
Comment ID: 8951 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Daphne Barber 

Comment: Infrastructure  

Sound insulation for domestic machinery



Comment ID: 10502 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: David 

Comment: I attended the consultation in Fairford. I could not get a meaningful or 
positive response regarding water supply or sewage treatment being upgraded before 
any new development starts, especially as Thames Water are continually dumping raw 
sewage into the river Coln.  

The surgery is under pressure to cope with current patients,  so where are the new 
doctors going to come from? Again, I didn't get a meaningful or positive response.



Comment ID: 9311 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: David 

Comment: I agree that Scenario 5 is the least bad option. I feel it is extremely important 
that the Cotswolds has an approved local plan and weighting should also be given to 
the likelihood of approval being granted.



Comment ID: 9313 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David 

Comment: I do not believe that the council should consider developments in areas 
where sustainability cannot be demonstrated. To do so would store up significant 
challenges for the communities in which they are located as well as the individuals that 
buy those properties.



Comment ID: 9315 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David 

Comment: I support increasing the density of developments to the extent that it doesn't 
significantly change the character of the location. Doing so would promote building 
affordable housing, which is  the key driver for the change to the Local Plan. I would 
discourage the building of larger houses on sites that are viable for higher density 
housing.



Comment ID: 9455 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: David 

Comment: I agree with the vision and objectives



Comment ID: 9525 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: David 

Comment: Whilst the overall spatial strategy appears logical given the scope and 
environmental limitations, the limited areas for development to the north and south of 
the area concerned in this consultation, plus the flawed assumption that everyone will 
jump on a train to commute to work, confine areas for growth to very limited areas. No 
consideration has been given to local infrastructure when all of these houses put 2 cars 
per household onto the surrounding roads and drive to work, supermarkets and 
schools. That must be addressed.



Comment ID: 9541 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: David 

Comment: I do not believe you need to attract people to the Cotswolds with cheap 
"affordable" housing however you do need to have schemes for those brought up here. 
The people who move here recognise the Cotswolds is affluent and they pay the high 
price for a reason. Do not seek to water down that reason by making it a free-for-all 
thereby destroying what it is to live here in an AONB. A race to the bottom, mediocrity or 
the lowest common denominator benefits no one in the end! Hold standards high and 
when people are attracted here to live, give them the facilities they need to enjoy 
pollution-free, safe, outdoor life. A city is different.



Comment ID: 9540 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: David 

Comment: Apart from my previous infrastructure comments, a cycle path along the 
Fosse Way between Moreton-in-Marsh and Stow-on-the-Wold would give the train 
station cycle hub a fighting chance of ever actually being used and it would dissuade 
tourists from walking along a dangerous road in favour of an e-bike. Now that's 
"sustainable"!



Comment ID: 9538 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David 

Comment: The disproportionate weighting of housing growth supported by Moreton-in-
Marsh is insane when the town is already becoming gridlocked at times with the Fosse 
Way and A44 intersecting the only major historic roads through the town (no planned 
bypass in line with this house building expansion). Even areas of supposedly small scale 
sustainable housing have not considered roads and logistics. 

The water supply/drainage is constantly being dug up or is sprouting leaks and this is 
unsustainable even now! The sewage system and treatment facilities are at or near 
capacity.  

There are some significant flood risks in this area particularly to the east and south - its 
not called "The Marsh" for nothing! (see environmental flood risk map).  

There are no senior schools (all teenagers get bussed to Chipping Camden or Bourton-
on-the-Water).  

Retail in the High Street does not have the right mix or pedestrian layout/pavements to 
support the growing population and visitors safely.  

The Police station was shut and sold off somewhat prematurely given the plan to double 
the population.  

Just because Moreton has a train station and is not in the more rural mid-Cotswolds, 
does not mean it is capable of sustaining this level of growth. It may seem like the best 
option but it will destroy the town without significant infrastructure changes where the 
costs probably outweigh the benefit. "Sustainable" means it should blend in almost 
unnoticed, without adverse affects, not just to contain the damage and destruction of 
an AONB to one place!



Comment ID: 9539 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David 

Comment: In the Mid-Cotswolds area, there seem to be some missed opportunities to 
expand most of the villages in a "sustainable" manner with small adjustments to 
facilities. 25-50 houses here and there makes far more sense if done in natural 
Cotswold stone and not ruined by low cost brick housing.



Comment ID: 9542 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: David 

Comment: See my last comment



Comment ID: 9626 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: David 

Comment: Infrastructure gets a mention but there is nothing substantive in here and 
nothing closely linked to the Scenarios. If there is a Phase II to this consultation, that's 
where the direction needs to be. 

I am not sure what "socially rented housing" means and I think in the Cotswolds maybe 
the focus should be on young people aspiring to own their homes, not inviting people 
here on benefits or at the lower end of the socio-economic scale. One thing people in 
the Cotswolds do not want is low cost social housing destroying the character of the 
Cotswolds!



Comment ID: 9527 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: David 

Comment: Scenario  4 is a non-starter as the assumption that everyone will use public 
transport is totally flawed and local highway infrastructure will not support the 
unforeseen consequences



Comment ID: 9529 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: David 

Comment: The number of houses proposed for Moreton-in-Marsh in table 2 is totally 
unsustainable without significant changes to infrastructure, including but not limited to, 
schools, highways and water treatment facilities. It is already showing signs of reaching 
peak capacity while retail facilities are limited and unsupportive of this level of growth. 
More joined up thinking is needed



Comment ID: 9532 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: David 

Comment: The disproportionate weighting of housing growth supported by Moreton-in-
Marsh is insane when the town is already becoming gridlocked at times with the Fosse 
Way and A44 intersecting the only major historic roads through the town (no planned 
bypass in line with this house building expansion), the water supply/drainage is 
constantly being dug up or is sprouting leaks, the sewage system is at or near capacity, 
there are some significant flood risks in this area - its not called "Marsh" for nothing! 
(see environmental flood risk map), there are no senior schools (all teenagers get 
bussed to Chipping Camden or Bourton-on-the-Water), retail in the High Street does not 
have the right mix or pedestrian layout/pavements to support the growing  population 
and visitors, and the Police station was shut and sold off somewhat prematurely given 
the plan to double the population!  More joined up thinking needed! I suggest a weight 
restriction of 20 tonnes and reinstate the medieval toll system for all trucks over that 
weight limit passing through Moreton-in-Marsh who have no need to be here and can 
use motorways between Swindon and Birmingham (local deliveries excluded) to help 
fund repair of the roads, limit traffic and pollution as a starter.



Comment ID: 9534 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: David 

Comment: I think it is wrong that the biggest settlements are facing the greatest burden 
of expansion. Cirencester doesn't even have a train station and I assume the numbers in 
the table are wrong or reversed. Is it ~9k going up by ~4k to ~13k? It cannot be halving?



Comment ID: 9526 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: David 

Comment: The limited areas for development to the north and south of the area 
concerned in this consultation, plus the flawed assumption that everyone will jump on 
a train to commute to work, confining areas for growth to very limited areas makes 
Scenario 4 a non-starter. No consideration has been given to local infrastructure when 
all of these houses put 2 cars per household onto the surrounding roads and drive to 
work, supermarkets and schools. That needs to be addressed in all Scenarios.



Comment ID: 10729 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: David 

Comment: CDC is being obliged by Government to supply new housing development in 
only part of the district's area, and as a result those sites are expected to put up with 
more houses than are practical.



Comment ID: 10743 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: David 

Comment: The large area of the district that will currently be untouched needs to bear 
some of the load od new development. The chosen sites so far will be irreparably 
damaged by the extra population and traffic especially. There are insufficient roads to 
accommodate the extra traffic and essential services.



Comment ID: 10777 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: David 

Comment: Thank you for your consideration of  the following: 

The Governments late edition of the 'standard method' has obviously complicated the 
process by seemingly penalising Cotswold District for their beautiful location and their 
past careful planning. 

The indicative Maps 1&2 indicate small villages like Condicote and Naunton but not 
others like Ablington ,Coln Rogers,Withington and Shipton Oliffe. 

My question is :Had the requirements of local people in every village been considered 
before the introduction of the 'standard method' and now especially after its onerous 
introduction have they been reviewed again? 

There is social housing (or ex social housing)in Condicote for example. It set a 
precedent for local needs in common with many other Cotswold villages at the time as 
was the case for my own village and many others in South Warwickshire in 1950's.In 
other words a small number of houses for local people.  

A small number of houses built to blend in I would have thought could have been 
accomodated in most villages thus helping to take off some of the pressure of , in my 
opinion,the completely unsustainable proposals for Mickleton. 

The Governments idea seems to be to reduce house prices by increasing numbers.I 
would say that because of a combination of our natural beauty, built history ,careful 
planning in the past and a number of villages that do not seem to have been included, 
that will not happen in the majority of cases. It is more likely that house prices in a 
village like Mickleton especially will suffer and householders take the brunt of the 
policies both financially and in quality of life.



Comment ID: 10794 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: David 

Comment: I would say the policy of 21 dwelling per hectare is already dense enough 
and should not be compromised unless possibly for starter homes



Comment ID: 10790 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: David 

Comment: Scenario 3 

Conclusion.Having read the Local Plan Review and the Government's 'standard 
method' 

I understand the Cotswold District Council recommendation of Scenario 5 for what is 
now a difficult situation, but bearing in mind the existing commitments to building in the 
different villages anyway I would favour option 3 ,near to Cirencester, the main centre 
with infrastructure and facilities.There are already many large development proposals 
indicated on Indicative Map3.To this could be added a contribution from the other 
villages,albeit small,as I stated in my earlier comments on the Local Plan.



Comment ID: 10812 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David 

Comment: I think the idea of a Scenario 3 near Cirencester is more likely to be 
sustainable into the future with the opportunity for new roads,schools,sports facilities 
before building the houses rather than, for example, the proposals for Mickleton which 
doesn't have a doctor's surgery or Post Office,local schools over subscribed, poor road 
connections  unsuitable for cyclists and very difficult access over the bridge in 
Stratford-on-avon for work.I agree the infrastructure Delivery Plan update proposed 
under Clause 4.8 is essential before this question can be answered fully.Any Developers 
description of existing facilities and infrastructure in a village or town, including vehicle 
access to the site, attached to a Planning Application should be rigorously examined.



Comment ID: 10818 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: David 

Comment: I agree with your objectives particularly 5.3.e.{2} 

Thank you for the excellent document and the opportunity to comment



Comment ID: 10744 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: David and Anne Swain 

Comment: Ideally none of them but the selected option 5 seems like a reasonable 
choice amongst a batch of evils. It does end up converting the area surrounding 
Cirencester into a large urban conurbation that absorbs the surrounding villages to the 
detriment of all but needs must I suppose.



Comment ID: 10746 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David and Anne Swain 

Comment: To get the ridiculous number of houses we understand it is necessary to 
make smaller plots but the heights of new builds must be kept in line with existing 
dwellings. So for example one or two story buildings should be the norm, blocks of flats 
would be inappropriate, at least close to existing village dwellings. Possibly three or four 
storey at the very outskirts of the development but not close to the existing villages.



Comment ID: 10735 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: David and Anne Swain 

Comment: 1. Road access to the new houses should be from the main road only at the 
Siddington Park roundabout. The current Preston village road is not suitable for a main 
thoroughfare as the centre of the village is narrow and has cars parked on the road.  

 

2. There is considerable movement of wildlife through the fields surrounding village, 
particularly those to the south. Roe and Munkjak deer and foxes particularly use this 
corridor. A forested access corridor must continue from the south of the village starting 
at Kingshill Lane to the copses to the south-east. This will reduce local noise levels and 
air pollution as well as providing a walking corridor.



Comment ID: 10741 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: David and Anne Swain 

Comment: Although we understand the need for increasing the housing density please 
keep the height of any new houses to one or two storeys in keeping with the rest of the 
village,



Comment ID: 10847 

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

Name: David Ball 

Comment: Previous site assessments should be considered when allocating sites for 
residential development. As an example, those sites assessed as unsuitable for 
development as part of creating the current Local Plan, should not be allocated now or 
at a minimum be reassessed using the same methodology and criteria.



Comment ID: 10849 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: David Ball 

Comment: The Council has suggested that a Plan needs to be delivered and accepted 
showing land availability for the 18K+ houses indicated by the government. It is very 
unlikely that this number of houses will be built in the life of the Plan as economic 
pressures will dictate build rate. If the Council fails to secure a Plan and is at risk of 
speculative development, fewer houses could be built than the government's target as 
economics of supply and demand will influence the outcome. How essential is a Plan if 
it is to indicate an unsustainable level of development.



Comment ID: 10845 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David Ball 

Comment: I believe that excluding areas within the protected landscape denies these 
settlements the opportunity for vital development which would  help secure thriving 
communities. Conversely, concentrating large developments in a small number of 
existing villages would put unsustainable pressure on local services and infrastructure. 
To meet government targets residential development should be spread throughout the 
District, avoiding overburdening communities.



Comment ID: 10853 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: David Ball 

Comment: Concentrating large developments in existing villages risks overwhelming 
the local services, amenities and infrastructure. The natural landscape and established 
character of many of the villages, especially those taking a heavy allocation to the south 
of Cirencester, will be irrevocably damaged. The open landscape nature of the 
countryside surrounding these villages adds to the Cotswold character and charm of 
the area which will be destroyed if the proposed level of development in concentrated in 
this way.



Comment ID: 10194 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: David Brown 

Comment: It is difficult to see how to comment on this document.  The video is useful 
but does not address the basic question of how you ensure that a comment has been 
submittted.  "Post comment" is not a helpful term.  Furthermore, in trying to find the 
route to comment clicking on "online consultation system" simply takes you round in a 
loop.



