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Ampney Crucis Local Plan Consultation – Material Consideration Guide 

Category Why It Matters in Planning Strength Key Arguments  Evidence Residents may wish to 
include  

Heritage & 
Conservation 
(including Listed 
Buildings & 
Conservation Area) 

Statutory duties under s.66 & s.72 
Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 require special 
regard and considerable importance and 
weight to heritage harm. Strong 
protection in National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). Cotswold District 
Council (CDC) has relied on heritage to 
refuse far smaller applications in the 
village. 

Very strong • 53 listed buildings in Ampney Crucis 
— very high density of heritage assets.  
• Proposed site sits directly behind the 
Conservation Area and harms its 
setting, views, and historic linear 
settlement form.  
• Development would overwhelm the 
village’s historic scale and 
appearance.  
• Inconsistent with past CDC refusals 
(e.g. extensions/new dwellings refused 
due to heritage impact). 

• Photos of key views in/out of 
Conservation Area.  
• Map of listed buildings & 
Conservation Area boundary.  
• Past CDC refusal notices citing 
heritage harm.  
• Any local knowledge of important 
views, historic routes, ancient 
boundaries. 

Landscape & Rural 
Character 

NPPF requires safeguarding valued 
landscapes; CDC Local Plan protects 
rural character and settlement hierarchy. 
Ampney Crucis is a historic rural valley 
settlement — landscape change here 
would be severe. 

Strong • 660 houses would more than triple 
the size of the village, destroying its 
rural character and setting.  
• Loss of open valley landscape behind 
the main street.  
• Light impact in a dark rural village.   

• Photos of open landscape.  
• Viewpoints showing 
intervisibility.  
• Local Plan extracts on landscape 
sensitivity. 

Flooding, Surface 
Water & Groundwater 

NPPF requires preventing increased 
flood risk. Ampney Crucis and Ampney 
Brook are sensitive; parts of the village 
have known flash-flooding and 
groundwater issues. 

Case-specific 
(can be strong 
with evidence) 

• Known history of surface water 
flooding in the village.  
• Development of this scale will 
drastically increase runoff into Ampney 
Brook.  
• No published groundwater 
assessment despite known water table 
issues. 

• Photos/videos of past floods.  
• Dates of flood events.  
• Environmental Agency flood 
maps.   

Sewage & Drainage 
Infrastructure 

Sewage capacity is a material planning 
consideration. Thames Water often 
requires reinforcement if capacity is 
insufficient. 

Moderate–Strong 
(if evidenced) 

• Ampney Crucis has a known history 
of foul drainage issues and discharging 
into Ampney Brook.  
• 660 homes would significantly 
increase load on already fragile 
capacity.  
• No wastewater assessment has been 
carried out. 

• Photos/videos of past sewage 
issues.  
• Dates of incidents if possible.  
• Thames Water correspondence if 
any residents have it. 
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Category Why It Matters in Planning Strength Key Arguments  Evidence Residents may wish to 
include 

Dark Skies & Light 
Pollution 
 

NPPF para 185 requires limiting light 
pollution and protecting intrinsically 
dark landscapes. Rural dark skies are a 
recognised environmental and amenity 
asset. 
 

Strong  • Ampney Crucis has no 
streetlights (except The Pleydells), 
creating a near-zero light-pollution 
baseline.  
• 660 homes would introduce 
streetlighting, car movements, security 
lights, and commercial lighting.  
• Permanent loss of dark skies, 
affecting wildlife and landscape 
character.  
• Light pollution cannot be mitigated at 
this scale. 

• Night-time photos of the village 
(demonstrating near-zero street 
lighting).  
• CPRE Dark Skies data for the 
area. 

Public Rights of Way / 
Footpaths 

Public Rights of Ways (PROWs) are 
legally protected. Development affecting 
their character/setting is a material 
consideration. 

Moderate • The site includes or borders well-
used footpaths.  
• Development would fundamentally 
change their character from rural to 
urban edge. 

• Photos of footpaths and views.  
• Map of PROWs.  
• Numbers of walkers using them 
(informal). 

Settlement Strategy / 
Proportionality of 
Growth 

Local Plans must direct growth 
proportionately in line with settlement 
hierarchy. Ampney Crucis is a small 
village. 

Strong 
supporting 
argument 

• 660 homes is many times the size of 
the village - totally disproportionate. 
• Destruction of social cohesion – it is 
unrealistic to expect single community 
identity for a development of this scale. 
• Other settlements could take more 
modest allocations spread across the 
district, reducing harm. 

