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1 Introduction

1.1 This Document is an Evidence Paper that will be used to inform the non-strategic housing
and employment site allocations and the development strategy of the emerging Cotswold District
Local Plan.

1.2 The District Council is preparing a new Local Plan to guide decisions on the use and development
of land in the District for the period to 2031. It will replace the current Cotswold District Local Plan
adopted in 2006.

1.3 The publication of the Local Plan: Preferred Development Strategy Consultation Paper (PDS) in
May 2013 was the first stage in preparing the new Local Plan. The PDS identified which settlements
were considered to be the most sustainable locations for future housing and employment growth to be
accommodated. The PDS also identified a strategic area for development to the South of Chesterton,
Cirencester. This area was first identified and consulted upon in the Core Strategy: Second Issues and
Options Paper (December 2010).

1.4 Representations on the PDS were taken into consideration and a Response Report published.
The PDS was refined and agreed by the Cabinet of the District Council on in December 2013. An
additional settlement, Down Ampney, was brought into the Development Strategy bringing the total to
18 settlements. The area identified to the south of Chesterton, Cirencester was also confirmed as being
central to the delivery of the Strategy. Given the scale and complexity of this area, it was appropriate
for it to be subject to its own master-planning and community engagement process; therefore, it was
not included in the wider site allocations process that is set out in this Evidence Paper.

1.5 The next stage in the Local Plan preparation process was to select suitable site(s) in the 18
settlements for development in order to meet the objectively assessed housing and economic needs
identified in the Development Strategy.

What is this Paper for?

1.6 This Paper addresses the allocation of non-strategic housing and employment development sites
within the District. It does not address the strategic area identified to the south of Chesterton,
Cirencester. The Paper underpins the next stage in the Local Plan preparation process, it sets out:

the methodology for selecting sites for development in the 18 settlements identified in the
Development Strategy;
the collaborative site assessment work undertaken by the District Council and local communities
(led by their Town/Parish Council);
an analysis and interpretation of the evidence base prepared to support the Local Plan; and
the recommendations for site allocations to be included in the emerging Local Plan.

1.7 This Paper also sets out how the evidence base that has been used in the site allocations process.
Specifically, the following evidence has been incorporated:

1. Community engagement site work (Refer to Appendix A for a summary)
2. Interim Sustainability Appraisal (November 2014)
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3. Other Evidence Studies - (Refer to Appendix C for analysis of evidence by settlement) -

Archaeology Review of Sites (GCC, January 2014)
Biodiversity Assessment of Sites (GCER, November 2013)
Cotswold Water Park Strategic Review and Implementation Plan (Scott Wilson, July 2008)
(the Cotswold Water Park Masterplan);
Cotswold Water Park Supplementary Planning Guidance (CDC, Nov 1999);
Economy and Retail Study (Peter Brett Associates, November 2012)
Feedback from the Site Allocations Community Engagement (conducted January - March
2014);
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report (LUC, May 2013);
Historic Environment Topic Paper - Draft (CDC, July 2014);
Infrastructure Delivery Plan: Interim Version (Arup, May 2013);
Local Plan Consultation Paper: Preferred Development Strategy (CDC, May 2013);
Local Plan Development Strategy Evidence Paper (CDC, April 2013);
Local Plan Development Strategy Cabinet Paper (CDC, December 2013);
Local Plan Strategic Objectives (August 2014);
Minerals Local Plan Site Options and Draft Policy Consultation Document (June 2014)
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (DCLG, March 2012);
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) (DCLG) March 2014);
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study (CDC, September 2011)
Role and Function of Settlements Study (CDC, July 2012);
Sequential Test - Draft Report (JBA Consulting, September 2014);
SHLAA Viability Assessment (POS Enterprises, March 2014);
Strategic Employment Land Availability Assessment Viability Considerations (Hewdon
Consulting, May 2014);
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 (JBA Consulting, July 2014);
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and Strategic Economic Land
Availability Assessment (SELAA) (CDC, May 2014); plus Addendum (November 2014);
Study of Land Surrounding Key Settlements in Cotswold District: Draft Update and Final Update
(White Consultants, May 2014 and November 2014).

4. Infrastructure Needs and Requirements (Refer to Appendix D for summary of interim findings for
each settlement).

1.8 Further evidence is currently being gathered which will be fed into the iterative process of preparing
the Local Plan. Evidence studies that are currently under way include:-

Transport assessments for each settlement
Detailed assessment of agricultural land classification where required
Green infrastructure strategy
Revised objectively assessed housing and employment needs
IDP update
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Water Cycle Study
Refresh of Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation Study (to be called the Sport & Recreation Facilities
and Provision Study)

1.9 The following chapters of this Paper set out the policy context (Chapter 2); the methodology for
the site selection process (Chapter 3); the overall analysis of evidence for each settlement and sites,
including reasoned justification for conclusions drawn (Chapter 4); and a summary of recommendations
for site allocations in the emerging Local Plan (Chapter 5).

What happens next?

1.10 The conclusions and recommendations set out in Chapters 4 and 5 of this Paper will be used
to inform the allocation of sites for development in the emerging Local Plan. Sufficient sites must be
allocated in the Local Plan in order to demonstrate how the objectively assessed housing and economic
needs in the District will be met over the plan period. Allocating sites will also help contribute towards
achieving the Vision and Strategic Objectives of the Local Plan.

1.11 Specifically, the findings of this Paper will be incorporated into the emerging Local Plan in:

The allocation of sites for development
The revision of Settlement Strategies
The identification of Development Boundaries for each settlement
The preparation of the Proposals Map

1.12 The next stage of the emerging Local Plan, will be the Local Plan Consultation Paper: Strategy
and Site Allocations. It will focus on the refined Development Strategy, the preferred sites for allocation
and policies that will help to deliver the Strategy. Following that, development management policies
and monitoring mechanisms will be prepared, the remaining evidence currently being gathered will be
incorporated, and a full Draft Local Plan will be brought together for public consultation in 2015.

1.13 The soundness and legal compliance of the Local Plan will, in due course be examined in public
by a Government Inspector. One element of the examination of soundness is that the Plan's strategy,
policies and proposals are based on appropriate and proportionate evidence. In consequence, this
means that the Council is bound to interrogate issues that are raised during public consultation on its
emerging Local Plan having regard to the quality or reliability of the evidence that may or may not be
produced in relation to them.

1.14 The diagram overleaf shows how this Evidence Paper fits within the Local Plan process:
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2 Policy Context

2.1 The policy context for the emerging Local Plan and the site allocations work is set by the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in March 2012.

2.2 The NPPF sets out the Government's planning policies for England and how these should be
applied. It also provides a framework within which local people and their accountable councils can
produce their own distinctive local plans which reflect the needs and priorities of their communities. This
section will set out the main parts of the NPPF that provide the framework for the site allocations work
and the need to use the available planning evidence alongside the views of the local communities in
site selection. However, this section does not replace the need to read the NPPF as a whole, or the
National Planning Policy Guidance 2014, to gain a full understanding of the government's requirements.

2.3 Key to the NPPF is that planning should contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.
Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that there are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic,
social and environmental.

"These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:

An economic role - contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring
that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth
and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision
of infrastructure;

A social role - supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing
required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built
environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community's needs and support its health,
social and cultural well-being; and

An environmental role - contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic
environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently,
minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon
economy."

2.4 Paragraph 14 states that this presumption in favour of sustainable development should be seen
as a 'golden thread' running through plan making and specifically:

Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;

Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, unless the adverse impacts of doing so would
outweigh the benefits of the policies of the NPPF as a whole or specific policies in the NPPF indicate
development should be restricted.

Examples of such policies are listed in the NPPF and these include sites protected under the Birds and
Habitats Directive, SSSIs, Green Belt, Local Green Space, AONB, designated heritage assets, locations
at risk of flooding.
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2.5 In order to deliver sustainable development, the NPPF identifies a number of objectives. These
include:

Building a strong, competitive economy
Ensuring the vitality of town centres
Supporting a prosperous rural economy
Promoting sustainable transport
Supporting high quality communications infrastructure
Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
Requiring good design
Promoting healthy communities
Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

2.6 These objectives provide the framework which underpins the preparation of the Local Plan, and
consequently the site allocations element of the Local Plan. Specific policies which are relevant to site
allocations for each of these objectives of the NPPF are drawn out in the table below:

Reference in
NPPF

Key points relevant to Site Allocations in Cotswold
District

Delivering Sustainable
Development

Paragraph 19Significant weight should be placed on the need to
support economic growth

Building a strong,
competitive economy

Paragraph 21
Bullet Point 2

Set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and
inward investment to match the economic strategy
for their area and to meet anticipated needs over the
plan period

Paragraph 21
bullet point 3

Support existing business sectors, taking account of
whether they are expanding or contracting.

Paragraph 21
bullet point 4

Plan positively for the location, promotion and
expansion of clusters or networks of knowledge
driven, creative or high technology industries.

Paragraph 21
bullet point 6

Facilitate flexible working practices such as integration
of residential and commercial uses within the same
unit

Paragraph 22Avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for
employment uses where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for that purpose.

Paragraph 23Promote competitive town centre environmentsEnsuring the vitality of
town centres
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Reference in
NPPF

Key points relevant to Site Allocations in Cotswold
District

Delivering Sustainable
Development

Paragraph 23
bullet point 6

Allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale
and type of retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism,
cultural, community and residential development
needed in town centres.

Paragraph 23
bullet point 7

Allocate appropriate edge of centre sites for main
town centre uses that are well connected to the town
centre where suitable and viable town centre sites
are not available.

Paragraph 23
bullet point 7

Recognise that residential development can play an
important role in ensuring the vitality of centres and
set out policies to encourage residential development
on appropriate sites.

Paragraph 28
bullet point 1

Support the sustainable growth and expansion of all
types of business and enterprise in rural areas both

Supporting a
prosperous rural
economy through conversion of existing buildings and well

designed new buildings.

Paragraph 28
bullet point 3

Support the provision and expansion of tourist and
visitor facilities in appropriate locations where
identified needs are not met by existing facilities in
rural service centres.

Paragraph 28
bullet point 4

Promote the retention and development of local
services and community facilities in villages, such as
local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural
buildings, public houses and places of worship.

Paragraph 30A pattern of development which, where it is
reasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable
modes of transport should be supported.

Promoting sustainable
transport

Paragraph 32 (and
36)

All developments that generate significant amounts
of movement should be supported by a Transport
Statement or Transport Assessment and a Travel
Plan.

Paragraph 32
bullet point 1

Opportunities for sustainable transport should be
taken, depending on the nature and location of the
site, to reduce the need for major transport
infrastructure.
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Reference in
NPPF

Key points relevant to Site Allocations in Cotswold
District

Delivering Sustainable
Development

Paragraph 32
bullet point 2

Safe and suitable access to the site for all people
should be achieved.

Paragraph 32
bullet point 3

Improvements within the transport network should be
undertaken that cost effectively limit the significant
impacts of the development.

Paragraph 34Developments that generate significant movement
should be located where the need to travel will be
minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes
maximised. (But need to take account of other policies
in the NPPF particularly rural areas)

Paragraph 38For larger scale residential development in particular,
a mix of uses should be promoted to provide
opportunities to undertake daily activities, including
work on site. Key facilities such as Primary schools
and local shops should be within walking distance of
most properties.

Paragraph 47
bullet point 1

The supply of housing should be boosted
significantly. The local plan should meet the full

Delivering a wide
choice of high quality
homes objectively assessed needs for market and affordable

housing, including identifying key sites.

Paragraph 47
bullet point 2

Identify and update annually a supply of specific
deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of
housing against the housing requirement for the
District, plus (in Cotswold District's case) an additional
20% buffer.

Paragraph 47
bullet point 3

Identify a supply of specific developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 - 10 and where
possible for years 11-15.

Paragraph 95New development should be planned for in locations
and ways which reduce green house gas emissions.

Meeting the challenge
of climate change,
flooding and coastal
change Paragraph 97

bullet point 4
Consider identifying suitable areas for renewable and
low carbon energy.

Paragraph 99New development should be planned to avoid
increased vulnerability to the range of impacts arising
from climate change.
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Reference in
NPPF

Key points relevant to Site Allocations in Cotswold
District

Delivering Sustainable
Development

Paragraph 100Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding
should be avoided by directing development away
from areas at highest risk, but where development is
necessary, making it safe without increasing flood risk
elsewhere (refer to technical guidance published
alongside NPPF).

Paragraph 100
bullet points 1-4

Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk-based
approach to the location of development to avoid
where possible flood risk to people and property and
manage any residual risk, taking account of the
impacts of climate change, by applying the Sequential
Test; if necessary applying the Exception Test;
safeguarding land from development that is required
for current and future flood management; and by using
opportunities offered by new development to reduce
the causes and impacts of flooding;

Paragraph 101Sequential Test - development should not be allocated
if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for
the proposed development in areas with a lower
probability of flooding.