Comment ID: 10205 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: David Brown 

Comment: You seem to be accepting of the Government targets but at the same time 
deciding to restrict development largely to the very small areas in your district that lie 
outside the National Landscape.  The new housing numbers proposed for these small 
areas are massive.  I fear the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be bordered with 
two areas of outstanding unnatural ugliness if you adopt this policy.  Surely you should 
either spread development more evenly through your area or argue in the strongest 
terms with Government that it is unreasonable to squeeze their target numbers into the 
very small areas you have outside the National Landscape.  To me, you seem to be 
rolling over to the Government's demands.  I wonder if Government even realises that 
you're keeping development out (almost) of your main areas of jurisdiction. 

The other thing you seem unreasonably determined on is the importance of a railway 
station in the areas identified for intensive development.  In the case of Moreton-in-
Marsh you should look at its use.  Passenger numbers going north on this line are, I am 
sure, insignificant.  And numbers going south are not great.   Oxford and London are the 
only destinations of note for commuters.  To use the train for a commute to Oxford only 
makes sense if you work in the centre of Oxford.  Jobs in the University and in retail 
make up the majority.  There are few major office blocks and conventional office jobs.  
And London - fares are high and few can afford to commute from as far away as 
Moreton.  If you have any doubt of this, see the newly-constructed bicycle storage shed 
built at Moreton station.  You're lucky if there are two bikes in it! 

My particular concern is Moreton, where I live.  I cannot believe that central Government 
would expect the sort of expansion you plan for Moreton to be imposed anywhere.  As 
my councilors I think I can reasonably expect you to resist the sort of numbers for 
Moreton that appear in this plan. 



Comment ID: 9331 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: David Clare 

Comment: Expansion of Moreton in Marsh would require a solution to the already 
appalling traffic congestion affecting the A429 and A44. At the very least, a by-pass to 
the West of the town to improve through traffic on the Fosse Way, which would also 
alleviate through-town traffic on the A44. If a solution to the traffic can be delivered, 
there could be even higher numbers of houses than currently proposed.



Comment ID: 9332 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: David Clark 

Comment: The Main Service Centre scenario seems to the best way to  build more 
housing.  Proximity to services, i.e. shops, schools, health care and of course, public 
transport thus making it easier for families and people with disabilities. It encourages 
people to cycle and walk to work. It cuts down on carbon emissions and  to live a 
greener lifestyle.



Comment ID: 9334 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: David Clark 

Comment: Scenario 4 Will alleviate car dependency, locating housing near bus services 
train stations, etc seems to be the logical way forward.  

As I understand it a good and efficient way of land use and can minimises Urban sprawl.



Comment ID: 9528 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: David Clark 

Comment: As a resident of Driffield and Harnhill , I feel I can only speak from experience 
about my own village." I'm concerned about the proposed development that could 
impact our village. The CDC's plans fail to acknowledge the existing settlement and its 
current size, which I believe exceeds 50 dwellings. 

 

I'd like to highlight several obstacles to building 840 houses near our village. The 
development's scale is disproportionate to Driffield and Harnhill's size, and it will 
significantly harm the rural landscape. Furthermore, I've been told that several 
landowners are unwilling to sell, rendering the CDC's land availability information 
outdated. I would appreciate the CDC's clarification on this matter. 

 

Our agricultural economy plays a vital role in feeding the nation during uncertain times. 
The village's narrow roads, hedgerows, and stone walls are integral to its historic 
character. However, we also face challenges like flooding, which the CDC seems to 
have overlooked. This issue is linked to our sewage system's limited capacity, and the 
CDC would need to fund upgrades. 

 

Local employment opportunities are limited, with Saint James Place in Cirencester and 
Corin Orthopaedics being our largest employers. This raises questions about where the 
residents of these proposed houses would work. Prioritizing housing near existing 
industry and infrastructure would be more sensible, rather than expecting residents to 
commute. If new homes are necessary, they should be built near train stations in larger 
towns like Cheltenham and Gloucester, promoting more sustainable development. 

 

As a resident, I'm deeply concerned about the proposed development of these houses 
in our rural landscape. This large-scale development would not only destroy the area's 
natural beauty but also threaten the local wildlife, including rare tawny owls and 
protected barn owls that call our farmland home. The mature trees and hedgerows that 
support these species are a vital part of our ecosystem, and it's crucial that we protect 
them. 

 



I would like  to know if the CDC has conducted a thorough investigation into the 
potential impact on local biodiversity. Have they considered the long-term 
consequences of building on this land? Our community's character and identity are 
rooted in the rural landscape, and this development would irreparably alter it. 

 

Has the CDC properly questioned the idea of building in north Gloucestershire? I think 
not. It appears some councillors have a political bias, seemingly reluctant to upset our 
neighbours  living in the AONB areas!  

 

 

Instead of building 840 houses in a rural area, perhaps the CDC could consider 
alternative solutions, such as smaller-scale developments near existing infrastructure 
in towns like Stroud, Cheltenham, or Tewkesbury. This approach would minimise  the 
impact on the environment but also support more community-focused development. 

 

As a community, we value our rural heritage and the natural beauty of our surroundings. 
I urge the CDC to reconsider the proposed development and prioritise the protection of 
Driffield and Harnhill's character and wildlife.



Comment ID: 9996 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: David Cunningham 

Comment: I agree with the Council’s decision



Comment ID: 9997 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David Cunningham 

Comment: No - good planning should maintain standards and goals for sustainability to 
ensure long-term viability of development



Comment ID: 9998 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Cunningham 

Comment: To a limited extent. Increased density must be accompanied by enhanced 
infrastructure.



Comment ID: 10000 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David Cunningham 

Comment: Although CDC will cease to exist long before this date, infrastructure, e.g 
roads - something this LPA does not fully control - will be crucial to ensure that large-
scale development at sites such as Moreton can benefit not suffer from major increases 
in housing. Unless these requirements are ‘baked in’ to development approvals, these 
plans are flawed.



Comment ID: 10001 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: David Cunningham 

Comment: Yes - but while aspirations are laudable, they need to be backed with more 
than wishes. Hope is not a strategy.



Comment ID: 10002 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: David Cunningham 

Comment: When will the new SHELAA be published?



Comment ID: 9365 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: I don't approve of the whole concept because government policy is forcing 
people to live in areas where there isn't necessary suitable work, there are insufficient 
amenities and they are isolated from friends etc. It would be far better to let the market 
decide where housing developments should be. But, on the basis that one of the 
options must be chosen, option 3 would be the most logical in order to enable new 
residents to partially remedy the above fundamental shortcomings.



Comment ID: 9367 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: It depends what the Council means by "unsustainable". If it addresses my 
answer to Question 1, unsustainable locations should be considered along with the 
steps necessary to make them sustainable.



Comment ID: 9368 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: I would consider higher density developments, but only if they are in 
appropriate locations, eg in an established urban or semi-unban location which already 
features higher density developments, and crucially if the demand for housing is 
present in the proposed locations.



Comment ID: 9369 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: There are two fundamental issues in addressing the sustainability of the 
proposed solutions: 

1.  The present demand is for 18,650 new homes in the Cotswold district. Do you really 
believe that this figure will endure, or will the unabated inrush of immigrants, by fair 
means and foul, dictate that this figure is uplifted in due course? 

2.  Are all the necessary amenities going to be put in place ahead of or in tandem with 
the housing developments? Here in Willersey we have a number of local issues, not 
least the overloaded sewerage system which overflows every time it rains hard, which 
have not been addressed despite promises in successive previous developments. 
These issues should render any future development plans unviable until AFTER the 
existing problems are addressed and sufficient capacity for future developments put in 
place.



Comment ID: 9370 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: Water supply 

Sewerage 

Rainwater drainage 

Electricity supply 

Gas supply 

Landline telephone & broadband connections 

Road capacities in area 

Parking capacity 

Proximity to transport hubs 

Proximity to emergency services 

GP and hospital capacities 

School capacities 

Local shops 

Local leisure facilities 

Employment potential in area 

Compatibility of development with local ambience 

Sympathy of housing design with existing properties 

And a host of other things that haven't come to mind but which should be part of the 
planning assessment.



Comment ID: 9371 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: As I have previously said in answers to previous questions, I believe the 
whole exercise is flawed because you are inevitably going to be chasing a moving target 
until the fundamental issue of population growth is addressed. Also, this process is 
forcing people to take up residence in locations which are unsuitable for them for a 
multitude of reasons already specified. Someone in authority needs to wind back and 
address these fundamental issues before embarking on any further guessing where 
people should be made to live.



Comment ID: 9038 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: b. add  -  Increase the prevailing residential density, primarily by design, and 
layout. 

 

c. Provide units that match the number of bedrooms needed, rather than a 
disproportionate number of units with 4 or more bedrooms.



Comment ID: 9039 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Not being a land owner or developer, i can only reiterate that i consider that 
there are 3 sites in Tetbury (in addition to the 50 + 43 units), that if they come forward, i 
would support.  Together they could provide around 500 units. The indicative 10% 
growth for Tetbury, is i believe too low. 

 

As previously noted i would support part of site 2i1d (please note i wrongly quoted 20a 
earlier) to the north of Cirencester to be medium scale residential.



Comment ID: 9042 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Apologies again. For page 36 i wrongly stated 21d.  I meant 21 a. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt i consider most of that land,  medium - high landscape 
value, and not all appropriate as a Special Landscape Area.  I consider that it should be 
considered for inclusion as a medium scale extension to Cirencester.  That sufficiently 
north of the road, to avoid unreasonable noise.  the residential extending towards 
Burford Road, avoiding the Ancient monument, and stopping before the substantial 
trees to the north.



Comment ID: 9022 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Agree contect.



Comment ID: 9030 

Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: As previously stated only 3 Strategic sites should be post 2043.  They are the 
obvious ones that the Mayor would certainly allocate post 2043. 

 

Morton - railway station, and proposed transport hub.  The land  would also not be 
within the NL, nor SLA.  The finished scale should be sufficent to justify a Secondary 
School. 

 

Kemble - Railway Station, but the Tetbury, Kemble, Cirencester public transport corridor 
would need to be significantly improved. 

 

Driffield - Post 2043 growth needed to reach the critical size of a small Town. 

 

Steadings should not be continued post 2043, as it would become even more like 
ribbon development, and be likely to to start encroaching the SLA.  The only exception 
would be if my proposed density for all of Steadings (43 dph), cannot be completed by 
2043, and occupies the same land area as 400 residential units was intended to cover 
up to 2043. 

 

The other 3 Strategic sites, where post 2043 residential was proposed should not 
continue post 2043.  It appears far too much like cramming residential in, that would 
substantially affect character, and is not justified by good levels of sustainability, and in 
the case of Driffield, enabling that development to reach a critical scale of being a small 
Town. 

 

As the Mayor will determine Strategic allocations, across a very large area, its is 
unnecessary to allocate post 2043, with the exception of obvious locations, and 
ensuring that a 5 year supply of residential is maintained, before the Mayor through a 
Spatial development Plan, establishes Strategic residential growth areas, and the 
Unitary Authority allocates specific sites, and also allocates non strategic residential, 
along with its development Strategy.  I believe that CDC with its high level of constraints, 
will not have to take its 'fair share', and will not have to cram more residential in.   



 

Kemble



Comment ID: 9320 

Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: I note the recent consultation regarding proposed changes to the NPPF.  I 
consider that if adopted along those lines it vindicates my view that that except for the 
Strategic Development that i have indicated post 2043, no other Strategic  sites should 
have a level of development that would continue beyond  2043. 

 

The Mayoral Area will have to produce a Spatial Development Strategy, within a 
relatively short period.  Then the LA that will include the CDC area, will have to 
commence its Unitary Local Plan. Previous decisions of the original constituent 
Authorities could either be built on, or a different approach taken, as a far larger area 
would be relevant by being part of ,that area; and a larger area would form the new 
Unitary Local Authority.



Comment ID: 9034 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Increased employment essential, as well as residential.  Please also do not 
forget about the need for appropriately sized sops/supermarkets to serve the new 
residential.



Comment ID: 9035 

Location in consultation document: Gypsy and traveller needs 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Please do not forget about pitches for those who are travelling, rather than 
wanting a permanent location to be.



Comment ID: 9023 

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

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: As a methodology for selecting the Strategic sites i agree that it is logical.  I 
note that 21a was discounted.  Whilst agreeing that the area would not be suitable for a 
Strategic level development , i have always considered that the part of the land from the 
A4145, up to close to Burford Road, should be developed, as a northern extension to 
Cirencester.  At the Reg 19 stage please consider this.  I would not personally consider 
all that area as a Special landscape Area.  I would class it as Medium high.



Comment ID: 9015 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Strongly agree that density should be increased (using CDC net 
methodology), and that it should be in the Local Plan, rather than the SHELLA.  Rather 
than a uniform density, there should be variation.  My suggestions being (average where 
one number: 

 

Ampney Crusis 35 dph 

Steadings (including already permitted outline) 43 dph - adds about 350 units to existing 
outline. 

Driffield 35 dph 

Fairford 35 dph 

Kemble 35 dph 

Morton - Inner 43 dph; outer 35 dph 

Preston 35 dph 

Siddlington 35 dph 

 

dph = dwellings per hectare 

 

Cirencester Town Centre Area 50 - 75 dph (non family residential). 

Cirencester elsewhere 35 -43 dph 

 

Principal Settlements - 35 - 50 dph 

Land adjacent to Principal Settlement - 30 - 35 dph, unless lower density is necessary 
for reasons of Natural Landscape, Listed Buildings, or Conservation Area. or substantial 
character reasons. 

 

Density for 3 or less units, and for development elsewhere, to be considered on its own 
merits. 



 

My key justifications, is that higher density is easily, and appropriately achieved by 
layout and design. Higher density does not mean bad design, and is compatible with the 
special area.  It is also relevant that strategic development can create its own identity.  
In addition the Strategic Development, is not within the Natural Landscape. 

