Comment ID: 9969
Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing
Name: C Beer

Comment: Please consider new system pre-constructed homes that are built off site in
large wearhouse type buildings possibly within the Gloucestershire/ Wiltshire area. This
providing local employment. The old way of bick by brick, stone by stone on site
construction is slow, expensive and environmentally unfriendly. System building is fast,
clean, caused less local noise and resultant properties can be made virtually carbon
neutral meetin you Green to the Core aims. By changing the exterior appearance they do
not have to look like multiple inferior identical litter boxes. They can provide, small,
medium or large homes of one, two or higher stories.

Consider requiring roof orientation of homes to be optimised for PV solar collection with
cells built into all roof structures and not added as an extra on top of existing roofs.
Consider a system of interconnected PV power being central power convertors to
domestic 240 AC. This reduces equipment costs and improves electrical conversion
effeciency where every home had it own ilttle independent system.

Also consider having a system of large ground source heat pumps across all the new
estates. These can be constructed during the ground works at minimal additional cost
with large central more efficient heat exchanges consrtucted in their sound proofed
buildings. This will give almost zero carbon properties supporting your Green to the Core
objectives,



Comment ID: 9980
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: C Beer

Comment: Sorry to say this section is stylistic council waffle it needs more substantive
imput. Suspect you were beginning to lose the will to live at this point ( can't blame you
either) and resorted to just copy and paste or poor Al. Strongly suggets this section is
improved in you submitted document to HMG. For the Green adjenda please see my
earlier comments.



Comment ID: 9968
Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043
Name: C Beer

Comment: In Fairford please do not rely only on new builds to the NE of the town as
appears to be in your proposals. Possibly consider the land to the west of Fairford on the
north side of the A417 along what is know as The Milking Path. This is poor quality
farmland large sections are swampy due to no improved drainage. There are two lowish
voltage overhead cables passing through which could be placed underground and
provide power. A new direct access road would exit on a straight section of the A417.
Believe the land is currently managed/owened by the Ernest Cook Trust.



Comment ID: 9970
Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs
Name: C Beer

Comment: To minimise traffic conjestion greatly improved public transportis needed. In
a 24/7 world buses or other pubic transport needs to run all day and most if not all night.
Consider preparing for driverless transport and small vehicles that could be pre-ordered
by smart phone etc. The transport company can then optimise vehicle size, route and
timings to meet needs and costs adjusted accordingly. As proof of above in a post
retirement job | needed to be at work some days at 6am and on others finish at 10pm.
That necessated private car use. Don't think normal work is 9 to 5 anymore.



Comment ID: 9967
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: C Beer

Comment: 3.13 Water supply and sewerage. Ignor Thames Water's problems by our
agreeing to HMG's claimed needs we can negotiate funding for water supply. Suggest
consider using some of the water park lakes be repurposed as resevoirs. We will need a
lot of gravel and sand in constructing the new buildings. This can come from new gravel
pits nearby and on completion can become new lakes for the water park. New water
treatment plants will be needed that are fit for purpose and do not pollute localrivers.

The water company ( probably Thames water will be history) will gain additional revenue
from the new homes and industrial premises thus a 20 year loan at commercial rate can
fund the above constructions.

3.14 Forget reliaance on other areas. We need to be self reliant. This gives us control.
Within a few years we may be part os a new unitory authority abd CDC may not exist. So
planning for self reliance improved our negotiating stance again. Please think
commercially on all matters. REmamber also that these days many families do not wok
the old 9 to 5. We are now in a 24/7 economy. Transport



Comment ID: 9971
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: C Beer

Comment: Do not rely on consultants. Get up to speed your selves. It will increase you
employability and reduce costs. Consultant frequently claim to know it all but in reality
most are learing on the job at your expense and not necessarily doing a quality job. |
know been these on both sides.



Comment ID: 9977
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: C Beer

Comment: For Fairford the schools are already over subscribed and need quality
expansion. The local GP practice service is poor and needs expansion. Consider using
the site of the old village hospital on Lower Croft road. This old building is seriously
under used, poor desigh and expensive to heat and run. It is on a large site. Ideal for
demolition and speedy rebuilding using system building to 2 or 3 stories. It can then be
able to have a new fully serviced GP practice building plus extensive outpatients
services and possibly recovery wards to take the load off large regional hospitals.
Suggest several of these services could be provided by the expanded GP practice. It
would make their job much more interesting as today they are too often degraded to
little better that a pill providers. Providing better local health services for Fairford and
the surrounds will minimise travel to Cheltenham, Gloucester, Swindon, Oxford
hospitals. Each is at least a 50 mile round trip. A waste of resources, time and bad for
the environment. Poor transport necessates use of private vehicles.

All these needs if met will improve the quality of life in the Cotswolds and help
compensate for the increased homes need. By agreeing to meet HMG's claimed
increased housing needs and having a green agenda we we wil better placed to
negotiate funding for these expanded services while minimising our carbon footprint. |
commend these suggestions to you.



Comment ID: 9979
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: C Beer

Comment: Thank you for the opportunity to express my ideas. In the unlikely event that
you wish me to give you further help or expand on my comments | will be happy to help
either my phone, in preson or video discussion. Good luck you will need it!



Comment ID: 9965
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: C Beer

Comment: Consider up to 4 stories for some new homes. Many of the existing older
properties in or near town centres are this height and blend in well this includes small
towns such as Fairford. Choose compatible designs to blend harminously.

Include some higher denisty homes but provide open designs with green spaces for
outside recreation. Remember, many families have no interest in gardening they want
parking ( at least 3 per home) and open spaces with someone else to manage and tend
the area.

Many single parents and those that rent /own flats are transient and move on frequently.
It's the modern way. We ned to meet all needs. Quality high density homes are ideal.



Comment ID: 9981
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: C Beer

Comment: Yes in general | do. But many sections need a more creative approach.
Please recognise we live in a rappodly changing world be more open to newer ideas and
ways to approach problems.



Comment ID: 9963
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: C Beer

Comment: Agree senario 5 but we must propose an increased housing quantity to
18650 +1. You plans are 21% below requirements and will be rejected and we then
suffer undesirable type and location of homes imposed. Not good. Please be realistic by
meeting HMG's requirement we have a much better ability to negotiate for required
capital funding for health, schools, power, water/ drainage, transport, road
improvements etc. Fear you are setting us up to fail and suffer impositions that are more
harmful to the area by being 21% below claimed need. Please be realistis and prepare
to haggle from strength.



Comment ID: 9734
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: C Sharrock

Comment: Re. Q. 3 (To what extent would you support increasing housing density in
developments to help meet the full housing target?) - | would support some density
increases and infilling, etc. to maximise use of sites that are already within developed
areas rather than spread development into unspoilt areas. However, | agree that "city-
centre" densities are unlikely to be appropriate in the Cotswold district so this would
seem to be more of a "windfall" than a larger scale contribution to housing stock.



Comment ID: 9422
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9432
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: Against



Comment ID: 9433
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: Against



Comment ID: 9423
Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9424
Location in consultation document: Scenario 1
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9425
Location in consultation document: Scenario 2
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9426
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9427
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9428
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9429
Location in consultation document: Scenario 6
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: | strongly object



Comment ID: 9430
Location in consultation document: Scenario 7
Name: Camillla Burridge

Comment: strongly object



Comment ID: 10922

Location in consultation document: Question 1

Name: Campden Society

Comment: The Campden Society advocate a mix of Scenarios 4 & 5.

We feel that Scenario 4 i.e. some of the growth of new houses is linked to being located
near to improved public transport has strategic merit whilst Scenario 5 is pro-growth
and pro-development. This latter option is likely to deliver the most housing, but some
of the housing could be achieved under Scenario 4.

TCS strongly advocate for the reopening of Chipping Campden station to support
Option 4. See separate submission.

Scenarios 6 and 7 both include major development within the Cotswold National
Landscape, which is both undesirable and contrary to national planning policy. It is
difficult to see any exceptional circumstances that make it desirable to put major
developmentin the Cotswold National landscape; and any argument that suggests that
the achievement of higher housing targets is a public interest that overrides the public
interest in the protection of National Landscapes should be resisted strongly. TCS
suggest that both these scenarios should be rejected.



Comment ID: 10924
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Campden Society

Comment: This would create problems in other areas of public services in both the
short and longer term.

Additional stresses on transport, health provision, and social care requirements arising
from lower well-being are obvious examples.



Comment ID: 10925
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Campden Society

Comment: Higher densities in developments help achieve higher housing provision
which the Campden Society supports. We would also call for a greater number of
smaller houses but not by reducing space standards.

Housing needs varies from place to place, depending on the nature of the local
demographic, the local economy, and the facilities available. Higher density housing
with a smaller area of private space would help to increase the density but must be
offset by maintaining sufficient public space. Higher buildings should be considered
depending on the local topography and sightlines. A suitable variety of housing typology
is needed to reflect differing needs of a community. Flats are an acceptable way of
increasing the density of housing provision.

The Campden Society would press for a higher density of housing than in previous
developments citing Castle Nurseries and Wolds End Close in Chipping Campden as
precedent. These two developments have mixed tenure, terraced housing (higher
density of occupation) - and do not shy away from an urban vocabulary or three storey
houses or apartment blocks.



Comment ID: 10929
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Campden Society

Comment: The proposed level of development across the whole of the Cotswold
District Council area needs substantial infrastructure improvements which are not
outlined in this proposal.

Any significant increase in housing is only sustainable if there is an improvement in the
infrastructure e.g. public transport, road improvements, drainage and waste water
plants, parking provision, additional schools and health services in the North
Cotswolds.

Future housing should include retirement homes to accommodate a growing elderly
population as well as starter homes for young people.

For the developmentin Chipping Campden, the former ‘Polish Camp’ at the top of
Conduit Hill, and close to the A44, is a Brown field site suggestion which could be
suitable for housing.

The area near the Great Western Railway line and the Campden Business Park, both for
business and housing is also a location The Campden Society would also suggest.
There is already a 1.7h business site allocated in the Local Plan to extend the Business
Park.

For the development in and around this settlement, the Campden Society would press
for more sustainable and increased public transport links; a detailed flood management
strategy for the town; a Waste Water upgrade; and the social housing should be
covenanted so that it is secured for permanent occupancy of local people rather than
become short term residential accommodation or secondary homes.

Flooding is a concern for many areas of development in Chipping Campden and
housing consent should not be granted for any sites that are either at risk in themselves
or the development of them will increase the risk to any other housing in the area.



210 “new” dwellings (ie over extant permissions) is an 18% increase on the existing
(including extant permissions). The town has facilities that will support this, although
the surgery could be larger and parking for the surgery is inadequate. The main stress
that this expansion will cause will be around parking generally. If the outline proposal
for the Aston Road and Chipping Campden School development is realised, and the
current school car park becomes a town car park, that will help significantly.

The most important questions around the expansion of 210 dwellings are around
typology and density. There is a need for more smaller homes, more homes suitable for
older people, and more affordable/social rent homes. There is very little local need for
more larger homes, although such homes will normally sell at market prices to people
moving into the town. The current typology of homes is unbalanced, with too many
larger homes and too few smaller ones. Also, it will be important for measures to be put
in place to ensure that the 201 additional homes are not available as second homes or
for short term let.

For the Mickleton settlement, the Campden Society notes that 582 new dwellings is a
60% increase on the existing position. Mickleton has very limited facilities that cannot
support such an expansion. If Mickelson is to stand alone as a sustainable community,
then as a village of >1,500 dwellings, it would expect to have facilities comparable to
those of Chipping Campden (expanded size < 1,400 dwellings). If the expanded
Mickleton effectively relies on the facilities of Chipping Campden, then those will not be
adequate, especially parking.



Comment ID: 10931
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Campden Society

Comment: The provision of facilities that are vital for a community but are market-
delivered, such as food shops, leisure facilities, and other requirements make a
community, need to be added.

For any new housing in Chipping Campden and elsewhere enforceable planning
conditions and covenants need to be implemented to prevent new-build dwellings
being used for holiday lets, second homes or short-term accommodation to ensure that
new dwellings are for permanent residence and to encourage cohesive communities. In
addition, a licensing scheme needs to be implemented for existing dwellings in the town
to curtail the number of holiday lets, short term accommodation and second homes
and encourage all dwellings to be used as principal dwellings.

For Chipping Campden the re-instatement of the Railway Station into the Local Plan is
essential. Reinstating the station presents an opportunity to use existing infrastructure
to improve connectivity and travel safety for Chipping Campden and surrounding
villages whilst managing environmental and amenity impacts from travel. This
reinstatement would also contribute to benefits and achieve better value in the
business case to upgrade and modernise the North Cotswold Line as a whole, bringing
mutual benefit to Gloucestershire and neighbouring counties. We understand the
challenges of adapting the rail infrastructure to make this happen are diminishing on
several fronts - including through rail sector cost reduction programmes and the
availability of signalling and train technologies that offer the flexibility to cost-effectively
re-introduce Campden station.

The Campden Society propose that rooftop solar panels are part of any new build and
by way of a planning condition.

The Campden Society propose that dark skies enforcement is prioritised in any new
planning consent.



Comment ID: 10933
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Campden Society

Comment: The Campden Society is broadly supportive of the vision and objectives set
out in the update Local Plan, with certain caveats outlined in Q5 and below.

The Vision should reflect the fact that the Cotswolds have a significantly higher
population of older people with 25-26% being over 60/65 compared with 20% nationally.

The cost of housing in the Cotswolds is also an issue that should be highlighted and the
emphasis has to be on affordability.

The Campden Society strongly advocate that it is essential that the re-instatement of
Chipping Campden Railway Station is put back into the Local Plan. Please see separate
submission about the re-instatement of Chipping Campden Station.



Comment ID: 11005
Location in consultation document: 3. Indicative figures
Name: Carol Bezuidenhout

Comment: | am a resident of Ampney Crucis, where the CDC has suggested building
660 new houses in a village that currently has 246. This would be a 268% increase
bringing the total number of houses to 906—3.68 times its present size.

| am strongly opposed to the proposed development in Ampney Crucis. My comments

relate specifically to the development shown in “Indicative Map 4”, but apply equally to
any other large development in or near Ampney Crucis that the council may sanction if
its current call for new development sites attracts other offers.

| also have strong doubts about the wisdom of the entire project.

My response is organised using headings based on the CDC’s a—f “Objectives” list from
Section 5.3, and the nested bullet points because | believe that the proposed building in
Ampney Crucis would conflict with many of the objectives listed in section 5.3

5.3 Objectives

a. Respond to the climate crisis through adaptation and mitigation

* Require all new development to be zero-carbon and climate-resilient.

At the public meeting with CDC Development in Ampney Crucis Village Hall on
November 15, 2025, it was suggested that large developments of 500 or more houses
are likely to be greenlighted by or because of pressure from central government. Is the
CDC sure that the developers who build the 660 proposed new houses in Ampney
Crucis will be legally subject to climate-connected requirements?



Even if the 660 new homes in Ampney Crucis were built to be zero-carbon without
reliance on carbon trading, the residents would be forced to use their cars on a regular
basis, and indeed the humber of cars might well be double the number of houses in
order for both adults in a two-adult household to be able to get to and from work and
the supermarket and to ferry their children to and from school and other activities,
necessitating thousands of car journeys that would be unnecessary if houses were built
near existing schools, shops and workplaces.

¢ | ocate development away from flood-prone areas and promote water and

energy efficiency.

This objective will not be met by any development in Ampney Crucis, although you have
classified the flood risk at the building site as not high.

Ampney Crucis lies on Ampney Brook, a tributary of the Thames that makes low-lying
areas of the village prone to flooding. All the roads through the village and leading
towards the open fields that the CDC has earmarked for development are single-track
and surrounded by runoff ditches that often flood, leading to rivulets that flow across
the roads downhill toward the course of the brook, affecting the roads that lead through
and from the village. The eastbound lane of the main access road (the A417) itself is
often under water near the principal entrance to the village at the pub and there are
often puddles on both sides of the road on the way to Cirencester. Where the road from
the village meets the A417 at St Mary’s church, water often overflows from the storm
water drain onto the roadway. In wet weather, the surrounding fields become
waterlogged.

These waste water runoff problems, which apply to the whole village and not just the
flood-prone areas closer to the river, would be exacerbated by the proposed
development. The high density of the proposed housing would mean that much of the
newly developed area would be covered by houses and the associated hard paving, or
by the suburban-type streets that would have to surround the houses, allowing water
that the site previously absorbed to run off onto the roads.

b. Conserve and enhance the natural, built, and historic environment



* Preserve the high quality, local distinctiveness, and diversity of the natural and

historic environment.

Ampney Crucis is a lovely Cotswold village dating back at least to the 1066 Domesday
book, and lying principally along a horseshoe-shaped access road that leads off from
the A417, starting at the pub, near the Grade | listed Holy Rood Church, the foundations
of which date back to Saxon times. From the pub, the road loops round towards the
surrounding open countryside and back down to the 12th and 13th century Grade |
listed St Mary’s Church. The semicircular area bounded by the A417 and the horseshoe-
shaped village road is mainly occupied by a lovely park that is privately owned but
publicly accessible. This semicircle also contains the grounds of the village cricket club,
one field where sheep are often grazed, and another where a herd of alpacas live,
emphasising the village’s rural environment.

Many of the buildings in the village are Grade Il listed and other non-listed buildings also
lie in a conservation area.

Adding a suburban-style housing estate to the north of the village containing more than
twice as many houses as the original village would destroy the local distinctiveness of
the village, not preserve it.

The village is very much residential.

Any commerce associated with the new housing estate would change the nature of the
village, not preserve it.

Several landowners in the neighbourhood have taken advantage of a taxpayer-funded
wildflower-planting initiative that was introduced with the aim of restoring health to
soils depleted by careless farming practices. It appears that the landowner who has put
forward the “development site” to the north of the village is now presenting this land as
non-agricultural. But in fact, these wildflower meadows have been a boon to the natural
world, attracting larks in particular as one can check by using the “Merlin” phone app to
identify larks from their calls.



Permitting the development of a suburban-style housing estate on one of these
wildflower meadows will halt the regeneration of the countryside, and slow the recovery
of the population of larks. It would by no means preserve the diversity of the natural
environment.

e Conserve and enhance the distinct character of the Cotswolds National

Landscape and open countryside.

Ampney Crucis lies just outside the Cotswold National Landscape, which seems to be
one of the motivations for targeting our village for intense development. But the village
lies in open countryside, and adding a housing estate that dwarfs the existing village will
irreversibly damage the distinct character of the open countryside surrounding our
village as well as that of the contiguous Cotswolds National Landscape.

* Promote high-quality, sustainable design and green infrastructure that

supports health and wellbeing.

High-quality, sustainable design is expensive. Promoting it would seem to contradict the
aim in point c. below of delivering affordable housing.

Itis unclear what you mean by “green” infrastructure, but it sounds expensive. Surely
the cost of building such infrastructure means that it is better to link to existing
infrastructure in larger settlements, rather than creating new infrastructure in many
different small villages.

c. Deliver inclusive, healthy, and affordable housing

* Provide a diverse mix of housing types and tenures, with a focus on socially

rented homes.



Either the rules relating to using building materials sympathetic to the setting will have
to be relaxed, or the houses in the proposed housing estate will not be affordable.
Recently, it has been a requirement for new-build houses in our area to be clad in
expensive Cotswold stone. Again, are the rules to be relaxed because this estate will
contain more than 500 houses?

Building “healthy” houses is expensive—much more so when they are detached. To
achieve economies of scale for climate-friendly devices like heat pumps and solar
panels, one needs to build multi-occupancy buildings. It is not really appropriate to
build multi-story blocks of flats in what has up to now been a beautiful low-rise village
that blends in with the surrounding countryside.

¢ Ensure development supports positive health outcomes and embeds local

health and wellbeing strategies.

Most people still drive petrol-powered cars and the central government’s recent
decision to tax electric cars will be that the adoption of electric vehicles will slow, so we
can expect that most of the one thousand cars that the residents of the new estate will
bring in will be polluting. This added pollution supports negative, rather than positive,
health outcomes.

Already, with only 246 houses, the single-track roads through the village are dangerous
for pedestrians, and the rights of way through neighbouring farmland are muddy in
winter and do not necessarily lead in very useful directions. One of the easiest ways for
people to remain healthy is to exercise, and the easiest and most accessible exercise is
walking. With three times as many cars, the roads will become even more dangerous for
walkers. Building this estate in this setting seems unlikely to promote walking. It is
unclear why, if the new residents are not going to be enjoying the countryside, because
the roads are unsafe and the paths are inaccessible, they need to live in this particular
location.

Because of the narrowness of the roads, the proposed twenty years of building in our
village would negatively impact the health (because of increased pollution) and safety
(because of construction traffic) of existing and incoming residents.



For these reasons, the proposed Ampney Crucis development will not support positive
health outcomes because it does not embed health and wellbeing strategies.

d. Enable a vibrant, low-carbon local economy

¢ Support the transition to a low-carbon economy and promote local

employment.

Even with the 2000 new residents from the 660 new houses in the proposed
development, it seems wildly unlikely that Ampney Crucis will be big enough to support
its own economy. The idea that there could be local employment for the 1000 new adult
residents in Ampney Crucis seems ludicrous. The new residents will have to work and
send their children to school in larger settlements, and they will have to commute by
car to work in Cirencester or further away. Once the A419 “Missing Link” projectis
completed, journey times to Gloucester from Ampney Crucis will be shorter and many
of the new residents are likely to work there or in Swindon. It seems much more likely
that the new development will be a dormitory suburb for people working elsewhere
rather than that it will be a step in the transition towards a low-carbon economy.

* Encourage the vitality and viability of town and village centres as places that
support a range of activities and uses such as shopping, leisure, cultural and

community activities; as well as providing access to affordable homes.

There are no shops in Ampney Crucis. There are villages that do have shops. In its
current configuration, the village is much too small to support shopping, leisure,
cultural or community activities. Is it not better to support existing activities in larger
settlements than to create a new, anonymous suburb and try to inject manufactured
vitality? Because the village is only about three miles from Cirencester, surely the new
residents will go there or further afield to do their shopping and enjoy their leisure.

* Promote sustainable tourism.



The proposed housing estate in Ampney Crucis seems more likely to scare off rather
than attract tourists, but any tourism it did attract would not be sustainable because
visitors would have to drive to the village, making the roads busier, more polluting and
less safe for walkers.

* Maintain Cirencester’s role as a key employment and service centre.

Building a dormitory suburb three miles from its centre might help maintain Cirencester
as a key employment and service centre, but building houses in Cirencester itself
seems more likely to contribute to this maintenance, and avoid the many disadvantages
that building this suburb would entail.

Moreover, all the building that is proposed for Cirencester and surrounding settlements
will mean that Cirencester will suffer traffic jams for the foreseeable future. Already
there are traffic jams into Cirencester in the mornings and on market days at the
weekend. With a huge increase in the number of houses and in the number of vehicles,
there are likely to be traffic logjams, which might have the effect of discouraging people
from going in to Cirencester and have the result of destroying rather than maintaining its
role as a key employment and service centre.

e. Promote sustainable transport use and connectivity
* Reduce transport emissions by encouraging walking, cycling, and public

transport.

Building a large housing estate in Ampney Crucis will not reduce transport emissions by
encouraging walking or cycling because walking is not feasible on a daily basis and
cycling is already dangerous and will become more so when increased traffic from new
development makes the smaller, less direct, roads busier. The current bus service is
inadequate and increasing the frequency of buses will create problems.

Cirencester is essentially inaccessible from Ampney Crucis by walking, mainly because
itis too far for most people to walk and also because there are no convenient and
routes, partly because the existing rights-of-way lead very indirectly to Cirencester.



Most Fridays, my husband and | walk from Ampney Crucis to Dobbies on the old
Swindon-Cirencester road. Our route involves running across the Fairford road (the
A417), which, even before the extraordinary development the CDC proposes, is already
busy enough to make crossing dangerous, tramping through fields whose rights-of-way
are not well maintained and which are very muddy in the winter, walking along the
Driffield road, an essentially single-track road that carries 60 mile-an-hour traffic and is
therefore dangerous for pedestrians, taking a farm road to the big A417 freeway which
carries 70 mile-an-hour traffic, running across the freeway at a designated crossing,
proceeding along roads that flood in rainy weather and often-muddy fields and then
running across the Swindon-Cirencester road to Dobbies. Very few people do this walk
and itis not cyclable. There are some cycle routes using smaller (60 mile-an-hour single
track roads), but they require riding along very busy main roads at least some of the
time.

There is no law against walking on the A417 from Ampney Crucis to Cirencester, and
every now and then somebody attempts the walk because, for most of its length, the
A417 has no pavements and the verge is usually too overgrown to accommodate
pedestrians. Some people (mainly serious Lycra-clad cyclists) cycle along the A417.
But cycling and especially walking on the A417 are extremely dangerous because the
road has a lot of bends that drivers travelling at 50 or 60 miles an hour cannot see
around.

Currently, buses to Cirencester are very infrequent. On weekends, we sometimes take
the bus in to Cirencester and walk back, and the bus never has many passengers. If
there were more frequent buses and if they stopped on the A417 during busy times,
traffic on the A417 would be even heavier than it already is.

For these reasons, the proposed development in Ampney Crucis would not promote
sustainable transport use and connectivity and reduce transport emissions by
encouraging walking, cycling, and public

transport

* Focus development on accessible locations with strong transport links.



Ampney Crucis clearly does not meet the first of these two requirements, because
access is by car along single-track roads that already—before increasing the number of
cars by a factor of 3.68--carry a dangerous amount of traffic.

Nor does it meet the second requirement, unless “strong transport links” refers to its
proximity to the (already overburdened) Swindon-Gloucester motorway, meaning that
its location qualifies the village as an excellent site for a dormitory suburb to house
people who work in Swindon, Gloucester, or even Bristol.



Comment ID: 11004
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Carol Bezuidenhout

Comment: Question 6 — Do you agree with the vision and objectives? Or is there
anything else

that should be covered in the vision and objectives? Please explain.

My response to Question 6 is organised using as headings points from the CDC’s a—f
“Objectives” list and the nested bullet points.

5.3 Objectives

a. Respond to the climate crisis through adaptation and mitigation

* Require all new development to be zero-carbon and climate-resilient.

Requiring all new development to be zero-carbon and climate-resilient is a laudable
aim. But | wonder if the council is aware that “zero-carbon” targets can be met by
“offsetting” greenhouse gas emissions by buying “carbon credits”. This usually involves
funding projects in other, less developed, parts of the world. (For example, see the web
pages at https://www.green.earth/ for an organisation called Green.Earth.) While such
projects deserve funding from the developed world, they do nothing to reduce our own
carbon footprint. Even if these projects succeed in reducing carbon emissions or
sequestering carbon elsewhere in the world, the effect of carbon trading may be simply
to whitewash the generation of new emissions here in the UK. Some carbon-trading
schemes do not even result in a net reduction of greenhouse gases anywhere, as
reported in a 2023 article in the Washington Post
(https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2023/02/10/australia-carbon-farming-
climate-environment/). Does the CDC intend to impose a requirement that does not
allow developers to present climate-damaging development as zero-carbon by buying
carbon credits? Does the CDC have the power to implement its recommendations?



¢ Support the provision of renewable energy schemes and promoting community

owned renewables initiatives.

Renewable energy schemes sound like a good idea, but | wonder if the CDC or the
central government will have the resources to administer them. There have been so
many scams associated with such schemes that the energy saving trust has recently
added advice to its website https://energysavingtrust.org.uk/how-to-spot-an-energy-
scam/ about how to avoid being scammed in relation to such schemes. How does the
CDC intend to support the provision of renewable energy schemes that it does not
administer while protecting homeowners from scammers?



Comment ID: 9543
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Carol Young

Comment: All given scenarios are unsupported by the Local Plan. They encourage
individual communities to be engulfed by larger towns, so removing community identity.
Extensive newbuild to increase stock by 300% is wholly detrimental to sustainable
development.



Comment ID: 9545
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Carol Young

Comment: Absolutely not. This level of proposed development cannot be sustainable.
There are minimal resources already, and Siddington is heavily reliant upon Cirencester
for most services.

300% increase in properties would engulf Siddington into Cirencester losing our village
identity and community



Comment ID: 9544
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Carol Young

Comment: The plan should consider the protection of village identity and community,
lack of supportive infrastructure, increased risk of flooding making homes vulnerable.



Comment ID: 8868
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton has been treated most unfairly; it has very poor infrastructure and
the travel times in settlement role and function study are incorrect. Because Mickleton
has land owners who want to cash in on housing does not mean the land should be
used so. It has already grown by 38% since 2014 but with no added facilities and has
lost a post office and shop since.



Comment ID: 8870
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton already exports workers, it is the second highest exporter of
workers in CDC, increasing the population by 62% will only cause more workers to be
exported and hence more road use, buses are very infrequent and not at times useful
for work off college. The considered choice of expanding Mickleton is not Green to the
core



Comment ID: 8885
Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option
Name: Caroline

Comment: As | have already stated, choosing to expand Mickleton by 62% is crazy. It
has no health services and these are more than 15 minutes drive (on a Tuesday at 10am
- there are errors in your study). Similarly further education is more thats 15 minutes
drive. It will create enormous social challenges as the police have already found with
the recent expansion Mickleton has had. Mickleton is already the second highest
exporter of employees per your study so expanding the settlement by the scale your
study has is totally unsustainable and not green to the core. Mickleton needs the
Principle settlement status rescinded and the number of new homes drastically
reduced. The selfimposed rules by CDC has created very poorly serviced local
planning in this case. How will CDC improve the roads, access to services, retail and
employment for all the people they wish to house in Mickleton?



Comment ID: 8886
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Caroline

Comment: Expanding Mickleton by 62% is madness, there is very little infrastructure
and poor road/bus access/ very little employment. The Principle settlement status need
to be rescinded and quantity of houseing drastically reduced



Comment ID: 8887
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton can not substain this scale of expansion. Mickletons principle
settlement status needs to be rescinded, there are assumptions in your study that are
inaccurate - travel times to further education and hospitals are both 18mins at 10:10 am
on Tuesday (I have screen shots from google) also buses are so infrequent they can not
be used for work/college/heatlh care. The settlementis already the second highest
exporter of employees in CDC. Policingis already a problem. Town planning must offer
a duty of care to residents, the expansion will not be Green to the core or substainable.