Paragraph 102Exception Test - if following the sequential test it is
not possible to locate a development elsewhere then
the Exception test can be applied. Both elements
need to be passed for a site to be allocated:

- it must be demonstrated that the development
provides wider sustainability benefits to the community
that outweigh the flood risk

- a site specific flood risk assessment must
demonstrate that the development will be safe for its
lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its users,
without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and where
possible, will reduce flood risk overall.

Paragraph 110In preparing plans to meet development needs, the
aim should be to minimise pollution and other adverse

Conserving and
enhancing the natural
environment effects on the local and natural environment. Plans

should allocate land with the least environmental or
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Reference in
NPPF

Key points relevant to Site Allocations in Cotswold
District

Delivering Sustainable
Development

amenity value where consistent with other policies of
the NPPF.

Paragraph 111Planning decisions should encourage the effective
use of land re-using land that has not been previously
developed, provided that it is not of high
environmental value.

Paragraph 112Where significant development of agricultural land is
demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality
land should be used in preference to that of a higher
quality.

Paragraph 113International, national and locally designated sites
(wildlife, geodiversity, landscape areas), and their
importance to wider ecological networks, should be
protected from development and the affects of
development commensurate with their status.

Paragraph 114Great weight should be given to conserving landscape
and scenic beauty in Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty.

Paragraph 132Great weight should be given to the conservation of
a designated heritage asset. As heritage assets are

Conserving and
enhancing the historic
environment irreplaceable any harm or loss of a grade 2 listed

building, park or garden should be exceptional.
Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage
assets of the highest significance should be wholly
exceptional.

Table 1 Analysis of NPPF for Site Allocations

2.7 With regard to plan-making, the NPPF states that the Local Plan is the key to delivering sustainable
development that reflects the vision and aspirations of local communities. A wide section of the community
should be proactively engaged so that as far as possible the Local Plan reflects a collective vision for
the sustainable development of the area.

2.8 Lastly, Paragraph 157 sums up what is crucial to the content of the local plan:

"Local Plans should:

Plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the objectives,
principles and policies of this Framework
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Be drawn up over an appropriate timescale, preferably a 15 year time horizon....

Allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing forward new land where
necessary, and provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of development where
appropriate......"

2.9 To provide more detail and guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the
Government published the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) online in March 2014. The
only specific reference to site allocation in the NPPG is at Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 12-010-20140306
which states

“Where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given to provide clarity to
developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and scale of development
(addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)”

2.10 This links back to the general requirements for plan-making set out in Paras 154, 156 and 157
of the NPPF. The Local Plan must make clear:

what development is going to be delivered;
where it will be;
when it will be done;
how it will be done.

2.11 This Evidence Paper will demonstrate a sound and robust methodology and analysis of evidence
upon which recommendations for site allocations in the emerging Cotswold District Local Plan will be
made that fully accord with the NPPF and NPPG.
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3 Methodology

Settlement selection

3.1 Together with the strategic site area identified to the south of Chesterton, Cirencester, the
Development Strategy of the emerging Local Plan identifies 18 settlements in the District which are
considered most suitable for accommodating future housing and economic growth. The Interim
Sustainability Appraisal Reports (May 2013 and November 2014) and Development Strategy Evidence
Papers (April 2013 and November 2014) explain how the 18 settlements were selected. Potential
development in more rural locations is covered by the Rural Housing Topic Paper (November 2014)
and the Economy Evidence Paper (January 2013 plus Supplement November 2014).

3.2 Preparation of the Development Strategy is an iterative process that is closely entwined with the
Site Allocations work. Although the Development Strategy broadly guides the Site Allocations process,
there is the opportunity for the site allocations work to influence the Development Strategy. For example,
it would be unsound to propose a Development Strategy that cannot be delivered on the ground. It is
likely therefore that the Development Strategy will be refined further in light of the findings of the site
allocations process.

Site selection methodology

3.3 To begin the site selection process, it is necessary to define the scope of sites to be allocated.
A minimum dwelling threshold of 5 dwellings (or 0.2 hectares for developable economic land) has been
applied, which is considered appropriate in Cotswold District due to the scale and nature of the existing
settlements. This threshold is consistent with the threshold used in the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment / Strategic Employment Land Availability Assessment (May 2014) (SHLAA/SELAA), which
in turn is in accordance with the advice given in national Planning Policy Guidance (PPG).

3.4 The methodology for identifying and selecting the most suitable sites for development is split into
3 main phases:

Phase 1 - Identifying a 'long list' of potential development sites and carrying out preliminary
assessments of them;

Phase 2 - Evidence gathering and more detailed assessment of the 'long list' of potential
development sites - including Community Engagement and Sustainability Appraisal;

Phase 3 - Officer analysis and evaluation of the evidence base relevant to each settlement and
site (including the detailed outputs of Phase 2) in order to appraise the sites against selection criteria
and make reasoned and justified recommendations.

3.5 The diagram below depicts the site selection methodology phases leading into the forthcoming
Local Plan Consultation Paper on Strategy and Site Allocations. The next sections set out each phase
in more detail.
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3.1 Phase 1

3.6 This phase involves identification and preliminary assessment of a 'long list' of potential
development sites. The established method of collating and assessing sites is through the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment and Strategic Employment Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA/SELAA). Both of these assessments are guided by the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF; paragraphs 47, 50 and 159) and the associated national guidance (PPG). The purpose of the
SHLAA/SELAA is to identify and assess as many sites as possible that have the potential to deliver
residential and economic development. It is important to note that identification of a site through this
process does not necessarily mean that it is suitable for development.

3.7 A 'call for sites' was carried out in May 2013, and the sites that came forward were assessed
through the SHLAA / SELAA process (final document published May 2014). Sites that were suggested
in representations responding to the consultation on the Local Plan: Preferred Development Strategy
(May 2013) (PDS) were also incorporated into the SHLAA/SELAA.

3.8 All sites identified in the SHLAA/SELAA went through a standard assessment process. The
detailed methodology for the SHLAA/SELAA process is set out in the latest SHLAA/SELAA Report (May
2014, Chapter 2) and Paragraph 159 of the NPPF.

3.9 The SHLAA/SELAA also identifies:

constraints that impact on the potential for development of a site. Where appropriate, actions are
suggested that are considered necessary to overcome constraints.
potential capacity for each site to give an indication of the amount of housing that could be delivered.
Detailed guidance on the method for calculating the housing capacity of sites is presented in the
SHLAA/SELAA Report (May 2014, Paragraphs 2.41 - 2.44).
an estimation of the timescales for delivery of each site is also set out in SHLAA/SELAA. This was
divided into 4 categories - 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years 16-20 years, and 'Not Currently
Deliverable'.

3.10 The output of the SHLAA/SELAA process for the site allocations work was a long list of potential
development sites that could be taken forward to Phase 2 of the site selection process.

3.11 It should be noted that, in order to keep the database of potential development sites as up to
date as possible, the 'long list' of sites for Phase 2 incorporated additional sites that had come forward
since the SHLAA/SELAA 'Call for Sites' period. Community engagement, carried out during January to
April 2014, enabled communities to put forward and assess additional sites in their settlements that had
not previously been considered. These additional sites were added to the 'long list' and fed into the
SHLAA/SELAA process. An ''Addendum to the SHLAA/SELAA May 2014' has been published to
incorporate these sites.

3.12 Therefore, in summary, the 'long list' of sites comprised:

All potential housing and employment sites that were classed in the SHLAA/SELAA as
deliverable/developable between 0-20 years;
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Sites that were submitted too late for inclusion in the SHLAA/SELAA review process that was
carried out towards end of 2013 but in time for the Phase 2 site allocations work;
Sites that were put forward for consideration by communities through the site allocations community
engagement work carried out between January and April 2014.

3.13 Sites that were not included in the long list:

Those falling below the 5 dwellings threshold or 0.2 ha for employment land; and
Sites that were in the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 (Draft SFRA2 2014) Climate Change
Flood Zones 3a or 3b, unless there was clear evidence to demonstrate that a scheme could feasibly
overcome this constraint.

3.2 Phase 2

3.14 This involves further evidence gathering and more detailed assessment of the 'long list' of potential
development sites. The three major parts of this Phase comprise the evidence gathered through:

1. Community Engagement;
2. Sustainability Appraisal; and
3. Topic / Theme based studies.

Community Engagement

3.15 The District Council has embraced the essence of localism and neighbourhood planning by
engaging with residents in the 18 settlements identified for development, without obliging them to follow
the full neighbourhood planning process. In those places where work on a more formal neighbourhood
plan has already begun, this was recognised as being complementary to that process.

3.16 Representatives of the Town and Parish Councils were invited to lead the assessment and
discussion of potential development sites in their communities. They were asked to go back to their
communities and form small groups of volunteers to use the 'site assessment toolkit' (copy attached to
Appendix A) to assess the potential housing sites that the District Council had identified as suitable
through Phase 1 of the Site selection methodology. Communities could also put forward and assess
alternative sites.

3.17 Following that assessment work, the Town and Parish Councils were asked to carry out
consultation / engagement with their wider local community. Taking on board the wider community
comments received, the Town and Parish Councils reported their findings to the District Council Officers
ranking their preferred sites where possible, and highlighting any mitigation measures that may be
required, infrastructure gaps and needs in their communities or any other relevant concerns.

3.18 The views of the Community have been a strong factor in the final recommendation as to whether
to allocate each site. However, these views need to considered alongside national planning policy
guidance and the substantial amount of evidence collected on these sites and there are instances where
this evidence outweighs the Community's wishes. In these instances, the Town and Parish Councils
and their Communities have the opportunity to make representations during the public consultation
stages of the Local Plan if they wish to object to the recommendation.
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3.19 Out of the 18 settlements, 17 submitted site assessments and most submitted detailed
comprehensive reports to the District Council to be used in the process of allocating sites. A summary
of the site assessments and overall feedback from each settlement is presented in Appendix A.

Interim Sustainability Appraisal 2014

3.20 A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) accompanies the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

3.21 Two elements of the SA directly inform the site selection process:

A 'points of the compass' analysis of areas surrounding each of the 18 settlements; and
assessment of the 'long list' of potential development sites.

3.22 The output of these two elements is available in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report:
November 2014. The findings are used in Phase 3 of the site selection process.

3.23 The Sustainability Appraisal will, together with other material considerations, inform the decision
on which sites should be allocated in the Local Plan.

3.24 The SA site assessment tables identify the constraints that, if left unmitigated and the site
developed, would have the potential to cause significant effects in relation to a sustainability theme.
The significance of the constraints has been categorised in accordance with the severity of the impact.
A high level Red-Amber-Green (RAG) rating provides a consistent way of highlighting the significance
of the constraints affecting each site. Possible mitigation measures have been identified. The result
of the site assessments, including the mitigation suggestions, is presented fully in the Interim SA report.

Further Evidence

3.25 The preparation of the emerging Local Plan must be underpinned by a robust and sound evidence
base if it is to be in accordance with the NPPF. The evidence base is evolving in tandem with the stage
of preparation of the Plan, and several additional evidence studies have been commissioned to help
inform the site selection work.

3.26 The evidence base has been used in the Settlement Evidence Analysis set out in Appendix C
which evaluates the sites against key site selection criteria, in particular the Strategic Objectives of the
emerging Local Plan. For information the Strategic Objectives used in the analysis are set out in
Appendix B.

3.27 Appendix D 'Infrastructure and Community Benefits' sets out the findings of the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (Interim Report 2013) for each settlement, and also provides information on community
priorities where feedback was given through the community engagement process carried out earlier in
2014.

3.28 This Evidence Paper has been prepared on the basis of the evidence available at 30th September
2014. At the time of writing, further evidence studies have been commissioned but not yet completed
(refer to paragraph 1.8 for list). These studies will be used to inform the next iteration of the emerging
Local Plan.
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3.3 Phase 3

3.29 This phase involves appraisal of all the potential development sites against selection criteria,
using the findings of the evidence base, and making a reasoned and justified recommendation on
whether a site should be identified in the emerging Local Plan as a:

Preferred site - preferred sites are those that, in most cases, have been supported by local
communities through the site allocations community engagement process. These sites have also
been assessed as not having material planning constraints or, where there are constraints, they
can either be mitigated or are outweighed by other considerations. Preferred sites have a realistic
chance of being delivered within the Plan period.

Reserve site - reserve sites are those that have material planning constraints which could be
overcome, though there may be less certainty that they can – particularly in the earlier years of the
plan period. For example, these may include sites that are already developed or are in multiple
ownerships. Reserve sites may be areas of land located within settlements that have already
experienced substantial development early in the Plan period and there is consequently less need
to bring sites forward. Reserve sites may have community support, but usually less so than the
preferred sites.