 

The Cotswold Design Guide would need to be amended, in order to give place a higher 
emphasis on density.  My suggestions being: 

- Predominantly terraced properties for layout and design. 

- For residential units, with 3 or more bedrooms, predominant use of the roof space, or 
inclusion of a third floor, where a third floor would be visually appropriate. 

- There should be childrens play space guidelines for larger development 

- No specific guide for POS, but appropriate for the scale of development. 

- Variable, rather than uniform garden sizes, by number of bedrooms. 

- One bedroom units, and 3 person units - no garden needed. 

- End the presumption against flats, provided they are no more than a double and a 
single bedroom. 

- Town Centres, no garden required. 

- Parking for residential, to include on street parking, unless it would cause serious 
danger. 

Residential overlooking distances to be reduced to 20 m - There is no rationale for the 
need to retain 22 m. 

- New residential with 3 or more bedrooms, not to exceed 20% more than the Minimum 
Technical standards. 

- Garages to be rarely permitted, as they use land, and are frequently used as storage, or 
changed into residential floorspace. 



Comment ID: 9024 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: As, I would set variable densities, my figures will inevitably be higher.  As I 
have previous stated, i also consider that there is potentially more scope for residential 
adjacent to Principal Settlements, assuming that the land is offered up for 
development.  This would include Settlements in the Natural Landscape, where undue 
harm to the character will not always be present. 

 

I would make it clear that when referring to Principal Settlements, that could grow 
further, i am excluding those where Strategic level growth is proposed, with the 
exception of Cirencester.



Comment ID: 9036 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Supermarkets, Town Centre fine; ensure that Key, and District Centres also 
need to have appropriately sized Supermarket.  In addition  new strategic residential 
where elsewhere also has appropriate retail.  Kemble is lacking, with a tiny shop, not 
suitable for strategic level growth. 

 

Accessible children's play space for significant residential. 

 

Nursery premises, as part of substantial new residential development.



Comment ID: 9017 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Option 5.  I have given my reasons already.  It primarily relates to: 

 

Sustainable 

Highest numbers, leaving aside discounted options  

Builds on the previous Local Plan. 

Strategic developments in the least sensitive areas. 

Protects the Natural Landscape. 

Most likely to be supported by an Inspector.



Comment ID: 9018 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Definitely, if an increase in density is not included, the council would be 
excluding an obvious option, and without it an Inspector would not support the Plan. 

 

Layout and design techniques can be used to have much higher density.  I have outlined 
some previously. 

 

Keeping to dwelling mix Policies (eg. only 20% units with 4 or more bedrooms), will be a 
means to higher density. 

 

A higher proportion of of affordable units will mean higher density, as affordable 
housing, has to keep to tight space standards, and has smaller gardens. 

 

I do not consider an average of 37 dph, as high.  For example there is a development 
taking place in Tetbury, that is about 50 dph.  Cirencester Town Centre, can be 
developed at a higher average density. 

 

Strategic Development, particularly where largest creates can create its own character. 

 

The Strategic developments are also all not within the natural Landscape, so character 
is of less importance, so i would argue is density.



Comment ID: 9019 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Apologies, please take my answer to 2, as for 3, and note my previous 
suggestions related to 3.



Comment ID: 9020 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: This is the answer to 2. 

 

Definitely do not consider residential in unsustainable locations.



Comment ID: 9021 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: This is the answer to 3. 

 

Definitely yes. I answered most of this in a previous answer: 

 

- Higher density is a lot about layout and design. 

- I do not regard an average of 37 dph, as an unreasonable density, that can still 
preserve the character of the Natural Landscape. 

- All the Strategic residential is not in the Natural Landscape. 

- Particularly larger scale Strategic development can create its own character 

- Keeping to dwelling mix (bedrooms/occupancy), aids density, as only 20% 4 or more 
bedroom units are reqired.   

- There has been a tendency to permit a higher proportion of larger units than required. 

With no maximum sizes, particularly for larger units, residential units are far larger than 
reasonably required. 

- With a higher proportion of affordable housing, that will increase density, a affordable 
housing has tight standards, including the gardens. 

-  As noted earlier garden size guidelines should be provided, on a minimum and 
maximum basis, for each of 3, 4, 5 and above bedroom units.  There should also be 
similar for 2 bedroom, 4 person units, but nothing required for a 2 bedroom, 3 person 
unit, or a one bedroom unit.  For Cirencester Town Centre, and other Town Centres, no 
gardens required. 

- As noted earlier, support for one, and 2 bedroom (primarily 3 persons).



Comment ID: 9033 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Up to 2043 i agree it is sustainable, with the right improvements in public 
transport.  Taking a wider view on the definition, infrastructure, is essential.  I also 
consider that with higher variable density, the level of residential development would 
still be sustainable.  As noted i also believe that land adjacent to principal settlements 
(excluding where strategic residential is already proposed), can make a greater 
contribution to residential growth, if appropriate land is offered up for development. 

 

I certainly do not consider that what is indicated post 2043, is sustainable.  That is part 
of the reason why i strongly suggest that only the obvious sites should be post 2043.  An 
advantage of strategic growth established at a Mayoral level, is that strategic growth is 
for a very large area, and can take account of constraints that the CDC area has, and 
recognise that the need is only so high, because of the very high price/earnings ratio 
within the CDC area.  The area should on that basis take less than its theoretical share 
of residential, as the residential strategic growth will be directed over a very large area. 

 

I do not consider that Infrastructure improvements would adequately solve the 
problem.  More residential would also be crammed into the areas, which whilst not 
having Landscape Designations, do have character.  The greater scale would of 
development would also be a varience with the scale of existing communities.



Comment ID: 9037 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: C2 uses. however not all older people want, or can afford such.  Therefore, 
please consider the possibility on some sites having bungerlows, and also flats, and 
include a lift in some.  Consider by condition and section 106 agreement, to persons 
over 60, for say an initial period of 6 months, and retain that clause when a person 
leaves. 

 

Also need to design an appropriate proportion of residential, as Wheelchair, and 
mobility housing.  As much as possible have Lifetime Homes.



Comment ID: 9008 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Too little residential, but i welcome specific identification of the Settlements 
that are considered to be Non Principal Settlements, or clusters, rather that being 
determined on an individual basis.



Comment ID: 9009 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 2 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: I object to rural dispersal, as it it not sustainable. The exception would be for 
100% affordable, but that would still require accessibility.  For instance, that could be 
edge of a Principal Settlement, or a Strategic Settlement. Also insufficient residential.



Comment ID: 9010 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Insufficient residential. Does not make full use of the Principal and Non 
Principal Settlement Settlements.   Potential over focus on sites in the Natural 
landscape.  The one area that i consider that this scenario can have relevance, is when 
it comes  to establishing appropriate density, for Town, Key and Regional centres.



Comment ID: 9011 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Insufficient residential. The only good transport links, are by train from 
Kemble, and Morton, where I do agree that there should be substantial growth there.  
The Bus Network is too poor currently to achieve a model shift. Again, the two stations 
are obvious locations for higher density.  Cirencester also has relative good internal 
public transport making that  

An obvious location for very high density in the area covered by the Cirencester town 
Centre Plan, and also high density for the whole of the steadings site.  I appreciate that it 
would be up to the land owners, covering the existing Steadings Outline Planning 
permission, to decide if they take up the offer of a higher density, than was originally 
permitted.



Comment ID: 9012 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: I agree with this preferred option, which is the most sustainable. leaving 
aside 6 and 7 that are non starters, it achieves the highest number of residential units.  
Rather than village clusters being determined when an application is submitted, the 
clusters should preferably be identified in the Local Plan. 

 

The Strategic growth locations, are in the least sensitive locations, so i agree with them, 
but only up to 2043.  The only  allocations that should carry on post 2043, are Morton, 
and Kemble having the 2 railway stations; and Driffield, as that needs to reach a critical 
mass, with a population the size of a small Town. With LGR in 2028, far earlier that 2043, 
strategic residential will be decided in the Mayoral Spatial Plan, covering a vast area,  
The area covered by CDC, with its Natural Landscape constraints, will undoubtedly not 
have to take its 'fair share' of residential.  Less that Strategic residential will also be 
considered as part of either all Gloucestershire, or half of Gloucestershire.  Again the 
area covered by the existing CDC would undoubtedly not have to take its 'fair share', 
given the Natural Landscape constraints.  There is no justification for having land 
allocated post 2043, provided 3 - 5 years residential supply remains. 

 

I have not referred to post 2043 residential for Steadings, as with the pre 2043 
residential for Steadings, anything beyond that would appear even more like ribbon, not 
organic growth.  It would also encroach into the Sensitive Landscape Area.



Comment ID: 9013 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Totally discount, as totally against Government Policy regarding major 
development in the Natural Landscape.  Overall it would destroy what is special about 
the Cotswolds.



Comment ID: 9014 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 7 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Totally discount.  Bad planning. Would destroy character, of the Natural 
landscape, and further cram in strategic residential, into areas without specific 
protection.



Comment ID: 9016 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Whilst i appreciate that those with existing planning permissions cannot be 
forced, to apply for higher density development, the densities within the Local Plan, 
where stated, should be made universal. for residential greater than say 20 exiting units, 
land owners/developers, where the density is lower, and the development has not 
commenced, should be actively encouraged to reapply based on the new density 
standards, where that would 'work'.  For example the existing Steadings outline should 
be increased to 43 dph, adding around 350 units.  the opportunity should also be taken 
to have provided free land for the new total needs of Steadings, and the floorspace 
required by Cirencester Phoenix.  There should also be a funding mechanism, for 
construction, in association with the ICB. 

 

I consider that there is more, adjacent to settlement land, within in Settlements in the 
Natural Landscape, that could be developed under Scenerio 5, without undue harm to 
the Natural Settlement. 

 

I do not know how the maths works for up to 2043, when it comes to the the numbers 
achievable in the strategic settlements, due to the long lead in times.  However, if 
possible up to 2043, my (presumably higher) densities should be used, for the same 
land area. 

 



Comment ID: 9354 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: note the consultation regarding the NPPF.  I recognise that this is only a 
consultation at this stage.  However, the results, are highly likely to be enacted prior to 
the CDC Local Plan reaching Examination stage.  Therefore the contents cannot be 
ignored.   

 

I note that it is consistent with having density within the Local Plan itself, as I have 
suggested.  It also seems to follow my idea of having variable density dependent on 
circumstances.  That particularly relates to railway stations and Towns.  Whist not all 
Principal Settlements are Towns, the principle behind the consultation is consistent, 
with having a higher density for the land within the Settlement Boundaries of Principal 
Settlements, and a lower density on land adjacent.  

 

My 2 levels of density for Morton, are deliberate recommendations.  It should provide a 
density of an average of about 40 dph, suggested for development where there is a 
railway station, but with limited accessibility.   With regards to Kemble, i suggested 
lower than the Governments suggested 40dph, due to the location in the Countryside.  
My assumption is that the 40 dph is a guide, that can be adjusted by location, in this 
case its rural location, and the nearby Landscape value.  It would be illogical for the 
Government to mandate a density figure for all of England, as Planning is about withing 
up the balance to be given, to regularly conflicting criteria, 

 

I have particularly separated out Cirencester, and its Centre, for high density, which is 
again consistent with the NPPF consultation, as Cirencester has the highest status of 
being designated as the highest level Town Centre within CDC, with its many services. 

 

With regards to the Strategic level residential growth elsewhere, an average density in 
the Local Plan, is also consistent with the NPPF consultation.  My proposals take 
account of characteristics/locations, and what seems perfectly reasonable taking into 
account the rural location of some of the proposed Strategic residential growth, whilst 
also taking account of the proximity to railway stations, and the highest level Town 
centre, with its many services, namely Cirencester. 

 



As previously stated, the densities should be applied universally, irrespective of when 
there are already planning permissions, that have previously been permitted.  It is up to 
the land owners if they wish to take up the higher densities in the new Local Plan, 
compared to the unspecified, but lower indicative density levels in the existing Local 
Plan.



Comment ID: 9029 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Due to higher density, my figures will be higher. That will primarily affect 
Principal Settlements, and Strategic Housing sites, although the influence on the latter 
will be dependent on the extent that the figures reflect the maximum achievable by 
2043.  If it represents the maximum, less land would be taken for strategic residential. 

 

I consider that for the Principal Settlements, including those within the Natural 
landscape, there can be more residential, adjacent to the Settlement Boundaries.  In 
the case of those in the NL, there are undoubtedly locations, where there would not be 
undue harm. 

 

I appreciate that only land offered up for development can be developed.  My 
comments cannot have regard to that, as i do not know land offered up. 

As i am not aware of all locations, i will highlight only some: 

 

Tetbury - 3 additional sites, maybe 500 units.  I appreciate that 2 would be major 
development, in the NL, that would not normally be permitted.  However, based that 
has to be balanced against the need for residential.  With appropriate design, and layout 
i consider that there would not be undue harm to the NL.  If allocated, i doubt that given 
the shortfall on need, an Inspector would wish to delete the 2 allocations.  The third, 
appropriate designed, and laid out would also not cause undue harm to the NL. I also 
recognise the 50 new, and 43 unit site.  this site is appropriate, but the density can be 
higher, potential providing up to 120 units, whilst protecting the NL. 

 

Cirencester - as noted 20a should also include part allocation for residential,  It is a 
logical extension of Cirencester, and i do not agree all is worthy of designation as a 
special Landscape Area.  I would place it as medium - high at the most.  As mentioned 
the outline permission for Steadings, has the capacity for a higher density, with around 
350 more residential units..  My other surprise is that in view of the Town Centre Plan, 
that will be produced alongside the Local Plan, that there little attempt to provide an 
indicative number of residential units for the town centre, by 2043.



Comment ID: 9041 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: When quoting land to the north of Cirencester, where there could be 
residential development (medium scale), i wrongly quoted 20 a.  I meant 21 a.