Comment ID: 8888
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Caroline

Comment: The vision may be well meaning, but by developing Mickleton it will create
more car travel and build on land known to flood - so a well meaning vision will be totally
ighored



Comment ID: 8873
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton does not have sufficient employment for its current population, it
is the second highest exporter of workers in CDC. It does not have a retail centre, only
having one convince store. It does not have health services with in the settlement and
bus services are so poor that they are very hard to access without driving. It will create a
social disaster expanding the settlement as per your suggestions



Comment ID: 8876
Location in consultation document: The different scenarios
Name: Caroline

Comment: Housing needs to be provided where there is employment and facilities. If
that means some affordable homes in the AONB it will reduce travel for those that work
in the rural industry and keep families together, providing support within family groups.
Expecting people to live in settlements with very little employment opportunities such
as Mickleton will create additional road pressure



Comment ID: 8879
Location in consultation document: Scenario 1
Name: Caroline

Comment: The allocation of Principle settlement to Mickleton can not be correct. The
assumptions of travel time by car to hospital and further education are both wrong. As
many residents were shocked to see your sturdy suggests these journeies can be done
in 15 minutes- on at Tuesdays at 10am. To respond to you | googled from Mickleton to
both establishments at 10:10am on a Tuesday and both were 18 minutes. How con you
study force speeding? | what is the evidence of your study? | have screen shots of both
journey times. Similarly giving Mickleton a score of 3 for population number is harsh as
Mickleton has recieved a massive increase from 2014 with 3 new developments - there
needs to be an element to your system to take recent expansion in to account. There
have been no added facilities and policing has been a problem



Comment ID: 8880
Location in consultation document: Scenario 2
Name: Caroline

Comment: This would be sensible as it could keep families together to support each
other. Mickleton offers very little employment, being a net exporter of employees, the
primary schoolis full, there is only a confidence store and everything else has to be
accessed by cars - but per your proposed scenario this is fine.



Comment ID: 8881
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Caroline

Comment: This would be sensible as it- but your studies need to be carried out fairly.
Saying Mickleton is within 15 minutes drive time to further education/hospitals and well
serviced by buses is nonsense- especially as you have chosen to expand the settlement
by 62%



Comment ID: 8882
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton can not be determined as a principle settlement, drive times per
your study are inaccurate - at 10:10 in Tuesday it is 18 minutes to both further education
and hospital, also buses are so infrequent they are no use for work/education/health
services. Adding 62% to Mickleton will create a social disaster and is very poor
planning. Other Principle settlement are not receiving this expansion, just because
land owners are will ing to sell to housing is not the correct way to build sustainable
communities.



Comment ID: 8883
Location in consultation document: Scenario 6
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton can not be determined as a principle settlement, drive times per
your study are inaccurate - at 10:10 in Tuesday it is 18 minutes to both further education
and hospital, also buses are so infrequent they are no use for work/education/health
services. Adding 62% to Mickleton will create a social disaster and is very poor
planning. Other Principle settlement are not receiving this expansion, just because land
owners are will ing to sell to housing is not the correct way to build sustainable
communities.



Comment ID: 8884
Location in consultation document: Increasing density
Name: Caroline

Comment: Mickleton has very poorly serviced by public transport. Most homes need
one or two cars. Increasing density would not work as the cars will need to be parked



Comment ID: 9736
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Caroline Beale

Comment: | have real reservations about the proposal to increase the quantity of new
housing around Moreton in Marsh by such a large amount.

Firstly, land and ecological issues

1. The land in this area is wet marshland and is not suitable for disproportionate
amounts of building. Increasing the amounts of concrete in the ground will affect the
water table even more, make the flooding risks even more serious for existing housing.

2. There are regular cases of houses flooding and getting flood insurance will be a
serious problem.

3. The sewerage system is already at capacity.
4. The River Evenlode is already poisoned by overflowing sewers.

5. The roads are already subject to flooding and in Evenlode we regularly have Thames
Water tankers pumping water away from the village and water pouring from manhole
covers. The fields around Evenlode are waterlogged and often under water.

6. Whilst the immediate area southeast of Moreton is not AONB it is just on the edge of,
arguably, an arbitrary border, and is still in a beautiful area of the Cotswolds including
conservation villages of Broadwell, Evenlode and Chastleton. The views from
Chastelton House across to Broadway Tower are just one example of land and view that
should be protected, in my opinion.

Secondly, infrastructure issues

1. Whilst the station has been flagged as a reason for development, there is very little
limited parking at the station. The car park is in a one way system which feeds out onto a
major trunk road the A429.

2. Cars that cannot park at Moreton station take space in, and congest, the town centre.

3.Traffic issues are a real problem already in this area. The merging of the A429 and A44
is a major pinch point. Traffic is not only an issue for Moreton but also for Stow on the
Wold so any idea of a bypass around Moreton will not alleviate the issue as it will just
build up again, further down the A429.



4. The Evenlode road off the A44 is becoming a busy rat run for cars avoiding traffic in
Moreton and Stow. There are three livery yards between Evenlode and Moreton meaning
a lot of horses using this road. This road is narrow, poorly maintained and unlit making it
really unsuitable for walkers, cyclists and horseriders who use this road regularly, to
share with volumes of cars.

Thirdly, local facilities

1. There is no secondary school in Moreton and the nearest secondary school would be
in Bourton on Water or Chipping Norton. There is one primary school - St David’s which
is running at capacity. More cars transporting children to and from school in other areas
would massively add to traffic.

2. The doctors surgery is at capacity - regular waits of a month to get an appointment
are already unacceptable.

| do appreciate the need for more nationwide housing but feel strongly that affordable
housing should take precedence over executive housing which is overpriced and out of
reach for young first time buyers. | also feel that building in rural areas needs to be
especially carefully evaluated due to distance from major business hubs and the
inherent available jobs. Brown field sites within large, efficiently planned towns with an
urban nature should be prioritised for building over small country towns which cannot
cope and will inevitably lose their identity completely.

As for Moreton in Marsh, there has already been a huge increase in housing over the last
few years and | feel the town needs much more time to adapt to this for the above
reasons of ecology, infrastructure and availability of facilities.

Yours ever
Caroline Beale

AnchorFarm, Evenlode



Comment ID: 10444
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: none of the options, they are based on meeting a requirement that is not
realistic ie the population growth. Where are the jobs for these occupants? Where is the
infrastructure?



Comment ID: 10446
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: Why would a council suggest something it knows is unsustainable?



Comment ID: 10447
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: No | do not support increasing housing density to match that of inner city
housing with little if any outside space. The council would be storing up problems for
decades to come if it supports unsuitable design just to meet an exercise demanded by
a government which is increasingly discredited.



Comment ID: 10449
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: Concern that developers can speculatively put forward sites that are not
suitable - flood/ conservation/ national landscape/ - and that these will get through and
gain planning permission.



Comment ID: 10452
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: The lack of infrastructure is a real concern. The sewage system, water,
schools. healthcare - these are all already under strain. Why proposed to build on a
place know to flood as it is a marsh??Moreton in Marsh.



Comment ID: 10457
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: All settlements - all will require investment into water; sewage; healthcare;
education; police... the list goes on.



Comment ID: 10458
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: Caroline Bullen

Comment: it is totally offensive that more space is given to considering traveller needs
than discussion of any individual item listed in 4.9, all of which affect every individual
within the area.



Comment ID: 9001
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Caroline Hose

Comment: will the result of the Call for Sites be made publicly available and when?



Comment ID: 9004
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: Caroline Hose

Comment: Infrastructure is essential. For Tetbury, we need to consider the sewage
works as it cannot currently cope with the population number. Healthcare facilities,
utilities, education, roads, public transport all need to be matched to the housing target
before approvalis given. Tetbury also lacks sports facilities such as a swimming pool.



Comment ID: 8998
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Caroline Hose

Comment: Qu1 Prefer option 4 as itis centred around public transport nodes. Building
more houses in rural settlements such as Tetbury will just attract more wealthy retired
people, not working people with families, and increase traffic congestion, which will
have a negative environmental impact - unless public transport is improved.



Comment ID: 8999
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Caroline Hose

Comment: CDC should lobby central government over the arbitrary housing target for
Tetbury as | believe this is unsustainable in a small rural market town. The approach is
not joined up and representations should be made to government and developers to
address this before they plan to build more. e.g. the sewage works cannot cope with the
current population, there is no employment there, there is no public transportin
Tetbury, there is a shortage of medical facilities such as hospital and GPs. Also the road
infrastructure cannot cope with an increase in traffic, as there are many narrow country
lanes and the roads are getting noticably busier. Additional housing should be centred
around public transport and employment opportunities.



Comment ID: 9000
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Caroline Hose

Comment: where appropriate yes, e.g. large towns, but not in Tetbury where this would
be completely out of place. There is a high proportion of retired people, in the over 65
age group, who want 2 or 3 bed bungalows with small or medium sized gardens, not
high rise with no garden, and not 4 or 5 bed executive homes. There is already a new
higher density development being constructed in the centre of Tetbury which looks out
of character for the town.



Comment ID: 9002
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Caroline Hose

Comment: The indicative target for Tetbury appears too high - it's about 10% of the
current size by dwelling. See my earlier comments about lack of infrastructure. Tetbury
would be ruined forever. We have enough new building going on here.



Comment ID: 10923
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Caroline Mumford

Comment: Scenarios requiring housing development to be provided in neighbouring
authorities with far less of their land within the Cotswold National Landscape (CNL)
would be preferable. In this respect the current review appears premature in the light of
the imminent local governament reorganisation, which might see Gloucestershire as
one unitary authority. This would enable a more strategic approach to planning, that
would allow the majority of development to be placed away from the CNL and its
immediate vicinity and located with proximity to the major road network and
employment hubs, for example along the M5, A417 and A38 corridors and with access
to rail lines



Comment ID: 10936
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Caroline Mumford

Comment: No level of develp,ment to 2043 and beyond is not sustainable particularly in
respect of Fairford which would more than double in size. This would completely
change the character of the town which is currently focussed around the Market Place,
church, High Street and London Road, and provides a good example of a 15 minute
neighbourhood. An additional c1800 dwellings on top of the existing 1800 would require
new schools, shops and car parking, for which there is no space in the town centre
whithout removing the green spaces which form part of the character. At ptesent
Fairford forms a cohesive community which woukd be losr=t under the current preferred
option.



Comment ID: 10942

Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Caroline Mumford

Comment: Car parking

Burial grounds



Comment ID: 10946
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Caroline Mumford

Comment: The vision should include a commitment to conserve and enhance the
character of the Cotswolds Market Towns



Comment ID: 9692
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Carolyn

Comment: 3 or 4 as previously stated for focusing development in main service centres
or large strategic sites to enable infrastructure-led planning.



Comment ID: 9694

Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Carolyn

Comment: No!

Because it is just that, unsustainable, its going to increase the problems that already
exist at the expense of the environment that is uniquely rural



Comment ID: 9695

Location in consultation document: Question 4

Name: Carolyn

Comment: Re Poulton

Poulton is not a viable place to develop due to the following

:eInfrastructure Deficit: Poulton lacks essential services—public transport, schools,
healthcare, shops—making it unsuitable for significant development.

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

*Flooding & Sewage Risks: Existing issues with flooding and inadequate sewage
capacity; further development would worsen these problems. | have personally
experienced these issues for 27 years and it is getting worse.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Poulton is Not a Sustainable Settlement



Comment ID: 9673

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1

Name: Carolyn

Comment: The idea of using Non-Principal Settlements and

Village Clusters in this area, specifically Poulton and surrounding villages, makes no
sense as they lack the necessary infrastructure and sustainability.

Namely public transport, schools, healthcare, shops, effective sewerage systems,
broadband, mobile phone coverage and narrow roads with no footpaths



Comment ID: 9675
Location in consultation document: Scenario 2
Name: Carolyn

Comment: As with Scenario 1 my comments are that the the idea of using Non-
Principal Settlements and

Village Clusters in this area, specifically Poulton and surrounding villages, makes no
sense as they lack the necessary infrastructure and sustainability.

Namely public transport, schools, healthcare, shops, effective sewerage systems,
broadband, mobile phone coverage and narrow roads with no footpaths. Neither of
these scenarios makes any sense, furthermore the scale of the proposed growth is out
of proportion for small villages , with reference to Poulton adding 30 dwellings (17%
increase) is unsustainable given current infrastructure and environmental constraints
and development near conservation areas and open spaces would harm the rural
character and Cotswold landscape.



Comment ID: 9678
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Carolyn

Comment: This makes more sense to focus development in main service centres or
large strategic sites to enable infrastructure-led planning.



Comment ID: 9679
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Carolyn

Comment: As with scenario 3, this makes more sense to focus development in areas
that are sustainable and enable infrastructure-led planning.



Comment ID: 9682
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Carolyn

Comment: As with Scenario 1 and 2 my comments are that the idea of using Non-
Principal Settlements and

Village Clusters in this area, specifically Poulton and surrounding villages, makes no
sense as they lack the necessary infrastructure and sustainability.

Namely public transport, schools, healthcare, shops, effective sewerage systems,
broadband, mobile phone coverage and narrow roads with no footpaths. Neither of
these scenarios makes any sense, furthermore the scale of the proposed growth is out
of proportion for small villages , with reference to Poulton adding 30 dwellings (17%
increase) is unsustainable given current unsustainable given current infrastructure and
environmental constraints and development near conservation areas and open spaces
would harm the rural character and Cotswold landscape. Creating new settlements in
rural areas will not solve the infrastructure problems, only add to them.



Comment ID: 9985

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1

Name: Caron Elizabeth Bradstreet

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

Why Poulton Is Not a Sustainable Settlement for Housing Growth

Resident

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

Name: Caron Bradstreet

Address: Priory Fields, Cricklade street, Poulton. | am a resident]

Date: 31st Dec 2025

| object to the proposed housing allocation for Poulton.

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



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

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

¢ Adequate sewage and wastewater treatment capacity

¢ Full-fibre broadband (FTTP) to every dwelling

¢ Reliable indoor and outdoor mobile phone coverage

¢ Viable public transport (including evenings and weekends)

* Access to primary education capacity

¢ Access to GP, Dentist and healthcare services

e Safe highway capacity and traffic management

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

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

Poulton also suffers from poor broadband speeds and unreliable mobile signal,
resulting in digital exclusion. This restricts home working, access to NHS digital



services, emergency communications, education and day-to-day public services.
Digital infrastructure is now essential infrastructure, equivalent to water or electricity.

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

¢ Not justified (reasonable alternatives exist in sustainable locations)

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

* Not consistent with national planning policy

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

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

Caron Bradstreet



Comment ID: 9986

Location in consultation document: 3. Indicative figures

Name: Caron Elizabeth Bradstreet

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

Why Poulton Is Not a Sustainable Settlement for Housing Growth

Resident

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

Name: Caron Elizabeth Bradstreet

Address: Priory Fields, Cricklade street ,Poulton resident]

Date: 31st December 2025

| object to the proposed housing allocation for Poulton.

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



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

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

¢ Adequate sewage and wastewater treatment capacity

¢ Full-fibre broadband (FTTP) to every dwelling

¢ Reliable indoor and outdoor mobile phone coverage

¢ Viable public transport (including evenings and weekends)

* Access to primary education capacity

¢ Access to GP, Dentist and healthcare services

e Safe highway capacity and traffic management

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

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

Poulton also suffers from poor broadband speeds and unreliable mobile signal,
resulting in digital exclusion. This restricts home working, access to NHS digital



services, emergency communications, education and day-to-day public services.
Digital infrastructure is now essential infrastructure, equivalent to water or electricity.

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

¢ Not justified (reasonable alternatives exist in sustainable locations)

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

* Not consistent with national planning policy

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

Conclusion

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

Caron Bradstreet



Comment ID: 10921
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: | understand the rational set out by the council to support option 5. However
| feel there is a strong public interest argument for option 6. Please see my previous
comment on option 6. | am happy to support either option 5 or 6.



Comment ID: 10928
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: The council should consider locating development in areas ot considers
unsustainable as it is baing it's assumptions on current data which does not take into
account the future requirements for the provision of affordable housing and future
employment requirements / opportunities. The current plans do not take into account
the detrimental impact of the significant additional transport infrastructure and burden
that this will create within the reguon.



Comment ID: 10938
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: | moved from London to the Cotswold specifically for the benefits of lower
housing density and easy access to rural environments. Higher housing density is only
appropriate for an urban environment. It is highly unsuitable for an ageing demographic.

With an increased level of urbanisation CDC / NHS Gloucestershire will need to plan a
respobnse to the associated decline in health outcomes associated with that. See
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013935118303323 for a good
meta analysis of the impact. The additional burden on the NHS should be taken into
account here.



Comment ID: 10964
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: | really can not see that the proposal to extend the sites in Cirencester,
Fairford and Preston are sustainable without significant infrastructure investment
specifically in terms of transport between major sites including Cirencester to Stow.

Looking at the proposed planning development of Fairford all the traffic for the
additional dwellings to the east of Farmours School site. This will increase the number
of houses by 60% and likewise you can expect a similar rise in traffic which will require
additional roads to either go via quenington and Fairford or through Kempsford / the air
base. This would double the amount of traffic through the only access routes through
Fairford which are both single track roads and already subject to significant congestion.



Comment ID: 10970
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: | don't see any consideration of the demographic changes to the population
over the period or anything addressing the requirements for affordable housing for key
professions such as teachers and health / care workers. Without looking at this any
plans on infrastructure will be undeliverable due to the shortage of qualified
professional staff.



Comment ID: 10971
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: O agree with the council vision and objectives but | don't see how the
location and distribution of strategic developments will align to this as the additional in
sustainable transport requirements that they will incur will be hard to address.



Comment ID: 10902
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: How has the definition of a principle centre been made and why are they not
set out here?



Comment ID: 10903
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: | have lived in CDC for over 20yrs and the absence of efective transport
nodes to support people commuting within the locality for work has been the subject of
ridicule in the area. The defacto position for the vast majority of workers is that you must
have a car. Even if I'm using Kemble to commute to London or Cheltenham to Leeds |
need a car. Therefor | think this is somewhat unrealistic.



Comment ID: 10910
Location in consultation document: Scenario 6
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: | would disagree with the council's opinion with reference to it being 'against
national policy' and argue there is a clear public interest.

Setting aside the National Landscape argument thee continues to be within this area a
significant shortage of affordable housing for people in lower paid roles. Including, and
specifically relevant here, agriculture as well as service industries, social care (your
population demographic shows that this will increase) and small start up industries.

Without this you will see an unsustainable rise in traffic across the district which will in
turn require significant investment in the road infrastructure which will have it's own
detrimentalimpact on the environment.



Comment ID: 10913
Location in consultation document: Scenario 7
Name: Catherine Dmpney

Comment: Looking towards Gloucester & Cheltenham who are better placed on all the
criteria set out in the previous options (employment / infrastructure / transport) are they
willing to work with CDC on a more coherent strategic approach to development?



Comment ID: 11050
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Catherine Lynn

Comment: The proposed increase in numbers in Moreton in Marsh and particularly in
Preston seem to be disproportionately large. Certainly in Preston there are already
issues with infrastructure and traffic movement. Increasing the number of homes by
such a large percentage will destroy this historic community.



Comment ID: 10195
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Cathryn Brickley

Comment: | agree with the council that this is the best scenario since itis the only
option which proposes properly planning new settlements. In my view, given the lack of
infrastructure in many existing settlements, the only way of coping with such a large
population increase is to plan for it from the beginning of the development to ensure
enough new surgeries, schools and local jobs.



Comment ID: 8964
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Charles

Comment: 4



Comment ID: 8965
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Charles

Comment: 4. Public transport access is imperative parking and traffic are making the
Cotswolds look like a car park. Improving urban density around public transport hubs is
the best way to reduce their impact.



Comment ID: 8966
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Charles

Comment: Yes! Traditional Cotswold villages had higher urban densities this should be
maintained to keep towns and villages walkable and allow for cost effective public
services. This should also incorporate mixed use development and utilise the extra
space for public lands (parks and paths) to maintain good space and character in the
assigned locations.



Comment ID: 8967
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Charles

Comment: Parking has not been addressed. The increased number of residents require
more space in already overrun towns. The Cotswolds should be looking at tourist taxes
and paid parking to fund underground parking structures in historic towns and beauty
spots to maintain their attraction and allow better accessibility.



Comment ID: 8745
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Charles Caswell

Comment: Is there any point making any comment such as | fear the building plan is far
too large for the current infrastructure of the area such as
roads,sewerage,hospitals,flood plains or have all the decisions already been made and
it doesn't matter what anyone thinks the building will go ahead anyway?



Comment ID: 8744
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Charles Caswell

Comment: If there really has been consultation why have the residents of Moreton-in
Marsh recently have a funeral day for the death of the old town and it appears none of
their concerns are being listened to in the slightest



Comment ID: 8743
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Charles Caswell

Comment: Is this really a local plan or is it the council bending to pressure from the
government in relation to their build,build,build plan to grow the economy which so far
appears to have hd no effect at all



Comment ID: 9584
Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: How can this proposal claim to be Green to the Core in terms of protecting
the environment. | don't see how trebling the size of a village such as Ampney Crucis
whilst permanently destroying the natural environment to the north of the village could
in any way seen to be "green".



Comment ID: 9585
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: | would like to understand how the CDC proposes the development of 600+
houses to the north of Ampney Crucis would be supported by the necessary
infrastructure requirements especially with a view to:

- education

- transport (sustainable access)
- flood management

- water supply and waste water

- utilities



CommentID: 10125
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: Scenario 1 or Scenario 4. Development should be focused around existing
Principal Settlements and Transport nodes.



Comment ID: 10126
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: No for all the reasons | have listed in my comments to 2.16 (Scenario 5)



Comment ID: 9581

Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: Re land to north of Ampney Crucis.

No the proposal is not sustainable. Ampney Crucis is a small linier village of circa 240
dwellings. It has 1 primary school, ho shops and no other amenities beyond a pub on
the A417. Itis also accessed either by the A417 or very small country lanes to the north.
The proposed development would not be able to access the A417 given there would be
no ability to widen the roads from the village given existing housing already in situ.
Instead, for an additional 600+ houses a whole new road infrastructure would need to
be developed joining the B4435 Barnsley - Cirencester road. Any new road layout in this
location would have a massive detrimental environmental impact on what is today an
area made up of beautiful fields and country lanes. This proposal would be destroying
natural landscape right on the boundary of the Cotswold National Landscape.



CommentID: 10117
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: My comments relate specifically to the proposal of 600+ houses north of
Ampney Crucis.

| believe from a planning perspective the proposalis unsound. It will have a significant
detrimental impact on the historic environment, landscape and setting of a small
Cotswold village with Domesday origins and a designated conservation area. This
location compared with strategic alternatives identified elsewhere in the district does
not make sense.

Ampney Crucis is identified in the existing and emerging Local Plan as a small,
non-principal settlement, where development is expected to be limited to modest,
proportionate growth, reflecting its size, services and sensitive rural context. The
current strategy rightly focuses major growth on Cirencester and other larger
settlements with better transport links, services and capacity.

The proposed extension of around 600+ houses would triple, the number of dwellings
associated with Ampney Crucis, transforming it from a small historic village into an
urban extension of Cirencester. This quantum of development is fundamentally at odds
with the settlement’s role in the hierarchy and with the “proportionate growth in
villages” approach promoted in national policy, which expects plan-makers to direct the
largest schemes to the most sustainable locations.

By forcing a strategic-scale allocation onto one of the smallest and most sensitive
settlements in the district, the plan ceases to be a coherent expression of its own
spatial strategy, and therefore fails the soundness test of being “justified” by a
reasonable and proportionate evidence base.

The proposed development would:



- Introduce a large, modern estate-scale form of development immediately adjacent to
and visually prominent in views towards and from the conservation area and listed
buildings.

- Sever the historic relationship between the village and its surrounding open
countryside, which currently provides an essential part of its character and setting as a
compact rural settlement in the Cotswold landscape.

- Substantially alter the scale of Ampney Crucis such that an historic village would
become a minor remnant at the edge of a much larger housing estate, undermining the
very qualities the conservation area designation is intended to protect.

- The Council’s own development strategy acknowledges the sensitivity of historic
villages and the importance of protecting landscape and heritage assets, particularly
within the Cotswolds National Landscape. There is no evidence that this has been
properly weighed against the scale of development now proposed. In the absence of
compelling evidence that the harm is limited and can be genuinely mitigated, allocating
such a large site here cannot be reconciled with the requirement to conserve heritage
significance and landscape character, and is therefore not consistent with national
policy.

In terms of transport, traffic and infrastructure capacity a development on this scale will
place significant additional pressure on the A417 and its junctions, in a corridor already
subject to change and stress. In addition the local village roads and lanes will not
accommodate the volume and type of traffic associated with an estate of 600+ homes,
including service and delivery traffic. Further there is no clear or funded plan for local
education, health care and utilities infrastructure.

The development strategy options papers identify a number of potential strategic
locations, including:

- strategic extensions and intensification at Cirencester and other Principal/Key
Settlements.



- a potential new settlement near Driffield and other locations with better access to
strategic transport networks and services.

My understanding is the plan is required to choose the most appropriate strategy when
considered against reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence. At
present there is no clear evidence that a 600+ home allocation at a small, historic
village like Ampney Crucis performs better than, or even comparably to, these
alternatives in terms of sustainability, infrastructure, landscape and heritage impact.

Related to this, and | note | am not clear on landowner sentiment to the various
development proposals of Scenario 5, | believe some strategic options are constrained
by landowner willingness to develop. My understanding is this should be a matter for
further engagement and not a reason to default to a clearly less suitable location. My
understanding is that national guidance on land availability makes clear that suitability
and conformity with policy cannot be sacrificed simply because one landowner is more
willing to develop than another.

Therefore for the reasons set out above, the proposed strategic allocation north of
Ampney Crucis is:

Not justified; as it conflicts with the settlement hierarchy and there is no robust
comparative evidence showing it is a better choice than alternative strategic locations.

Not effective; as there is insufficient evidence that the site can be delivered with the
necessary infrastructure and mitigation in a timely and viable manner within the plan
period.

Not consistent with national policy; as it fails to safeguard the historic environment and
landscape character of a small Domesday-origin Cotswold village and does not reflect
the requirement to direct major growth to the most sustainable settlements.



Comment ID: 10122
Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option
Name: Charles Rupert Finch

Comment: See my comments against 2.16 (Scenario 5)



Comment ID: 8950
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Charlie

Comment: | am writing to object to the proposed allocation of Area 19 for a new
settlement of 840 dwellings (with potential expansion towards 2,000+ homes) in the
emerging Cotswold District Local Plan. Based on the evidence available, including the
Parish Council’s detailed analysis, the proposal fails key tests of soundness and
presents substantial unresolved harms to the local environment, infrastructure,
character and public safety.

1. Local Amenity and Enjoyment of the Area

The proposal would dramatically alter the rural landscape setting of Driffield and
Harnhill, which are small historic settlements characterised by tranquillity, open
countryside, and a tight-knit community structure.

The Parish Council notes that only a small portion of the land within Area 19 is genuinely
available, making it impossible to deliver a well-planned “new village” with proper
services, green infrastructure and separation from existing settlements .

Without clarity on the full land parcel, the indicative 840 homes would resultin
compression of development into an unsuitable footprint, leading to harm to visual
amenity, loss of rural character, and over-intensification.

The Council’s Local Plan Vision aims to protect “homes, landscape, livelihoods — a
legacy we build together” . Locating a large new town immediately adjacent to a rural
village with no facilities conflicts with this objective.

2. Traffic and Highway Safety

Existing access routes around Driffield and Harnhill are narrow, winding, and frequently
made unsafe orimpassable due to flooding.



Key evidence includes:

The Harnhill-Driffield lane floods 5-6 times per year, including to depths of 40cm above
the crown of the road, enough to float a vehicle .

Even modest rainfall (40mm in 24 hours) is sufficient to sever access between villages.

Development pressures in nearby Ampney Crucis and Preston—also proposed growth
areas—would further channel traffic through Driffield and Harnhill.

The Local Plan’s own transport policy INF3 requires development to avoid severe
impacts on the network and deliver safe access. There is no feasible highway mitigation
that can overcome the recurrent flood closures and narrow rural road geometry without
causing significant landscape harm.

3. Flooding, Drainage and Environmental Impact

This is the most critical constraint, and the evidence is unequivocal.

Ampney Brook Catchment Sensitivity

Area 19 lies within a highly sensitive surface water catchment, where:

The land already channels large volumes of run-off directly through Driffield and
Harnhill, frequently overwhelming downstream capacity.

Flooding persists despite routine ditch maintenance and previous highway
interventions.



Dualing of the A419 further worsened run-off into the catchment.

Any loss of infiltration capacity from development will increase flooding severity and
frequency—a risk the Parish Council emphasises clearly .

Sewage Infrastructure Failure

The existing foul drainage system is already at or beyond capacity:

The pumping station serving only ~60 homes routinely fails under heavy rainfall,
requiring emergency tankering by Thames Water.

In 2023-24, raw sewage was discharged into floodwater, polluting properties and the
Ampney Brook environment .

CDC policy CC5 (Managing Flood Risk) and CC6 (Water Infrastructure) require firm
evidence that development will not increase off-site flood risk or overwhelm existing
systems.

At present, the evidence strongly indicates the opposite.

Furthermore, the plan acknowledges that increased flows into the River Churn could
worsen flooding in Cirencester, an area that already experiences high vulnerability.

This alone justifies removal of Area 19 from consideration.

4. Character, Design and Settlement Pattern

The proposal is inconsistent with the adopted and emerging development strategy,
which seeks to:



Focus growth in Principal Settlements,

Support sustainability through access to services, transport links, employment, and

Avoid dispersal of major development into rural areas without existing infrastructure.

The Preferred Options Consultation highlights several spatial strategy scenarios, with
the Council’s preferred approach relying on evidence-led sustainable locations, not
speculative new villages without demonstrable land availability .

Area 19is:

Not adjacent to a Principal Settlement,

Lacks services, employment, public transport, schools, shops or medical provision,

And would impose a new town-size development onto a hamlet-scale landscape.

This undermines the settlement hierarchy and contradicts Local Plan policies DS1, DS2
and DS3 on appropriate location of growth.

5. Economic and Social Considerations

A new community of 840-2,000 homes would require:

A new primary school

Healthcare provision



Public transport connections

Retail, community spaces, employment land

Multi-million-pound upgrades to drainage and highways infrastructure

None of these are secured, evidenced, or deliverable within the land actually available.

This risks creating an unsustainable, car-dependent dormitory settlement, placing
severe pressure on Cirencester for all services.

Conversely, the environmental and infrastructure costs—including potential
exacerbation of flooding downstream—pose significant economic risks to existing
residents and the wider district.

The Plan must demonstrate that development is justified, effective, and deliverable.
Area 19 currently meets none of these criteria.

Conclusion: Area 19 Should Be Removed from the Local Plan

Based on the submitted evidence, Area 19 is not a sound or sustainable location for a
new settlement of 840 homes. It would:

Increase flood risk locally and downstream,

Worsen sewage system failures,

Create unsafe and unmitigable transport conditions,

Damage landscape character and rural amenity,



Require services and infrastructure that cannot be viably delivered,

Contradict the Council’s own spatial strategy principles.

| therefore request that Area 19 is removed from the site allocations at the next stage of
the Local Plan.

| support the Parish Council’s evidence-based objection and urge CDC to pursue
alternative locations identified as more sustainable within the Preferred Options.



