
Comment ID: 9460 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Adam 

Comment: The target set by the government feels arbitrary and extremely high for 
district that has only a small bit of area outside of the AONB to work with.  Suggesting 
that the CDC push back as many of these small rural villages do not have the 
infrastructure or employment opportunities to support this kind of growth.



Comment ID: 9463 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Adam 

Comment: Regarding Fairford - It seems impractical to locate such a large volume of 
housing in an area without corresponding employment growth. This risks embedding 
higher levels of car dependency and longer-distance commuting to places such as 
Swindon, Oxford and larger centres across Gloucestershire - placing further pressure on 
an already constrained road network.



Comment ID: 9462 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Adam 

Comment: I would strongly encourage the Council to reconsider the scale of 
development proposed for Fairford, as the current plan feels very misaligned with 
infrastructure capacity, local employment realities, and the long-term health and 
character of the town.  Instead, it would seem wise to concentrate future development 
in large towns where there is both infrastructure and employment opportunities, as 
opposed to building at this scale in small rural villages and towns like Fairford. 



Comment ID: 9461 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Adam 

Comment: This number seems radically too high for Fairford.  The A417 narrows to a 
single lane through the town centre. This already creates regular congestion and 
significant delays.  At one point at the base of the market square, the road is only 3m 
wide, and is flanked by historic buildings that are central to the town’s character, making 
it impossible to widen.   An increase of this magnitude would, in my view, make traffic 
conditions unmanageable - even with a far smaller uplift than currently proposed. 



Comment ID: 8925 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Adam Billing 

Comment: This level of development is ABSOLUTELY UNSUSTAINABLE!  This much 
building, especially in places like Fairford, Kemble and Ampney Crucis will devastate 
the character of these small rural communities.  This must not be allowed to happen!!



Comment ID: 9078 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Adam Billing 

Comment: I think the CDC has been put into an impossible situation given that 80% of 
the land within the district is AONB, and cannot be developed - thereby forcing a 
housing target (recently doubled) into the 20% of the district that is not in the AONB.  
The result is clearly impractical, unsustainable, and will likely result in the ruin of these 
communities. 

 

I feel the CDC needs to push back (as other councils have done) on the gov target itself, 
and question the grounds on which the "affordability" criteria were implemented for a 
town like Fairford.



Comment ID: 9076 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Adam Billing 

Comment: I believe the growth target for Fairford is unsustainable as there are no 
employment opportunities in the area, and therefore most people would have to drive to 
work.  This is would seem to make this expansion impractical as the main roads here 
are  not capable of handling more volume - the A417 is SINGLE LANE already as it goes 
through the centre of the town, and is flanked by historic buildings that would prevent 
widening. 

 

This would also cause an environmental impact - noise, and air pollution - reducing the 
quality of life we currently enjoy here. 



Comment ID: 9077 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Adam Billing 

Comment: This level of development in Fairford would put an unmanageable burden on 
the current water / drainage systems / sewage , which are already badly stressed.



Comment ID: 9704 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: I believe scenario 6 should be adopted. Although it is stated this scenario is 
against national planning policy scenario 5 with planned large developments in broad 
area 17 in open rural countryside is also against national planning policy. Smaller 
sympathetic developments are allowed in the AONB and these should be considered.  

CDC should go back to central government to have the housing requirements reduced 
bearing in mind 80% of the land area falls within the AONB.  CDC is sacrificing the 
remaining 20% merely to fill a nonsensical quota and this will destroy this area of the 
Cotswolds forever.



Comment ID: 9735 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: Objective 5.3 states to locate development away from flood prone areas or 
help support climate issues. Down Ampney with it’s high water table is very susceptible 
to highly documented flooding so how does CDC reconcile recommending large scale 
development in this village.



Comment ID: 9706 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: In small rural villages such as Down Ampney increasing housing density in 
large developments is completely out of place. Down Ampney is identified in the current 
local plan as a small rural settlement with limited services where development is 
expected to be small scale and proportionate.



Comment ID: 9711 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: Scenario 6 is the preferred option. This spreads the development over a 
much larger area and if done appropriately would not have such a huge impact on the 
Cotswolds as scenario 5 which sacrifices open  rural areas with out of character 
developments.



Comment ID: 9714 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: Yes. If the areas are unsustainable purely because they are in the AONB then 
development could be allowed in smaller scale as long as it’s in keeping with the 
character of the villages.



Comment ID: 9717 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: Limited numbers of smaller sympathetically designed rerrcaed houses 
could be built as villages tend to have such older properties already. Large scale 
developments with virtually no gardens and houses built without sufficient space 
between are not in keeping with the village character and must be avoided. In Down 
Ampney this is already evidenced by the ongoing devlopment at Overlord Way which is 
suited more to a town than a village rural setting.



Comment ID: 9723 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: Propped large development at Down Ampney is completely unsustainable. 
CDC 2021 Settlement Analysis (area17) identifies Down Ampney as having limited 
capacity for growth as its constrained by infrastructure, accessibility and environmental 
sensitivity.  How can CDC just 4 years later now recommend the near tripling of the 
housing stock.



Comment ID: 9731 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Adam Crawford 

Comment: CDC vision in paragraph 5.2 is a meaningless and morally bankrupt 
statement that I would like to discuss with your officers. Building large developments in 
rural areas does not in any way conserve and enhance the Cotswold National 
Landscape. Environmental stewardship does not include destroying habitats and 
concreting over farmland. Building unsympathetic housing developments with high 
densities does nothing but detract from the unique landscapes, heritage and character. 
As for successfully responding to the climate crisis,  on what factual basis is this 
comment.  It’s a statement that CDC appears to make with confidence yet cannot be 
substantiated by CDC with any factual evidence and has no place in the vision.



Comment ID: 9443 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: The Committee prefers Scenario 5 and agrees with Cotswold District 
Council’s rationale.



Comment ID: 9442 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: No as it conflicts with national planning policy and the Local Plan’s 
objectives



Comment ID: 9444 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: Support would depend on area proposed and type of development.  Mixed 
age-groups in low-rise flat or maisonette-style accommodation can be good for town or 
large villages.  (Netherlands model which mixes students and senior citizens, for 
example.) 

Bourton Chase phase 3 in Bourton-on-the-Water is a good example of mixed tenure, 1 
and 2 bed flats through to 4 bed detached housing to 2.5 storeys.  



Comment ID: 9446 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: 1. Only if appropriate infrastructure improvements are carried out e.g. to the 
transport network.  (Moreton in Marsh being a prime example of requiring a bypass if 
more housing is built.) 

2. Concern for impact on the Cotswold National Landscape and Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, road network, environment both green and blue spaces and wildlife, 
including dark skies, flooding and sewerage infrastructure.  Roads are increasingly 
potholed, and flooding over roads common as drains and grips not maintained 
adequately.  

3. Accessibility and capacity of health services, especially time taken to respond by 
ambulances, travel times to hospitals, wait times for appointments and lack of NHS 
dentistry. 

4. Support job creation via sympathetic development of Industrial Estate and policies 
leading to quality jobs to rectify the current imbalance with lower paid and insecure 
tourist economy jobs. . Such physical development into the landscape should be 
carefully designed to meet policies such as dark skies, tranquillity and other special 
qualities of the Cotswolds. 



Comment ID: 9445 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: Yes.  The impact of tourist influx to the Cotswolds throughout the year.  
Traffic congestion, and the proliferation of Airbnb type accommodation which reduces 
housing stock for locals, particularly first-time buyers and those in need of affordable 
housing. The impact on local schools,  particularly Bourton-on-the-Water Primary 
Academy and The Cotswold School (Academy).



Comment ID: 9447 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: 1. The Council broadly agrees with the vision and objectives, however, 
unsure whether they are achievable given the pending upheaval and dissolution of 
Cotswold District Council as a local champion.  The proposed unitary authority may 
have different aims and objectives. 

The Committee places a strong emphasis on “partnership” ways of working, with a good 
look at ensuring local democratic representation through Local Government 
Reorganisation is not weakened but strengthened in line with the government’s 
Community Engagement Principles.  The community right to buy and similar should be 
reflected in this Local Plan. 

2. Greater emphasis on enforcement; local capacity requires significant strengthening.  

3. Reinstate support funding for communities to create and maintain Neighbourhood 
Plans. Locality and similar bodies have been undervalued by the government decision 
to withdraw future funding. 



Comment ID: 9448 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council  welcomes the new Local Plan that 
aims to support required infrastructure-led development while conserving the Cotswold 
National Landscape.  It agrees with Cotswold District Council's suggested development 
programme but strongly feels any development should provide the facilities and 
services that would be needed by the new residents. 

It understands that whilst a number of new homes will need to be built in the parish this 
number will be met by the development of the old Co-Op store and other infill sites. 

The Parish Council wishes Cotswold District Council to use the new plan to restrict the 
number of Airbnb rentals in villages and rural locations.  The conversion of existing 
properties for holiday let use is affecting both our younger residents but also our 
growing elderly population in the parish and the Parish Council feels that some way of 
controlling the amount of Second Homes, Airbnbs, holiday homes and even guest 
houses is essential.  These properties are restricting the opportunities for our local 
adults to buy a house in the village and for elderly residents to downsize.  Their use 
creates noise and parking congestion problems for our residents. 



Comment ID: 9441 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Admnistration Officer Bourton-on-the-Water Parish Council 

Comment: The Council prefers Scenario 5 and agrees with Cotswold District Council’s 
rationale.



Comment ID: 8957 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Adrian Bott 

Comment: I have viewed the proposed 500 odd new homes that are planned for the 
Mickleton community and am wondering how the present infrastructure of the village 
will be able to cope? The school is at capacity with no room for expansion. The local 
doctors are also at capacity as are any dentist surgeries. My wife and I have been on the 
waiting list for NHS dental care for over 7 years! You never see a policeman and with the 
massive increases of affordable homes, crime will without doubt become a massive 
issue. The main street is now so busy that crossing has become an issue for the infirm 
and the elderly.  

Job vacancies are non existent for the younger members of the village and future 
prospects for decent employment in the area are just not there. Decent transport links 
at timely intervals do not encourage workers to commute to the jobs that may be 
available in both Stratford or Evesham. Roads to Stratford are chock a block in the early 
morning and in the late afternoon and with the proposed massive future developments 
in the Long Marston area it will become impossible to get too and from work in good 
time. 

In conclusion there are absolutely NO benefits from future Mickleton developments 
that will help or improve life for the present residents of our village. Crime, schooling, 
transport links and jobs are my issue with this proposed housing plan because you also 
HAVE to consider that already live in this stunning village when there are other suitable 
options.



Comment ID: 10733 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 2 

Name: Adrian Holloway 

Comment: I understand the dilemma of trying to meet challenging house building 
numbers, but there seems little mention of the rurality, agricultural and forestry nature 
of the District. Very material factors in any local plan and how new or additional housing 
fits within these constraints.  Economic and social aspects should be importantly 
drivers to ensure that employment, services and transport links are genuinely linked to 
the needs of the area.  The proposed delivery looks horrendous with the Thames Valley 
area of the District likely to change out of all recognition and transport links are likely to 
be overloaded or in need of major upgrade with associated loss of amenity and 
landscape. More growth around Moreton in Marsh is going to make the already 
congested through road impossible.  The real needs of the District seem to be being 
sacrificed over bringing more people into the area.



Comment ID: 8774 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Adrian Valentine 

Comment: Whilst I understand the need for more housing in the UK, there must be 
better options for development than the Cotswolds. It's like cutting off your nose to spit 
your face given that the natural beauty of this area brings in much revenue from a tourist 
point of view and if we build all over it - what legacy would that provide for future 
generations? As this Government seems hell bent in pursuing a 'green' policy in order to 
safeguard our environment for the future what lesson does this provide for our children 
and grandchildren when the powers in Westminster dictate what they want according to 
their manifesto in order to get re-elected at the next election. You just cannot trust them 
- so who's to say that their current wishes will not be extended further before we even 
reach 2043!



Comment ID: 8776 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Adrian Valentine 

Comment: In order to meet Trump's requirement that we spend 3% of GDP on defence 
and given that the Government does not have any money, with the MoD being 
particularly poorly funded, why don't you approach the MoD to inquire about the 
possibility of acquiring the South Cerney Aerodrome (which seems to be hardly used or 
of any significant strategic importance) to see if they would sell it and raise well needed 
funds and utilise a huge area of an under-performing asset and turn it into something 
really useful by providing housing, both affordable and individual, to help meet the 
building requirements. Transport, access and infrastructure is in place or good value 
and easy to develop and it could provide a nicely landscaped environment, close to 
Swindon/Cirencester and their amenities and jobs, whilst not unduly detracting from 
the beauty of the surrounding area



Comment ID: 8779 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Adrian Valentine 

Comment: I would not support an increase in housing density. In cities and/or urban 
areas that is fine but in the Cotswolds it would fundamentally change the nature and 
character of the area and leave future generations, who want to experience the true 
beauty of nature and the area, with no purpose or inspiration to keep things as original 
as possible



Comment ID: 8782 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Adrian Valentine 

Comment: With Reference to Ampney Crucis 

 

I OBJECT to the proposed indicative building to increase the size of Ampney Crucis 

 

1) Being a dog walker, the junction of Backs Lane and Butchers Lane is incredibly 
dangerous 

already. As you approach the junction you cannot see traffic coming from either the left 
or right 

direction. It is a blind spot and the number of times I have had to jump back to avoid 
lorries, cars or 

vans that speed past is unacceptable. We do not need or want further vehicles making 
what is a 

hazard even more perilous. 

2) Walking down through the Village towards the London Road there is no street lighting 
and 

the pavement stops soon after the Village Hall. This forces the Villagers to walk in the 
road. We have 

a great facility in the village, namely The Crown at Ampney Brook Pub which we must 
continue to 

support as we are lucky to have it. Unfortunately, the road narrows so much going 
towards the 

bridge that an accident is waiting to happen. Someone is going to be hit, run-over or 
worse. I found 

myself in February walking back from the Pub when a car or van passed me at the 
narrowest section 

of the lane and the wing mirror brushed my coat as it went past – and I was using a 
torch!! With 

walls on either side – there is nowhere to go! I fear that more traffic will only lead to 
villagers staying 



away from the Pub because of the danger which would not be good for the Village 
community. 

We do not need any further traffic as it would only exacerbate an already dangerous 
situation 

 

3) Whilst I understand the need for extra housing, the near tripling of Ampney Crucis 
(according to your indicative figures) is clearly impossible given the limited 
infrastructure (which can barely cope with the existing 246 houses - witness the number 
of times Thames Water is in the village tending to the drainage) which is old and 
inefficient. The village school is at its maximum and cannot be expanded, we get 2 
buses per day - which if you do not have a car is nowhere near enough. There is no 
industry or scope for future jobs - so what will the proposed occupants of the 660 
houses do? 

 

4) If you hard landscape the area north of Ampney Crucis for building where will all the 
waste water go to? It is already a massive problem as the fields to the north cannot 
absorb all the excess rainwater so it runs down Butchers Lane and Allotment Lane into 
the village as the existing waste water drainage can not cope. If you hard landscape a 
further huge area for new housing this will rob the land of whatever remains of its ability 
to absorb the water which could and will lead to flooding in the centre of the village as 
the land to the north of Ampney Crucis is on a slope and everything, even now, runs 
down into the village when the drains cannot cope. In order to put in and build up to 
date and modern drainage infrastructure, the cost alone would make the proposed 
project uneconomic to the developers which could lead to a sub-standard quality 
project being undertaken and all the sundry problems that could arise from the new 
purchasers of the buildings. Also, in the field where our house is situated there are 
seven underground springs (I know this as I have one in my garden) This leads to 
continual water-logging of the field which is why there have never been been any 
sheep/cows or horses kept in the field as it leads to foot rot for the animals and the cost 
of the vets makes this unviable. 

 

5) Danger to Life - We have already had a number of incidents, with the police, fire and 
ambulance services over the last few years with cars turning left or right onto the 
London Road by the Crown at Ampney Brook, being involved in accidents. It is a nasty 
turning with limited visibility both ways, especially when the Pub is busy and customers 
park on the pavement on the London Road which is often used as an overflow carpark. I 
know the police have issued warnings both to the Pub itself and by placing signs of 'No 



Parking' on the pavement - but it is an accident waiting to happen and someone will be 
killed in due course if nothing is done about it. What we certainly do not want is more 
cars and traffic in the village spilling out onto the busy London Road as it will just 
exacerbate the situation and increase massively the chances of a serious accident and 
possible death. 

 

I OBJECT to the proposed planning application as it seems to me that it has been put 
together with no due 

consideration to the Villagers safety and the local community in general 

 



Comment ID: 10250 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Why are you calling for more sites in Mickleton when we already have or will 
have applications for 475 homes. Asking when they would be deliverable is rather like 
putting the cart before the horse considering all the infrastructure that would be needed 
before a single spade should be put into the ground. This looks like a race to get homes 
built, consideration for existing residents, the countryside and future impact should 
come first! This consultation should count for something if the democratic process is to 
be believed.



Comment ID: 10219 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Mickleton for example has been identified as a principal settlement. Why, 
when it would need every item on the infrastructure list substantially improving or 
provided. The cost to do this would be huge to the council. Trying to make settlements 
sustainable when they are clearly no,t is a huge mistake and will cause chaos. The 
developers would have you  believe otherwise, but when the problems arise they will be 
long gone.



Comment ID: 10237 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: My choice would be option 3 as the best way to ensure sustainability and 
deliver an overall professional response to the situation being addressed. 

The favoured choice by the council option 5 has the potential to deliver housing in the 
wrong locations which have poor infrastucture and serious traffic and social issues. 
Employment should be a key driver and settlements on the edge of rural settings do not 
provide this and as such will never be sustainable unless a lot of money is invested. 
Leaving these communities to fend for themselves would be totally unaccceptable. 

I do also believe that housing for local young people to live in should be allowed in any 
village or town regardless of ANOB. This has happned in the past in the form of council 
houses and providing it is done in a careful manner is best way to increase population 
harmoniously in rural locations.



Comment ID: 10233 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: When a site is classed as sustainable careful study needs to be applied to 
those who have classed it as such. My observations are that sometimes this is not 
always cross checked by indepedent experts. However, if this means good roads, 
healthcare facilities locally, nearby schools with capacity to expand, realistic and 
sensible opportunities for alternative means of transport and infrastructure which 
provides good opportunities for leisure and job opportunities locally then no the Council 
should not consider sites which are unsustainable.



Comment ID: 10227 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: This should only happen where there are good transport links, job 
opportunities, and access to cycleways and recreational areas such as parks. Schools 
and health provision, including social care, also need to have the ability to expand. If 
this done in the wrong locations parking and car usage will be a major issue.



Comment ID: 10222 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Mickleton for example has been identified as a principal settlement. Why, 
when it would need every item on the infrastructure list substantially improved or 
provided. Cycling does not lead to a site being more sustainable if there is no 
employment within cycling distance and the roads are to dangerous and difficult to ride 
on. The cost to do this would be huge to the council. Trying to make settlements 
sustainable when they are clearly not is a huge mistake and will cause chaos. The 
developers would have you believe otherwise, but when the problems arise, they will be 
long gone. Just come to Mickleton and view all of the infrasture we already have, you'll 
be amazed how little and old it is  considering all the extra housing the village has 
already had imposed upon it. It certainly can't be expected to cope with any firther 
expansion.



Comment ID: 9625 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Scenario 3 has to be the best option. Properly designed developments near 
key infrasture will be the most cost effective in the longer term. People and businesses 
need easy access to good road networks, jobs, health care and education facilities. If 
these criteria cannot be met then the sites are not sustainable. Using public transport  
and cycling seem to be the key to this . However many sites located outside main 
service centres realistically do not and most likley never will have these as a reliable, 
regular and safe means of transport. Developers suggesting otherwise should be 
challenged to prove this, once developments are built they are here forever and issues 
not resoved now will be too. 



Comment ID: 9640 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Scenario 3 is the best option to meet the needs of a modern community. It 
may not be the quickest to develop but it is the most professional approach which 
should in the long term be the most cost effective. It will ensure sustainability in the 
future. Developments attached to existing settlements ( Scenario 5) bring with them 
long term on-going costs such as: maintaining poor quality roads, transportation costs 
for medical and education needs, continual upgrades to electricity and water supplies 
and ongoing works relating to new developments impacting on the whole road networks 
in those areas. Often developers don't provide the facilities needed and CDC tax payers 
will be left to fill in the gaps! People have to travel to their places of work and the most 
sustainable way of doing this should be key to all decisions.



Comment ID: 9636 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Scenario 5 means that large scale developments can be built in more rural 
locations. This may be a quicker way to get houses built, but in the long term will cost 
CDC far more than option 3. Sustainability is often quoted as being an important driver 
for new development locations and yet many of these proposed development locations 
are not and never will be. People will drive cars in favour of other transport modes 
because the ideal does not match reality. Providing facilities in new developments to 
promote cycling should not be seen as a solution to this if it is not safe or is only used 
for leisure purposes. 

Mickleton has seen 3 major developments over the past 12 years - far in excess of what 
we should have had. The roads have become much busier and congested because 
Mickleton is not a sustainable location. The schools and medical facilities are 
overloaded and other facilities are absolutely minimal. Many of the other principal 
locations have town centres, parking facilities and other amenities. Can I ask that those 
making these key decisions actually visit the locations and experience what is 
happening on the ground, look at all the key village amenities. These decisions will be 
with us for ever and so may be the problems if the wrong choices are made.



Comment ID: 9638 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Scenario 5  

means that large scale developments can be built in more rural locations. This may be a 
quicker way to get houses built, but in the long term will cost CDC far more than option 
3. Sustainability is often quoted as being an important driver for new development 
locations and yet many of these proposed development locations are not and never will 
be. People will drive cars in favour of other transport modes because the ideal does not 
match reality. 

Providing facilities in new developments to promote cycling should not be seen as a 
solution to this if it is not safe or is only used for leisure purposes. 

Mickleton has seen 3 major developments over the past 12 years - far in excess of what 
we should have had. The roads have become much busier and congested because 
Mickleton is not a sustainable location. The schools and medical facilities are 
overloaded and other facilities are absolutely minimal. Many of the other principal 
locations have town centres, parking facilities and other amenities. Can I ask that those 
making these key decisions actually visit the locations and experience what is 
happening on the ground, look at all the key village amenities. These decisions will be 
with us for ever and so may be the problems if the WRONG choices are made. 



Comment ID: 9293 

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

Name: Adrienne 

Comment: I know this is difficult and no one wants development ..but the development 
that is suggested around Down Ampney ..is too large our infa structire already cant deal 
with the 3 large housing estates that are in the process of being completed I have been 
here since 1980 and although the village on occasions has flooded I have never seen 
flooding in the back lane  and that has happened in the last 2 years..our drains cannot 
cope our road has been closed 3 times this year owing to flooding and we have had a 
sink hole appear outside one of the developments ..we have no links to transport the 
bus is almost non excistant ..



Comment ID: 10989 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Alan 

Comment: Government algorithm is wrong, how can it work out a number of houses to 
build based upon 100% of the area when only 20% is possible to build on. Cramming all 
the allocation into 20% of the space is an impossible situation and would further 
compound all sorts of current congestion issues. 



Comment ID: 10991 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 2 

Name: Alan 

Comment: If having to develop areas then some National landscape and all brownfield 
sites should be considered too



Comment ID: 10996 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Alan 

Comment: How does the government and council think that Preston asa settlement can 
go from 90 to 2890 properties without any impact ? Turning a tiny village into a sizeable 
new town and destroying its character, without any form of infrastructure or logistics



Comment ID: 8918 

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

Name: Alastair 

Comment: It seems very strange to add developments where you have interest from 
landowners.  This means you “dump” development in areas disproportionately and 
others have nothing.



Comment ID: 8917 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 2 

Name: Alastair 

Comment: Why does the proposal not look at the AONB in this plan?   You are proposing 
to keep all development in the area of the councils remit not in the AONB this seems 
both untenable and unfair.  There should be some development in the AONB area - this 
has to be managed sensibly, sensitivity and where the opportunities exist to add some 
development.



Comment ID: 8916 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Alastair 

Comment: Representation on the Cotswold District Local Plan Preferred Options 
(Regulation 18) 

Settlement: Poulton 

 

I am writing to comment on the Council’s preferred development strategy and the 
indicative distribution of housing growth, specifically in relation to Poulton. 

 

1. Poulton’s allocation is already at or beyond a sustainable level 

 

Poulton is a small rural village with limited facilities and services. Residents rely 
primarily on surrounding towns and larger settlements for employment, shopping, 
schooling and healthcare. Public transport is limited and most everyday trips are made 
by car. 

 

In this context, the proposed level of growth for Poulton represents a significant 
proportional increase for a small, constrained village and will permanently change its 
scale and character. Given its size, facilities and rural road network, I do not consider it 
realistic or appropriate for Poulton to accommodate more growth than is already 
indicated. If anything, the current figure should be treated as a ceiling and revisited for 
potential reduction, not as a starting point for further expansion. 

 

2. Risk of unfair and inconsistent distribution between villages 

 

The indicative figures across the district show a pattern where: 

 • Some villages of a similar size and character to Poulton have no 
additional housing allocated 

 • Others are expected to grow by very large percentages, effectively turning 
them into much larger settlements within a single plan period 

 



From the outside, this feels inconsistent and unfair. It is not clear why certain villages 
are effectively protected, while others are required to absorb a disproportionate share 
of growth. For a small settlement such as Poulton, this raises understandable concern 
about why our community is being asked to take more housing when others are not. 

 

Any rebalancing of growth across villages must start from the principle that Poulton is 
already at or beyond a reasonable level of planned expansion given its characteristics, 
and should not be treated as a candidate for additional allocations. 