Comment ID: 9031 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Up to 2043 i agree, but more will be possible, or less land taken, if my density 
figures are used. In addition up to 350 more residential units, on the same residential 
land area (minus a land for a substantial Health Centre). 

 

For post 2043 note my answer to the previous question, only; Morton; Kemble; and 
Driffield, all with more units due to higher density.  Steadings, only to continue post 
2043, if any extra units on the outline planning permission area, and the land intended 
for the extra 400 units (at a higher density 43 dph) cannot be completed by 2043.



Comment ID: 9032 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: See my answers to the previous 2 questions, and the one regarding my 
proposed densities, for the Strategic sites.



Comment ID: 9007 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Agree that only 1 -5 are potential options, for consideration.



Comment ID: 9520 

Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: In support of only having in the Local Plan, indicative residential post 2943 
residential for 3 strategic sites, I would refer to the South Gloucestershire Local Plan, 
currently at examination. 

 

If adopted that would include only one broad area, to continue as residential allocation 
post 2041.  As a justification specific reference is made to the future existence, of 
Mayoral Area Spatial Development Strategy. 

 

The Mayoral Area will be responsible for Strategic Growth identification of broad 
locations, in a Spatial Development Strategy. 

 

It is unnecessary, illogical, and potentially prejudicial for CDC to allocate, anything 
other than the 3, 'obvious' post 2043 areas, namely Morton, Kemble, and the new large 
village/small Town near Drifffield.



Comment ID: 9521 

Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Reference to 2943 should have been 2043.



Comment ID: 9814 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: I note that a commonly used minimum new house garden size is 30 sym. It 
seems appropriate to use that as a minimum for CDC, except in Town Centres.  The 
guidelines that I have indicated elsewhere, should also be maintained. 

 

Where there are balconies, I note that 5 sqm, for flats for 1 or 2 persons is often used, 
with an additional 1 sqm per person. A deapth of 1.5 sqm also being used.  That also 
seems appropriate for CDC  . 

 

For communal gardens, a minimum of 50 sqm is common  The 20 SQM per unit should 
be retained



Comment ID: 9983 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: Regarding my post about overlooking distances.  Where it is across a road, 
and there is no prevailing building line; I revise my comment, that the across a road 
overlooking distance should normally be a minimum of 16m.



Comment ID: 9984 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: With regards to garden sizes.  I revise my comment, to make it clear that in 
Town Centres, or where residential is above other uses, no gardens should be required.



Comment ID: 9589 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: With regards to gardens, I suggest the guidelines should be variable. 

 

1 and 2 bedroom units fo



Comment ID: 9595 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: More flats should be provided, particularly for 2 bedrooms 3 person, and 1 
bedroom units. They can easily be designed to fit in with character.



Comment ID: 9597 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: More flats, particularly for 2 bedrooms, 3 person units. It is easy to design 
flats, that externally fit in with character.



Comment ID: 9618 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: With regards to gardens. 

For Town Centres, no gardens should be required. Patios encouraged. 

 

Elsewhere  

 

2 bedrooms, 3 person residential, and 1 bedroom residential - no gardens required. 

 

Communal gardens encouraged, and Patios. 

 

2 bedrooms 4 person residential - gardens 40 - 50 sq m. If flats, and mixed with flats for 
less than 4 persons, the alternative to be communal garden 20 sym per unit. 

 

3 bedrooms residential - variable gardens 50 -  60 sym. 

 

4, and more residential, 60 - 75 sym. 

 

As referred to earlier, habital room/habital room overlooking distance, to be a universal 
20 m, with no increase for more than 2 storeys. 

 

For across a road. greater flexibility, based on the building line.  Where non exits, 
particularly where the residential is new, the overlooking distances can be reduced to 
18 m. 

 

Flank walls of more than one floor, should normally be a minimum of 12 m, from 
residential.



Comment ID: 9622 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: When I referred to Patios, in my previous comment about amenity space, I 
meant balconies.



Comment ID: 9183 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: I note that no reference is made to, how the future needs, for Town Centre 
parking are to be resolved. 

 

The Local Plan needs to allocate land for relocated Cirencester Town Centre car 
parking. 

 

That will most likely include fewer opportunities to park in the Town Centre. 

 

The implication is that land will need to be allocated, either on the edge of Cirencester, 
on land  a greater distance, providing park and ride.



Comment ID: 9184 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: David Hindle 

Comment: The on, in reference to Cirencester should have been or.



Comment ID: 9950 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: David Jago 

Comment: I would like to question Kemble as a principal site for the suggested scale of 
development. Yes, it has a railway station, a shop/PO, a primary school and a doctor's 
surgery, but the existing facilities would be extremely stretched with a further 590 
homes. Developments to date have been smaller and manageable, but the scale of the 
new proposed scenario is unrealistic for the village. 

 

Kemble can accommodate some more housing, but the need is for affordable housing 
for local people rather than a large scale housing estate of 'executive homes'. 

 

Additionally, the increased traffic would overwhelm the local roads, including all traffic 
into and out of Cirencester, the key hub for (more) local services, schools, shops, etc. 
and probably also a main area for local employment. This would have a serious impact 
on air quality, road safety and the safety of pedestrians. The situation would be 
exacerbated with expanded housing in Cirencester itself, as the town can barely cope 
with the scale of local development now, let alone if it serves as a hub for expanded 
housing eg in Kemble or other surrounding villages. 

 

Public transport in the Kemble and Cirencester area is extremely limited (beyond the 
railway), so there are no viable alternatives to the much greater car usage that would 
come with more housing.



Comment ID: 9952 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: David Jago 

Comment: Given their dire financial situation and appalling track record on water 
quality, I question the ability of Thames Water to deliver to existing households in the 
area, let alone more homes. There has to be some serious consideration given to this 
vital piece of infrastructure.



Comment ID: 9829 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: David Keyte 

Comment: The suggested 6,150 homes in the pipeline and subsequent 12,500 new 
homes needed should take in to account likely lapse rates over the plan period for 
existing/new permissions.  Projections should also recognise the difficult financial 
times and increasing cost of land, labour and raw materials for new housing which will 
affect the market value of a completed property and hence its saleability.   Obtaining 
planning permission is also becoming/has become very expensive and challenging to 
obtain.  All of the above along with other externalities will adversely affect the number of 
planning permissions sought, granted and implemented.  Consequently, the 6,150 and 
12,500 figures quoted should be  treated with caution and should be adjusted to take 
into account the inevitable lapse in permissions granted and the reduction in 
permissions granted for certain types of smaller developments.



Comment ID: 9830 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: David Keyte 

Comment: The desire to protect the National Landscape is laudable.  However, 
Scenario 6 with appropriate/justified development in the National Landscape (whether 
major or not) is the only scenario that provides a sufficient number of new homes to 
satisfy the government target of 18,650.   Windfall housing and new allocations at/in 
Principal Settlements, Non-Principal Settlements and appropriate Village Clusters 
within the National Landscape added to the development options advanced in Scenario 
5 will provide a dispersed pattern of housing delivery that is sustainable whilst 
remaining recognisant of national designations.



Comment ID: 9419 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: David Lowbridge 

Comment: The military fly very very low flying aircraft over the edge of  Driffield, and the 
proposed development site for the new village near Driffield. They drop pallets from 
parachutes on to their South Cerney Airfield.  

Noise will be a factor, as will safety. 

  

* For developments near airfields, the Council will need to conduct an aviation noise 
analysis to assess the potential impact on future residents.  You may also need to 
consult the RAF as to their use of the South Cerney Airfield as the development is on the 
flight path of their aircraft.



Comment ID: 9060 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: David Morecombe 

Comment: I understand the requirement for new housing allocations and although I 
understand the need for Fairford to take it's share, I do think that an increase of over 
60% in the housing stock before 2043 is a huge increase. If this building was spread over 
the next 18 years, this could be achieved, but provision of adequate GP surgery 
facilities, schools and utilities should be put in place before any large scale 
development is allowed. There is already a development in the town where Thames 
Water cannot provide a water supply until April 2026 where the developer has houses 
built and ready to sell but cannot complete due to the lack of a  water supply. I also 
believe that a requirement should be placed on developers in the future for social 
housing, a 40% minimum should be one and two bedroomed houses and 10% should 
be bungalows. This would ensure that local young families would not be priced out of 
the town and have to move to Cirencester or Swindon which often happens now.



Comment ID: 9817 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: David Reinger 

Comment: Senario 6 would have my support as it offers a much fairer distribution of 
houses across the Cotswolds, including the CLA.  A more widespread development 
plan makes far better use of existing infrastructure.  Spreading the new housing 
requirement over all existing settlements with numbers relating  to the size and existing 
facilities would make far more sense than forcing huge numbers on settlements with 
very limited infrastructure.



Comment ID: 9818 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: David Reinger 

Comment: Question 3 

density should not be increased in non principal settlements like Down Ampney, which 
are rural villages and not extensions of towns like Swindon and Cirencester.



Comment ID: 9820 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: David Reinger 

Comment: Thames Water have failed to provide sufficient sewage capacity for Down 
Ampney and have promised a LIMITED upgrade at Ampney St Peter in Asset 
Management Plans going back for over a decade.   Given that their latest commitment to 
upgrade this works has not been started and given that approaching 100 houses have 
been or are about to be connected to this heavily polluting works (see figures provided 
by WASP) how can the decision to build a further 416 homes be justified?  Thames 
Water are also struggling to meet the household water requirements in the Cotswold 
area.  How are they going to provide this facility to new housing on this scale?



Comment ID: 9823 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: David Reinger 

Comment: Table 2 Non-Principal Settlements. Down Ampney does not have the 
infrastructure to support the village effectively being trebled in size.  Recent 
development in the village has seen considerable damage to road surfaces, increased 
surface water flooding.  The primary school is at capacity.  We have no public transport, 
which can be used to get people to work and there is no employment in the village.



Comment ID: 9825 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: David Reinger 

Comment: Question 4. to accommodate 416 new dwellings Down Ampney would 
require a new school, a doctors surgery/ chemist, a proper public transport link and 
major upgrading of the approach roads and waste water treatment plant at Ampney St 
Peter.



Comment ID: 9827 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: David Reinger 

Comment: Section 4.9 sums up the major flaw in the whole plan in that it states that 
infrastructure will be looked at to determine infrastructure requirements.  this back to 
front planning approach, where numbers are determined ahead of sustainable 
infrastructure being put in place is the problem.  Down Ampney being a good example 
with 68 new dwellings occupied or under construction and not a single penny having 
been spent on upgrading our deteriorating roads, sewage works or public transport.



Comment ID: 8769 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: If this online system is the only way to provide comments to this important 
consultation I think that you are deigning older residents their say.  Its complicated and 
requires access to technology that not everyone will have access to.



Comment ID: 8781 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: My (5 yr old) laptop has really struggled with this database. I hope that it is 
not only me as you will not get many responses if everyone is finding it so difficult. I am 
referring to my screen freezing and being thrown out of the system.



Comment ID: 8773 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: It seems to me that scenario 5 has already chosen so this question seems 
somewhat redundant to me. I do not agree that all the extra capacity should come from 
areas outside national landscape as the density is too high for these areas.



Comment ID: 8771 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: I disagree with considering building houses in areas deemed unsuitable to 
meet the governments needs. I don't think the target is realistic if only areas outside 
national landscape are being considered for development.



Comment ID: 8772 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: I would not approve of building flats to support higher density housing as this 
not in keeping with the local area. Smaller homes and or townhouses would be 
acceptable if they are in keeping with the village design and built to modern eco 
standards.



Comment ID: 8777 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: I am a resident of Kemble and do not think the proposed development is 
sustainable.  My husband is ex military and we have lived in 15 homes around the UK 
before settling permanently here.  We have never lived anywhere with so many power 
cuts.  We have at least 2 to 3 significant power cuts every year. Its seems that the 
current infrastructure is not adequate for 330 homes.



Comment ID: 8780 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: I would like to raise an issue regarding road safety. Both junctions from 
Kemble to the A433 (Tebury - Cirencester Rd) are already dangerous and would become 
considerably more so if the proposed developments go ahead. The GCC public map of 
collisions between Nov 22 & Nov 25 lists 7 collisions (1 fatal) on the A429-A433 junction 
and a further 3 collisions (1 fatal) on the Windmill Rd-A433 junction (nr Thames Head 
pub). This must be taken into consideration. If population of the area to south of 
Cirencester grows significantly and these junctions will become busier.



Comment ID: 8775 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: I understood that the Steadings would provide around 2,500 homes. Why 
has this been reduced to 400 until 2043 and 1290 post 2043? Cirencester is the biggest 
settlement in the area and can accommodate more homes than the outlying villages 
without completely changing the atmosphere and ethos of  the current settlements



Comment ID: 8770 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Debbie Bracken 

Comment: I am a resident of Kemble village. I would like to understand how Kemble can 
be considered to have the "best services, facilities, employment opportunities and 
transport connectivity". We have a church, a primary school, a two room surgery, a 
small shop, a village hall and a pub. There is a train station but a very limited bus 
service. A season ticket to London costs in access of £13k. From my experience, many 
of the new people moving to the village into the recently built homes have come from 
the home counties or London. They are not local people. There are little to no 
employment opportunities in the village, no clubs for teenagers or sporting facilities. We 
are too small a community to support the number of new homes indicated without 
completely changing the ethos and atmosphere of the village.



Comment ID: 10288 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Deborah Clarke 

Comment: Formal Objection to Cotswold District Local Plans 

Locations : Ampney St Peter new settlement (Zone 16), Driffield ( zone 19), Ampney 
Crucis (Zone 18). 

I am writing to object to the plans for new housing developments in the above areas 
mainly due to the existing flooding and unsatisfactory sewage facilities in the area, 
which will only fail increasingly with any future building work. 

