
High-level summary of representations made on Preferred Options Consultation (November 2025)
As work continues to shape the next draft of its Local Plan, Cotswold District Council has published a high-level summary of the responses it received during its Regulation 18 consultation on preferred strategy options.
Over 2,000 people and organisations took part in the consultation, sharing over 3,500 responses on indicative options to meet a target of building 18,650 new homes over the next 18 years.
This summary has been produced as an illustration for residents and key stakeholders around the sort of feedback the Council received in relation to those options, and the indicative number of new dwellings that those options could deliver. It is being shared after the Council agreed on a date to consider the next draft of the plan, ahead of further consultation in the Summer.
You can read more about that at Cotswold District Council News.

1. Spatial Strategy
1.1 Many respondents argue that the Government’s housing target of 18,650 homes is unrealistic for the Cotswold District, given that 80% of the area lies within the Cotswolds National Landscape where development is tightly restricted. They stress that this places disproportionate pressure on the remaining 20% of land, leading to concentrated and unsustainable development patterns that do not reflect local needs. Numerous comments challenge the Standard Method calculation itself, suggesting it fails to consider constraints such as protected landscapes, infrastructure limitations, high house prices and flooding risks. The prevailing sentiment is that the targets should be challenged or revised to align with the district’s actual capacity.
1.2 A major theme throughout the feedback is concern over inadequate infrastructure to support proposed development. Respondents highlight significant shortfalls in sewage systems, water supply, healthcare, education, and transport provision. These infrastructure limitations are viewed as fundamental barriers to sustainable development, and many argue that growth should not proceed until significant investment is made. Flooding and environmental constraints are also repeatedly emphasised as critical issues that must be addressed in any housing strategy.
1.3 [bookmark: _Hlk221182553]There is overall support for focusing housing development near settlements where infrastructure, services, and public transport already exist or can be extended to minimize reliance on cars, environmental damage, and congestion. However, respondents from almost all the principal (and several non-principal) settlements proposed in the consultation argue that their settlement lacks the right infrastructure, services and facilities to sustain significant development in a sustainable way, and they question their position within the proposed settlement hierarchy.
1.4 Similarly, although there is general support for concentrating housing development near transport hubs such as railway stations and bus routes, citing potential benefits like reduced car dependency and urban sprawl, commenters note significant practical barriers, including insufficient infrastructure and existing limitations of these hubs.
1.5 Many contributors express concern that the scale and distribution of proposed development would irreversibly damage the rural character and landscape quality of the Cotswolds. They highlight potential harm to conservation areas, heritage assets, dark skies, and agricultural land, all of which are core elements of the district’s identity, natural beauty and its importance for tourism revenue. People feel that development in the area will harm its legacy for future generations and contradict environmental preservation goals. There are criticisms about the government prioritizing housing over safeguarding unique environments such as the Cotswolds.
1.6 Particular concern is raised around proposals in villages such as Siddington, Preston, Ampney Crucis and Driffield (among others) where respondents fear large housing allocations would erode community character and undermine the principles of sustainable, sensitive development. Similar comments are made regarding settlements where the current proposals are more limited such as Poulton and Mickleton.
1.7 Most of the issues raised above are repeated in a more local context regarding the Council’s preferred option: loss of local character, inadequate infrastructure / facilities / services, increased car dependency, habitat disruption, biodiversity loss, landscape harm and increased flood risks. Many respondents argue that infrastructure must be upgraded before any development proceeds. These infrastructure deficiencies contribute to wider fears regarding community health, safety, and long‑term resilience. Further concerns relate to the balance between market and affordable housing, with many feeling that current allocations do not meet local need in an already high‑cost area. 
1.8 Many comments contend that excluding the Cotswolds National Landscape (CNL) from development unfairly concentrates housing in other areas, leading to significant adverse impacts. Some comments propose alternative approaches, such as spreading development across smaller sites, prioritizing brownfield development, regenerating of existing town centres or creating new settlements away from environmentally sensitive areas. Other responses object to what they perceive as an unfair, disproportionate distribution of development, with settlements such as Siddington and Moreton‑in‑Marsh taking a significantly larger share of housing growth. This is seen as both inequitable and unsustainable, particularly given existing infrastructure weaknesses. 
2. Consultation Questions