Comment ID: 10796
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Charlotte Pink

Comment: None of the proposed scenarios achieves a balanced distribution of growth
required for the District that is realistic and deliverable for the plan period as National
Landscape(NL) has been excluded and the Council have not provided any evidence
that they have carried out an appropriate assessment of sites within NL to justify their
exclusion. This methodology is flawed, lacks transparency and risks creating an
unsustainable concentration of housing in locations chosen purely because they are
outside the NL and without a feasible plan for the delivery of infrastructure. The National
Planning Policy Framework (Framework) encourages 'balanced growth' (Paras 8 and 73),
is aspirational and deliverable (Para16(b)) with an overall strategy for infrastructure
provision (Para 20). The document does not comply and requires a robust landscape
assessment of areas within the NL which can be developed without compromising its
character. Itis simply disingenuous to suggest that some 70% to 80% of the Districtis
not capable of supporting sustainable, deliverable housing without an appropriate
evidence base.



Comment ID: 10813
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Charlotte Pink

Comment: None of the scenarios provide a plan for balanced and deliverable growth.
Scenario 5 could be the base to achieve the housing numbers but it would need to be
adapted as follows:

1. Distribute development proportionately across both principal and non-principal
settlements, including those within the National Landscape, where evidence supports
capacity for modest growth and considers landscape impact.

2. Avoid clustering development around Cirencester, there are many other Principal and
non-principal settlements some within the Cotswold National Landscape area which
can accept strategic extensions.

3. Ensure that the evidence base includes a sound landscape assessment as the driver
to select locations for growth.

4. Ensure the locations chosen for development are supported by an infrastructure
delivery plan.



Comment ID: 10830
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Charlotte Pink

Comment: In an ideal world No, although in making decisions on the direction of
growth, para 36 of the NPPF requires plans to be ‘justified’, thatis supported by
proportionate evidence. On this basis the proposed strategic allocation at Ampney
Crucis is unsustainable and is not supported by the Councils own evidence base as
follows:

1. The Settlement Role and Function Study confirms that Ampney Crucis does not meet
any of the criteria for a strategic extension, classifying it as ‘rural’ in the settlement role.

Itis a low-scoring settlement within the settlement hierarchy and is correctly classified

as arural village with limited services.

2. The Integrated Impact Assessment fails to consider Ampney Crucis as a settlement
within the setting of the National Landscape. The NPPF considers that development
'should be sensitively located and desighed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts' on
area designations. How can the proposed addition of 660 homes which is by an
measure 'large scale development' be 'sensitively located' when the Councils
landscape impact assessment of Broad Zone 18 relating to Ampney Crucis states: 'The
elevated and open character of Broad Zone 18, combined with its rural setting and
proximity to the Cotswold National Landscape to the north, limits its capacity for large-
scale development.



Comment ID: 10842
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Charlotte Pink

Comment: Without more evidence on infrastructure delivery across the District it
cannot be robustly concluded that the proposed level of development is sustainable.
An Infrastructure Delivery Plan is surely a must have piece of evidence to support both
the scenarios and the development proposals for housing sites. This is a failure of the
Consultation and a requirement of the NPPF (para 20).

To use the proposed extension of Ampney Crucis as an example:

If it were to proceed as indicated, the scale of growth would effectively create a
settlement comparable in size to Northleach. Such an increase in population would
fundamentally alter the character of Ampney Crucis from a small rural village to a much
larger settlement, requiring a comprehensive range of additional services and facilities
to function sustainably. These would include:

1. Anew GP surgery or medical centre, supported by sustainable transport links, to
meet the needs of a significantly larger population.

2. At least one new primary school and potentially an expansion of existing facilities, in
line with Department for Education standards.

3. Shops, small supermarkets, and essential services such as pharmacies to reduce
reliance on accessibility to Cirencester.

4. Enhanced public transport services to connect Ampney Crucis with Cirencester and
other principal settlements, reducing car dependency.

5. Allocation of employment land for small business units or light industrial uses to
provide local jobs, to avoid dependency on employment in Cirencester or further afield.

Without these provisions, the development would replicate Ampney Crucis current
unsustainable location, as identified in the Settlement Role and Function Study and
would make the allocation financially undeliverable, compromising delivery of the
overall housing numbers in the Plan.



Comment ID: 10858
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Charlotte Pink

Comment: No because to answer that question the vision and objective must be
supported by a robust evidence base. At the moment the vision and objectives are
merely words not connected to the reality of the housing sites allocated in the plan. In
relation to the Strategic Objectives, the new local plan must fully recognise and assess
the role that ALL existing settlements can play in meeting housing needs you cannot
exclude almost 80% of the District from new development without the evidence. The
NPPF requires plans to promote sustainable patterns of development and make
effective use of land by considering proximity to existing services and transport
networks, presumably wherever they are in the District.

As an example the proposed allocation at Ampney Crucis suggested by the Council
seems to contradict the very objectives set out in the Plan document as follows:

1. The number of dwellings proposed at Ampney Crucis would represent a
disproportionate addition to a rural village with limited services. The amount of housing
would not provide the required infrastructure to offer the ‘employment opportunities’
and ‘essential services’ set out in the vision, the additional housing would, in effect,
result in a significant development that would struggle to integrate within the existing
community. Ampney Crucis is a healthy vibrant community that is valued by its
residents.

2. The NPPF, at paragraph 8, recognises that sustainable development includes a social
role for planning to support strong, vibrant, and healthy communities. It highlights that
planning policies should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable
solutions, but in doing so should take "“local circumstances into account, to reflect the
character, needs and opportunities of each area.

3. This clearly has not been considered as part of this process. Apart from the physical
changes that would occur and be clearly out of character with the historical and natural
character of the village, a sizeable expansion of the village would take the community
some time to adapt, which in turn could have adverse consequences for the social and
cultural wellbeing of existing residents. Whilst additional housebuilding in the village is
not opposed on a point of principle, itis more a question of scale and the lack of
substantive evidence to demonstrate that any allocation is sound.



4. The size of the development would be out of scale with the existing, historic, rural
character, creating an incongruous physical relationship between the historical
development pattern and the new development and in conflict with the proposed vision
and objectives set out within the evidence base to date.



Comment ID: 8636
Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing
Name: Cherry

Comment: More put on our council tax for emptying holiday home bins. They need
commercial bins. Businesses in village are using litter bins



Comment ID: 8637
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Cherry

Comment: Pages too much to read and comment



Comment ID: 8635
Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing
Name: Cherry Taylor

Comment: Too many holiday and second homes. Bourton on the water has maybe 2000
houses with a population of 20007 There are well over 500 holiday homes and probably
nearer to 1000 with second homes. The council on behalf on residence in tourist
hotspots need to lobby central government. There needs to be more tax on holiday
homes. Restrictions on how many there can be in one village. Section 157 on ex
authority houses is often ignored. Estate agent know how to get around this. Which is
wrong. It was put on for reasons. For locals. More houses built should have this on.
More and more family homes have been bought since Covid and turned into holiday
homes. When homes are built they have been for well above £500,000. Locals can’t
afford. So for outsiders. Most retiring or living here but travelling outside the area to
work. Locals have to move out as rents too high as landlords now do holiday homes as
they make more money. Better help for landlords to do long term rentals. More
incentives. Our locals move elsewhere and then that areas has a housing problem.
Then in turn more homeless. There should be no need for homeless. There are plenty of
3 bedroom houses. Local authority with one person and have been in that house for 20
plus years. Once a sole person in a house they need to be offered a small house after a
year or two. So a family can have. Many on benefits living in a larger house. It may have
been a family home but they have moved out or died. They need more sheltered
housing, flats in the same area. More support with moving. Locals have low paid
seasonal jobs so can’t afford inflated prices due to holiday homes. We need some but
as many. Lots owned by foreign investors. So the money goes out of the country. The
more houses means less fields. Mental health struggles and not enough doctors and
schools.



Comment ID: 9909
Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043
Name: Chiquita Henson, Trust Lead (CEO)

Comment: We recognise the need for new and affordable housing in the area.

We are concerned to ensure the educational infrastrucutre, both primary and
secondary, is in place, builds on the provision made by local schools and is sustainable.

The Corinium Education Trust currently has 6 schools and is currently working with
Bathurst Developments Limited and Gloucestershire County Council in preparation for
opening a new primary school to serve the Steadings. This has been postponed for a
number of reasons, not least the dip in the birth rate and capacity across the town's
other schools.

We seek to ensure that as new residential developments are planned and approved,
significant thought is given to expanding existing schools through Section 106 funding,
especially in areas like, Kemble, Siddington, Down Ampney and Ampney Crucis, rather
than building new schools. Local schools currently have the space for expansion and
larger schools, 1 or 2 form entry, are more sustainable than smaller schools.

The Corinium Education Trust and, we are sure other schools locally in partnership with
GCC's primary and secondary place planning team, would be open to a conversation
about how best we can support the new developments and serve all children and
families effectively, by providing access to high quality education together.



Comment ID: 9911
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: Chiquita Henson, Trust Lead (CEO)

Comment: We recognise the need for new and affordable housing in the area.

We are concerned to ensure the educational infrastrucutre, both primary and
secondary, is in place, builds on the provision made by local schools and is sustainable.

The Corinium Education Trust currently has 6 schools and is currently working with
Bathurst Developments Limited and Gloucestershire County Council in preparation for
opening a new primary school to serve the Steadings. This has been postponed for a
number of reasons, not least the dip in the birth rate and capacity across the town's
other schools.

We seek to ensure that as new residential developments are planned and approved,
significant thought is given to expanding existing schools through Section 106 funding,
especially in areas like, Kemble, Siddington, Down Ampney and Ampney Crucis, rather
than building new schools. Local schools currently have the space for expansion and
larger schools, 1 or 2 form entry, are more sustainable than smaller schools.

The Corinium Education Trust and, we are sure other schools locally in partnership with
GCC's primary and secondary place planning team, would be open to a conversation
about how best we can support the new developments and serve all children and
families effectively, by providing access to high quality education together.



Comment ID: 8711
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Chloe Jacquet

Comment: This appears entirely unbalanced. Why is Siddington bearing such a
disproportionate amount of new homes? To nearly triple the size of the village will
completely denature it, destroy its community feel and compromise its separateness
from Cirencester. It will also mean the loss of many of the beautiful green spaces
surrounding the village which are one of its main attractions. The burden of
development needs to be distributed more evenly.



Comment ID: 9147
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Chris

Comment: The plan talks about ensuring that the new builds are supported by
appropriate new infrastructure (schools, surgeries, shops, transport etc.). However, it
does not seem to take account of existing issues before making the future choice. For
example where | live in Fairford, the A417 sees very significant traffic already and the
resultant congestion due to narrow carriageway and HGVs. This can only increase given
that the town doubles in size as per the preferred plan. Access to the current schools is
a similar issue with local roads and estates blocked by school buses and parents with
cars ferrying children to and from school at the start and end of each day.

Existing poor conditions and deficits need to be addressed at the earliest stage!



Comment ID: 9547
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Chris

Comment: Of the options presented | believe Option 3 should be selected. Thisis
because the principal driver for locating new development should be need based on
employment. Employment should either be local or readily accessible via public
transport (preferred) or private transport. There is a secondary driver of need which
relates to access to affordable housing for current residents and their families.

The problem for places like Mickleton if Option 5 is adopted is that it fails to address all
these aspects of primary need. There is limited local employment. While there is some
employment in local towns such as Evesham and Stratford-upon-Avon, the nearest
major centres of employment are more than 20 miles distant at Warwick, Worcester,
Cheltenham, Oxford, and Birmingham.

Bus services to/from these locations are inadequate in terms of frequency, reliability,
and period of operation. There is no public transport to the nearest mainline station at
Honeybourne. For private transport to be efficient and viable the road system would
need to be significantly upgraded as congestion and danger to pedestrians and cyclists
are real issues right now, let alone after significant additional development.

The number of affordable houses needed in Mickleton is relatively small compared to
the potential number of new houses being considered. These could and should be
managed through smaller windfall developments on a local level.

Why was a combination of Options 3 and 4 not considered? This would much better
meet the needs for employment and transport to/from centres of employment, and
presumably the number of dwellings achievable would be somewhere between 9,190
(scenario 4) and 18,610 (sum of scenarios 3 & 4).



Comment ID: 9548
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Chris

Comment: This answer is dependent on the context. Further developmentin close
proximity to existing areas of high(er) density housing makes sense as continuity of
community is maintained. Ditto for significant new developments (Garden Village, New
Towns). The decision should be based on conflict with existing community and impact
on the landscape and character of a settlement rather than the benefits of one style of
housing versus another.



Comment ID: 9549
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Chris

Comment: No. Unlike Central Government who have the luxury of either kicking cans
down the road, or not being around to face the consequences for their poor decisions,
populations need to have decisions made for the long term. This means having
principles in addition to legislation. If the nice words in the draft plan are to have any
meaning then the principles on which they are based need to be defended vigorously
whenever they are challenged. Sustainability is one of those principles.



Comment ID: 9550

Location in consultation document: Question 4

Name: Chris

Comment: All the following comments relate to Mickleton, and are divided into 2 parts.

Firstis identification of a number of factual errors and questionable assumptions that |
believe have Mickleton misrepresented as a Principal Settlement. Second is specific
areas where any further development in Mickleton should be considered unsustainable
until these areas are addressed.

Mickleton as a Principal Settlement
Data issue 1 —Windfall Estimation

From Table 2 in the Preferred Options Consultation, Mickleton is shown with an
estimated 15% windfall based on the existing dwellings humber. This is the highest of all
Principal Settlements by 50%, the next nearest being Andoversford at 10% of existing.
This is grossly unfair for Mickleton as it is projecting forward from an existing historic
injustice. Inthe 2010s it was proposed Mickleton could sustainably receive up to 80
new dwellings. Between 2010 and 2020 the actual number of new dwellings across 3
new developments totalled almost 240, three times the proposed number. Such was
the scale of overdevelopment the Latest version of the Local Plan deemed there should
be no further development in Mickleton to the expected end of that plan (around 2034).
During this period of housing expansion there was no expansion of infrastructure, in fact
there was a reduction in infrastructure services following closure of the Post Office and
failure to deliver a promised GP surgery. Using this historic overdevelopment as
justification for yet more overdevelopment is inequitable.

Data issue 2 — Non-strategic and Strategic Allocations

Again, from Table 2 in the Preferred Options Consultation, Mickleton has the highest
non-strategic allocation at 46% of existing dwellings. The next nearest is again
Andoversford at 16%. The average for all Principal Settlements is 7%. How can such a
disproportionate increase be justified, particularly when set against the historic
overdevelopment noted above?

When strategic allocations are included Mickleton ranks 5th overall with an expansion
of 62%, and yet Mickleton possesses few of the infrastructure services associated with
a Principal Settlement and will not benefit from the kind of infrastructure investment
that would be expected from places receiving more strategic allocations.

Data issue 3 — Average Drive Times



Table 9 in the Settlement Role and Function Study contains a number of errors:

o The nearest true Supermarkets are located in either Stratford-upon-Avon or
Evesham, neither of which is within a 15-minute drive from Mickleton.

This should be presented as ‘poor’ not “fair’.

o There is no Hospital within a 15-minute drive. The nearest is at Moreton-in-
Marsh, at least 20 minutes by car. The nearest A&E is at Gloucester Royal, 48 minutes
away.

This should be presented as ‘poor’ not “fair’.
. There is no Library in Mickleton. The nearest is at Chipping Campden.
This should be presented as ‘fair’ not ‘good’.

o There is a 6th Form at Chipping Campden but there is no FE College within a 15-
minute drive.

This should be presented as ‘poor’ not ‘fair’.
All the above means the statement made in para 4.17 is incorrect in regard to Mickleton.
Data issue 4 — Sustainable Transport

The data presented in Table 10 is misleading. The only walkable ‘key service’ in
Mickleton is the ‘Primary School’, however even this is problematic for numerous safety
reasons; limited traffic calming, narrow roads without pavements, only one pedestrian
crossing, excessive traffic volumes.

Similarly, the selection of an arbitrary travel time of Tuesday morning for journey
consideration is understandable for generating statistical comparisons but does not
reflect the real world of travel by bus in Mickleton. Timetables are essentially limited to
main day hours, and frequencies / reliability are insufficient for any fixed-time
appointment.

Data issue 5 — Settlement Scores and Employment Role

Table 12 positions Mickleton with the 3rd highest Employment density of all
settlements. At 139.5% basic maths rounding would portray this as 140%, which would
qualify for a reduction of 2 points rather than the 1 used in the calculation.

Using corrected data in the Settlement calculation for Mickleton:
Settlement Size = 3
Employment Role =1 (or 0 if the 139.5% is rounded to 140%)

Services and Facilities =4



With a total of 8 (or 7) Mickleton remains in the ‘unclear’ middle ground, however with a
reduced Services and Facilities score of 4 it should not be classified as a Principal
Settlement as paragraph 5.17 states “Settlements with a score above 4: Principal
Settlement”.

Setting aside the mathematics, paragraph 5.15 states “The identification of these
different types of settlement promotes sustainable development by linking housing
growth to the availability of jobs, facilities and services; therefore reducing the need to
travel and supporting the vitality and viability of local facilities”. This statement alone
should rule out Mickleton from being considered as a Principal Settlement.

The nearest Supermarkets are 9 miles away. The nearest ‘A’ roads are more than 6 miles
distant. People having to travel to work is the 3rd worst number of all settlements and
yet the road infrastructure and public transport systems are woefully inadequate.
Combine this with the history of overdevelopment that has been imposed on Mickleton
and itis clear that Mickleton should only be classified as a Principal Settlement if there
is a huge and committed plan for all aspects of infrastructure.

Making Mickleton ready for sustainable development

Just about every aspect of sustainability is under stress already in Mickleton, so any
further development will need significant investment in the following, with the first 3
being the top 3 issues expressed by residents.

1. Traffic calming, additional pedestrian crossings, and the creation of footpaths.
2. Expansion of the Primary School and the introduction of Nursery services.
3. Rebuilding of the Sports Pavillion at the Senior Playing Field.

4. Enhancements to the bus timetable for greater frequency, extended hours, and
connection to the nearest railway station at Honeybourne.

5. Water infrastructure for both supply and waste.

6. Access to expanded GP and dental services at Chipping Campden or Meon Vale,
or possibly within the village directly.

7. Provision of a proper parking area at the village centre, particularly for those
visiting the shop.



Comment ID: 9551
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Chris

Comment: Many smaller settlements struggle with 2 issues that might be considered in
this category.

Firstly, Village Hall/ Community Centres are critical parts of the social infrastructure.
They need to be of adequate scale and be well provisioned with flexible facilities for
catering, presenting, meetings, configurable rooms etc. They also need to have
adequate parking, as does the community ‘centre’ in general.

Second, there must be provision for youth engagement. Delinquency and anti-social
behaviour amongst juveniles is a growing problem in rural communities. Sportis one
option that helps but is not sufficient.



Comment ID: 9552
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Chris

Comment: The vision and objectives are good as a set of words, but are worthless
unless delivered without compromise.



Comment ID: 9656
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Chris

Comment: In the absence of a more appropriate place to post suggestions on strategic
and methodological aspects of the Council's approach to this consultation, | post them
here and refer back to this comment when responding on more specific issues below.

SUGGESTIONS ON STRATEGY AND METHODOLOGY

SPEED. The Council is racing to adopt a Plan as swiftly as possible to counter the
perceived evil of loss of control due to lack of housing supply, but as a result is causing
a greater evil, namely proposing choice of an Scenario (5) necessitating massive over-
developmentin “extensions” such as proposed at Moreton-in-Marsh without being able
to demonstrate to the public in a way that is at all comprehensible how such extensions
would look, be managed, or the infrastructural master-plan needed to make them at all
acceptable. This is putting the cart before the horse: | suggest that a full explanatory
masterplan is required before putting the options before the public for consultation.

Itis also rushing CDC residents into a “locked in” position of Planned over-development
when the very near future (in relative terms) could see the position change (and allow
less devastating targets to be set) due to the introduction of much larger unitary
councils, the potential for the Government to be persuaded to review its inappropriate
algorithm, and the potential for change in Government policies as a result of elections.

| suggest that taking due time to consider master-planning and giving the public details
to reflect upon would also reap potential benefits in terms of these changes in the
planning environment.

LOCKING IN POST-2043 OVER-DEVELOPMENT TARGETS

To quote the Council’s excellent letter to the Secretary of State dated 23rd October
2025, the housing targets set by the Government are “by any measure, unrealistic...
eyewatering... would irreversibly change the character of our world-renowned area...
[do] not sufficiently reflect the constraints we face; [and are] entirely disproportionate.”
They also risk damaging the Council’s laudable policy aims of delivering more genuinely
affordable and socially rented homes.



For all of these reasons, it is particularly disappointing that the Council expresses a
preference for Spatial strategy Scenario 5 when it includes proposals to allocate
strategic sites for massive further development beyond the 2043 Plan period, thus
locking-in for decades to come the very damage that the Council points out to the
Secretary of State. As the Council itself admits, once allocated in the Plan there is no
putting the genie back in the bottle; and there is no guarantee that these allocations will
not come earlier (rather than post-2043). Taking the “strategic extension” to Moreton in
Marsh as an example, a further 2,260 homes (on top of the 1,710 new homes suggested
for the Plan period) will be “locked in” — Moreton will be destined to be 250% bigger than
its current size, sprawling to the North, South and East into the Special Landscape Area,
and permanently undermining its ability to act as a suitable gateway to the Cotswolds
National Landscape.

This “locking in” of the over-development that the Council itself is opposed to would be
a disastrous and unnecessary strategic error, when in the short-to-medium term the
planning policy environment may well improve (at least from the point of view of the
Cotswolds area) due to a) the impending arrival of one or two unitary councils for
Gloucestershire, which will mean that planning policy and housing distribution can be
viewed across a much broader area which is less constrained by the Cotswolds
National Landscape; b) the potential for the Government to be persuaded to “u-turn” on
its algorithm which provides such “unrealistic” targets for an area like the Cotswolds
(we have seen plenty of u-turns already); and c) the potential for a change of
Government and thus policies at the next national elections.

I urge the Council to think again about this approach - adopt a Plan that minimises the
damage, not one that commits your residents to unwanted development based upon
projections way beyond the Plan period.



Comment ID: 9662
Location in consultation document: Increasing density
Name: Chris

Comment: | wish to support the Council's view expressed at paragraph 2.14 that
increased or "maximising" housing density is not an appropriate step for the Cotswold
District given that it would conflict with the character of the area and the limits of
infrastructure and services. Itisvitalthat developmentin the Plan is suited to the
Cotswolds environment; in town extensions such as proposed at Moreton-in-Marsh it is
vital to adopt densities that reflect rural/town edge landscapes rather than urban centre
townscapes, including substantial areas of open space for walking, recreation and the
provision of wildlife corridors from the countryside into the centre of Moreton.



Comment ID: 9674
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Chris

Comment: | would support Scenario 1 but enhanced to deliver a focus more upon
genuinely affordable housing and socially rented homes which are what the district
actually needs rather than the unrealistic outcome of the Government's algorithm. As
Scenario 5 is the Council's stated preference, | would reiterate here both that the
suggested Plan period "strategic extension" proposals for Moreton-in-Marsh are
unrealistic and undesirable given SLA and infrastructure constraints, but more
importantly the post-2043 additional allocations proposed - in particular for the
Moreton-in-Marsh area - amount to a long-term capitulation to the Government's
"unrealistic", "disproportionate" and damaging shorter-term targets that must be
resisted.



Comment ID: 9677
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Chris

Comment: If this question is intended to ask whether greater development should be
allowed within the Cotswold Landscape Area than is proposed in Scenario 5 then the
answer should be no. The CLA must be defended against development that would
detract from quality of its landscape for intrinsic reasons and because the region relies
upon the income generated by visitors attracted by its qualities.



Comment ID: 9680
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Chris

Comment: If smaller houses or the provision of flats can be delivered without
compromising the provision of adequate gardens and open spaces then those may
provide means of increasing density within the District, but | would oppose the use of
any building types (in particular taller buildings) than would not genuinely fit in with the
existing Cotswold mix of building types. In general, as stated in my comment at para
2.8, | believe that increased density would not be suitable for the Cotswold district as it
would lend too “urban” a character to developments.



Comment ID: 9698
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Chris

Comment: As will be clear from my comments/suggestions/responses at 2.1, 2.6.16
(Scenario 5) and 2.18 (Questions 1 to 3), | do not think that the proposed levels of
development up to 2043 or beyond are sustainable, nor do | think that any new services,
facilities or infrastructure would save them from being unsustainable in terms of their
inappropriateness for the CDC area.

You ask for settlement-specific suggestions regarding new facilities or infrastructure
that the proposed developments may need. If some of the proposed developments in
and around Moreton-in-Marsh as envisaged under Broad Zone 05 do go ahead, | would
like to make a particular case for sufficient open land to be reserved and public
footpaths dedicated for amenity use: walking, dog-walking, cycling, mental health,
wildlife corridor, etc, to the south of Moreton, using the series of wild and flood-prone
fields on the east side of the railway line running all the way from the town centre to
open countryside towards Evenlode. This would function along the same lines that the
Blenheim Meadow, Cotswold Gate and Moreton Park areas of green space connect
together and provide both a substantial area for recreation/amenity and also a wildlife
corridor all of the way from the centre of town to the open countryside beyond the
Todenham road. Given all of the development along the Fosse Way to the south of the
town, and the proposals for further development there and along the Evenlode Road,
such spaces will be needed to compensate for the loss of proper footpaths and dog-
walking fields nearer the town centre, and would form a necessary/suitable use of s.106
contributions or equivalent from developers.



Comment ID: 9722

Location in consultation document: Question 5

Name: Chris

Comment: ADVERSE IMPLICATIONS OF POTENTIAL MORETON-IN-MARSH BY-PASS

Although —so far as | can see —itis not alluded to expressly anywhere in this
consultation or the accompanying documents, perhaps because all detail of
Infrastructure has unhelpfully been omitted pending the external specialist consultant’s
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (see paras 4.8-4.10), the suggestion that a by-pass be
constructed around Moreton-in-Marsh has been mooted in previous Plan consultations.
From the point of view of a resident of southeast Moreton-in-Marsh, this proposal
threatens to divert the very busy traffic of the Fosse Way around the East and South of
the town with severely adverse impacts upon the existing residents through noise
pollution, environmental pollution and loss of amenity in terms of the peaceful and rural
setting. Mitigation of these impacts via speed restrictions, noise baffles or sinking the
road, prevention of rat-runs through existing residential streets, etc, will be essential
and costly. Even if the disastrously huge “strategic extension” proposed in Scenario 5is
notin the end pursued, the building of such a by-pass would also have the damaging
consequence of creating a de facto new development boundary for Moreton, within
which there would no doubt be heavy housing development as a result.

Itis the immense cost of this Moreton-in-Marsh by-pass, and in particular the fact that it
would require a new bridge to be constructed over the railway line, which I understand
may be one of the explanations for so very many new houses being proposed for
Moreton-in-Marsh both up to 2043 and beyond. Enough developer contributions are
needed for the relevant infrastructure, it is said, but the unspoken reality is that they
may be largely swallowed up in “paying for” such a by-pass. As explained in my
comments to paragraph 2.1, it is quite wrong to expect residents/consultees to prioritise
strategic development proposals when their internal logic (i.e. the sheer number of
houses proposed) is driven by infrastructure proposals of which we have no details at all
- such as a potential by-pass which at least half of the town may be adversely affected
by and thus opposed to.



Comment ID: 9728
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Chris

Comment: | agree with the vision as expressed in the following sentence (para 5.2):
“Development will have been guided by a spatial strategy that prioritises environmental
stewardship, social equity, and economic vitality, while respecting the district’s unique
landscape, heritage, and character.”

But sadly the scale of the housing targets built into the Council’s preferred Scenario 5
are entirely inconsistent with that vision, and the Council’s own words in its letter to the
Secretary of State dated 23rd October 2025 make it clear that the Council itself knows
this. The vision and objectives should be adjusted to expressly record the fact (as set
out in that letter) that the housing targets are being forced upon the Council by central
Government and are regarded as “unrealistic”, “damaging” to the Council’s more
appropriate wish to deliver “genuinely affordable housing” and likely to “irreversibly
change the character of our world-renowned area.”

The Vision and Objectives should also expressly reflect the fact that the Plan is being
created in the final year or two of the existence of the CDC, after which it will be
superseded by a unitary council of the whole or part of Gloucestershire, which may
develop different priorities. ldeally, the Plan should build in a commitment (and reserve
the right) for the targets/allocations to be reviewed downwards by the successor unitary
council, and/or in response to changes in Government policy.



Comment ID: 9672
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Chris

Comment: In my responses at para 2.1 above and to Questions 1 to 3 below | set out my
broader views on the Scenarios, but these comments focus upon why the adverse
impacts of the potential strategic extensions to Moreton-in-Marsh and neighbouring
areas (Broad Zones 04, 05 and 06) render them unsuitable except on a much smaller
scale than the numbers of houses proposed in Scenario 5.

Most significantly, as the Summary Findings of the Assessment of Broad Strategic
Development Locations document (Nov 2025) confirms, strategic development here
would have a High damage impact on the local landscape, as Broad Zones 04, 05 and
06 are almost entirely within the Special Landscape Area - "only the area directly to the
east of the town does not fall within the [SLA]". To the North, there are historic sites,
ancient woodlands and the conservation area of Todenham, to the South there are
historic woodlands and the conservation area of Evenlode, with Adlestrop and
Broadwell in close proximity beyond.

Within the Broad Zone 05 around Moreton itself the areas under consideration for
development to the south along Evenlode Road all encroach upon the Special
Landscape Area which provides a crucial landscape buffer to Evenlode village itself and
to the Cotswold National Landscape which abuts it. | entirely agree with the Overview of
Sensitivity for Broad Zone 05 when it concludes that this zone is "highly sensitive to
changes in openness, skyline character and settlement edge definition. Particular care
would be needed to protect visual amenity and the role the landscape plays toward the
Cotswolds National Landscape tot he south.

While the summary for Broad Zone 06 South of Moreton concludes that the zone is
unlikely to be suitable for strategic scale development due to the SLA and as there
would be significant adverse effects upon water quality in an area with numerous
watercourses and Drinking Water Safeguarding Zone, precisely the same considerations
apply also to the southerly areas within Zone 05 along the Evenlode Road.

