEi6~zZaGzqxKsw3qjZNg5j6HYU9~6M~H7468VkfZm4nUJwB6L0S8ZG7Up~O6tfYV6c3dKi4v7BnjMANtaoi3C9EohM0-mgZNxuHoYgdDTOEMZs~Pgq2~dL5r~3opU6ieUW57scTxF3b-KQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 196 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fowkes 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c926203b-2cf0-404b-8674-6018ae75db4f/196_Fowkes_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=HNYorD~xZYPjOP2YvDObiPZozelhVrrle4WW6i1hwIhEFe9bSEU4QpqHUSZLinoD9bQFPRUcIUaM7GZO9XK1EbOK3JFC8i3tUhYvbrsuCZw1W2t1myWZu7sMHM~EkjRh~hTGnbuh~9ieKVPukJFbU4ImFeQSvmRxLt6euu-9VS7HJTZj8-Ji4nrXXDHxtjP1jMgrxj3T3qPiVKrpn9U6yHDxJfUA5~2AT7ECBzYW8GF3vFkgUD0~zD2yym9OM1Oy6XJ82xtGUwachCsgxlLO3JCrRP~USVZK2oZvxjJOPwmI3IH0tKJDbtgpQGnGoCQR1-4668M8yfHYRed2a0IT4w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 825 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Frank Perkins 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/728a0a29-2cb8-41d3-a6eb-ea3e15f724cd/825_Frank_Perkins_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=asgaa6915Jt61wfQiCINUOUnvPwV97~OYMVgEVrHcxZ4NW9NSMXsoxy5t1-3NgoGaWRh0a2OgY-CUT8P5RdbedysHqfVFKpVf4zY6NCevhAMi9NY5XA9CkMREqSIvNq4HRsFUUWaCMr1einvlCb3zbDSPXUEl7YwBF3AEoXzGXnDGbqPtmlO0Qh3AknL7lXWnrvd8fIErS1Sl-zQGsRzEI26UvV6gmQAcrFeau4Q34rGG7PZ2B0Pp~JyoHq1HOedRoJLcYwsOYwiaqO6rSCdrXHKKD89BkKZ~X-aP6nOcTfFHR3Dt5Wb9aUcm7c6H6wGVLX60H~~vmTpznwlW0AUKg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 426 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fraser Anderson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/932f64f3-3b16-4b7f-936d-1e8add9dab1e/426_Fraser_Anderson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=kI8nu7lJ2xIm1FRoMF9Ieu3xcepSE~SjkTIGbCAzvyLZaoADm6e0pHfSsoo9VJk1CLOjwhC0OFheXbrI6sAn2-F~W04IJvlyNntx281yFB2aM55QxPKNmTr8WRM0GazVwVtbvEzjiHHjHefNEIgoARBVTPaPJ0u84aYkZ3IgLnWq57qC~j6DpvTD4pV3gZ8LR9woNVnS0u7HyKW9zxK0H3~HSewFhkGCZPbSaDdUCMrQp6P-uj2q4Adq8S8Fc-rEWCuijpWcLzSFdOqE09iSZJ~cAJaCLQnK-jb8bHS8mCk~9HNxXkqRfLEHz0fGuH7JybVWOInHCGq6vHxWUQl0Gw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 733 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Frederick Fielder 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/69d47bdd-6d3b-4665-bb13-86f405b4acb1/733_Frederick_Fielder_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Fj~F8hPvgQqqhUTCHQddscVy-hjM5oTa5sYa7aThuhMeYCqwJp0~-vwPCKJQzlQP3XWgKcEgz3wEZwIHeRiM3uzwjMg7P1bgivc1BcVWW7kSm5g5VQZ68zdTD~2st8BuFURd8-aJ3B0tBVJ96m6vZP0xR5xvokgmphBHZRcPwJKyhsSxbZmUNu-ILvUHvPuJn4KvhSsAfc8voZt3OgyV2cxl9Kt2gA9xz2sEQAAOnqFzfR-IaREU4RP4Ir5p-2mhnGD4h1Cgx~iq8WSeAFxWdjrZ-OwuiVgrgr35DaSKE8ek6rWNEotBo5c9fTI1ST7EHki3GK4iJhdBLx6fqyYYEw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 790 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Fynn Robinson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1bdfcfd4-0b30-4ead-a0c6-ec52c96d20f0/790_Fynn_Robinson_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=qpHlvW7ItB77W731yYErH9bbuoFnIKLxWJQN2kGvrAt97abplO4r~swicxeO9OjRw9~1bpcxBRQr07uB5Y9PsEla1LuC~NA7URxVmdt4gIYnGFtFbj8LbAieBiOoN~bVdQtw6KSyf6bhDM7GGGvouUrNIg946x9ID-mFPc46rI1~FHKaKwCU0esvaFkj2bdlfWo~IMC-wt3~wecDCn0lb1tRPxrLXg2OooJJFZxmcw1BoV5Cm~O7mbmmsV62Nn1pAASp8MCu8bYDhM8vYVhBXtJBpmIeoGxTODDc6z5HO3k-XUL~X5HBsM2GkI1pkKkzS5Bn6hDmIPxxmBFwPjdZUg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I
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