We have lived in Ampney St Peter for 30 years and in all that time there has been regular 
flooding to houses, and sewage problems. Even in the last couple of weeks ( after only a 
few hours of rain), the roads were flooded badly causing danger to road users, and raw 
sewage was spewing out of the drains along the A417, causing environmental health 
problems. 

The pumping station in Charlham Lane ( which had its capacity doubled only a few 
years ago), is still completely unable to cope, as the local sewage network is being 
overwhelmed by groundwater ingress. Every time we get any rainfall at all, we have a 
convoy of tankers around the clock pumping out the waste, running their engines 
throughout, causing great distress to locals from air pollution and noise pollution also. 
Any additional pressure on this already overloaded system would be catastrophic.  

We also know that the water company is releasing sewage into the Ampney Brook 
regularly causing damage to the environment and subsequent disaster to wildlife 
including some protected species like the great crested newt. 

 

Other concerns about adding more housing in this sensitive area are regarding 
shortages of water,  already resulting in hosepipe bans for months on end which more 
houses will only exacerbate the situation. 

 

Also the weak power supply which results in recurring power cuts and huge 
inconvenience. The addition of more houses and the governments obsession with 
electric vehicles and the extra demands that would put on the system,  make the 
development plan unsustainable. 

 



Any new settlements or additional areas of development would completely ruin the 
locals safety, health and quality of life and would be hugely detrimental to our beautiful 
but delicate environment.



Comment ID: 8928 

Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing 

Name: Debra Andrews 

Comment: There is a great need particularly in Lechlade for property for older people to 
down size into, eg bungalows. There are so many older couples and single older people 
living in large homes who would like to downsize but want to stay in their local area as 
this is where all their friends, activities are. This would also free up property for families 
to buy and also have a knock on effect for 1st time buyers



Comment ID: 9224 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Diana 

Comment: I respectfully object to the proposed new housing development in Fairford. 
While I recognise the wider need for housing, the existing local infrastructure is already 
under significant pressure and cannot reasonably support the addition of so many new 
homes. In particular, our GP surgery is currently operating at full capacity, and there are 
no clear provisions in place to accommodate an increased demand for healthcare 
services. 

Furthermore, Fairford does not have sufficient local employment opportunities to 
support the number of additional households being proposed, which would likely 
increase commuting. Public transport and road infrastructure are already limited and 
inadequate to support a substantial rise in population, particularly for families. 

Without meaningful improvements to healthcare provision, employment opportunities, 
and transport infrastructure, I do not believe this development would be sustainable or 
in the best interests of Fairford or its residents.



Comment ID: 10508 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Diane Smith 

Comment: 2.6.1 Mickleton should not be included in the Principal settlements. It has 
been wrongly categorised,. Ujnlike most of the other principal settlements it has no 
High Street, no car park, no large food store, no Post office, no medical facilities or 
pharmacy



Comment ID: 10516 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Diane Smith 

Comment: What are the proposals for the genuine choice of transport modes in 
Mickleton? Currently there is an infrequent bus service which does not meet the needs 
of workpeople. there is traffic congestion in the village and with current developments 
between Mickleton and Stratford on Avon ( within Warwickshire) are making travel 
northwards increasingly difficult



Comment ID: 9774 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Diane Stallabrass 

Comment: Agree with the principles outlined in the vision but do not believe that the 
major development currently planned will  provide a sustainable future for the village of 
Siddington as the level of growth is disproportionate and will undermine the rural 
community heritage.



Comment ID: 9758 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Diane Stallabrass 

Comment: Uncertain about all scenarios that consider Siddington as a "Principal 
Settlement" as the infrastructure is not in place for it to be classified as such.  Strongly 
object to any plan that involves Siddington becoming absorbed into Cirencester as a 
suburb and thus losing its rural identity.  Allocating more than 1000 homes to a village of 
339 swellings a disproportionate and unustainable expansion



Comment ID: 9760 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Diane Stallabrass 

Comment: No. Siddington is not a sustainable location for a major expansion and 
should not be targeted to meet housing numbers.  Other options should be considered.



Comment ID: 9766 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Diane Stallabrass 

Comment: I object strongly to any plan to increase density in Siddington through higher 
buildings or more flats as this would be detrimental to the rural setting.



Comment ID: 9770 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Diane Stallabrass 

Comment: A development on the scale proposed for Siddington is not sustainable 
without off site infrastructure reinforcements and provision of new facilities.  Therefore 
Siddington would be increasingly dependent on Cirencester and would be absorbed 
into the town and lose its own identity.



Comment ID: 9772 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Diane Stallabrass 

Comment: The Development Plan should consider the incorrect classification of 
Siddington as a Principal Settlement and most certainly consider the retention of the 
green space gap between Cirencester and Siddington to maintain the village identity.



Comment ID: 9583 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: Stow is in desperate need of more housing & employment opportunities, but 
it is not mentioned specifically in your call for sites, because of its location within the 
national landscape. Harm to the national landscape would be more than balanced by 
public benefit form of affordable housing leading to a better demographic in terms of 
age. Stow needs provision of parking outside of the town centre because our lovely 
market, square which is one of the jewels in the crown of the Cotswolds is spoiled by 
the constant stream of cars & coaches looking for somewhere to park



Comment ID: 9579 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: The current suggestion of a significant strategic development in Moreton in 
Marsh is only sustainable if there is a huge investment in infrastructure: schools, 
healthcare, water & sewage for example, employment opportunities outside the tourist 
sector & in particular the road. The A429 Fosseway is already significantly congested, 
with traffic regularly queuing at the "pinch points" in Stow and Moreton.



Comment ID: 9571 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: Scenario 5 would be my preferred option but I would not discount scenario 
because there is a balance to be had between the national landscape an the viability of 
local communities.



Comment ID: 9572 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: Question 2. Scenario 6 is discounted because of the effect of strategic 
developments on the national landscape. However, the comment is made that the harm 
done could be weighed against the public benefit. Stow on the Wold is a community in 
decline because of the lack of affordable / social housing. It is becoming a community 
for the wealthy elderly, the cricket club has closed for example, the viability of the local 
primary school & the church are under threat if the decline in people of working age & 
children continues. Businesses in the retail & hospitality sector struggle to attract staff 
as do local care homes. A modest development of housing in Stow, with provision for 
parking which would take cars out of the market square would be of enormous public 
benefit which in my opinion would far outweigh damage to the national landscape



Comment ID: 9574 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: It is important to provide the type of housing which is required. Some small 
houses are required for single people & couples & also for older people who are 
downsizing but there is also a clear need for family houses. preferably with modest 
gardens. In addition there needs to be the provision of open spaces, play areas & 
allotments as well as employment opportunities within developments. THese should 
not be given up just to squash nmore housing in.



Comment ID: 9580 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: The growth of tourism in the district needs to be considered. While tourists 
are vital for the local economy, the huge number of tourists descending on our towns & 
villages creates problems for local residents. For example, a significant number of 
properties which used to be small cottages which might have provided affordable 
starter homes  have been bought up as holiday lets. Our roads & town centres are 
congested with tourist traffic, town centres cater for tourists rather than local residents, 
thoughtless & unrestricted parking spoils the appearance of our lovely towns.



Comment ID: 9582 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Dilys 

Comment: The section on infrastructure could be expanded to include, for example, 
something about provision of healthcare & education.  Distance from our major 
hospitals & ambulance response times  mean that Cotswold residents are 
disadvantaged.



Comment ID: 10314 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Dorothy Warren 

Comment: The allocation of an unimaginable number of new dwellings in such a tiny 
area does not make any sense.  The planned development would swamp the original 
feudal hamlet of Preston that has existed since the 11th century



Comment ID: 10316 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Dorothy Warren 

Comment: No



Comment ID: 10318 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Dorothy Warren 

Comment: In no way would these projected ideas fit into the present rural area



Comment ID: 10309 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Dorothy Warren 

Comment: There is no mention anywhere of fitting into the cultural and historical 
context of the area – how centuries of history are being swamped and utterly over-run, 
and how green space is being lost irrevocably for today’s perceived need.  Cultural and 
historical destruction is being wrought without full and proper local consultation.



Comment ID: 10320 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Dorothy Warren 

Comment: None



Comment ID: 10322 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Dorothy Warren 

Comment: I do not agree with the vision and objectives



Comment ID: 10798 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Douglas Looman 

Comment: I would support the Council's preferred Option 5. Any local plan must align 
development to local needs, including a fair proportion of national targets, but crucially, 
must address: 

 

* Affordability, which is vital to retain young families in the District and which should 
provide a mix of housing to meet local demographics, not more 3- $ 4-bed detached at 
£600k+ of which there is neither a national nor local shortage; 

* Sustainability & environmental impact, not least for the Cotswold National Landscape 
but more generally for established hedgerows and wild flower meadows essential to 
sustain threatened wildlife; 

* Infrastructure, including adequate provision of drainage and sewerage to avoid further 
increasing foul discharges (nobody would contemplate not connecting properties to the 
National Grid) and spillages; access to employment and transport, to avoid creating 
further commuter ghost towns, with no option other than to drive to more distant 
employment, or overloading already inadequate provision of other services - education, 
medical etc,



Comment ID: 8960 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Douglas Moore 

Comment: Whist not opposed to new housing developments.  The infrastructure has to 
be adequate.  I am particularly thinking about Fairford and the capacity of the sewerage 
system and the pressure on doctors surgeries.



Comment ID: 9861 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Douglas Moule 

Comment: Several areas identified for large housing allocations do not have sufficient 
local employment opportunities to support the expected population increase. Without 
meaningful job creation, these developments risk becoming commuter estates 
dependent on long-distance car travel. 

This conflicts with the plan’s stated aims of: 

reducing transport emissions  

supporting a low-carbon local economy  

delivering sustainable, self-contained settlements  

Housing growth must be matched by realistic, deliverable employment growth; 
currently, there is no evidence base demonstrating how this would be achieved. 



Comment ID: 9865 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Douglas Moule 

Comment: Several areas identified for large housing allocations do not have sufficient 
local employment opportunities to support the expected population increase. Without 
meaningful job creation, these developments risk becoming commuter estates 
dependent on long-distance car travel. 

This conflicts with the plan’s stated aims of: 

reducing transport emissions  

supporting a low-carbon local economy  

delivering sustainable, self-contained settlements  

Housing growth must be matched by realistic, deliverable employment growth; 
currently, there is no evidence base demonstrating how this would be achieved. 



Comment ID: 9863 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Douglas Moule 

Comment: The consultation acknowledges that Cotswold District is heavily constrained 
by the Cotswolds National Landscape designation, heritage assets, flood zones and 
limited transport corridors. However, the development strategy does not sufficiently 
account for the comparative lack of unconstrained land in the district relative to 
counties with larger available developable areas. 

Applying the same government housing requirement to a district where over half the 
land is nationally protected places an unreasonable pressure on the remaining rural 
areas. This disconnect means the proposed level of growth is not proportionate or 
environmentally sustainable, and the Council should make a stronger case to 
government regarding local constraints and the need for a reduced housing 
requirement. 



Comment ID: 9866 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Douglas Moule 

Comment: Many of the proposed locations are served only by narrow, single-track or 
minor rural roads, which already experience congestion and safety issues. These routes 
cannot sustain the significant rise in traffic that thousands of new homes would 
generate. 

The consultation document itself highlights infrastructure constraints, yet the 
development strategy appears to assume that these roads can absorb substantial 
growth without providing credible mitigation measures. Road widening, junction 
upgrades, and safe pedestrian and cycling connections would be essential—but these 
are neither costed nor evidenced as deliverable. 

Until transport infrastructure is demonstrably capable of supporting such development, 
allocating large numbers of homes in rural areas is not sustainable. 

Public transport provision across many rural parts of the district is sparse, infrequent or 
non-existent outside peak times. Locating large housing developments away from main 
transport corridors will inevitably increase private vehicle reliance, contradicting the 
plan’s own objectives for net-zero transport emissions and sustainable mobility. 

Unless significant investment in reliable, regular public transport is committed 
upfront—and secured before development begins—these settlements will not meet the 
tests of accessibility or sustainability required by the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 



Comment ID: 9862 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: Douglas Moule 

Comment: The proposed allocations, especially in smaller villages and village clusters, 
would fundamentally change the character of quiet, secluded rural communities. These 
settlements were not designed to absorb large-scale new development, and doing so 
would erode the qualities—peace, landscape setting, low noise, dark skies—that define 
the Cotswolds’ appeal and are central to the Local Plan’s own stated objectives. 

The Local Plan should recognise that preservation of rural character is a material 
planning consideration and that excessive development in smaller villages is 
incompatible with maintaining the qualities that residents value and that attract visitors 
to the district. 