 

3. Sustainability, infrastructure and cumulative impacts 

 

Additional housing in Poulton: 

 • Increases reliance on private cars for almost all essential trips 

 • Adds pressure to a rural road network that is already under strain 

 • Pushes more demand onto services located in other settlements, rather 
than providing them locally 

 

These impacts are not isolated to Poulton. Several villages in the same wider area are 
also earmarked for growth, creating a cumulative effect along the same limited 
corridors and shared services. 

 

Describing this pattern as “sustainable” in practice is difficult when it entrenches car 
dependency and stretches infrastructure in locations that have neither the scale nor the 
service base to support such growth comfortably. 

 

4. Over-reliance on the 20% of land outside the Cotswolds AONB – and what that 
shouldn’t mean for Poulton 

 

Approximately 80% of Cotswold District lies within the Cotswolds National Landscape 
(AONB), leaving only around 20% outside. Current thinking appears to push almost all 
major development into that 20%, effectively treating it as the only place where 
substantial growth should occur. 



 

There is a legitimate concern here: concentrating so much of the district’s housing 
burden into a relatively small proportion of its land area creates intense pressure on a 
limited set of villages and corridors. 

 

However, this should not be interpreted as an argument for increasing Poulton’s 
allocation. Poulton is: 

 • A small rural village 

 • With limited services 

 • And a sensitive character and setting 

 

It is already carrying more growth than many villages of similar size, and any attempt to 
“solve” the imbalance by adding further numbers to Poulton would simply make that 
imbalance worse at the local level. 

 

If the Council wishes to address the wider issue of over-reliance on the 20% outside the 
AONB, that should be done through: 

 • Strategic choices at the district level about where new or additional 
growth might be more appropriately located, and 

 • A transparent, evidence-based review of other settlements and options 

 

It should not result in Poulton being asked to take more housing than currently 
proposed. 

 

5. What needs to change 

 

In light of the above, I ask the Council to: 

 1. Confirm that the proposed level of growth in Poulton will not be 
increased, and that the village will not be used to “make up numbers” if other sites face 
delivery challenges. 



 2. Revisit the current figure for Poulton to ensure it genuinely reflects what is 
sustainable for a small, rural village with limited services and a sensitive character. 

 3. Provide a clearer justification for why some villages receive no planned 
growth while others, like Poulton, are asked to grow significantly, so residents can see 
that decisions are fair and evidence-based. 

 4. Address the district-wide imbalance in a way that does not further 
overload small villages like Poulton, but instead looks strategically at where any 
additional capacity might be better accommodated. 

 

6. Conclusion 

 

I recognise that Cotswold District Council is working within a difficult national policy 
framework and a significantly increased housing requirement. However, the current 
approach leaves communities such as Poulton feeling exposed to a disproportionate 
share of growth, with limited evidence that this is genuinely sustainable or fair. 

 

Any changes made to improve the district-wide pattern of development must not result 
in further housing being added to Poulton. On the contrary, Poulton’s allocation should 
be treated as the upper limit of what is acceptable for the village, and potentially 
reduced if the evidence supports that. 



Comment ID: 8737 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Alastair Pegg 

Comment: Representation on the Cotswold District Local Plan Preferred Options 
(Regulation 18) 

Settlement: Poulton 

 

I am writing to comment on the Council’s preferred development strategy and the 
indicative distribution of housing growth, specifically in relation to Poulton. 

 

1. Poulton’s allocation is already at or beyond a sustainable level 

 

Poulton is a small rural village with limited facilities and services. Residents rely 
primarily on surrounding towns and larger settlements for employment, shopping, 
schooling and healthcare. Public transport is limited and most everyday trips are made 
by car. 

 

In this context, the proposed level of growth for Poulton represents a significant 
proportional increase for a small, constrained village and will permanently change its 
scale and character. Given its size, facilities and rural road network, I do not consider it 
realistic or appropriate for Poulton to accommodate more growth than is already 
indicated. If anything, the current figure should be treated as a ceiling and revisited for 
potential reduction, not as a starting point for further expansion. 

 

2. Risk of unfair and inconsistent distribution between villages 

 

The indicative figures across the district show a pattern where: 

 • Some villages of a similar size and character to Poulton have no 
additional housing allocated 

 • Others are expected to grow by very large percentages, effectively turning 
them into much larger settlements within a single plan period 

 



From the outside, this feels inconsistent and unfair. It is not clear why certain villages 
are effectively protected, while others are required to absorb a disproportionate share 
of growth. For a small settlement such as Poulton, this raises understandable concern 
about why our community is being asked to take more housing when others are not. 

 

Any rebalancing of growth across villages must start from the principle that Poulton is 
already at or beyond a reasonable level of planned expansion given its characteristics, 
and should not be treated as a candidate for additional allocations. 

 

3. Sustainability, infrastructure and cumulative impacts 

 

Additional housing in Poulton: 

 • Increases reliance on private cars for almost all essential trips 

 • Adds pressure to a rural road network that is already under strain 

 • Pushes more demand onto services located in other settlements, rather 
than providing them locally 

 

These impacts are not isolated to Poulton. Several villages in the same wider area are 
also earmarked for growth, creating a cumulative effect along the same limited 
corridors and shared services. 

 

Describing this pattern as “sustainable” in practice is difficult when it entrenches car 
dependency and stretches infrastructure in locations that have neither the scale nor the 
service base to support such growth comfortably. 

 

4. Over-reliance on the 20% of land outside the Cotswolds AONB – and what that 
shouldn’t mean for Poulton 

 

Approximately 80% of Cotswold District lies within the Cotswolds National Landscape 
(AONB), leaving only around 20% outside. Current thinking appears to push almost all 
major development into that 20%, effectively treating it as the only place where 
substantial growth should occur. 



 

There is a legitimate concern here: concentrating so much of the district’s housing 
burden into a relatively small proportion of its land area creates intense pressure on a 
limited set of villages and corridors. 

 

However, this should not be interpreted as an argument for increasing Poulton’s 
allocation. Poulton is: 

 • A small rural village 

 • With limited services 

 • And a sensitive character and setting 

 

It is already carrying more growth than many villages of similar size, and any attempt to 
“solve” the imbalance by adding further numbers to Poulton would simply make that 
imbalance worse at the local level. 

 

If the Council wishes to address the wider issue of over-reliance on the 20% outside the 
AONB, that should be done through: 

 • Strategic choices at the district level about where new or additional 
growth might be more appropriately located, and 

 • A transparent, evidence-based review of other settlements and options 

 

It should not result in Poulton being asked to take more housing than currently 
proposed. 

 

5. What needs to change 

 

In light of the above, I ask the Council to: 

 1. Confirm that the proposed level of growth in Poulton will not be 
increased, and that the village will not be used to “make up numbers” if other sites face 
delivery challenges. 



 2. Revisit the current figure for Poulton to ensure it genuinely reflects what is 
sustainable for a small, rural village with limited services and a sensitive character. 

 3. Provide a clearer justification for why some villages receive no planned 
growth while others, like Poulton, are asked to grow significantly, so residents can see 
that decisions are fair and evidence-based. 

 4. Address the district-wide imbalance in a way that does not further 
overload small villages like Poulton, but instead looks strategically at where any 
additional capacity might be better accommodated. 

 

6. Conclusion 

 

I recognise that Cotswold District Council is working within a difficult national policy 
framework and a significantly increased housing requirement. However, the current 
approach leaves communities such as Poulton feeling exposed to a disproportionate 
share of growth, with limited evidence that this is genuinely sustainable or fair. 

 

Any changes made to improve the district-wide pattern of development must not result 
in further housing being added to Poulton. On the contrary, Poulton’s allocation should 
be treated as the upper limit of what is acceptable for the village, and potentially 
reduced if the evidence supports that. 



Comment ID: 8808 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Alex Head 

Comment: I would like to object to the increase in numbers for Preston.  Preston is a 
village of 89 houses, part of which is a Conservation Area, and is a historic settlement 
mentioned in the Domesday book.   

 

An increase to over 1100 houses would completely destroy the essence of the village 
and its sense of community.   

 

Preston has always been separate to Cirencester, but an increase of this size subsumes 
the village to becoming a suburban area of Greater Cirencester.  

 

Furthermore, the village itself runs mainly along one road - the increase in traffic 
through the village , as well as becoming a rat run through to the extra 660 house to 
nearby Ampney Crucis, the 280 houses approved at Kingshill and the 1000 houses of 
the new village at Driffield will cause major issues. That is aside from the major 
infrastructure challenges this volume of housing would bring; flood issues, schooling, 
health provision, etc. 

 

In sum, I object on the grounds of local community and the thousand year history of the 
village, highways issues, infrastructure issues, and Preston being swallowed up as part 
of a larger Cirencester.  

 

Cotswold village settlements should be respected, a green buffer protecting Prestons 
settlement status, and surrounding road infrastructure assured to avoid a massive 
increase in traffic through the village itself.



Comment ID: 8943 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Alexander 

Comment: These figures for Moreton-in-Marsh would completely alter the town and 
surrounding area, destroying the North Cotswolds as we know, and love, it. This does 
not represent sustainable growth and would impact the protected landscape. These 
numbers should be revised down significantly.



Comment ID: 10501 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 2 

Name: Alexia Monroe 

Comment: We cannot see where in Bourton on the Hill there could be an allocation of 
houses without building onto green fields.   

 

Moreton-in-Marsh cannot sustain more houses until the power, sewage and transport 
issues are addressed.  We have had months of the road being dug up by the different 
utility companies causing major distruption.  Previous plans have shown cycle paths 
which have come to nothing, and the parking around the railway station will not support 
the number of new houses proposed.   

We need a joined up thinking for utilities, transport and better infrastructure before 
more new houses are built.



Comment ID: 9948 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Alf Troughton 

Comment: We are responding to the CDC housing plan with particular reference to the 
Driffield suggestions but our comments may also apply  to the Ampney Crucis and 
Preston proposals which are adjacent. 

 

We live at Rats Castle, GL7 5PG. This lies on the lane between the Army Camp and 
Harnhill Healing Centre to Ampney St Peter. We are close to the bridge over the A417/9. 

 

We have the lane as our northern boundary and we are surrounded on the other 3 sides 
by farmland belonging to Ampney Brook  Farm from Harnhill. This is now privately 
owned by a keen environmentalist but was previously owned by the Royal Agricultural 
University. 

 

Environmental issues - The field above our boundary lane regularly floods and fills up 
with water. On November 24th 2024 during Storm Bert this was particularly 
pronounced. The water flooded over the road as the culvert could not cope with the 
volume of water. This water poured down our paddock and through our house to the 
height of 1 foot. The water continued flowing past our property and into the fields below 
us. We were flooded out for 10 months. There was a huge amount of damage and the 
whole downstairs had to be refurbished. 

Even since we have been back there has been marked flooding in the lane  and further 
along from us towards Harnhill and into the villages of Harnhill and Driffield. The lanes 
have at times been impassable to cars.  

I think the examples above show that the local area would be impractical for new 
housing schemes. 

 

Transport issues- The lane above our property is unsuitable for increased traffic. It is 
very narrow being single track in places. It is especially narrow up to and over the bridge 
above the dual carriageway.  I feel there is a risk of a collision every time I go over the 
bridge at the moment due to traffic not realising how narrow it is. I regularly have to take 
avoiding action by driving into the verge. The lane is very potholed throughout and the 
verges have all been destroyed. There are steep drops down to the culvert with no 



barriers or warnings. It is only a question of time before a vehicle falls down the 
embankment. 

A large development of new houses in the area would cause an increase in traffic that 
the lane would be unable to accommodate.



Comment ID: 10289 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Alison 

Comment: Was it fair to set the consultation period for the six weeks running up to and 
including the Christmas period, which not only is peak distraction period for most 
people but also peak winter virus season making weighty documents hard to absorb?



Comment ID: 10303 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Alison 

Comment: The is the most unhelpful site for commenting on the document, the 
comment box comes up over the document.



Comment ID: 10286 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Alison 

Comment: This appears to be a plan aimed to exacerbate the problem of unaffordable 
homes in the rural areas (Nov 2025 2-3 bed cottage in Syde with less than half an acre of 
land =£1,700,000). It becomes exclusively the playground of the mega-rich, most of 
whom will occasionally enjoy a weekend or holiday in their property. The communities 
become fragmented with their old traditions and buildings (eg churches) impossible to 
maintain.



Comment ID: 10299 

Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing 

Name: Alison 

Comment: How can you protect the historical and natural environment by covering it 
high density new build houses?



Comment ID: 10294 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Alison 

Comment: Looking at the pie charts shows how disproportionate the plan for Preston is. 
Basically the village will be annihilated, the community subsumed by urban sprawl.



Comment ID: 10298 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Alison 

Comment: No, the rural and non-principal settlements using Cirencester as their 
principle settlement would increase the numbers using the town by almost double 
(6,593 houses, how many in each?). Where would the parking be, how safe would the 
narrow streets be?



Comment ID: 10301 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Alison 

Comment: In an era when house-building costs and house prices are continually 
increasing so that developers have difficulty selling at affordable prices this appears to 
be a fairytale idea. Perhaps the government should be challenged and a realistic 
formula be suggested.



Comment ID: 10293 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Alison 

Comment: Preston has no school or pub, post office or shop. The only reason it can be 
described as a non-principal settlement is because it is close to Cirencester. But it is 
currently a rural settlement with a tight community, which it appears is going to grow by 
1270%



Comment ID: 10296 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Alison 

Comment: An increase of 3011% for Preston. Not proportionate.



Comment ID: 10994 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Alison 

Comment: No, the government needs to challenged on this. A blanket policy that 
favours the meg-rich and urbanises the agricultural lanscape in an area that is not 
adjacent to any large cities should not be a Labour policy.



Comment ID: 10999 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Alison 

Comment: The enormity of this plan, the amount of agricultural land that will be lost, 
the tight communities that will be swallowed up and the small market towns that will be 
overwhelmed whilst property ownership in the villages in the National Landscape 
become the privilege of the weekending mega-rich is all unsustainable. It is 
disproportionate and deeply unfair, and the council should be challenging the 
government.



Comment ID: 10187 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Alison Clifton Barnard CPRE North Cotswolds 

Comment: We fully support the letter from Cllr Mike Evemy, Leader Cotswold District 
Council, dated 22 July 2025 to the Secretary of State for Communities requesting a 
reassessment of the housing target for the District.  

The NPPF allows a Local Authority to propose lower annual numbers of houses than 
would be the case by simply applying the revised Standard Methodology, if there are 
good reasons for doing so.  



Comment ID: 10070 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Alison Hughes 

Comment: This government has absolutely NO idea what rural areas and families need. 
Its certainly not more housing! People move to these rural areas to escape the rat race 
of city life. Fairford does not have the infrastructure to support the level of housing they 
say is needed and it is certainly not up to the local people to push for a bigger doctors 
surgery or bigger schools or a bigger supermarket. That should be part and parcel of 
wanting to build! It should be in place before building even begins. And the Cotswold 
district council tend to forget we have the smallest stretch of the A417 going through an 
already busy A road that gets gridlocked on a daily basis! You also allowed Coln House 
School to be built on by a private developer, not locals and Yells Yard, also private and 
not the mention the utter monstrosity that is the Lakes By Yoo apartments on the 
Lechlade road. Stop building on green space!!! There soon wont be any left for our 
children to enjoy! Nature and wildlife is being killed off because of the constant 
incompetencies by councils and the government do not understand what its council tax 
paying public really needs!!!



Comment ID: 8856 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Alison Pine 

Comment: We moved to Siddington 30 years agao as it was rural. We think that keeping 
a gap between Siddington and Cirencester is vital to maintain that rurality.



Comment ID: 9489 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Amanda Cully 

Comment: If Fairford is a main service centre where are the main services to cover all 
this extra development?  Water, sewerage, medical facilities, bus services.  None of 
these can cope with the existing housing level as it is.  ANY new development MUST 
NOT START until these services have been improved.  That applies to the current 
development which is going ahead north of Fairford



Comment ID: 9490 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Amanda Cully 

Comment: Having housing of greater density in a semi rural area means that even less 
car parking spaces will be provided.  Any 3+ bedroom house MUST be provided with 2 
parking spaces per house.  Most families now have 2 cars and the current situation is 
that there is nowhere for them to park so they leave their second car nearby on the 
roadside.



Comment ID: 9491 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Amanda Cully 

Comment: The Meeting held in Fairford was, I understand, considered to be well 
attended.  However, if half of those attending manage to get through this document I will 
be really surprised.  It is too long and too complicated. 

I understand the need for an increase in housing and the only realistic way of solving 
this seems to be a New Town.   

Adding bits here and there destroys the village/town atmosphere that has been built up 
over generations.  

A New Town will involve new infrastructure, schools, shops, medical facilities and allow 
the small towns and villages to grow at their own pace.



Comment ID: 10151 

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

Name: Amanda Warrington-Gray 

Comment: Increasing the number of homes in Siddington by the planned anount would 
join Siddington, a rural village, with Cirencester, thus erasing Siddington as a village and 
its community. I strongly oppose these plans



Comment ID: 10150 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: Amanda Warrington-Gray 

Comment: The plans for Siddington would be utterly detrimental to the rural character 
of the village. These numbers would also put large strain on infrastructure and 
community services, such as transport, increased risk of flooding (we already have 
issues with that here) access to GP appointment and sewer capacity



Comment ID: 9325 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: This appears to be a somewhat leading question, implying that no 
alternative options are available. A careful analysis of the proposed methodology, 
however, suggests that  

other options do exist. Having reviewed the range of scenarios, it seems that none of the 
proposed options is appropriate or fully justified, given the absence of supporting  

evidence to explain the spatial distribution of housing across the District. The Preferred 
Option places a disproportionate emphasis on concentrating development around 
Cirencester, with very little consideration or justification and within areas the Council  

have described as the “least sensitive” parts of the District. This approach conflicts with 
the principles of sustainable development and ‘balanced’ spatial planning set out in the  

Framework.  

Having reviewed the Role and Function of Settlements Study, it is clear that further 
options should explore the potential for proportionate development within settlements 
located in the Cotswold National Landscape. Evidence in that report suggests that 
some settlements could support additional growth without compromising their 
character or  

environmental constraints, yet the Council has chosen not to present this as part of this 
consultation. The omission of the Stage 2 Landscape Study for the National Landscape 
is particularly disappointing and significantly concerning and shows a lack of 
transparency in the process. This is a key document to fully understand why nearly 80% 
of the district has been discounted in the preferred option for further strategic sites, yet 
it has not been presented as part of this consultation. This would have provided 
essential analysis of settlement specific constraints and opportunities,  

enabling a more informed and balanced assessment of site selection at this stage.  

Paragraph 73 of the Framework supports that Small and medium-sized sites can make a 
significant contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, are essential  

for small and medium enterprise housebuilders to deliver new homes, and are often 
built out relatively quickly, helping with overall delivery of the housing targets during the 
local plan period. This also helps support the local rural economy  

The Framework requires strategic policies to set out an overall strategy for the pattern, 
scale, and design quality of development. While I appreciate that major development  



should be avoided, exceptional circumstances provide the opportunity to explore 
proportionate growth in appropriate settlements, which can help meet housing needs 
while supporting rural vitality. This approach would also align with Paragraph 8, which 
requires planning to pursue economic, social, and environmental objectives in a 
mutually supportive way.  

In summary, none of the proposed scenarios achieves a balanced distribution of growth 
required for the District that is realistic and deliverable for the plan period. A more 
appropriate strategy would:  

• 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.  

• Avoid clustering development around Cirencester, which risks creating an 
unsustainable concentration of housing and infrastructure cost and requirements 
resulting in failed delivery.  

• Ensure that the Council’s Landscape Sensitivity Assessment is transparent and within 
the public domain to allow for assessment to ensure it is properly assessed to influence 
decision making moving forward.  

• The CDLPR should not rely on the same flawed methodology previously used by other 
local authorities within Gloucestershire just to be consistent, which has  

fundamentally failed to deliver a sound plan capable of meeting housing requirements 
and passing examination by the Planning Inspectorate. This approach lacks contextual 
sensitivity, and the proposed methodology has not  

adequately addressed the unique characteristics of the Cotswold District.  

This alternative approach would deliver a more sustainable and evidence driven spatial 
strategy, consistent with the Framework and the Local Plan’s objectives.  

The Respondent considers that exceptional circumstances exist to justify proportionate 
development within the Cotswold National Landscape, consistent with Paragraph 190  

of the Framework. Paragraph 190 requires that major development within designated 
landscapes should only proceed in exceptional circumstances and where it can be  

demonstrated to be in the public interest. The Council believes these circumstances 
are present for the following reasons.   

2.22. The District faces a significant housing delivery shortfall, compounded by the 
government’s housing targets, which are highly aspirational and challenging to achieve  

and deliver within the plan period. Failure to meet these targets risks prolonged under 
delivery, increased reliance on speculative development. Allowing proportionate  



development within appropriate areas of the National Landscape would help meet 
housing needs in a sustainable manner, supporting rural vitality and reducing pressure  

on less suitable locations. This aligns with Paragraphs 8 and 73 of the Framework, which 
emphasise the need for balanced growth and the contribution of small and  

medium-sized sites to housing delivery.  

2.23. Exceptional circumstances exist because the current spatial strategy 
concentrates development in a limited number of locations, creating significant 
infrastructure  

burdens and delivery risks. A more balanced distribution, including modest growth 
within the National Landscape, would reduce infrastructure pressure, improve  

resilience, and support sustainable communities. This approach would comply with 
Paragraph 16(b), which requires plans to be “aspirational but deliverable,”  

and Paragraph 20, which identifies strategic policies to set out an overall strategy for 
infrastructure provision. Failure to address these requirements risks breaching the tests  

of soundness under Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
which require plans to be positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent with  

national policy.  

Proportionate development within the National Landscape can be achieved without 
compromising its character or statutory purpose, provided robust landscape 
assessments and design principles are applied. The omission of the Stage 2 Landscape 
Study from the evidence base is concerning, as it prevents a transparent assessment of 
settlement specific constraints and opportunities. Exceptional circumstances exist 
because excluding nearly 80% of the district from consideration without proper 
evidence undermines the plan’s soundness and conflicts with Paragraph 31 of the 
Framework, which requires plans to be informed by a proportionate and substantiated 
evidence base. Failure to provide this evidence could also breach Regulation 18 of the  

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which requires 
meaningful consultation supported by adequate evidence.



Comment ID: 9326 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: It is an inevitable consequence of the Local Plan process that housing 
allocations will have to be made on sites which are considered (through the prism of the 
current Local Plan) as being unsustainable, by virtue of their location. The Respondent 
accepts this reality.  

In making decisions on the direction of growth, paragraph 36 of the Framework requires 
plans to be ‘justified’, supported by proportionate evidence. There now follows a critique 
of certain parts of the evidence base, which does not support the proposed allocation 
at Ampney Crucis.  

Firstly, 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. Ampney Crucis is a low-scoring settlement within the settlement hierarchy and is 
correctly classified as a rural village with limited services. Treating it as a Principal or 
Non-Principal settlement would conflict with the evidence base and the Framework’s 
requirement that those decisions are justified. 

Secondly, the Integrated Impact Assessment, which deals with environmental heritage 
and landscape constraints.  

There is a failure in the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) to consider an assessment of 
Ampney Crucis as a settlement within the setting of the National Landscape. Paragraph 
3.67 of the IIA sets out the settlements within the ‘setting’ in terms of the National 
Landscape, but fails to mention or consider Ampney Crucis, clearly highlighting that the 
Strategic extension was an afterthought with no consideration or justification provided 
through the evidence base. Please can you advise why, if you are proposing a strategic 
extension at Ampney Crucis, it hasn't been highlighted as within the setting of the 
National Landscape?  

In addition, in line with the Framework at paragraph 189, it sets out ‘while development 
within their setting should be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise 
adverse impacts on the designated areas.’  

Clearly, the addition of 660 houses in the setting of the National Landscape is not 
sensitively located or designed and would result in an adverse impact on the setting. 
This is further highlighted within the Landscape sensitivity assessment for Broad Zone 
18, within which the allocation for 660 houses falls within. The summary for the 
Landscape impact assessment for development in 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. The central plateau is visually prominent, and 
development here would likely appear intrusive, altering key views and undermining the 
relationship between landform and existing settlement.’ (our emphasis)  

It is clear that no assessment has been considered as to the impact the proposed 
allocation would have on the landscape setting. 

It is very concerning that there is a fundamental failure from the Council to understand 
the basic constraints for the proposed strategic extension at Ampney Crucis within its 
own consultation documents. This critical failing undermines how the consultation has 
been carried out and demonstrates the failure of the Council to fully consider the 
options set out within all the scenarios presented and how the allocation of such 
significance for Ampney Crucis has not been fully assessed or considered. The 
evidence provided also highlights why this allocation would not be deliverable and 
should be removed from the Local Plan review process.  

A further failure in the evidence base is how the National Landscape issue is addressed 
in the various documents. The tests in Framework paragraphs 189 and 190 are well 
documented. However, in the Broad Strategic Locations Study, paragraph 3.10, it states 
the following: “With 80% of Cotswold District being covered by the Cotswold National 
Landscape, the majority of land in the district is excluded at this stage. The NPPF 
(paragraph 189) specifically states that development in the National Landscape should 
be limited in scale and extent and is therefore unsuitable for strategic scale 
development.” 

Regrettably, this is factually incorrect, as the tests in the Framework at paragraph 190 
are framed in terms of ‘major development’. There is no specific statement that strategic 
development cannot take place. In such cases, major development in the National 
Landscape can be permitted where there are exceptional circumstances, and it is in the 
public interest. In addition, the specific tests in paragraphs 190A, B and C need to be 
satisfied. In deciding to limit development within the National Landscape and 
concentrate the bulk of it to those locations outside, there is no evidence of such an 
assessment having been undertaken.  