Not Allocated site - not allocated sites are those with material planning constraints that are unlikely
to be adequately mitigated, and/or are not considered suitable for development in this plan period.
For example, the scale of development proposed may be too large or the site may be poorly related
to the settlement, in comparison to other, more suitable, sites of an appropriate scale and/or better
located. In most cases there has been little community support for such sites, but in instances
where there was support, this has been overridden by evidence of material planning considerations
that have carried greater weight.

3.30 To aid the analysis, a RAG system of evaluation for each of the selection criteria has been
developed to provide a consistent, clear and transparent methodology for site selection. The site
selection criteria are derived from various sources, including:

Community Engagement, including Site assessment toolkit;
Sustainability Appraisal objectives;
Strategic Objectives of the emerging Local Plan;
Development Strategy of the emerging Local Plan;
National Planning Policy Framework; and
Planning Advisory Service - Local Plan Soundness Checklist.

3.31 The criteria are presented in the Table below, along with a key explaining how the RAG evaluation
has been applied to each criteria.

3.32 The analysis and evaluation, including recommendations, for each site and settlement is then
set out in Chapter 4 of this Paper.
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Site Selection Criteria

GREENAMBERREDCriterion

Suitable for Development
(ranked high)

Suitable for development
subject to Mitigation
(Ranked medium)

Not Suitable for Development
(not ranked)

Community Engagement Feedback

Source: Appendix A plus detailed Community
Engagement Feedback

Site situated in a Broad
Area that has fewer or no
constraints identified.

Site situated in a Broad
Area that has significant
constraints identified.

The Sustainability Appraisal
does not exclude Broad Areas
from potential development,
therefore no sites are
categorised as Red

Sustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the
Compass' Constraints Appraisal

Source: Appendix B - SA 'points of the
compass' Analysis (URS, 2014)

Site has no Sieve Level
1 or 2 constraints, but
has at least one Sieve
Level 3 constraint
identified.

Site has no Sieve Level 1
constraints, but has at
least one Sieve Level 2
constraint identified.

Site has at least one Sieve
Level 1 constraint identified.

Sustainability Appraisal - Site assessments

Source: Appendix B - SA of sites (URS, 2014)

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Objective A - Communities

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (including Role and Function of
Settlements Study 2012;SHLAA/SELAA 2014)
)

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Objective B - Environmental Sustainability

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (including Role and Function of
Settlements Study 2012; and Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment Level 2 - Draft 2013;
SHLAA/SELAA 2014))

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Objective C - Economy, Employment and
Retail

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (including Role and Function of
Settlements Study 2012; SHLAA/SELAA 2014))

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Objective D - Housing

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (including Role and Function of
Settlements Study 2012; SHLAA/SELAA 2014))

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Accessibility to facilities / services /
employment / education etc by bus / walking /
cycling /car and including Objective E - Travel,
Transport and Access;

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations20

3 Methodology



GREENAMBERREDCriterion

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (includes Community Feedback, IDP
2013; Role and Function of Settlements Study
2012; Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation
Study 2011; SHLAA/SELAA 2014))

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Historic Environment, including Objective
F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness,
Character and Special Qualities;

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (includes Draft Historic Environment
Topic Paper 2014; Land surrounding key
settlements study - White Consultants, 2014;
SHLAA/SELAA 2014))

Positive contribution to
objective or neutral effect
on objective

Only 1 minor negative
effect on objective

At least 2 minor negative
effects on objective or 1
severe negative effect on
objective

Natural Environment, including Objective G
- Natural Resources

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (includes Habitat Regulations
Assessment Report 2013; SFRA 2 - Draft 2013;
Land surrounding key settlements study - White
Consultants, 2014; SHLAA/SELAA 2014)

Infrastructure can be
delivered within the plan
period

Delivery of infrastructure
may be an issue, but can
be resolved within the
plan period

Delivery of infrastructure
unlikely within the plan period

Infrastructure - impact and delivery,
including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

Source: Appendix D - Infrastructure and
Community Benefits (including Infrastructure
Delivery Plan - interim report 2013; Appendix
A -Community Engagement Feedback;
Appendix C - Settlement Evidence Analysis)

Evidence not available
yet

Evidence not available yetEvidence not available yetGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery,
including Objective H - Infrastructure where
it relates to GI

Source: Evidence is being gathered relating to
GI and the Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation
Study 2012 is being updated.

Positive contribution to
objective

Neutral effect on objectiveNegative effect on objectiveObjective I - Cirencester

Positive contribution to
objective

Neutral effect on objectiveNegative effect on objectiveObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

Very Positive effect on
Settlement strategy

Positive effect on
Settlement strategy

No effect on Settlement
strategy* (*however, no sites will be categorised

a 'red' as in effect this means no change will occur. All sites

Delivering the Development Strategy (incl
Settlement Strategy)
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GREENAMBERREDCriterion

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (including SHLAA/SELAA 2014 and
accompanying viability reports)

being considered are within the settlements identified in

the Development Strategy. Therefore they will all have a

positive effect on delivering the Development Strategy)

No issues identified or
minor issues identified
that can easily be
resolved within the plan
period.

Issue identified that has
to be addressed for the
development to take place
but a solution has been
time-tabled in or can be
resolved within the plan
period.

Issue identified that has to be
addressed for the
development to take place but
highly unlikely a solution can
be found in the plan period.

Traffic & Highways

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis (Including Infrastructure Delivery Plan
- interim report 2013; Appendix A:Community
Feedback)

No flooding constraints
identified on site

Small area of site lies
within Flood Zone 3a, 3b,

Significant area of site lies
within Flood Zone 3a and 3b

Flood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

or 2, or flood risk frommeaning that the site is at riskSource - Cotswold District Council Sequential
Test Report (JBA, Sept 2014) other sources has been

identified.
of not being able to deliver the
amount of housing or
employment proposed.

Evidence not available
yet

Evidence not available yetEvidence not available yetWater Environment

Source - Water Cycle Study 2014 when
available

Site not in AONBSite in AONB but
considered to have a
'high/medium', or 'medium
/ low' impact.

Site in AONB but considered
to have a 'high' impact.

AONB (NPPF)

Source - Land surrounding key settlements
study (White Consultants, 2014)

Development would be
acceptable - no conflict
with other potential
designation / use being
considered at this time..

Development would be
acceptable if mitigation
measures were
incorporated

Development of site would
conflict with other potential
designation / use being
considered.

Other potential designations / uses /
allocations?

Source - Appendix C - Settlement Evidence
Analysis, (includes Local Green Space
proposals, potential Minerals Site allocations,
proposed Flood Storage Areas, previous Local
Plan allocations e.g.Car parks, Cemetries)

Evidence not available
yet

Evidence not available yetEvidence not available yetDeliverability (NPPF)

Source - further viability work on Whole Plan
when available

Grade 4 and 5Grade 3 a (also 3b where
no detail is available)

Grade 1 and 2Agricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Source - DEFRA, website maps

Table 2 Key for Site Selection Criteria RAG (Red, Amber, Green) Chart
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4 Settlements

4.1 Using the criteria set out in Table 2 (Chapter 3) and the detailed findings of the evidence base,
the 'long list' of potential development sites have been appraised against the site selection criteria and
the results are presented for each Settlement in the form of a Red-Amber-Green 'RAG' Chart.

4.2 Following each RAG Chart, an officer analysis and evaluation is presented which focuses on the
Community Engagement output and the criteria that are flagged up as 'red' in relation to each site. The
evaluation draws upon the detailed analysis of evidence and information contained in the Appendices
and other evidence studies available at the time of writing. Concluding recommendations have been
reached for each site and maps are presented for each settlement.

4.3 Housing and Employment requirements:

4.4 In the officer analysis and evaluation, reference has been made to the overarching housing and
employment land requirements for the District. At the time of writing work is still ongoing with the other
authorities in Gloucestershire to determine a robust, consistent methodology for calculating the
'Objectively Assessed Housing and Employment Needs'. Consequently, the housing requirement
figure of 6,900 dwellings over the plan period that was used in the Preferred Development Strategy
(May 2013) has been referred to in this Paper. In order to 'future proof' and provide flexibility to the
site allocations work, 'reserve sites' have been identified and will need to be pulled through into 'site
allocations' should the housing requirement figure increase as a result of the ongoing joint work at
County level.

4.5 With regard to the employment land requirement, the PDS, using the Cotswold Economy Study
2012, identified that 15.28 hectares of employment land (covering all employment generating uses)
were required over the plan period. However, the Cotswold Economy Study (2012) has been rigorously
reviewed and updated (refer to the 'Supplement (November 2014) to the Economy Evidence Paper
2013 '). The methodology has been reviewed so that it is consistent with the approach used by Stroud
District and the Joint Core Strategy Authorities (Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury). The
assumptions used in the 2012 Study have also been challenged and reviewed. The latest available
data published in 2014 from the 2011 Census and also BRES has been incorporated too. Both Oxford
Economics and Cambridge Econometrics models have been applied to enable comparative analysis
to occur. Although the work is not yet finalised because it needs to be aligned with the economic position
taken in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need work (on which joint working is still ongoing), the output
of the employment requirement work done to date is sufficiently advanced to give a sound indication
that between 20 and 28 hectares of B class employment land will be required in Cotswold District over
the plan period. The range is due to the Oxford model indicating 20 hectares and the Cambridge model
indicating 28 hectares.

4.6 The District has little vacant business space or remaining allocated land in the Local Plan available
for B class uses. Also many commitments for B space have come forward in smaller settlements, yet
it is the larger settlements which are the focus of the development strategy for housing and employment
development. Therefore the Council needs to positively plan to sustain and grow the local economy in
the more sustainable settlements and implement the development strategy of the Local Plan. However,
a balance needs to be struck between oversupply and a flexible supply of land. There are many variables
which effect the development of employment land in the Cotswolds. The viability reports prepared to
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inform the SHLAA/SELAA (May 2014) indicate that employment development tends to be bespoke to
a particular users needs, rather than speculative development. Also, sites come forward with different
densities, therefore it is difficult to predict how much floor space and jobs a particular site will deliver.
This can be monitored over time, and planned for, but is another reason for ensuring a flexible supply
of land.

4.7 Consequently, it is considered appropriate to plan for the higher end of the range of employment
land indicated at this stage as it will build in flexibility and resilience into the site allocations work which
will inform the emerging local plan. This Evidence Paper will therefore refer to 28 hectares of B
class employment land over the plan period as the employment requirement figure. But please
note that this figure could be subject to further refinement and possible change as a result of the ongoing
joint work with other Gloucestershire authorities on the Objectively Assessed Housing and Employment
Needs project.
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4.1 Andoversford

A_3A Land to west of Station RoadA_2 Land to Rear Templefields & CrossfieldsCriteria

REDREDCommunity Engagement Feedback

GREENGREENSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

REDAMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

REDAMBERHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness, Character
and Special Qualities;

REDAMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding GI
considerations)

TBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where it relates
to GI

N/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester
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A_3A Land to west of Station RoadA_2 Land to Rear Templefields & CrossfieldsCriteria

N/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

REDREDTraffic & Highways

GREENGREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCWater Environment

AMBERAMBERAONB (NPPF)

N/AN/AOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAMBERAgricultural land classification (NPPF)

Note: A_7 has planning permsission

Table 3 Andoversford - Site appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: AndoversfordPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to
130 dwellings to be developed in Andoversford for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). There have been 68 built or committed to date, leaving
a remainder of up to 62 dwellings to allocate. The two sites identified
have an estimated capacity of 40 dwellings (SHLAA 2014).

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development
Strategy May 2013 (PDS),

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28
hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being
used for the Site Allocations work. The PDS identified that the existingand indicative capacities for

sites in SHLAA. Are there Andoversford Industrial Estate would be safeguarded for continued
sufficient sites suitable? Is employment use. No additional employment sites came through the

SELAA process in Andoversford, and therefore none were considered
through the site allocations work.

there a choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

Site A_2 – The SHLAA has calculated the capacity of both A_2 and
A_3a as 40dw combined. Community Feedback is that the site is
unsuitable as the site has poor access, the roads are narrow, and there

Weigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement
–(focus on those criteria
that are highlighted as 'red') are drainage issues, with the site often being waterlogged and it acts

as a natural water storage containment area to prevent flooding in the
lower part of the village. However, the evidence from the SFRA (2014)
states there are no fluvial or pluvial issues, although photographic
evidence from the community does show surface flooding.What is the relative

significance of the criteria to
that settlement? Compare The 'Traffic & Highways' criterion is flagged as 'red' as a constraint in

relation to any new access causing harm to the landscape, the severity
of this is uncertain so could potentially be grounds for refusal of
planning permission.

how sites differ or not? Are
there any reasons for not
going with community view?
What does the Sustainability

Site A_3A - Community Feedback is that the site is unsuitable as the
site has poor access, the roads are narrow and there are drainage
issues, with the site often being waterlogged and it acts as a natural

Appraisal (SA) indicate?
Does the NPPF have an
impact?

water storage containment area to prevent flooding in the lower part
of the village. However, the evidence from the SFRA states there are
no fluvial or pluvial issues, although photographic evidence from the
community does show surface flooding.