The sustainability of these areas within Zone 05 to the south of Moreton must also be
questioned - the Backhouse development of 67 dwellings off Evenlode Road has
already demonstrated that its residents consider it too far from the centre of Moreton in
Marsh to consider anything other than car transport for shopping trips; there is no



evidence at all of more sustainable forms of transport such as cycling being adopted,
although these were much vaunted in the planning application. The Backhouse
development also demonstrates that even the current Plan's rules on design have failed
to deliver housing that is suitable for an edge of town/rural location - instead all 67
houses are of the same brick and with very urban layout, fenestration, etc creating a
monolithic development quite out of place with its setting.



Comment ID: 9085
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Chris Baxter

Comment: If you increase density to a site you must ensure that adequate parking is
available to the residents and visitors, in the past we have built developments where
insufficient parking was considered, hence a knock on effect forimmediate surrounding
areas.



Comment ID: 9086
Location in consultation document: How did the Council select locations?
Name: Chris Baxter

Comment: Can CDC please inform the local Parish Council of all sites that have been
put forward by a landowner, even prior to assessment so that they (PC) can be fully
appraised of the current situation locally.



Comment ID: 9087
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Chris Baxter

Comment: Can you provide an explanation of windfall sites ? if all infill sites have been
built on within a Parish | struggle to see where the extra windfall numbers come from.



Comment ID: 9088
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Chris Baxter

Comment: Can we presume that if a settlement has a large increase in dwellings that
the local utilities (particularly Water Treatment Plants) will be upgraded significantly to
cope with the demand prior to any development work begins.



Comment ID: 9089
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Chris Baxter

Comment: | understand why you have to look towards 2043 and beyond for this LP
document, however | think you should also state that come 2028/29 CDC is unlikely to
exist and this plan will presumably rolled into the new UA plan.



Comment ID: 9090
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Chris Baxter

Comment: In your vision you name Cotswold District (will there be a Cotswold District
?)



Comment ID: 8946
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Chris Herbert

Comment: Please ensure that mineral safeguarding continues to be a key consideration
when allocating sites for future development and that particular regard is paid to the
existing mineral sites in the District and any allocations for future working that they
have. Close liaison with Gloucestershire County Council as mineral planning authority
is strongly supported.

In addition we would like the Plan to recognise that the use of domestically produced
dimension stone and slate has a number of important sustainability benefits:

inherently lower energy/carbon intensity in production than their conventional
equivalents;

lower transport-related carbon emissions than imported materials;
higher potential for subsequent re-use; and
high levels of durability and relatively low through-life maintenance.

The MPA therefore believes that the use of local dimension stone needs to be more
actively supported and promoted in design and development policies in local
Development Plans. By doing so the planning system can help to deliver design
excellence, contribute to local distinctiveness and reduce carbon emissions as well as
supporting a long established industry which provides traditional, skilled work.

The type of materials used, the prudent use of existing and new resources and the use
of low embodied carbon building materials are all important contributors to reducing
carbon emissions during the construction process.

The MPA would therefore welcome local planning policies which:

support the use of locally produced dimension stone to help maintain and
enhance local character and distinctiveness in our built environment;

support the use of locally produced dimension stone as a low-embodied carbon
building material; and

support the use of building materials which deliver high levels of durability, low
through life maintenance and high potential for subsequent re-use in the construction
process.



Comment ID: 8947
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Chris Herbert

Comment: Please ensure that mineral safeguarding continues to be a key consideration
when allocating sites for future development and that particular regard is paid to the
existing mineral sites in the District and any allocations for future working that they
have. Close liaison with Gloucestershire County Council as mineral planning authority
is strongly supported.

In addition we would like the Plan to recognise that the use of domestically produced
dimension stone and slate has a number of important sustainability benefits:

inherently lower energy/carbon intensity in production than their conventional
equivalents;

lower transport-related carbon emissions than imported materials;
higher potential for subsequent re-use; and
high levels of durability and relatively low through-life maintenance.

The MPA therefore believes that the use of local dimension stone needs to be more
actively supported and promoted in design and development policies in local
Development Plans. By doing so the planning system can help to deliver design
excellence, contribute to local distinctiveness and reduce carbon emissions as well as
supporting a long established industry which provides traditional, skilled work.

The type of materials used, the prudent use of existing and new resources and the use
of low embodied carbon building materials are all important contributors to reducing
carbon emissions during the construction process.

The MPA would therefore welcome local planning policies which:

support the use of locally produced dimension stone to help maintain and
enhance local character and distinctiveness in our built environment;

support the use of locally produced dimension stone as a low-embodied carbon
building material; and

support the use of building materials which deliver high levels of durability, low
through life maintenance and high potential for subsequent re-use in the construction
process.



Comment ID: 9416
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Chris Langdon

Comment: All scenarios undermine the ethos of the Cotswolds and they take little
account of policies contained in Neighbourhood Plans .

Scenario 5 destroys the rural and community attributes of small villages and in some
cases transforms them into suburbs of larger towns thereby destroying their identity .

Scenario 5 is only workable if strategic sites are located where genuine infrastructure
exists, not in Siddington. Allocating 1100 homes to a village of less than 350 dwellings is
wholly disproportionate and inconsistent with sustainable development. Surely a better
alternative is to allow a larger expansion of the Steadings to the south of the existing
plan where at least some infrastructure has been developed.



Comment ID: 9417
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Chris Langdon

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

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

Siddington is being targeted because it lies outside the National Landscape, not
because itis sustainable.The incorrect Principal Settlement classification further hides
the fact that Siddington lacks services, transport and infrastructure.

Unsustainable locations should not be used to meet housing humbers and targets .



Comment ID: 9418
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Chris Langdon

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



Comment ID: 9420
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Chris Langdon

Comment: There is no prospect whatsoever of the proposed level of development in
Siddington being sustainable. Siddington is currently reliant on Cirencester and , in my
view , that would continue to be the case.

The level of expansion being suggested would merge Siddington with Cirencester,
overwhelm its rural infrastructure, increase flood risk and destroy the village’s identity.
The strategic gap between Siddington and Cirencester is important to maintain
Siddington’s rural identity and should be maintained.

Siddington’s misclassification as a Principal Settlement further undermines the
justification for this level of growth .



Comment ID: 9421
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Chris Langdon

Comment: In my view the following matters should be considered beyond conventional
housing. The Plan should consider:

1 The incorrect Principal Settlement classification .

2 The protection of village identity and cohesion.

3 Flood resilience

4 Rural infrastructure limits

5 The importance of the green buffer, ( Strategic Gap) between Siddington and
Cirencester



Comment ID: 9431
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Chris Langdon

Comment: | agree with the vision but the proposals in the Consultation will not deliver
that vision. With regards to Siddington the proposals :

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

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

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

4 Will not offer employment opportunities in Siddington

5 Will not offer additional essential facilities to Siddington

6 Are unlikely to involve integrated infrastructure and sustainable transport networks
7 Willinvolve Siddington growing disproportionately.

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



CommentID: 11128
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Chris Merrett

Comment: None of the scenarios supports the aim of the Local Plan to be sustainable
and “green to the core”. They all undermine the ethos of the Cotswolds, the
preservation of which has been central to previous CDC Local Plans. The scenarios
take little account of the policies contained in the Neighbourhood Plans in the district.

Scenario 5 destroys the rural and community attributes of a number of small villages
and, in some cases transforms them into suburbs of larger towns thereby destroying
their identity.

| do not support any scenario that allocates growth based on Siddington being treated
as a Principal Settlement, because this designation does not reflect its true level of
services or capacity.

Scenario 5 is only workable if strategic sites are placed where genuine infrastructure
exists—not in Siddington. Allocating 11051 0 avillage of 339 dwellings is wholly
disproportionate and inconsistent wiui suswaniauws development.

Some alternatives to be given further consideration are:

Smaller, non-strategic developments throughout the Cotswold National Landscape.

Changing the designation of holiday homes in the Cotswold Lakes.

Allowing a larger expansion of the Steadings to the south of the existing plan.

The selection of Siddington for strategic development is inconsistent with the
conclusions of the Assessment of Broad Strategic Development Locations.



CommentID: 11129
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Chris Merrett

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

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

No. Siddington is being targeted because it lies outside the National Landscape, not
because itis sustainable. The incorrect Principal Settlement classification further hides
the fact that the village lacks services, transport, and infrastructure. Unsustainable
locations should not be used to meet housing numbers.



CommentID: 11130
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Chris Merrett

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



CommentID: 11132
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Chris Merrett

Comment: There is no prospect of the proposed level of development in Siddington
being sustainable. Siddington is currently reliant on Cirencester and we expect that
would continue.

No. A three- to four-fold expansion would merge Siddington with Cirencester,
overwhelm rural infrastructure, increase flood risk, and destroy the village’s identity. The
village's misclassification as a Principal Settlement further undermines the justification
for this level of growth.



CommentID: 11133

Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Chris Merrett

Comment: Yes. The Plan should consider:

¢ The incorrect Principal Settlement classification
¢ The protection of village identity and cohesion

* Flood resilience

¢ Rural infrastructure limits

¢ The importance of the green buffer with Cirencester



Comment ID: 11134
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Chris Merrett

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

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

. Willinvolve development that does not prioritise environmental stewardship,
social equity or economic vitality.

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

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

o Will not offer employment opportunities in Siddington.

o Will not offer additional essential facilities to Siddington.

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

o Will involve Siddington growing disproportionately

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



Comment ID: 9104
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Chris Peachey

Comment: Option 5



Comment ID: 9106
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Chris Peachey

Comment: Scenario 5 is the least worse. There should be no building in Fairford until a
new sewage system is in place.



Comment ID: 9105
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Chris Peachey

Comment: No



Comment ID: 9107
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Chris Peachey

Comment: Minimal



Comment ID: 9108
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Chris Peachey

Comment: Where are the residents of these new houses going to find work?



Comment ID: 9109
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Chris Peachey

Comment: All very apple pie-- and pretty meaningless?



Comment ID: 9522
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Chris Sands

Comment: Just looking at the map to more than double the size of Moreton In Marsh is
terrifying! The current infrastructure for the development as it stands now is insufficient
to meet the needs required and this is having an environmental impact on the town now.
Aside from what this would do to the town, turning it from a Cotswold Market Town to
some sort of Metropolis, drastic measures MUST be taken to invest in infrastructure to
cater for this enormous expansion in the form of bypasses for the A44 and A429 plus
management of sewage and other services to the community. Further investment for
schools, doctors, dentists etc will also be needed.



Comment ID: 10037
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Christine Copley

Comment: Scenario 3, while not delivering the largest number of new homes, seems to
be the optimal solution in terms of providing economic opportunities, services and
amenities for new residents. This option would minimise the need for car-based
commuting & traffic growth throughout the district, which would otherwise be
significant from rural areas with poor or limited public transport; would reduce the loss
of important habitat areas and biodiversity; and maintain the agriculturally productive
land important for food security and jobs in the rural economy. Agreements with
neighbouring councils with opportunities for increased housing density would seem a
sensible option to maintain the historic and rural nature of the greater Cotswold area.



Comment ID: 10063
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Christine Copley

Comment: The addition of housing to the north of Ampney Crucis will significantly alter
the character of the village and its rural landscape. The village is built around a set of
very narrow lanes, and it is difficult to see how hundreds of new houses could be
absorbed without very significant impact to services. New dual lane roads would be
required to provide suitable access, severely diminishing the rural character of the
village and surrounding area and increasing traffic. The constrained entrance to the
village from the south and east would be unable to cope with increased traffic flow and
would likely significantly impact on highway safety on the lanes and on the A417.
Increased hard standing and built surfaces would significantly impact the water
absorption capacity of the area, leading to greatly increased volumes of surface run-off
entering the sewage system. This is already struggling with existing flows and storm
events, with raw sewage being forced out of manhole covers on the A419 near St Mary's
Church and in the village street at Ampney St Peter at times of intense rainfall - an
increasingly frequent feature of the local climate. Sewage from Ampney Crucis is fed to
the small sewage treatment works at Ampney St Peter, which is well recognised to be
significantly under capacity. Tankerage is frequently required to manage the flow, the
works release into the nearby Ampney Brook (spills were noted for 129 days in 2024,
over 30% of the year). Although Thames Water had plans to upgrade the works, their
financial problems have led to a suspension of many capital projects and it is unclear
when this work could take place.



Comment ID: 9726
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Christine Sharrock

Comment: Re. Q. 5 (Are there any other matters beyond conventional housing that have
not been listed here that you think should be considered) - Parking considerations.



Comment ID: 9730
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Christine Sharrock

Comment: Re. Q. 2 - Perhaps | am not properly understanding what you mean by
"unsustainable" but, if a development is truly unsustainable, then it seems imprudent to
invest time and resources into developing it at all.



Comment ID: 9732
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Christine Sharrock

Comment: Re. Q. 1 (Which of the above scenarios has your preference?) - | have a
general comment to make, whichever scenario is selected.

I would appeal to all involved in the decision-making to please remember that once an
area is developed, it can rarely be returned to its natural state if the developmentis
found to be above and beyond what is required in the future. | hope the Council will be
suitably cautious about developing unspoilt sites. Nature and the environment are
depending on us to get this right.

Beyond that, | would tend towards whichever scenario the Council prefers since you are
the ones with the detailed knowledge of each scenario, the data and assumptions
applied, etc. Thankyou for all your hard work.



Comment ID: 10950
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Christine Sharrock

Comment: Parking, especially provision for off-road parking without creating enormous
expanses of paved areas.

(Apologies if this duplicates a comment I've already submitted; | posted several
comments but see no trace of them and am wondering if | did something wrong the first
time!)



Comment ID: 8695
Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options
Name: Christopher

Comment: Given we know, for a fact, that there is negligible population growth driven by
those born in the UK before the year 2000, what precisely?is driving the need for new
homes at all?



Comment ID: 8696
Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options
Name: Christopher

Comment: In addition, when you say 'homes' what exactly do you mean? Are we talking
about one bedroom flats or six bedroom executive homes? What problem, precisely, is
this this home building program designed to fix?



Comment ID: 10484
Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options
Name: Christopher

Comment: | object to the target numbers for the district due the impacts outlined below
and fully support the council’s approach outlined in the public meeting of “writing to the
Secretary of State for Housing, supported by all political groups, arguing the 18,650
home target is undeliverable due to protected landscapes and limited buildable land”.

The target has increased from 475 to over 1,000 per year (over 100% increase each year)
and part of the argument for this, is need for affordable homes. This implies lower cost
homes, higher-density homes and jobs for the owners to be able to afford them. Part of
the tourist attractiveness of the district, is the design and appearance of the homes,
which means they cannot be built affordably and attracts those earning better and
wanting to move out of the larger towns and cities to the ‘country’. These owners have
the means to own multiple vehicles and travel for work, further increasing the
environmental impact of the building, whilst not providing homes for the target group.
The road system in the area suffer with potholes due to wear and tear and will increase
the risk of accidents, given the narrow lanes away from the main A roads.

Increased traffic through Tetbury town would have a negative impact on the historic
buildings from increased vibration and pollution. We already suffer with RTAs between
pedestrians and cars/ lorries, which increasing the volume of traffic would increase the
probability. Tetbury often suffers with gridlocks because of the volume of traffic and the
need for lorries and vans to park on Long Street to deliver to the local shops.

Given the lack of employment in the more rural areas, it would increase the traffic
further. With the unlikely number of jobs being created in the areas proposed with the
target number of homes, there will be a need to travel by train or bus to larger principal
centres (e.g. Stroud, Gloucester, Cheltenham, London etc.) and though Kemble has
some good train links, there is no public transport available between Tetbury and
Kemble, to reduce the use cars. If Kemble is to be a target for a high number of homes,
this will cause increased congestion and pressure on parking in Kemble Station.

The lack of schools in the Village Clusters and hamlets, would increase traffic and
overload the existing schools in the immediate area. Further, it is better for children to
be going to school within their community, than travelling by car to a remote school.



This causes impacts to their mental wellbeing as they can’t play with their friends
without the need for parental intervention.

An alternative planning strategy is to focus building on brown-field sites near to major
settlements where jobs are available and higher-density, affordable homes, within easy
commute of work and schools would be the better option. This approach could be
made more attractive to developers if a subsidy on building on Brown-Field sites were
made available, instead of always looking at the cheaper development options of
Green-Field development. This approach to Brown-Field development safeguards:

* Economic impact from loss of tourism (Bourton-on-the-water, Stow, Moreton-in-
Marsh, Bibury, Tetbury (and many others) are all busy tourist locations and putting many
homes around these towns would detract from them as Tourist destinations, putting risk
into the economic benefits (i.e. revenue for the district), which comes from tourism) and
the need for expensive road and services provision implementation for the increased
volume of people and vehicles, as opposed to extending already higher capacity road
and services for additional homes.

* Social impact (especially on children) as work and schools would be closer to the
homes.

* Environmental impact (less need for individual cars to be driven and more access to
public transport as schools and places of work would be closer.

* Highway safety as there would be relatively less increase in traffic due to public
transport and other means of commuting to work and school) and existing highway
safety features can be used for the higher numbers of home owners families.

* Impact on amenities and services as these already exist and can be extended to cater
for the increased home owner families (and in doing so provide viable new. employment
opportunities, which is not possible when considering smaller settlement extensions)

* Affordable homes can be built without the need for expensive design and appearance
considerations given the generally higher density housing already in place.

* Due to the availability of different types of homes level of cost, this provides the new
home owners future opportunities, in the area they live, to move into larger homes as
their family needs change, without the need for moving area.

Soin summary, | object to the target numbers for the district due the impacts outlined
above.



Comment ID: 10491
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Christopher

Comment: For Tetbury. There is an acute shortage of infrastructure including sewage
processing, mobile data/phone coverage and electricity supply. There were a large
number of residents without power for days because 1 substation failed. More
resilience for the town is required.

We have an increasing issue with traffic through Tetbury town already, as there is no by-
pass available. The impact on historic buildings and the increasing risk of pedestrian /
vehicle accidents. With more and more house being built, there will be an increase in
road traffic as a) there are no local jobs to sustain more home owners and b) there are
shortages of school places, requiring parents to drive their children to the nearest
school.

As mentioned previously, the area takes a good revenue from the tourist trade, which
could be undermined if more houses are built, without due consideration of the impact.



Comment ID: 10492
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Christopher

Comment: My apologies. | typed the comment for Question 5 into the Question 1!!
Please ignore previous comment



Comment ID: 10493

Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Christopher

Comment: Question 1:

To be clear, | am not in favour of the target but of the options, my preference is option 5
because itis closest to meeting the governments target, whilst protecting our district
and Cotswold National Landscape. The key here is getting contractual agreement to
provide road, schools, water and sewage, doctors, dentists etc, ahead of the building or
at least sales commencing. As stated at the overall review, spreading the new homes
around the district outside of Principal or even large Settlements, causes issues, which
will not be dealt with due the incremental nature of the increases. Focussing on where
established larger settlements already exist, will reduce this risks posed. Any new
Settlements should be focused on re-using land, not the cheaper and more invasive use
of Green-Field sites. The Council should lobby for incentives to developers for Brown-
Field developments, rather than the cheaper Green-Field.



Comment ID: 10494

Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Christopher

Comment: Question 2:

No, as this causes ongoing issues for the home-owners and local communities.
Unsustainability criteria have been defined for good reason and should not be changed
for short-term political ends. It will cause many issues for the existing communities and
those new home-owners.



Comment ID: 10495

Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Christopher

Comment: Question 3:

| would support this in areas where it can be done, which does not impact the overall
appearance, economy of the area (e.g tourism), highway safety or amenities of the area.
Many of the Cotswold Principal Settlements, Villages and Hamlets are tourist
attractions, which brings in much needed employment and revenue to the area.

There are good ways to take existing listed buildings and covert to higher density living.
There are a number in Tetbury, where this has been successfully achieved.



Comment ID: 10496
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Christopher

Comment: Question 4:

For Tetbury. There is an acute shortage of infrastructure including sewage processing,
mobile data/phone coverage and electricity supply. There were a large number of
residents without power for days because 1 substation failed. More resilience for the
town is required.

We have an increasing issue with traffic through Tetbury town already, as there is no by-
pass available. The impact on historic buildings and the increasing risk of pedestrian /
vehicle accidents. With more and more house being built, there will be an increase in
road traffic as a) there are no local jobs to sustain more home owners and b) there are
shortages of school places, requiring parents to drive their children to the nearest
school.

As mentioned previously, the area takes a good revenue from the tourist trade, which
could be undermined if more houses are built, without due consideration of the impact.



Comment ID: 10497
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Christopher

Comment: Question 5:

Where is the support & incentives given to the farming community? We are part of the
farming industry, which currently under heavy threat from the lack of funding. Without
our famers providing foods, our country is at high risk. Currently it is reported that if we
had a full blockade of the UK, we’d have enough food for 2 weeks! We cannot keep
giving up farmland for homes.



Comment ID: 10499
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Christopher

Comment: Question 6:

The vision and objectives are good and supportable. They are well thought through and
ahv ethe needs of the District evident.

In addition, | would ask:

- In support of ecology vision, include requirement to add solar to all new builds. With
so many new houses planned, there is a real opportunity to equip each with a level of
Solar and battery technology to contribute to the ongoing need for power.

- To support the developments required, change the rules so the developers provide the
infrastructure to support the houses they are building, before building and before sales
commence.



Comment ID: 10485
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Christopher

Comment: Option 1 - Allocate sites in Principal Settlements, Non-Principal
Settlements and Village Clusters and support Rural Exception Sites in Rural
Settlements

Of all the options, this one is likely to have the least impact on Amenities, Highway
Safety, Designh and appearance of houses, Environmental Impact, Economic Benefit,
Social Considerations and Planning History given the lower numbers being considered
for building.

Rural exception site in rural settlements will have an impact on the provision of
infrastructure to the principal and surrounding locations. For example, there is currently
an overload of the sewage processing already evident in Tetbury.

Option 2 - Allocate sites in Principal Settlements, Non-Principal Settlements, Village
Clusters and Rural Settlements

This option does not meet the underlying need for affordable homes and has an
increased risk profile for Amenities, Highway Safety, Design and appearance of houses,
Environmental Impact, Economic Benefit due to tourism impact and Social
Considerations, especially in Village Clusters and Rural Settlements.

The road system in the area suffer with potholes due to wear and tear and will increase
the risk of accidents, given the narrow lanes away from the main A roads.

Increased traffic through Tetbury town would have a negative impact on the historic
buildings from increased vibration and pollution. We already suffer with RTAs between
pedestrians and cars/ lorries, which increasing the volume of traffic would increase the
probability. Tetbury often suffers with gridlocks because of the volume of traffic and the
need for lorries and vans to park on Long Street to deliver to the local shops.

Given the lack of employment in the more rural areas, it would increase the traffic
further. With the unlikely number of jobs being created in the areas proposed with the
target number of homes, there will be a need to travel by train or bus to larger principal
centres (e.g. Stroud, Gloucester, Cheltenham, London etc.) and though Kemble has



some good train links, there is no public transport available between Tetbury and
Kemble, to reduce the use cars. If Kemble is to be a target for a high number of homes,
this will cause increase congestion and pressure on parking in Kemble Station.

The lack of schools in the Village Clusters and hamlets, would increase traffic and
overload the existing schools in the immediate area. Further, it is better for children to
be going to school within their community, than travelling by car to a remote school.
This causes impacts their mental wellbeing as they can’t play with their friends without
the need for parental intervention.

Option 3 - Service Centres

Slightly better by keeping to the established principal centres which already have some
public transport and are better placed for extension to existing amenities and services,
this providing localised employment opportunities.



Comment ID: 10486

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4

Name: Christopher

Comment: Option 4 - Focus growth around transport nodes

This option is no real practical difference for option 3.



Comment ID: 10487
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Christopher

Comment: Option 5 - Allocate sites in Principal Settlements, Non-Principal Settlements
and Village Clusters. Support Rural Exception Sites in Rural Settlements. Create new
settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing settlement(s)

Must include infrastructure including roads, schools, water and sewage, doctors,
dentists etc. and the needed employment.



Comment ID: 10488
Location in consultation document: Scenario 6
Name: Christopher

Comment: Option 6- Allocate sites in Principal Settlements, Non-Principal Settlements
and Village Clusters. Support Rural Exception Sites in Rural Settlements. Create new
settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing settlement(s). Support major
development within the Cotswolds National Landscape

No. “Given this option is contrary to national planning policy, Scenario 6 is not
considered to be a viable option.”



Comment ID: 10489
Location in consultation document: Scenario 7
Name: Christopher

Comment: Option 7 - Maximise growth across the district with sites assessed to be
unsuitable for development (for example, via additional new settlement(s) / strategic
extensions)

No. This is not a sustainable option. We have many sites where flooding is frequent,
during the winter months along with road systems that cannot carry regular traffic to
new settlements.



Comment ID: 10540
Location in consultation document: Increasing density
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: New build developments already suffer from a too high a density and should
not be compressed more. Limited land availability shoud NOT be wasted on highly
expensive profit making developments of "Care Home Settlements" forced through on
Appeal to the detriment of housing.



Comment ID: 10543
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: Scenario 4 leaches commuters away from the District without excessively
impacting on other forma of home to work transport.



Comment ID: 10544
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: No, no. no quoting Mrs Thatcher.



Comment ID: 10545
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: There should be no increase in density and high rise buildings in the District

should not be allowed where they change the character of the location. Housing targets
are a whim of government when they do not meet local needs. The present government

is a busted flush waiting to die - procrastinate until it has gone.



Comment ID: 10546
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: To support travel to and from Moreton in Marsh, the A429 must be
significantly improved and bottlenecks eliminated, not only in Moreton but also in Stow
on the Wold which can take up to 30 minutes to transit at the moment in peak periods.

The A44 through Moreton must be rerouted to avoid the centre and also take it away
from Bourton on the Hill.

Through traffic destined for the Vale Business Parks should be taken away from Stow
and Moreton by rerouting from Bourton up on an improved Buckle Street to join the A44
closer to Fish Hill.



Comment ID: 10547
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: Nationally, there is a realisation that "green to the core" is too expensive to
accommodate especially some of the pie in the sky building construction objectives.
Moderate this nonsense in the light of national and local affordability. People, councils
and the nation cannot afford it.



Comment ID: 10523
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: The housing requirement bears no relation to the amount of employmentin
the District so many new occupants will join the already large commuting numbers that
have to travel away to work. The capacity of the road network is already oversubscribed
especially as it also has to cope with transit and tourism requirements. The local
highways authority appears oblivious to this - there has been no improvementin the
A429 Fosse Way in the 45 years | have lived in Stow on the Wold and there are no
intentions in improving it. Long traffic delays are now tending to become the norm.
Consequently, greater use should be made of the rail hubs of Moreton in Marsh,
Kingham, and Kemble which provide potential for easy commuting to many
destinations and take housing requirement numbers away from the congested road
network.



Comment ID: 10534
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: This may seem a viable solution but it brings with it an considerable increase
in road based short and long range commuting. To support this, improvements in roads,
including bypasses, are required before building houses. This is unlikely to occur as the
Transport Authority is, and always has been, Cheltenham / Gloucester centric with no
regard for the rest of the county. This bias will only increase under the reorganisation
plan for Gloucestershire government when total control is vested in Gloucester.



Comment ID: 10536
Location in consultation document: Scenario 6
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: The restrictions on free for all and nibbling at the edges building in the
protected Cotswolds Landscape must be preserved.



Comment ID: 10538
Location in consultation document: Scenario 7
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: This brings future rural, high density. inappropriate slum building into the
area and destroys the beauty of the countryside for short term political gain by a
metropolitan centric government.



Comment ID: 10542
Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option
Name: Christopher Ayers

Comment: Ensure that infrastructure, roads. schools, medical facilities, water and
sewage provision, drainage etc are provided in tandem with any development. This is
not happening now and this "lazy" approach must not continue.



Comment ID: 10035
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Christopher Giles

Comment: | support the objective to conserve and enhance the distinct character of the
Cotswolds National Landscape (CNL) and open countryside. It is important that
sufficient weight is given to this when assessing planing applications. Any
developments that will have a detrimental impact on the character of the CNL should
be refused. Landscape assessments should be undertaken to assess whether a
proposed development is likely to have a detrimental impact on the overall character,
and key characteristics of the relevant landscape types, found within the CNL.



Comment ID: 9258
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Christopher Hall

Comment: Formal Consultation Response

Cotswold District Local Plan Update — Preferred Options Consultation (November 2025)
Respondent: [Your name / “Local resident” / Organisation name]
Location referenced: Cirencester and neighbouring settlements

Relevant sections: Chapters 2 and 3 (Spatial Strategy, Indicative Figures)

1. Summary of Representation

| object to the Council’s preferred development strategy (Scenario 5) on the grounds
that it is unfair, irresponsible, and not realistically deliverable, due to the
disproportionate concentration of housing growth in and around Cirencester and a
small number of neighbouring settlements.

| consider that a more evenly distributed pattern of growth across the Cotswolds,
including modest but meaningful development in a wider range of settlements, would
be fairer, more sustainable, and more likely to be delivered, while better alighing with
the Plan’s stated vision and objectives.

2. Unfair Concentration of Growth on Cirencester and Surrounding Settlements

The Preferred Option places a disproportionate share of housing growth on Cirencester
and a limited number of settlements outside the Cotswolds National Landscape.

The Council’s own figures show that:



Cirencester already has 2,306 homes with planning permission, largely at The
Steadings.

The strategy proposes a further ¢.3,200 homes by 2043, rising to over 4,100 homes
including development beyond 2043.

This represents an exceptional scale of growth relative to the town’s existing size and
infrastructure.

By contrast, many other towns and villages across the district are expected to
accommodate little more than windfall development.

This approach places an inequitable burden on specific communities, requiring them to
absorb:

Long-term construction impacts

Traffic congestion

Pressure on schools, healthcare, and utilities

Loss of countryside buffers and settlement identity

A plan-led approach should distribute both the benefits and impacts of development
more equitably across the district.

3. Artificial Distinction Between “Protected” and “Sacrificial” Areas



The consultation document repeatedly indicates that settlements outside the
Cotswolds National Landscape are expected to accommodate “disproportionately
more development”.

While the protection of designated landscapes is essential, this approach:

Creates a two-tier planning system

Implies that communities outside the National Landscape are less deserving of
protection

Fails to recognise that these areas also have historic character, environmental
sensitivity, and infrastructure constraints

This is inconsistent with the Plan’s stated commitment to social equity and inclusive
place-making.

4. Infrastructure Constraints Make the Strategy Irresponsible

The Council’s own evidence highlights serious infrastructure risks:

Water supply and wastewater treatment capacity are already under pressure.

Thames Water’s financial position may delay essential upgrades.

Large strategic sites are frequently delayed.

The Council estimates that around 20% fewer homes than planned may be delivered
within the plan period.