Taken together, these shortcomings demonstrate that this Strategic Allocation has not 
been tested at the level necessary for the Regulation 18 consultation and cannot be 
considered deliverable in accordance with paragraph 16(b) as well as the requirement 
of paragraph 36(b). Its inclusion at this stage risks securing the spatial strategy to a 10 
Cotswold District Preferred Options Consultation (Regulation 18) Ampney Crucis Parish 
Council 1176 site whose delivery is highly uncertain, threatening the overall 
effectiveness and soundness of the emerging local plan. 



Comment ID: 9327 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: Increasing housing density in a rural context is inherently challenging, 
particularly given the sensitive nature and environmental constraints that characterise 
many of the District’s settlements. These areas often have limited infrastructure 
capacity, heritage considerations, and landscape sensitivities that must be respected.  

Nevertheless, it is essential that new residential development delivers a diverse range of 
accommodation and an appropriate housing mix to meet the varied needs of the 
District’s population. Higher densities should be acceptable within defined settlement 
boundaries or on the edge of larger settlements where services, transport links, and 
employment opportunities are more accessible.  

Therefore, a justified increase in housing density could be provided to a limited extent, 
subject to contextual analysis and design justification in accordance with national 
policy and in particular the local context. Higher densities can help make efficient use 
of land and contribute to meeting the District’s housing targets, particularly within 
existing settlement boundaries or on the edge of larger settlements where infrastructure 
and services are available.  

However, any increase in density must respect the historic character, architectural 
quality, and established pattern of development. Poorly designed schemes risk 
undermining local vernacular, creating visual intrusion, and eroding the rural character 
that defines the District. 

 Therefore, while higher densities may be appropriate in sustainable locations, they 
must be accompanied by well-informed design justification that safeguards heritage 
assets, landscape quality, and community cohesion. Edge of settlement development 
should maintain lower densities, incorporate appropriate green infrastructure, respect 
the surrounding landscape character, and maintain visual connectivity with the rural 
landscape to ensure compliance with these principles. 



Comment ID: 9328 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: Unfortunately, with the limited information provided, particularly the 
absence of an IDP, it is extremely difficult to conclude that the proposed level of 
development is sustainable. The IDP is a fundamental component of the evidence base 
required to demonstrate how essential infrastructure, such as transport, utilities, 
education, and healthcare, will support the scale of growth proposed. Without this, the 
consultation fails to meet the requirements of Paragraph 20 of the Framework, which 
states that strategic policies must set out an overall strategy for the provision of 
infrastructure, facilities, and services necessary to support development.  

The failure to justify why development within the Cotswold National Landscape is not 
considered under exceptional circumstances is also concerning. Paragraph 189 of the 
Framework requires that major development within designated landscapes should only 
proceed in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated to be in the 
public interest. The consultation does not provide a clear rationale for excluding these 
areas while simultaneously proposing highly concentrated growth in less sustainable 
locations. This omission undermines the credibility of the spatial strategy and raises 
questions about compliance with national policy.  

To make the proposed level of development sustainable a comprehensive IDP detailing 
how transport networks, utilities, drainage, and education facilities will be delivered and 
funded, in accordance with Paragraph 34 of the Framework, which requires plans to set 
out how infrastructure will be provided.  

There is no understanding and evidence of how transport hubs and improved 
connectivity between settlements to reduce reliance on private vehicles and support 
sustainable mobility has been considered, in line with Paragraphs 104 and 105 of the 
Framework. This is a key consideration when planning for sustainable transport and 
reducing car dependency.  

There is no evidence to show how there would be future safeguarded land for healthcare 
facilities in accessible locations, ensuring that rising land values do not prevent delivery 
of essential services, consistent with Paragraph 20 of the Framework. Employment land 
allocations near principal settlements and transport corridors to provide local job 
opportunities and reduce commuting pressures, in accordance with Paragraph 82 of the 
Framework which requires planning policies to support economic growth and job 
creation.  

A balanced spatial distribution of housing across the District, including smaller, 
proportionate sites within appropriate areas of the National Landscape where evidence 



supports capacity for modest growth, in line with Paragraph 73 of the Framework, which 
emphasises the role of small and medium-sized sites in meeting housing needs.  

If the proposed level of development at Ampney Crucis 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:  

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

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

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

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

• 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 the settlement’s current 
unsustainable location, as identified in the Settlement Role and Function Study 
characterised by a heavy reliance on private transport for access to jobs and services, 
contrary to the principles of sustainable development in Paragraphs 8, 20, and 104 of 
the Framework.  

In addition, the lack of IDP and employment land allocations raises significant concerns 
regarding compliance with the tests of soundness, which require plans to be positively 
prepared, justified, and effective. To address these risks, the Local Plan must clearly 
demonstrate how infrastructure and employment provision will be delivered to support 
a settlement of this scale, in line with Paragraph 34 of the Framework and statutory 
requirements under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012. 



Comment ID: 9329 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: Yes. There are several critical matters beyond conventional housing that 
must be addressed to ensure the Local Plan delivers sustainable and resilient 
communities. These include integrated infrastructure planning, transport connectivity, 
healthcare provision, and employment opportunities. The current consultation 
demonstrates a lack of comprehensive planning for these essential elements, which are 
fundamental to creating sustainable settlements and ensuring a sound plan is 
produced for examination.  

Transport connectivity is a major concern. The vision for “integrated infrastructure” and 
“sustainable transport networks” cannot be achieved without clear proposals for 
transport hubs and improved connectivity between settlements. At present, there is no 
evidence that Cirencester or other principal settlements can accommodate the 
additional traffic volumes anticipated. In addition, clear direction and understanding of 
where such critical infrastructure requirements within the towns need to be addressed, 
particularly in Cirencester, where there is currently no provision for such a transport 
hub. Without robust public transport provision, residents in rural locations such as 
Ampney Crucis will remain heavily dependent on private vehicles, contrary to national 
policy objectives for sustainable development.  

Healthcare provision has historically been treated as an afterthought. Once 
development boundaries are established, rising land values often prevent the allocation 
of suitable sites for essential healthcare infrastructure. The Development Strategy must 
identify and safeguard land for new medical facilities in accessible locations, supported 
by sustainable transport links, to avoid exacerbating existing deficiencies in current 
service provision.  

Employment opportunities also require careful consideration. Large-scale housing 
allocations in rural settlements will not generate long-term, sustainable employment 
opportunities locally. Without a coordinated approach to employment land provision 
and transport connectivity, residents will be forced to commute by private car, adding 
pressure to already constrained infrastructure. Employment sites should be planned 
near principal settlements and transport corridors to ensure accessibility and reduce 
car dependency 

Finally, this highlights the need for a balanced spatial distribution of growth. The current 
strategy concentrates development in a few locations, creating infrastructure 
constraints and delivery risks. A more proportionate approach, incorporating smaller, 
well-integrated sites that utilise existing infrastructure within the Cotswold National 



Landscape where appropriate, would enhance delivery resilience, ease infrastructure 
pressure, and align with the sustainable development principles set out in the 
Framework. 



Comment ID: 9330 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: The Respondent wishes to make the following observations on the vision 
and strategic objectives set out in the Consultation.  

Focusing on the proposed strategic extension to the village at Ampney Crucis. The 
number of dwellings proposed 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. It is a historic rural village in 
which its residents are engaged in matters of community interest where there is also a 
wide range of clubs and associations.  

The Framework, at paragraph 8, recognises that sustainable development includes a 
social role for planning to support strong, vibrant, and healthy communities, and 
Section 8 sets out how healthy communities can be promoted. Paragraph 9 highlights 
that the objectives set out in paragraph 8, including social objectives, should be 
delivered through the preparation and implementation of plans and the application of 
the policies in this Framework. 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.’  

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. The 
Respondent is keen to stress that it does not oppose additional housebuilding in the 
village on a point of principle, it is more a question of scale and the lack of substantive 
evidence to demonstrate that the allocation proposed is sound. 

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. Ampney Crucis has significant 
constraints with limited ability to connect to larger scale developments with existing 
built form and highway infrastructure which would result in a poor relationship with 
large scale development and a poor design that is inappropriate to its context, which 



would lead to an unattractive and a less cohesive built environment, wholly out of 
keeping with the historic and natural character of the area. Clearly, this would be in 
conflict with the proposed vision and objectives set out within the evidence base to 
date.  

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. The 
current approach demonstrates a significant gap in evaluating the contribution of 
settlements, including their accessibility to services, employment, and infrastructure. 
The Framework requires plans to promote sustainable patterns of development and 
make effective use of land by considering proximity to services and transport networks. 
This principle is critical to ensuring housing is located where it can best support 
sustainable communities.  

There is a clear failure to consider the sustainability credentials of settlements that lie 
in the National Landscape or those close to the District boundary, particularly those 
adjacent to larger towns and cities such as Cheltenham and Gloucester. These areas 
offer strong sustainable credentials, including access to employment, public transport, 
and existing infrastructure, yet they appear to be excluded from the spatial strategy. This 
omission risks undermining the Plan’s ability to deliver housing in the most sustainable 
locations and may lead to an over reliance on less accessible rural sites.  

Furthermore, the Framework encourages a ‘balanced approach to growth’, avoiding 
over-concentration and ensuring housing is distributed to meet needs across the 
district. A more even distribution of housing, including smaller scale developments 
within the National Landscape where appropriate, would support resilience in delivery, 
reduce infrastructure pressure on single locations and clustering of development, and 
align with the objective of creating sustainable communities. This approach also 
mitigates risk by ensuring that housing delivery is not dependent on a limited number of 
large strategic sites, which often face delays due to infrastructure constraints. 



Comment ID: 10572 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andrena 

Comment: There needs to be major improvements to the infrastructure in the majority 
of these areas.  As a resident of Fairford I am mindful of the problems experienced in 
recent developments where  Thames Water said the sewage system could not cope 
with the proposed development but it went ahead anyway and the new residents were 
the ones who had to bear the brunt. There has to be major investment in the 
infrastructure not just lip service.  This includes utilities and roads as well as Doctors 
surgeries, schools and shops.



Comment ID: 10573 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andrena 

Comment: Consideration needs to be given to where all these people are going to work. 
Public transport needs to be conducive to working hours and community spaces should 
also include facilities for small businesses.



Comment ID: 10574 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andrena 

Comment: I applaud the Councils vision for the district but am hesitant to believe it will 
be so as all this work will be put out to contract, and CDC will lose control.  Measures 
should be put into place to not only ensure contractors sign up to this vision but that 
work is inspected to ensure it will happen.



Comment ID: 10576 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Andrena 

Comment: As a resident of Fairford I can remember with recent developments, where 
Thames Water said the sewage system could not cope but the development went ahead 
anyway and the new residents had to cope with the results.  There needs to be major 
investment into infrastructure, not just lip service.



Comment ID: 10577 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andrena 

Comment: I applaud the vision but as the work will be carried out by contractors and 
CDC will no longer be operative, I am hesitant to believe it will come to fruition.  
Measures should be put in place to ensure that contractors carry out these measures 
and inspections made to ensure that it is so.



Comment ID: 10578 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andrena 

Comment: Public transport needs to be conducive to working hours.  Community 
buildings should incorporate space for small businesses / start ups.



Comment ID: 9112 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: The Local Plan does not seem to confront the main issue of the algorithm 
put forward by the government. CDC need to be proactive and not wait for other 
councils outcomes to play out in this regard. At the last few public meetings, 
councillors seem to be proud of the fact that CDC are aware of other councils legally 
challenging the governments obsurd housing numbers. This isn't good enough and 
should be 'leading the charge' in this regard and not just seeing how other areas get on.



Comment ID: 9111 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: The Local Plan does not seem to confront the main issue of the algorithm 
put forward by the government. CDC need to be proactive and not wait for other 
councils outcomes to play out in this regard. At the last few public meetings, 
councillors seem to be proud of the fact that CDC are aware of other councils legally 
challenging the governments obsurd housing numbers. This isn't good enough and 
should be 'leading the charge' in this regard and not just seeing how other areas get on.



Comment ID: 9113 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: There is considerable disparity between the targets proposed by government 
and the realistic numbers CDC can put forward. This is mainly due to the fact that much 
of the Cotswolds is protected in one form or another. In light of this, why are the 
proposed numbers not already being amended to reflect this?



Comment ID: 9115 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: Scenario 1 is the most suitable approach for the district. the very fact that 
the district is struggling to meet housing numbers as a result of c80% of it being 
protected is the very reason why other scenarios simply aren't suitable. Development 
should predominantly come from Principle Settlements toegther with a complementary 
ad-hoc approach of Non-Principle Settlements and village clusters. A scenario such as 
Scenario 5 applies an approach of a district that does not suffer the same constraints 
as the Cotswolds.



Comment ID: 9116 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: No - there simply needs to be a harder approach to reflect the fact that 
numbers put forward by the government do not reflect reality.



Comment ID: 9117 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: See comment against question 2.



Comment ID: 9124 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: Driffield and Harnhill - In short, no, I don't believe the proposed level of 
development is sustainable.  

FLOODING - Given the time of year, it makes sense to start with flooding issues. The 
flood zone mapping data does not note the actual flood issues at hand. Already on 4 
occasions in 2025, the Harnhill road has flooded to a point where it is impassable. This 
has clearly not been considered, as any proposed development would worsen. 

WATER - The immediate area is already constrained in terms of water and sewerage 
needs. To overcome this position, there would have to be considerable expense and 
time of any proposed development which delays and comprimises deliverability of the 
site. The building process would negatively impact the surrounding water courses 
considerably. This negative impact will continue to be detrimental through surface 
water run off once any proposed development is complete. 

ECOLOGICAL - The proposed scenario / development will destroy the ecological 
balance of the surrounding area. In addition, the building phase of this scale will hugely 
impact air quality of the surrounding residents. Even when complete, the proposed 840-
house development would result in circa 1500 vehicles on the roads. Again, causing 
pollution impacting the surrounding residents and contradicting the government's 
'clean air strategy'. 

BIODIVERSITY - the land proposed is truly organic farmland. This is a scarce resource 
and once developed, is gone forever. The land, other than the natural resource, 
currently also provides jobs which of course will be lost.  

The land also contains ancient hedgerows, roman drains and local ponds house great 
crested newts, tawny owls, protected Barn Owls, bats, and migratory birds. Again, 
development this nature will negatively impact all these areas of concern as as 
highlighted in previous points, there is no means for any developer to 'offset' these 
impacts and would be in breach of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 as the land is 
home to many vulnerable wild bird species. 

TRANSPORT - the proposed development would increase vehicular movements in the 
village not by 2 x, not by 3 x, but by approximately 70-90 x, which is unacceptable and 
hugely detrimental across various aspects outlined above. 

 



Comment ID: 9114 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: It is my understanding that any positive effects of the future creation of a 
new habitat, which has to be created as part of this strategy to compensate for the loss 
of area and quality of the existing habitats, are highly difficult to forecast with any 

degree of certainty or will be visible only in the future. CDC will have to guarantee, 
beyond all reasonable doubt, that the development will not adversely affect the integrity 
of the area. If it can't, the compensatory measures fail to be considered. Sceanrio 5 is 
the one scenario that will impact habitats the most.



Comment ID: 10290 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew 

Comment: I have not found this document easy to make comments. It is not clear at 
what stage my comments will be recorded and forwarded to CDC



Comment ID: 11025 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andrew Brand 

Comment: Scenario 5, for the reasons given by the Council.



Comment ID: 11027 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andrew Brand 

Comment: No



Comment ID: 11029 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andrew Brand 

Comment: Some flats, where appropriate, and higher buildings. This would be to make 
better use of the limited space available, and to meet the targets imposed by central 
government.



Comment ID: 11061 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andrew Brand 

Comment: Question 4: No. The present sewage system is not adequate for the needs of 
Fairford i its present size (as is clear from the discharge of untreated sewage into the 
River Coln) and a substantial upgrade would be required to be completed prior to any 
further development. Additional road improvement and extension would also be 
required, as well as provision of additional medical services, shops, businesses and 
employment opportunities to cater for the extended population residing in all these 
extra dwellings.



Comment ID: 11070 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andrew Brand 

Comment: Question 5. It should be a requirement of every planning permission for the 
proposed new dwellings that suitable solar panels for the production of "green" energy 
be built into the roof of every such building with all ancillary equipment so as to 
minimise as far as possible the need to draw on mains services.



Comment ID: 11041 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Andrew Brand 

Comment: Fairford. The indicative site allocation of 780 dwellings is excessive, as it will 
add almost half as many more dwellings as the existing 1,800 current dwellings shown 
in the second column of this Table. The vast increase in the number of dwellings built in 
the town during the last ten years should be taken into account.



Comment ID: 9054 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andrew Coles 

Comment: It is vital in view of the large increase in housing and population of the 
Cirencester area envisaged by the plan that transport infrastructure is improved 
BEFORE development takes place.  

 

In particular , the proposed reopening of the branch line railway between Cirencester 
and Kemble should proceed without delay, to reduce road traffic between these 
settlements. The proposal is for a very light railway, which is ideal for this project. 
Kemble station has become much busier in recent years due to increased development 
in the area, and the bus service no. 882 is totally inadequate. It does not tie in with train 
times, follows a peculiar route, and finishes early in the evening. 

 

The proposed very light railway would serve the Royal Agricultural University, 
Cirencester College and Deer Park School, which between them have approximately 
6,000 students plus staff. Traffic at opening and closing times of these establishments 
in the Chesterton area and along the dual carriageway is very heavy without any 
additional development. 

 

Cycle tracks into Cirencester town centre from Chesterton are in a very poor and 
dangerous condition, and end abruptly on exisitng busy roads. These cycle tracks 
should be improved, again BEFORE any development starts. 

 

These suggestions would reduce pollution and congestion in the Cirencester area.



Comment ID: 9027 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: Andrew crouch 

Comment: We live at pound clise and in recent years gave seen a decline in deers 
hedgehogs and birds since the recent developments in the area. Even more houses will 
reduce the area for 

 wildlife



Comment ID: 10717 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: Paragraph 1.8 of the Introduction states that the absence of any overall 
planning guide may result in critical infrastructure (roads, schools, health services etc) 
not being planned or provided alongside new development. The stark reality, of which 
the Steadings development is a prime example, is that such infrastructure will not be 
planned or provided. It is beyond comprehension that both national and local 
government would undertake such a reckless path and permanently ruin the south 
Cotswolds in the manner proposed.



Comment ID: 10773 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: Paragraph 3.12 recognises that CDC's preferred Scenario 5 relies on the 
delivery of eight large sites similar to the (delayed) Steadings development of 500 + 
homes and states that "Large sites can be difficult to deliver and are often delayed, so 
Scenario 5 has a higher risk of not delivering housing on time".  

 

This risk is confirmed by paragraph 5.33 of the Cotswold District Local Plan Update 
Development Strategy Options Technical Report dated November 2025. This refers to 
the Lichfield's Start to Finish 3 Report, which found that large strategic sites (ie those 
comprising 500+ dwellings) "typically take 7 years from the first planning application 
being validated to the first home being completed". Even if planning were granted to the 
eight large sites being considered by CDC shortly after the Local Plan commences in 
2027, it is probable that no new homes  on those sites will be completed until 2034 at 
the earliest.  

 

It is therefore difficult to understand how Scenario 5 is going to alleviate the shortage of 
housing in the Cotswolds in the short term, let along help to deliver the government's 
target of building 1.5 million homes during the current Parliament.



Comment ID: 10775 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: I prefer Scenario 6. For the reasons set out in my comments, I do not think 
that the Cotswold National Landscape should automatically excluded from the 
process. Permitting development of several small sites in the CNL would mean that the 
south Cotswolds would not have to bear such a grossly disproportionate number of new 
dwellings.



Comment ID: 10776 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: Yes, please see my answer to question 1 above.



Comment ID: 10778 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: No, I consider that the required housing density of 106 dwellings per hectare, 
comparable to parts on inner city London as the Consultation recognises, would be 
totally inappropriate in an area that is, at least for the time being, predominantly rural in 
character.



Comment ID: 10782 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: No, I do not consider the proposed level of development sustainable without 
detailed plans and the necessary capital being available to ensure timely delivery of the 
necessary critical infrastructure to support it including, inter alia: 

 

- roads  

- water 

- sewerage 

- schools 

- healthcare (hospitals, GP and dental surgeries) 

- flood mitigation 

- employment opportunities 

- town centre parking 

 

Stringent measures should also be put in place in order to ensure that developers 
cannot renege on obligations to provide infrastructure such as schools, for example.



Comment ID: 10804 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: No, I do not agree with the objective of constructing around 18,500 new 
dwellings in the Cotswolds by 2043 and beyond. 

 

In additions to the comments and answers to questions that I have already provided to 
this consultation, I believe this target to be disproportionately allocated but also far 
higher than the actual demand for new housing in the area. 

 

The latest ONS forecast for population growth in the Cotswold District during the period 
2027 - 2047 (which approximates with that for the revised Local Plan) is nearly 15,000. 
The forecast size of Cotswold household during the same period of 2.1 indicates that 
building around 350 homes per annum would satisfy the forecast need, not the 543 
additional homes being demand by the current government. 

 



Comment ID: 10721 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: It is ludicrous to suddenly categorise Siddington (a small village of 339 
dwellings and a pub, church, corner shop and village hall that together provide very 
limited employment opportunities) as a Principal Settlement alongside large towns 
such as Cirencester, Tetbury and Fairford.



Comment ID: 10731 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: Paragraph 2.6.19 states that there is a presumption against major 
development taking place with the Cotswold National Landscape" other than in 
exceptional circumstances and development being in the public interest". CDC has 
therefore unilaterally  decided any new settlement or strategic site should be located 
outside this area. By any standards, building 18,650 new homes in the Cotswolds by 
2043 is an exceptional circumstance and one that warrants far greater thought, 
imagination and fairness than CDC's sledge hammer approach of siting 80% of the new 
dwellings in 20% of the Cotswold district. The so called "presumption against 
development" in the CNL did not apply in the case of, for example, Tetbury and Moreton 
in Marsh. CDC should be urged to reconsider it position as such a grossly 
disproportionate allocation of new housing in a relatively small but populous area can 
not be in the public interest.



Comment ID: 10742 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: Please see comment above. For the reasons already stated, I believe that 
Scenario 6 would provide a much fairer solution, sharing the pain by the allocation of 
smaller sites throughout the Cotswolds, obviating the need for any major developments 
such as those proposed at Preston and Driffield. It is likely that there are several 
landowners in the CNL who would be happy to sell relatively small parcels of farmland 
to developers, releasing much needed capital to service their future inheritance tax 
liabilities.



Comment ID: 10757 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: CDC's preferred option, Scenario 5, is projected to deliver 79% of the 
government's housing target. This suggests an average density of around 84 dwellings 
per hectare, compared to the current average density of potential development sites for 
the Cotswold District local plan of 21 dwellings per hectare. CDC's assertion in 
paragraph 2.9 that Scenario 5 strikes a balance "between maximising density, whilst 
also ensuring the character and scenic beauty of the Cotswolds and the wider district is 
retained" is absurd: by its own recognition, this would necessitate densities not 
dissimilar to parts of inner city London.



Comment ID: 9906 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andrew Kitching 

Comment: Given our wet winters of late, it would be prudent to remap the Churn valley 
flood plan. Too much development close to the river is going to exacerbate flooding in 
future years.



Comment ID: 9912 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andrew Kitching 

Comment: It is important that the council holds the developers' feet tot the fire on 
infrastructure. There needs to be rigorous enforcement of their obligations in building 
schools, and communal buildings, and social housing- no backsliding!



Comment ID: 9903 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: Andrew Kitching 

Comment: I note that there are to be no new developments on the Bathurst estate 
lands. This skews all new development to the south, east and north of Cirencester. 
Surely the Bathurst estate should supply some land for local development?



Comment ID: 9917 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: How has the high value of houses in the area  (compared to the national 
average) contributed to increasing  the new housing targets?



Comment ID: 9932 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: How has the size of the new target been' largely due to 

high house prices in Cotswold District'?



Comment ID: 9975 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: This reads like an aspirational  political statement by the Liberal run CDC 
Board rather than an objective assessment of the state of the District.



Comment ID: 9930 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: How has the price of housing in the area affected the housing target?



Comment ID: 9974 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: 'Green to the core' seems to me to be a meaningless strap line. It has no 
substance in this environment. 

Potential employers would be enticed to set up business in the area if there are good 
public transport facilities.



Comment ID: 9957 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: Scenario 5 is the most feasible for the District



Comment ID: 9958 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: This is a long term project and my fear is that the timescale for the 
development is to short. Speaking to one of the CDC planners his main concern was 
that 'pressure to hit targets could result in poor quality housing with inadequate 
infrastructure in place to cope with the massive resulting  increase in the local 
population.



Comment ID: 9959 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: Smaller houses and cramped conditions could give rise to social tension but 
access to the countryside and/or open public recreation areas could help offset these 
problems. 

Adequate car parking is essential combined with effective public transport. Light rail 
solutions should be considered as Bus services have proved unreliable and ineffective.



Comment ID: 9973 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: Infrastructure has to be improved, particularly the potential for a light railway 
system at its core. The road transport network will become clogged with cars (and 
buses) otherwise. 



Comment ID: 9976 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andrew Lennard 

Comment: See my earlier comments . 

 

It has been a useful consultation document and covers the main aspects of the 
exercise. It would be helpful if the views of the local MPs are included.



Comment ID: 9307 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew Scarth 

Comment: The government’s new method of calculation is flawed and will lead to the 
opposite effect of what is being attempted to be addressed in certain areas. Cotswold 
District is 80% Cotswold National Landscape; this is difficult to develop. The 
consequence is that the majority of housing increases will occur in the 20% area. This 
area already has housing that with modest increases will meet the needs of local 
people. The price of houses in the 80% area will increase because of the increased 
desirability of an area that will retain its very rural character. Wealthy individuals from 
out of the area will be attracted to the detriment of local people who will be priced out 
of the market.