[bookmark: _Toc221187061]Question 1 – Which of the above scenarios has your preference?
1. 
2. 
2.1. None of the scenarios emerges as a generally preferred option. Scenario 5 (which is the Council’s preferred option) is the most common talking point, with some supporting it as it is seen as the most sustainable option and others offering critiques due to a perceived lack of sustainability, usually related to a specific allocation. Many of the latter comments express a similar view on the other scenarios which are all said to be unsustainable. There is also some support for scenarios 3 and 4, but this comes with the caveats as set out in paragraphs 1.3 and 1.4 above.
[bookmark: _Toc221187062]Question 2 – Should the Council consider locating development in locations it considers unsustainable to meet the government housing target? 
2.2. The response to this question is overwhelmingly negative, although some commenters note that this does not predicate support of the Council’s position of not locating strategic development in the CNL. Concerns are raised about the practicality of meeting housing targets in a way that promotes sustainable development. The Council is encouraged to challenge the housing targets thoroughly.
2.3. A significant number of respondents argue that limited, landscape‑sensitive development in the CNL should not be ruled out. They consider the housing target increase imposed on Cotswold District to be an exceptional circumstance which justifies major development in the CNL as required by the NPPF. Because almost all CNL land is being excluded from growth, the remaining 16–20% of land is experiencing disproportionate levels of development. It is argued that this burden is occurring only because these settlements lie outside the CNL, not because they are inherently sustainable.
2.4. Other representations set out the case against development in the CNL with respondents arguing that such development is legally constrained, environmentally damaging, economically counterproductive, inconsistent with national policy and would destroy the character and identity of the Cotswolds. Many respondents also note that land just outside the CNL often contributes strongly to the setting of the designated landscape.
[bookmark: _Toc221187063]Question 3 – To what extent would you support increasing housing density in developments (such as smaller houses and gardens, more flats or higher buildings) to help meet the full housing target?
2.5. Many commenters express significant concern in relation to increasing housing density in the district. They emphasise that this would change the character, scenic beauty, and cultural identity of the region. Concerns include cramped housing, modern buildings juxtaposed with historic settings, and the loss of tranquillity, nature, and filming opportunities in this internationally renowned rural area.
2.6. However, there was some conditional support for higher density housing. This support is tied to proper implementation, such as ensuring developments align with village design, use eco standards, include high-quality public spaces, and prioritize affordability, walkability, and sustainable transport. These comments also stress the importance of protecting green spaces by focusing density on brownfield areas and urban regeneration. Some commenters also highlight the benefits of higher housing density in urban areas for sustainability.
[bookmark: _Toc221187064]Question 4 – Do you think the proposed level of development up to 2043 – the end of the Local Plan period – and beyond 2043 is sustainable? If not, what provisions would need to be added to the settlement(s) to make them a sustainable location for the proposed level of development? 
2.7. The consultation put forward eight general areas where strategic development may occur. The majority of responses to these locations were negative with the most commonly raised issues being a lack of infrastructure, flooding concerns, landscape harm and loss of village identity.
1. 
2. 
2.1. 
2.2. 
2.3. 
2.4. 
2.5. 
2.6. 
2.7. 
2.7.1.  Ampney Crucis
· Flooding and sewage infrastructure being overwhelmed.
· Lack of infrastructure such as roads, schools, health services and utilities.
· Lack of public transport and no shops will lead to car dependency.
· High Sensitivity landscape with many heritage assets.
· Loss of farmland and impact on wildlife.
· Unclear why Ampney Crucis had been chosen over more sustainable locations.

2.7.2. [bookmark: _Toc221187069] Cirencester
· Local Plan places too much strategic weight on Cirencester for accommodating the district’s increased housing target. Repeated expansions over successive plan periods risk cumulative harm to the town’s character, landscape setting, and transport network.
· Infrastructure constraints such as Shorncote Sewage Treatment Works is mentioned to be beyond capacity as well as general issues with Cirencester’s sewage system; heavy congestion at key junctions including A417/A419 corridors also causing local roads to congest; existing health, education, and community infrastructure already being stretched.
· Existing flooding issues will be exacerbated
· New houses will not match local needs
· While most comments are objections or concerns, a few supportive themes appear:
· Cirencester does offer the strongest existing service base and employment cluster in the district.
· Strategic development around Cirencester is seen by some responders as inevitable given National Landscape restrictions over 80% of the district.
· Large extensions can support improved infrastructure and enable contributions (education, transport, healthcare) that villages cannot deliver.

2.7.3. [bookmark: _Toc221187070] Driffield
· Coalescence and complete loss of village identity.
· Infrastructure constraints such as flooding issues, sewage treatment works being at capacity, water supply, electricity grid capacity, road capacity and lack of sustainable transport options (no bus service nor safe cycling routes).
· Pressure on schools, GPs, dentists in nearby Cirencester.
· Loss of high‑quality agricultural land and harm to wildlife habitats, heritage assets and landscape (Medium‑High or High Sensitivity around Driffield).
· [bookmark: _Toc221187071]Fears of delayed or reduced infrastructure delivery and mitigation at application stage.