Despite this, Scenario 5 relies heavily on:

Eight strategic sites of 500+ homes

Concentrated infrastructure delivery in a small humber of locations

Assumptions about timely delivery that the Council itself acknowledges are uncertain

This represents an unacceptable level of risk and undermines confidence that the
strategy can be delivered in a coordinated and sustainable way.

5. Transport and Sustainability Objectives Are Undermined

Cirencester is proposed to accommodate major growth despite:

Having no railway station

Limited public transport capacity

Heavy reliance on private car use

This conflicts with the Plan’s objectives to:

Reduce transport emissions

Promote sustainable travel

Focus growth in locations with strong transport connectivity



Concentrating growth in largely car-dependent locations risks increasing congestion
and emissions, contrary to the Plan’s climate commitments.

6. Density Assumptions Are Acknowledged to Be Unrealistic

The Council’s own analysis (Table 1, paragraphs 2.13-2.17) states that to meet the
housing target under Scenario 5:

Average densities of around 106 dwellings per hectare would be required.

This level of density is comparable to inner London developments.

Such densities are explicitly described as out of character for the district and likely to
compromise housing mix and quality.

If the preferred strategy depends on densities that the Councilitself accepts are
inappropriate and unrealistic, then the strategy is not soundly based.

7. Over-Reliance on Strategic Sites Increases Delivery Risk

Scenario 5 depends on a small number of very large sites, which:

Have long lead-in times

Require complex infrastructure coordination

Are more vulnerable to market and funding delays



A failure or delay at even one major site would significantly undermine housing delivery.
A more dispersed approach, including smaller and medium-sized sites across a wider
range of settlements, would spread risk and improve resilience.

8. A More Dispersed Strategy Would Be Fairer and More Sustainable

The Council has dismissed more dispersed scenarios largely because they do not meet
the full housing target. However, this approach underestimates the benefits of:

Incremental delivery

Faster build-out of smaller sites

Supporting village services and rural vitality

Enabling locally appropriate affordable housing

A hybrid strategy that allows modest growth across a greater number of settlements,
alongside genuinely sustainable strategic sites, would:

Reduce pressure on Cirencester

Better reflect historic settlement patterns

Improve deliverability

Align more closely with the Plan’s vision and objectives

9. Conclusion



In conclusion, the Preferred Option:

Is unfair, placing a disproportionate burden on Cirencester and neighbouring
settlements

Is irresponsible, given acknowledged infrastructure and delivery constraints

Is not realistically deliverable, relying on densities and site delivery assumptions the
Council itself questions

| urge the Council to reconsider its spatial strategy and pursue a more balanced and
distributed approach to growth across the Cotswolds, which would be fairer, more
sustainable, and more likely to succeed at Examination.



Comment ID: 10723
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Christopher Johnston

Comment: | would support an increase in density provided it helped in the provision of
some smaller first and second time buyer properties which were genuinely affordable to
local people on average incomes.



Comment ID: 10725
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Christopher Johnston

Comment: | agree with the visions and objectives but do not have confidence that the
council (in whatever form it may be at the time) will have the ability and political will to
ensure that they are fully implemented.



Comment ID: 10713
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Christopher Johnston

Comment: This would be my preferred option. | think it represents the absolute
maximum development that could be undertaken without causing a very serious
negative impact on the area.



Comment ID: 10718
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Christopher Johnston

Comment: This would be my preferred option. | think it represents the absolute
maximum development that could be undertaken without causing a very serious
negative impact on the area. However, | think the amount of building proposed for
Moreton in Marsh is excessive and cannot be supported by the existing infrastructure. In
particular, the sewage system is inadequate and cannot cope with the number of
properties in the town at present, the road system is frequently choked both in Moreton
and in adjoining towns, there are considerable flooding risks due to the topography of
the locality and the local health, education and other services are already under
considerable strain. It is essential that these issues be addressed before there is any
further substantial development.



Comment ID: 10980
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Christopher Kenney-Herbert

Comment: 5.3.a states "Locate development away from flood-prone areas and promote
water and energy efficiency". This being the case why are the directional arrows for
development south of Moreton pointing directly into a flood prone area which is
exasperated by the Moreton Drain which runs along the boundary?



Comment ID: 10976
Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs
Name: Christopher Kenney-Herbert

Comment: 4.5. In the current Local Plan, 2011 - 2031, Mor_E6 was designated an
Employment Allocation yet there has been no such development. What makes CDC
believe, with the current lack of infrastructure, that such allocations are realistic?



Comment ID: 10962
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Christopher Kenney-Herbert

Comment: 3.13 states "some housing developments may be held back until the
necessary infrastructure is in

place." If CDC is green to the core how can it even consider allowing development
before the infrastructure is in place e.g. Dunstall Farm 19/02248/FUL where
development has continued despite the lack of sewage capacity? If CDC were serious
about their green commitment it would state "must be held back" and not "may be held
back".



Comment ID: 9483
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: Cirencester Action on Buses (CAoB) welcomes the revised Vision,
particularly the commitment to reducing transport emissions and to investment in
public transport and growth around transport nodes.

To strengthen deliverability, we recommend that the Vision and Objectives more
explicitly recognise bus accessibility as essential social infrastructure, especially for
young people, older residents, disabled people and households without access to a car
and in facilitating modal shift away from car use.

In Objective (e) Promote sustainable transport use and connectivity, we suggest adding
that new development should be required to:

maintain and enhance viable bus access for existing communities as well as new ones,

provide early-phase bus services, not only infrastructure, so sustainable travel is
established from first occupation, and

ensure services are available beyond peak commuting, reflecting access to education,
healthcare and local services.

In Objective (f) Infrastructure and services, we recommend clarifying that “timely
delivery” includes public transport provision and service support, not only physical
infrastructure.

More generally, the Vision’s reference to integrated infrastructure and sustainable
transport networks would be strengthened by an explicit expectation of early joint
working between CDC, Gloucestershire County Council as transport authority,
developers and local communities, so that passenger experience and accessibility
needs shape development from the outset.

These additions would help translate the Vision’s ambitions into outcomes that
genuinely reduce car dependency and improve inclusion across the district.



Comment ID: 9484
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: CAoB recognises why the Council prefers Scenario 5 to maximise housing
delivery. However, from a sustainable transport perspective we strongly support the
principle of Scenario 4, which focuses growth around public transport corridors and
nodes.

If Scenario 5 is taken forward, it should explicitly embed this principle by:

prioritising sites that can be served by viable, frequent bus routes and rail-bus
interchanges,

avoiding patterns of growth that disperse development into locations where car use will
be unavoidable, and

requiring early funding and delivery of bus services alongside development.

Without this, there is a risk that Scenario 5 will lock in car dependency rather than
deliver the Vision’s aim of reducing transport emissions.



Comment ID: 9485
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: CAoB does not support locating development in areas that are
unsustainable in transport terms simply to meet housing numbers. Development in
locations with little or no realistic potential for bus services — particularly off-peak —
will increase car dependency and social exclusion for those without access to a car.

Instead, the Plan should:
focus growth where public transport can credibly be delivered, and

use planning obligations to improve services in those locations, rather than lowering
sustainability standards elsewhere.

Meeting housing need should not come at the expense of long-term transport
sustainability and inclusion.



Comment ID: 9488
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: CAoB supports higher density development where it is aligned with strong
public transport accessibility, as this can support more frequent and viable services
and reduce car dependence.

However, increasing density in locations without good bus or rail potential risks
intensifying traffic and parking pressures. Density policies should therefore be closely
linked to public transport provision and accessibility standards, not applied in isolation.



Comment ID: 9486
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: CAoB strongly supports the intent of Scenario 4 to focus growth around
public transport corridors and hubs. The acknowledgement that bus coverage is
currently “sporadic or even non-existent” off-peak highlights exactly why the Local Plan
must actively plan to improve bus provision, not assume it.

This scenario should be used to set:
clear expectations for minimum service levels,
early engagement with GCC and operators, and

developer funding for both infrastructure and initial service support.



Comment ID: 9487
Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: If Scenario 5 is the preferred strategy, CAoB urges the Council to ensure that
“transport connectivity” is defined in practice as access to viable public transport, not
simply proximity to roads.

Strategic sites and new settlements should be required to:
be designed around direct bus corridors,
include high-quality bus-rail interchange where relevant (e.g. Kemble), and

deliver bus services from early phases, so sustainable travel habits are established.



Comment ID: 9248
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Cirencester Civic Society

Comment: Q1- Cirencester Site 21d — Accepting, as a primary settlement, Cirencester
isincluded in ALL the scenarios, as the Civic Society we favour 21d, an extension of the
Steadings site, as a sustainable location for further housing within the town. It is outside
the special landscape area, has low flood risk and a new sewer. The proposed primary
school, when built, should be able to cope with the extra pupil’s numbers. However, this
extension MUST be accompanied by extra primary care provision (see response to Q4
below) and sensitive landscaping that mitigates the visual impacted on one of the main
roads into the town from the west.



Comment ID: 9249
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Cirencester Civic Society

Comment: Q2-NO - The core principle of the current planning system is development
that balances social, economic, and environmental objectives. QUANTITY of housing,
despite the new targets, should NEVER be pursued at the cost of all other
considerations, including the 2021 Environment Act, NPPF and the current Local Plan,
negating the need for Infrastructure beyond the critical elements. Any authority’s
primary duty is, and should remain, to ensure ALL development is sustainable by
identifying strategic locations that meet housing needs without compromising critical
protections. There should be NO consideration of the alternative, which will cause
greater car dependence, reduce social cohesion and limit connectivity to health care,
social and leisure facilities or strain natural resources. The Civic Society reject this
proposal.



Comment ID: 9250
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Cirencester Civic Society

Comment: Q3-SUPPORT -The principle of increasing housing density is supported by
the Civic Society, particularly within the primary settlement of Cirencester. This
assumes such developmentis proportional to and in keeping with the immediate built
environment, AND respects existing Local Plan policy EN4 and emerging
Neighbourhood Plan policy DBE2 on protecting current important views and vistas.
Higher density will help to reduce potential urban sprawl, facilitate the provision of
smaller housing units for purchase and rental, and increase the efficiency, viability and
potential expansion of services within the town, such as retail, hospitality and transport.
Designed appropriately they can enhance and facilitate more mixed communities, but
must be executed thoughtfully, sympathetic to the character of the historic town, with
accessibility to green spaces to compensate for smaller private gardens and in parallel
with Infrastructure development to prevent strain on existing services. The aim must be
liveable high-quality spaces that respect privacy, mitigate noise pollution and blend
with the existing rooflines and visual aspects of the town’s urban landscape.



Comment ID: 9251
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Cirencester Civic Society

Comment: Q4-NO (CIRENCESTER) — The Civic Society are concerned that the primary
health care land provision within the current Steadings development has failed to be
resolved, with the absence of meaningful conversations with any of the primary care
providers within the town, but particularly Phoenix surgery who, as the nearest practice,
would typically be expected to absorb the increase in population. There was never a
desire by Phoenix surgery to add a further satellite surgery to its main premise on
Chesterton Lane, and direct discussion would have established that they are looking to
move the ENTIRE surgery to a more suitable location. This is a 10-partner practice and
the Steadings had identified a practice for 3, neither requested nor desired. As future
primary care looks to bring more services in house — blood tests, physio etc — an early
discussion would have established the need for a bigger site. This position is a direct
result of the failure of the developer in planning to engage with not only the local GPs,
but Gloucestershire Integrated Care Board (ICB), who in recognising the need for further
provision have allocated capital specifically to accommodate this pending town
problem. Should the site be extended further, the expansion of the population within the
next decade will potentially be 30-40%. Ensuring that communities have adequate,
accessible primary healthcare supports public health, reduces pressure on hospitals
and forms the foundation of a healthy, productive, and economically resilient
community. Any further town housing MUST be accompanied by a strategy of
engagement with ICB and the local GPs to facilitate the primary care provision required.



Comment ID: 9252

Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Cirencester Civic Society

Comment: Q5-THREE:

1. The Cotswold Desigh Code within the Local Plan review should have greater
consideration of sustainable energy provision and climate mitigation strategies such as
SUDS.

2. Housing should be developed with connected GRID road layouts over the
traditional cul de sac that encourages and supports car dependency. Grids provide
better connectivity, safer streets and crime mitigation through natural surveillance,
support public transport networks, encourage inclusive mixed development and are a
more efficient use of land.

3. There needs to be greater regulation and developing policy about external light
sources in development to better protect dark skies - position, orientation, types of
lighting and the avoidance of reflective surfaces. This is necessary not only for wellbeing
but nocturnal wildlife and the expansion of Cirencester on the periphery will, by default,
extend the night light.



Comment ID: 9253

Location in consultation document: Question 6

Name: Cirencester Civic Society

Comment: Q6-Some of the language should be tougher or expanded.
Draft Vision

By 2043, Cotswold District will be a resilient, inclusive, and forward-looking rural district
that has successfully responded to the climate crisis, conserved and enhanced the
Cotswolds National Landscape, delivered sustainable communities, and supported a
vibrant, low-carbon economy. Development will have been guided by a spatial strategy
that prioritises environmental stewardship, social equity, and economic vitality, while
respecting the district’s unique landscape, heritage, and character. The district will have
delivered a diverse range of housing, including a significant increase in socially rented
and affordable (entry level) homes, enabling residents of all ages and backgrounds to
live securely and sustainably. New settlements and strategic sites will have matured
into thriving communities, offering high-quality homes, employment opportunities, and
essential services, all supported by integrated infrastructure and sustainable transport
networks. Existing Principal and Non-Principal settlements will have grown
proportionately (with supporting infrastructure), enhancing their role as local service
centres while maintaining their distinct identities. The district will have transitioned to
zero-carbon development, with new buildings and infrastructure designed to minimise
energy use and maximise renewable energy generation. Biodiversity Net Gain will be
embedded across all development, contributing to a richer natural environment and
improved ecological resilience. Transport emissions will have been significantly
reduced through investment in active travel infrastructure, public transport, and
strategic growth focused on transport nodes. Communities will be healthier, more
connected, and better supported by local services, green spaces, and digital
infrastructure. Cotswold District will continue to be “Green to the Core,” with planning
decisions consistently reflecting the long-term interests of people, place, and planet.

Draft Objectives

1. Respond to the climate crisis through adaptation and mitigation

. Require all new development to be zero-carbon and climate-resilient.

. support (Require) the provision of renewable energy schemes and promoting

community owned renewables initiatives.

. Locate development away from flood-prone areas and promote (facilitate) water
and

energy efficiency.



2. Conserve and enhance the natural, built, and historic environment

o Preserve the high quality, local distinctiveness, and diversity of the natural and
historic environment.

. Support the sympathetic retrofit of historic buildings.

. Conserve and enhance the distinct character of the Cotswolds National
Landscape and open countryside.

. Promote (Require) high-quality, sustainable design and green infrastructure that
supports health and wellbeing.

3. Deliver inclusive, healthy, and affordable (entry level) housing

o Provide a diverse mix of housing types and tenures, with a focus on socially
rented homes. (Avoid clusters of age-related housing unless a proven need exists)

. Ensure development supports positive health outcomes and embeds local
health and wellbeing strategies.

4. Enable a vibrant, low-carbon local economy
o Support the transition to a low-carbon economy and promote local employment.
. Encourage (Protect) the vitality and viability of town and village centres as places

that support a range of activities and uses such as shopping, leisure, cultural and
community activities; as well as providing access to affordable homes.

o Maintain Cirencester’s role as a key employment and service centre.

5. Promote sustainable transport use and connectivity

o Reduce transport emissions by encouraging walking, cycling, and public
transport.

. Focus development on accessible locations with strong transport links.

o Create active transport hubs to aid health outcomes and reduce emissions and
pollution.

6. Ensure infrastructure and services support sustainable communities

. Deliver (accessible) infrastructure, services, and facilities that meet the needs of

residents and businesses.

. Ensure the required infrastructure, as set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan,
is delivered in a timely manner.



Comment ID: 10221
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Cirencester Community Railway Project

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

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

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



Comment ID: 10643
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Cirencester Town Council

Comment: Introduction: Cirencester Town Council’s Planning Committee considered
the document and noted that Cotswold District Council’s preferred option, Scenario 5,
will only achieve 79% of the target. (Scenario 5 — Allocate Sites in Principal Settlements,
Non-Principal Settlements and Village Clusters. Support Rural Exception Sites in Rural
Settlements. Create new settlement(s) and/or strategic extensions to existing
settlement(s). This shortfall would require seeking support from neighbouring
authorities to absorb some of the excess. The Government’s current ‘one-size-fits-all’
approach to housing targets fails to account for the unique constraints faced by areas
like the Cotswold District, where 84% of the district is designated national landscape.
This leaves only 16% of the land available for all remaining development, which is not
viable.

However, the Town Council concurs with Cotswold District Council that Scenario 5
remains the soundest option to meet its obligations and is therefore the most practical
choice. However, when considering the proposed strategic extension map for
Cirencester, the necessary infrastructure must be putin place to support this level of
housing. This includes addressing water supply/wastewater treatment, transport
requirements, provision of a transport hub and associated bus services and mitigating
the impact on Cirencester town centre, particularly in relation to traffic on the ring road,
the availability of parking and safe cycle routes.

Response to Question 1:

Scenario 5 represents the most attainable option for meeting the required obligations.
However, when considering the proposed strategic extension map for Cirencester, the
necessary infrastructure must be delivered to support this scale of housing
development. This includes ensuring adequate water supply and wastewater treatment,
addressing transport requirements, and mitigating potential impacts on Cirencester
town centre.

Particular attention should be given to traffic management on the ring road, the
provision of sufficient parking, the creation of safe, accessible cycle routes and
pathways and of a transport hub and the institution of comprehensive bus services to
the new housing estates. Also, reference should be made to the Cirencester
Neighbourhood Plan, which sets out a long-term vision for sustainable growth while
safeguarding the town’s distinctive character and qualities.



Comment ID: 10644

Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Cirencester Town Council

Comment: Response to Question 2:

No.



Comment ID: 10646

Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Cirencester Town Council

Comment: Response to Question 3:

The Council supports increasing housing density within new developments by
incorporating smaller homes with modest gardens and a greater proportion of flats,
provided these are designed appropriately and maintain the character and ambience of
the town. There is a clear need for one and two-bedroom dwellings in the area.
However, the Council does not support the introduction of high-rise buildings.



Comment ID: 10649

Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Cirencester Town Council

Comment: Response to Question 4:

Yes, subject to the appropriate infrastructure development in the town (Cirencester) -
see Cirencester Town Council's response to Question 1.



Comment ID: 10650

Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Cirencester Town Council

Comment: Response to Question 5:

The light rail proposals connecting Cirencester to Kemble should be identified and
cycleway plans must ensure they do not conflict with each other. Additionally,
population analysis for settlements of Cirencester’s size and age profile is essential.

Future developments must provide genuinely affordable housing and be accessible to
all, catering to both younger and older residents. This includes amenities such as
cinemas, bowling alleys, and business start-up units, so families are not forced to
commute out of town for work or leisure.

Reference is made to The Community Needs Index, which “measures social and
cultural factors that impact community well-being, helping policymakers target
investment in social infrastructure.” Cirencester scores poorly compared to the English
average, particularly in the availability of key civic, educational, and cultural assets.
These facilities, often free or low-cost, are vital for fostering a positive sense of
community. Notably, some large housing areas in Cirencester lack even a basic
community centre or meeting space, so such facilities should also be provided.

Whilst the data provided in the consultation document is valuable, a concern remains
that significant housing growth could alter Cirencester’s population profile, which is a
factor that is difficult to predict with certainty.



Comment ID: 10652

Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Cirencester Town Council

Comment: Response to Question 6:

Yes. A comprehensive assessment of the wider community’s needs is essential.
Significant work is required to determine the most appropriate approach, ensuring that
future plans align with demographic trends, infrastructure capacity, and social
priorities.



Comment ID: 10346
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Claire Griffiths

Comment: | object to the focus on the South Cotswolds area for new houses. Rural
villages such as Driffield, Down Ampney and Ampney Crucis will not be able to
maintain their character and scenic beauty with the proportion of new houses to
existing homes, nor do they have the infrastructure to cope.



Comment ID: 10369
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Claire Griffiths

Comment:

| object to the proposed housing allocation for Poulton.

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

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

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

¢ Adequate sewage and wastewater treatment capacity

¢ Full-fibre broadband (FTTP) to every dwelling

¢ Reliable indoor and outdoor mobile phone coverage

¢ Viable public transport (including evenings and weekends)
* Access to primary education capacity

¢ Access to GP, Dentist and healthcare services

e Safe highway capacity and traffic management

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

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

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



Allocating housing in Poulton fails the Local Plan soundness tests:

¢ Not positively prepared (known infrastructure deficits unresolved)

¢ Not justified (reasonable alternatives exist in sustainable locations)

* Not effective (no guaranteed delivery of infrastructure before occupation)
¢ Not consistent with national planning policy

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

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



CommentID: 10711
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Claire Sharp

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

Highway Safety and Traffic

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

Flooding

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

Sewerage

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



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

Character of the Village

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

Environmental Impact

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

Social Considerations

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

No Employment or Transport



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

High Car Dependency

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

Introducing a Significant Area of Built Form into a Rural Landscape

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



Comment ID: 11066
Location in consultation document: Increasing density
Name: Clare Champion

Comment: Increasing density in housing sites too significantly would impact the quality
of the living areas (reducing green space etc) and negatively effect the consistency in
style of housing developments within the cotswolds. This comment is particularly
prevalent for the suggestion of high rise buildings.



CommentID: 11072
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Clare Champion

Comment: The scenarios presented do not include allowing small development sites
adjacent to development boundaries in principle settlements (even if just primary
facility towns). This seems like an obvious infilling option for identifiable sites which
would be of small enough scale to be 'in keeping' in design/style, a faster build and
could also be planned locations to avoid undesirable sprawl or generic policy.



CommentID: 11107
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Clare Champion

Comment: this policy proposal is already acceptable for villages under local plan and
National Planning Policy (thus extending to principle settlements is proposed).
Additional windfall potential or identified strategic small scale sites.



Comment ID: 11077
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Clare Champion

Comment: support main service centre extension, but with small scale developments
to ensure maximum style adherence with historic town buildings



Comment ID: 10828
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Clare Garlick

Comment: Policing needs other than emergency services, addresing the increasing
issues with antisocial behavior and local crime, drug dealing etc affecting our young
people in particular, as well as the whole comunity. This will only increase with an
expanded population and is somewhat out of control at present.



Comment ID: 10834
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Clare Garlick

Comment: Will all new buildings incorporate solar panels etc and swift boxes to help
the endangered birds our area currently supports? swift boxes in particular are a small
way to make a huge difference to an endangered spiecies in our area.



Comment ID: 10183
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Clare McDougall

Comment: Central Government must urgently rethink both the housing allocation and
the strategy that sits behind it. The current approach prioritises building on open fields
and countryside land before fully exhausting the enormous potential of empty retail
space and brownfield sites across the country. This is not only environmentally
damaging, it is also illogical when so many town centres already contain vacant
buildings and underused land that could be repurposed quickly into homes. If the
stated goalis genuinely affordable housing, then it must be delivered where people can
live without needing a car for every journey, in places that already have transport links,
shops, schools, and essential amenities. Concentrating development in existing towns
and urban centres, where infrastructure is already in place, is a far more sustainable
and financially responsible solution than sprawling estate building that erodes the
countryside and leaves communities with years of congestion, service pressure and
environmental loss.



Comment ID: 10254
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Clare McDougall

Comment: Scenario 4 is my preferred option. However, any proposal for affordable
housing must be rooted in the principle of sustainable integration, not isolation.
National planning policy dictates that new developments should be situated near
established transport hubs, such as rail links, to ensure residents are not trapped in
'forced car ownership.

Furthermore, | challenge the 'housing-first' approach of this proposal. Itis a
fundamental failure of planning to consent to residential units before a robust, binding
infrastructure strategy, encompassing medical capacity, retail amenities, and expanded
road access, is fully costed and approved. Finally, greenfield development should only
ever be considered as a last resort. The council must demonstrate a 'Brownfield First'
strategy, proving that all viable urban infill, vacant retail conversions, and brownfield
sites have been exhausted before permanently destroying the Cotswold countryside.



Comment ID: 10256
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Clare McDougall

Comment: No. Central Government must urgently rethink both the housing allocation
and the strategy that sits behind it. The current approach prioritises building on open
fields and countryside land BEFORE fully exhausting the enormous potential of empty
retail space and brownfield sites across the country. This is not only environmentally
damaging, it is also illogical when so many town centres already contain vacant
buildings and underused land that could be repurposed quickly into homes. If the
stated goalis genuinely affordable housing, then it must be delivered where people can
live without needing a car for every journey, in places that already have transport links,
shops, schools, and essential amenities. Concentrating development in existing towns
and urban centres, where infrastructure is already in place, is a far more sustainable
and financially responsible solution than sprawling estate building that erodes the
countryside and leaves communities with years of congestion, service pressure and
environmental loss.



Comment ID: 10229
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Clare McDougall

Comment: This is my preferred option. However, any proposal for affordable housing
must be rooted in the principle of sustainable integration, not isolation. National
planning policy dictates that new developments should be situated near established
transport hubs, such as rail links, to ensure residents are not trapped in 'forced car
ownership.

Furthermore, | challenge the 'housing-first' approach of this proposal. Itis a
fundamental failure of planning to consent to residential units before a robust, binding
infrastructure strategy, encompassing medical capacity, retail amenities, and expanded
road access, is fully costed and approved. Finally, greenfield development should only
ever be considered as a last resort. The council must demonstrate a 'Brownfield First'
strategy, proving that all viable urban infill, vacant retail conversions, and brownfield
sites have been exhausted before permanently destroying the Cotswold countryside.



Comment ID: 10230
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Clare McDougall

Comment: This is my preferred option. However, any proposal for affordable housing
must be rooted in the principle of sustainable integration, not isolation. National
planning policy dictates that new developments should be situated near established
transport hubs, such as rail links, to ensure residents are not trapped in 'forced car
ownership.

Furthermore, | challenge the 'housing-first' approach of this proposal. Itis a
fundamental failure of planning to consent to residential units before a robust, binding
infrastructure strategy, encompassing medical capacity, retail amenities, and expanded
road access, is fully costed and approved. Finally, greenfield development should only
ever be considered as a last resort. The council must demonstrate a 'Brownfield First'
strategy, proving that all viable urban infill, vacant retail conversions, and brownfield
sites have been exhausted before permanently destroying the Cotswold countryside.



Comment ID: 10226
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Clare McDougall

Comment: | strongly object to this development on the grounds that it represents a
disproportionate and unsustainable expansion into the Cotswold countryside. Ampney
Crucis lacks the infrastructure to support such a significant increase in residency (even
100 houses would be too much!); specifically, the local road network consists of narrow
lanes with no physical scope for widening, which will inevitably exacerbate the existing
severe congestion and 'rush hour' bottlenecks in nearby Cirencester. Furthermore, the
proposal poses a significant environmental risk. The Thames Water area, specifically
the Ampney Brook, has already documented issues with sewage discharge and
drainage capacity; adding hundreds of homes will dangerously overwhelm this fragile
system. Socially, the development is flawed: with no local employment opportunities
and a public transport network that is functionally non-existent for commuters,
residents will be forced into car dependency. This is particularly punitive for lower-
income households and directly contradicts national carbon reduction targets. With
local GP services already at a breaking point (frequently seeing wait times exceeding
two weeks) this development would irreparably degrade the quality of life for both
existing and future residents of the village.



Comment ID: 11074
Location in consultation document: Increasing density
Name: Clare Turner

Comment: Many Cotswold settlements have examples of good quality, higher density
homes in the form of attractive terraces constructed from Cotswold stone. Many of
these were constructed to address the same challenges we currently face ie a lack of
affordable homes for those on low incomes. It would be great to see, where appropriate,
this type of high quality housing, which is typically modest in size (suited to first homes),
can be more energy efficient than other construction types and can reflect the
character of existing accommodation in some settlements.



Comment ID: 11089
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Clare Turner

Comment: | recognise the logic of option 5 and am unable to propose a better solution
to the problem of meeting the government's housing targets but think that the housing
targets alone are unlikely to address the affordability challenges the district faces. There
must be an emphasis on the creation of social rented homes and smaller homes, but
only where they can be delivered as part of sustainable communities with employment
opportunities and no detrimental impacts on the wider environment or economy (eg
with sewerage that is fit for purpose and without excessive loss of land currently in food
production).



CommentID: 11075
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Clare Turner

Comment: The Council should not consider locating development in locations it
considers unsustainable, just to meet the government targets. To do so would be
detrimental to the nature of the area and generate problems for communities down the
line (due to inadequate access to services and employment opportunities for example).



Comment ID: 11083
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Clare Turner

Comment: | support an increase in density, providing it is in keeping with existing
settlements. In recent years, much of the windfall development in the parishes of
Blockley and Ebrington has involved construction of a small number of very large
properties which does not meet local housing need and contributes to the lack of
housing affordability in the area: an end to this type of development would be welcome.



Comment ID: 11098
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Clare Turner

Comment: | agree with the vision as set out, particularly in relation to responding to the
climate crisis, delivering inclusive, healthy, affordable homes, promoting sustainable
transport and enabling a low carbon economy.



Comment ID: 10461
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Clemency

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

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

No. Siddington is being targeted because it lies outside the National Landscape, not
because itis sustainable. The incorrect Principal Settlement classification further hides
the fact that the village lacks services, transport, and infrastructure. Unsustainable
locations should not be used to meet housing numbers.



Comment ID: 10460
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Clemency

Comment: None of the scenarios supports the aim of the Local Plan to be sustainable
and “green to the core”. They all undermine the ethos of the Cotswolds, the preservation
of which has been central to previous CDC Local Plans. The scenarios take little
account of the policies contained in the Neighbourhood Plans in the district.

Scenario 5 destroys the rural and community attributes of a number of small villages
and, in some cases transforms them into suburbs of larger towns thereby destroying
their identity.

| do not support any scenario that allocates growth based on Siddington being treated
as a Principal Settlement, because this designation does not reflect its true level of
services or capacity.

Scenario 5 is only workable if strategic sites are placed where genuine infrastructure
exists—not in Siddington. Allocating 1,100 homes to a village of 339 dwellings is wholly
disproportionate and inconsistent with sustainable development.

Some alternatives to be given further consideration are:

Smaller, non-strategic developments throughout the Cotswold National Landscape.
Changing the designation of holiday homes in the Cotswold Lakes.

Allowing a larger expansion of the Steadings to the south of the existing plan.

The selection of Siddington for strategic development is inconsistent with the
conclusions of the Assessment of Broad Strategic Development Locations.