Comment ID: 792 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Dale Thomas 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8198af38-4e92-4aef-8fe1-7c065004b4e6/792_Dale_Thomas_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=YeQNqP3obKkQ~7mmleEWDpdrlwLceQ0GvspEs4n45HJTEnB-lRv2u3okeTjn9tEvCz3Y7m~Y1wK44g55x9MPzaU3PF471TrS1Z~9sS4ZomfdRLCaCi9yM5-vSKajMNYEHrHiyPVjzzOUrxccCuFUuMBhrFJe6PlOHiom2RtSCOqivdmvl6W9zWbvQzFmKxnw7OUyxfSar7C0JCNpZyfRZauCUJjMZC4AuoqYonPOGitOYM97M5Z4HVB3sX7~FR4fyLVMLH2PVnqGEp3PiQFzFxrxjKsIWUJgGRETNZw2tiivUI2X9CUiPS5GNpHXPPbNW6vKbwYMscx9fUqw4Rbq8g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 802 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Daniel Jones 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/007c59c0-67ad-4d51-95c9-e5a72dc4a62c/802_Daniel_Jones_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=LydIqNJJt3Yy5EW~~zOhgHon22NKR5ZkDG65BN3sxlY3MNstNGqaSC1DqLUbOqBv7IQP1m8Q~lBw0R1LYlbt4PxP65gSwdjXRJtoiMW~CawtCznp1OLMU8wNiA7QnBckrl3of9jv-D3b8U8BqCLAwlOHtQknKYMHdP-is8rl1JqJmWDT2wYiIXz9mtcGuNKl3-mMJh88d8pxvUZjhcqbbEv3bwCRM19oQyhBn7VCYF5HOrnE0kVy~J6BixRBHtJAhyCzOyW7Ur5rFyuE1JiEii7LIL9KB0hK2SDSjx7YKCdHHSCsWFyCiF93jYOHMCMalo3ZXIt-Phsd27kDwzq5LA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 395 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Daniella Milligan 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2331083c-46ad-4347-ac36-9287509e6db9/395_Daniella_Milligan_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=lJOiDfeXM0Eb69gb3al9QJh-ffzzpYUoxchTkcR5Ufl2wgUkDYZ5YZUztBw7-~75G7ZQZIfXpBlRv3Zfc8KJBviijjFhnu6zzZEgprySni8Z7oZWNICFLlkbtAchHWnHwoAo~YeXjnEWicZJIbmCktrafslhl92pM6WL-WMM0oASI~JI0qlxx3kd1Pv1pOVwAjTpzKXvig3H3-3il-58yaMkjg1-ydQIjTRE3oUxm6KblyMNyi8eZ1otSuilJkyBo5B-33ld5zMDO2mW0eYQSLwcLcI0TpPjsg0oca6BOzlg7y7w43DwDyau6IgyLwdYx1ADbw38lbpE3mpakr-epA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 650 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Daryl Bint and Olivia Griffin 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c854ff3b-698e-4274-a81f-07f87e4c5663/650_Daryl_Bint_and_Olivia_Griffin_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=gmefWdU8ns0XjRWP1Z1E4GWLMWhKeps6rJXAAY~Bb8-Gtc3AydA9MNM~tOjaNqDn2KyMSOIVFKkNfcwrjQ6wXKNtRXDwnzfYFD8GhOpx0jtc2Sbm32IQEUvaI~yKVwCfa-Ah9Dk6hP8ZprHpmsYBohrF30ZVDcle6AKuwmNncHP67yU03VwwPmfkMcvWQvrKcT9vJiY~yUhLTFXVG9~oDOkcrnO5128c4ejtO2jthAipdKZNXJA1exh-vNevVnSv2L7NlVKW1KHWzATq4MrVkhN3EI8g~qKPQNIhZd9rPy1B0a2cgiNWYjDWZ1cr4LhGsgBJm8jbtdSkHUvwr4PxQw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 608 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Allerton and Tanya Ray 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b8d9dfc2-fca6-46f9-97a7-70fc32395e80/608_David_Allerton_and_Tanya_Ray_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=bneY5~Svg5QfVaGuVx93QXROxLCc-n~vovDjPo7zX9o744K-CxUJO4Wpjh~H76LoO0l0ZnMQEvuRxk1AXc4yQX5WVuHCtC42pHuIwOp8It4LV3Wm7puN8wqVgtLWTutskADKBatY3obu7pz-7LRY5VWgdrrVAfhp0B4Kq1EAC38van9nICwkChEWK-QmrcYjpAa00hqPNKy2LZvOhurrdJOTTxzFg31BxWZ7bS1NykKAi2QZ25lPJNpwN318HWABB1Hqk670bW3-4QyRL4UsnEXQM0LbNb3yalHKKX8CZVOlJsrlLy7d8svGZMCW~wBr~jUSqT~lWrCs5hmFdFrEsw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 102 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Barton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0fba9966-b29f-4de6-86f4-88c6db8de4b6/102_David_Barton_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=xrNBa1Nzqf1le2MwfRnx9BkHgKrgpH~CWOcWg-2lwgrOBV8QhmUl9RjJcTx34P684M9u-VIDLtwJlRxWGoDRRQ30PaaX~2gD7raYDgfZKpDtupM4ScJU~YgSMLIdQUvZ3vUNPym8KdSFYlzozYbIMh1nS7bXJ67iZtH1rCtOdqPNLS1hZFopMRu2DgGmDPHPPZVv6Pyz4GMXhdwXl23gQCLSsiU7Sj8wEZkEc7xcvClZaI~MJiAdgMVk2UCmg6msW0i-wOYymhYcgVejHb~yj1lmRPNIC32JRT2Kg9aVfdPAmdRR7cb2RF7SpRVbkeIvODkV2hZmcPiaQ0Ts3AZZFw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 161 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Barwick 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6d0024d0-6f25-49e7-a2c4-fa977efefc44/161_David_Barwick_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=xYE8lcSF4-OzASq3GkjFW06EbNhIlsNxDtfNRpqHkg4vT9zDkC8z112MBZQ3pQeKoqgRJdQUHzur-huWUazwdqflYcZJo2qicbTrYuklFJIt99MKPLQW563xf9Z3BZyYDrwAGqNfoMt8ggqXj6JoyQiwzMY9AZ5cNrN1rWzf2NjXc67SDBgd3sjBX95TN-Kz1htKhm0uCJE7FjCJlPuJoeB565C3aymxg-R~DbjXPPgg-5kIVww8dNIEJrxK7DpBRZo0xqIBwKVcTdsIJQkyWS3xBf9SMzOcxgWUfP348p1khXVnA9ZP5X48SLDJru8~Hv8TSj5FPb0f~iuqrKPuwA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 652 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Cracknell 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/653cc682-e9de-4cae-bd9a-57eb4188cdfe/652_David_Cracknell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=deHIujC54cfhvBG67rJmsH88TzMnk6STHZjVxqtnTCzGW4YqCPw5YX-f0UWI44wFZhjhMOFcJib-owSHiD8SKmwqSTBNIlGLdtpTqpKyvnJmNphvlljjpWUkcYOIPuf7TAOrZ8~BR0CFRGwX7p1NPWS-WM4CootR121ZoOF-c38aQWCe6IhJp8JfbR-hkyvy84eNiMUFvcmpl5NMdVO117xxgchFxkIk5VNPfS7XsGmJN2JfT-Y9wHQmy7mBAKlFbTKqcPus5W6wK2luGkwWsOVhBgsiNKbuA7F8n8cQhfABndyRAvIcPijYRVlfeIScLybQfn48I15wMfMSNXMznw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 702 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Dunbar 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bf5cf8fd-2522-457e-b1e9-c3b02d2ced44/702_David_Dunbar__-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=IfDNNUkxjyH~F6DmXmDgV~nPSEcvquZmvlEt~cBt23ixqjjFz-BAvjXAMVLvw7HLXSLp3XZ35Etp-BZFHNmKYn9~c1i~Sb9lCg7yPQiN2CtX3tj80R8Cc2hnzSUyXxk1vG9qaWMsGjBJeD6MN3xwY1wcQOi0v9riFWfGXj0QocXxR7CkQWksNQnrv~o5vjqsk4TkDhAFCI9-SUBNWwqKuqOJPkLWjgP2wMt9uXdLE2cepEdDONywdJ8i2GkZyAIq7IylhA~nrMCOyzkqYGg25h8m5aYN6EkGKLVg-KLlJu6byQtsIR862oe-nnW0jdnelND05m9BmelCkw21n0r70g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 138 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Durston 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/624f5e31-21d7-463e-829e-7fbdad642c99/138_David_Durston_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=tWVYg4vz9SZgjdazyJOhv19Gz6~R~OTtQVrh1IuX9Opmli~P4~uc-eKYNN73K86kUxt0we7gVn6yDu2IkAX02ScE1wFnZ1v2-eASYJyc9MYFN0JhqKqzLBp0LcSYoYxllLVUmo1uB1odPFpoGBrDXYUM8TSS-KArYqVJFPnseY4B7FAtTHOhxo0Cw~7K2RFRZhf5tsonXcfw~8re4zfKU3o3v06Jsu1E~YS6w4hn9CXkmPd9k2-C1dNfEOeiHnZkLOVJh8Geyuta2dVd58F2TmdF8q5JntaMRzlUgRCcK-TjskDVVNf8mvoqoXqbkJq8UVqmEg19FHNFbClIB43hcQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 872 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Eglise 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/844def9b-e38b-4e11-9e37-44878cdb4fd9/872_David_Eglise_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=l~gnX50yFz8odN9EDKIX2gcjVmujivlRkPChZzWROtwSASGobv1f5yUVP~sIfF2wTZ-oXwC7XkCCJIleuOivLT6ziYgjFcLGYu4Hz2o1c984JvZG1xRn-43hVtEIel-qtcMTdyBS8O56FEeD~J57xTzx4I8ah9FRu4f3nUjgTUSlRQRafSCGwbfKZKFuBs~6dgAfuHlLmiKVz5-VWo2vElf2M0fbrqt6jcoYfTwKxssEmUU83NguGgPYzX5-ol5axB~GpBJb8TtcFtIPatljlL7eh1oQsTIvJGMmcN~BV3NiP4i7-wcxensutAOcXzdxH-n-bqfR6apCYP2NA2sVfw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 225 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Evans 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/854a0621-ca50-488c-813a-cdce438d68aa/225_David_Evans_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=XOIr1lO6aSF5sRqHx0j5btSo39qxVVvuhIBAAQ6jFCpRcRSmzpSCsDFDqcFLVlW870Lc3r8Qz9xJn77rMWN4KsQv~3uDVLQE0-0akdP~8ZloTrpNm~aHKse1XC2R-6A1ZzMZowelW64EAfuG32QGDF3geTIfWNqSU7yn30oXAo88XrMsAywbSLQonU~gdzUssA2y8FmeRxxBRAz-g0h0MS7BFjYmHVojITuCg56Kv~WEKtJL7ijUsCPvIiseGJw2QfrQFAnILXuKS~LV7qsWulR4h6dliNbl0OSj1CtGDBlznNjaNR2laVKaQCM3c7srp1GffNVfRzip0TQe3AjLkA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 869 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Hardy 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1ef3f271-6e93-4a0f-b9a0-c4a8406582c5/869_David_Hardy_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=xzpO5SHQh75RbUAKWRfNhdVJ4hrBCgQUbid0rDOHbsprvyYOqsqFnjRS2FqPeFP8PI0Qwn-AeSxTb-CkbH4RwrUWGG9enNgy1fUuZGuCxMIP6E4BW8xV4fTH367-zK0B6R5g0nb9sfePhYhrWMSRe6M3N2ODMZ49bHwnRu-3JIXvWhI0wNN8hf3mB44oeyUR9jU~DZTQ9jZEvsQiusaErd~2SW8Fh6-OkeKlo2Meuw1jtxRAFqxQR4q28TUeKvbJ-ulHyepC89URFz~eHKK43d8YpZHEr6idWpncIZRi5uxVRtrn88yIzQIuwAy7Y5-gyIcJ99-XqsxU3pc53KAjgA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 512 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Hill 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/750dc689-395c-4388-bb61-f8c7f38d0816/512_David_Hill_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=NMUyxZqU7i6EYvkLTF30x2jmuMYI37mUpu6948PtwgmUnXLn4q7U-gjnNZ8-EJJTbhWmhwyc0szkRMI5i2VhZL3~506tWKr3j6PpqIHUMZcCYgKZp6tYBqKD8QOVBKgHtiCkz3JFRC9LGcwET~FF10Bs16eZiGKksbOvVjBnLJaWaYVlJAHVZxubmQql2vGcaFW7dXOE90YRxBDwcb~yjPlyfjjmP3Ls912EToq8YzfP--zmktUpUDxau5HfXxaf3x5eJmNlpgy-8tZBt240RCSnffF7Dj~uj5xIDX~1UrcLx-pqufAz8M7iXgsu4-1LDsHKI7L4rOEi3U0sDdgzXA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 127 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Hopkins 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fded137a-4bf5-45d6-bda0-3b19e25c12e3/127_David_Hopkins_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=m-xnCbfYpSpOa6qnkPUqlyXHM-DcR5hcO9X7hooax06CDhhc0sJAiHDeX6OkETFTyUnzdibsalx7axU7LxNR~zWvP09c99u5sOIEa7x4~szV6iHomd6YWlC1ihMCZX-dbFaFBPn1U51VW11DA7xH34tKZ8RAnc~2VidNw5AYYHgbte8FXurjsgDNIdilXXQ5j~gKmiPWzkgvbdqUmGtfEzQErvpg3ck4OMHuAj6lT9vlivJNULrn-oMui~b3Jn9DHwfMq9XcJyzum~AmYltS-Gi5LeF9qHhLNhfQJEdr6beLYszQAQvOHtRiLUtdwRlgRnIWBqOgfuGjaH4xz6cSXg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 191 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Hopkins 