Comment ID: 9308 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andrew Scarth 

Comment: The government’s new method of calculation is flawed and will lead to the 
opposite effect of what is being attempted to be addressed in certain areas. Cotswold 
District is 80% Cotswold National Landscape; this is difficult to develop. The 
consequence is that the majority of housing increases will occur in the 20% area. This 
area already has housing that with modest increases will meet the needs of local 
people. The price of houses in the 80% area will increase because of the increased 
desirability of an area that will retain its very rural character. Wealthy individuals from 
out of the area will be attracted to the detriment of local people who will be priced out 
of the market.



Comment ID: 9309 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Andrew Scarth 

Comment: In Scenario 6, it is stated that this scenario is ruled out because it is contrary 
to national planning policy. As is explained below this is not the case. Medium and small 
sized developments are not ruled out and a consideration of where and how big these 
may be in the Cotswold National Landscape should be made. It is also contrary to the 
government’s obvious intentions of ensuring lower housing costs for local people which 
is not something available for many residents within the Cotswolds National Landscape 
area. 

The Assessment of Broad Strategic Development Locations Paragraphs 1.5 to 1.7 
“Policy Context” focuses on large scale developments and uses the NPPF to justify this. 
However, the NPPF in paragraph 72 it is stated “Strategic policy-making authorities 
should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through the 
preparation of a strategic housing land availability assessment. From this, planning 
policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites, taking into account their 
availability, suitability and likely economic viability.” Paragraph 73 states that “small and 
medium sized sites can make important contribution to meeting the housing 
requirements of an area …” and identifies means to do this and also states that at least 
10% of housing requirements on sites no larger than one hectare. This not the same as 
is stated in paragraph 1.7 that the NPPF confirms that LPAs can meet up to 90% of their 
requirements via larger sites. This misses out the “medium” sized sites stated in the 
NPPF. 

It therefore follows that the Step 2 in the assessment of land to be removed from further 
consideration is flawed. The section on Landscape Designations in Table 1 rules out any 
strategic development consideration in the Cotswold National Landscape on the 
grounds of paragraph 189 and 190 of the NPPF. These paragraphs do not rule out 
development in National Landscapes but rather stress that major development should 
be refused. This does not rule out the small to medium sized developments which 
should have been included in the overall strategic assessment. 

In summary to totally remove all the Cotswold National Landscape from the 
assessment is wrong and therefore Scenario 6 should be considered further or at least 
modified. One of the drivers of the government’s new assessment of housing provision 
is based on the cost of housing and aims to bring down the cost of housing in an area. 
By ruling out the whole of the Cotswold National Landscape the cost within this area 
will increase (supply and demand). This will rule out housing for local people. I am 
definitely not suggesting that the Cotswold National Landscape should be built over 
willy-nilly but every village and hamlet in the district must bear some of the pain from 



the ridiculous government instructions on house numbers until, one hopes, sanity will 
prevail. 



Comment ID: 9702 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Andy 

Comment: Housing allocations in smaller towns, especially in the north Cotswolds, will 
only result in more commuters and vehicles on the roads despite the railway in 
Moreton. There is little employment in these areas, apart from tourism. It is  ridiculous 
and unsustainable to propose these high numbers of houses just to achieve the housing 
numbers



Comment ID: 9707 

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

Name: Andy 

Comment: How strong will approved Neighbourhood Plans be in the selection of sites 
especially within the AONB? How likely is it  that these will be ignored or overruled in the 
pursuit of housing numbers as intimated by Westminster?



Comment ID: 9703 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Andy 

Comment: Who is going to pay for this infrastructure which will have to be built in 
advance of new housing and any CIL payments.



Comment ID: 9699 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andy 

Comment: Option 5 is the least harmful  to the Cotswolds but will still have cause 
unacceptable harm to the natural environment and infrastructure. Moreton,  for 
example is outside the old AONB but the huge increase in vehicles will cause even 
further long queues on the A429 and there is not enough water or sewage infrastructure 
to cope with the extra development. Total  proposed will almost double the number of 
houses which is totally out of proportion to the current size of the town



Comment ID: 9700 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andy 

Comment: Definitely not



Comment ID: 9701 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andy 

Comment: An increase in housing density can be achieved by forming more terraces 
instead of large stand alone detached houses that are more profitable for the 
housebuilders.



Comment ID: 9705 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andy 

Comment: These 'visions' will only remain as visions and will mostly be ignored or 
overwritten to achieve the politically driven £1.5 million houses required by 
Westminster. And CDC know it!



Comment ID: 9721 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Andy 

Comment: There does not appear to be any information on the amount of so called 
'affordable' or 'social'  housing although it may be in another document. What is mostly 
required in our area is genuinely affordable houses rather than expensive market 
housing that people, on an average wage in the Cotswolds, cannot afford. Even 80% of 
the market price (which is the official definition of affordable) in the Cotswolds is NOT 
affordable. How is the provision of housing at a genuinely affordable price or rent going 
to be funded? There are too many loopholes that house developers use to avoid 
providing the affordable and social requirements specified in a planning consent. How 
is the problem of 'right to buy' going to be overcome after the sale of affordable houses. 
How is the purchase of houses as second homes and holiday rentals going to be 
controlled. Increasing the Council tax on such properties is little deterrence to wealthy 
investors.



Comment ID: 9333 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: Scenario 3 would appear to be the most sustainable of the seven, as it 
concentrates growth around the seven main service centres and thus aligns this with 
facilities, services, transport and employment infrastructure. This is also the greenest of 
the potential scenarios as it limits the need to travel, especially by means of a car, and 
thus helps to reduce carbon emissions, noise and light pollution. Villages with less 
services, facilities and infrastructure, would also not be at risk of being over-developed 

However, given that scenario 3 would only deliver 51 per cent of the housing target, this 
is unlikely to be a viable option, and scenario 5 would appear to be the next best 
alternative. There are certain drawbacks with scenario 5, as have been alluded to on 
pages 45 and 46 of the Integrated Impact Assessment.  Increased traffic and 
congestion; carbon emissions; loss of open countryside and productive agricultural 
land, with major negative effects on the historic environment. Roads and transport 
infrastructure will need to be the central elements of infrastructure provision in such 
circumstances. Furthermore, any plan-led development affecting Principal and Non-
Principal Settlements should only be permitted if there are adequate services, facilities 
and other infrastructure to support it. This will be best achieved through the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which can forecast what is required and thus lay the 
foundations for any section 106 planning obligations.



Comment ID: 9335 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: The Council should not consider locating any developments in 
unsustainable locations in order to meet the centrally imposed housing target. The 
figure of 18665 takes no account of the environmental sensitivities that pervade the vast 
majority of the District, whilst simultaneously allowing the 35 per cent urban increase 
target to fall by the wayside. This is nonsensical, as it effectively redirects housing 
development away from the most sustainable urban locations into rural areas which 
cannot provide the requisite infrastructure, and whose unique historic and  
environmental characteristics  are very much under  threat of being irreversibly harmed.  

I  therefore urge Cotswold District Council to redouble efforts to resist the unrealistic 
targets set by the Government, by relying on Paragraph 11b of the latest iteration of the 
NPPF, which states that there are some exemptions to the requirement for local plans 
having to meet objectively assessed needs in full, including where the application of 
NPPF policies relating to the national landscape provides a strong reason for restricting 
the overall scale, type of, or distribution of development in the plan area. I suggest that 
this would cover the present position in which the Council is effectively concentrating 
the majority of future development in just 16 per cent of the District in order to protect 
the National Landscape and SSSIs.  As I will argue under Q4, the disproportionate 
imbalance created, will lead to the 16 per cent being extensively overdeveloped and 
ruined for present and future generations and result, in "the paving over of paradise", as 
District Councillor Lisa Spivey remarked recently. That would surely represent a poor 
legacy from CDC as it exits the stage to give way to the new unitary authority in 2028.



Comment ID: 9336 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: Housing density must be sympathetic to both the historical environment and 
character and setting of any settlement in which development is proposed.  High rise 
blocks, for example, would not be in keeping and are  far more appropriate for towns 
and cities that are not within, or closely adjacent to, a National Landscape. Open 
spaces, vistas and a sense of place  are vital factors for preserving in the District, and 
these do not lend themselves to incongruous high density developments. Green buffers 
and wildlife habitats/corridors  are also important considerations in any development 
proposal.



Comment ID: 9349 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: Firstly, in general terms, I would submit that it is entirely disproportionate 
and grossly unfair to direct 75 per cent of planned development into the 16 per cent of 
the Cotswold District that falls outside the National Landscape and accounts for 56 per 
cent of the existing overall population. Proportionate development would split the 44 
per cent inside the CNL at an additional figure of around 6500, with some 8115 outside. 
Instead, it is proposed to build around 10500 homes outside the CNL, around three 
times as many as inside. This disproportionality will have major negative impacts upon 
many affected settlements outside the CNL, with implications for both their character 
and setting and their reduced attraction for tourists, with a consequent negative 
economic impact. 

Secondly, I turn to my village of Mickleton, which is the northernmost gateway to the 
Cotswold District via the heavily used B4632. I will now provide subheadings below for 
ease of reference. 

Historic overdevelopment of Mickleton 

Back in 2013, the Preferred Options Consultation paper proffered a figure of 80 future 
dwellings as being reasonable for Mickleton for the plan period up until 2031. This was 
exceeded over threefold during the next five years, resulting in a 38 per cent increase in 
the village population as against the more incremental 9.7 per cent that had been 
recommended. Furthermore, despite this disparity, there was no commensurate 
improvement in village infrastructure.  Prior to its adoption in August 2018, the current 
Local Plan took account of the significant housing development that had arisen during 
the intervening period, by stating that a zero-housing figure was appropriate in all of the 
circumstances. I am not aware of anything since that can be said to justify any 
departure from this figure now, and will suggest below that the indicative  figure of 589 
now put forward is both disproportionate in itself as well as being unsustainable due to 
poor services, facilities and other infrastructure.  

Disproportionate indicative allocation for Mickleton for 2025 to 2043 

It is clear that the 61.74 per cent indicative growth of Mickleton is far beyond the 21 per 
cent average for the District.  This would result in Mickleton becoming the sixth most 
populous Principal Settlement. Furthermore, whilst Mickleton has a lowly  sustainability 
ranking of 14th out of the 16 Principal Settlements, its projected growth will result in a 
population exceeding those in more sustainable service centres such as Tetbury, South 
Cerney, Stow on the Wold, Bourton on the Water and Chipping Campden, all of which 
have been allocated increases of under 20 per cent.  Mickleton would have the greatest 



divergence between low sustainability and high housing growth in all of the Principal 
Settlements. Such disproportionality is as unfair as it is unsustainable. 

The pie chart featured in indicative map 1 of the North Cotswolds on page 26 of the 
Preferred Options consultation document is inaccurate as it does not reflect the 
projected 61.74 per cent growth of housing in Mickleton. The pink and green segments 
need to be reversed to do this.  

Reasons why Mickleton should not classed as a Principal Settlement due to its lack of 
sustainable infrastructure 

The Settlement Role and Functions Study provides clear evidence that Mickleton is a 
major exporter of its workforce, 27 per cent of whom commute more than 10 kilometres 
to work by car. Less than 1 per cent use public transport for commuting. Clearly, such 
data demonstrates that Mickleton has a poor employment role through a density 
statistic of 139.5% in paragraph 3.9 and table 4. However, the scoring of the 
employment role needs to be amended to zero to fully reflect the high net export per 
centage of 139.5.  

From tables 6 and 7 on page 20 of the same document, it is evident that Mickleton 
possesses just one convenience store and lacks any of the itemised strategic services.  

Page 23, at paragraph 4.11, overstates the position by stipulating that the location of all 
strategic services and facilities is clustered around larger settlements. If that is the 
case, then why does a main service centre, such as Chipping Campden, lack a 
supermarket and bank and thus require travelling long distances to access these and 
hospital services? 

There are also inaccuracies within the Accessibility Matrix which require rectification in 
order to provide an accurate sustainability score. On page 26, in table 9, there are 
references to drivetimes to strategic facilities. Access to a supermarket is incorrectly 
categorised as fair (5 to 15 minutes) when it should be classed as poor, as the nearest 
supermarkets are at Evesham and Stratford, which would entail drives of around 25 
minutes each. 

Similarly, in relation to a College of Further Education, the facility score needs to be 
downgraded as the nearest is at Stratford and requires a drive of around 25 minutes.  

Hospital A&E and other major departments are located approximately 50 minutes away 
by car at Warwick and Cheltenham respectively, and again the matrix score requires 
amendment.  

Library access would require a journey to Chipping Campden and so would not be 
attainable within 5 minutes as suggested by the matrix. Again the score needs 
downgrading.  



Beyond the above, there will be many hurdles to overcome in order for the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan to be able to ensure growth in Mickleton is aligned with the timely 
provision of transport, utilities and community facilities. Primary and secondary 
schools are already operating at full capacity, which begs the question as to where 
incoming pupils will have to travel to be educated. Health and dental services are 
already stretched. Bus services are infrequent and unreliable. Water supply, sewage 
and electricity are already at critical levels (see my response to Q6). Traffic volumes 
through the village exceed 500 vehicles per hour and so create air, noise and light 
pollution, with major safety hazards resulting from congestion and speeding motorists. 
The position is only likely to intensify as the burgeoning developments at Meon Vale and 
Long Marston Airfield progress over coming years.  Furthermore, if all the available land 
in Mickleton has been built upon, where will there be left to provide any additional 
infrastructure?  

The need for more joined up thinking and actions involving Stratford and Wychavon 
District Councils 

I believe that there needs to be far more joined up strategic thinking involving both 
Stratford and Wychavon District Councils in relation to cross-border planning strategies 
in terms of education, social and open market housing, traffic and the local road 
network etc. Stratford District faces huge potential swathes of housing development 
that could heavily impact upon the Cotswold District. There is the potential for huge 
increases in traffic passing through Mickleton, with the detrimental impacts this could 
have upon the locality and general amenity, and the knock-on effect in relation to 
tourism. It already takes an inordinate amount of time to pass through Stratford in any 
direction, so if additional highways congestion ensues then this will act as a deterrent 
for potential visitors to the area and hit the economy accordingly. 

 

 



Comment ID: 9350 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: Infrastructure delivery needs to drill down into a variety of practical aspects. 

Taking bus services, for example, how regular are the services and how reliable?  Can 
buses actually be relied on to tie in with GP and hospital appointments for example.? 
Are all nearby towns accessible by public transport?  

Can cyclists safely  access local services and facilities? 

What about access to major hospital facilities?  

How long does it take for emergency services to access the settlement? 

Live traffic surveys are required to establish actual vehicle flows so as to gauge how 
roads will be able to cope with increased through additional housing developments.  

Flooding, water supply, sewage and electricity outgo issues are also relevant to assess 
utilities infrastructure.  

Where will young children have to travel to be educated and can then be 
accommodated in the nearest primary school?  

Beyond the above, cross-border liaision with neighbouring local authorities is essential 
to assess how developments there may impact upon the Cotswold District. 
Furthermore, if Mickleton residents  are eligible for social housing  accommodation in 
the Stratford District, then this would  potentially ease the requirement for such 
properties to be built in the village, by addressing local need..  

Strategic transport and traffic planning will be fundamental to addressing the major 
increases arising from Meon  Vale and Long Marston Airfield developments.



Comment ID: 9353 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: Comments /questions on Vision (para 5.2 on page 33) 

Will existing Principal Settlements such as Mickleton have grown proportionately, given 
a population increase touching 62 per cent? How is it proposed to maintain its distinct 
identity if all of its development boundaries have been stretched beyond breaking point 
and its rural setting compromised by the introduction of urbanising housing sprawl built 
onto productive green fields that characterise the rural environment?  

Who exactly is going to invest in active travel infrastructure and public transport? Who 
will fund this across the District?  What local services are envisaged to provide better 
support for communities and who will procure and fund them? 

The long-term interests of many people is to continue to live in a safe and recognisable 
environment which retains its rural characteristics and is not transformed into 
something very different, through overdevelopment and dysfunctional urbanisation, 
heralding a breakdown of social cohesion.  

 

Comments/ questions  on objectives (para 5.3 on pages 34 and 350 

Under b, the local distinctiveness of the natural and historic environment will be eroded 
as a result of disproportionate housing development. 

Open countryside will also be under threat if it is built upon. 

Under d, how is it proposed to encourage the vitality and viability of town and village 
centres?  

Under e, who will pay for an improved public transport system? 

If Mickleton is developed in the manner envisaged, how will this equate to focusing 
development on accessible locations with strong transport links?  

Under f, who will provide and pay for the infrastructure, services and facilities to meet 
the needs of residents and businesses? 

 



Comment ID: 9382 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: This is not a user-friendly format to complete a survey and elicit responses.



Comment ID: 9383 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Option 5.  Agree with CDC’s rationale.



Comment ID: 9384 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Support would depend on area proposed and type of development.  Mixed 
age-groups in low-rise flats or maisonette-style accommodation can be good for town 
or large villages.  (Netherlands model which mixes students and senior citizens?) 

Bourton Chase phase 3 in Bourton-on-the-Water is a good example of 1 and 2 bed flats 
through to 4 bed detached housing to 2.5 storeys with mixed tenure. 



Comment ID: 9386 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Q2. No as it conflicts with national planning policy and the Local Plan’s 
objectives



Comment ID: 9388 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Q3.  Support would depend on area proposed and type of development.  
Mixed age-groups in low-rise flats or maisonette-style accommodation can be good for 
town or large villages.  (Netherlands model which mixes students and senior citizens?) 

Bourton Chase phase 3 in Bourton-on-the-Water is a good example of 1 and 2 bed flats 
through to 4 bed detached housing to 2.5 storeys with mixed tenure. 



Comment ID: 9389 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Q4. Only if appropriate infrastructure improvements are made, e.g. to 
transport network.  (Moreton in Marsh being a prime example of being in need of a 
bypass if more housing is built.) 

 Concern for impact on CNL / AONB, road network, environment both green and blue 
spaces and wildlife, including dark skies, flooding and sewerage infrastructure.  Roads 
are increasingly potholed, and flooding over roads common as drains and grips not 
maintained adequately.  

Accessibility and capacity of health services, especially time taken to respond by 
ambulances, travel times to hospitals, wait times for appointments and lack of NHS 
dentistry. 

Support job creation via sympathetic development of the Industrial Estate and policies 
leading to quality jobs. Current imbalance with lower paid and insecure tourist 
economy jobs. Such physical development into the landscape should be carefully 
designed to meet policies such as dark skies, tranquillity and other special qualities of 
the Cotswolds. 



Comment ID: 9390 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Q5.  Yes.  The impact of tourist influx to the Cotswolds throughout the year.  
Traffic congestion, and the proliferation of Air B&B type accommodation which reduces 
housing stock for locals, particularly first-time buyers and those needing affordable 
housing. Impact on local school, particularly Bourton-on-the-Water Primary Academy 
and The Cotswold School (Academy).



Comment ID: 9392 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Broadly agree with vision and objectives, however, unsure whether they are 
achievable given the pending upheaval and dissolution of CDC as a local champion.  
Unitary authority may have different aims and objectives. 

Strong emphasis on “partnership” ways of working, with a good look at ensuring local 
democratic representation through LGR is not weakened but strengthen. This would be 
in line with the name of the Act which includes “community engagement”.  Community 
right to buy and similar should be reflected in this Local Plan. 

Greater emphasis on planning enforcement with capacity locally requiring significant 
strengthening.  

Reinstating support funding for communities to create and maintain Neighbourhood 
Plans. Locality and similar bodies have been undervalued by the government decision 
to withdraw future funding. 



Comment ID: 9393 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andy Roberts 

Comment: Q6. Broadly agree with vision and objectives, however, unsure whether they 
are achievable given the pending upheaval and dissolution of CDC as a local champion. 
Unitary authority may have different aims and objectives. 

Strong emphasis on “partnership” ways of working, with a good look at ensuring local 
democratic representation through LGR is not weakened but strengthen. This would be 
in line with the name of the Act which includes “community engagement”. Community 
right to buy and similar should be reflected in this Local Plan. 

Greater emphasis on planning enforcement with capacity locally requiring significant 
strengthening. 

Reinstating support funding for communities to create and maintain Neighbourhood 
Plans. Locality and similar bodies have been undervalued by the government decision 
to withdraw future funding.



Comment ID: 9464 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Q1 Which scenario is preferred and why? 

Scenario 5 is preferred for the following reasons: 

1. It’s the most comprehensive within existing national and local planning 
guidelines and gets closest to the government’s target 

2. Scenarios 1-4 are not worth pursuing because they would almost certainly be 
unacceptable to the government: a) because they do not push to the limits that current 
policy allows, and  b) fall even further short of the government’s target 

3. Further consideration of scenarios 6 and 7, with the resulting negative impact on 
the Cotswolds National Landscape, should only be undertaken if the government 
instructs CDC to do so 



Comment ID: 9465 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Q2 Should the council consider development in locations it considers 
unsuitable to meet government housing targets? Please explain 

The CDC should back its expertise and therefore not consider locations it deems 
unsuitable. Consideration of such sites should be undertaken only if the government 
insists that CDC do so. 



Comment ID: 9466 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Q3 To what extent do you support higher density developments( e.g., smaller 
houses and gardens, flats and other taller buildings) 

BPC’s recent neighbourhood priorities survey demonstrated a clear demand for starter 
and smaller homes, which could potentially require higher-density developments to 
realise.  On that basis, BPC is supportive of higher-density developments, as long as 
they use materials and designs that are in keeping with existing parish buildings and 
incorporate suitable environmental protections. 



Comment ID: 9468 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Q4 Do you think the proposed level of development up to and beyond 2043 
is sustainable? Please explain 

The scale of development up to 2043 is probably sustainable, with nearer-term plans 
the most reliable and those closing in on 2043 less so; much of the projected housing 
up to 2043 is based on existing approvals that have not yet been built, realistic windfall 
projections and submissions from developers and landowners that could be feasible.  
But the world could look very different in 20-25 years in terms of climate deterioration, 
economic stability, global conflicts and other factors that introduce considerable 
uncertainty. Hence, plans beyond 2043 are considered less sustainable. 



Comment ID: 9469 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Q5 

Are there any other groups beyond those listed that should be considered by the 
updated local plan? 

 

Answer: None 



Comment ID: 9470 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Q6  Do you agree with the Local Plan vision and objectives? Is there anything 
else that should be considered? 

 

The vision and objective stated are compelling, comprehensive and realistically 
achievable. No other considerations require inclusion. 



Comment ID: 9467 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Andy Turton on behalf of Blockley Parish Council 

Comment: Blockley Parish Council commissioned an independent review of the CDC 
2021 SHELLA, which concluded that Landscape and settlement patterns remain the 
decisive constraints. As a result, the majority of sites discounted in 2021 were rejected 
due to harm to the Cotswolds National Landscape (formerly an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, AONB). Which includes: High visibility on valley sides or open slopes; 
poor relationship to the historic settlement pattern; Flood Zone 3b constraints; the 
creation of isolated or ribbon development. These constraints remain largely 
unchanged and have actually been strengthened.  

 

If CDC would like a copy of the report, please ciontact Councillor Turton at BPC



Comment ID: 10257 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Angela 

Comment: I  believe that the Cotswolds unique heritage and character is at risk with the 
number of developments planned.



Comment ID: 10259 

Location in consultation document: Gypsy and traveller needs 

Name: Angela 

Comment: This should be done with specific rules in place that protect local residents 
and the environment.



Comment ID: 10255 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Angela 

Comment: Doctors surgery in Lechlade is already very busy. The extra population will 
put an additional pressure which will affect health outcomes. 

Emergency services are also under pressure which will be made worse by extra people. 

If schools are  unable to accommodate the extra capacity people will have to travel 
causing more traffic congestion



Comment ID: 10243 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Angela 

Comment: Transport links in Lechlade are already very limited, Additional housing 
would mean even more road congestion as transport is not easily available.



Comment ID: 10249 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Angela 

Comment: Lechlade has very limited transport facilities. The extra population  would 
mean that the roads would be even more congested due to the lack of public transport.



Comment ID: 10245 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Angela 

Comment: Lechlade is already congested at peak times and especially during 
roadworks as it is a small village it is unlikely to be improved



Comment ID: 10873 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Angela 

Comment: My comment is in respect of the impact of the preferred scenario (Scenario 
5) on Kemble, which is located on the edge of the Cotswold National Landscape and 
contains the Kemble Special Landscape Area. The village has significant heritage value, 
with two Conservation Areas and a significant number of listed buildings. It is bordered 
by open countryside consisting of agricultural land with some woodland. This is a 
special place that is worthy of protection. 

Although Kemble has been identified as a Principal Settlement it currently consists of 
only 388 dwellings. The proposal for a significant extension (590 dwellings) to the south 
west of the village is out of scale and would have a very deleterious effect on Kemble's 
character and identity. It fails to take account of the rural nature of the village and the 
potential impact of such large scale development on the village character. Kemble 
retains its close relationship with the surrounding agricultural land which is accessible 
to the residents for informal recreation and protects the views of the village and its 
Grade II* church. The development is likely to require significant investment in 
infrastructure which may also have a significant negative effect on the landscape.



Comment ID: 10212 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Angela Flett 

Comment: I do not support any of the scenarios as they do not support the stated aims 
of the Local Plan to be sustainable and green. CDC's local plans have preservation of 
the Cotswolds characteristics and culture at their core so would be completely 
undermined by all the scenarios, which also disregard the local Neighbourhood plan 
policies. 

 

In particular, Scenario 5 will destroy rural communities in small villages, making some 
mere extensions of larger towns and destroying their identity. 