Comment ID: 10463
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Clemency

Comment: None of the scenarios supports the aim of the Local Plan to be sustainable
and “green to the core”. They all undermine the ethos of the Cotswolds, the preservation
of which has been central to previous CDC Local Plans. The scenarios take little
account of the policies contained in the Neighbourhood Plans in the district.

Scenario 5 destroys the rural and community attributes of a number of small villages
and, in some cases transforms them into suburbs of larger towns thereby destroying
their identity.

| do not support any scenario that allocates growth based on Siddington being treated
as a Principal Settlement, because this designation does not reflect its true level of
services or capacity.

Scenario 5 is only workable if strategic sites are placed where genuine infrastructure
exists—not in Siddington. Allocating 1,100 homes to a village of 339 dwellings is wholly
disproportionate and inconsistent with sustainable development.

Some alternatives to be given further consideration are:

Smaller, non-strategic developments throughout the Cotswold National Landscape.
Changing the designation of holiday homes in the Cotswold Lakes.

Allowing a larger expansion of the Steadings to the south of the existing plan.

The selection of Siddington for strategic development is inconsistent with the
conclusions of the Assessment of Broad Strategic Development Locations.



Comment ID: 10464
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Clemency

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

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

No. Siddington is being targeted because it lies outside the National Landscape, not
because itis sustainable. The incorrect Principal Settlement classification further hides
the fact that the village lacks services, transport, and infrastructure. Unsustainable
locations should not be used to meet housing numbers.



Comment ID: 10465
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Clemency

Comment: To what extent would you support increasing housing density in
developments (such as smaller houses and gardens, more flats or higher buildings) to
help meet the full housing target? Please also explain why.

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



Comment ID: 10467
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Clemency

Comment: There is no prospect of the proposed level of development in Siddington
being sustainable. Siddington is currently reliant on Cirencester and we expect that
would continue.

No. A three- to four-fold expansion would merge Siddington with Cirencester,
overwhelm rural infrastructure, increase flood risk, and destroy the village’s identity. The
village's misclassification as a Principal Settlement further undermines the justification
for this level of growth.

We moved here fromCirencester centre to be part of a small rural community.



Comment ID: 10468

Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Clemency

Comment: Yes. The Plan should consider:

¢ The incorrect Principal Settlement classification

¢ The protection of village identity and cohesion

* Flood resilience

¢ Rural infrastructure limits

¢ The importance of the green buffer with Cirencester

The complete inability of this small village to support growth of this nature.



Comment ID: 10471
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Clemency

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

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

¢ Willinvolve development that does not prioritise environmental stewardship, social
equity or economic vitality.

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

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

¢ Will not offer employment opportunities in Siddington.

¢ Will not offer additional essential facilities to Siddington.

¢ Are unlikely to involve integrated infrastructure and sustainable transport networks.
¢ Will involve Siddington growing disproportionately

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



Comment ID: 10119
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: Coates Parish Council is very concerned about the number of houses being
dictated by central government to be built in the Cotswold District. The government's
calculation does not reflect local need nor the fact that most of the area is with the
Cotswold National Landscape. Coates Parish Council prefers either Scenario 3, apart
from service centres which ‘lie within the Cotswolds National Landscape’, or Scenario 5
apart from supporting ‘Rural Exception Sites in Rural Settlements.’ It doesn't make
sense to build affordable housing in rural areas where residents need to rely heavily on a
car. There is also considerable concern about the proliferation of the village of Kemble
because of the impact such development would have on the main access routes
serving nearby villages which are already under great strain.



Comment ID: 10129
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: Scenario 5 is a preferred scenario as it builds on the current strategy and the
district will not get anywhere near the unobtainable government target without building
a new settlement. Scenario 3 is also preferred as it preserves the local villages. It of
course falls far short of the government target.

With regard to Scenario 4, there is concern about over-development of Kemble as a
result of its railway station and its proximity to neighbouring villages some of which are
located in the CNL. Over development of Kemble will impact the main access routes
into Cirencester and Tetbury which serve local villages. It will also increase cut traffic
through/ rat runs through local hamlets and villages including Coates.



CommentID: 10130
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: Definitely not as such development would only exacerbate existing
difficulties, increase transport issues and be contrary to the Council’s environmental
policy. As such, it would fail to meet the expectations of both existing and potential
residents.



Comment ID: 10131
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: Minimally because this would create its own problems for residents in terms
of lack of amenities and space. It will also ruin the character and beauty of the
Cotswolds.



Comment ID: 10133
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: No — not in the Cotswold District because 80% of its land is in the CNL and,
therefore, is not developable. The government’s blanket policy cannot be applied
equally to every area without regard to its individual characteristics and local needs.



Comment ID: 10134
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: Yes - matters such as medical facilities (surgeries and hospitals) educational
facilities (schools and colleges) and Designated Green Spaces, not just fabricated parks
but natural spaces in the countryside, must be an integral part of any Development
Strategy. Current facilities are already under extreme pressure.



Comment ID: 10136
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Coates Parish Council

Comment: CPC is largely supportive of CDC’s vision and, in particular, its focus on
conserving the CNL and developing only where it is sustainable. With improved
facilities and designated Green Spaces and preservation of the countryside,
communities should enjoy healthier lives.

CPC is broadly supportive of CDC’s objectives: in particular, a(3), b(1,2,3), c(2), d(4), e(2
and 3), f



Comment ID: 10057

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites
Name: Colin Gibson

Comment: Concerning increased Traffic and Safety: -

1) As it can take over 1hr to travel through Moreton in Marsh and Stow on the Wold at
times, when the towns are only a few miles apart. New developments in these towns
and the Villages such as Broadwell between will make this congestion worse and
degrade the quality of life in Broadwell.

2) When the Fossway is blocked or slow, motorists cut through Broadwell. Many of
them ignoring priority at junctions and exceeding the speed limit. This already presents
a danger to pedestrians in Broadwell, as there are few pavements and street lighting is
inadequate. Increased planning in and around Broadwell will increase the risk to life
and property.

Concerning Property: -

3) In 2007 this area and Moreton in Marsh was badly fooded. Increased surface water
drainage from new properties will only make this possibility worse. There is a need fora
surface water storage and drainage system in Broadwell and the surrounding area to
prevent serious flooding in the future. During the heaviest rain storms, the river
Evenlode is slow to take the water away from the area and water backs into Broadwell.

Concerning Services: -

4) Water and sewage disposal is already stretched, such that Broadwell experienced
months of a hosepipe ban in 2025 and occaisional overflow of foul water to the local
rivers. Globalwarming is set to continue such that dry summers may see a more
serious water shortage. Increased resovoir capacity and distribution infrastructure is
already required without Increased development.

Social Services: -

5) In Broadwell we must wait as much as 8 weeks for a Doctors appointment. There
must be a planin place to bolster all the local infrastructure for social and travel
requirements of local people before planning additional development.



Comment ID: 9364
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: The idea that the majority allocation needs to sit outside of the AONB and
these areas should receive a disproportionately high amount of development is
fundamentally flawed. The current proposed plan is is no way sustainable and requires
a complete re-think. In order to become sustainable, significantly more development
would be required in the AONB, especially given the large proportion of the total area
that it occupies. The impacts on basic infrastructure, hydrology and flooding and on the
rural character of those highly impacted settlements outside of the AONB is likely to
very significant.



Comment ID: 9366
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: The allocations for a very few smaller settlements e.g. Ampney Crucis,
Preston etc. are extremely high. In the case of Ampney Crucis making the village 3-4x as
large. Avillage with little or no infrastructure (bar a small primary school), serviced by
narrow winding lanes, with a poor/intermittent electricity supply which fails on fair
regular basis and without mains gas. And with high sewage overflows into the Ampney
Brook already. The indicative maps highlight just how disproportionate and
fundamentally unfair the allocation of development is to the area of land around
Cirencester and stretching to Fairford. Entirely a consequence of the decision to avoid
development in the AONB. This is completely unsustainable.



Comment ID: 9387
Location in consultation document: Table 3
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: Why is the 660 proposed homes to the North of Ampney Crucis included in
both the leading up to 2043 figures and development post 2043?

Is the allocation expected to span both periods? What are the proposed timescales?



Comment ID: 9391
Location in consultation document: Table 3
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: These figures look completely unsustainable for a rural area, The new
settlement at Driffield at over 2000 homes for example. It is difficult to understand how
anyone could view these as realistic or deliverable or that there will be the infrastructure
and transport in place to support these humbers.



Comment ID: 9394
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: These plans are completely unsustainable. | don't think anything could make
this level of development sustainable in this area.

The main existing issues are with healthcare provision for an aging population, lack of
transport links (trains, buses etc. The roads which are mostly narrow country lanes
across most of the proposed areas. Sewage and waste water provision - we already
have large amounts of sewage flowing into the Ampney Brook and Coln without the
development - there would have be massive investment by Thames Water to even get
anywhere near providing for the level of new home proposed here, And a lot of planning
and infrastructure to avoid a big increase in flooding risk. The electricity grid would also
need large scale improvements across the villages as the supply is currently very
intermittent and long outages have been experienced recently in Ampney St Peter and
the surroundings.



Comment ID: 9398
Location in consultation document: Indicative maps
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: These maps show very powerfully the impact of the decision to avoid any of
the housing burden being imposed within the AONB.

In map 1, Moreton carries most of the burden as part of it is outside of the boundary.

Map 2 has very little development (inside the AONB)

Map 3 has the vast majority of the housing development. With very large scale
developments around and between Cirencester and Fairford. Just outside of the AONB
boundary.

This proposal is very skewed and the allocation is just unsustainable in nature. Apart
from the burden on infrastructure (which is already scarce), the rural character of the
area would be completely changed.

Why have smaller levels of development spread proportionally across the AONB not
been proposed? It seems like the AONB boundary has been used as an excuse to limit
the development to very large-scale increases in a relatively small area and to a smaller
number of villages, reducing the backlash from resident outside of those areas.

The small area of land outside of the AONB makes this proposal especially
unsustainable - and probably not deliverable.



Comment ID: 9411
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: Can you guarantee that the proposed housing development will be low
carbon and meet net zero objectives. Which mandatory measures will be put in place?
Will heat pumps and solar panels be mandatory? What local green energy generation
capacity will be required to support this high level of development?



Comment ID: 9412
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: You mention resiliency, sustainability and a 'rural’ district in the vision
statement. All while proposing unsustainable development levels, reduced resilience
(in the absence of an infrastructure plan) and a great reduction in the rural nature of the
communities in the south of the district. How does your plan match your vision? There
seems to be gulf between what is being proposed and what you say you want to
achieve? How do you reconcile that?



Comment ID: 9413
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: What is the point of these objectives as your plan mostly seeks to achieve
the opposite of them? A vision is only worthwhile if you actually make an attempt to
achieve it.

In what way is the historic or rural character preserved by these plans? they actively
reduced the rural character of the south of the district,

Most of the proposed development is on Greenfield sites, mostly farmland. The fields
currently being proposed in the vicinity of Ampney Crucis and Driffield support nesting
red list bird species such as Lapwing, Skylark, Corn Bunting, Yellowhammer, Grey
Partridge and are used by animals such as Brown Hare.

In what way does this unsustainable level of development serve to 'Conserve and
enhance the natural, built and historic environment?

There is no pointin having defined objectives or a vision in these areas if your proposed
plan delivers the complete opposite. It really isn't sustainable development, however
you seek to present it,



Comment ID: 9414
Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites
Name: Colin Kilpatrick

Comment: Why are you including previously rejected sites in this process? We have an
example of a site being shown for proposed development on the map which has already
been assessed for development and rejected, appealed and rejected again. It was
deemed unsuitable then and still is.



Comment ID: 9385
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Colin Kilpaytrick

Comment: Where is the detailed Infrastructure Plan which underpins this proposed very
large scale of development?

The document notes issues with infrastructure provision e.g. Thames Water, As | type
this there are sewage discharges currently happening at Ampney St Peter, Fairford into
the Ampney Brook and River Coln and at Shorncote. These are very frequent regular
occurrences without the extra development. Where is the commitment for sewage
treatment and waste water infrastructure for such a large increase in housing?

The electricity supply locally was out for 3 days recently (has happened before in the
last few years) and regularly drops. Is there provision for improving that? It doesn't cope
with the current load. There is also no mains gas in the area.

What about healthcare, roads, schools? Some of the villages which are proposed to
increase 3-4 times (some even more) in size have no real infrastructure- connectivity,
transport etc.

Hydrology is another key problem. Water pours down the lane adjacent to our property
every time it rains, when heavy it floods and has damaged the surface of the A417 which
it meets, Above the lane is a site is proposed for development. The lane itself if is narrow
(single track in places), winding, has no pavement or street lighting (neither does the
whole area) and is already dangerous to walk on. It is busy already at school start and
end of day, the big increase in housing will make that very much worse.

What infrastructure planis in place to meet this proposed massively increase demand,
as part of 660 new homes of Ampney Crucis. The infrastructure simply is nowhere near
that - and these issues are replicated right across the area



Comment ID: 9440
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Colin Rank

Comment: Broad Zone 23, Map 4 - Ecological suitability and impact on important
wildlife habitats.

Broad Zone 23 should be re-examined as suitable for housing developmentin regard to
the significant adverse effect highly likely to cause considerable harm to natural
habitats and wildlife within and in close proximity to Kemble Wood which is designated
by ENGLISH HERITAGE as an ANCIENT WOODLAND and KEY WILDLIFE SITE by
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust.

Within Kemble Wood itself indigenous Woodcock (Scolopax rusticola) nest and live
(Listed as highly threatened on the

IUCN Red List).

Surrounding Kemble Wood.is a unique area identified by the Game and Wildlife
Conservation Trust as conducive to Wild English Partridge (Grey Partridge Perdix perdix).
Two coveys inhabit the area East and South of Kemble Wood and have done for a great
many years. Grey Partridge are also on the IUCN Red List (Most endangered in the UK
and identified as a priority for recovery efforts).

The Common Snipe (Gallinago gallinago) is a regular visitor to this part of the farm with
visiting numbers in a typical Dec reaching up to 100 birds. Listed as Threatened on the
IUCN Red List.

The area is also home to many Brown Hares (Lepus europaeus) A species of significant
conservation concern in the UK. (BAP species)

In the plantation immediately to north east of Kemble Wood known as High Stubbs
there are around 12 semi mature English Elms (Ulmus procera) once common in
Kemble but now almost extinct. It would appear that the surrounding conifers proved an
acidic litter which has protected this small colony.

It would be impossible to build 590 house in this area without devastating these
threatened species. Even a small development in this area would have catastrophic
consequences on these and many other species because of the inevitable disturbance
from Human activity. The area should be protected from development rather than
exploited. Activities like the Airport and F Site have minimal impact on wildlife.

These considerations make this area, above all other reasons, wholly unsuitable for
housing development.



Comment ID: 8642
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: | have emailed my PDF Umbrella Representation yet shall highlight on the
digital format the references where my PDF Representation corresponds for the Local
Plan Team.



Comment ID: 8643
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: My PDF Umbrella Representation may be useful for previous and ongoing
Conservation Area Appraisals



Comment ID: 8641
Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8668
Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8674
Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Emphasise TRADITIONAL DESIGN CODES

Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the immense value of
High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits ranging from
combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being benefits to the
array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and much more likely
Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as transportation, road
resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight each relevant chapter,
although these must be cross-referenced against my original PDF Document which
expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading Academics and Architects,
etc.



Comment ID: 8677
Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: There is only cause for this if TRADITIONAL DESIGN COES are utilised
otherwise this is sacrilege of an internationally acclaimed part of the World.

Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the immense value of
High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits ranging from
combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being benefits to the
array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and much more likely
Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as transportation, road
resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight each relevant chapter,
although these must be cross-referenced against my original PDF Document which
expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading Academics and Architects,
etc.



Comment ID: 8644
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8659
Location in consultation document: Context
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: The organisations | have cited will be able to best support the Council with
this- Create Streets, The King's Foundation, Shaw & Jagger, etc.



Comment ID: 8663
Location in consultation document: Development beyond 2043
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Full consultation consulting my own Placemaking Principles and Role of a
Traditional Town InYourArea Articles will be very useful when planning the next 30 years
ahead.



Comment ID: 8669
Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8670
Location in consultation document: Gypsy and traveller needs
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8660
Location in consultation document: How did the Council select locations?
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: As immediately above- the organisations in my PDF Umbrella
Representation are worth consulting.



Comment ID: 8653
Location in consultation document: Increasing density
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8661
Location in consultation document: Indicative figures
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see organizations cited in my PDF Umbrella Representation.



Comment ID: 8666
Location in consultation document: Indicative maps
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: My Umbrella PDF Representation will be able to support this most
effectively. The Organisations should be consulted, especially for long-term strategy. |
recommend this for wider objective input and a track record for delivering high quality
design popular amongst everyone.



Comment ID: 8671
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8656
Location in consultation document: Question 1
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Lowest possible density with High quality Traditional Design Codes,
otherwise no matter the density chosen this is just going to antagonise local residents,
all types of high quality investors and reduce the appeal of the area which will impact
economically over the future decades.



Comment ID: 8657
Location in consultation document: Question 2
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: The Council needs to be practical so that it doesn't create avoidable
problems for itself, such as costly strains on infrastructure that could alienate local
residents and future ones from moving or doing business here if the area becomes too
congested. Housing Targets should be fully queried by ALL Officials.



Comment ID: 8658
Location in consultation document: Question 3
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: None- This is an internationally renowned quiet area serving as a microcosm
of Old England that is beloved by all creeds and denominations. Filming opportunities
will eventually decline altogether if settings, such as Neil Gaiman's Stardust starring
Michelle Pfeiffer become gradually erased or spoilt through streetscapes and
background vistas becoming juxtaposed with new modern buildings clearly out of
place.



Comment ID: 8667
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Yes- consult with the organisations | have mentioned to give true
professional guidance on how to address and resolve these (avoidable) issues.



Comment ID: 8673
Location in consultation document: Question 5
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: YES- Traditional Design Codes of high-quality that will substantially mitigate
concerns over congestion improving local economics, good will with the community
and wider investment sources and of course central Government of all stripes.

Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the immense value of
High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits ranging from
combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being benefits to the
array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and much more likely
Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as transportation, road
resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight each relevant chapter,
although these must be cross-referenced against my original PDF Document which
expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading Academics and Architects,
etc.



Comment ID: 8676
Location in consultation document: Question 6
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Ambivalent as some effort being made presently, but insufficient. Clear drive
on TRADITIONAL DESIGN CODES IS NEEDED. This will alleviate many concerns held by
all key stakeholders.



Comment ID: 8646
Location in consultation document: Scenario 1
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8647
Location in consultation document: Scenario 2
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8648
Location in consultation document: Scenario 3
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8649
Location in consultation document: Scenario 4
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8650
Location in consultation document: Scenario 5
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8651
Location in consultation document: Scenario 6
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8652
Location in consultation document: Scenario 7
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Please see my PDF Umbrella Representation which focuses upon the
immense value of High Quality Traditional Design Codes and their overlapping benefits
ranging from combatting the climate crisis, improved mental health and well-being
benefits to the array of grant funding advantages from inward private investment and
much more likely Central Government funding for key infrastructure projects such as
transportation, road resurfacing and drainage/ flooding defences, etc. | shall highlight
each relevant chapter, although these must be cross-referenced against my original
PDF Document which expands in detail on each point with evidence from leading
Academics and Architects, etc.



Comment ID: 8654
Location in consultation document: Table 1
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: These figures must be benchmarked against practical requirements. Use of
organisations, such as Create Streets, The King's Foundation, Francis Shaw at Shaw &
Jagger Architects, etc will be able to better guide this.



Comment ID: 8662
Location in consultation document: Table 2
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Much wider grassroots consultation required- the organisations | have
referenced will be very useful in supporting the Council do this.



Comment ID: 8664
Location in consultation document: Table 3
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: There must be a roadmap of universal essential infrastructure and
businesses, etc essential that | have listed in my InYourArea Articles contained in my
PDF Umbrella Representation.



Comment ID: 8665
Location in consultation document: Table 4
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: My PDF Umbrella Representation contains useful sources for this in detail.



Comment ID: 8655
Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: Wider consultation with bodies, such as Create Streets, The King's
Foundation and Francis Shaw at Shaw & Jagger, etc are pivotal to get the best possible
outcomes.



Comment ID: 8645
Location in consultation document: The different scenarios
Name: Community Campaigner David Barton

Comment: High Quality Traditional Design Codes will support appropriate house-
building where distinctive unique styles are utilised NOT Modern day contemporary
interpretation that are CAD Software shapes with no indication of which part of the
country they're from. This causes much objection from residents and investors alike
through an apparent disregard for true high quality design that disregards local beauty.



Comment ID: 9182
Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs
Name: Conor Brennan

Comment: | don't see how the current infrastructure can support this level of increases.
Being specific the Toll Bar and the end of Preston which is already a dangerous crossing.
Also add Hospitals and Schools. Area also suffers from flooding.



Comment ID: 9180
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Conor Brennan

Comment: No. This is not sustainable. The proposed increase is huge and i don't see
how this can be absorbed



Comment ID: 9181
Location in consultation document: Question 4
Name: Conor Brennan

Comment: Comment relates to Preston



Comment ID: 9178
Location in consultation document: Table 3
Name: Conor Brennan

Comment: The proposed Increase in housing in Preston would be 10x the current
housing. How can this be acceptable to the people currently living in Preston. This
would totally overwhelm the current character of the village



Comment ID: 9179
Location in consultation document: Table 4
Name: Conor Brennan

Comment: This is almost a 3000% proposed increase in the housing in Preston. This
cannot be described as Fair or doing our bit under any criteria.



Comment ID: 184
Email/Letter Representation
Name: C Mainwaring

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/15864a6c-f02a-4459-a092-d323a11be0e3/184_C_Mainwaring_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Q3gQ~CsH0ILJRb2phZPzqJ2OueT1O7Tj5ZHLL4WK3u1uDgW2s5bWBPVbNZhZ8LJRNO6q-VJu3RLoNqzy9e3Di9TRYEy0kmKmcGANJxx3GuEu0mzHwc7e6DYX5yrCA2y6ElUHrIQoFismQrZ2I6cV4CmpOhF7lZ2vylhwcILcMiJQ2f-COWzpRneBNIFxRdEu8n5teyZR8hWYI3Ig7seOlOTCTO14NSc5EOaQlrzz0ElO~ZxYfo04b7g1~v6lzIUydBgWx9Z-xui7i1J0t8Lb3pv2h4xI5UGEV8l5miO3uIdtK~gVQ7D3mDtEZHRDBHxbwdq9kqBQALqTYGL0LZJiig__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 468
Email/Letter Representation
Name: C. Owen

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/23c652b0-d38a-4268-9af9-42ff4a77e324/468_C._Owen_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=DCsWBAjwlV-xxp55aZkXM9AQreF3wk6H-8OfPBl-Otfiz3gGMvby98Pc9N-NTpOz0NqT0btiYiFUr~Iid5BhnBg6jt9~-NxmFSRw7V5C8ECcAZ6F38kh3nEOyDdiA7ClIxuSmUeUJ5LJnoQn3SPc4PBwPzLB8RgILT2Z8cmwH4c-1JpY9O0Urul6j2Jjj2umqJAb9UmkWb1CRFrGciFNvFs1LPlYdXhwu3Pz~ZelCSKx4Dzub8L55LRN1FmGLOyy3Wk8mzXUZszic~vWnxwPmlnZCsBvz7VtWwW-BvAaXBlPtt0IgEORuoxK60~2DXcjP5EuAUq3gz3sI2Y-oOa3KA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 236
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Calvert

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/df3a3afb-7224-413c-b37c-04a72e0cbc53/236_Mr_and_Mrs_Calvert_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=AzItA3ng1xyqhTEcwL-BOfFGnvrHhUX4vYZxsQcoaHuzZ9FoBKwVynNBS-EwJ9toIgyRsLPsDFXzOaOhZ3YYCxN52lTITkq4T8UCb3TdFZpWL5j3zQsAlKJoJeoRHFs5pjLCNDx4UpDzBoQQOHHrwkGJNN3WZpzI5FHaWzVOTxiW3~q2-qt7Eldp4KocIAwj5brdtfaLkhZrLw8CuVjQhO94di8De2qLZpR6q4x2Y3~8K49k4c9qJXGwxViYlSD5azRaV9NCWeaGAK0FYR2g~CzZUW3BdKM9OtKXx~SLRguyJn2kb4RkypA5lmvJAn~mOi~K~lcRQgXOo4aFJho4Vg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

CommentID: 714
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cameron Kirk

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/209c8372-e7d1-467a-b5d1-e6387cc604e8/714_Cameron_Kirk_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=NtwAwgGifb~cHE5cYvdXmXq0uRlp9FpgSvyCAa9E3e~~f0~I5Yc~Upy9jgmT3x9Q13jCIIkDBh98MnIbhElgLZqQRpLd8e76pyghLhz2nRWDP9y~5IXMsC5KqI4S9I7ceBw42Hgj2KsIcXIFsCxrTkbkh21w24vHhzPO7-Su8Zgoa3qeFBRHnoUa5lSBJzL-XnuNWc7og9uBXHQA-Mq5kS3Qt3TYZ4epUFT5NeB1ofGqbLK-iahtBu4LRQ2ylqi8IG1BXC5XXG66hK5nVIJUGaTuwScY3-D~Ok6KTzN2r5x~wf4cyazX8Eg8HXnNkP1js0FYCtfSm05W2faZeohCdw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 449
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Camilla Burridge

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/36fa938a-e386-42d1-b146-a8c93c9b06b8/449_Camilla_Burridge_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=xBmmK2C3JlxBOJrmi41MIGnFLiFpiNQzX6w7PK8lAfn20D~BXDHyN9V4F0Ta5HXgFVc2wLAiHp3w5XgPg~h2cVRYT5PLRJ7yLkYiGVbSB-ihAwuBu-8b0ClmSj~KSduI11IfEwPmLIq9ltzpn7K9iVllV~SEtNthUyiZBm-83Fo-5Lkj-BRBYgHfSJB9j2kuS-456cHv6~zsW3ivx~0wH2ECHDPWo9g9mzqGhPpEEhd8UvR2vc0i1HSB8Rjp-qLZAH1F4XPH5DRtaTPk3rPa1eP06m4G-1CZCg3E5qV16iTkWFL4Y36vCTGCa9PnT-DHzMVatAiOyG~HE64~8g4BtA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 207
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Campden Estate

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0d2a28cd-c616-4671-8b47-51c1e8e248f9/207_Campden_Estate_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=gNc6AkOeX8k9qJTnc9on0GGuwzu2kIwS1aICHtJPOL3LWj0FAKKbogQbvSBTsgJZcdbyDgVS-mz75qbllktjCEsATGoJPLYiH3lvmYz~Nwvd63q60dj63K2PuF-0tPUfs-wgM4PrZxWUQlQ-7iKdDH3GIpuvtAz5W1rnMG0iHekNipaVwGCrkleuFKIKA-zwk2jokvxGyrzu9kXdRUKFjR9PqXUOKE9LiKauN332JuZxylgVS3b9Z8AqeTeRWNQZkh39HFwPIydJXVwvUFj45YC~U2oOv5H6-iM3SJR64i~UuATN80UbY~S2IBuuyolv1Fqea5ej3bvBexHmUyzlew__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 725
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Campden Society

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bd311549-c84a-41fe-b623-259773d08fa3/725_Campden_Society_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=rbRrr8HU4Y2L7mDu5aUjvCLidKm97j6qQjOiex3RE9gb3CzYjtjKehdO-jVbWJBPMrD833tKG4dxOVdewrL9gCYoEPj6VQzTm8AC1l19xguobRB-PhxCOS7Rjfb8DDo6uDnJ1EGIMJBasGoUQMpraZN2y19zXI245fzdqCRkbgfTQ4DcpIw~qCuTCJB6MGQX9-b5dg-9gMlaBuA~8lwxPE3OaccB8HJ473WUs~Bv2pyZJPGtZnPF1qkwTq0Bjn~3tsgs0H4-MauBOUrb1~bJgpq2vYFT789F3V0wYdyokoEWfDR5BLr0hgKgooN0hifSF~MVQzYydH665MX76iD8bQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 727
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Campden Society

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bc27c0c8-186d-416e-96bf-713a34bb39bd/727_Campden_Society_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=DdXxDnQWFXiRPbjWhxNScTyr9CYwetkhyEa4ANi7ioB3sBlwqMwdqbiM5d8wFfm3bDDTTFuii3wNO1W2osMFwZQWELsbVBc1sBBKFJRmaLK5CQKntDMBAToIh3GrxVZ6lJWhK7~iI~aVSCBS109dVPl48ZYrOs4ejaRJOgMjIxQBWB8usQ7B4QJxC3tWE0Fk7ERoMAsnDPjpRrdBJSakDiBrlSQItT7zlb2WojX871OCwx1kOyrRNGwwYnsGsY1xnVM4T-c~qPrUk4trHWKoOalRbCBpsJw9NwabYNqyYzmClD96o-e31ZMXSyZbBLN3YOFQcEdqN7E76vDpP6znxQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 673
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carla Patridge

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/95a76e3d-97e7-4653-a2a0-6b4b24da44ba/673_Carla_Partridge_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=U-LxAHxzhrYvv1LdjjHdKBuG2nVAcUaTthbZgqxGDKyTaaZ6BcdGCJ-ekIcGhHCMvxdcwNyOFZTiwEPh9u6wImXau~m-A-6VE2ppnPXKaDRq8EEJ0Rnddu6RpwmJpF1FVM~LeYM7Yn74EleiZJE-tthklMzbeXNPPx5Ycp-OHFjak8XeDiMRXA8mj9ydTjjmR-CHOdqWqtiJow1GWg5J~o6jlfKX6SksWQbPv~pHVeFdLJrHDOSH7pU0DxtK16ZchEfgH6AaGbW1vRSIqlT-9~QCmXAiiQp27rRqkWU9iZhvwhsFtVA2NAHQ2wIUEreoIbJ2bIednANbz7RIFGwTKA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 350
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carol and Adrian Ruskell

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/da271a4d-4c15-49a2-adfa-6cee54472a9d/350_Carol_and_Adrian_Ruskell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=A24~sKmPZJGdilalJLn1buFKYGv8KZi3VXuScMYhXlY8ghp2hKi3pUrQ2a-r3mwm7iwM3NP3ihQfo894YzYsXpQwj7vGjnnZaSP~~-MlSWQPts6bhQQ9zlmYhDCqxGE0RX7ZQKUZsBYTMuzWPmyLMxOYNVzFekTLqTkc2ZAcSklPOB8-twpQ0UdSjkTLzRBZnTwwJDz9ZhMih7Q5KCB2Vp0TZdP2A9Kw0mPg5JhslBXAVu4o-~vJphTDR-whiJmc1Fc5uonpQ3d-bHBuIu-BNyYTPZqZLUOc-ffJG5IvlckGhsHE45yQ5PS9l3~pYb-cu3wpuU~C-HHngR2gPfTYYQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 177
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carol Hayes