Local Plan Objective C is flagged as 'red' as the site has a high/medium
impact on the AONB which could also affect tourism, and it is grade 3
agricultural land, which needs to be assessed further. These are two
medium impacts that can be mitigated against in site specific
assessments.
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Settlement Discussion: AndoversfordPoints to consider

Objective F is flagged as red as development of the site would be more
sensitive to the character and special qualities of the village due to
loss of views and the visibility of development within the AONB.
However, the 'Land Surrounding Key Settlements Study - Update'
(White Consultants, 2014) advised on how the design of a potential
development could help mitigate the impact.

Objective G is flagged as red, further investigation needed to ascertain
if the grade 3 land has biodiversity issues. A full ecological assessment
would be required, as well as for the potential impact on the SAC. Until
this information is available it has the potential to prevent development
of this site.

The 'Traffic & Highways' criterion is flagged as red as a constraint in
relation to any new access causing harm to the landscape, the severity
of this is uncertain so could potentially be grounds for refusal of
planning permission. However, the White Report suggests the
landscape impact could be mitigated through the retention of existing
trees and boundary hedges.

A full list of infrastructure requirements is at Appendix D. Of high priority
to the community are concerns on the following due to increased
population resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and infrastructure
gaps / provision

Education – Cotswold School is already at capacity, expansion
would be required

Will a site help to fill a gap in
infrastructure? Could a site
help meet a community
benefit that has been
identified locally as a priority?

Flood & Water – A_2 is known to flood, thus flood alleviation
required before any development takes place. The existing sewage
pumping station is almost at capacity

The Interim IDP (2013) identifies that the only infrastructure that could
delay delivery of housing relates to the gas network as the village is
not connected. However, it is not essential to have a gas supply. All
sites will be required to contribute towards the provision of infrastructure
as identified in the Interim IDP and the most up to date available
version. No individual site has been identified at this stage as being
able to bring forward any more community benefits than the other.

A_2 - Although Traffic and Highways has been flagged as an issue, it
is not considered that development cannot come forward subject to
normal mitigation measures arising from detailed site specific
assessments.

Conclusion
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Settlement Discussion: AndoversfordPoints to consider

Are there any planning
reasons for not going with the
community view? Can

A_3A - Although there have been red flags on the issues above, it is
not considered that development cannot come forward subject to
normal mitigation measures arising from detailed site specific
assessments.mitigation be done to

overcome issues identified?
The Community do not support development on these sites. However,
it is unlikely that the planning constraints identified ie access and flood
risk, cannot be mitigated at the detailed planning application stage.

Are there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy?

CDC has sent the photographic evidence (provided by the Community
to support their assertion that the sites suffer from surface water
flooding) to the EA for further investigation. Interim comments from the
EA indicate that according to their maps there is no fluvial or surface
water flooding on these sites. The geology means that the sites could
be slow draining in parts, so this could be ‘ponding’ and could be
addressed by a robust surface water scheme. As no other more
suitable sites have come forward, it is recommended that A_2 and A_3
are allocated, subject to detailed flood and access issues being
resolved.

This has implications for the Local Plan Development Strategy in that
62 dwellings will potentially need to be redistributed elsewhere.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred site for Housing Development (capacity of A_2 and A_3A 40dw)A_2

Preferred site for Housing Development (as above)A_3A

Depending on whether the flood issue is resolved, the Development Strategy
must consider whether to redistribute the identified under-provision of 62

Development Strategy

dwellings to sites in other sustainable settlements or whether further sites
should be found in or adjacent to the village.
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Map 1: Housing Allocations
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Map 2: All Housing Sites (since April 2011)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: BlockleyPoints to Consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated
up to 60 dwellings should be developed in Blockley for the plan
period (2011 to 2031). There have been 7 built or committed to
date, leaving a remainder of up to 53 dwellings to allocate. The
capacity of all the SHLAA sites is 71 dwellings (SHLAA 2014).

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development Strategy
May 2013 (PDS), and indicative

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure
of 28 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes)
is being used for the Site allocations work. The PDS identified

capacities for sites in SHLAA. Are
there sufficient sites suitable? Is
there a choice of sites? What are
the implications for Development
Strategy?

that the existing employment areas around Blockley would be
protected: Draycott Works, Northcot Business Park (Paxford
Brickworks), and Northwick Business Centre. No additional
employment sites came through the SELAA process in Blockley,
and therefore none were considered through the site allocations
work.

Site BK_5 - has a capacity of 22 dw. The Community, in their
feedback, split the site into two.

Weigh up criteria in RAG Chart
for Settlement

The Eastern rectangle was considered suitable subject to
mitigation, as it is brownfield, and low quality.

(focus on those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

BK_5 (land north of Sheafhouse Farm) is considered not suitable
by the Community, as it is poorly connected, wildlife corridor along
the stream, important gateway to village, highly visible. Poor
narrow roads, not considered able to take additional traffic, is a
bus route and used by HGVs.

What is the relative significance of
the criteria to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ or not?
Are there any reasons for not going
with community view? What does
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF have an
impact?

The following comments apply to both sites, as they have been
considered as one site by the evidence documents:

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) highlighted that parts of the site
is in a 1 in 30 year surface water flood zone. However, due to
the small amount of the site within the 1 in 30 year surface water
flood zone, the Sequential Test identifies the risk from surface
water flooding as low. However, the Sequential Test states that
as a proportion of the site is within fluvial flood zones 3a and 3b,
then there are other sites that would be preferable for
development in the settlement, although 88% of the site is in
Flood Zone 1, thus there is sufficient land in flood zone 1 for
development on the site.
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Settlement Discussion: BlockleyPoints to Consider

Objective G is flagged as red as further investigations are needed
to establish the level and type of biodiversity present on the site,
as well as potential impacts on a European designated
conservation site. However, this has not been raised as a
significant issue by the SA. The Parish Council has put forward
the site for designation as a Local Green Space.

Site BK_8 has a capacity of 13dw. The Community feedback is
that this site is suitable for development subject to mitigation, it
is poorly located, but it is brownfield, with limited wildlife,
redevelopment would have a low impact on neighbouring amenity.
Improved vehicular and pedestrian access would be needed.

There are no red flags in the RAG chart on this site.

Site BK_11 has the potential to provide 36 dw. The Community
feedback is that the site is unsuitable for development, as it is
currently used as allotments and has community value. However,
it is potentially a good site given the good access to the village,
neighbouring houses and environmental considerations. The
provision of suitable and acceptable alternative site for all
allotment holders would be mitigation, but deemed unrealistic
(NB there is a current application to provide another allotment
site (14/03409/FUL).

Objective C is flagged as red due to the detrimental impact on
the AONB and which could affect tourism. Objective F is flagged
as red as it is considered the site would have a high impact by
the 'Land Surrounding Key Settlements Study - Update' (White
Consultants, 2014), however, this is due to the current value
placed on the use as allotments. Objective G is flagged red as
further investigations would be needed to establish the level and
type of biodiversity on the site, as well the potential impact on a
European designated conservation site. However, this has not
been raised as an issue in the SA.

The development of BK_11 would have a severely adverse impact
on local allotment provision, and therefore the site is graded red
on the 'delivering the development strategy' criterion. However,
this could be mitigated if there is alternative allotment provision
considered acceptable to all users. The Parish Council has put
forward the site for designation as a Local Green Space.
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Settlement Discussion: BlockleyPoints to Consider

Site BK_14A has been put forward by the Community, with the
two segments of 14a (Station road and north-west segments) to
the north and two segments of 14b to the south, the northwest
corner and south east section.

Both BK_14a parcels are considered together in the following
assessments:

BK_14a has potential capacity of 16 dw. The Community
Feedback is that the site is suitable subject to mitigation. It is
adjacent to the most suitable road for new development, fairly
well located, existing trees and hedgerows should be retained.
The Community feel the site should be built at a higher density
than that suggested by the SHLAA methodology.

The SA has highlighted that parts of the site are in flood zone 3a
and 3b and the 1 to 30 year surface water flooding zone.
However, 87% of the site is in flood zone 1 so this can be
mitigated by design. Objective G is flagged as red as further
investigations are need to establish the level and type of
biodiversity on site and the impact on a European conservation
site. However, this has not been raised as an issue in the SA.
The Sequential Test states that there are other preferable sites
in the Settlement to allocate, although the site itself has over 87%
of land in flood zone 1.

Site BK_14B The community put this site forward, split into two
parcels - the north-west and the south-east. BK_14b has a
possible site capacity of 28.

The north-west parcel was considered suitable for development
subject to mitigation by the Community. However, this site has
subsequently been assessed through the SHLAA process (refer
to SHLAA Addendum, November 2014) as not being currently
developable on landscape and separation from the existing built
up area of the village. This site will not be considered further.

The south east section, was not considered suitable by the
Community. It has also been considered 'not currently
developable' through the SHLAA addendum on landscape
grounds and separation for the existing village.
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Settlement Discussion: BlockleyPoints to Consider

A full list of infrastructure requirements from the Interim IDP (2013)
is at Appendix D. Of high priority to the community are concerns
on the following:

Consider community benefits
and infrastructure gaps /
provision

Open Space: The Community allotments are used to full
advantage by a wide cross section of the community and
should be protected.Will a site help to fill a gap in

infrastructure? Could a site help
meet a community benefit that has
been identified locally as a priority?

Transport: There are highway and road safety concerns
especially concerning the Draycott Road approach to
Blockley, which is narrow, heavily used by HGVs and has
inadequate provision for pedestrians and cyclists.

The Interim IDP (2013) does not identify any issues that would
delay development in the plan period. All sites will be required to
contribute towards the provision of infrastructure as identified in
the most up to date version of the IDP.

The provision of alternative and improved allotments could be
obtained through developing BK_11, although the Community
feel this is unrealistic.

BK_5 – although the site was split into two by the Community,
their preferred portion would be detached from the built up area
of the village, therefore the whole site would need to be

Conclusion

considered for development. Although the site has been put
Are there any planning reasons for
not going with the community
view? Can mitigation be done to

forward by the Parish Council for allocation as a Local Green
Space, it does not meet all the necessary criteria for designation.
The site should be allocated.

overcome issues identified? Are
there wider implications for the
Local Plan development strategy?

BK_8 should be allocated. This has the potential to provide 13
dwellings.

BK_11 This site is potentially suitable for development subject
to acceptable alternative allotment provision. However, the site
has been nominated by the Community for designation as a Local
Green Space. The site has been assessed as meeting all the
necessary criteria for designation and is now continuing through
the Local Plan designation process. As the outcome of this
designation process is uncertain at this time, BK_11 should be
a reserve site.

BK_14A (both segments) should be considered as one site to
enable a feasible scheme to come forward and should be
allocated.
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Settlement Discussion: BlockleyPoints to Consider

BK_14B ( north west) this site should not be allocated as it is
considered 'not developable' in the SHLAA addendum.

BK_14B (south east ) this site should not be allocated as it is
considered 'not developable' in the SHLAA addendum.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 22dw)BK_5

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 13dw)BK_8

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 36dw)BK_11

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 16dw)BK_14A

Not Allocated for Development (capacity of both 14B sites 28dw)BK_14B (north
west)

Not allocated for developmentBK_14B (south
east)

The total estimated capacity of the Preferred Sites for allocation for housing
development equates to 51 dwellings. Added to the 7 dwellings already built or

Development
Strategy

committed, this equates to 58 dwellings, which is just short of the 60 dwellings
considered appropriate for the village. The Development Strategy will need to
consider if sufficient housing has been allocated in this settlement.
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4.3 Bourton on the Water

BOW_E3 Co-op/
Countrywide/ Arthur
Webb Dealership,
Station Road

BOW_E1 Land north of
Bourton Business Park

B_32 Countrywide
Stores

B_20 Pulman's
Bus Depot,
Station Road

Criteria

N/AN/AAMBERAMBERCommunity Engagement Feedback

N/AAMBERN/AN/ASustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the
Compass' constraints appraisal

REDREDREDREDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENGREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENGREENGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and
Retail

N/AN/AGREENGREENObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENGREENGREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel,
Transport and Access;

GREENGREENGREENGREENHistoric Environment, including Objective
F - Built Environment, Local
Distinctiveness, Character and Special
Qualities;

GREENGREENGREENGREENNatural Environment, including Objective
G - Natural Resources
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BOW_E3 Co-op/
Countrywide/ Arthur
Webb Dealership,
Station Road

BOW_E1 Land north of
Bourton Business Park

B_32 Countrywide
Stores

B_20 Pulman's
Bus Depot,
Station Road

Criteria

GREENGREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery,
including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery,
including Objective H - Infrastructure where
it relates to GI

N/AN/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENAMBER*GREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl
Settlement Strategy)

AMBERGREENAMBERGREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCTBCWater Environment

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses /
allocations?
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BOW_E3 Co-op/
Countrywide/ Arthur
Webb Dealership,
Station Road

BOW_E1 Land north of
Bourton Business Park

B_32 Countrywide
Stores

B_20 Pulman's
Bus Depot,
Station Road

Criteria

TBCTBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

N/AAMBERN/AN/AAgricultural land classification (NPPF)

*NB. BOW_E1 is proposed for employment use and a food retail store. RAG status represents larger employment use.

