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1.0 Introduction 

1.1. These representations have been prepared by McLoughlin Planning on behalf of 

Ampney Crucis Parish Council (The Respondent) and relate to the Cotswold District 

Local Plan Review  (CDLPR) Preferred Options Consultation (Regulation 18). 

1.2. The CDLPR Preferred Options Consultation has been prepared by Cotswold District 

Council (the Council) and is subject to public consultation until 2nd January 2026. 

1.3. This document makes a series of representations on the Consultation and sets out a 

series of observations and concerns with the Consultation, in particular, the proposed 

Strategic Extension to the settlement of Ampney Crucis for housing development.  

1.4. It is against this context and within its capacity as the Local Parish Council that the 

Respondent comments on the Consultation Document and those issues of relevance to 

the delivery of housing.  

1.5. The structure of these representations is as follows:  

• Section 1: Introduction 

• Section 2: Representations 

• Section 3: Conclusion 

1.6. Should the Council have any queries in respect of these representations, then they are 

invited to make contact via the contact details at the end of this Statement. 
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2.0 Representations 

2.1. This Section sets out the Respondent’s general commentary on the Consultation 

Documents and specifically responding to the questions posed by the Council where 

they are pertinent. These representations make clear where the Respondent agrees 

with the Council’s approach and where they object and suggest alternatives where 

relevant. 

General Observations 

2.2. Paragraph 16(b) of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) requires: 

‘Plans to be prepared positively in a way that is aspirational but deliverable’ (our 

emphasis).  

2.3. The reliance on large strategic allocations in such a concentrated area of the Cotswolds 

is inconsistent with the Framework, paragraph 16(b), as clustering of such a large 

number of strategic sites in one area is simply not supported by any evidence required 

to demonstrate that it is deliverable rather than merely aspirational. 

2.4. At this stage (Regulation 18), key elements essential to establishing deliverability are 

unresolved. There is no clear understanding of the infrastructure strategy for the 

substantial highway’s upgrades and improvements, utilities upgrades and delivery, 

education and medical provision and drainage requirements that this scale of 

development demands in this rural context. Without this evidence, the justification 

behind the proposed strategic allocations provides no credible evidence or viability to 

deliver sites of this complexity or to establish whether this can be achieved within the 

proposed plan period. An over reliance on a smaller number of larger strategic sites 

provides the opportunity to weaken the resilience of the council’s housing land supply, 

as larger sites don’t necessarily deliver the required homes and jobs as quickly as 

promised, look at the delivery of the biggest strategic housing site that Cotswold has 

dealt with in the Steadings as a prime example, the Council need to reflect on these 

mistakes and look at an alternative strategy to deliver the required housing moving 

forward.  

2.5. The omission of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) as part of the preferred options 

consultation alone raises serious uncertainty about whether the allocations can 

realistically come forward and be delivered within the plan period. In addition, the 

absence of any firm commitments from all landowners on land availability further 
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undermines deliverability and points to prolonged delays during the strict timescales of 

delivery of the plan and delivery of the sites during the plan period. It is also difficult 

to understand a clear and justified rationale behind the local plan review going out to 

consultation now, given the omission of essential evidence to understand the spatial 

delivery of sites. Trying to establish a ‘preferred option’, when there are significant 

gaps within the evidence base to support and understand the preferred options the 

Council is putting forward, is extremely concerning and can leave the Council open to 

legal challenges later in the process.  

2.6. In addition, the timetable for the Cotswold District Local Plan is also highly ambitious. 

Significant gaps remain in the evidence base, particularly the absence of a robust and 

justified  IDP, leaving the deliverability of the proposed strategic sites wholly uncertain. 

Furthermore, the Council has not published all evidence as part of this initial 

consultation, undermining transparency and risking procedural flaws and legal 

challenge. These omissions create a real likelihood of delay, the need for further 

consultation, and potential legal challenge should the plan progress without a complete 

and coherent evidence base. 

2.7. The evidence presented indicates a missing stage in the plan-making process. The 

Council should ask more targeted questions on methodology, spatial distribution of 

housing, and deliverability. These issues are central to the Framework which requires 

plans to be positively prepared, justified, and supported by a proportionate evidence 

base (which is not the case with this consultation). 

2.8. The consultation questions are leading and lack sufficient evidence to explain why 

certain spatial scenarios were discounted or how preferred options will function. Key 

documents, such as the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and landscape assessments with 

the use of the National Landscape, are absent. The Framework stresses that plans 

must demonstrate sustainable development, infrastructure capacity, and 

environmental protection. Without these, stakeholders, including the respondent, 

cannot assess whether proposed housing numbers are ‘realistic’ or ‘deliverable’ within 

the plan period. 

2.9. The Framework also requires housing allocations to be deliverable, meaning sites 

should be available, suitable, and achievable, with a realistic prospect of delivery across 

the plan period. The omission of these assessments undermines the ability to judge 

the plan against the Framework’s tests of soundness, where a plan should be positively 

prepared, justified, effective, and consistent with national policy. 
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2.10. The Council should revise the Local Plan Review to include the missing evidence base 

before progressing further. This should incorporate: 

• An Infrastructure Delivery Plan to confirm how essential services and facilities will 

support proposed growth. 