 

Siddington's classification as a Principal Settlement, by Cotswold District Role and 
Settlement Function Study is 

 flawed as it includes developments outside the village boundary and subsequently 
incorrect population and employment counts. 

 

Siddington village does not have the infrastructure to support  the Scenario 5 proposal 
to increase its current 339 homes to over 1,000, which is not only disproportionate but 
also inconsistent with sustainable development. 

 

Alternatives to consider: 

Further expansion of the existing Steadings development which already has additional 
infrastructure in place would provide a quick win, i.e. extra homes with minimal impact. 

 

It seems short sighted to dismiss any potential development in the Cotswold National 
Landscape thus placing the entire  burden on the remaining 20% of the Cotswolds. 
Surely there is also a requirement for new homes in CNL which could be satisfied by 
local offers of land thus spreading the load. 

  

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



Comment ID: 10215 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Angela Flett 

Comment: No. Siddington is being targeted because it lies outside the National 
Landscape, not because it is 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 
because this is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and is 
totally at odds with CDC Local Plans.



Comment ID: 10217 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Angela Flett 

Comment: I believe that increasing housing density by developments such as smaller 
houses/gardens, more flats or higher buildings should be confined to towns and is not 
appropriate in rural villages such as Siddington.



Comment ID: 10231 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Angela Flett 

Comment: No, I do not think the proposed level of development up to and beyond 2043 
is sustainable, which is further exacerbated by Siddington being wrongly classified as a 
Principal Settlement. The proposed expansion not only threatens to destroy 
Siddington's rural identity, by potentially merging it with Cirencester, but also to 
completely overwhelm its local infrastructure and services such as roads, water supply, 
drainage, sewage treatment capacity, transport and school. There are already major 
local issues with flooding/drainage and sewage leaks which often lead to dangerous 
road conditions, initially from excess water and further down the line from pot-holes. It 
is frightening to imagine how much worse the above problems will be if the proposed 
level of new homes becomes reality.



Comment ID: 10236 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Angela Flett 

Comment: Question 5 - Yes 

Protection of Biodiversity by retaining fields, trees, hedgerows and wildlife corridors, i.e. 
retention of green spaces. 

 

Maintenance of a settlements gap (between Siddington and Cirencester). 

  

The potentially devastating impact of increased local flooding. 

 

Siddington being incorrectly classified as a Principal Settlement. 

 

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



Comment ID: 10248 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Angela Flett 

Comment: Question 6 

I agree with the vision but the objectives in the Consultation document will not deliver 
that vision. The objectives: 

 

Will mean that Siddington grows disproportionately and loses its rural identity, sense of 
community, unique landscape, heritage and character. 

 

Will destroy Siddington's surrounding green space and incumbent wildlife, thus having a 
detrimental effect on locals and visitors wellbeing and mental health. 

 

Do not include mention of essential infrastructure, sustainable transport links, extra 
essential facilities or employment opportunities. 



Comment ID: 9122 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: This form has not been easy to navigate



Comment ID: 9127 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: Do you allow editing of comments once posted ? 

if so, I can not find how to do which is frustrating



Comment ID: 9121 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: The percentage of available/unprotected land should be taken into account 
by central government and targets re-calculated by them to reflect this enormous 
constraint on land available for housebuilding.



Comment ID: 9128 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: I do not feel that this document has given enough detail on the areas that 
would be involved other than in Option 1 for me to make an assessment. 

I can only comment, therefore, on CDC's preferred option.



Comment ID: 9129 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: Does CDC envisage that under their preferred option, that high rise or higher 
buildings will be permitted in order to reach targets? I believe that current policy 
restricts building height in order to preserve the character of the area.  

Does this not also apply to the number of homes per hectare irrespective of height, 
which CDC seem to admit will need to increase far beyond the average. 

I do NOT support housing density in developments through either higher building or high 
numbers  as NOT in keeping with our historical character



Comment ID: 9125 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: To fully appraise this option, which are these 'Main Service Centres'? Where 
& how nay have houses in each centre been considered to meet  9420 homes.



Comment ID: 9126 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Angharad 

Comment: should read 

where and how many houses have been considered to meet 9420 homes



Comment ID: 9146 

Location in consultation document: 6. Call for sites 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: Has the owner of the land formerly owned by the RAU in Driffield & Harnhill  
agreed to sell land/make available for development?  In the interests of transparency 
are you able to answer this directly?



Comment ID: 9143 

Location in consultation document: Employment and commercial development needs 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: Where is employment believed to be for the working population of new 
homeowners in Broad Zone 19 - particularly when other developments in and around 
Cirencester are also taken into account. How does CDC consider this sustainable?



Comment ID: 9148 

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

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: When further assessment is made on the proposal for an additional 840 
homes in Driffield with a current population of 173 (2021 census) can it be 
acknowledged that this will undoubtedly have a negative impact on the character of the 
area and is totally disproportionate to the size of the existing communities  It can not be 
seen as a new development as the site does not offer enough of a buffer zone to  
Driffield and Harnhill. Villages that are quintessential to the character of the Cotswolds 
and whose identity and agricultural environment must be preserved for future 
generations to enjoy and to farm. 

Indeed our major economy is agriculture and change in use of this land will reduce 
productive farming (including sustainable organic farming) and diminish the area's 
agricultural heritage.



Comment ID: 9144 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: As a resident of Driffiled, I have serious concerns over road infrastructure, 
connectivity and highway safety. Many of our existing roads are lanes, edged by 
hedgerow and dry-stone walls. These historical and landscape features are integral to 
the rural aspect of the area and preservation of the village character. They are not 
suitable for high volumes of traffic. New road systems would be inevitable but how can 
these be delivered sensitively?  They will dramatically and negatively impact on our rural 
community which dates back over centuries and lies within a conservation area and 
should be protected by decision makers.



Comment ID: 9145 

Location in consultation document: Infrastructure needs 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: Other concerns of lack of public transport, supply of water, flood 
management have already been commented on by me. Accessibility to healthcare is an 
obvious concern, given the situation both locally and nationally. How will this be 
guaranteed?



Comment ID: 9158 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: No, I do not. The proposal for Broad Zone 19 in respect of Driffield & Harnhill, 
raises many concerns over its sustainability. The proposed ‘new settlement’ sits 
alongside existing and centuries old hamlets. It is not a ’new settlement’. It sits in a 
rural, agricultural location with two grade listed village churches and Cotswold stone 
cottages dating back to the 18th & 19th centuries, where lanes and homes already 
suffer from flooding. I challenge the idea that development will have a ‘negligible effect’ 
( Site assessment Environmental Constraints) on this flooding – The flood signs are up 
at the moment (December 2025) and cars have been stranded in the recent past. The 
development of farmland will put further strains on infrastructure and exacerbate the 
problem. Similarly, the quality of drinking water has been acknowledged as at 
‘significant adverse’ risk. This document 3:13 further acknowledges the challenges of 
supply and waste water infrastructure. CDC’s site assessment reckons that the current 
capacity for waste water is c225 homes.  Will Thames Water receive government 
funding to meet the demands of current homes let alone of those proposed? Thames 
Water are in severe financial trouble and CDC admit that this may impede building and 
may not in fact happen in the local plan timescale!. The development of Broad Zone 19 
is unsustainable in this regard and will negatively impact the lives of residents and 
community wellbeing. 

The accessibility of the site to employment and transport networks does not meet 
sustainability criteria. Exactly how is it imagined that the development will promote 
'sustainable transport use and connectivity'? Driffield and Harnhill (Broad Zone 19) has 
no rail links, no existing or nearby cycle ways, no main employment within 20 minutes 
(5km) cycle journey, very limited public transport (National bus services operating from 
Cirencester and Stratton with very limited parking) and realistically very little prospect 
of any additional provision being taken up. I challenge the comment that busses are 
within 500m of the site and that only 50% of commuters will use a car as their 'method 
of travel to work'. I believe air and noise pollution will increase alongside greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

Indeed, Drifffield and Harnhill has NO strong transport links other than road. So how is 
this considered sustainable? 

 

Furthermore, where is the local employment envisaged for these increased inhabitants? 
The local economy offers a limited job market and travel further afield will be 
necessitated. The sustainable livelihoods of those involved in farming, on the other 



hand, will be taken away. Agricultural land will never be reclaimed and its demise will 
have serious consequences on the food supply for future generations. Rather 
agricultural land should be protected if sustainability is considered the benchmark. 



Comment ID: 9161 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: Cohesive placemaking requires that CDC ensure development that fosters a 
strong sense of community. A collaborative approach which must at its heart take into 
consideration the legitimate concerns of the already inhabitants, the unique beauty of 
Cotswold hamlets and their historical significance, Driffield being mentioned in the 
Domesday Book, their right to amenity of such, their right to have this upheld and 
'conserved' for future generations- that is a sustainable objective, which the expansion 
of Driffield by 840 houses will demolish



Comment ID: 9137 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: Angharad Clark 

Comment: The proposed new settlement west of Driffield will impact directly on the 
hamlet of Driffield and Harnhill  No figures are given here to expose the enormity of the 
proposal on the traditional villages it is set amongst. Why is this? Where are the buffer 
zones?



Comment ID: 10688 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Yes, there are further requirements. It's critical that a base of work 
opportunity is partner to housing. Many people want to live in proximity to work. We do 
not want the district to become retirement only. That means that there must be 
locations where businesses can be established and infrastructure to support the 
generation of business. This is particularly so in strategic sites where very large 
development is to take place. If a town is to double, it must at least double its amount of 
economic activity locally. We are not trying to establish dormitory towns in which 
everybody has to go somewhere else to work. That kills community. The infrastructure is 
therefore a combination of several parts, including the establishment of strategies, 
networks, physical locations, programs. It's also important to recognise that many 
people will work from home and they need some kind of local opportunity to meet or 
work outside the home for a variety of reasons that are surely well understood. This is 
also a multi Agency issue and it will need commitment initially from the county and then 
from the unitary. 

 

These are also very high-level statements so for the avoidance of doubt, it will be 
important to have community centres and that this needs to address the needs of 
children and young people on the one hand and the elderly on the other. We have an 
aging population and their needs for social encounter are different. Similarly, there is a 
death of availability for young people of places where they can engage together and 
enjoyable and meaningful ways. This also avoids antisocial behaviour which is what 
boredom produces. 

 

Furthermore there is a more subtle and complex issue: with slow growing established 
communities of modest size there is a strong sense of community. Even in very large 
cities, local communities that are established over long periods gain this kind of cultural 
residence as a matrix for living. When large scale change takes place over a short 
period, this involves the arrival of many new people from different parts and there is a 
fundamental problem of creating and preserving the community culture. For example, 
five years ago Moreton-in-Marsh was not noted for its friendliness, and this has already 
been affected by various adversities. 10 years ago, many people (a high percentage) 
were familiar with the town over decades. 

 



The Cotswolds are a tourist destination and this aspect has an important infrastructure 
element in which a balance must be preserved between local residence and making it 
attractive to visitors and a thriving economy. This would need management. One 
important issue is the principle of Ecotourism, that is tourism that supports and 
encourages ecological development rather than harms it and this ecology is both that of 
wider nature (including farms) and social ecology.



Comment ID: 10692 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Do I have to add my name and details every time I post a comment? That's 
very inefficient. Why when it says "full screen" is it not full screen but rather a window 
inside the page that doesn't get any bigger. This is unhelpful. Why am I being asked to 
comment before I've actually read anything.



Comment ID: 10755 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Of course not. That's obvious. Naturally, there would be a reason to take the 
wrong choice in order to protect individuals or the council against the wrath of the 
government and the danger of poor inspectorate decisions, but the only responsible 
choice for a professional professionals with integrity is to do what is right and make the 
case for why is right. It's clear that there is no practical way to achieve the goals that the 
government has in mind and that even those efforts that are being made are creating 
serious problems for the public who are being asked to comment.  

 

However, I think that council is in danger of coming up with plans that are in fact 
unsustainable by the standards that the people living in this district expect. People 
living in a rural area most of which is internationally recognised national landscape do 
not expect to be swamped in heavy goods vehicles and traffic, blocked from being able 
to access their own town, pouring sewage into rivers, streams that are toxic denying 
children access to water play, inability to find Work and so on. And at least one principal 
settlement, Moreton-in-Marsh, these plans are going to pour stress upon stress unless 
the government comes up with serious funding to put the town in order and enable it to 
grow.



Comment ID: 10759 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Housing should be developed in order to meet the demand and needs along 
with fitting in with the maintenance of an integral community and its organisation and 
appearance and facilities. This almost certainly does include more smaller houses, 
even apartments which would be attractive to many, but these need to be located within 
the spaciousness of a rural setting, a rural market town or village. So the total amount of 
space per habitation should be conserved but properties should be varied to meet 
needs. It may be that in some areas the overall space can be reduced and that might in 
some cases improve for example walking accessibility. But it's important to recognise 
that every town and village has a serious opportunity to contribute to climate and 
ecology needs. Well managed green spaces can absorb large quantities of carbon and 
soak up water to prevent flooding as well as providing for pleasant streams and water 
spaces as both ecological benefits and amenities. This is not a location for city scale 
density. It is part of the character and diversity of the country is a hole that there are 
great cities and beautiful rural towns and villages. That balance needs to be maintained. 
But I could imagine retiring to a pleasant apartment overlooking a beautiful area or 
close by where I can walk, enjoy natural environment, head off into the wider world on 
footpath and so on.



Comment ID: 10810 

Location in consultation document: 4. Beyond conventional housing 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: What does Green to the Core really mean in this context? It generally gets 
used in the context of the CDC administration itself but of course there was an original 
intention I believe for it to me much broad but if so it would need a much more 
fundamental approach. Obviously within the planning framework there are many 
opportunities to ensure that buildings are climate friendly both in development and in 
use.



Comment ID: 10824 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: This is a further answer. Although I am reporting for Moreton-in-Marsh, I 
imagine that this may be relevant elsewhere too. 

 

A great deal of development has taken place in the town without anyone considering 
effective cycle paths or useful footpath to connect through the town and to nature. On 
the first, there are no effective cycle paths through any of the developments and no 
designated cycle lanes on any of the main roads. No provision has been provided for 
this. A recent housing development application by Bloor proposed but this did not 
correspond to best practice design and was considered unsafe by the Cycling Club. If 
the town is going to grow then it is critical to provide effective cycle paths to the centre 
and to the railway station and perhaps to shopping and other amenities. This will take 
some careful planning as all of the estates have been separated from each other with 
few exceptions. The Blenheim Meadow footpath has not been designed for cycles. A 
project to create circular footpaths was initially blocked by the town council and then 
permitted but with no funding. This would enable walks around some of the scenic 
parts of the town. Having come here after six years in London I find it harder to get a 
good walk in the countryside than I did in London. Once you get to a good foot path, of 
course it's fine but the journey is much longer and not as easy. This will obviously vary 
depending on where people live. 

 

If CDC wants to be Green to the Core it needs to develop programmes to facilitate 
farmers in transitioning to nature friendly farming to develop carbon sinks. These are by 
far away the most effective way in terms of both cost and speed (whatever else you have 
been told) and help ecology — if the farming is done right — to achieve a significant 
climate mitigation result. That means it is important to provide suitable infrastructure in 
the way of the farming equivalent of Business Hubs. 

 

In order to facilitate economic development it will be necessary to have a business hub 
in the North Cotswolds.



Comment ID: 10835 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Given that CDC has a limited life, I see this question as primarily relevant to 
this particular consultation exercise and the needs of forward planning. If we are to 
consider what could be achieved by 2043 as a total vision, it is considerably more than 
this in specific areas but this still contains many good challenges and necessary steps. 
I'm sure the forthcoming unity will develop its own vision, but what is important is that 
this area plan provides an excellent platform for the development at least in this part of 
the country. 

 

I am concerned that in effect agriculture is always a blind spot because it's not a 
conventional business, there are special rules pertaining for planning, and it's a 
specialised area that requires scarce knowledge. But there are very good reasons why 
there should be more animals in the fields at least through the spring to early autumn, 
why farms should be required to manage their soil more effectively in order to capture 
water and prevent flooding, conserve water for the dry season, prevent soil erosion, 
which also contaminate rivers and neighbourhoods, and make the extraordinary 
contribution that they can to the transformation of biodiversity and carbon capture. 

 

I think that the concept of eco-tourism would be important. The national landscape 
should have a brand in which its foods are toxic free and nutritionally dense, it 
demonstrates how the landscape can be beautiful, climate and ecology friendly, and 
profitable. This is not the general case today.



Comment ID: 10707 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 3 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: While it obviously makes sense to focus development in either principle 
settlement or empty spaces, it is important to recognise the nature of our principal 
settlement. They are not principal settlements in the context of large towns or cities. 
Here there are little towns at best or in one case only a pleasant mid-size market town. 
None of them is well equipped with public transport. So if development is to be 
concentrated where good public including local transport exists, there are none and the 
amount of development that should take place across the district should reflect that. 
For example, one of the principal settlements is Moreton in-Marsh. No teenager (unless 
old enough and equipped with a car) can go with friends to the cinema. None of them 
can go and visit a local location where there might be some activity such as a chess 
club in Stow or singing in Bourton on the Hill, although the letter is accessible since only 
a few miles away on foot. You need to be able to get there at the right time and get 
home. If it requires parents to drive, the whole idea of good public transport is lost. This 
principal settlement has the further problem that it has no secondary education. That 
cuts pupils off from their friends from school. It means that when they get to 16 parents 
have to fork out over £1000 a year to send their children to mandatory schooling. It 
means they have to return home when the bus goes. And in the case of those over 16 
there is no guarantee that they will even be space on the bus. When I compare this with 
the kind of public transport available in a city, it's a joke. Building thousands more 
houses without high-quality public transport is a problem and since we have distributed 
villages so that if someone in a principal settlement wants to visit a friend in a village 
they can't, you can see the problem. 

 

A further issue is this: it's all very well to have a town that has got some relatively good 
resources, but part of the attraction of that town is that it is a small rural market town. 
Dublin triple the size and it will not be the same town. People will put up with the 
absence of certain facilities when they have an alternative set of benefits. But if they 
lose those alternative benefits, being embedded in nature and a small community for 
example, why would they live there? There's nothing here that provides a legitimate case 
for a demand for housing in these locations. Nor is there any evidence that the demand 
for housing is appropriate for building a balanced community. It is not a balanced 
community if the only people who come are those retiring from the city and downsizing 
who will also have a car or two. We have very many properties with a single person living 
in it. Large settlements grow because there is a demand for people to live there. The 
original location of Moreton in-Marsh was predicated on the presence of the meeting of 



two highways and it's position on the margin of four counties. It made it suitable for 
example in the development of the wool and corn markets. Those have since declined 
and subsequently the town grew very slowly. Businesses develop where there is a 
natural reason for them to be and businesses provide work that is attractive for people 
to live and to stay there when they grow up. This is demand to build houses without any 
analysis having been done (by the government) on the necessity and the correct 
assessment the building at larger places is better than building in small villages along 
with a hope that it will sort itself out, and if not, "we don't have a choice because we are 
forced to do this". It is vital to communicate to the inspector that this program of 
development that is being imposed on the district is not organic and it is not based on a 
fit for purpose analysis.



Comment ID: 10716 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: The consultation says: "provided they are well located and designed, and 
supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities (including a genuine choice of 
transport modes). Local Plan policies on strategic sites should be set within a vision 
that looks ahead at least 30 years to take into account the likely timescales for delivery." 

 

This consultation is necessary in order to be able to meet the government requirements 
to develop a Local Area Plan, since the government has negated the existing five-year 
land supply that the council had. It is necessary to find out what space is available and 
to investigate various requirements and options for a larger scale growth taking into 
account a variety of feedback. But at the same time this creates a problem for 
proposing 30 year horizons. How can citizens sensibly comment if an integrated 30 year 
vision is not available for a principal settlement? In the case of the most significant 
development, at Moreton-in-Marsh, there is no available master plan at this stage and 
no clarity on fundamental gaps in infrastructure. One of those fundamental gaps is 
extremely expensive – a bypass – and satisfying that could eat up necessary funds for 
other crucial community infrastructure. That means, to avoid business trade traffic 
(HGV's) and passing vehicles destroying the character and business effectiveness of the 
centre of town, it's necessary for the town to develop to deploy a bypass that has the 
effect of reducing funding for the development that is needed for the growth of the town 
itself. Let me spell this out. Either a very large chunk of the likely funding of 
infrastructure will go not to benefit the town itself but to reclaim the centre from the 
passing traffic, including high volumes of large vehicles. This only benefits the town in 
the sense that it would reset the centre back to its proper normal state. It doesn't 
provide any further Improvement. But further improvement would be needed in order to 
meet the needs of a growing town and there are a variety of other critical infrastructure 
demands some of which are very expensive for example a new clinic– or expanded 
clinics – for medical practice since the present facilities for the two doctors practices 
are already overloaded. That's an expensive ticket. (By the way, this has already been 
reported to the planning committee and the text of the letters from the two doctors 
practices sent to me has been shared. They are under stress already.) 

 

Now 30 year plans to build houses are being proposed but we don't have a 
corresponding set of facts as outlined above: there is no master plan, no vision, no 
clarity about what infrastructure will be available. I have no doubt that the officers and 



planning function has sincere and professional and competent intentions to do their 
best. This is not therefore intended as a criticism of the CDC planning function but 
rather the imposition of unrealistic demands on a district. If the best consequence as a 
response to those demands is to substantially increase the size of an already stressed 
town without being able to provide any guarantees other than good intentions and 
professional commitment, the demand to build is unrealistic and is based on a faulty 
algorithm. 

 

This algorithm assumes the building more houses will depress prices. That is highly 
unlikely. Construction companies are not famed for building houses that reduce the 
price of the product they sell. Prices can be reduced by reducing standards and 
sometimes by new smart methods of development, but we need to recognise that the 
development that must take place must be in keeping with the existing tenor of the town 
and district and it's proximity to and presence within a national landscape. 

 

While it is essential to do everything possible to investigate options, that must not lead 
to the foisting of inappropriate development on this and other settlements.



Comment ID: 10720 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: The idea of building in a new site a high-quality garden village/town seems to 
me to be in principle a good idea. It has the merits of being able to create a vision for a 
high-quality new settlement in keeping with its neighbourhood but with all the benefits 
of modern planning and infrastructure and if Done well will be attractive as a locus for 
business, community, and good blue, green and housing along with community centres 
and so forth. The vision can be paced and developed in tranches that are already sited 
within an integrated plan. Sufficient infrastructure can be provided at all stages. 

 

Unfortunately, the government demands make this of Little relevance to our present 
requirements. This means that the government and its short-term political need is 
destroying long-term benefit. This is a plan without vision. The issue is that we have to 
be able to provide a five-year land supply and any such development would provide no 
houses in the first five years and not much in the first 10. But it's always the case, unless 
you plan for 10 and 20 years out, you won't find yourself in the right place when you get 
there. So in order to meet an unrealistic five-year plan, already more than a year used 
up, we are effectively prevented from doing much to meet long-term needs. So I 
congratulate the planners on coming up with one proposal for a new settlement but I 
would want assurance that the work that is being done on it will be fully funded by the 
government, for otherwise it will take away critical resources needed to manage the 
workload in implementing the houses that need to be built during the next five, 10, 15 
years. Unless this is provided, this idea is problematic.



Comment ID: 10728 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 7 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: I agree with this conclusion



Comment ID: 10745 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: The Councils says: "National policy also emphasises the importance of 
creating sustainable places of high 

quality design, conserving and enhancing our national landscape and building houses 
to meet the needs of our communities. A balance therefore must be struck between 
maximising density, whilst also ensuring the character and scenic beauty of the 
Cotswolds and the wider district is retained, as well as providing the right types and 
sizes of homes that are needed..." Certainly, a balance must be struck. However how 
this balance is struck depends on design principles as well as assumptions about what 
is appropriate in a given locale. I believe that we fail to take account of the historic 
development and its characteristic density in a number of cases. 

 

Certainly, there were many very large properties, estates and mansions built in this 
district as a result of wealth and the desire of great land owners to own such properties. 
But much of the housing consisted of terraces. I would ask planners to take a walk 
around Moreton in-Marsh looking at property built before the second world war. This is 
because the National Landscape is a huge part of our district and it's historic character 
is considered to be a key to the design code for building. If you walk down the High 
Street, up the A44, along Evenlode Road and the Todenham Road, and indeed the first 
major new estate of the 21st century at Blenheim Park, you will find large quantities of 
terraces or closely spaced semi detached properties. The historic build quality was 
such that the variety – for example in the town centre of the height of buildings, widths, 
and colours– provided an exciting view but they belong to a natural colour palette 
arriving from the area that made them integrate well. Moreover they were textured and 
complex in detail so that they were attractive at a distance and close-up. This is an 
important architectural principle. Building houses close together in this way provides 
more space for gardens behind them and also more space for public amenities, such as 
properly designed and managed internal green and blue spaces within the town 
boundary. Many older people do not want to rattle around in a huge house and we have 
a large number of old people. They also find it extremely difficult to get hold of a 
bungalow and since bungalows take up more space, they need to be smaller and 
compact. Few old people can look after large gardens anyway. 