NB. B_32 and BOW_E3 are the same site

NB. Site BOW_E4 has planning permission and has therefore not been carried forward through the site allocations process.

Table 5 Bourton-on-the-Water - Site Appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: Bourton-on-the-WaterPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to 300
dwellings to be developed in Bourton-on-the-Water for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). Completions and commitments since April 2011 total

Housing/employment
requirements

327, an overprovision on the Strategy figure. Therefore, the Development
Strategy will need to consider whether to make further allocations in the

Refer to numbers
indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy

village in the plan period. Both potential sites, B_20 and B_32 could
contribute up to 42 dwellings (10 and 32 respectively). Both are brownfield
sites and therefore will require time to come forward. They are within the

May 2013 (PDS), and existing settlement development boundary and are not visually attractive,
indicative capacities for hence they offer the opportunity to improve the environs. The closing of

the supermarket on B_32 suggests the loss of an important facility,
however, if a relocation was proposed then housing could come forward.

sites in SHLAA. Are there
sufficient sites suitable? Is
there a choice of sites?
What are the implications
for Development
Strategy?

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28
hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used
for the Site allocations work. The PDS identified that existing uses at the
Bourton Industrial Estate/ Business Park would be protected. The PDS
also indicated that up to 3 hectares of land for B1, B2 and B8 uses would
be allocated to allow for the expansion of the Bourton Industrial Estate/
Business Park.

The potential employment site, BOW E_1, is 3.38 ha and adjoins the
existing Bourton Industrial Estate/ Business Park.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement
–(focus on those criteria
that are highlighted as
'red')

Site B_20 - has a potential capacity of 10 dw. Community Feedback
considers the site suitable for development subject to mitigation, for
example, site design such as height of houses and addressing sewage
and surface water drainage issues.

This is a brownfield site within the built up area hence it has not been
subject to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 'points of the compass exercise'.
The SA level 1 sieve highlighted the proximity to a SAM and SSSI, but as
the site is previously developed these can be mitigated.

What is the relative
significance of the criteria
to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ

Site B_32 is considered suitable for retail development by the Community
but due to its proximity to existing housing ideally redevelopment would
be for housing if another supermarket was built in the village. Mitigation
would be required, for example, relating to site design, height of houses,
screening and noise abatement.

or not? Are there any
reasons for not going with
community view? What
does the Sustainability
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Settlement Discussion: Bourton-on-the-WaterPoints to consider

Appraisal (SA) indicate?
Does the NPPF have an
impact?

Similarly, this is a brownfield site within the urban area hence it has not
been subject to the SA 'points of the compass' exercise. Also, the SA
highlighted the proximity to a SAM and SSSI, but these can be mitigated.

Employment Sites

Site BOW E_3 has been put forward by the owner for retail use, however
it has an existing retail use and thus does not need to be discussed further.
This is the same site as B_32.

Site BOW E_1 has been put forward for B1,B2 and B8 and food retail
store. The community did not comment on the employment sites.

The SA 'points of the compass' exercise considered this to be 'Amber',
due to the NE part being within Flood Zone 3 and the SA Site Assessment
considers the site to be 'red' as the site is within 800m of a SSSI protection
zone. Mitigation can be achieved through detailed site design and
consultation with Natural England and the Environment Agency on flood
risk. It is not considered a reason to rule out development at this stage.
The site is within the AONB as is the whole of the village, but has medium
or low impact. Agricultural land is grade 3 so further investigation is
needed, but the site is not in current agricultural use. These issues can
be mitigated against and do not rule out development on the site.

A full list of infrastructure requirements is at Appendix D. Of high priority
to the community are concerns on the following due to increased population
resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision

Flood & Water – the village has existing infrastructure deficiencies
for the removal of sewage and the drainage of surface water
Retail/Employment Offer – increasing population is outstripping the
current retail facilities as most of village centre is aimed at tourist
trade. Also, new employment opportunities are needed.

Will a site help to fill a gap
in infrastructure? Could a
site help meet a

Site B_20 - the redevelopment of a brownfield site would allow the
opportunity to improve the visual impact of the site. However, the site is
for a small number of units and is brownfield so will not be able to offer
wide-scale infrastructure benefits apart from addressing any on-site issues
e.g. modern sewage systems and prevention of surface water run-off.

community benefit that
has been identified locally
as a priority?

Similarly, site B_32 redevelopment would allow the opportunity to improve
the visual impact of the site. However, again, the site is for a small number
of units and is brownfield so will not be able to offer wide-scale
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Settlement Discussion: Bourton-on-the-WaterPoints to consider

infrastructure benefits apart from addressing any on-site issues e.g.
clean-up of contamination, modern sewage systems and prevention of
surface water run-off.

Site BOW E_1 could contribute to the wider community infrastructure
requirement of providing more local employment.

The Interim IDP identified the potential for the major off-site reinforcement
of the electricity grid to delay development for a period of over 3 years.
All sites will be required to contribute towards the provision of infrastructure
as identified in the most up to date version of the IDP.

There are no factors to override the community views on the residential
sites, therefore:

Conclusion

B_20 is a preferred site for housing development.
Are there any planning
reasons for not going with
the community view? Can

B_32 is a reserve site, due to the need for the relocation of the existing
retail facility first.

mitigation be done to
overcome issues
identified? Are there wider

BOW E_1 is a logical extension to the existing employment estate, located
where there is existing necessary infrastructure. There are no overriding
factors identified to not allocate. This is therefore a preferred site for
employment development.

implications for the Local
Plan development
strategy?

BOW E_3 has a current retail use and does not need to be allocated.
If the existing retail offer at B_32 (BOW E_3) is provided elsewhere then
this site could come forward for housing.

With regard to the Local Plan Development Strategy, the village has
existing built dwellings and commitments that have met its initial broad
requirement for development indicated in the PDS. There are two additional
sites which could come forward for approximately 42 dwellings, and should
be phased in later periods of the plan, one preferred and one in reserve.

There is sufficient employment land available in the most viable location
(adjoining an existing, successful industrial estate) to make a significant
contribution towards meeting the District-wide requirement for B class
employment land.
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Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (Capacity 10)B_20

Reserve Site for Housing Development, subject to relocation of retail facility
(capacity 32)

B_32 (BOW_E3)

Preferred Site for Employment Development (capacity 3.38ha)BOW_E1

Currently in retail use, therefore does not need to be allocated for retail
development.

BOW_E3

Built and committed development in Bourton-on-the-Water to date totals 327
dwellings. This exceeds the 300 initially identified in the PDS. The Preferred

Development Strategy

Site could provide an additional 10 dwellings. The Reserve site about 32
dwellings. The Preferred Employment Site would provide 3.38 ha of additional
employment land in Bourton, which would make an appropriate contribution
towards meeting the District-wide requirement for B class employment land.
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4.4 Chipping Campden
CC_53 Land
south-east of
George Lane

CC_52 Land
north of Cam
and west of
Station Road

CC_51 Land
south-west of
Whaddon
Grange

CC_48 Land
adjacent to
Chipping
Campden
Shool

CC_44

Land west of
Littleworth
"The
Leasows"

CC_43
Castle
Gardens
Packing
Sheds

CC_41
Campden
Cricket
Club

CC_40 Barrels Pitch,
Aston Road

CC_38A
Land at
the Hoo

CC_23E
Aston Road
Allotments

CC_23C
Land at
Aston
Road

CC_23B
Land at
Aston
Road

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AAMBER*GREENGREENGREENGREENREDREDAMBER*AMBER*Community Engagement Feedback

AMBERAMBERAMBERN/AGREENAMBERAMBERN/AGREENAMBERAMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of
the Compass' constraints appraisal

REDAMBERAMBERREDREDAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site
Assessments

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENN/AN/AAMBERGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENN/AN/AAMBERGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENObjective B - Environmental
Sustainability

REDREDREDGREENN/AN/AGREENGREENGREENREDGREENREDObjective C - Economy,
Employment and Retail

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENN/AN/AAMBERGREENGREENAMBERGREENAMBERObjective D - Housing

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENN/AN/AAMBERGREENGREENAMBERGREENAMBERAccessibility including Objective E
- Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENGREENGREENGREENN/AN/AGREENGREENGREENAMBERGREENAMBERHistoric Environment, including
Objective F - Built Environment,
Local Distinctiveness, Character
and Special Qualities;

REDREDREDAMBERN/AN/AAMBERGREENAMBERREDAMBERREDNatural Environment, including
Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENGREENN/AN/AGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery,
including Objective H -
Infrastructure (excluding GI
considerations)

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and
delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park
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CC_53 Land
south-east of
George Lane

CC_52 Land
north of Cam
and west of
Station Road

CC_51 Land
south-west of
Whaddon
Grange

CC_48 Land
adjacent to
Chipping
Campden
Shool

CC_44

Land west of
Littleworth
"The
Leasows"

CC_43
Castle
Gardens
Packing
Sheds

CC_41
Campden
Cricket
Club

CC_40 Barrels Pitch,
Aston Road

CC_38A
Land at
the Hoo

CC_23E
Aston Road
Allotments

CC_23C
Land at
Aston
Road

CC_23B
Land at
Aston
Road

Criteria

GREENGREENGREENGREENN/AN/AGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENDelivering the Development
Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENGREENGREENN/AN/AGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERAMBERGREENAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERGREENGREENGREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCWater Environment

REDAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses
/ allocations?

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAMBERAMBERN/AREDN/AREDAMBERREDREDREDREDAgricultural Land Classification
(NPPF)
* Feedback from the Town Council and the Public Meeting differed. The Town Council considered the site unsuitable, the Public Meeting majority found it suitable or suitable with mitigation.
Therefore graded as Amber.

Table 6 Chipping Campden - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Housing Sites)
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CCN_E3A Campden BRICCN_E1 Battle BrookCriteria

N/AN/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

N/AN/ASustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

REDREDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

N/AN/AObjective D - Housing

AMBERAMBERAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENGREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local
Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

GREENGREENNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI

N/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park
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CCN_E3A Campden BRICCN_E1 Battle BrookCriteria

GREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERAMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCWater Environment

AMBERAMBERLandscape / AONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERREDAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 7 Chipping Campden - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: Chipping CampdenPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to 160
dwellings to be developed in Chipping Campden for the plan period (2011
to 2031). To date, there have been 82 dwellings built or committed, leaving

Housing/employment
requirements

a remainder of about 78 dwellings to identify sites for. The capacity of the
remaining suitable SHLAA sites (i.e. 0-20 year category) being considered
is 199 dwellings.Refer to numbers

indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28 hectares

of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used for the Site
Allocations work. The PDS identified that existing uses at the Campden

May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are Business Park and Campden BRI would be protected. The PDS also

indicated that additional workspace for food supply sector businesses in the
vicinity of the existing Campden BRI site would be encouraged.

there sufficient sites
suitable? Is there a
choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

The potential employment site CCN_E1 is 0.67ha and adjoins the existing
Campden Business Park. The site CCN_E3 is 1.09 ha and is identified as
an area to enable the expansion of Campden BRI.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in
RAG Chart for
Settlement –(focus on
those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

The Community Feedback consisted of the Town Council view and a separate
report from the community meeting, which was then passed to the District
Council to interpret and combine.

Site CC_23B – has a potential capacity of 34 dw. The overall community
feedback is that the site is unsuitable for development on the grounds of
having negative impact on the AONB, although combining the ‘suitable’ and
‘suitable with mitigation’ votes from the community meeting meant this was
actually considered appropriate for development overall.

What is the relative
significance of the
criteria to that
settlement? Compare

Local Plan Objective G 'natural resources' is 'red' in the RAG chart as it is
considered developing this site would be damaging to the AONB. The site
is also grade 1 agricultural land.

how sites differ or not?
Are there any reasons
for not going with
community view? What

CC_23C – has a potential capacity of 80 dw. The overall Community feedback
is that the site is unsuitable for development as it is good agricultural land,
although combining the ‘suitable’ and ‘suitable with mitigation’ votes from
the community meeting meant this was actually considered appropriate for
development overall.

does the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the
NPPF have an impact?
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Settlement Discussion: Chipping CampdenPoints to consider

The site is also grade 1 agricultural land.