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/227eda1d-9394-472b-8bc2-12d891615fa0/177_Carol_Hayes_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ZnOvf1ZPXTMPvAw1FabQGwnGrThR4hywbzZN1eOUljmSHXltXoibYG3GJDf0Ww4cqYarvDfrvQLMnLInJ288JI6xMJbdWVIawcViv7WBnSxPlvE5aGYRShAELiqdAEJjkJeFZCfMlLCXxOIqDlcOOQazqfHo5AuwdgtqAviGJDQxbgyZbMcCrfE1dirVB0CB2MGoRNlQ~tLjs2~~LTeytAPIATz-2t57yvV4j12Fo2hWKW~Hrzc1z-~TDrMA5CIwiH93sftxkkgX~azAVMDYyB6-SKEwFDvj6VvSKfnNGTuGTrYFiv~VgwXKbpsv5UcKKcLouBEJFfVMZZIp6tI3zQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 358
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carol Young

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f2988267-051b-4a9b-974e-03d3210f0d9e/358_Carol_Young_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=A4~uHxgXJarxCt2hVmo0bjsk2-plXiIZWfJPCIIrU1JT-5XxIZJgj1acadijrjCf0a~3xHoPviECs-MgR9wtmIOIL5kOivQGTZOloWtC2J7BAp9nXTX16RNyp82sYDohvshKVDbXXvj3jq8InA7OU2-YInnIfrNfQPVCvd41yhgv-txDeT-M2W5wLNBRv1AhjM9ZL1Wm3vWO5atlXoL57pkSzEqayXF61dPWWSecBNBweiz8kaqGkO5pb4xP0g7BVb9JY2ezqGZTmyJGEK3mnfaVzF9RAxxTgAlFR9bcMuOM3ZrHwmoX3ZquaHrIUalnHfNcrJa-YBnLIvzDsn2Sog__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 593
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carole O'Brien

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/63c704ba-ae7b-45d7-9c0a-0cf32cdebf06/593_Carole_O_Brien_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=zLUUKjCPIYOMqERu6lMjKCgQEoGV5ZEq7SxUxv2c~BO0OPIFL4YDwSuTjLik~bMwppY7VRt0WDl5t48UxXhqVUPxRbIJjuJypAvXeHXJ1v0yu7Wu6MeX216Rbz4pMOILr0RHRDLa9ai7EoBeffILKl0AQGXA2q9A7c7eTOcrboK~fSHOs8vxCwyxJb6ew2DE4gfTajdkgbGeKBjFgse6ft~SdnOqLFUCO6h2gxsorlv2WaS6oc6PFa3j0UybzoNY3EDHivfRflMF2buvXQa4ge5rH~CoYA2jUKTasvWMbx5GpSMPPALrcu7wI5aKaQAX6A4PXoZnDbJBBq0qIwrh8w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

CommentID: 114
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caroline Byrne

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/30e2d59a-f2a7-4a1d-88c5-5b4bb47fddb6/114_Caroline_Byrne_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=GhRNhjb3VuJZ~oSIUTF3-hJAQYgUDJ73~1gUozT0dbyVLrJZdLpJkDqAIlPmE1m4W6DMvcazSpFI3yyM49gQXE3LdRy7hwo-zTRlJ~Qn~O61zdAki~t8Jf7Fcb8SbEnI3JuMlxr6c5-3AbE6foqrPxM6G4RJLf0cBIhLHjyMRR2DKB1arv1cRMLhPVirP1LlwNMLlYOa1QB4b9Sk4QHQWyPI7-rem8VtMaxAc9~R~7ki1RqjBeNo9MbUXHMLy4aztfWPkBs7khutz7kzPz2ua6lApPcl9MiwyBGTDcU-SOuAlbCMlFMqolH3-8kMxABfAldZg83Io~qQxwnmlcyb6A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 398
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caroline Pattison

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fadf277c-3c97-4236-b378-14f99ad2250c/398_Caroline_Pattison_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=sp7aPodwzVcutCecpJul5qQul3RDzhB0wH7cvm1o66aW9LVb8CjA0qApjma4c5QjjKoRFmQlFY9iBWnkHIEf2e6~nGiOLsIuMwO58KK~C6RhGLhx7gnlgK5A1J6a2C6~D80pLoWjqhXA0cOk4QClm4KX4ThEWNWTkYPE1vBH-de6p5PdAMf~--Pndqvzm6lqTMzZBInBKOuvBqpCH2JDJ5pNJ-Az61aHS5bbKjLAw9lDvEFxGHLnMb3jiHZ5vAbijku6M70fzKOxJYwO8c95rjdb5OGy3au5js2DPMGMQj-a4utTZvhtYVdL8yWEVd5prSQ4wqRnDsSyzB0vTcgc3Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 804
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caroline Pearce

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/01a29146-7855-47a8-8122-c7441cb9aa1a/804_Caroline_Pearce_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=lHan3pKu5J-tq0cnp9siEWEGd~dPdt2yNkCArokisFwoaD0QMbGI0RHYWRg9GoNbZlILquix1Qx1yUtd~xlT8jlE6ZxJltbkABYWhHZCWKwa4w5cV7srXuMaGigA9s7JwT4sR0q34rdA1pL79WE2Mj0u5NhjDWWJEBCji6tvk3sDusoKhsC0ZA97kYjv7gVeAE~GjYAxteWYpOoA4ymreTYINMwLbb76CVvZ~8zFWdeud97yKDlKtkZovqqycqvR2BkMMY8sfEwQ8RUTguvWk7io5pKY3gUPPY683YiqfT9mfDJSUx9~WXKXYyLyQj0jWezxFavE4G596A7rNLzxrg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 795
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caroline Robinson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/4aba4c62-e474-4505-8bb8-deffe2091f8b/795_Caroline_Robinson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=WtnKCCuxzOBi-sqop5YxaSwdJGNy6iDCv3SSTXmJg-ofjy7NznCr1bSbCSS7oRXgyfkoaMbafp~ED-4a5Hta36aGn~ZyCouqZTNWGC2vW-7FL6bBQDWDB6JmigiOb7Y9-fIOn7S0mgm873pO3GSJXerw7CplkanozaVGekKJ1HNV8EJX3htm8MBiGoVPffr1CFN15H61UiNCkTkP3Erti38X3akYBWNZXM6bZSGi5YpMhoyLszd8sTNIomh23SOfWV6MdZpYJq9uFMoRmt~scHGdegH8bfGV1klu7kko90SGkg8j5Imvn5b3IBv~k6uQ27mnPog0nuoboA0sM3syUA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 617
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caroline Ungoed-Thomas

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3a1dfa3f-b3e0-4c5e-afd1-baca8337fd55/617_Caroline_Ungoed-Thomas_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Mc742YfLTGi3bnEy~eH4MFjZs9s~6gO-GjX3hhWMHoorhCqEXBJ5CNaD~IaejlYaCA~aeAULbVPLNixw4IHxIbOykdbv-DuBardBmDVR4L~AyerxtQs7wjZ7eTB-pvBty-uSRso5KlCjzsPatvpyt46A35kLfLQAjzfI1WwTqfMYDJl6fCM~qrQJnLKNtArKiz6J6ipyuJstHO3TnuvlayQVfeDSsDvJxFtgZa7H2i9j3up3doy73lJ6e7AbY0c2E-hG2blstcpc2PPu7C2gB-Kr-hbjnMC8~ZtI5OcBJQfi~5QnrVnxXZ7zIXKrF2zDuI2ulEwLcutrhS8JCtLvEA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 477
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carolyn E Mansell

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0a9edb85-e388-466a-a6ef-2dd09e5ff95c/477_Carolyn_E_Mansell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=xdCihimBLbsrENlhsoKeBp5kh1x7eNJLKDMIalYNKyRdZv76Lrums9J4WUAxDaTkambA9-oCQauz1fwNFnTEznJm0SvfsHRBjGLeAZnJe5zMBiaL0~2m20y5xA1YGAJohlda6VjSdKczsOyUgHS5U4I5IQAAkn6~iwdYjoWrk2tQD5MXNnEFF4s-kwkoMDCv9scHDdNrmyRDzSVrHxOro3y2LwuSEK4RwQk1nLw-T~g6Vl1Ix8dhEHBU5jmvfHnd5-AjCriC1lTH-bwTLZNUNwAXsvpGA2RWdasSG8Z575z-Pu0ehR231ZphnCAJx8B93EqmUplVXhm0LZk-VoBy1Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 554
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Carolyn E Mansell

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7823c301-3a0e-4503-8bc2-a2b0a45cf9fb/554_Carolyn_E_Mansell_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Mg~JxIMoxQEU4mlmFtN56Wgnv0fTu2XYRjp9d~ZVMwbhZ-MzJodgOHLsCKTBMDwWhAF8z8uLXwXtBUmxhGuk2vF17FeF9f4TofeWs7Enx8Yt0owtTfXIjj0ewPNMnQJGC~K1mJ169SrU9vnxrFCLKjvRQns39OPJ1iuw4SmBRivqB2ejI2ZdZ0Grto5-qWb87zwHA6HanEJJiPZapthyEezMNbtgF50edw2cl-tvrdamUYYb-vX98TFjkJpbD7SqYIynoeahNaEypElXKLedvybIH4o-Wd5OcmTnf7V2UEF-N33Xn2Pmjsd1wVptlNT90Lk34SQBZTIplGsnHEqu7Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 375
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caron Bradstreet

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9f496420-77f3-4837-a7c1-f8a26e6482a0/375_Caron_Bradstreet_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=Gw8Pi8wZujMMMBQSvHMRH2hkSmSqCxeylaJLxcLoMyvwWaOLtmeTAV~umwIwPNyV9x6YScOsYL2Jg6pluF7-tuo5X5zpbajW4UrnGYuUoGpboP~f72NxEKULXsV-kMTGl0w1~vt9ecEjoyX0A74tqC9QZ8ZZZrCyZjCFYSwHqgr5Sjq~INZlcXEOTq6AKaIlltwV8prAPyiinA-YUNd4T-FM3JGgcYNzDAG2whb55~cBAnJLA8hvuRIXWRirbj2AxB4P1TVExR7eScMd-JADlw~jZQcI-SBePGoqCinYHUuXT6l0j23pCdM9EVBRObHa6vYxkH-gl7e7J6V5dDXc8w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 372
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Caron Westcarr

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fa3957e4-3fb0-4866-9474-f5f9a94aab78/372_Caron_Westcarr_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=0rYlisMjVJ0ge7O-IV6a44V3GRITR7Yg4pcGubU-uTF-bQ0C-ysyvMQIRj4~ZoXhyDfKMDIaES1m4~A4jtp3aKaLxYOXwwryN0qSLsjgS~5lgn-O1t18vdLeSV67kEU-js6BS2L0lfewvcLSgbGffpN0-gf787VF9xVmn~tg7i~jFSv3STpuhuHwubu9v5ZL7bx6Gj8KmpxHmkdhk0GkIgKdsJugeWlkR~DWbJJzUaxdPiBzYF3XEP4cUEjwpjmY8h~mSa5Zr8JpvehaxmNymT-NwHbY3MF1K0b2alSZswZiDsPF3UgODwB0dKAO3I-1RBd3i86iy2E8NCHErxsOog__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 780
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cas Boddam-Whetham

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3c48ce6d-11d1-43b6-915c-5a2dfdef57c8/780_Cas_Boddam-Whetham_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=ewVswz2vA9Q36c6CoSfQHpYxqPjVUqTOLlsJokKW9LkpSJ7UjGFSRClIXg02obAPr32ZqnBB9h6X5K3RDkvJ3t9TgoCYfRQHl~HMKZKRJIFq3WiqbWnGfwdI8R~g4XiPU-wawx9WCC8~q0iWCZJAoFrTBImFijJcARJ9l6OaHrcjCLIO-Y52dSF4vNoKxpS47VCV9uTUPqXbj5in7qimeOPoNfviCvTWMCZkBSS5QetYF3qZi9YmphLtTZHcNvczWiQp18xD7XWxQDnu~wBR-GOSAlwAAsolrBiOG-8XapdazwSn30KXDW-hSq1j1AbyyyspAk-K491Ydi1Nk9LI8A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 341
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Castle House Group

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8f284565-eed0-4f44-a982-39a957f252b5/341_Castle_House_Group_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=uz1HsL4A2UHYQXzX6ndAUwHp8j1dLCyfXIbJ-0sEiVio86FdCwe1tMWQ~jFe0bB6g~uMN0t2O592WjhOMZtGzWhFrouZqY9QJRSDWR6-QnNGzrjqwj8LDNzG2On1-AY-OBDauHJm0rPP-JBq-2-BieGQLVYRZqZL-KFmWa8lTt5m49CQRKWQRTwgMBWTsWo0Kop2I9YGvTV1XFq7-0qZqsW-l6vwBOxk4LJKict58DARLepiXNF8BPhwVzaiH-0PwhPrE4ZgP-TLg63aetPcjkQjQ4G7rwiZ~hk3mlOCwxVFd9Ygb93lgziufEtUxy0U5jn-bTNYnqRPZ1rnLNLcbw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 425
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Catherine Groombridge

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e5971db6-c2f3-41d1-a322-88ceb48c0bff/425_Dr_Catherine_Groombridge_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=xuC0xvyxhWdPfPHzf-su0l8BR-VwzIhIhBk6Un5SHBeufcm0wd0g2Gc~YrOPS2YC1XT4fxInkq1dpj07JCLeey-MimGFdWaM-X8lXophHA55MmMgdPRkYFobymD4Nf693C2HzZ8gUZPriVNr9M35rtHFd9zKD2sbg6i6dlmnOd9AKP6c9avvhSUZSqb1uFPFLv0JWXkLjXxA6BEkgS2jEiOK3MyGD23Y4cDuEK-F0usqjthCVzJ~4dn6sQ6rs2dPCSpgfu8insq9eOcYPpfjvQobqoSUYGHVcMUAvq-QrlTQlOpmhZ8NEqrDRPijj4e5EFx2ZT3G~dgM99oifr4Img__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 232
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charles and Penny Henty

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6d352c0e-8ccf-4127-ad8a-90fb70fdd94d/232_Charles_and_Penny_Henty_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=Hmu5392MMZlkD6HPmQUjSLx9ndZs~O8r-sIm~Q2SsEAjuqYF7gCFZKLmHjCTMlEkvSS3PJhQXYYCkkT0TwcpmMxIYAJ-WPBXfbHZTqq8hswEQAasqRVWdx6Vw4ttxOFkiKbqnkKtAdcUGgYGW4EKdiw6TyrRoZJFQ~s1VWYYc9L0zbjBPzw0brX0GwZrmjQQiEE1NCqXSSyXK7CLcB6qRItg3VZNbpOTgYZGvmvBIB3NCq37e0-xxuxowxx84poO7kVetyggzC69SkSmIyZyVQM~ltC-adFPt~KmOJ6lIUIabJe0K~oMP3TSxPBSQATRW9WN4U2RiaMzQfsBDogx3Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 257
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charles Bishop

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bdb59e8e-ebff-4ce9-8e2c-b40f4b004b09/257_Charles_Bishop_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=nZNCuLMUef5auhXvcH2OOr7RSrLrkiK2qvh5UQI5T8n5d0xPTbOatZOQcs4QlJZBvTe4RpGOY6tGI6-ffkoyh31tRoXibMp4qzjcz~fOsjnS7caVxaaoII8JMIJfvDC46mokgGnpX1YbnrpLFrpgf7ZQBCjUcXYJ0CrjFRBKhC4IpSouMzOF~-ssWgfr0owrYZyrYzidLqaUBn5WdIU3lhuI-4cm3lawuAbDYtQc1uPHQ837jpmdaLJZ29djzpOuTFPprcfVmxonSTgEp2THaoRIiP~VPLod6rns8NKVT3GSzEhGYovwTeEgG6jb0OwSJbTlDuVdhptSfl9m9w35Ug__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 301
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charles Levinson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/bfc12f73-9210-49b8-9424-59567a8c2a53/301_Charles_Levinson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=XwEEgid8afDg1ghuOF9nz3mg4NUGQEX8DyKyXnXFpC4uW1YUrNFTYHB0bqJmHlHj1hGUcBhTAqYggGPpUxlKYcu3GY-ewMGIwXafBWtZSizHluuJ2D1eV5FUD6ZmJUReBcVouOVglzJAd0f8o7sbsdUHRaM33iTu0A99RCpMsOYBQ6yhc~McfJl74iX31oj6i7BEipHNq8Z5gnGhxi9fVLZfQrPyUBGN1mK2dEO0SVFsKeVvq5F5uvImJfqL-g7Ef36~bhKrtwd7fwo0nC3YkVN180~j7x9oJykIfwyUjA34BfBasXw000POUWzs5Vn45~fMqQtvmcoGcGoeICspAQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 302
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charles Levinson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d04d4c15-7ef5-44b1-8615-3c05edc03372/302_Charles_Levinson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=NqbO-NW9VMHbiKX7yMRb2Wk84pCjkv3j1l-EK1imgy63oxg8RH6YIfbo0mrUNXmE4ojbivBU7-PgfIAcPOMT99cDIewsFPf-kj~iJo1Xgt~Rs1J7q1xR2H-b9LhwgnlfUbM9ypgf2uRYdNGW8X2Aka~lOyZmb4ml6zQx0jNdIUOCXoeXI8346mRzE5-Szu2pAQMPQ4Ozt7Q57kjtw6r5WoxIvcB5LAb~HHaOpFgK3ka3FV5jCEkx46ckisc9cTYq95VS2jaOW8cv7bulf5fGRI7PRI7PDrFz~bdd~Evdg7zl24Ka4ysVMCEh8g0urvZVocrRzDVn9E2kfMJ~0PXpqA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 303
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charles Levinson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/82098725-ceea-43ef-992a-8c0c6ef5c480/303_Charles_Levinson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=utPnfHb~hQijSB3PFyoMF6OvvolOVFqzQf0qdjOgzhbhYHqPNZKdWSIhjid~1tI7ZA8hg75JGMW1KmlG-p4dVsLttNA9LE4-GXpPi6crl-2u7UwIveRYducnIuR2YFwimRpdHcMopv0dEjZEhQikLG9phgtNq7VQhR80tfLy0sEV~5~ue-LjaTqZgblqcGlLBxvADDh~te2L~14lX8-iRF2nyG0kXy0pGKz9xbHrBvRHm-YiNwi1tTuN-tLdqT4nMCokHV9ruimOQnogPOPy~Q0xzHiugBrBL1WvPk8PfojtkPHkwzGBDcpZlTht9s6Jknm~krycm0Do5ygozaTe3g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 831
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charlie Jefferies

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/a4082b17-977f-49af-8bbc-13018f8b7051/831_Charlie_Jefferies_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=frEmQhlaCf8jVZTXbk1HMyhz3U3qrYQJ9GT9mqwYnjCYTd51IkpKam7GsA1Xos4dDP2Kw9LHe2hHXPtDanzpRAPmnHFESg9ojY~oioFXzaPRcgoFXYpaa3DJUVy2gKiJPitYPo4HcV0uIgTqXrvkczRcpgW8W4-thHjgHuqq4K7tXvQ~WKEyjvE9DmbflIpFb9dxKaITQbCWu4T0-RVbiVZ7tnL9O3O-DG8eoHNK9sGll4Yoz7hlHQljUu8lIL-HF2MbChcsJqPiK~1aJk8WTo9ZvOoi-59tYe7FDg1OZL~ID8Xo4GoEr1u2YpDNuDGq6CnU5PNHaClrz0s6hyjPIw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 748
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charlie Robinson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5a37e469-a86d-477f-8fd8-e5afab159fb7/748_Charlie_Robinson_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=KrHA7NVzl9qYMwT5~CAnCNAPz-lbBqUQYR~Agk-OA3j0eLyCs24YsqDY~EKCduwo3IygH8pJxbWpV8R2KxuYaH22agG9vlhIBY-2ox-OZUmM0WDKXoKD9w3OqoUMqZGDyEM59INYOFH4aFvQPyhWCRud0vGvV6Om-gm-DQMOkh7ipR3velcU~K3l2dS9xb6Sn0cLRoJGGNOQra-bcQFULsmokxBNXhM81WeHMxz27xCbpid5LJXCvvt7mxiz0kJQQJ9rkUr7o-gEYdXLyr57Bb1vf42uVOSNBEym7~P399R8HkRtrhxTY3JLo3hZXsQRxAbYKZgiJBJYSZmWiJsb7w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 399
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Charlotte Wilton

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d2b8de64-74c3-483d-ae56-da009d63707d/399_Charlotte_Wilton_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=qTaxyKZqty2b-HQ5T3QC-Jw1N5wPFTXnT21IbcodfTgW1~6t0I1fpgeZNQMCc7Cdd6yNETKHHJG-0uL6M4vNJTvn6J7-aiFqiZ0rRTRE6ytGU3De8CxACT~gRQgSgSrexsslcxmmSt11NzEpiksjT16NhCz4qhMFtZbY1kvkIJ61dO6xjEZ6AEydYgNwQcDnudSgywjMSlHKrHFefGQ8u1r~Lrf0eASrSHajwiZt2KWQL~2y8uEdqkkRn4fxnPuP9GJphTXoBC1BEWumIYr0wj3l-rdbjnfa1TmEnWbJEW81zRE2l0C1tlpxECqRBvgW2igALpalIZzTtSGeGuDOrg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 464
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chipping Campden Town Council

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5a2d2dad-ed6d-4714-8a89-6074523edb44/464_Chipping_Campden_Town_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=OXTqo5pHZewPg3vMRysartVoQBNkXa61T2HTmxNG3kbJvr-uKPWzcHwosrjxm5o70PY5AmDAH6xmgPeenfPP1nmvdYBltfAfCLA2WzYoSlRqGoXPKVH6ytHzxnc5b36Zc8i2cgC~DQ3tq335Ss5ma4DZseIdxA1v1n1SVkwxCTtuNBLPSK4ErBU9~IMHC-oCHhpdRtE7664M34o9d7G8VCAEmMIIfkN8QfebrO4mim2sZ-3II01iQ0ZILrOVr1kcnSlXh23qF5uWGgEayi0fRhy6~Xs9GvWnz9xUpsr4U~u05STrQ0hTT3VsJEEv8HisN15oGQRYGr97YtUdpJRGtQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

CommentID: 474
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris & Amy Merrett

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fd398bf7-6b15-4544-95e6-226ec0ac16ba/474_Chris___Amy_Merrett_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=vfsd6xAP6YTE0tw97Fe93ggPYtZnCYALHn4KHQ0FDWTwdTOec3bXmw22576UgL59S5N3XjuwRgk2-hVG9GrgkPBo3xinYJBbpGP4c2UHihGSS04p7A76jLSzQiEeXHoGqI1ry9AVamGAC8QG9qxsc3rlVXqQ~PylkdMPrPYMM-MljcawmSzOuB9~I5yhWHILUX5oksaHbwrUR-huYb96US3RnR-Kz8NzDjwqxf8HxNZG95trJGkjb80XmoxauGLTGR8Yx1qIl1uH6jQo55Vbsr~7kLvpvOIfU6gycFtBA-7W2t~-Zap518JBFh0gyLgEmN4UlaB1CbcTimmJY2G5WQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 576
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris and Amy Merrett

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7bcc9bb4-24c3-4d13-9368-72b508dfb369/576_Chris_and_Amy_Merrett_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=o-MVqFtZ4xJwScZpxNi~96FbXksScG3Ymu0moHeuv8OskMS~wDc4l3aZcZ6H~03U3sYO1PxOMIrT38EeCOsUjaWSjEouZ31aO-qAup4gKq7ZzirZaYbmNtc3XaEd~fD7VwBoatxDTCz6MP9tuG~5k7Zr-FKLqVtMr4yoZcqgHgVS7oy1dCr6O2T0~YfEtLPUarZX2YUWIoKGtC4zHZI1CAgh3Glfzvqqz3Anox3dnl0ZglGK2dkM687mBk5sxXcWGObfWLp6cJRGdFOM4mi1wv-GvjxzpfkYQ3D9aRn1~pjyMDO6r7cCv1F7pquCuocFpueW2wWKEVG-mSY~YtRsGw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 231
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris and Kim Tye

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1f91df89-2056-46d6-af7e-8d2ebf810fc5/231_Chris_and_Kim_Tye_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=BzLGUWYxjI1o7id6rR3vJVcGl5DL2KtIMUusm7UxqMRBKu3tySBxZ0KBWCxNjM0FjnhanVAsd~HDBtPwffAnbNjJoQdJqVDc4Zr4iLo0hz0~5MZq5KK2aPRBsouFDjqwQ36-Kbz2~a89YPVe5VRB0mTTxgSyC-EOAvsu7-nhTfVodguX5YVYS76y-x96TUeiwJaVym89sJ-nbIZcDLbymnykLX5B-h52J0LHSePPsXGW-DbCxTtWwdI58D3RMF4QSr64BaFqMjKV6NKujL4soVtPbpB38sBTHD0eQ0fNu47Ijg7R~blmx93D1TD4wIYo1~k9uE9HDjjePC9~dR79iw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 504
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris and Susan Thomson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5da9590e-44df-4e1a-a577-a18a3615d8ce/504_Chris_and_Susan_Thomson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=w7XQGRmaCS9K4gO0~rDtKLsfTkEpvtwgsEPR5ApxGRNiT2QiapDaGynVe5-eMM0~0ueBx3hw1g0~cyWrjjQH9iPVrHjNWj9qxiYnfyLU6d7~I0PUaopamDCgcoKPeigwbghfs-21iJfHo6-LkfutvKIAy5WOV4N2F8xvgHySft57s6r3tVscJw3piKIrv-BLCiqLHGPaULdnUPHHtGrgdWd9k-VI3uFc32prpW3PqUi3woR8dN1Ppszdd2q6v4IYqCnfZFitwt9A6UeBolW9Q0wnMM9nr2zMNxM4FRzPOlJEBU2XHRCjLnXe4cSa~VXj0IrlQfHjPshT0QSv1-DB1g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 559
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Cottam

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5bf80d2f-b7bd-4172-b605-1809ce2e06f2/559_Chris_Cottam_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=B2CGowJwS6~T7TFWfHtqFtJj4Mit56nlc1d2eG8wyXLaephhJH0EppOyWxCARkquebqXQ5XYNnWDD8NUD4WVOf9eiKOBI38k5IihTTo1CXjikrd9OIKo~7~xOCpFYXJni4OFGa6Loes7cL33HZKVefKAN0OmVFjqxl717fqIFlnT~eXDTd9yyUAMDJhdu2YLv65aSvyDYA74reifaH05DLnQrYHkG3py1hb0YwG~0bc7XtVYenD6KUWXvOYN3agkcleOhgpHuWhQLOZsLS5HdlscKFXPc6XWHBPES1E7EbjGkWsme6TrqGCf-5V4sBsuQvbxjArHok9lVVNqWaXeKw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 835
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Davies

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d642c08e-acf9-4945-959b-e4192cd05dd6/835_Chris_Davies_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=mMWSvzKkHI5wmurLdHGGMb6CmBKwYHlaC19rx1FWmXbc~GeI9xEQzfgB44-W9oNw2ke~KbjZrOzMgZ5jo7H5H0ROlIuIL-UclwjxIfMotEuZWNHCwen0Crwnvog1Nk~vmzEETMm57kPcPDBEyCdIoyBehka8HuxfkwN-cZfP6T8NQsgpkzcREs-qYr1bp2rlg4VBvDXF4JVmW2u5qeKjmCROvppw1NW7KawK6xAkFeP7T5uOxN48UuKQ5qjUDyTj34ZXiNWHztDuuBFYErN0RmE-ttAEFIee9sK33~MyrOAwFYG0E1O9jHXn1YaRYJgfMzo6M8HN3t3bn9tSeXtGWg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 208
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Hall

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/02f044e5-00f3-4a99-8613-72820442065d/208_Chris_Hall_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=rcS6RNiu0o6GotsTmgC~vKnq4XNcrpKk5XId8pCIXOeG1pneBTqbNw9oTHaJGe7hnzhxRINBN4idevg0bnvGlkEkk8aDFhOE~kaXAejw-wzKYdlYprgKQIRGNUxdTHe1Usp1WnxoHb2QJX9KWpphJ0zxE0DnXUkaCLCB92fhoZeKwjv-I5gyd5CbW6nI7Be~y7pEvCo8tnotx-r5qQQ1P9mUcNcAeEHyerVSXfxZWE70oxJXkEey1SgvIjYq9jhaJVcI0G4LIM59sDGCfIoKp7vrLrsnArM~hP9KZq~ink3xbl~RFnGLeiPeglLsEiPSaIpamXXdMONyQgLEYPooFw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 263
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Langdon

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1663d8d7-2f22-48f8-a870-c33a44ab442b/263_Chris_Langdon_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=fANVc7Gj60t7b9jQfxa2ICFcnZj89znz9z~6P1P6XRumlNkisjreGBX~BpNybSipI8kcNrnGPFq8TSzpENVp4cItiUHcCTNhBCmjsAqyuraQJjMmw3FrNQSYiSeHZCJ3N5EJx-hlLHwIUEFeqkWc-WJkxwbFZXkUERYpR7IYyNaA9tAT9NEPGtDjovWPN8S6aj1abYWWmiMQCbfjz54PzZO6YGTYA64TbsuV5v1WJyj6IUxMQdZZ3oRQxfD4MMoX6F~UlerSWWr1c6iIBk5BGBGLtye2fAGwPW1JXvWSNSUZTN8Vc5m~8xA8bVRDbmG5R3L-r2vHKfFu14AVfmnzXg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 657
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Roche

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f6a0255b-c7cc-4b60-9f83-c7d213f1dc76/657_Chris_Roche_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=QKrdwyo6IHiNHZZGp4yG4L-xxlFuyA032uzlmqjxUXCCiR9yQN~Ff~8xjG6VD07cyloC42aKmZ7bLNBRrPAkI~3mjHAYE8XxDryENwaX-e70owtWlcQa-wR~1ZNHdjPMIBOKlYrkbt-NCGdRGxWkoOjNXxD22rBFUtz8mNemVQ1-7PnXO1fk4TTAPWD6yZJVTAJcs0qEcJo2~B01oOgvlW0~jfRo-yxIhKrNYDVsPKxEWuzyjQPo-H6KK1bfZStNX~f4bJNyJMENbOkCxU0mlQ0qXb9ZNzcE4oVFi6kgXFQwID08kt5e7vBZ8kfFN531pFVQq9oiUTUb~HaD7DeD3w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 409
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Rycroft