• Comparison with growth levels in 
similar villages. 
• The village was previously judged 
to have insufficient facilities and 
services to accommodate 
moderately significant new 
residential development 

Water Supply / 
Pressure 

Infrastructure capacity is material and 
can be raised cumulatively. 

Moderate • The village already experiences low 
water pressure in some locations. 
• A 300% increase in demand poses a 
significant risk to effective and 
sustainable water supply. 

• Resident experiences.  
• Thames Water website data. 
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Category Why It Matters in Planning Strength Key Arguments  
 

Evidence Residents may wish to 
include 

Schools, Healthcare, 
Services 

Material considerations, but usually 
treated as solvable via developer 
contributions. 

Moderate / 
supporting 

• Local schools full; no room to 
expand. 660 homes may equate to 
200-250 primary school pupils & 90-
110 secondary school pupils 
• GP and dental capacity already 
overstretched in the surrounding towns 
with no evidence provided on how 
significant extra demands will be met. 
• Combined strain from developments 
across the district. 

• Statements from GP/dentist 
websites about wait times.  
• School capacity data (publicly 
available). 

Traffic & Highways Highways concerns are material but 
often considered “mitigable”. They rarely 
stop a Local Plan but can contribute to 
cumulative impact arguments. 

Moderate • A417 congestion already severe at 
certain times of day; development 
would increase danger.  
• Village roads (especially School Lane) 
cannot take large-scale traffic. 
• Most of the approach roads and lanes 
into Ampney Crucis are single-carriage 
width, with no viable scope for 
widening without causing further 
heritage and landscape harm. 
• Pedestrian safety concerns (no 
pavements on many of the village 
roads). 
• Limited public transport and no 
realistic potential for high frequency 
services. 
 

• Photographs of pinch points. 
• Records of road traffic accidents 
on A417/narrow lanes of the village. 
• Any near-miss data/anecdotes.  
 

Employment / 
Sustainability of 
Location 

NPPF promotes sustainable locations 
with employment, services and transport 
links. Ampney Crucis lacks all of these. 

Moderate • No meaningful local employment 
opportunities - development would be 
commuter-led.  
• Contrary to sustainable development 
principles. 

• Evidence of local employment 
patterns (e.g. Office for National 
Statistics profiles). 
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Category Why It Matters in Planning Strength Key Arguments  Evidence Residents may wish to 
include 

Ecology & Wildlife NPPF & Wildlife legislation require protecting 
habitats and achieving biodiversity net gain. 
The brook corridor, hedgerows and open 
farmland are likely habitats. 

Moderate • Loss of habitats for protected 
species (owls, bats, amphibians).  
• Impact on wildlife corridor along the 
brook.  
• Removal of hedgerows/trees integral 
to landscape character. 

• Sightings of bats, owls, badgers 
etc (dates helpful).  
• Photographs.  
• Local wildlife group records. 

Social Cohesion NPPF places a social responsibility on 
planning to ensure that sustainable 
development supports strong, vibrant, and 
healthy communities.  
 
It sets out how healthy communities can be 
promoted and highlights how the planning 
objectives, including social objectives, should 
be delivered. 

Strong • Unrealistic to expect any significant 
integration between the existing and 
new residencies (that will be 3 times 
the size). This represents a significant 
risk of harm for the entire community. 
• Apart from physical changes to the 
character and appearance of the 
village, a sizeable expansion will take 
the community some time to adapt 
with adverse consequences for the 
social and cultural wellbeing of existing 
residents. 
• Real danger that the adverse impacts 
of new housing on a small rural 
community would significantly damage 
the village’s cultural and heritage 
value. These are key considerations 
that need to be given substantial 
weight in respect of the overall 
consequences of a large strategic 
development in the village and goes 
beyond a community’s natural 
resistance to change. Ampney Crucis 
would no longer be a quiet rural village. 

• Lack of village amenities to 
support community engagement 
for the scale of the proposed 
development e.g. Village Hall has 
capacity for only 80 people 
• Insufficient primary school 
places – will result in fractured 
community where some children 
will be able to be schooled in the 
village, but the majority will have to 
travel to schools elsewhere 
 

“NIMBY” 
Arguments (not 
valid) 

These carry no weight in planning. Very weak / 
irrelevant 

• “We moved here for peace and 
quiet.”  
• “It will ruin my view.”  
• “House prices will fall.”  
• “We don’t want new people.” 

• Should not be included — these 
undermine legitimate arguments. 

 