CC_23E – has a potential capacity of 21dw. The overall Community feedback
is that the site is unsuitable for development on the grounds of being valued
allotment gardens, having high visibility on the approach to the town.
However, combining the ‘suitable’ and ‘suitable with mitigation’ votes from
the community meeting meant this was actually considered appropriate for
development overall by one vote.

Local Plan Objective G 'natural resources' is 'red' as it is considered
developing this site would be damaging to the AONB. The site is also grade
1 agricultural land.

CC_38A - has a potential capacity of 8 dw. The overall Community feedback
is that the site is unsuitable for development, as it would encourage ‘creep’
and there are vehicle issues on Back Ends.

The site is grade 1 agricultural land.

CC_40 - has a potential capacity of 13dw. The overall Community feedback
is that the site is suitable for development as the site offers infill type
development adjacent to the school. There are no other 'red' flags on this
site in the RAG Chart. There has been an addendum to the site proposed
to include some of the neighbouring gardens, which would add useful land
to the site, offering improved layout opportunities.

CC_41 - has a a potential capacity of 43 dw. The overall Community feedback
is that this is a suitable site for development. It adjoins existing development
and is fairly sheltered from open views, although the cricket club would have
to relocate to a suitable alternative site. However, the SHLAA process has
ascertained that this site is not currently available, although it may be towards
the end of the plan period.

CC_43 – The overall Community feedback is that this is considered suitable
for development. However, this site is classed as 'not currently deliverable'
in the SHLAA as it is currently in use, would extend the residential
development line unacceptably into the AONB and is remote from the town
centre. It therefore is not considered further in this assessment.

CC_44 - the overall Community feedback is that this site is considered
suitable for development. However, this has already been assessed by the
SHLAA process as 'not being currently deliverable', as development would
be highly visible and intrusive in a sensitive part of the AONB.
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Settlement Discussion: Chipping CampdenPoints to consider

CC_48 - has a potential capacity of 8dw. The overall Community feedback
is that this site is unsuitable for development, although combining the
‘suitable’ and ‘suitable with mitigation’ votes from the community meeting
meant this was actually considered appropriate for development overall. The
site is owned by the school and a housing association, although the SHLAA
has found that all owners are in agreement to develop. There are constraints
that would require mitigation before development could take place. Part of
the site is within the settlement development boundary, part is outside.

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) site assessment has flagged up a 'red'
issue, as it intersects with a surface water 1 in 30 year flood zone, but the
Sequential Test report states that only 0.01% of the site is in this zone, so
can easily be mitigated.

CC_51 - has a potential capacity of 21dw. This site has not been considered
by the Community as it was not put forward at that time. Local Plan Objective
G has flagged the site as 'red', as it would be damaging to the AONB.

CC_52 - has a potential capacity of 33 dw. This site has not been considered
by the Community as it was not put forward at that time. Local Plan Objective
G has flagged the site as red, as it would be damaging to the AONB.

CC_53 - has a potential capacity of 27dw. This site has not been considered
by the Community as it was not put forward at that time.

The SA site assessment is 'red', as it is within a 1 in 30 year surface flood
zone, but the Sequential Test shows only 5% of the site area is in this zone
and is low risk and could be considered in a site specific FRA and mitigated.
Local Plan Objective G has flagged the site as 'red', as it would be damaging
to the AONB. This site is considered to have high impact on the AONB (Land
Surrounding Key Settlements Study - Update, White Consultants, 2014).

Employment Sites

CCN_E1 - has a capacity of 0.67ha and is an extension to an existing
business park. The SA is flagged as 'red' as it intersects with a 1 in 30 year
surface water flood zone. The Sequential test ranks this risk as very low,
0.6% of the site, and so can be mitigated. The site is grade 1 or 2 agricultural
use, but is small in size. The site is suitable for enabling the extension of
the business park when required.

CCN_E3A - is a small part of the Campden BRI site that is not in Flood Zone
3b, and was therefore identified as potential expansion land. However, the
site is not practical and Campden BRI wish to redevelop their whole site.
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Settlement Discussion: Chipping CampdenPoints to consider

Meetings have been held with BRI to discuss their specific requirements.
They wish to redevelop as the current buildings are no longer fit for purpose.
One option is for Campden BRI to relocate away from the District. The
District Council is supportive of one of the Districts largest employers and is
working with BRI to secure its future in the District. However, there is a
significant flood risk constraint on the site (in addition to sensitive AONB,
and access issues etc). CDC have put BRI in touch with the Environment
Agency. If they can resolve flood issue with the EA, then in principle CDC
is supportive, subject to design / masterplan for dealing with old buildings
etc. Work with the EA is ongoing. Pragmatically, the extension site of
CCN_E3a should be allocated, as this part of the site is not within the flood
zone, but with recognition that the wider site needs to be considered in a
master plan in order to achieve a suitable redevelopment.

A full list of infrastructure requirements is at Appendix D. Of high priority to
the community are concerns on the following due to increased population
resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision

Open Space – allotment gardens would require relocation if current site
developed (CC_23E).
Transport – safety concern in Aston Road as cars often pick up speed
travelling down the hill. Additional bus stops will be required. Traffic
management would be required in parts of town.

Will a site help to fill a
gap in infrastructure?
Could a site help meet

The Interim IDP (2013) has not identified any infrastructure matters that
would be expected to significantly affect phasing of development.

a community benefit
that has been identified
locally as a priority?

Housing Sites:Conclusion

It has been difficult to assess the overall view of the Community. However,
in broad terms there has not been the need to go against a strong majority
viewpoint in allocating sites.Are there any planning

reasons for not going
with the community As CC_23B CC_23C and CC_23E are under the same ownership, it is

appropriate to consider them together. This would allow the opportunity to
retain the allotments and obtain appropriate access to CC_23C. This also
accords with the community meeting’s feedback.

view? Can mitigation
be done to overcome
issues identified? Are
there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy?

Therefore CC_23B and CC_23C should be allocated for housing
development.

CC_23E should not be allocated but retained as allotments.
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Settlement Discussion: Chipping CampdenPoints to consider

CC_38A – This site should not be allocated, irrespective of the stables
that are on the site now, residential development would suburbanise this
fine backdrop of the town.

CC_40 (as enlarged) should be allocated for housing development. It is a
preferred site by the Community and has no significant constraints.

CC_41 - this should be a reserve site, it is not currently available, although
it may be towards the end of the plan period.

CC_43 – This site should not be allocated, as it is not considered currently
deliverable.

CC_44 - This site should not be allocated, as it is not considered currently
deliverable.

CC_48 – this should be a reserve site – as deliverability issues have been
raised.

CC_51 – this site should not be allocated – this site is too far removed
from the town and should not be considered any further in this plan period.
In addition, the Community has not had the opportunity to assess this site.

CC_52 - this site should not be allocated – this site is too far removed from
the town and should not be considered any further in this plan period. In
addition, the Community has not had the opportunity to assess this site.

CC_53 - this site should not be allocated – this site is too far removed from
the town and should not be considered any further in this plan period. In
addition, the Community has not had the opportunity to assess this site.

Employment Sites:

CCN_E1 is a logical extension to the existing business park, and is located
where there is existing necessary infrastructure. This is therefore a preferred
site for employment development.

CCN_E3a should be allocated to help provide certainty as far as possible
to Campden BRI that the District Council is supportive, in principle to the
redevelopment / expansion of Campden BRI. However, it is recognised that
the whole Campden BRI site needs to be considered as a comprehensive
redevelopment to secure the future of Campden BRI in Chipping Campden.
The wider site will be defined through a master-planning process led by
Campden BRI. A special policy approach should be considered in the Local
Plan. However, the overriding constraint for the wider site area, which is its
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Settlement Discussion: Chipping CampdenPoints to consider

location within flood zone 3b, needs to be resolved. Campden BRI are
working with the Environment Agency to resolve the flood zone constraint
issue.

There is sufficient employment land available in the most viable location
(adjoining an existing, successful business park) to make an appropriate
contribution towards meeting the District-wide requirement for B class
employment land. Securing the future of Campden BRI in Chipping Campden
will also help sustain and enhance the wider local economy.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 34dw)CC_23B

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 80dw)CC_23C

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 21dw)CC_23E

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 8dw)CC_38A

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity of revised site 13dw)CC_40

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 43)CC_41

Not Allocated for DevelopmentCC_43

Not Allocated for DevelopmentCC_44

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 8dw)CC_48

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 21dw)CC_51

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 33dw)CC_52

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 27)CC_53

Preferred Site for Employment Development (capacity 0.67ha)CCN_E1

Preferred Site for Employment Development for Campden BRI expansion,
plus wider site (defined through master planning process) to be the focus of

CCN_E3A

a 'Special Policy' approach in the Local Plan to enable Campden BRI
redevelopment, subject to Flood Risk constraint being resolved with the
Environment Agency.
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RecommendationSite/Strategy

The total estimated capacity of the Preferred Sites for allocation for housing
development equates to 127 dwellings. This provides more than the remaining
78 dwellings needing allocation from the original PDS housing requirement
figure for Chipping Campden.

Development Strategy

The Preferred Employment Site CCN_E1 would provide 0.67 ha of additional
employment land in Chipping Campden, which would make an appropriate
contribution towards meeting the District-wide requirement for B class
employment land. Support should be provided, in principle, to the
redevelopment plans for Campden BRI in order to help retain one of the
District's larger employers within the District.

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations62

4 Settlements



C
C

_2
3C C
C

_4
0

C
C

_2
3B

C
C

_4
3

C
C

_4
4

C
C

_5
2

C
C

_5
1

C
C

_5
3

C
C

_2
3E

C
C

_3
8A

C
C

_4
1

C
C

_4
8

C
hi

pp
in

g 
C

am
pd

en

Le
ge

nd P
re

fe
rr

ed
 S

ite

R
es

er
ve

 S
ite

N
ot

 A
llo

ca
te

d

0
13

0
26

0
39

0
52

0
65

0
65

M
et

er
s

¯
©

 C
ro

w
n 

co
py

rig
ht

 a
nd

 d
at

ab
as

e 
rig

ht
s 

20
14

 O
rd

na
nc

e 
S

ur
ve

y,
 L

A 
N

o.
 0

10
00

18
80

0

M
ap

 1
: H

ou
si

ng
 A

llo
ca

tio
ns



C
C

_2
3C C
C

_4
0

C
C

_2
3B

C
C

_4
3

C
C

_4
4

C
C

_5
2

C
C

_5
1

C
C

_5
3

C
C

_2
3E

C
C

_3
8A

C
C

_4
1

C
C

_4
8

29
17

91
11

61
02

84
97

19
74

14
66

81
10

00
51

28
3743

47

73
57

53
97

57
52

71
40

.2

76
09

92
41

C
hi

pp
in

g 
C

am
pd

en

Le
ge

nd P
re

fe
rr

ed
 S

ite

R
es

er
ve

 S
ite

N
ot

 A
llo

ca
te

d

B
ui

lt 
(s

in
ce

 A
pr

il 
20

11
)

E
xt

an
t p

la
nn

in
g 

pe
rm

is
si

on
 (s

in
ce

 A
pr

il 
20

11
)

0
13

0
26

0
39

0
52

0
65

0
65

M
et

er
s

¯
©

 C
ro

w
n 

co
py

rig
ht

 a
nd

 d
at

ab
as

e 
rig

ht
s 

20
14

 O
rd

na
nc

e 
S

ur
ve

y,
 L

A 
N

o.
 0

10
00

18
80

0

M
ap

 2
: A

ll 
H

ou
si

ng
 S

ite
s 

(s
in

ce
 A

pr
il 

20
11

)