2.7.4.  Fairford
· Level of proposed growth is unsustainable, disproportionate, and incompatible with Fairford’s function, size, and constraints.
· A417 which runs through Fairford is severely constrained with single-lane pinch points which cannot be widened due to adjacent heritage assets. Public transport is limited and the town is poorly connected to major economic centres.
· Fairford Wastewater Treatment Works is mentioned to be over capacity. Major growth cannot proceed without upgrades delivered first. There are also regular issues with flooding and surface water.
· Primary school is full, long GP waiting times and there is limited parking in town.
· Harm to the Special Landscape Area, dark skies, heritage setting and biodiversity.
· [bookmark: _Toc221187072]Concerns from MoD and USAD regarding increased bird strike, noise complaints and flooding which could disrupt operations at RAF Fairford.

2.7.5.  Kemble
· Loss of village identity and community cohesion fearing Kemble would become a dormitory commuter town.
· Harm to the Kemble & Ewen Special Landscape Area, overall landscape setting, heritage assets, wildlife and habitats.
· Infrastructure concerns such as road congestion, no regular bus link to Tetbury or Cirencester, limited parking at the railway station, water supply and sewage treatment works capacity as well as GP surgery and school at or near capacity.
· Potential conflicts with Cotswold Airport such as flightpaths over residential areas.
· Some comments show support for strategic growth at Kemble mainly due to the presence of the railway station.

2.7.6. [bookmark: _Toc221187073] Moreton-in-Marsh
· [bookmark: _Toc221187074]Not justified why a small market town should absorb some of the highest increases in the district.
· A lack of infrastructure across the board:
· Congestion routinely gridlocks the town with minor roads becoming rat‑runs, unsafe for pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians. 
· Moreton is on a historic floodplain and the sewage treatment works is at capacity.
· GP practices at capacity, no secondary school and the primary school is full.
· Moreton station is at capacity with limited parking and only served by a single track sections.
· Harm to the Special Landscape Area to the north, south, and east of Moreton as well as the approach to the Cotswolds National Landscape lying to the west.
· Impacts on biodiversity, water quality and dark skies.
· Fears of the impact of PFAS contamination from the Fire Service College.
· Moreton is already a major net exporter of workers due to limited employment opportunities leading to high out-commuting by car.

2.7.7.  Preston
· Loss of rural character and identity. Maintain separation from both Cirencester and new development
· Infrastructure failures regarding sewerage, water and electricity as well as flooding issues
· Limited capacity regarding transport, services, health and education
· Medium–High or High Sensitivity landscape with Grade 2 and 3a agricultural land
· Developers and Land Promoters point out that due to its proximity to Cirencester it is a more sustainable location for development which is relatively unconstrained.

2.7.8. [bookmark: _Toc221187075] Siddington
· It is unjust that the classification of Principal Settlement is inherited from the proximity of Cirencester over actual provision of facilities in the settlement.
· Loss of identity of Siddington as a stand‑alone village which could become a suburb of Cirencester with a loss of the current community identity and social cohesion.
· Limited infrastructure availability regarding water supply, sewerage, drainage, bus services, health services and education.
· Siddington routinely experiences river flooding, surface water flooding, and high groundwater.
· Harm to listed buildings, wildlife and landscape.
· Concerns that the cumulative impact of proposed development across South Cotswolds are not fully understood at this stage.

[bookmark: _Toc221187065]Question 5 – Are there any other matters beyond conventional housing that have not been listed here that you think should be considered in the Development Strategy for the updated Local Plan?
2.8. Many respondents express strong concern about the growing number of holiday homes and second homes within the district. They argue that these properties inflate local house prices, reduce the availability of homes for full‑time residents, and contribute to rising levels of homelessness.
2.9. The topic of (a lack of) infrastructure is emphasised again, with the need for upfront infrastructure investment before development is approved being mentioned often. Commenters argue that building homes before securing transport, drainage, utilities, or community facilities, risks leaving rural areas overwhelmed and under‑supported.
2.10. Many comments raise concerns about weak public transport links, including infrequent buses and limited rail services, and question the realism of expecting significant modal shift away from car use in rural areas.	
[bookmark: _Toc221187066]Question 6 – Do you agree with the vision and objectives? Or is there anything else that should be covered in the vision and objectives?
2.11. Although there is general support for the vision and objectives, their practical implementation and feasibility is questioned in light of the new housing target. Inadequate infrastructure, unfair distribution of housing, developers reducing mitigation after receiving planning permission are all mentioned as barriers to achieving the objectives.