 

So I am recommending a rediscovery of historic building codes as part of the 
development plan. What I think is inappropriate is the building of suburban settlements 



in Cotswold market towns and villages. These can appear very bland, and provide a 
curious isolation even within the estate. An example that is interesting is Cotswold 
Gate. It has a very sizable public open space but it does not have a good community 
centre within the housing area although this could've been developed easily, to make 
something like a village Green. Moreover, the method of creating public open spaces 
such as this in which local owners have to pay for the maintenance of what is a public 
space for everyone is a problem. These should be publicly own spaces and they should 
be managed to public standards that include a recognition of the importance of ecology 
and climate change as well as the value of the experience of nature for young people 
especially. In addition to protecting views and outlook is out of the town we should be 
managing views and outlooks within the town and looking across the road at a series of 
detached properties or separated semi detached properties in little blocks each with 
their own front garden and back garden might be some kind of an American idyll but it is 
not rural West Country England



Comment ID: 10747 

Location in consultation document: Table 1 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Building on my previous comment in this section (endorsing the principles of 
historic development, which included attractive terrorist properties, the issue of density 
like this for consultation purposes is that it is not easy to make it meaningful. I'm not 
saying that the total amount of space that should be allocated for a certain number of 
properties can be reduced. What I'm arguing is that the organisation of the buildings 
themselves can be more dense in some cases and done in such a way that this is very 
attractive but also leave space for village green style spaces, for blue and green 
organisation, for allotments, for community centres, and if it increases the efficiency of 
housebuilding this should be turned into better quality materials and presentation to 
meet the standard that the built view or outlook is interesting from a distance and close-
up.



Comment ID: 10749 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: This is clearly making the best of a bad job – I mean that the work and 
assessment is good, but the rules and requirements under which it is done are 
inappropriate and require what would be a bad job if fully exercised. I agree that the 
council is making the right choice among the options.  

 

However, once again I reiterate that at least in some locations it's clear that the public 
are being required to make choices between one inappropriate solution and another 
with a necessary lack of information about them. A distillation of some of these 
comments should be sent to the government. Some of the bodies such as MOAD who 
have been complaining about council development should turn their skills towards a 
concerted campaign informing the government in its own best interests why it's plan is 
not going to be successful for either it or the country.



Comment ID: 10753 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: The right choice has been made to the wrong requirement by the 
government



Comment ID: 10709 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: First, I am once again distressed at having to put in my details on every single 
comment. Why can we not have a facility to sign in and be recognised? 

 

I have already posted general remarks about principal settlements in relation to 
transport.  

 

"None of them is well equipped with public transport. So if development is to be 
concentrated where good public including local transport exists, there are none and the 
amount of development that should take place across the district should reflect that. 
For example, one of the principal settlements is Moreton in-Marsh. No teenager (unless 
old enough and equipped with a car) can go with friends to the cinema. None of them 
can go and visit a local location where there might be some activity such as a chess 
club in Stow or singing in Bourton on the Hill, although the letter is accessible since only 
a few miles away on foot. You need to be able to get there at the right time and get 
home. If it requires parents to drive, the whole idea of good public transport is lost. This 
principal settlement has the further problem that it has no secondary education. That 
cuts pupils off from their friends from school. It means that when they get to 16 parents 
have to fork out over £1000 a year to send their children to mandatory schooling. It 
means they have to return home when the bus goes. And in the case of those over 16 
there is no guarantee that they will even be space on the bus. When I compare this with 
the kind of public transport available in a city, it's a joke. Building thousands more 
houses without high-quality public transport is a problem and since we have distributed 
villages so that if someone in a principal settlement wants to visit a friend in a village 
they can't, you can see the problem."



Comment ID: 10239 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Angus Maclaren 

Comment: Scenario 4 is my preference, followed by scenario 3. I am against Scenario 5 
because I do not endorse the creation of new settlements in rural areas, such as that 
proposed to the west of Driffield, and am completely against the significant extension of 
existing rural villages, such as the proposed expansion of Ampney Crucis.  Other than 
the fact that the government’s standardised method for calculating the number of 
homes needed in each local planning authority is completely unsustainable and 
disproportionate for the Cotswold District, given its unique local constraints, there are a 
myriad of reasons why new settlements and significant extensions to existing villages 
should not take place. These include: 

1. The proposed housing allocations would fundamentally change the character of 
quiet, secluded rural communities. 

2. These settlements were not designed to absorb large-scale new developments. 

3. The proposed housing allocations will erode the qualities for which the 
Cotswolds are renowned, namely peace, landscape setting, low noise, wildlife habitats 
and dark skies; these are the attractive qualities that define the Cotswolds’ appeal and 
are central to the Local Plan’s own stated objectives. 

4. There are insufficient local employment opportunities to justify the location of 
new settlements of the scale being proposed in rural areas.  These developments will 
risk becoming commuter estates dependent upon long distance car travel. This 
conflicts with the plan’s stated aims of reducing car emissions, supporting a low-
carbon economy and delivering sustainable, self-contained settlements. 

5. Many of the proposed locations, Ampney Crucis being a good example, are 
served only by narrow, single-track or minor rural roads, which just about manage the 
volume of today's traffic. These routes cannot sustain any rise in traffic that the 
proposed levels of new homes would generate.  Furthermore, safety on these roads not 
just for other car users but also for pedestrians, dog-walkers and cyclists, would 
become severely compromised. 

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



Scenario 4 is preferred as it goes further in addressing the concerns cited above. The 
fact that Scenario 4 delivers a lower percentage of the government housing target than 
Scenario 5 I consider to be a non-issue as I feel very strongly that the government’s 
standardised method for calculating the number of homes needed in each local 
planning authority is completely unsustainable and disproportionate for the Cotswold 
District and should be reviewed following pressure from Cotswold District Council. 



Comment ID: 10240 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Angus Maclaren 

Comment: Definitely not. A strategy of considering development in locations that are 
unsustainable is completely at odds with the interests of existing local communities, 
their quality of life and cultural heritage, and is completely at odds with the protection of 
existing landscapes, natural heritage and environment, and air quality targets, all of 
which are of paramount importance.



Comment ID: 10241 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Angus Maclaren 

Comment: I broadly favour increasing housing density in existing large towns or near 
major transport nodes such as railways stations as a way of preventing the 
development in rural areas, including exiting village locations.  I feel that the protection 
of our natural and rural heritage is of over-riding importance and that we should resist 
development overall as much as possible. 

I do not support increasing housing density in rural areas and existing villages. 



Comment ID: 10265 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Angus Maclaren 

Comment: My comments relate to Ampney Crucis: 

I do not think that the proposed level of development up to 2043 is sustainable at all. 
Furthermore, I feel strongly that it is actually impossible to ensure that the proposed 
development can become a sustainable location as any steps taken, other than not 
building at all, will be at odds with the Council’s stated approach to sustainable 
development. 

At Ampney Crucis, the proposed housing allocation would fundamentally change the 
character of this quiet, secluded rural community and greatly upset the way of life of 
existing village residents. This particular settlement was not designed to absorb a large-
scale new development such as the one proposed. The proposed housing allocation 
will completely erode the qualities for which the Cotswolds are renowned, namely 
peace, landscape and village settings, low noise, a habitat for wildlife and dark skies.  

Ampney Crucis is served only by narrow, single-track or minor rural roads, which just 
about manage the volume of today's traffic. This holds particularly true on the north side 
of the village, where the new housing development is proposed to be located, and also 
holds true for the main village access road that runs through the centre of the village. 
These routes cannot sustain any rise in traffic that the proposed levels of new homes 
would generate, and safety on these roads, not just for other car users but also for 
pedestrians, dog-walkers and cyclists, would become severely compromised. Of 
particular concern is the area around the village school where traffic volumes at school 
drop-off and pick-up times are already high and pose a risk to children and parents. 

Furthermore, there are insufficient local employment opportunities to justify the 
location of the settlement at the scale being proposed and should the development go 
ahead, it will become a commuter estate dependent upon long distance car travel. 
Compounding this, public transport provision to Ampney Crucis is infrequent in the 
form of a very limited bus service along the A417, which is some considerable walking 
distance from the location of the proposed development.  It is also impractical to route 
public transport any closer to the village centre. This will inevitably lead to a reliance on 
private vehicles, greatly increasing the volume of traffic through the village and on 
surrounding single track lanes, contradicting the plan’s own objectives for net-zero 
transport emissions and sustainable mobility. 

The proposed development at Ampney Crucis conflicts with the plans stated aims of 
reducing car emissions, supporting a low-carbon economy and delivering sustainable, 
self-contained settlements. 



Comment ID: 10453 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Angus Maclaren 

Comment: I agree with some of the elements of the vision elements and some of the 
objectives but entirely disagree with other elements of the vision and other objectives. I 
therefore cannot agree with the whole vision, nor can I agree with the entire list of 
objectives.  I find it impossible to agree with the whole vision and full set of objectives 
because many of the elements strongly contradict each other. 

The vision states that the “Cotswold District will continue to be ‘Green to the Core’, with 
planning decisions reflecting the long-term interests of people place and planet.”  I 
agree with this statement very strongly. I also agree with the vision element that states 
that the Cotswold District will have responded to the climate crisis, conserved and 
enhanced the Cotswold National Landscape, delivered sustainable communities, and 
supported a vibrant, low-carbon economy.   

I agree with the vision statement that 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 only if the 
elements of “social equity” and “economic vitality” do not come at the cost of losing 
landscape (both within and without the Cotswolds National Landscape), the 
urbanisation of rural villages and further urban sprawl to heritage towns such as 
Cirencester and Fairford, whose town centres are close to bursting at the seams. 

The above elements are essentially contradicted by most of the remaining vision 
elements which envision the large-scale increments in housing and supporting 
infrastructure to existing towns such as Cirencester and Fairford, and rural settlements 
such as Ampney Crucis, Driffield, Preston and Kemble.  This is not “Green to the Core”, 
this does not prioritise environmental stewardship, this does not respect the district’s 
unique landscape, heritage and character and it will not deliver sustainable 
communities, nor deliver a low-carbon economy. It will deliver the opposite.   

I would urge the council to give greater prominence to conservation and green 
objectives in their vision and objectives statement and to take issue with the 
Government’s Standard Method for calculating the number of homes needed in each 
local planning authority as it is at odds with the unique set of constraints and 
challenges that apply in the Cotswold District. 



Comment ID: 10191 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Angus Maclaren 

Comment: Scenario 5 acknowledges that the Cotswold District is heavily constrained 
by the Cotswolds National Landscape designation. The development strategy does not 
sufficiently account for the comparative lack of unconstrained land in the district 
relative to counties with larger available developable areas. Applying the same 
government housing requirement to a district where over half the land is nationally 
protected under the "Area of Outstanding Beauty" limitations places an unreasonable 
pressure on the remaining rural areas. This disconnect means the proposed level of 
growth, amounting to approximately 14,600 homes in the constrained area, is neither 
proportionate nor environmentally sustainable.  My suggestion is that the Council 
makes a stronger case to government regarding local constraints and argue that the 
level of housing development that is currently proposed in the Cotswold District should 
be significantly tempered to reflect the proportionally lower areas of land available; the 
government’s Standard Method for calculating the number of homes needed in each 
local planning authority is not suitable for the Cotswold District.



Comment ID: 10416 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Annabel McEune 

Comment: None of the scenarios supports the aim of the Local Plan to be “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. 

 

I 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: 10418 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Annabel McEune 

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 it is 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: 10421 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Annabel McEune 

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



Comment ID: 10424 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Annabel McEune 

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. 



Comment ID: 10426 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Annabel McEune 

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: 10428 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Annabel McEune 

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

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

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

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

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

• Will not offer employment opportunities in Siddington. 

• Will not offer additional essential facilities to Siddington. 

• 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: 10121 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Anne 

Comment: Ludicrous number of houses & no joined up schools/solar/water/roads



Comment ID: 10714 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Anthea Palmer 

Comment: It's unrealistic to expect this amount of houses to be built



Comment ID: 10724 

Location in consultation document: 1. Introduction 

Name: Anthea Palmer 

Comment: Food production hasn't been fully taken account, especially in the context of 
climate change. It should include considerations of local food production and potential 
for sustainable agriculture as well as local allotments. 

Furthermore, does the need for local jobs match the housing position?



Comment ID: 10719 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: Anthea Palmer 

Comment: Prefer option 5 but the area cannot support this many houses in terms of 
infrastructure, environmental health and social structure.



Comment ID: 10727 

Location in consultation document: The different scenarios 

Name: Anthea Palmer 

Comment: I am concerned that the infrastructure for these areas would be insufficient 
in terms of water supply, drainage and public transport. 

Where is the provision for community based energy supply? 

It would also be important to provide adequate social facilities such as schools, health, 
shops and other community services.



Comment ID: 10074 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: option3. To reduce the disproportionate increase in the scale of 
development of Kemble brought about by the perceived future Rail link to Cirencester 
and Proposed improvement of the Rail Link to Birmingham making it a target for 
Commuter development.



Comment ID: 10075 

Location in consultation document: Question 2 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: Yes . Some  Development should be permitted within the AONB to reduce 
the impact of major areas of the County outside the AONB.



Comment ID: 10078 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: Increasing house densities can be achieved e.g Housing in keeping with 
Cotswold Vernacular Style for example 3 Storey with Weavers style Third Floors , 2.5 
Storey Homes, Flats and Maisonetes on Basement, Ground and First Floors where 
appropriate dependent on topography and street scene.,



Comment ID: 10140 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: NO ITS NOT SUSTAINABLE IN THAT SUCH A SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT 
WILLIRETRIEVABLY DAMAGE AND ALTER THE RURAL AMENITY ECOLOGY SETTING OF 
KEMBLE WOOD  AN ANCIENT WOODLAND WITH SNIPE, TEAL, MUNTJAC, ROE AND 
FALLOW DEER, ADDERS, GRASS SNAKES, GOSHHAWKS, BUZZARDS, HONEY 
BUZZARDS, RED KYTES, WOOD PECKERS, FOXES, BADGERS, RABBITS  AND FIELDS 
WITH ENGLISH PARTRIDGE, BROWN HARES, COMMON LIZARDS AND SKYLARKS 
ENGLISH PARTRIDGE  AND THE PLANTATION WITH SURVIVING ELM AND ASH TREES 
AND WILL NOT BE REMEDIED BY A BIODIVERSITY PLUS 10% POLICY  AS WILL THE LOSS 
OF THE HEDGEROWS AND TREES PLANTED UNDER THE LOWLAND PLANTING 
SCHEME.. THE LOSS OF THE OPEN FIELD LANDSCAPE TO DEVELOPMENT VISUALLY 
LINKING WITH THE SOLAR FARM WOULD CHANGE THE WHOLE RURAL FEEL OF THE 
VILLAGE SURROUNDED BY FIELDS AND CENTRED ON THE CHURCH AND 
CONSERVATION AND STATION AREAS. THE INADEQUATE NFRA STRUCTURE IN TERMS 
OF WATER SUPPLY, SEWERAGE, SIZE OF SCHOOL, LACK OF PERMANENT SPORTS 
FACILITIES, SMALL VILLAGE HALL,  WOULD BE INNADEQUATE FOR SUCH A 
DEVELOPMENT. LIKEWISE THE  LOSS OF VALUABLE FARMLAND FROM AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTIONCANNOT BE REPLACED. THERE WOULD BE INCREASED PRESSURE ON 
WILDLIFE FROM DOMESTIC CATS AND DOGS AND DISTURBENCE AND PRESSURE ON 
THE ECOLOGY FROM THE INCREASED POPULATION.THE OPEN ASPECT OF THE 
COUNTRYSIDE WOULD CHANGE FOREVER



Comment ID: 10141 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: NOT ENTIRELY



Comment ID: 10132 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: THIS SHOWS A DISPROPORTIONATE AND UNACCEPTABLE SCALE OF 
DEVELOPMENT FOR THE VILLAGE OF KEMBLE CREATING A SMALL TOWN SEVERELY 
COMPOUNDING THE IMPACT ON THE RURAL SETTING ALREADY DAMAGED BY THE 
SOLAR FARM AND IMPACTING ON THE COMMUNITY VILLAGE FEEL AMENITIES 
INFRASTRUCTURE, ECOLOGY AND HIGHWAYS.



Comment ID: 10137 

Location in consultation document: Table 4 

Name: Anthony 

Comment: THIS GRAPHICALLY INDICATES THE DISPROPORTIONATE SCALE OF THE  
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED FOR KEMBLE



Comment ID: 10142 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 1 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: The whole process of allocating sites  should be revisited.  

Top Priority should be given to brown or grey field sites - old airfields, old factories, old 
railway facilities. These will most probably have infrastructures in place and will be 
close to transport facilities and employment facilities.  

The next priority should be on the edge of major settlements where infrastructure, 
transport and employment facilities already exist 

Only after these sites have been exhausted should other sites be considered and then 
evenly across the district with a maximum of 100 new houses per large village where 
infrastructure, transport and employment exists. Smaller villages with no or minor 
facilities should have a maximum of 20 new houses each. Villages such as Mickleton 
and Willersey in the North Cotswolds should not be swamped because that has already 
changed them from villages to small towns with no facilities to match and it does not 
result in community integration. In fact the opposite occurs.



Comment ID: 10143 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 4 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: Future growth must be allocated close to existing transport facilities and 
whoever possible that should be public transport. 

 

Wherever possible employment facilities should be married to transport facilities at 
every considered site



Comment ID: 10144 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: This may be a good idea in principle but does not work in practice.  

In particular Community Housing does not work when people are allocated from a city 
or a large town to a rural location.



Comment ID: 10145 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 7 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: Lobbying the government regarding targets must intensify.  

A "same approach across all areas of the UK" does not work and will not work.  

Targets must consider geographical, infrastructure, employment and transport facilities 
either existing or proposed



Comment ID: 10146 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: Increasing density must not happen and is an insult to future homeowners 
and their communities.  

We must all have space to live and enjoy our surrounds



Comment ID: 10147 

Location in consultation document: Increasing density 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: Whatever housing is considered it must be to the highest standard possible 
and always include solar panels and the latest and most economical utility systems.  

Building must relate and blend in with the locality by style and materials.



Comment ID: 10148 

Location in consultation document: Table 2 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: The current planning rules must be revised so that all current applications in 
a Parish plus any pre-application discussions are both considered when an application 
for housing is discussed for a decision at Planning Decision meetings. 

Mickleton has the ridiculous position whereby some five planning applications 
application are either in application or pre application , including some sites which 
border each other, but only one site can be considered when reaching a decision. 

 

 



Comment ID: 10149 

Location in consultation document: Indicative maps 

Name: Anthony Boyse 

Comment: Chipping Campden, which already has all the facilities required, should 
have a greater allocation of new housing compared to Willersey and Mickleton.  

A railway station at Chipping Campden should also be re-opened as part of this revised 
allocation



Comment ID: 10344 

Location in consultation document: 2. Spatial strategy options 

Name: Anthony de Beaufort-Suchlick 

Comment: I have great sympathy for CDC in respect of the entirely unreasonable 
housing demands imposed by the Government. The key problem is the allocation of the 
housing into a very small part of the overall area with the risk that the very nature of the 
Cotswolds will be permanently changed. The risk of ribbon development resulting in the 
linkage/significant expansion of both Cirencester and Moreton or Fairford to Lechlade 
will result in something similar to Newbury and its environs or Bracknell merging with 
Wokingham. Both of these cases (and many others) resulted from poor local planning 
decisions changing the nature of both areas. It would seem imperative to avoid these 
mistakes in the Cotswolds. This countryside that can never be replaced.



Comment ID: 8757 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Antony Lodge 

Comment: In reference to section (e) of the objectives section, it seems to me almost 
without fail councils / relevant authorities historically do not insist that protected 
cycleways from new housing development sites into a town centres are constructed.  

 

How will we EVER change our unhealthy overuse of cars unless councils / relevant 
authorities do this?  

 

We  have to make a step-change on this.  

 

People cycling short distances ( less than 5 miles) boost people's health ( thereby 
reducing NHS bills) and protects the environment.  

 

Cycle lanes must be protected from roads by hard infrascture, otherwise you will not 
tempt people to use them and the health and environmental benefits will simply not be 
realised.  



Comment ID: 8758 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Antony Lodge 

Comment: In reference to section (e) of the objectives section, it seems to me almost 
without fail councils / relevant authorities historically do not insist that protected 
cycleways are constructed from new housing development sites into a town centres.  

 

How will we EVER change our unhealthy overuse of cars unless councils / relevant 
authorities do this?  

 

We have to make a step-change on this.  

 

People cycling short distances (less than 5 miles) boost people's health (thereby 
reducing NHS bills) and protects the environment.  

 

Cycle lanes must be protected from roads by hard infrascture, otherwise you will not 
tempt people to use them and the health and environmental benefits will simply not be 
realised.  



Comment ID: 8759 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Antony Lodge 

Comment: In reference to section (e) of the objectives section, it seems to me almost 
without fail councils / relevant authorities historically do not insist that protected 
cycleways are constructed from new housing development sites into a town centres.  

 

How will we EVER change our unhealthy overuse of cars unless councils / relevant 
authorities do this?  

 

We  have to make a step-change on this.  

 

People cycling short distances ( less than 5 miles) boost people's health (thereby 
reducing NHS bills) and protects the environment.  

 

Cycle lanes must be protected from roads by hard infrastructure, otherwise you will not 
tempt people to use them and the health and environmental benefits will simply not be 
realised.  



Comment ID: 10338 

Location in consultation document: Context 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: The Government policy is very misguided and unreasonable in requiring 
such a significant housing increase within the District, given its character and 
limitations in suitable development.



Comment ID: 10350 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 5 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: Although the rationale for Scenario 5 is understandable, I believe it is 
inappropriate, due to the scale of the proposed development. Many villages in the 
southeast of the District are in beautiful countryside and have key heritage 
considerations to be taken into account, as well as issues related to infrastructure and 
local employment. As a councillor with 25 years' experience in Down Ampney (ref Area 
17) I see the 'preferred plan' as unacceptable. The housing demands being made by the 
Government must be revised for the District, so that the areas outside the AONB are not 
loaded with almost the entire increase. Either the demand must be reduced by 80%, 
due to much of the district being AONB, or the AONB will need to take a higher load by 
using many small and appropriate sites. The aim of the the new Local Plan is to take 
away the blight of speculative and potentially unrestricted developments that do not 
enhance the area but to accept the Government demands and then push almost ALL of 
the whole area's building requirements into 20% of the land risks creating an 'official' 
blight on village communities.



Comment ID: 10363 

Location in consultation document: Scenario 6 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: Notwithstanding the issues related to building within the AONB, Scenario 6 
should be considered instead of Scenario 5 unless the Government accepts the 
demands being placed on Cotswold District should be reduced to a level 
commensurate with a district having such a high percentage of AONB. It is 
unacceptable to push almost the entire additional building into the southeast of the 
district, along with some in Moreton-in-Marsh, as this will radically change the village 
communities and landscapes in what is a beautiful area with a rich heritage, albeit just 
outside the AONB.



Comment ID: 10378 

Location in consultation document: The Council’s preferred option 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: Unless the Government can be persuaded the demands for Cotswold 
District should be significantly reduced, Scenario 5 should not be the preferred option, 
as pushing the entire area's additional building into the 20% of the land that is not AONB 
is  unacceptable. I have made additional points under Sc5 and Sc6. Although outside 
the AONB, there are many beautiful villages (and towns) in the southeast with vibrant 
communities and a rich heritage, and these would be completely changed by the 
extraordinary indicative figures being proposed.



Comment ID: 10382 

Location in consultation document: Question 1 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: Critically, I propose the Government should reduce significantly the 
demands being made on Cotswold District, due to the large proportion of land under 
AONB. If this does not happen, Sc6 should be considered, not the 'preferred' Sc5, for 
reasons I have made in the Scenario sections.



Comment ID: 10397 

Location in consultation document: Table 3 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: Notwithstanding the reasons for the LP exercise, these figures are far in 
excess of an area's ability to integrate without an unacceptably radical transformation 
on communities, heritage and landscape. Furthermore, the infrastructure demands to 
support this level of building are hard to imagine being achieved.



Comment ID: 10411 

Location in consultation document: 5. Revised vision and objectives 

Name: Antony Matthews 

Comment: The Vision in 5.2 is barely recognisable for those living in the southeast of the 
district if the Sc5 proposals and indicative figures ever came to fruition. The last line, 
being important, appears almost an adjunct.



Comment ID: 9220 

Location in consultation document: Indicative figures 

Name: Austin Hind 

Comment: The housing figures appear arbitrary. Has any scientific methodology been 
used to determine the ACTUAL housing requirement for the Cotswolds? If not then the 
whole system is flawed - Demand should drive the supply, not the other way round.



Comment ID: 9219 

Location in consultation document: Question 3 

Name: Austin Hind 

Comment: It is imperative that in rural locations such as Kemble, that new buildings are 
not built higher than existing dwellings - 3 floors maximum. Otherwise the profile of the 
landscape will be significantly altered. The houses built need to reflect the ACTUAL 
needs of the community who require these houses, rather than hoping that wealthy 
retirees purchase.  



Comment ID: 9221 

Location in consultation document: Question 4 

Name: Austin Hind 

Comment: Kemble. 

388 current dwellings are catered for by:  

100 primary school places,  

1 small Dr surgery. 

Small village hall. 

A small village shop/post office.  

The public play park is to the NE of the village across the busy A429. 

 

An additional 588 dwellings will necessitate a significant expansion of all the above 
facilities. It should be a condition of development that new facilities are provided to 
account for the 52% increase in the number of dwellings.  

It can be reasonably expected that the population will increase by more than 52%, as 
many of the existing residents are elderly couples. A significant proportion of these new 
builds would be housing families of 3+



Comment ID: 9222 

Location in consultation document: Question 5 

Name: Austin Hind 

Comment: Water Supply - Reservoir. 

~18K homes = >40K persons. Whilst water and sewage is mentioned, there is no 
indication of expanding the existing water supply. 

Where is the building of a new reservoir? In these times of climate change it is obvious 
that our water is under extreme pressure (hosepipe bans are an annual occurance), and 
yet no extra storage is being proposed. 

Kemble traditionally provided water from boreholes, to the Swindon Railway works. 
They are currently no longer usedz, but I propose that these boreholes are utilised to 
provide water for the Kemble development. 

I also posit that a reservoir is as important as the housing developments themselves 
and should be an integral part of the plan.



Comment ID: 9223 

Location in consultation document: Question 6 

Name: Austin Hind 

Comment: Agree - however my point about a reservoir still stands.