C
C

N
_E

1

C
C

N
_E

3A

C
hi

pp
in

g 
C

am
pd

en

Le
ge

nd P
re

fe
rr

ed
 S

ite

R
es

er
ve

 S
ite

N
ot

 A
llo

ca
te

d

0
13

0
26

0
39

0
52

0
65

0
65

M
et

er
s

¯
©

 C
ro

w
n 

co
py

rig
ht

 a
nd

 d
at

ab
as

e 
rig

ht
s 

20
14

 O
rd

na
nc

e 
S

ur
ve

y,
 L

A 
N

o.
 0

10
00

18
80

0

M
ap

 3
: E

m
pl

oy
m

en
t A

llo
ca

tio
ns



4.
5

C
ire

nc
es

te
r

C
_1

74
Pa

te
rs

on
R

oa
d

Fl
at

s
C

_1
01

a
M

ag
is

tr
at

es
C

ou
rt

C
_9

7
M

em
or

ia
l

H
os

pi
ta

l
C

_8
9

La
nd

of
f

Pu
rle

y
R

oa
d

C
_8

2
La

nd
at

Pa
te

rn
os

te
rH

ou
se

,
W

at
er

m
oo

rR
oa

d

C
_7

6
La

nd
at

C
he

st
er

to
n

R
oa

d,
So

m
er

fo
rd

R
oa

d
C

_3
9

A
us

tin
R

oa
d

Fl
at

s
C

_1
7

42
-5

4
Q

ue
rn

s
La

ne
C

rit
er

ia

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

C
om

m
un

ity
En

ga
ge

m
en

t
Fe

ed
ba

ck

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
A

pp
ra

is
al

-'
Po

in
ts

of
th

e
C

om
pa

ss
'

co
ns

tr
ai

nt
s

ap
pr

ai
sa

l

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

R
E

D
A

M
B

E
R

R
E

D
R

E
D

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
A

pp
ra

is
al

-S
ite

A
ss

es
sm

en
ts

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
A

-
C

om
m

un
iti

es

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

R
E

D
G

R
E

E
N

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
B

-
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
C

-E
co

no
m

y,
Em

pl
oy

m
en

ta
nd

R
et

ai
l

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
D

-H
ou

si
ng

A
M

B
E

R
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

A
M

B
E

R
G

R
E

E
N

A
cc

es
si

bi
lit

y
in

cl
ud

in
g

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
E

-T
ra

ve
l,

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
nd

A
cc

es
s;

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations66

4 Settlements



C
_1

74
Pa

te
rs

on
R

oa
d

Fl
at

s
C

_1
01

a
M

ag
is

tr
at

es
C

ou
rt

C
_9

7
M

em
or

ia
l

H
os

pi
ta

l
C

_8
9

La
nd

of
f

Pu
rle

y
R

oa
d

C
_8

2
La

nd
at

Pa
te

rn
os

te
rH

ou
se

,
W

at
er

m
oo

rR
oa

d

C
_7

6
La

nd
at

C
he

st
er

to
n

R
oa

d,
So

m
er

fo
rd

R
oa

d
C

_3
9

A
us

tin
R

oa
d

Fl
at

s
C

_1
7

42
-5

4
Q

ue
rn

s
La

ne
C

rit
er

ia

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

H
is

to
ric

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t,

in
cl

ud
in

g
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

F
-

B
ui

lt
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t,
Lo

ca
l

D
is

tin
ct

iv
en

es
s,

C
ha

ra
ct

er
an

d
Sp

ec
ia

l
Q

ua
lit

ie
s;

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

R
E

D
A

M
B

E
R

N
at

ur
al

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t,

in
cl

ud
in

g
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

G
-

N
at

ur
al

R
es

ou
rc

es

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

In
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
-i

m
pa

ct
an

d
de

liv
er

y,
in

cl
ud

in
g

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
H

-
In

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

(e
xc

lu
di

ng
G

Ic
on

si
de

ra
tio

ns
)

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

G
re

en
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

–
im

pa
ct

an
d

de
liv

er
y,

in
cl

ud
in

g
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

H
-

In
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
w

he
re

it
re

la
te

s
to

G
I

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

R
E

D
A

M
B

E
R

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
I-

C
ire

nc
es

te
r

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
J

-C
ot

sw
ol

d
W

at
er

Pa
rk

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

D
el

iv
er

in
g

th
e

D
ev

el
op

m
en

tS
tr

at
eg

y
(in

cl
Se

ttl
em

en
tS

tra
te

gy
)

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
G

R
E

E
N

Tr
af

fic
&

H
ig

hw
ay

s

67EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations

Settlements 4



C
_1

74
Pa

te
rs

on
R

oa
d

Fl
at

s
C

_1
01

a
M

ag
is

tr
at

es
C

ou
rt

C
_9

7
M

em
or

ia
l

H
os

pi
ta

l
C

_8
9

La
nd

of
f

Pu
rle

y
R

oa
d

C
_8

2
La

nd
at

Pa
te

rn
os

te
rH

ou
se

,
W

at
er

m
oo

rR
oa

d

C
_7

6
La

nd
at

C
he

st
er

to
n

R
oa

d,
So

m
er

fo
rd

R
oa

d
C

_3
9

A
us

tin
R

oa
d

Fl
at

s
C

_1
7

42
-5

4
Q

ue
rn

s
La

ne
C

rit
er

ia

Fl
oo

d
R

is
k

-s
eq

ue
nt

ia
l

te
st

(N
PP

F)

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

W
at

er
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

A
O

N
B

(N
PP

F)

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

O
th

er
po

te
nt

ia
l

de
si

gn
at

io
ns

/u
se

s
/

al
lo

ca
tio

ns
?

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

D
el

iv
er

ab
ili

ty
(N

PP
F)

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

lL
an

d
C

la
ss

ifi
ca

tio
n

(N
PP

F)

N
B

C
_1

73
is

no
lo

ng
er

av
ai

la
bl

e
(1

1/
09

/2
01

4)
an

d
is

no
ti

nc
lu

de
d

in
th

e
ta

bl
e.

C
_8

4b
is

no
w

pa
rt

of
th

e
C

he
st

er
to

n
st

ra
te

gi
c

S
ite

an
d

is
th

er
ef

or
e

no
tc

on
si

de
re

d
in

th
is

ev
id

en
ce

pa
pe

r.

Ta
bl

e
8

C
ire

nc
es

te
r-

Si
te

A
pp

ra
is

al
R

A
G

C
ha

rt
(H

ou
si

ng
Si

te
s)

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations68

4 Settlements



C
IR

_E
20

M
et

rik
H

ou
se

C
IR

_E
14

W
at

er
lo

o
C

ar
Pa

rk
C

IR
_E

13
Sh

ee
p

St
re

et
Is

la
nd

C
IR

_E
12

O
ld

M
em

or
ia

l
H

os
pi

ta
lS

ite
an

d
C

ar
Pa

rk

C
IR

_E
11

C
ire

nc
es

te
r

Lo
rr

y
Pa

rk
C

IR
_E

10
Fo

ru
m

C
ar

Pa
rk

C
IR

_E
6

La
nd

ea
st

of
R

oy
al

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

lC
ol

le
ge

C
rit

er
ia

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

C
om

m
un

ity
En

ga
ge

m
en

tF
ee

db
ac

k

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

A
M

B
E

R
Su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y

A
pp

ra
is

al
-'

Po
in

ts
of

th
e

C
om

pa
ss

'c
on

st
ra

in
ts

ap
pr

ai
sa

l

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

R
E

D
R

E
D

R
E

D
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
Su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y

A
pp

ra
is

al
-S

ite
A

ss
es

sm
en

ts

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

A
-C

om
m

un
iti

es

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

R
E

D
G

R
E

E
N

A
M

B
E

R
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

B
-E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

R
E

D
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

C
-E

co
no

m
y,

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

an
d

R
et

ai
l

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
D

-H
ou

si
ng

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
A

cc
es

si
bi

lit
y

in
cl

ud
in

g
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

E
-

Tr
av

el
,T

ra
ns

po
rt

an
d

A
cc

es
s;

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
A

M
B

E
R

R
E

D
H

is
to

ric
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t,
in

cl
ud

in
g

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
F

-B
ui

lt
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t,
Lo

ca
l

D
is

tin
ct

iv
en

es
s,

C
ha

ra
ct

er
an

d
Sp

ec
ia

lQ
ua

lit
ie

s;

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

R
E

D
N

at
ur

al
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t,
in

cl
ud

in
g

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
G

-N
at

ur
al

R
es

ou
rc

es

69EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations

Settlements 4



C
IR

_E
20

M
et

rik
H

ou
se

C
IR

_E
14

W
at

er
lo

o
C

ar
Pa

rk
C

IR
_E

13
Sh

ee
p

St
re

et
Is

la
nd

C
IR

_E
12

O
ld

M
em

or
ia

l
H

os
pi

ta
lS

ite
an

d
C

ar
Pa

rk

C
IR

_E
11

C
ire

nc
es

te
r

Lo
rr

y
Pa

rk
C

IR
_E

10
Fo

ru
m

C
ar

Pa
rk

C
IR

_E
6

La
nd

ea
st

of
R

oy
al

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

lC
ol

le
ge

C
rit

er
ia

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

R
E

D
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

G
R

E
E

N
In

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

-i
m

pa
ct

an
d

de
liv

er
y,

in
cl

ud
in

g
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

H
-I

nf
ra

st
ru

ct
ur

e
(e

xc
lu

di
ng

G
Ic

on
si

de
ra

tio
ns

)

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

G
re

en
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

–
im

pa
ct

an
d

de
liv

er
y,

in
cl

ud
in

g
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

H
-

In
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
w

he
re

it
re

la
te

s
to

G
I

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

A
M

B
E

R
A

M
B

E
R

A
M

B
E

R
R

E
D

R
E

D
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

I-
C

ire
nc

es
te

r

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

O
bj

ec
tiv

e
J

-C
ot

sw
ol

d
W

at
er

Pa
rk

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
D

el
iv

er
in

g
th

e
D

ev
el

op
m

en
tS

tr
at

eg
y

(in
cl

Se
ttl

em
en

tS
tr

at
eg

y)

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

R
E

D
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
R

E
D

G
R

E
E

N
Tr

af
fic

&
H

ig
hw

ay
s

Fl
oo

d
R

is
k

-s
eq

ue
nt

ia
lt

es
t(

N
PP

F)

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

W
at

er
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

A
M

B
E

R
A

O
N

B
(N

PP
F)

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
G

R
E

E
N

G
R

E
E

N
O

th
er

po
te

nt
ia

ld
es

ig
na

tio
ns

/u
se

s
/

al
lo

ca
tio

ns
?

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations70

4 Settlements



C
IR

_E
20

M
et

rik
H

ou
se

C
IR

_E
14

W
at

er
lo

o
C

ar
Pa

rk
C

IR
_E

13
Sh

ee
p

St
re

et
Is

la
nd

C
IR

_E
12

O
ld

M
em

or
ia

l
H

os
pi

ta
lS

ite
an

d
C

ar
Pa

rk

C
IR

_E
11

C
ire

nc
es

te
r

Lo
rr

y
Pa

rk
C

IR
_E

10
Fo

ru
m

C
ar

Pa
rk

C
IR

_E
6

La
nd

ea
st

of
R

oy
al

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

lC
ol

le
ge

C
rit

er
ia

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

TB
C

D
el

iv
er

ab
ili

ty
(N

PP
F)

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

*
N

/A
G

R
E

E
N

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

lL
an

d
C

la
ss

ifi
ca

tio
n

(N
PP

F)

*
N

B
.C

IR
_E

11
A

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
lL

an
d

C
la

ss
ifi

ca
tio

n
sh

ow
s

ap
pr

ox
ha

lf
of

si
te

as
G

ra
de

3.
S

ite
is

br
ow

nf
ie

ld
,o

ut
si

de
of

A
O

N
B

,t
he

re
fo

re
R

A
G

st
at

us
is

N
/A

..

Ta
bl

e
9

C
ire

nc
es

te
r-

Si
te

A
pp

ra
is

al
R

A
G

C
ha

rt
(E

m
pl

oy
m

en
tS

ite
s)

71EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations

Settlements 4



Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: CirencesterPoints to Consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) proposed 3360
dwellings in the plan period in Cirencester. This includes the proposed
Strategic site at Chesterton and the ongoing Kingshill development. To date
886 have been built or committed. The PDS proposed 2500 at Chesterton.

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers
indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy The capacity of the non strategic SHLAA sites is 95. The Strategy has to

consider whether other sites in Cirencester should come forward in addition
to the Strategic site and also consider whether the overall figure for the
Strategic site is appropriate.

May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are
there sufficient sites

This document only assesses the non strategic sites in the town.suitable? Is there a
choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28 hectares
of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used for the Site
Allocations work. The PDS identified that the existing employment areas in
Cirencester would be protected: Love Lane Industrial Estate; Phoenix Way;
Cirencester Office Park; Querns Business Centre; College Farm; Whiteway
Farm; Mitsubishi HQ; St James Place. The PDS identified that allocations
from the extant Local Plan would be retained, but these have now been
superseded by planning permissions. The Royal Agricultural University
(RAU) 'triangle site' (CIR_E8) was proposed for allocation for employment
uses in accordance with the extant outline planning permission. The PDS
also identified 9.1 hectares of employment land (6ha for B1 and other non
B use class employment generating uses and 3.1 ha of B2 and B8 uses) to
be provided on the Strategic site south of Chesterton.

In addition to the 9.1ha of employment land already proposed in the PDS
as part of the Strategic Allocation for mixed use development south of
Chesterton, only one further potential site for B class uses has come through
the SELAA process. CIR_E6 'land east of RAU', lies between the RAU and
the RAU 'triangle' site (CIR_E8).