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/94c7ce9f-5344-4411-9067-7c959f4e5f89/191_David_Hopkins_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=yAeJc6EPqoAVpEPusc7YhaVbUbb7ZSoE8OoxaA0hv03IkaqFXty895RHiY4rfNxfR4xWgdDQe1ZcPcqVKMXx3WImQDzqkN1OXM8ipN3XaNGUu9uA7z3rbILCcKNOzAFRylUMZxG2PlVp8lgv7IQDQ5HuAoYWxxL7un1uQYlfzKf~3dUC4sDgccQesk5jwhbll59k2E-T3FIeAwXei0ONfsyuZj8p~Dq9JjEVobM14PSsJJ6mdj0Avg139D6A86bZPEuebiXhl2hGkQAvUEqNba7BjRZuke52~V~94lOTcGUZwRD8oouAEGrVBM2ZvN-onGO460U4K9m9Ta3RtrK6dA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 484 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Hopkins 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8fbbb6a3-b4a8-48ec-a8d0-e1db95c103c8/484_David_Hopkins_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=GvJm9ocMUjCTEJRR5~u5ikg3sC0zJNyJJhUZVkpwp3pNTqDZKvM4f4p0ji3UF2Lq12o-891K5fY4q4RGQv-rcoREPcvygSMEvvJsZ3eicPoCbXgcmObuotQhu1vvgNPtk~g6dASbyXRllglLeVYEbG6neocro9YM5mYJ42iVMwF6~P86KapH8TD3~ourfnYpPRyRukzQjq4zHU-JKmCekRtDK1KUD7sbUTSzvUu1y14DPFipA3m0Kreo91-YklPr4udIG20DZWJxydrw5AG7WZZQxC5JMwMfdd3Ys2Gjn-B484nvvI1mRGEssWv8MpEv-XPWg077VTqToV5j0~pxhQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 547 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David J Brown 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/eef3fbf7-27ef-4b41-8edb-dd824c509f3b/547_David_J_Bown_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=hFFlsc7xFOHDP1R1E2Jo6aVfYbk93Tf829YPWS48VMwhV-seS7GnVlkswqZxOeTuaHFung69eXS~CooNl9l6aDFWMUZyahdMkMPTwYIlFgENSgeKLMrf1QERWaBrvFgvN3J4tQbP~pLYRp6pKRwxBvIbeSwDL3qFaGQZmqO-16yQ8YFw6wS8PdfvZVGWWCQjzjmysC4s8F9v4tzDhSI7Rt0B7CRhlVJNaFJ1eva7pVsMe7rDEo6RYA0Acsv3Skn4ZAxjQvhuiK6s-BxBLRdPeLkIITIwyy5IkeRqi6~Vjvvu41UHXvjwgqJfDF6hw28m-iW0O5X1Z4LCkNc7lXy8pQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 353 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Lattimore 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6739e5f7-9df6-4207-aa4c-872464b90531/353_David_Lattimore_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=GIXXjoLAd6E7qNuat2lX0tenie3XVrXvhx~dHMQMIwENvLYPt6PTAhsBBO6VQqH3ue2BTppBVArgjazVdiPJYdXvovSe11FiYAbsOgYHQv3~rOHPdqWfyufR9fqV~uDkna7apovIBSTGAmXviKdu69E8~X1fwBLgOzbo7PbgU-jpt8P7Lq-75oRW0O5mSV-oSdvxZNGpmiHsvluvzcwjYpjLBBpss1jx-l3p5HQ2bxVUGcSkF5dlgmPFB9h-acx5Cbruws7FMHo0fzNI2jxp0WiNzsl46mmzaEbFWESgdQtA2YzsDyaw1JcQBC8rMjeEGE9eRnMmNtABDe3NzlAnUQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 219 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Lattimore 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1dbdb383-b1f4-4f9b-a620-8a5e77d5233f/219_David_Lattimore_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=kUTjf8uRpmzQcOsaYZQ0U4tMQyRveugwxQfbRbjE-VDxEPvuPtgwrWyYjD25iO0K1LliR~ZVmhdGyVV32WSiDPS1BMtDHknBkR9RlpxDgMB6uhxkUe2hrJoA9D~jqzV3OY~6JBuWbcfxFA5uOp6QpPfr49q1yutbqokmvQIcOFPSXgIYqU7oiLHS59UR9BdlbFBzQJ338Yi28KGHaajvd5tryZW5D5m9C7hCGO0bmlTj3LxulSD1bAhbdko4d~394RIn45wiHirJYbV10LJGp1FHILAovhyRXzfHwckPKRCGMYCbOLBkgMCLmCtZF6jNgjo3sRtZFwRl-hh21U4JAw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 314 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Mills 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/016a7acb-dc39-488a-90af-234b767d3318/314_David_Mills_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=MK48JMtC0XJx0dxjVBVzji5JtH~2PT-sFdgRAT8IFxiL-~k7q58g~-4rXId3WAIlPniQMb~ro7xzW8MzXWkhVt1Dzep1Jrb3PAptAtwo0sApXNQjApu8htepMLMbd6bCWiM5OAv-lHsjn9NhvBe6Qf5xwuUmMu8niGHlXW1tMMHPwtbJK9YCekllecLYHXYPOiU1IiV3SxSupIZG3S8GpoDQxGUs8TBvJwthCDTJplA-0wPnB8McOEf36j8xKe4ND-FD8nEgTMP6AQ-gP4sfxf--AvHPgiuLnBxvk725QmbyAh6wHCUPWeYKt17j6zWzJGm-JxuzPdIYhtJEFX4Mlw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 351 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Murray 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/96a557cf-fbbb-4779-b888-dd39cfd93936/351_David_Murray_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jBKBJg2VAs9zhXmgV7NOk7rM4Y8aWjh7KVZj~~REcrL9Vo0h7hm7e3pAad~x-MfpVjS9-iwzEJTtsmWPAsf3sbETY0XgSFsKcRUdpWXb5cRJo2EcijtpyiUPSFFKSib4C99mMy863x4O78Kl0-EfVzeR-1y5MBjGEprgSszfpPo0zstNniBLdU7N~ICTwAdR04l5OuDzPZgLg9GeoXFchWqnQ~knZZ~aEBPmzljqafJSGV2VXYCeYNfm-NLVwS0beUfpHPho-PaLg7iikkuT1z1PV-COTRcnDn6c6z2Uww1UIIGxxdA14h6hyPNy2lGBwHEoO7OgRob4hv91X-Cm6A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 285 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Oliver 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c31ab34d-77f6-455c-8c45-cd425a4a7f68/285_David_Oliver_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ab5sPrYHN~9CnkSnX12o6YWcmEz9r5YdT1CXip7n1ZiqZEMzt2Z7IAHFDBuFjwsJyl8JPjDjrkrQ5vX-rOG5FWV~KQxHTh8hLbOkbFtR2RKOap2nV~hN40ROPtSciH-2DUvglG~FDYvWz0dEydPajqTUYtEhKIR~LKlBpJqWrzMWuoxqibZoHRZ8EJPBM0bRWQETXD5v9FYZ0TToG2JNqEXXlQR1tqayn5PncvfiHlP~~YOkYSUgUZhdvdgam3RaQALOGMyc8RFL76wyZPX0BBuelHuIHL~N13lLmsSONwi1TTULJzn-3ha94PvZNVzsuXIHP-CyH-i3GBY~8vpgcQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 861 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Oxenbury 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/a05d6c25-df74-49bb-bbd4-5951e3cfcf3d/861_David_Oxenbury_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Wvw3mp0PLDjf19PvfkJcX~uII4t6w0L2iYvJlgwO3XUoERF~7ykQTFjjsaAuSNRnOxOv2kCkLc~fDkQERTPYwBqkD-~4DtCk53amiAmEz3jZesMl3S2c8M~hGgDAe1sUaEisbbeFy0exZXsJ-xsFHz4-8K8SV8aoLFnSn2GU~fI96tbkc42LFHmhMI~Osgd9O0aAi8zED~8t75cSHDZH6oCgTJLSLYppsH6IIEasLVlViFgxf5A2v1WIAXxy0RmprJqPxb9b-tLJWT3l3nQBuGBFRaGt-SdBarj8t8gml2zI7fmi1MwAHzqrYFojxqT0Tup2ugdDkt7lSCuw79IfyA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 578 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Redgewell and Rosa Kell 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/99874d9c-6471-475e-b91f-03867f6d95e4/578_David_Redgewell_and_Rosa_Kell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=LI3bemjBaUQAjOVFlg~fF~2DWWMxYy9ULCopFOeRowgKDAeSZe1~qA7E4sWTqSsDRXuJERAhvGjxvNjGZ0-X73Cp56KqUuZIdoN-vjXDxn6sequdE0EqCXCt1XldN0gZbbJ4s-C6Hk4JDZBoo74ARP0SkvmaLdshtc1CutVae8gMWJfQhXPn7qXWczuvU5iNIFHjCkGCIJr9spK7h0-s42xNmQHFl6AQnzAiW7rGKZNBmTo1iGgUHBIDSTdQ-WKF7QoEmnSUWse8eoeUdUuTKArdFa76uym9z6OllRTU4xQv87FSR0pk7lRJ9y~-NmzqlWzdhrsnJO2RhqB~88EfSg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 424 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: David Wilson Redrow 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/662dedb0-f69e-4913-b59e-c08dd926bb4b/424_David_Wilson_Redrow_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=P~ao13IAkN9kA4GRfj4kHi-wSl-D4rEWd~7Dn0oMEC06q3i6xy-wB8L-22zEXyhZR8u0lOKFfFNzKIi6V76KvLY5yHV7zj0mIUJsgrc01zwIMg3BYUlkq31~ig3HdIGIydJa8fkrIFZM9VhlMz-vGZTncM7k-4f5GyyLBOJgbHIvklH0IavGe63WYjYgR0v4HitKbjpsSeKwcKB~4A-ILwudPY9E8~BxrI0p6NKsANMEJkn2c8RzRwceyozGue0h~OfqGzrv~GfUc2g5lDJbFpBW3t~pm-bbpYRr3TXf0RCxRokonDXB9lyAOeyQJVJKmgfiR23DJlckVi~yZrSQNA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 194 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Davina Morley 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/74c3c31d-7fed-41e2-9263-5d3f97a64cd9/194_Davina_Morley_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=W1VZv7jgw~m9dO0ggS0dsRGKZTdURn9ad84F35e8IRzMfsGqoJ0DyyKWjzVm8i-P0OJ-8CAOXCAizRynwHlqOucs2tEiJ7MoXCNV2Zcw4~091emg25A~H9DQr-4dc5PvT3Y-lsrXkwonUK89csNMLNlx3HvFHE-C1EkCDY4E7kCc8O1bFeKK4EqKIBx2phNAIy9Wtod~tjXBHl9JaCOf2xuVd-oQzEeWMRUt3Dj10IJuog-Oxk-JvmUq1mLS~lT32V6saiDvgedF1jteK~bkXnzyz57jV-VSK5pKJuxxKM5iACAg~fXJKEd9RsTUr619ytE3AX25tSUfP-1OhjfqcQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 708 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Deborah Crook 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/92baf7c9-d9f1-43fe-9c43-4dca05809cdc/708_Deborah_Crook_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=YOmzcKPYyVkP7O5G~-qV~uGbjYMfcCv7EJ3ldtvjF9fTIuipH575aCiHpugmycxXoCf5hR6190XeGfS7JyQpR0uH9Y0xAH8RAztdXMNmqPrHQxeqr1ys25e7yTX2QlXJTDoCMjw0Szs7I4Qn21Dconvo056zZV6VFk3JQBoQePAz9CkVqQ7WZNERSs3ovoNqb0n~N3wxMZOSUYX0DgxMQixdasH5J1DF0-Ma3en811ulBK4RjlgYUZ6Ckm5SlPaIT2EVe~EE3jddNCeH-UTz-x0Q3VfasHV2JmDLlz0INsqljOiyoLGkhOvdSN3XfGLkhdglXztjI~JPPEeJgjYC4g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 289 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Defence Infrastructure Organisation 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d591fcd6-0d4a-4296-ac01-e8a3e16db504/289_Defence_Infrastructure_Organisation_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=WLcOYxlT9xmLCrOVu3mNK0yzynOwMn5GnQiC-N3kd2ePdnWKKJDjYcvhsoAB40Si8h3IyTR8Y0eaz20~b~tP8cfteh3kcLBYMa3vbVp33-0Ki-oKw-Cts9D~jEA9DuZy7O0JMvSyiEPxauXDs635e4qEKX5wpdPc9mwfPdwlfRw~-M8s7ENPdknzevEKOXQfbimHg2W7ek51LXhIb8AR0Z7jw7CYS4qhe02W8vuOTL-YNWp64vWKXlCPgZWjTzW1QC7t2pR-Ugfato~zRSu40rqRNfKzRatBvvX6aZtUeS081kOrTZR4f0Qt-OL4nYhjJzhlEn44n-IelPFUl8MJNQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 291 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Defence Infrastructure Organisation 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b4d24aeb-1684-4509-a0af-427ee7bf8d03/291_Defence_Infrastructure_Organisation_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Cs4KX17JfLLVzYflo26GEMM~2tK-pO7JrHx9lH28GLHask5tveBPJcaovtOBqBKT5iNRnDBgtchGuCLpiI7Qv9KXotVXbCfsS2V-M3UBO5OsTbUFco8rWJzGn~YFDwAi0MT~o7f1OY5kdNQHJAIz4atbIZKjuv-OFb48BSuNeuJghrr~tKBSG4s3sFgGBzua5Goq6Jkh4pPtuSkeJGZYrmyUDgSwpEvMWRVFQ5UQZf2W5VuvXbkkemN0dL-bysKGBf0Zi~aKCDcQqaiqJVvkv3~E71ufLUqKugJWaSbDFyIAxG095yiW6wKDuBv5SsKQCB-n9ULDI2LeAAhdgfgmhQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 754 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Denese Newton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/abfdc1d3-4d4c-4923-9cda-4b719d214d9e/754_Denese_Newton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=u7SuHpom-Z1i4SlAJHUIsntRGtBqkcgYO3tOZfYvJqrU63mkMfBcLCiNJkU5MgF3GdAvSwJS1DI72KYzLxJvjo5lQKf~eMRPzVuxlsEDEc2GVej6pPUPjDPUolK4~OgXYsTmyF-mfuB-xwiC59S1c8dgm5qDI3HxzL9EMrpzr0xxXie-SKIim0ZARqmQ7cn88HeLrXla9u5FB~-T2IXDT673W0eg5Fem0RM24LlgIHxbktxb8o8giwuBH0X5XPPO8RQYcXycZ6LSh7wrTsFwXZuFiobTC9WnLXztIpJnfpLHkFijhbFjhlOM6m~12~LIBfT1rI5CtIHgzCYSgOfl9Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 