• A Complete Landscape Assessment to enable a full  assessment across the National 

Landscape as to why this whole area has been excluded from strategic 

development as part of the chosen scenario. 

• A Heritage Assessment to provide important and critical evidence this has been 

considered as part of the process. to date. 

• A clear and justified explanation of the methodology used to select and discount 

spatial scenarios. 

2.11. Until these documents are provided, the consultation cannot be considered robust or 

compliant with national planning policy. A revised more informed consultation will 

enable stakeholders to make informed representations and ensure the plan meets the 

Framework’s tests of soundness. 

2.12. Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Framework,  local 

plans must be prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements and pass 

the four tests of soundness at examination. If a plan is found unsound, the 

Inspectorate cannot recommend adoption without significant modifications. In many 

cases, the Inspectorate would invite councils to withdraw the plan because failure to 

meet the Duty to Cooperate or the soundness tests is integral to the process and cannot 

be rectified post submission. 

2.13. Given the current housing delivery shortfall, it is essential that the Council 

demonstrates the proposed housing is genuinely deliverable within the plan period. 

This includes ensuring a range of smaller, well-distributed sites across the district to 

maintain flexibility and resilience in delivery, as required by the Framework. Failure to 

do so risks prolonged and continued under delivery, resulting in an increased reliance 

on speculative development and potential government intervention. 

Response to Questions Posed in Consultation Document 

2.14. The following representations comprise the Respondent’s response to the questions 

posed in the Consultation Document that are considered particularly relevant to the 

methodology, spatial distribution and delivery of housing. 
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Question 1 – Which of the above scenarios has your preference? Why do 
you prefer this option? 

2.15. 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. 

2.16. 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. 

2.17. 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 

2.18. 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 
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requires planning to pursue economic, social, and environmental objectives in a 

mutually supportive way. 

2.19. 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. 

2.20. This alternative approach would deliver a more sustainable and evidence driven spatial 

strategy, consistent with the Framework and the Local Plan’s objectives. 

2.21. 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 
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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. 

2.24. 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. 

Question 2 – Should the Council consider locating development in locations 
it considers unsustainable to meet the government housing target? Please 
explain. 

2.25. 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. 
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2.26. 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.  

2.27. 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. 

2.28. Secondly, the Integrated Impact Assessment, which deals with environmental heritage 

and landscape constraints.  

2.29. 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?  

2.30. In addition, in line with the Framework at paragraph 189, it sets out  

2.31. ‘while development within their setting should be sensitively located and designed to 

avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated areas.’  

2.32. 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 
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here would likely appear intrusive, altering key views and undermining the relationship 

between landform and existing settlement.’ (our emphasis) 

2.33. It is clear that no assessment has been considered as to the impact the proposed 

allocation would have on the landscape setting.  

2.34. 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. 

2.35. 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. “ 

2.36. 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.  

2.37. 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 
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site whose delivery is highly uncertain, threatening the overall effectiveness and 

soundness of the emerging local plan. 

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? Please also explain why. 

2.38. 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.  

2.39. 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. 

2.40. 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. 

2.41. 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. 

2.42. 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. 

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, 
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what provisions would need to be added to the settlement(s) to make them 
a sustainable location for the proposed level of development?  

2.43. 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.  

2.44. 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. 

2.45. 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. 

2.46. 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. 

2.47. 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. 
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2.48. 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.  

2.49. 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. 

2.50. 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. 
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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? 

2.51. 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. 

2.52. 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. 

2.53. 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. 

2.54. 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. 
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2.55. 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. 

Question 6 – Do you agree with the vision and objectives? Or is there 
anything else that should be covered in the vision and objectives? Please 
explain 

2.56. The Respondent wishes to make the following observations on the vision and strategic 

objectives set out in the Consultation. 

2.57. 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.  

2.58. 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.’   

2.59. This clearly has not been considered as part of this process. 

2.60. 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 
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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.  

2.61. 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. 

2.62. 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. 

2.63. 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. 

2.64. 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, 
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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. 
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3.0 Conclusion 

3.1. It is encouraging to see that the Council has made some attempt to review the local 

plan; however, with obvious omissions, a shortfall within the evidence base and a lack 

of clear vision in terms of deliverability and objectives, there is clearly still very much 

to consider 

3.2. However, it is disappointing how the consultation has been presented with a clear lack 

of understanding, transparency and confusion as to why the proposed strategic 

extension site at Ampney Crucis has been put forward for an allocation, where the 

evidence presented to date shows that there are clear reasons why this allocation is 

not deliverable and should be deleted going forward. The site’s inclusion at this stage 

risks securing the spatial strategy to a site whose delivery is highly uncertain, 

threatening the overall effectiveness and soundness of the emerging local plan. We 

would welcome the Council’s thoughts on this.  

3.3. Please note that we would be happy to discuss the matters raised in this response with 

the Councils in greater detail. Nevertheless, we trust that the Council will duly consider 

the representations made and hope that they are found useful in the continued 

preparation of the CDLPR. 

3.4. We would be grateful if you could please acknowledge receipt of these representations 

and keep us informed of progress using the contact details provided below: 

 

 

 

Ampney Crucis Parish Council 

c/o McLoughlin Planning, De La Bere House, Bayshill Road, Cheltenham, GL50 3AW 

Email: chris.fleming@mplanning.co.uk 
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