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d69a5a72-aa89-42cf-996d-6c47b486230e/409_Chris_Rycroft_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Mmc7P062KF5wYoI0ewH3GIVulSFIfFYK4FRRRzgAXCzYY133ii9MiLFIabOXDK54UPQxhqnYCz0d5BL~q3pgP5Bd9rSC16~gBi4cvaJoa5Jn-MYvA1OofHYI~Grdopx4tvbMGKUccYPCA0Mz8Koqqv42EXy0ObMCzwZ6liCXVzr1bmi7-Wb3~NYx7~DwkiV7yEuPBo9TWQjmqQFMeRb-h6Q7VYbbPLtHWBQkzXC6maR~DUcArMEwXJp~nLrqRFOu3hssXUmLkJ0rnOejchtoMB2AtjUtvrVFQx9n7jaJlVAvOoq~-rlLIqR0VNU4PDgXqESSBkzgIziLjSBXdLlOTQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 565
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Rycroft

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e75e3c75-e7f0-4b42-90f2-561a21add858/565_Chris_Rycroft_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=f8ZEMPiRnlwADCMQAmLa~106HCW6bsLdgNiqHmB-4NPIe8Gv8H~DcRflQU~568aUiz5YDQa8lRCbC50xk4QnZV1nIlLw7ucCz1-Irr7EkOfJ~j9Uhyo6DTElUkbOL1oYzzdBpISbfx11Sf1YQ5eppssKHJViIDDlETf-IBOAy4m7rQHAL4-nBcdQuFIf8B3SfWWYUsiO-T5NeLHGNbmMgdNf2f4xvg74uQXfNYCDWZV~N-l8J0KklJh92oIZW29G4ViDwy8Q5g-jktGJVFB3XCftNbZqV9m7nA5-KSoVEmTBU2SoW7bUE4usE8F8HJoSaF3NQ8rw2W5QqTcMO1lSdg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 423
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Smith

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0601280e-29f3-409c-b8d9-587eaa46af13/423_Chris_Smith_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=djNLjPwWb~AOXcduvPDF9nvfkH~FuBpkQH5B7zseQdtZ~FCK-sMoliFqBJ0-lfEKD0jUoeLcOUfAbnwLI-eieXVkTRsSdUbaIuy~wJYbu4PP4gCoMZitp~PpvOrdrt6k8C7NHhrAkQp3XBhdBDmXCoBrt74Gozx1AkOGwtC7okkkytL3guup9hjCVstSOzz3hQPeVC1SE305PX3PeBRU0mdT-o1wpQTQn1tv3yR-oB7GxiroHoGW4wI2FRvVer0XhpadhVQ903zu0JQVpG085Md4Uu6fJ5MvrzO3sLdp0sax4OQsvLSMLhh1Nryrq9b5f5-MngHMycvukQbZkK7XWw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 306
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Chris Tye

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/44bcf0bd-4b47-426a-8754-80566966b024/306_Chris_Tye_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=RY0LvW-mil1cstvYWVW-YZ7kU9FKBDsfqwMqrfJ1cwtBHeVCmVNwHb3gOovt99zdP3c3lXDKklVo02CMaJJNVJ04H01nep~PuIwj8KUjyABMwE18-L0mjsqtF3LRxliovLTsYYf6EcME856ee0KjyujhPN7VsC1NfhnfCk9hhI8pDYalAtImAyaOugMW~Fw5pgR4mr5SZXpxw4fbiZNJNYPHOm9mmPsZzUf2L6pPVOZmRGuQjXOcdb6CTlq6EV1H-eB7HUCcUwaI4WaRYuWy7D1IIBWXfprn2cxryJXFkeju431tT~cVMg5BHygDW4b3A3bsZixFT1YbGMguI-P7nw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 316
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Christ Church

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/71ecb51d-d2b2-4aaa-a2b9-1fb8eb4c9da3/316_Christ_Church_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=fPnl6HiFX6PFW5n6r~dfzYdTSDJDJROGPVhWoReLQcbOGMbzbf50QaKbBqvFMuRB~URDB8tlyt099VTGuWWpUyR-m9GFfn1BGrrlnQa-f0WgVECAf08nGmp7jAaGGF1GrGzBgjcsMs3vkRcY-oKmk088tX8thpBoSTdORHGhRB5WuVe~sl8lcJYbnVT41DtIFvgjxJyxjhQSsKW9111aBgHIVEYsgtUEDCDR-j6OrmfrdTjqbyrFWsbzZbD4-F5wIXAR0U6xZqrtnD0RgvSVRVhUdedfvsQXB0VCjDj5mYsxdtcdtGK3gnCScdWr2h4jYgGzvfzZRFozEUxaw1rBqg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 860
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Christine Oxenbury

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3b772315-6e47-4087-ad16-be8dfbdc81d6/860_Christine_Oxenbury_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=GkuxupxJ30ObkIY92OGCOfY5la5G2C5yFJ-GIrI-eSSxeDZlOKtMyDGnycE78pB9MpbsCzT0a9dgv7thizXSIc4mXGU8fezpAw7XcUFFNPuSKYHfojOpMsWPyNrRx3eeOM8xtOsqwHQHeFz2tKpBVoijKnY42C1pNBnBznFqiTP8qke4cphbIE-lsfU8vM9-6S~ovVIicfEB6fVJWePV8EJBskxx4I0cO7S5Bt97LTQeydin3syXvQLdSzRsb3g7nbwvug-TiC--4P3xrAJwp8G09gOkXKGonP62ZsHHcvHGm7Bghj-IG9Hsm0rBpDKPZNgZuVVJn-HGHgwo8sGSBA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 862
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Christine Perry

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/88aef8fb-453e-4fe8-b8f8-001519f098d5/862_Christine_Perry_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Wayy-wJEwos~bRmdubdLAobhhQupnUKab189yWBbTgPyg2rNLLmMgEc1jzo8OchyVdyL6LhSnEgZ2gHfNV-CWTegIgi9VhsU3lk78iNla6TlO-b1PrVSeX-HXxvX3FizfFBPcRE4VFCcRJfhVS5~jB7Rd7FLYNhfXf7rUNcrkHHyLRZbS5fSZ2za-fYsoLS~ugVuxHKy2HPPdnGsuvng7EBZ3e29pwbzPpuW5yxtDCsWfVf0nM2Oy3rNNmPb6rPeXKdNethYDq5VVqUeQbtgh2WE8w1KW1HoGMQ3Bq-CAMw4D6eMSHUgjwy1qYzARXYaYDGvALfbJLc-2NxoVc1Bjg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 190
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Christopher (and Gillian) Peachey

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8533aef3-d56b-4c0c-a91f-741f3a35afae/190_Christopher__and_Gillian__Peachey_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=FCpEJSQh2YGatRhI682Cpzop6FyVOysPnd-YO6bOOxpfXS7lMQSYkOjCQS8k0pZWE-tLpOFmYfM-FWkfhTCx0o9~7Uy0K1g4ud6o32A9etBEmOvxv7L4D0KcOr0oUtQZY4WQ3aWTu4sBR04rvuvgQoXbJsI5GaPdRnv6ltaQCnOIDnEMjnVqjzVndZ1mqHE-~4bBincV7n9D9r4azTiMTKuXT8adpEZkvnBWTdkxaXU5o5lSb0OKIUqaCng-1KAuoliZHhPVzQTIKh7mCk598DrHL2TsnY~8C6sfCaRHXpBt2AJm7UHOad2gvIELIhe3XS0ynKVtpvM7XnZ7dzJ6xw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 209
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Christopher Hall

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5306fbd1-7317-4fe5-abff-5a731accce57/209_Christopher_Hall_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=lDGeb2l8lk2gR7IGT7z4Ij2bhVWVvR1rh5iL3XXdcvVLGzpPscmsFYRGNK1pvPLJYsZ7iz6CNHG3aJ8iofytQzvkHyNir9ru43ZBNMaD-ySwwtejkuqUK5-98SFG170PfXPzKEdc0ed6X3r3VMhVLwCLKIbKRq6l5xc~mILDvHxVDtpdyGujIkLAp8Qba9SCYLuqWShJZ~DVU7PkIHot60zYbu7VTYxXG85PMUHftSotJMw3u8pi0iBx5aoWdZhRjs1kL8HE7J1OrLPJ8zOZDbJF8gzcGn~jklCjVobIu1EgivkYrVNBiyUMMCdO6fSfCqhgyKetJ-Ktnr72lktRfg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 255
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Christopher Kingsley

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ec03d747-46b7-41c1-9e59-d82196fc1f4d/255_Christopher_Kingsley_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=kLijDX9mSq2i3-QHUcksnsA6NJxa6yuxRcn8l0TMD7gkzkqYPegy75AnvYnqVlbHPMvczRgZF5~D9lX7TyERxq-LRbF78VIdMvq6pRxgz5dqFTZ0p5vbSzjyUNw4oacDZ7URN9bLfFLj~C4inWiDf1sB6ZsX9gFQ6Drh-Y4S4-QqenYZOnuqtnhOsDUVf5qCmWSSv0u9SRVlpKORusB3c3AJODE9HKYHHAhoD9xECW4v4FUjj5nlaz3zgjUNXh3mQij~ymx8HiLaFcOHdhuUSu0eCMRydPuzHr-8huuorDrz-1htRWulcRgMXbF9OMix2JzZGd888ssFXDqHMNRNHQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 799
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cienna Finch

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b42dfa8c-9bef-42d4-8a92-794a054bc51f/799_Cienna_Finch_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=V~HWrnWKzsi0drjmQKCwOM3Q8GLYfstqVVwXvMs2~fEzbXp88mdn2tMlefFCynP839B5ZceeTLXYkBTQmya5sQycQIOHH41MJPE7CTbb35XZ3dM0rWIbhh8Hrm3grcJZtPjdZ8wa~GQdHKGxALEi~G2rFe0zl2bdF~NcLm44nCCVi~Esr1AwLzP2Eo3XXv5GBc4KIhvSztGRBvnG8XEniPmuxd9pfE5-qSEY5wnqP~PioCRMHKGpWxy1iQes7SCyETS2qP2WeZ09W5TO31kZtcuxRfn1eZkRWOtZm4vBDoDI1gTurBPmdhB-0Ul7zusRPKzi64tMEDD3XLrs5M~gWw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 396
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cirencester Action on Buses

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/74134c63-6b6e-44bf-88fd-7602a76191d0/396_Cirencester_Action_On_Buses_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=AnbLH7Vl19mfPiAHuR8I2eH9RaNakJUGqkXrNrmFSl4fGJRCR8wfKVNygKVQaaiYJl4Yuh5z~cTBUZp1ECXp5AUSqGzUAN5Vs-xqaw2BxlQm5DlV7jXY7SLnM~JH7R3yjLeUKyj35jCQsJ4nQuAJRQixGx0fAPGV~YP98O8A98plwrJF41NN8pDR2K01ojeQ0OYGhBkgiXainL2aB3X9QUu3FQaPmF1yRQUmgweH0WeOpdOkMWspyI017QTe0AoFC7WrQSjaBvFkJcuKM6MEFuNEADZqR8hF2MG9p9XbMAoYVzjXrVqYyfxs8isF~hL3YEgXqH6AfTdJ1WZVOHTHvg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 658
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Claire Pulley

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0726cd02-9c9e-4e9f-b105-052ce2e8607c/658_Claire_Pulley_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=jbR2CX~fjEU0Xvtn8nspdyLIdLYYNj~EEOcKYZjK4akKOMonYo8FUppHMinbap1ek4eGc41Jc3wOG-pFj4RE3ioKawtFL6J~IeU~aRJeVu5boyn5FUwTXuTWs3PoQ3cGbOwIvs5nfxjeYBj0YnnxPrvBB-1rUp2uOSIx8Av8BaNELdv164ZK1PPNRfBMWJP9hEtM0~Sj6Tt8SecAaY5z5SCLLLyMrEOlFhtg~xlN2cPJhXEOaoCQHiwYNwXp-JPaN-A~4KTbOoFM6WpPA9NQ8egUxZ9Tu16Rp7VJbptBp40y3URIxWqgBYUNL4S9EoZS6VaTnKZD~oXkg1JumE5kgw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 374
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Claire Robinson

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/3a26e6d7-f69a-4b55-af0c-19bad5ecd8f3/374_Claire_Robinson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=0f-MRQky~A5F~B3s79lPCIlais52b62~CUdGXjTALDQuqdwF8GHcOWajEtELRv1jgng1fC6ZwrGv6vT1um1vO0HXpCSrTvubeVINccRxAWC2Nue-nVxYtQGEFzGYLX1E9VRw9NNpezxAHN9x3QhQD5YYdxeUG0WfSMfVQTOWUZOU7l0jsSNjhJ-UAHi0A6yFfdfekATukPbXNVB26FtFksYigkFMB2FzvoE4eLsWlfbS3OobpUhxKEwQjFRUdn3Arapj6Ns2foZQoGgTy1xvfBTj88C3fRlqa8XTmXYyEH2HRNHakIMagejPUZnDMEf7WAx5-hWyLpH3WVg4dfgSfw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 433
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Claire Turner

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/edf86fd9-18a0-47e6-bccb-54251eff1f21/433_Claire_Turner_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=obD4k0swAjdiaFl3MaJc~kEQZr9zbgyTs0XSnQ4Q2HVEhqYlagHyhp5-Jm2G3~KQomYIJ0QUhiRuccXKOpVQ-tjkCD14fcc2LfIbwW8-2nTalOymSvadGzyco5mi0-ar9~x3faL0rs2Cw92g-o2iEX78n-0XxlcvUbd3k1JiWijE41P1kSLShidbjMi2stRoIviUFfD2F93uWxwhMamLQAOTj~5bGT6cAuF82RAofZbBG1Mb9XAC-J53YMmhazWe3p7ei0rejM~UsqU3IzhSvW7nsAZBnsZ6yQDL1FX2xPgIjI2gMJpiX6L57eY3UHTOxCsNozihSdox9--hzxKJnQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 557
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Clare Bacchus & Sarah Green

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6d149c61-cd8e-4186-aac8-f737091bf963/557_Clare_Bacchus___Sarah_Green_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=NQ0S5e8wjLo7ot~89qSEYkKAT4m9qrtNzbPRRrNsTRqtGNBBCSBtloGQY55xBjp4pnKQudBDbhxB95nftERmaldyA7XBq2zNJjbWFz2lBT3OCiWDsQXYvtf42LJ3P1BvcjONpV-Jc0JAF0bEmHN5i8UXmoYINW3GTrLeHvjOuGLw2B17TzvT1iVZPuSu8D4DyZyf2ON8TeE8cZQWcC3V4Z6mNtxANcuiJSCkFGQxtsaplgMVo58WIdKsqJldBPnRS14G066xzZS2d9BakUJfPd-aiWwpBx~cazUcYmL2rHTtu7o~aLJ-ylyQMOqvug2UyqsqgWr3WW5~4w2-~xOT2g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 581
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Clare Ulyatt

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5bbac9e1-baf7-4018-945d-8cd5473900d9/581_Clare_Ulyatt_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=kSGnfbf4HlbWSNP8unnviOsrms1NozCAQ7TDc0FqIrzUB1OCurRI-jfLQgyapbSvacyKUqKENUBOB4NTrFUtfOhC9RvGhZwUU4v71QhOAEKDlcdppE-rjpxI0-USOrtERWGnqQ9~KUk8rcyPBQAISTeRZARJz0ZZ1cw~DNcLBKZSoGKMRUaqoNfTdE2~-jfTcdAvJP1gyGl5rp5oSLx0NclqaQhaytsloax9O0hDbz8zFVj2uEMTRmn4AnQkTePmUvlVMuen1mjvZ8whRo5m7ZVJtTLlrOLU7s~LFl3vR33qvBQQAgOZo7PxuGdCDNvbjszH6ovMABlmHehshYt0JA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 739
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Clinton Grimmer

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ac27ac6b-5167-46cc-bc01-0f5470e27b9c/739_Clinton_Grimmer_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=qNceoAFQs~bv7TxF72gpUcRG2SGJKQ~i9HtbbuJ7DjVgUIxRPOvnbZ8KM~T1Yg9h6BTx8u-WjbhrUJa6n4DYUtzdbkOcO6Z5zR1V2JK-ay5KcVCWbvwlzhb89V0ueKu6YWqibMufdIE7iWUPWLKUSgmLDJxmjR96KYugCocTCvoHtVO-GLiB54kbdIm2awJzcMZEuqla4VLvfJms9wCodf0LEvWATSvZFDAfkoH6-ibfgulu9tH4745PhoTfks-CTup6oXxRHoITDzBu4KUEe0~5mKX8b63BYQYFEHT04unFILQmfkmwUSEt2rffXVoVNrPQWY3Ny6SOPME-FXXwgw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 462
Email/Letter Representation
Name: CNLB

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/56f0b44f-635a-4b81-87eb-8d3735e11d2c/462_CNLB_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ppnnmZEky6yjt5t6E7y2p0x9TNXjvI4OTWCALETEAafbxniijT7iU04FILLhnCxy0FQTybx9N~OR2T~6UVrIPNw7EMbx63QbVupNSPM5y5YQEkz5b1PBjsErH7f4cMYKa03sdtayjNbq56euSNV4HM3RM-EW56Oq4jtOqScfUzzAin7oyq1GR9yMVDllfnEE~tY87Mu2CwpugtSfXGNF0rcxjIqMwn0YJWodSwnVAQsoIlCVylQ-t8JgOcDPgNDiFVb5z8DvoDTQetfr-ryHxrUCL3tjBiQgkxAaySsoPjMPxUHrIOuisH3rdmzLUbVtu83xeG8XDVJBTPTzYAR-Kg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 852
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Colin Braithwaite

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/11737e33-e3ed-4ede-9268-7139331cbeb4/852_Colin_Braithwaite_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ceYOyO-D6p6gBMR3NrJw5bwLJKaUV3Kt0eu555hKKxkxy~5wA4l-zmjr5crdTPZBM0d49SSSOTU8S89qUz5j7op-9W2QGegu3rBDpgryIa5KmIG2KJGGwH76Yp81DhOvfHPvfa8MfauRac0TTDoPvuzmEsrO3I3Gb6nc6vMAoNp8Uy5noHKfYmQG9UmSepCpbP1YzL9tOBldfWa9xnoYly~CC5RGzO258V9vdklY5uvUJStyCVVu8Iv1wlY4aHUGVh~3FyTldYl4mG44XFw9g80M5uLZA-V67Xpl5l4kybkIlcQcByOcdB6iBNtu4hR798muLSMykdbpnBUav0tqlQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 249
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Colin Godfrey

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6e34e99a-98b7-4059-89da-f0ef64bc5aef/249_Colin_Godfrey_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=bmlLRIwa8E4H9X5MwuAEgxrPSg2tsCzdisFcjgF0PyM9YjWyBcqW5K2lDdeouB0hzM7cmVGza69SFcUbDsrIGAzOVR-kruKkLMI981ipU6XcaT6soJUjcCMzte0gqGJGqVbxPms4fIIiSn0gWACg6pV4GRkPLps1CDkhPugRHq3C4brb0w8Wqay4KAd0T1Rlw7krYSQmKn3aKBXBAzf7hDjdEPcwcA290XcEe96hQpvtnGMStJlskZ5fG3ADaA8Cuh3yJ4omy5~67YYPhYcdNXvqZCRIdZQ6W5Wl5m1NfRJHwO5ixJEJBjggoJ6hP3JeaZq37R9d9NyZCE5dbFsGLg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 487
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Coln St Aldwyns Parish Council

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/12aec154-898e-4639-90d7-a13644c0989b/487_Coln_St_Aldwyns_Parish_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=J1qh5ztICWDaXX7lQs0VrDXpp5HQdj5Co7Jhebivqk2RtzIPt68CSeHEjmgGl4~KyGpV9-dAYwAKtEuq0G7ckqQ1hDn7RhMMzvFBzh1HIuef~5-8FLugzShVcY1j-zhBLbbRMY9w43o1keT7ulb3ya7apEFD8u1JQcLSrNAcTJ~Z-W3RrnulMCkMZt-FFnAEkADPTLj~Dw~b1n4N4dSvTX82DmJNJLYur-~YpX1EB7RwqlpPJN0OZXaENqBvf3bKpKpPyqI5Re4xORTm3Oq4oLROwN~iTVXf7R7bFr5Uxe~OW-BhurXzQamHCNhTSIVZkQ4rPF6kNYJIvM02sEL8gw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 128
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Corylus Planning and Environmental Ltd

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ca7321a4-3a9e-4892-a1b7-5b9de060815b/128_Corylus_Planning___Environmental_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=j3UeQiwOQzBaXqKm9I2BsISlVAl3gqP~ztpvUxYZ68Q8NvFWX6RFAzddzv7kC0494pr2FpVJ6QfgIsgmCNsT0tPpAETfuaKzUiw61dYnuPGz1AJplqHYEs-hD6w9MjMKRLinj1fZHYeO0fzZhVK4X7ewtz-OqJt69panZl0hmPSJGAi0ksXzRkAG1GeufYpGi-3DZfu7pxb~E6tZWje8IacWrR8lUsDmOCqQ-Vj4Lh-HoxAiGlZyiQ88R7rJEZgI36skQHV6fibISJko-jD0T82q7xJWZnHsDEaaWDRAa1a6fPqgmxDXRMm81wg6xIGuZLzZ1EbPzIPpWFK5aCbKbQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 129
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Corylus Planning and Environmental Ltd

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/5d5db497-e3c4-43b2-b79c-44d67c030277/129_Corylus_Planning___Environmental_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=iDvzYB8RpaTof7cAybgFnzB7UPjoFdlP8TGGMq6SZVvJLlttG16USADdHokxE53RMLwRwiVgwvgTT9YhxCzEsjOrgWocesNUjXJM~S7ZluIgP5JuLiqVc3qm0IaLMWaPjQYWpRYqRZiLX45WQYEWa7RUXZzRAAgzLzjKwK-398zBA5nlJAtXLcjrFQvdQFtlH0BiZYnN-qCJirKEdXHUq30VOtwlesi77lI1um9k70ld~D1XvrFFBg3zDTVgejIVffNmUn9JDRrmvEVVMVqGczaJUb41qpMw5zsXTSj9ag7luTXusLV2FHDt0gCdE9XDimXiqIIBkN-WZMtzka2AuQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 286
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cotswold Oak

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b858d063-c280-4475-90a9-6304dacc51b5/286_Cotswold_Oak_Ltd_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=SVCdLPWsPGAXl1dO2AjCxzgKTHc-lOUCiWg7Ob12lr99RFLl5omZDkma0KoIcT0tzjm5p~elu31diyY8qtqE2MsYK4FvwnPrUcmkbEalfzLG-LzC8tWxm--4HUNAfQ69M75BcGB6x~ZPL9wIe0mtaXYmL~d~ew0qEf9GopvtC7CZz86lAVsmIEiB1vAxfl45fYiQBWQvAVtJCHaiH2AiFf83LUt9aHmqY5YpORHwEbhAgQYTtU-zaacpmujrLuRmprCkQFHnIf26iTMNRXQIt23BVgqIpkr59zDFfIaH25liJKtmdeJdZsN9kc~PVDu30WcGGOJleuwlm4yqLG~UxQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 482
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Courtdown

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7891be6c-36e1-459f-91a0-436676f2ea3a/482_Courtdown_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=McibyroAsnL0t0ahuJJvQMrBLtkZlSL-0aWsvHMUyXnYUc1cEhuiJUh8gAOuV3Y~89Ta4JnEszhcwOWgE8ks9EyKQrv-ukON0Ulqhw-uo0CxACSXXhDwVUyk7O7Ts9n6fOhrvOKDV2KV0OKd9GqIG3LczqvwF35fBTI25FLzoUP346EoKqsc-hV1xeAdYz9C2Z7GR51LjFrrf3IgmIcGP7ZT1OC4Ybu13Ba-OScJW2iCOtxYF~877dbjB~sGsu8yjbZNGSadaa6SQoZviNei15kyhqalyHf6BvrFikwjHMZ5iT2Bo9iND8XNaOjHYjD7GyfaY391us0k0wblpDGQjg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 646
Email/Letter Representation
Name: CPRE North Cotswolds District Committee

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/32812eab-5f0e-41ad-b903-24428fc5e0d7/646_CPRE_North_Cotswolds_District_Committee_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=fufifuVNHNhd7PJxzMDhCfXiyoOis8a9W39NbL7Npd3HfxkrZvx~lxU0yg3CgDXfP4kDwel5XWHn4e9Ng9Y7SAQYSCFllz1AS0UQ-qzB-0myZCQbxKQ4P6xBAr4aMBXbn0~k13dQtet4DVAxJ5zVyNua1eNkahP8MxZC7aaYhIVxwzYj9lV95SMGQMUduoyHHDXZoOGwmBPwDqY4uQtbLTyUHrz5B-9-6dfVUmKEN-jqgvd0KQeFoY0~Irf3ydHRKEXCb5WNsWFFdmXO6rnnpP8Ztjo9P0RX-h7FCaNYo4GXpFw1cYqpPCEQ7D-BZdM9MDgT-Vq6-8nfkjaBtUBYGw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 599
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Craft

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/44fee47f-d756-4cc5-81e3-e7e68e17d1b9/599_Craft_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=zp-EYefIcZPOTqe3~uIVN1li4a7zfK~IAqdGrLZjdV4RQal0oIwlIpQbM2fXZdypga2KpYYkY07Wbpy5BYn6qr35Rc~V7KY96iZCFFJINyJZx9Df~rHP1HW0xhDW9yWk-VnASUH4FiXVPTvmjhj~0TuKTzhd4ufGTU2StXn4quf60yyGUbxM~WBGrJUCNfxg2Wt-eIxPDQXo0silHQO3tTsxpPlMdkkLPBASNZAZuAaiHRCcopcFM29Z7R4BwYJMs3C9GkG6s0cGz-vvXVI5qNHeiAVbCPyox-yW3Z2QC9Ed2e6WdeatWCkg6gd7oXH5bZDZedurEWjkdrLcDCcXbw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 613
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Craig Titchener

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/665ba1e9-9f71-4e25-8793-d042f0fcfae5/613_Craig_Titchener_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=LnswxYZTn8AOlfaX3t-0GGx0bYhQ~nkMNo-40-FYMRBoFnSEoPE9IbS43nwsyiUs3Hq2fHsQjinu~KFFjeWLLfNDnm3JG~kDtMOqX8lPBidy7D4GI2Zx45~sxOhO-UphyA1dFUxXLaWXGoi9t838qVnfWeAtv5JZ5igFH~x~2mbi45JfRTPybppKo0U0kzkhaYOwQl4D5N4j2uKQWtxqKCZ12dTmqqhST-7as7b6869VBtZn4oBi5862pjVfiyaLtsCBS7CbXZDFeO1sx-PBxyIE5-fMSMm1XX4TdC~JAwBiFB8GOqnyOk11WGw7Vpc5a0jGGLYjpd5GhQN3wqj1uQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 844
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cressida Landless

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/636b1fee-f270-459e-9d8a-3881ed63d5ae/844_Cressida_Landless_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=VBdhAHAuTmrvuaCPggVob1kTDVugg69UfvlI8Woe7C8MSXLjXIDY6-OSFBNjwAXDBL47TE2tGSr13WMUR29wjyy26WBlf-minsIPIrIs9uAWZl1jVIexpdHHNg9cWfmNVEAY5h3RozqqnQdu-BTob0ODWCDRdFIk2MzjubXowNU3tyUi4bYT5bPNnt9T6h-8qP5~zusURGkbkDOKRnOVIWlv7O7E7hhbQSBnEPoo7yzdS81zKEx70cbs8VbAK~E1pcyRDLgMdadr6czFHymCnrESiKvPDg9x4Jn-uHqeef8bZWeuS3bqX8m-mEeR2o5CHZQ94T2EdIbjZYwjbgJa4w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 762
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cricklade Town Council

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/243e0490-ce5b-4d1c-8ef8-e2552508302e/762_Cricklade_Town_Council_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=X23Rs7hh~vTRfajiKIs~s5K8Rnr12DaVSkH27oRwpLxZvv4o1vPsnVwb4Cyhk2xEWzLvSMmuEYXe4eopvLEHM0-xFg2K5h1Wn0a7kYxgg59san1MZYEzBgIuv-XW3yA-mm0seu7QLX4Sf4CbZxD-41SWDIaEfLmy0-Y7DexkbOVU-ge7qJChYsj-wX52tjNaDbXAYmDg37HjilsSNvQo4~pi~-sFTzSPVgI5QxQ16yOerRGEsbjLoSEGHImpQT3i4JLrELbP33mCUhCJbHDxYETYpnFWxC-rfRUM5fzuxsbR1T6tB-GkX6DG6pPoB14P-WBToHMLRE0ADoJgN00nNg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 763
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cricklade Town Council

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/a10a6566-0369-48b9-b26c-0bf52e3ba2bc/763_Cricklade_Town_Council_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=kEgQMjrcxkCDO7MDn0366CYAaqbKu9K9u0ZLWeLKFDth-Q8Fu3mg50tQw528QfsLdcNmjOG-W8QLnuRDA-uPL70APUIeaZquW8qNHW7jcVlapx8~Vmcowykdf-YcHuJgD4Q8Nycjm2VWOprOgbpYto4uRc08~TYLBS~uqZGlTqyAmlvsF6vRDvJsseJbOo-mZ5c9onUj-99503AyQPyEgCcdyo2FQrvNmezfZdsoK4IlmAGADxRS784RQuh42VponD~lOaOdzfci3~7FxARplel4HJkarwH-MgG8i1qfg64ZdPtQIuoruxK~RtcHi1RLDhmaRTg2a4IqHZNolPfJKw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I

Comment ID: 764
Email/Letter Representation
Name: Cricklade Town Council

Comment: Click here to view full comment


https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/423e9c51-f747-47a4-ab79-7307b5f95326/764_Cricklade_Town_Council_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=aDVFCU8~THCod~pvLx8yPiceW64MrCvOIj8oHWtbgHdvtpRHEHeA0PCygZEI3CGVIRCDRl0xL8KILotHdqwp~o66zHUj7kq4o3qgu7FA5f3-yWfj1n9ELQclwJfUwQwMl9C7Yt2jVAZNdPpLiZUu4tGzTDRJWZm9OT6Yqdwuz8OyLKZ90lQ0Fq9iuCXGOKIRZKDdzM1PGX5Jn8I4J0lO8ph~u2XMMwUpd1w9Qcj9g-0uhDX7Md~gi05adNCwB1UurkoK9yfUSPwgd~~9bTlnNGfLEkKqKXwQQ9w4d7IwHcK5Q9LO~P34L0u5u8i1iqOJGNx590SFWD61rte9HHX3PA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I
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