695 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Dennis Brady 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d14388df-f32b-404e-a5fa-79cd73f51666/695_Dennis_Brady_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=LZn1Be-9pQfkWWX9R4FazCwxhctz81ghmSqA67MekQ1UkK1nTdg2Pmgvcq-dEzzjz9xdTsYEDMKKlMbGIotzOm7Ga6Dm3WrbLT2mdLsF3DzR5tfcqIn5JZI5ZL0evAELhRWO6JjEHTf9gQNemkLQFvjXrv9jroOXzISGCsikniiDguSbQpH1R51XTiY8GL7vnKFL~QUDA~JGV11A3tfgZH3JT9kMExUqDlUXLSTp1fswlrqV6B~jjPivlQAxB4MA4K2TvprLFEBHyefma6s5kCvPOY1kuzaGAayiCjN0dtnIceZwtIGuhHwNaW7ua9Qkhhg7rOqkVZS6ITLo6A1VtQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 361 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Derek Green 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bf564860-2463-4fc7-accd-f9029aab7f43/361_Derek_Green_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=hWd6ry9PZKIjNeyGJhGwQftbLqNFM~-b3YofpxXIOJe4U53-NKjktMwpYvqcYvi1Cs-R8L-d2Ib~hgukCLJVVbU6Z~cwrjH78usxjJgycTo6Xv5IpZ4M~du2Ua1JKASCTjKbLaTpZDoCRVkDdz2HB6y3aYi2LOBq~W2OrTjm2qTp05zTNdXp3pMzj52GcVy5tqY4Caw6FPNSlmfOxHFbhU~03cLtGGlhPw~rdoY7msRPMDH3Ph4Uv0rneTE8yhGod2jef6bd9ZlKloO6rkwld9rslYfnXEPlgOCU0nJ~tYolNSvnjQzEqzbWPB5Jk3ZJrWJErdUxOuMWa5T82vcPqA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 368 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Derek Green 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/52240959-19dc-486f-83fc-4852ec7439a2/368_Derek_Green_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=oCnKoe7D6X-g4IJ11F14zLE7d5CLkmfegi6TCImizsSMC9TrOXQNQ0zmLaF89XsLi34LRgk7N2a4O8tHpAtkmkWdDsJV1SNhWlASF08lUUTsQEZPNeAHxfT0AYHsJlI093P6Q7-GUuNizN0vC5dzN4DnYD-kjc5Y3EYUZZ7XDAlkOuAKYK6V2gyMPivBFcqhvl4k4EMwx8vj4g0SA9UahjG64FyuMn11JeHTDekpQif1pUJuK0hHYCFsvtjeEMtbQ6tE1-2HkiSNjcZ4KrO-BHBt96ISOAZtfni9wTCJXCz6Cgt8hdf7xTfuoOmpV13Muhu0YWQafZzoPLavuxC3LA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 414 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Diana Kirk 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b1c2af2c-7303-486d-a526-b15f42d48d3c/414_Diana_Kirk_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=eJGEWBwRj-S15zw0X3xyEsVCVtint3CyVF9lLaKx340X7y8bDe57J8BTgQlFcftrhwZSs3shdbhyxrMXqK9Xc0i~nh5Nley~fY-elGvAw04~u5PouW1ci~vOfDYh3auyUGTSWAqNOO9WpgVwx-R8SO~ZK1f3YP5npAsbTrwafiSydsKonvRrj-Nwp7~a6H4YjwaMM6zFAPu2RJtinAgAAbRg1QiUla~ETbGG3pEc0Mv6sgznKvLPwvC9cUOjAhpH6lmz5J-TlJ8UKgB~waMSIie-B9WBFlGd6R5Y5V4JPftsg33Ht5O5jww1bOe7lBsvhtte~n6qnb7xO3opp05gUg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 407 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Diane & John Stallabrass 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1482c55b-9b0a-4a4b-9c6e-188dbb9145e7/407_Diane_and_John_Stallabrass_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=SsVAjJ26tuIE2OMJ~jxbfELkmSdN7e2VE6GiLg2vDd6Dp1fkMNas69Z2wsJpdRGKfLr8jARQADc~~DPa9s4a3mwJvoGjQYXmHm-dC1aejbCIJB9OCzmDQKtGVvzCEjWieIQsOOyqTaNA-Z6GFsgFRMaB5hwUEsGrHd6SuXFKKoQne5fD7WyQfELARCaGTqXbQLO-yw37mqeIfWocCEUpSi9zCUaqgVhTNWT6-IMNb9teMD3FkqpJw16Isp1~sebPh9uandeETQle~njOmM5ZG7VIZ~kY7H47uOfPdN6JWtsLK6dmQF8hNv68lHUjb5BEM6l7pdqDqQsqCmnY4xHtFQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 827 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: DJ Bown 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5221357b-e908-49c7-90d3-4d1904e68605/827_DJ_Bown_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=DHfSHGv3bOLSJBoIp5FHgag~bueXZgTJl2Nh4Hi6SkK~HYM6UIPVVZewsZQAPvitSTSfbPJdofjG-2NJtK0D4XmGViqf0hauR9hXmkrq0PJEjbY322VRSJIJavp00PedxLkIvIZodM-AkxDpZUmchMyeIg-9jJcUPxyEhAwuuA0pc5GrDZ6NLGOc3U4BgwsO0IBL8iqiQn8INvj-vlqOZSki9yXYr~46d1zl~Kv1UwQ~vZnrvGfiMPFm57lLfL3Xwra5J-TeCs~8foFAHasLifdY0Bsb2LZjjegw1r0W-bi~Ot1-SCu0hbC3gXdndNvoRhsMDstAtazuvcWs6GHKsA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 824 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: DJ Charlton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6c657803-e09d-40b7-851d-770c644a90ab/824_DJ_Charlton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=HgF2xFnZoIFjJ9IFK1NpAVw~OcqK1lTbPiyWZJRQatc8dhBaH-foEBGLP0VFeHizRn8m5SQ25YwHK-M8f8azNiFBamKptY0RDbjl3ys6mFG49UYzkmvHtgTRKQniZilusIzg-dUSzdCppfZfNrshjFGIF31v5E~amu4r4GTCSGnorkMc6Km69yzc~fg3UgQzu66Q3ZvnrfXgV-CcD69qxJ0Z4Hs0Vi9Jyo19i7EzedeEDXgv1508pMLGskux-K7laVQHFlVCSxTEuTeiZ-uyWj7K2VRyw~4xmO8RYRoyXHyMjMFbeLYR2YacdRJepGAE52ufFho7eXtaI69JorRnjA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 866 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Dorothy Lucas 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7c3aa3a3-0657-488f-860b-9cf285175d8a/866_Dorothy_Lucas_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=yB8iB9092wSOEWxsInSXWAT7Ctxps-iZDN8Lsh5jzoEAW9f1yUCZ~Z32XY8WfWr1HekLrOy-MmX0nsUfABVme52FJqQOmskfGNrip3JWXtB~xPIU3pmNprzXDiJXszXfQG5683DXitDFYzoWXNw24Yfq5zyyNMXNa-bgFiA3fcSQ--WKeE4OMlGilkSuWrGNp4akCs8Tp4rniZ37756tC03BI4A2i3wXfdDaWUjC2-cQxOBSqxGu2PtTZO0JUGx9eIVq0tZaAs5EP6HWqik4dVL57vWeiIxqv7qWa1sByGyd5-pcAkSJ5NBWFppnUTFfVVAz6~Qx9w4O07RrfJT0bg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 648 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Douglas Benham 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f9fb3b98-e759-40ab-8bdb-21b02db9d878/648_Douglas_Benham_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=UtBVJa3uf58-19W1vmURFtSbeC2auHYXR~JarGzwsjkb-~y5nsf2AB~ZHR4SHRab7bT5gFnCtcyBTLd4bsoP8APmTpgmuTtyiBGkkm60hRxNg1qNGx4OQEcslBxE7kEKlvvdTN5eqRdjPTjYvYKFX8tzyNlZ3dPp8Qr0AaF1lp9ltr8V2Xko0Xxc0o2G2xUr8T8qlKSmLToHuDoE8hHn1G552imoy3BvUqn0On1OvRECTIZCI5S69sxDVe5U-g4R7qI3PAe~9U~bFZeMuXidxt6BhdCw~RiqJJJJ0ToIN7yCK0J-sxb40T~QlBmpE8agW-FglBE~3sgBIXvzQpLFEQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 758 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Douglas Benham 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b84a5668-a0c7-44eb-84f0-a80b81a6a7ef/758_Douglas_Benham_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=YUwkO7RK6K47Kpbk-6xHmglNa24ouReuLIEzCejEDTUFCsouemq-~HY2FUWAFeifbu46us32HlmIZqu509HbapOY7yrHt-yawiyQEcH9KVJUplfi2x0aHgn0NIjnLHyRufW3pCVo2JypITYr5uI6pzrLDlbAWPrK0ylSbQgynKWx2Xhziv6~ikON9rsznxp6dCzaPURDt-VdgqjV3eIDDtFX9BxQ1aYa2DN-U7Nwy-bnS9fhwxZ6VuSzg0GSS7I3ApbmmBrNnwR68tjiHocAvek2E6Ty4DGWJ63DvueVbRqQwSFEfdcjsAK6pfi7KgugmR0XOaWxC4Gqw5zOg76QcA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 808 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Douglas Crook 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d9eee305-c30f-42e1-b05e-549c5b80bf86/808_Douglas_Crook_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=Dgu-6c26obDefVkv73j7WdsoDamOC9S9OLsi8ySoXeMdCk1c2iSLa5Khcw39TKz5bmyAdTWoQhXQf13y6eIAjmiimx~gwACMLrPbhacu5y5rwbGePFY4YnLrrJxbpxanf5REaGhjHp4wY7gbPr0QHImmSCa5nCtjuj~lQA3p~2iR6ckskv1dZDHjbmMSqPLTTyt5AFVwOxj77Lduhq0yJmjm~2UibZMZ3OFUP5RcS5Y86VI3gqiyV1NUFcFlS6VjCj3zArGihLEwvVIqNYhfxATlKZDLGl~lnTTyVFqnlqE3K2cHkn2FVcv0TBDRK5gdleafpd6K0qOTdl5mUerm~Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 538 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Down Ampney Parish Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/00d75c0d-f9c2-4a4e-9924-051f91438859/538_Down_Ampney_Parish_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=BtffckmhbzScKgW-IFPya8Fkdb09NXFZN7aXivbVguZ1r9WcldKQOq287A0eubTmd6gQQMabcL3WFQe8ME8I6IZq5o9NNcjwsUyjshWbvL-pQkMh-NwHUe-559f5lA6XjaO4cFvNBQ8kTdxw1CbImSEwgVw-HBed5Q0FCZ4XRVxXr9yYhJTg4xN7k8QOSOjai01khnY1VzParY93pDcZISoDnFRmsffpB~~wD0dZAwgDvQrBSjK5l8AcOJqKXYcMklzmDHzCGYzxLEu74PBgEIOD-Calh61AgQt3RRaqphiiQ8CpkJUDeBt3WH1r8Ud9srctIA-P3mqTOcwigWfB0g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 125 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Driffield and Harnhill Parish Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1964441c-cb42-4b34-9b6c-ec0b34c948e4/125_Driffield___Harnhill_Parish_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=gxcXkTME56Eyq7~11URs5NU-tvBMmRtL-keUievn3T4BqLET6Eorhggnbd2nicbaBABqc6tGF2UYOzkId4pKFumNS6eMYveiud0vx1Se~T0uigxMggfTqZHPwhlreRXmZEB5QOnIPeJ6yVZKP8sKCcaHUT6Gj37N2TKIkIZmEbR81JSKa7Jh5C16B6bZGMMI8rG0~RX7E0OFiiMT~086pOiPYXFSd94OrYCpG6vdhd-onsNwCen4UuRFxOtl~61XRvBOB9rPZ-LGj2zIj7EkB-B~DIPnId57pOzq~jh-GJZRhIPf0rDcSlEZX2gfI6Ov7z4BMctimktUwjSFfRj-YQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 813 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Driffield and Harnhill Resident Action Group 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2eeddb9e-fe89-4082-b716-126b6cf75b2d/813_Driffield_and_Harnhill_Resident_Action_Group_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=GLl7TCLXJYH~EqcON1TYJn6-OW2vTePjhmpPZOxL8buBWBrFUOBOUYa5-VkiLm6OHh19KNmP4C6VXHOGTCOOSRXTU47tHg4vSSLkoploSP0jbF8mwvAaKp97TX5JDw9sL2dtz~XpCw54cAhMo1fZFeaaCVNG1zdEaRUqW-YocC4~nPrDkuYLWK~r3gCa58QibUqVuFdEkAjGcIRGBANCXKx4pKoRD8ej2Kcb5MVLnal8eT2tGbmTzwbDRGcSUP3Je0bSzehPeavcFN3rYXuuSpoQ4jM8It8Mre~fbVTXm9PDQgIDSTU5c2fihyAQT1HDUU7VF0vwmQI2ba2Ayg3-bQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 182 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Dunstall Will Trust 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/642cdd45-c494-4816-a99c-920303b9f546/182_Dunstall_Will_Trust_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=nMmMp0Z~bCX7kZPjCLz6HjMapGPA~95QRC1shmqq1zY0KhWM2yQ2bAexQcjYl5vJCQJBI5f80ey4AFmvDx0MY5s15qu~lY7934RyMoFcoC8Y5D6rSNlGvvBEnd5~Z1n-RyRn5NqHX5~fef8DzFJTz4wHws4-uH4e~7bmRTNsPuu87TSC98oa9UWTCp863Ivedyxq9sz7jtygf2HEMcFN53i~piPq3mino2BmstNT8GVOnbDmIxDmohtH0zbnjMmywxeLnRQVNIP1DkHNv0hltnD8UexpkiQ5zmm7scr35vLMwOzQd8~OOYonTgXXAhtANEaSSExa1thE0-hK2ItEOw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 786 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Durdica Maderi 

Comment: Click here to view full comment
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