Comment ID: 528 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adam Bates 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8df13975-6883-43e0-9847-604cfb60cca5/528_Adam_Bates_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=LAH2TEL8ba2MYRJAlHMzjXbRtrcR5itIbIfOCMSzT-vkJyUvtkrPLxHZRqAPGW0PUR1PO8RI1vkqxArHvDUA6vdRgmBz1nxG3pRTFwIbKh6cUPxhVXT41qdDOllyU78K2gfFc5exChxHNoVeq0afTvK0SIBAD-1GC4CRwhNicglMN~VpUxwQPDtM51OSQ0zBmBmaUeSZMyhQ4Kmio8eedwp~lxTGh6qRc-ECQdklch8lsH-T-~cWiu63A5AJlrNZUqyMFAojoUcC0SLGUNYsbp6UqVl1p3WfVztG~z2Wo4Ykt0mzZS0uHD4BWsq9ez~1S9AgwPrAL1qCW8sn0tb9bA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 349 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adam Billing 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/395ea66a-f823-491e-ae06-6677cf71f0d3/349_Adam_Billing_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Q5BxNjDuxuzdbAxapqmC~G6ylMcTSYIY~-vqdMuXRrhmCg8bzrvyB4uKRdrQPEjrgQA3K2n-q7vrs0VssgE6eSBt3VC3cVMgA9PkA32USfjTBHrLfPQMyKV7Y4c0K1pVaD49O6wUEHKodl2eR1H-yuPHXARA4WQoSl2ebT32E~SCCLoL2doYDQxBzApHlMtC1QnHr62MKzC6f8hv53YbVKudLN68KHRBWbB8eG7Q3p8ZuT2KyersqUYdAsSIL8OXQKMYQX~glIGH0X62BSO8kcpD-pwZdCHzaOBA1O05VRyX0Y0A7TJFtvu5L0Yhs5rMMPYyRUeWmGhvOnKFCxMNNQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 400 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adam Wilton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1fdc6989-7a1e-4ec5-9a38-328c0afd7740/400_Adam_Wilton_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=0dZH~aHXrzL0HrCQcCbI5XBG7-aJosYkRRwEEaVP9InLErnsrpI5AfByoC~3aBM3mOww~0-cewSyf9IYt2QA4--mos-4rN2M9PG-NlfGD~7SNGjye216eRzPDIisv0CUWYQPB-1kIUyC-GQ1DDIBbEgxVVBbk4MFHKuxXPBGXZj~rKCPUMNJjioxw6YVqYrIVRRZvICJlbUqPP6iNAGdSEMcacXZmHguOSOtW-2NO-184sOxFT4~U8W46XD150t9hGPtKpbGRr8ZsjFEXfdZmaiecG0aIgFAjOSS1aVDMNZyI9lm6HK-G458X2ojHXi7GDkLb78LUb21c-jIL7oO7w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 848 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adele Barton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6b125201-0e16-40f4-87a5-ed474f3d98c4/848_Adele_Barton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=K59UBwCiiLM9Bs8P2uBDnd0HWifK~XoZozIZLwLoagdckh3mElb-J6bJnlxZRu0JXvxLBM-7P1sqFcSbeAwujiKUtyyFLghSO4hQ1Em9MlraoRiwgmNsac9I~3maRFaDqNa3Os1QVvPo67Hw4K2UJ5LfdLofeWe38QxJPuG48dGq2jaBU1lTWfB~0JESCDPNCeoQgNkeKCsnfQWKIYPwjX8kas9n1FgHGlhUJD5dY1bWzCKT8rhwJV6JIu6akp14ORcWit0PxAdYLT4f4BcsNx9vslIx4SCht27A7vrue4u8Q2GjlLJXvp9LvdhRluYbhGYs7PFLIHFPQA3Wsr~oTg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 144 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adrian Butters 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c74fa116-e618-4a0d-9a97-3e6e0be34476/144_Adrian_Butters_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=m28oN47Y7~SbswrnDttuCEYVtvHkLt5JIqxXT1S~YLYct8l9zhvelLvmzb0JrCLZldfyTqoN1rjXeJg08STOdfIV8lHs~s9OORa6BCt8zB1pm9Av8T6IUDqXE3bLuwCH7fNd3wOfRN3GJ7TLWX-brGd5PBZfjyqGAfcFjmOvsaNAX5NTMYyNRIyH8LQv8o~tKVgUKm2SQKuQ9hcBhDyiSPIdGGmCUlZ~i8AvTLdg94HamboQU5QgioXuEnoKLM~Hm2gzM6DXRxzuJ82ghRnvPn9kAkMLOE1wTaZBd7geXlDTpEWAE~HgruqZ7xPpw6Sgm7~zLbMQsI-IxJ04HEkoTQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 441 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adrian Grazebrook 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f75bf5ee-db89-4ba0-953d-9f6e4c8e0c2f/441_Adrian_Grazebrook_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=UGzCJqTJYuV3sIF8Z2y2LomD-bSNifGPTAoWgYQgIU0OYg0781BqQriUhT6GVvIOY3qW5VWku2UKdV7DcZjN6XQIQ2pDTuAW0sBSodJ4ApDeVw8GPhbMSE5Gd5n3Gfe9Ly~nlmNla4m1mGrEky3NHvttrr-150wl3TU53Gt339krzz71XRD1--AewqmnM0zHYphwbCvUlhddqeRR85vlnr~FZprKJ6YlmCk5NqlyN1zbMbPZgqoUfyi3i~BVfVK41dvsXTBG9aLs95hiTkoHRuUUAtKPOfxx1U5wxZaFIykm8L7lLO9448JjFI47wmaX42UzNdF4cWd9no9qGVtBdA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 529 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adrian Mayer 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fa2e05da-fe2b-4721-9eb6-155adb5a3af6/529_Adrian_Mayer_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=cnqSfQMMAsT4tHnwTHRgbuAgJKysth8C2GEQ6Eif5OE8MJ7cOxZhWp7ShNljpP3lPMFvrFx3tURpyv13SYC7QH7gF3i~tynm4pltPGZvnwi1VUwARhKfDnH1z-YokpkTg~2OuDVy2XO2G42eEx5u2H3xqDY~Q3rw9yFd67YYWyvYWbRbkP85m1bksa6IjCE-vsXTZhERFj3kCzrIpvRrBZu4Bnxa8MbZtkW4k5lg3DoRNoOeBExjL7HhE97~rQTp-fqhYW4L5m9CMbRUH5fOyEel-YXumxo78~WfbOY~0Jpu9HA~IuIVd0Oh4lGJlQaKCszpKIpUxRUpXlECF0mTCA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 838 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adrian Sellars 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8e4931da-30ba-4d08-9d2d-5b71e74bb1cd/838_Adrian_Sellars_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=it9amg4oRK~RITdHzjZz9NB3iYH31qvfXLh2dSeoFNUiTdJkTaOPqus~jXDC33IRErSv5Na92RWWZJ1vj-DpPcHkRZUcxZuXACxvvdq-gq1FIGEHB48MvGG3dLPJu9FQKWLo6tNH4cH41ZcYfKzKmCpSQ9cio2YmTpYKQqNrSc8ImfBZHPgyzoZzIX-dK99hPa0E9saLjzATTe2jtoW44vhZFKw8iYrqQDmcMmmUB4JXfG-v1ZMmKVSnwor~wuHeICwpIw4SIuaq7mwZQqGSy3oxD-53E~jWEtBdmADdwj9qO6Bnf8clY1nuiCI0jvTKRC2HsnyVaAtK4Ntz2RpaBg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 508 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Adrian Webb 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/4f19c3f6-a6ab-418d-aab0-fe6dfb73fef4/508_Adrian_Webb_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=wnSpxCyIY1UvXiW~R~TJdH~ZBtP5ojdm16OUxbpMKSAIiU18Oh3aDAjqLSC5i131vnOwZ7sDF-LcfXbLGkx7RF07z--qAQFwHw25gqpOIO4-sZn~wVEhxOeArZtuINCW49SPdv4-a4KRyI3G5HSJTx7qmLoyo8TH-UUIPuBEGNbCsRFJ2t-Y~dEuWtKp1ZQHeCKcozSPwAZ1vgOnkq2g4zewq6Y~pPBkWlv-gGJmU8QcjdlgaawUqd3xzv5s53ZPvtnZWUZk3QPid7--d78WH1oSxL2JQeup5EduM~vcB~1qiC-afTo2PuNaHRJNXvqVHwo-WdM5Cb-WLIIo~MqPbw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 420 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ailsa Summers & James Marks 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/7f08c8f9-7494-44a7-9b0b-d0694ed6d273/420_Ailsa_Summers_and_James_Marks_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=exRV15lKUxsrQPbYZtuebQ6ebAIjO48G4s6FCP3AbZ9L64KfAS9kire8EoEIBDmGqvQB9Ie6kHvB-d1xhgZYTgzR~HpqXYzKr6-f~jqee03nE1jv~YTmr~hGs8i0dQaPjPKnY~zgbv~YKHgn16E1QFi9bejvttn8tZGAwONz0Jd8Mz0g7aWQgzi9cu7jh~fERaHW0zYaT0CfnhRruuWzEk5RP82-gtJKzPy044U~xqric6aXmDVUtLK-VxrwkeQu10uoqdiPGOl~E46C5u8T20vAHl3LgHnLSiwAg49xeiYE1VwDzLAJxgoWLHJFxFjq8kHJkcfMN9gKuvX9cSULXg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 622 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alasdair Nicol 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/6bf96e25-df62-4c61-a320-f62ff388a1ab/622_Alasdair_Nicol_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=F74J5-VLRxskXU-UCwfkLuqmjbf4-YEjzQkDEFrwYwDsywyCxZX-rdxgw-6KgmrBQ9ZSF0y69lOIwExroOOjFwG8NaxCAO52JAniC9gq9VPn8xOG2HGbQJuIo8yfbrPIDNElJzvIH3XuWUQgpjiBYF5nxFFgYQ9YQ-cPLpsLY1n79~6U0JmZ6ZPoKkgqssFwuSbB7haiSObUYfe1-3HhNZc-DxIgN9s7v1vjMI8AZUa88LQJbaxpWAZWU-54VcVjQOihYVxYixc8MfWifLzKGJ2d5csZ7Db0h-SlC7hj~SOODptHFs31TjIrwvv5Eu8unf7vRqMMQhAnJ05Q1AClKg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 536 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alex & Penny Paterson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e70abefe-44ad-4ac3-9da5-591614287137/536_Alex___Penny_Paterson_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Vlc9U11YuxwAphtjCl0ig6z3ENFSLGlgLDdrXvyIkD9Y3OdaI4BMaYfz6tXEuVJyF0axDVII9FEla9IcCkHVPmr6tlHMb66P~4C7CJ~HynxQKjES0fCKHaZ1ARfBd9VCD06MIplMVjU0BtgCZIZcox~o16AHtgSphlZ-MiMUbjKCkMGdbZ-wZF-dStvDmCAlw8FgOJNyadxr10AuUDPY~O2vffOfCbQUO9BWU7PfQrJPMpwnsPJKSlr7umYi3fg7WZtZ4KpiP6xofujO-GAJ7uipydBDhyknl7BR~vYnYhj4KSzFDd13rsa~1IkN3Hpwq3UHLwxjcyS0adW2OzNVCQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 807 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alice Jones 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0e3a6d70-28e2-4711-b5ac-f605d622e614/807_Alice_Jones_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=LS4n9wOUwhbiaaI02JNg9EMjgmL16EHVillkIeQSX7H0Cdnr4BUwYh8Y4beSSE72h1dLFawFdwjVFYq2vonH3HV-IxsPHdppuOo8P1K4yWZ-ehZLe57Mmm4u3qG9~K2d0AnlOsDUeVpUFp-UvHcvg9u3n6IJKNoh4WhBSG0-Z46q-tYgO6c6Dmosgs5xM6YtdRjmfpRMVuIePSmkp~0j-LsObq8XurnmEMUIXPTw7Dn2o-MnHktynF9-svUxG0ezlHasfG6mDvGPNhVnbARxr0b5swQx~nMVeHe8TdNTOXyQDo2OEBITYj9Kfn80lBNpqILq2FFys7zGh~BWxlxz0w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 172 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alice Valentine 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2e59f7e5-5f93-4436-84fe-074207d5dd32/172_Alice_Valentine_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Q7ngZcuWV5p8mP0qcZaRxfq5QrxGWyS3gxNXWbPep4ybNia4i4lngGZh3KBAnkoxMWjz8aIqmZVZWhPIfh4DLkrM2nBQw87T-TPZyQjuzJ3uurQSIfFo6m1dp98ymPxwOikKRp42iGoWcN29jmhWPCCg1YBCJH61M1Dbf10mvzzTckq9f~uN2tdKFlhDHQNEXuBu1h67xp7OHEmlNNKKYMNw~WgnuCO7ZA2w~YY0CQHCkwtOxldf7fgOdU9l3cLOwseN2Nk0Daw-9dd5b9MJ~73iHqVC~HVxcRpm0GecpUARKAbwXymR94I1cLpDKs1m6AgB8Q4Uxy2jZMvP5mOC0A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 572 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alison Collyer-Bristow 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/258fc8f8-4829-4005-9442-acfb7088af12/572_Alison_Collyer-Bristow_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=OUHdrGSWNPIELJEERmud~YlYi1IoCGetEh-n52r5Nqx6KUnprg3KT4p6vcglipE3b7ml5TyalwgjmGPqk5ZovfV~Rnlmf-lQe-8WCrQhf3wIUE8ufEMk4lDZk~7JDooYi5S3HSEp4WVwQ00tsPs2ZlBqRgvBWQJ0iJSmIfJCG4iM89tSA2g0Jle-xj5FniUK4xu6BfEiRA~K0sD6mZzAyAyPQbFcBmcddhUq8ifIFnQQ-TVgHkw-OFynid4uj9WOhW9zjr9mAlAR0XeIBW-PrAec84cMqAa9I89OcV4~kbqLZ8OrZVpkJFCZmf7aI2Ci~RDNDBZTHBXZEMGwaenEeA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 490 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alison Dear 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/72284adb-77e2-4348-a76c-57dc00b2c929/490_Alison_Dear_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=UtkCQDkj6FD-CJvR~Bt9i-vCuW1hdvjd~Z-94ENnQOjP-AjviXkfES8OcP5ZqyHqZZq4SXkdjwqaxlC3vn0mJ~foWRLq5UL0iPzWlSpFhY5-N-I437uSvLitbbSv6QsOPHPc0Iv13niMxHDq3LdaRDKPQba5kLoxPgezW1CNKriRYSgGtaGvyXrLip33Tcc3vMA2Og7c-mcMQq2UITDjl2IsnjE6gIyWwoDzpBcoJPDts14XpnojXcyWSSxN0wg6-ub4P6abIH-A69fJ3sTGGJNt~s75CDhRqrBDTq~NwSNQOSsDp0QfTDvH4RibhkFnwZ~0Ka9VYpnpUjbaLXSzXg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 167 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Alison Wagstaff 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1f3bc022-975f-44c3-b225-4b7e0ee09d11/167_Alison_Wagstaff_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=i9MNyaMZeored8hPnKcF600MkEDAhp54uf9oxzlQT2dZH2nrzvkA51SZUOwJ~aSvep7ZKtC70PvsS0NNF73HJQgpEq8SdxsNft8h9ws7H4ouwwX4KpC3I5zFjdC-94rcKIKl5aaYKQL18V9vBsdYcWeGPGmEhaMVVuMxzWcURbotG5i0UeCfaBtHqJbjBEtJtFof8szTPJd2xStVjMh4An2~xqehU17Dcff8mNvtbbCKOzYg-OBLxFaVeG4PWhjCrE5oirKF76FMZt1-004RcQLxN8XLiBeWojQwQStrPaJbCEYD6r60S36Ou-QEImlM1wiifSt~k9fg5RIyzfP-~g__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 192 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Amanda Taylor 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/fc69dd74-608b-44ec-a62b-c3098915c1a9/192_Amanda_Taylor_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=u4s~n9eh4z9zdBZx~fdJf39soOF0O6uN7fWxhGV5D8CnaQN68tSq6ck6H5dAYmIOmhWnDGI90UKJ0MzNbzpNpCp7E2hABlt1XI1mrnUUrTB8sUkpNfZ3ojwljgbpDjNQw7bmx8wHkXIUSMGOOucsDmlSbzJeEk2MQ0twiyp7jYG--sT0-E2IqKDdpBU2xu47dukIqKp9yDo1OETksSKuGx0x37TOHFbWo~RlpI-a45Z0j--ItgLKZaPNt3TocpKAlka-kv35PP3YNLd9pbdrXTHgWh1kYrf4BXfWvRVI02MLXPbzTXYx-r9QXc6xrKmEBSQEvxgv8vcngsvxUWCVAg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 791 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Amelia Thomas 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/47db11cd-d19b-48b9-b5d3-dffda894900d/791_Amelia_Thomas_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=MWcM8zz84C2aodqhoR5-Z06IwZb0n5MiIiMUKVnRowBtrgRIWnNsooc8cOIFED03X-fVwKugSb01OmmzUyNzNPGx1Fq0dfcrpP9VEo1W34zm3oeFv8pYqjgBT7OYY4sLouWqBmTooOo--aZ6xXcr~GUUCg3Okgndz4DMOBv~rRk9KFkR~Ge0a~Ui-yfLcEPx8NKNC4bD1vioytUT17JBdpJQIeEQhuhcF2aWpUBORVRrVEh5sGs-9wTxrR4-TyfyxxGVUXB0tOO9WJwexN6~i-ItxrXO3lgzajQ8L0Z26h5lq270Lt1BxiZjNGOzVJyIAza9t5Kgxv390J7KXd2lGg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 713 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney Crucis Gardening Club 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d0f46831-3ffb-41f0-b41a-42a9ad050189/713_Ampney_Crucis_Gardening_Club_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ctFC0PFFNA2uewfSRSfud6in30DwDf3VpXf5juALQLkPGFzD5bhkO9wRtAjsXg~vLi4BdGiMn8NW6jzIcAK1BQu9rUvEmNL63fPsJ~MLlBHlGkA8ldsWYs4GsSa3Kc83QWXTQ7JIa-BdcNfa7RSULIIOFO3tbCT1p-pLvo~rgOinLioz6Du3lh1YEUzBnSPAs6EzNLmFgPudLPTsfzfKhdFCLVafaA1r~bCNtLOQ0JUu3PShnZ2Jc6bzFjluu1DXaMdPgy1UTF05INQu~hq0yJwb-N2SGp1bVIRPtBSRjZWaxTFL-w~MxZrTzRDRYx8X0sZ08chbOHKBx4iXWGHT5w__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 287 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/2c50204d-b148-4e50-bf8c-f6d3972a65d9/287_Ampney_Crucis_Parish_Council_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=Bxm6CjIjIEd8YbVrx0FDtoyDVnMOBoz3GWhcocjGP7HrmZcCwilaZcqRj~q8F85fhWrFZiG1IcWm0Ty7arnU30mhlLJtmQ3M8XwVqWX3zjtnAUWv0boz6i4tX2ntcI0f2qAn57LycPnUsi1ZhHxsSPEPBMr32zrYS5ZdPZvPXPWzUTsyEQyRxY87YzCzrNhaDg07QNdD70H0sPbHao3l7GuCD7YUr-ULhtg~0kOhm2kGWUPrPaKCruMinco~ybf3kNMt3q85aAoQlMV-X7ufW5PS2ZQbhcnLTXHC7suWvf3SYE63x70P6OOrjli5c3PfMucNeGSf5xsf9OLYHf8YUg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 769 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney Crucis Residents Action Group 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/249f8fca-db95-4df2-b243-7c1ee9c1fdaf/769_Ampney_Crucis_Residents_Action_Group_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=CcBmecSDnukVVqmGpfy0dY7OIKmN-BP9ueV~NimjK8ulhIKy-N3RbPnAyvejW7CbOMRVihIb0SmuHJsSEKoH5EvKEc04OkHnwozWAOIYuhNhL3uuayBf2pYKNTo22aCEY6WenCN-RXUxzSkTgbAv6l0qo2ub~fxm252ERkhohQK1oypItONuhj0QyJTyYKbYX5dKMraPvf-gfQpmO5BCFXiVXjqhGFgo7VetFsTdjHXnnrDuNMTtM5TgAA-2tAO-V-HA-mmHahQ9DoPD~FUjvKq6A3kJQlASl6sffTlr5mGyg-6ZjCvQKR16~dhuJ2xebJ~oT9LjTefR1JWFgoHCYg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 770 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney Crucis Residents Action Group 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/af1a28d7-3c01-4cde-80bf-4dcdc1ca7165/770_Ampney_Crucis_Residents_Action_Group_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=LA9uzk4Se1buxceUtEzY2ZAS8FeHw5yiM1eiVTU~Vn3nrSRhoOViYjo5-066mPr0Und7lU1K1DpikeLR8CmfoZ7ySWd0wujwfB0LD~nEYm-8JFSXzaD2R~9E8Cmnx7MW~LpREN8z4yTBHpkipTH8ocygJqNXcva3HHO~-YJINeuBlG1DnE70c2g5HbuKC5qDuFvbqwkfTR9ns41G2FKMo5qHtvTYixi6yzuPYak9lzwRvnr5tdCDjXd57bzSlW8mVM8okAOlo7SPDooc6MRj7HWbcx9jRckswW36L8gB4MsdDJqJ7hUZZSZNXPgJBgGmzY2ZqMBWSt8~IsNViWXBVQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 771 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney Crucis Residents Action Group 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/a02b6111-c78d-43aa-a368-038d5dfec106/771_Ampney_Crucis_Residents_Action_Group_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=ZubxoiJk0ESTr3DJ8h~JiZFLw5ex2hoMmfbqI2ueKPHWUHhS~iJyVm6WdjLxVOfGyeoKY5or4hi6nQ7akgRRKnxuZI2GxuRmn0UQlsU5EE93H7udwTzPxnBO4udS-UQHKNjVaLBiJXGGQHfdGCofxUIuw73seHl44JsJEUK7U-p1CioSPSVcF6H8IS9mADbbbzbhLB9r5Mo9mByzV4mVMpBmDbVVsU7XH6D61PoFXQ-RlCZOTiX92HAqSWMq729hcff0YHfqXwkj5ljbburMjTZ9rLVAKVUpRfgDXhU~xYeenRekPyp7IXyv7XdSMtuN4X0ThU58qZevMk2qzeRf5Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 772 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney Crucis Residents Action Group 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/caef16b5-bf8b-4643-9452-e1707bc0afc2/772_Ampney_Crucis_Residents_Action_Group_Redacted_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=AS~cApG45nPzPPYXJ6C37RlXFUUzwsBzApcP4Kj-iw7QNZFJZGJCJx7CUkTozAnoM7WTE0bG6Dg0eLqzQA7gN4WENyo4vmCxvfclSIQgLb5Bmwua9BujcTMpjiWRHHHTpI8DCUA72qCFOMBp2KQh~D~P9D6bQx-ZeASTnKgH0U~9DGoSy1h6RlKRIw~nYuGDl0tRikLhSRuhHGPveEWcI3dNrQCfX5AHjgvDkDfH-YtUqe9QxtzqkoFqAAL2~6I4uhYN9MCiMx2AIoeZBwKtL-BoneJe2pz8CoeuAgeRA-JjfW9nMd3pX2q6TakmcDb1mnVGB~FhYx4s1pqLcVY2VQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 639 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampney St Peter Parish Meeting 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8b3a7eed-a095-4e47-93da-6754d007b0c8/639_Ampney_St_Peter_Parish_Meeting_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=lqAVG5CXtvCYMhbDKLQ6atIGKBRKasWBJWfV9vlxo2JfpMslatpypPe1h1UtqzGXX-Asw-V3ifY8DmB~r8qp9bamEN3ESd8Cyak8ii-1bp9FoDMcslmCdkBlXTg-B48WK1WbuQt7xSNGtEL3ORtt11N62KD4sDjLdDiX4IqsBFCp~DNyreOQ64T0uSSbPM8L3cdKxsFJwwZvogi5cyGFIoOyOFSu~IX709ZDzX4uNMayyxuMtk-XCfpJQSQGrWu9pGv8jFi7yQTOlep-6CbdPQ83QL-2pbkdw4pc3kCfIKsFgbPAPLRZBumfnH5NAV5mXe-J3EkNV~jBApfdaMwzcw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 388 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ampneys Gardening Club Committee & Members 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/541087bd-6075-453c-8e34-132f06a97455/388_Ampneys_Gardening_Club_Committee___Members_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ddxERTFw9km3PakFWPC2XYq1tg2TjsJuZP8dwOw4ijlIgqKF8FuDANRLvraPNLjFQZzWANCJOtZ-t8I9YY2DDwMy0eY-3~5ObW86FPGAWvFgOd~yeNSztaCGjLgW47sel051hq5UyB5-aG8Xtvpz-sPmfm9irPNzygV7RpQ2aDKkjDuqclep~W89s72PJsUKpcJr-fhXy42xsJId6zhStQyBmajO9kFGLzgG6gnXuqL1XQ3-zlttQDZrss862kkdkMeTDUldSfVtcbwP-bgi2PqOY~DMWiaKUjJTW9IORm2-YCp8P9XKIRqjfdQ1FHJQq7c9~jI-k~ulogQTxuBJ1A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 588 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Anastasia O'Brien 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ec7fcf00-171c-472a-831c-8abc705a462b/588_Anastasia_O_Brien_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=0kMtSq-cUrcJs-xvUNONM9BgvQNA~5DYxZEYkwLuXQ2pm9KJxQ145xVGWEcQ95hNezzMXTbK5OMIx~eLIecM4Hx3Rdd~swhUF4q~6y5zC2W5rxr1gSu2jyCbGQLO1CsyKBlMoDxhPwjTdQBBzUEicW~EHT9qMg24BVAUpBNS9xVnUyVVJTyW4qDFLRFbY21ZCzPdT0p9AmuC8LoWfOv9bEjWkBp6vfxgluYWEk3qF1cRKdgvFAAXbHO0JAtM3Q7LRU0qwtJKavsISj~HOEGZimfmzcEOqpx35dlKDTRMACAWLln6puyYM~r2ENU2vxkZFMPVNn9ePQd2EHEfQXQ-Cg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 732 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrea Fielder 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/4fa251b9-5aa7-4aa2-9016-4bf467e607d7/732_Andrea_Fielder_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=KAD0DdtMX51ZcWcXzPracpdnTvevJWIZOfxyqovvCgS9mUzrkXdEsCnlftrsmKu71~fTbzIYzPs4cEvDHH9CpC3f7cor9DxZFrtYj8RoeeTWRW2Tpp4rXAy4IBBRf1zvx0K0yeIddc1XvE9Y6zNnCxBsT-tYKgmJXHGA7tUP54S3Na84YurEwK3zwA4eKOMML~~UuSZX5IdHIHmR6k4w8aV6CP3wMyXsEn8M-H4asH6lnRfCmw0EdFIt9bLKmPVPypJlFRcK8mDwRoqiCy4zFOUItLz1oUJcXArHhSWk4OKFvj5mtuPbivRENKJfj5S0IwC~z~CwPKgej73O-rCBhg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 223 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrea Hughes 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/1036966c-fdf0-4f2d-b62a-c57e00a91a14/223_Andrea_Hughes_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=wdYGLpUHy-ZQ3E0Xt-YjaJL7Bf5c-gSwQoT5n-ukV~hcbiSSExUsCFQtCkOhy3NwJDYED7SU0APkexmaSRBOOp4h32nB2Nd0k2MZ57eXTs7s8qcLfrhAMPkjC2QBaQWHeM57nnL3iXAx7ccO0FAC9XweHEEbIGniQFawToZaHeVF7yHOXkv65jAPkuFfmH48VynsLhVTtDBKZLzaCm6cHtkFm1G5nCWe00d9DHhsFNA14PQd-4ikgI4gieObc2~-IjxN6hNin5Jyu4Bn07c4UvQP7r2IJq3-53uKI-1zXzBqW4j1SfZmZNqRJtXarzot7AnzXpZBbYAL4E0C6EsnKw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 582 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Cullen 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/f166de9b-2bc4-4ba2-9baf-ae0285c2e9e0/582_Andrew_Cullen_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=krz4RZMqjC4C6ael7ewSSBd3sqMw0I7rP41gAoAmkVfgrPJWiUUmJZO8eguKVVOaZ4EVp-X~YvpzMNbBEb8k7o2RLi9vhYg0ed-v8~sS9hhDG2L0DnswlQ6DRSRQMaXzNNqqf7YUviXfqie3svVPwJ4RUbXLJwSX8x2hLtbC7vDcBiwDVsZVLDoVo3J4pdpfVBPbNdW2-gALSNvm2XoerbP8FIa8L6a9-5tvcZaBLDHzwKmeG9NawzLngptp0hvSA3ijOylL1FoStx5fGQlMK0x9opZ3bXR~iFnrBUYDvtpjKGAtmCP0tsuhWZY--UVMaGXAyKIGfYaitrUok6S6Jg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 122 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Grier 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b54f7117-306d-4264-b612-e114932e53fc/122_Andrew_Grier_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=ripz7og-IUTNfW2JQ2m0hOW4dnnN6a3tJ7HlPXoDB2ACz7PgE9t1iA3qC9TXs8VMob6TK-l2FJtRw0RnkpB4i56aElNpfVWpllnjFXC5Tuv8RWPx1YPQTIOe2l4u7K3bNAFrbY-oD2L86Fxpu5MPxXQTWC~dNlmTmDjvM5Y-odE8OvBFHD0AQ26x~MMv5Ztvq6nN4a2KWIPUmxFvsXIZ8BlBNFolfDne5r3sPPsNe5hOs7IztE-0yA~6qKeybgl104vgexWZOtd-Z-y8ThPEUABMNoFqfLeY9NXkaQOuzWamzVbBwzFDVbHu6N6Vphx2LvKdQnaqUBc7eTWKmWWNfA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 591 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Griffiths 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/d1868f36-d894-460b-83bd-026216211305/591_Andrew_Griffiths_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=ibKkrzk55FB8XPRW~PhNzmDFWAzGWMtTCt~~n4lFJcVijWsktNFDA5YjC7UKAhBGg5fr5kKQDy9LR-lHF1qHAe2tkZBTmwfCrIkhimnjXiHkG6HjjsVvGvVImmvAGgLrmnDErxYomjHnDE42wRbOJm~3tANNF1i78N87mur9ftlHj1kZZIM0~53xMJ8QJLXqsh64sZEsBKXudRni-f84pt2pg8TmSeh3Jrou8dFTRmkpWTUVX4QaVoNru6dR9XWUhA2zBhxrElz5tVCCL42eUYIzvuV1cBLkb-jV3IjKxx4L0XWgUfdeja1Zmz~rZ9dz60osk0MPw-FfpcFHr52s-Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 197 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Ives 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e3552b46-910c-4b2b-9e0c-950e53a56ac3/197_Andrew_Ives_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=VEZmM0vAFmFIEimrDpHIxBnCOdn6Sxn44A5Ydu-zQqxEkl92VAd7iakfrvJMeu1Agk9oovdCDBi~CaJCnZbC6VxtQJ39FaXtkE9Y7Jdsk3JLSpyQu3-3M-lGwN-bhFICAMTQJu3Z8BSDMF7Yy~teGSWeWfmfxsXnhKhfn0iW2DJC4I1dvuiHRHUr93Wbfl-~Od23oc4cACX7ZN8u-Y8stL2psdvAGCpzZnPvuBHU0J24UNVAzXGE6uwKeL2gxapuDGaQral-GxWqioaLX1U9QHtbUNKi2jT7MXEXBVXjUzyBD8Bo0Ey1wphl0IHHVKM6QJtkLSXRSS-oTHndeBRfjw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 832 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Ives 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/07e55761-12f5-4adf-8e0f-b6baa516e194/832_Andrew_Ives_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=eDuv33YMmMVRcWHN6YfvVBRJyhWc29TW409vAigG-w6SSSRGC7gqnDGAAL~3eyrP2yI4Z9vEuczMGmBtm-oE8E9OHsA5RoEvalpufaPOO5C5ls6c6gKU-5FIXL2Jtf8MvLP6nq-B0ky7PSutl09URoXFox~GfedO9JCnDbtwAcTYhRzrmuxPKXKrOdCD4-8WVh-KlrS7fGHRavyjVHHXTbxmk1x6bk4Aq7oiLPTRWxaN1~qAR788J8imPBXHnWUJY5Cq0POE-PLxQrrY~ihtEVz0yHsp3vSFwfh5nmeheFOb47rvciLuEQYk8FNmUSlothlcrDBd-wmN1byUtr25OA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 598 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew King 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ce95b70d-5c5d-42bf-ac22-8f92d4c8e71b/598_Andrew_King_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=emuvr9SgoIhKaZfRSacm1Q1OM8LSTfrFPZKj223acnzo2T40O-AiBYzb6iVDjP3e2~rdjVHAJ53XUm65hULw6NlwKRj48XKnXVuAj-SsX06IsfOTEdlk9vcbuV1HPtZd~voVv3UANtgv7TanDZ5L8mvcwgLKS9VnDXc8wmgvIxVhdMCI2O~oW0CgzIvG8HVup7lH10RXqXbHDb-Rhn2HevLhiLtjoPD8Pov9wCA9Ts5MHEl0s15-LYPvq3iQ9Nw8iCtMY7VQaBX9eOUn3ulhnlmHzc79EvnVkdAp-gv7fIOYqMfLaLkg9qYfgNWHM0FLMTT4nRf93rGK-xkJoPhyxA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 501 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Kirk 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/0308ecbe-301b-4d31-8fd0-687b660fd050/501_Andrew_Kirk_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=O9P5bn1W~t2MDQ8JkmL5WH-r9Dbb7FRO2yJrvQNtUQwQyESlEkUlAWGkFA7iBs3KCGNY-ZKGTqHqaCOHNMvyDyzLxce4ScASz8yh2wJDsBquEnGReTy90OiWydQh2XssW~5wHYAxPKpLvQ1PQNmostjhYKZMIyE1wIQ5MmhoXgwN7R05FDnS1DnX2N397BUF6KwZD4XwhIgLTSZ9qPmkuIVi7Em3dm1k-u7AjhLifPc5Mkj08edsnWYQJ3klU3bjSn0nA0x6-YxLmMC-7EGuczlS-ZYkTzJauU1him4DMQdrjM8yXWeASoVMFK3AOn0NrMTLRFavID4sDXliovRaeQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 716 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Kirk 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/ae5c6826-5894-4ce2-877b-eab359e3fa71/716_Andrew_Kirk_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=yhMECGPoXjHWhAgSC2I1ydzg8kxhVK-R8Zs0V2cSJLkfA~R0ZZzWBcoz5WShv5qGYLqdwB1ZdUq~k9I~S2LbcS3YV7y8ykbCT8ZNCP4mnPjL6nZkS9nwZk6-2s9Y14cMz6gg80KRZXvtNKT1zl6-PRzpZ-8oE3Gxf23DTQFo~qz4JZc522x5fpA9hwUeez88dodhcQOBdvwje9~Fjkoim-7GMol6~v8AmPJ8-L7rI86EFqIb0h6yQGGsx8x4NRpoK702NVXcJpEp3TAefHhyNzCKEyyeRYmGJkHM9~a~NahUH4ERmvPv5L9nWaPy2-cI-vdJQsbzauKWJ2MSlbLUFw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 422 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Lazenby 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/57d1e02e-a59a-4db2-b3f1-02c4070f3aab/422_Andrew_Lazenby_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=J2DmgG2CEMAN2I~CfUKhsKjQK9mKKF9Xm2Vlmrx8e7-BC7T2k3G~jc1-xLYOPCFShznbQt86rmvggVQtX0LYrMTuQpl7jrKmoJ3Q5WxpNclqcQtEa9lJW6y14y6Yrz2wC1rWZWAAYIIbk0z24gx17FgjKnIBpfbKe1nuptUBuTkM3LUxPhqmDVYBdt4XqP0e26IRyIdyIHGxQU0lVJuMtO9vLdQcS4wA7OZrcFK281BooA3mF66U649~dor8Qr9s3ZCBAoVml~33K9avRyS61DwIVrN8NKySFJTzo-9L8GcQYh-wUbH7MiQErBO7htFEz5WG9Jh4gXII-seNTopT2Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 493 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Raphael 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e04e9bca-2248-41a6-8bcc-6e01834c2656/493_Andrew_Raphael_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=R1E3-MmpjPpzV3w8I9vfyIlcG4ipcqnBypu-lutlxEDzy-dAmYH3~TorUpTFNkze04QR1ybgsyYQ6lC7HJUGdFnH2gjxssf0pkGWqOglXBBr9h5zDXXMh3JjYHszjAHpIH3cX98J062Hp62BvNhxBrO4XFptcy2BvUtqbSNA5rdIfKxyVLcoKRzcguVtXcDD28LdEwQ1-1~r6HxNLnDHjkAaBLkD9SSyjqPwOqkSx0dSfbk9R~Sk3TFC4f~vA870dACAU7mqhlLNxlb7kLWWvSqRaM2oN1dRMX9qf6MLKEDlp0UrqDZhm5NsqFjJz~6Q2A1sqKStzSKmlc9fAW-zNg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 611 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Sabourin 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/b30d0a46-cf96-4873-a3f5-001c57d0e8e5/611_Andrew_Sabourin_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=j~SB5nL1YMuuCWGIaaPBWw~uADIfmtVCBNGXzqFiLiZhWC7ljpfgfcN-RI~ILg-mWycxppFcgrThi9YtZTNTsh6mZ0FA05Vhs~qAiHVkRTwTFvQzKMxw9gyYFrJGmu1P7OVgwGi~FFsDhfvXIuPqg~WHNB0ewQvbY9kVhSJO9IQ9OfsO6~i0w7IFDEfxy1~AGWgQEDOi8dAzOk8mSC-k6i~tI8bvnuuvBMtsqPX15D8Dl6hDky0ptGlhM6IAOftbGtbYxPgbLEIJ6CKtzH3GtMqYANMH9Tsmecjmad1QTQa7dZOKsDJko2i8b5VxUcgylZHYoI29xHmJE8K3e3inxQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 526 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Silén 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/37ea6832-e03d-4ffd-bd2d-287daae76846/526_Andrew_Sil%C3%A9n_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=pGFASF9xB40Io982jW1R1HLCUvcU4WCivViiaOTLlQLHnUipxkCNrtoaMqLgKMBAs4CBHe2gN2ikPfgiYSCIQ2P4uzDd9JDH5wNHGVRkYmCSBvalnDuzVx1UiD75pq-qqga2QZyafX5wkCY9NEGCLeAtfKM6qbDiVrZCp72dDhmk6863SerZsOIxi74ctwC24bSzt3afwr6eh-UeUzvB-p9VQtFolP-xcZDtFWVdTLf-RvyyMcEMKhLi9dnlDoRf7RK7PNNGrc36TdekgyjsVvidQBu85sYER91GA95VA2j9yeJlfR393cvdPxo8hIzQtChLSE-O13KETkAJ-RZttA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 479 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andrew Young 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8835e724-cb44-4616-9029-a86bf48f2998/479_Andrew_Young_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Nw5cW~93ld0g0UuBq2FOFtOzRe-~ro~aNUZdZHL~50jMQrWAJZvS9BFWitCB-PfvuKZW5rih8c~vXbiGAxOgMKpd3D9lGoQYUzm7pvb4czPIK5IofNAErmRL3f9teZZoG0uGaLofGsvPVS5ELRHXiDFGW0rzmEUdt~BOukLrb7ZOzmQgrkeKueCXaddb~wbA1RB0Jh8HO7i2Ck~dggRDf750m61th6m6ICyZGkdU0GjS6AFisVLkjJuvawAXgk0HQJzV8lGZ~bkALxrblVRQ1r6YGU-xKtDnkkSQT0iQ-ekzqc7-IsuCcFd~~u4p0~K9YdaEy~LkfNw98T2QHvGYAg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 135 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andy Crouch 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/210f4f3b-5e44-4647-bc94-bbd306146704/135_Andy_Crouch_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=ma7uWvYQGoVA2~HsIXJ5WXeA28g9Lxmb9pEhd2pn22vdqZoX6zrUu4dlvd0Gk0EkztYZ5hXxG6PtgDhXC1gAZ708OnKVzzpvahmH7zYY5N~wcGb~oB6PIdJQa0BHvLpCM-GgWvObvpa-JVavdw-YSKPaLizUTTCfc1mJHreNfYPT4X99dtaCehU3ZcRfjR0vnLsEGN05oJ3YjRER~neI2zPUnrQbto-WGcxukZqnUQiqTH4203pkqvYlREd0MHCd768dNYzeeHfMVTdPULSsgSyRvc23dZcrJkEjGbzBZ3aw1tcIL-uCtewfJHbD0yJIy94xc4xFs5HUmPcH7S0TiQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 359 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Andy Crump 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8982d071-5720-47c2-aa6a-bad49973aaa3/359_Andy_Crump_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jgJZHCsNyQn-5Tz1UcF1szT3dD2UJMpVKDMMXE4IgIYYGiGMrSiHGs3mCU3DmhLl210po6qqRZLkArysbamo4peHsER9FtTxFl-~A1NCej2m55t9T-cyfmJ2wIwZLFvae7eIpG~MAjE3LkIHkP6CQI-ql9NJr3UX6bz0Gl~Do9PtiwMQcHG4aZfiNU0ybQ4rUCGcS-aQdVPh-XlfxyZS7TQmYLZOna46oaZmwfUH3GTt5Ve7ueI3PLQl2NHbi1g29AYRlt~bNixG2C-vMjUyyrGXN6CPGyMYrnB7YbLnFVzFBFMkwOQsYg4Xc6h7XtfDkl8mr8QwmljWGdE~DQx3cw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 749 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Angela Goodchild 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/c8f26fd7-6936-4450-a955-d972a3a70001/749_Angela_Goodchild_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=apjpxW7JMyKwOsmRgIoQKuS9GqsvzlBX6ufpjgPgbcNV7mxuF~kyuerLkMWcco3HxDqqlKFH0nFoJdTRi5cA-FBjns~Oloo5HPG6XO3T2ADfxQOAY8OdGviMDRh6dzT4WXM~8RKbNRJl3Yr2vMjzJHlZ6RFCOSsyQjC8qkVEnyXKLecxdu2w5wT~cHGuzohTyKfUWG7hg7fLO54Q2i6o4ekK-1W9cNl18e3ISBu5UI2iGqEUaY-E3quaYhkAWpve5kf34w8hUZfe0Ft1Fg~EV9uruqZ5MREIrkMyPhenqZwvOuZfcAhrcxtm4KtIbjv5ICDEE8TzgvVp84mLQgADJQ__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 377 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Angela Kilby 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/e517195e-a64f-4d8e-bced-26e8769bb094/377_Angela_Kilby_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332302&Signature=FYd4UqiKD8rR9z-rIYr~6ZVGDq36fUU72~iZ9k098lKJTEblVU6rvIC0xJm~kfL7HmXL4kCf4t0xT-5J3B50wCPtiDV0Cfa4ec6WYYQradA03d-B1FOxmgsBTm322mzuWxRl8fExJNad19y7eRdiI-2WUAun5101pHjbzhxLnP1SvBxdEwpIuqINFoRA47aoaa3ifIafaLPlQ4ga9ZKklRkGFsbCMgzwyT3c-Z54SRpLbCJ3L1CBXCQePX~hwkenK3rJOzBU8CaGpdtVO7dGuYnwh9qZK47HaVw1xaiPpmga9l-02CoxsKnJoofyESKOr7vsDWGr8R6R2QnrHPMlVw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 491 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Angela Peryer 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9bceaa96-753b-4879-85ce-84a285d4695c/491_Angela_Peryer_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=fZ-W1Ys42-p7TI2Y7H4VUZHyaOfYMU~mPJNj-Mm7PJCpbT28x3sSlK19-cXwQOo3lRr6zfyjDu2cMn~75hcRY-e2H6X5fmOaYZTBTz7Oi~vxVQHi54h6PKWDvqwaAW5RyfCvtJDPCReHK0qAC3mgbU0NG3EgW~gme93nES~IYonotdhVYvoOqcxzpdfnO9-6NhpS0tq2ZHHEhxH2FeINszerwzQM~z7aXyvnN3sX~OQWke01lc1fdEFZtxSIgo-ZVpxeNd3dOUNSv5jr8dLAL1UkpB~vnGuCMbBZcYpdrrEasUBgqYWguVjOgHV4XAd0QtZaqq8~baXc8sJHSvqwyg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 729 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/be788381-1e08-48dc-ae34-87101fe71727/729_Angus_Jenkinson_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=PjOL1rHuhHi3qgpWsg4BwMLcG93q2keJZpnzdnv4juIrqdDw41K9ASOkEmKvkpFZUP7OiOihBZB~RI8hcBIOIY2oUZhJi6MgHnlkMJV~wZzqOoy0RxyVTuZ0X5ndlrPreg5xb3pt7EjjJNXWMrACvG~VCKtxVnLOWYRfB7ShKdzAN0VAumV~Ye9Cn1UwWsqFHvJh8VuLZaXzAHoE51CR0fcjKMP~xpV0Z14DjrFpsUfcNjReqOYoK-uEaAJxq-KAOpP3AXl2RqdNGGR3GShXCYNIswmMscP0FrzBl~llY4ZuK9M5DZ2hsq58JhrKBcwxjWNGwRk~JzEZlxVe93--Fw__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 730 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Angus Jenkinson 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/405d1b56-299d-4226-97cb-291514f546fb/730_Angus_Jenkinson_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332304&Signature=zmB5~gZ~eYw83WtN6j7b2tiPfA1TyZSeB7IbTSxwOI8uraDODb~rbas2xyUB9GVDQQnbKCI8bfIPDhHHUVt4LoKgL3jFSAegZ-yzrU3f0C9YXD9XGTh7ZRZQEU1d4R-kaker2NyWPZ6kW~WctSf8f0tYsU~nhrvvbYKTVKxxho0f0YCc6evNBbsmzwARtchG1hJ5-V3vBnTDN-Bu4eNp-yEoxXByIjNY7poEnCDP2FaqDFb1CNRGhqvdJfQA4FWoy-rsWVV~vmt~PvjOst1fqJN-ZhEP8klO2wSxt~5sTploXau2GDr1DRJEDBob95sQv9VksbMrpmmAauwCLJnJaA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 774 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ann Bullock 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/734d359f-8012-4e4a-8d8c-e6b0d3ed4235/774_Ann_Bullock_Redacted_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332301&Signature=K9ypN-j0vVPTr1yXTl~Qj-mN~vhuCbytW-gnlg0czBphX-h~z-GGCRo2Qjf-KrW9MKVBio1llE4NKPJV9KcD9lCDqWwLL5fk3Nl9BX3mhDIPTU82vzTYeWxaoWJ~D7~MgXcFVAWanfV0zg7dD1FU0TlIfMK05UcChb46mgrL0SD3BP4Xi5ba6P4ZvOK7lTiT1M0FuDE2wyr8X7rY1~K7z5XsmbfqyNxgYZvqOspTkjqsk5pdxawvwN0cRlg2o-Bp01nY9uls3-ZJjGTM7xcN-mwpLuELOB4b2mjGx0Jd2x6U2XD5qM4O7VWHXFIWuXH40jQ7nimLDzxVouBoMX~izA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 242 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ann Kelly 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/9703999a-1fc2-4798-b1eb-35abebd72c41/242_Ann_Kelly_redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=kyXWbV54TKDUDty8hPkBunpQ0AoIIPuWXziOBqlb-mol8ffGE250Ww-A--zGlIPTRh8SpscnWwJYENv6e-41BhWjDA5TU~pkwpoGX77Mm~9tHjYUeDjshhh~VjivGYCHd7olWTzStKIfF9xCsgAXVTOhCG1a-Z5xCGnQQ-2qcw2TgTh28RYhvEQ8EHEbd6IiHMQWg567Wh2Mj05YkLCnt9s~2r1siqWjtDh46jA71bYUE7WNrKZVVRJuF9RVDnOidmzukwOTishm17y9EyWE0c38NPPX4AZtu6G~w96kUBLrOdMEK6c3Zsfq7W4uCFShY05VboH7jPFjnPOXNFdxHg__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 562 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Ann Silén 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/8c53541b-fdaf-4eea-abb6-50da3750d71d/562_Ann_Sil%C3%A9n_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=iIgVv3l-gHJMCR6H3ILS~dzVIyohaSOrLHlo5NlFS7aigJO6N5X-dLsWAaSYOs9lxKqmXIBFEPqzMTXao0fMB7RlBPcGlvWMlzFRndplVmRDHztSlsSQuxdkeueKaue-MT9iD281E1NU1TLu9~2OAXZlyu9uClW4ESMg4~~XPLV2s8sEr0REroYkeaMvFX4Z~RLPuiV~rJAKFQpBuYmrUCoHvlq84ML~N2Y-IYnEV8ZsdY1h1n7M~k2gzEwg3T5JcookBgzvQJyy9UJzpaRVnLsEph60asqMjDAl3oSHkEgP7Vi1YapZzglexOOF942AwF1E1xya7EoL~I6dQaHHkA__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 705 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Anna Bilton 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/a68d0240-675d-47e0-9b08-c91d67ee6103/705_Anna_Bilton_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=jPoSRFof2ylAqsVZSDp1C~efbqmWZu0z-SJht0VcGj3fBrdY8iWMGqJluaGFa5WdXThkismmKXSDiyGaI4tl93Gx7KFtQsVBC5biIjGhqPPmpXOCWt-CuP7Azrl2u5G18HZHx2hPjqIejedQclvAsz4zmSbnfugf4JOhmjh6mcwWSDWhRdweu5rvWX3w2XOoP57zwft18OZQgu72aFrbGwpuxibompok5OsBcRSHIhDpIFPR3xF1GoliZXhSboo1EPkTBM5tlkslNSbFP8ipSUL2LdmmXrFcBguayyi8efwg78SUxfDtam-bICS-OBuK~2QodvQ~RpckAZDHipig0Q__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I


Comment ID: 563 

Email/Letter Representation 

Name: Annabel McEune 

Comment: Click here to view full comment

https://your.cotswold.gov.uk/uploads/a14be202-7bf9-4350-af58-a774bdf8f878/files/file/content/75ab932f-a7cf-4d93-afc8-4d76309c157a/563_Annabel_McEune_-_Redacted.pdf?Expires=1792332303&Signature=Rqmzo0cSuG34jF3TLCbN46cmR0tuyczL9wCjojSxHw8qIwYdSGHCPcWTHex6fa-rCXutV8yS1tuqfKCKUjIG4GyOFtJqaaMPowk-PHbsVNW150LfgbDHgX4SG3z5N5ppvCYg2KjmQwLECgR7eYpJk~jVoP8xdwWaxf5IYkeeKPzd4w3ZOnU-4O3EUUpvZhOs33214WQEkxylKKXgzg8bUk4O981He6gLfvdY4Zr3nN~Pj0e1Brcw5nFWLWZ0vpI~NsU9N5A-9L9AWacjub5kWmMGQBpdQBTQBaLU2BjlbsstIpzRTS3qX1DMGemRNoyqticRJ7Xhi8ZmUaIHgai04A__&Key-Pair-Id=K33PCIBF60FT3I
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