A number of town centre 'mixed use' sites have come through the SELAA,
and these have been considered in the site allocations process too. The
PDS was supportive of the redevelopment of town centre sites.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in
RAG Chart for
Settlement C_17 has a capacity of 6 dwellings. The Community feedback is that the

site is suitable and favoured for allocation, being in close proximity to all
facilities in the town, making it ideal for social/low rent/affordable housing.
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(focus on those
criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is flagged as 'red' in the RAG chart as the
whole of the Town Centre is a Scheduled Ancient Monument.

C_39 has a capacity of 9 dwellings. The Community feedback is that it is
suitable and favoured for development. It is already in residential use and
redevelopment would enable an improvement to the overall quality of the
site and surroundings.What is the relative

significance of the
criteria to that The SA is flagged as red on this site as it intersects a 1 in 30yr surface water

flood zone, although this is 2% of the site area and over 70% of the site is
not within a flood zone. Local Plan Objectives B, G and I are red, due to the
same reasons, but again, enough of the site, 70%, is not within a flood zone,
so this could be overcome through design.

settlement? Compare
how sites differ or not?
Are there any reasons
for not going with
community view? What

C_76 has a capacity of 8 dwellings. The Community feedback is that the
site is suitable subject to mitigation, including access from the roundabout
to school, habitat replacement, no loss of playing fields and visual screening.

does the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the
NPPF have an impact?

Objective G is red as there are TPOs and biodiversity constraints. Objective
H is red as development of this site would erode a key piece of social
infrastructure. Objective I is red as it would have a negative impact on the
town’s historic or natural habitat. The 'Traffic and Highways' criterion is
flagged as red due to a potential constraint of increased congestion on
Somerford Road and a previous refusal of planning permission on these
grounds.

C_82 has a potential capacity of 23 dwellings. The Community feedback is
that the site is suitable subject to mitigation of remaining as elderly
accommodation, or providing alternative elderly residential provision.

Objective G is red as most of the site is within a SAM, however, this is a
previously developed site and redevelopment would allow archaeological
investigation to take place.

C_89 has a potential capacity of18 dwellings. The Community feedback is
that the site is not suitable for development due to its environmental quality,
archaeological elements, flooding and access issues. The site should remain
as open space.

The SA is red as the site is within flood zone 3a and 3b, with most of the
remainder in flood zone 2. The sequential Test states that 32% of the site
is in flood zone 3a plus climate change and 88.5% is in Flood Zone 2, there
is only 11.5% of the site within flood zone 1. The issues flagged as red in
the RAG chart on Objectives B, F,G, H and I are also due to these flood
issues, as well as the SAM.
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C_97 has a potential capacity of 11 dwellings. The Community feedback is
that the site is suitable and favoured for allocation. It is suitable for mixed
use development. It is well connected to facilities, but the air-raid shelter
should be retained for educational use and the listed staircase and war
memorial should be retained and loss of car parking mitigated.

There are no red flags identified on the RAG chart on this site.

C_101A has a potential capacity of 5 dwellings. The Community feedback
is that it is suitable and favoured for mixed residential and retail use
development subject to mitigation of removing the covenant or moving police
station to make the site viable. High quality development would be needed
as it is close to the town centre. There are no other red flags.

C_174 has a potential capacity of 15dw. This site was put forward by the
Community as being potentially suitable for redevelopment, subject to the
agreement of the owners, Bromford HA , who do not have current plans to
do so. There are no red flags on this site.

Employment Sites

CIR_E6 – land east of RAU. The whole site area is 5.73ha, but a significant
proportion is sterilised by the gas pipeline buffer zone. The area not sterilised
is 2.44ha but this is a narrow site with limited design opportunities. It would
need to come forward as part of the adjacent site, CIR_E8 (the RAU 'Triangle'
site) which already has a planning permission for the development of a
business park comprising educational, research, agricultural business uses
/ conference facilities. In the RAG chart analysis for Site CIR_E6, Objective
C is flagged as 'red' because it is considered to have an adverse impact on
the AONB. Objective F is flagged 'red' due to a high- medium impact on the
sites historic parkland character, relationship with adjacent historic buildings
and location within the AONB. Objective G is also 'red' due to its impact on
the AONB. It is also considered to have a negative impact on the
Cirencester’s historic or natural environment. However, the neighbouring
site (CIR_E8) has planning permission so these issues have already been
tested through the planning system. A special policy approach in the Local
Plan to CIR_E6 and CIR_E8 would be appropriate to encourage the area to
be planned in a holistic manner. A Master- planning process would be
beneficial to achieve a careful design which meets the long term needs and
aspirations of the RAU but is sensitive to the location of the site within the
AONB, and other historic environment constraints.
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(CIR_E8 – 'triangle' site at RAU – the site has not been considered in detail
through the site allocations process as it already benefits from a planning
permission for business park development related to the RAU. The District
Council has encouraged the RAU to work with the landowners of the Strategic
Area at Chesterton to resolve transport related constraints on both sites.
The RAU intend to formalise their position on the site and liaise with the
Council.)

CIR_E10 – Forum Car Park 0.54ha. There is currently a car parking study
underway, so it is uncertain as to whether the site is available.

In the RAG chart analysis, the SA is flagged as 'red' as the site intersects
with a SAM, but the whole town centre is within the SAM and redevelopment
would allow for archaeological investigation. Objective H (Infrastructure),
Objective I (Cirencester) and the 'Traffic and Highways' criterion are flagged
'red' as this would affect town centre parking provision, but this is subject to
a comprehensive town centre review of parking provision so would be
addressed. If the site is available, it would be likely to come forward as part
of a retail-led mixed use development.

CIR_E11 – Kingsmeadow Lorry Park 0.60ha. In the RAG chart analysis the
site is flagged as 'red' in the SA as part of the site is located within flood zone
3, however, the Sequential Test states that 94.41% is within flood zone 1.
There is a medium risk of surface water flood risk due to large areas of
ponding modelled. The flood risk can be mitigated through design. Flood
risk is also the reason for Objective B 'Environmental Sustainability' being
flagged as 'red'. Therefore, subject to appropriate design, the site is suitable
for development. (Note: the site has recently been sold for a hotel
development).

CIR_E12 – Old Memorial Hospital 0.38ha. The PDS indicated that
redevelopment could include car parking and community facilities, however,
the site has come through the SELAA proposed as a potential mixed use
scheme. In the RAG chart analysis, the only 'red' flag is the SA and this is
because the site intersects a SAM, as does most of the town centre. The
site has been considered as a housing site (C_97) and it is suggested that
a residential-led mixed use scheme would be appropriate.

CIR_E13 – Sheep Street Island 1.29ha. The PDS indicated that a mix of car
parking, residential and employment uses would be appropriate. There is
currently a car parking study underway, so uncertain as to whether the site
is available. In the RAG chart analysis, the SA is flagged as 'red' as the site
intersects with a SAM, but the whole town centre is within the SAM and
redevelopment would allow for archaeological investigation. Objective H
(Infrastructure) and the 'Traffic and Highways' criterion are flagged 'red' due
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to potential loss of town centre parking provision, but the outcome of a
comprehensive town centre review of parking provision would address parking
provision. If the site becomes available, it would be likely to come forward
as part of a mixed use development.

CIR_E14 – Waterloo Car Park 0.67ha. The RAG chart analysis shows a 'red'
flag for the SA as it is within a SAM as is most of the town centre, as well as
intersecting with flood zone 3 and a 1 in 30 year surface water flood zone.
The Sequential Test concludes that there is low surface water flood risk, and
that 85% of the site is in flood zone 2. Only water compatible development
should take place on the part of the site that lies within flood zone 3. Car
parking is water compatible. The flood risk is the cause of Objective B
'Environmental Sustainability' and Objective G 'Natural Resources' being
flagged as red. Objective H 'Infrastructure' and Traffic and Highways criterion
are 'red' due to the potential loss of car parking, but this can be mitigated by
decking the car parking to maintain or increase the number of spaces.
Objective I 'Cirencester' is flagged 'red' as it is considered the site would
have a negative impact on the historic or natural environment. However, the
site is already developed and a new design could potentially improve the
appearance.

CIR_E20 (Metric House) 1.42ha. The site lies within the Love Lane industrial
estate and has a planning permission for the 'Demolition of existing buildings
and redevelopment to provide three units comprising two use Class B8
(storage or distribution) units, with ancillary trade counters and/or showrooms
and a use Class A1 (shops) non-food retail warehouse, together with access,
servicing arrangements, car parking and landscaping' (pl ref. 11/04483/FUL).

A full list of infrastructure requirements from the Interim IDP (2013) is at
Appendix D. Of high priority to the community are concerns on the following:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision Flood & Water : to protect flood plain and boundaries. Flooding regularly

occurs in the City Bank flood plain, increasing development in the area
could lead to long term problems.
Open Space: Protect and preserve green spaces in the town.

Will a site help to fill a
gap in infrastructure?
Could a site help meet

Transport: General transport issues in the town. Ensuring adequate
parking facilities surrounding new developments.

The assessed sites are relatively small and are unlikely to bring forward or
unlock larger infrastructure schemes other than that necessary to bring
forward their development. In this regard, no one site has has been identified
at this stage as being able to bring forward any more community benefits
than the other.

a community benefit
that has been identified
locally as a priority?
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Housing Sites:Conclusion

Although C_17 is within a SAM, so is the whole of the town centre. However,
redevelopment would present opportunities for archaeological excavation,
and new build would significantly improve the street scene. This would need
to be balanced against the loss of the existing retail use. This site should
be allocated.

Are there any planning
reasons for not going
with the community
view? Can mitigation

C_39 should be allocated. Bromford Housing Association has indicated
that it may come forward within the latter part of the plan period and the site’s
redevelopment offer the opportunity to enhance the built environment.

be done to overcome
issues identified? Are
there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy? C_76 has a number of red flagged issues that could only be mitigated if the

school itself was relocated. The LEA has indicated that the site may be
available in the latter part of the plan period. Due to this uncertainty, the site
should be a reserve site.

Although C_82 is within a SAM, so is much of the town centre.
Redevelopment would allow archaeological investigation and improvement
to the built environment. However, the County Council have indicated that
the site is subject to the current review of elderly care, so its availability is
uncertain. Also, the Community would prefer this site to remain as elderly
care unless alternative provision is made. For these reasons, the site should
be a reserve site.

Due to the serious flood issues of C_89 this site should not be allocated.

C_97 has a potential capacity of 11 dwellings. The Community feedback is
that the site is suitable and favoured for allocation. It is suitable for mixed
use development. It is well connected to facilities, but the air-raid shelter
should be retained for educational use and the listed staircase and war
memorial should be retained and loss of car parking mitigated. There are
no red flags on this site.

C_101A Should be allocated for a mixed use scheme.

C_174 should not be allocated as there is no evidence that it will be available
within the plan period.

Employment Sites

CIR_E6 (Land east of RAU) - the site should be considered in conjunction
with CIR_E8 triangle site. Both sites could be identified as having a special
policy approach in the Local Plan in order to encourage a comprehensive
master plan which addresses the future needs of the RAU, and their research
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and development aspirations, but also the sensitive location of the site.
Therefore, CIR_E6 should be a reserve site for employment development
but should be part of wider special policy approach which supports the RAU.

CIR_E10 (Forum Car Park) - subject to the outcome of the parking study,
the site should be a Preferred Site for a retail-led mixed use scheme.

CIR_E11 (Lorry Park) - the site should be a Preferred Site for a hotel use.

CIR_E12 (Old Memorial Hospital) - subject to the outcome of the parking
study, this should be a Preferred Site for a residential-led mixed use scheme
(see also C_97 in the housing sites).

CIR_E13 (Sheep Street Island) - subject to the outcome of the parking study,
this should be a Preferred Site for a mixed use scheme.

CIR_E14 (Waterloo Car Park) - subject to the outcome of the parking study,
this should be a Preferred Site for potential intensification of car park use
with the possibility of some office provision on the frontage.

CIR_E20 (Metric House) - the site lies within the Love Lane industrial estate
and already has planning permission for B8 and A1 uses. Therefore the site
does not need to be allocated in the Local Plan.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 6dw)C_17

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 9dw)C_39

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 8dw)C_76

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 23dw)C_82

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 18dw)C_89

Allocated for a residential-led mixed use scheme (capacity 11 dw)C_97
(CIR_E12)

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 5dw)C_101A

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 15dw)C_174
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RecommendationSite/Strategy

Reserve site for Employment Development - but to be planned in conjunction with
the RAU 'Triangle Site' (CIR_E8), as part of a special policy approach in the Local
Plan which supports the RAU. (capacity 2.44ha)

CIR_E6

Preferred Site for a retail-led mixed use scheme (capacity 0.54ha)CIR_E10

Preferred Site for a hotel use (D2) (capacity 0.6ha)CIR_E11

Preferred Site for a residential-led mixed use scheme (capacity 0.38ha)CIR_E12
(C_97)

Preferred Site for a mixed use scheme (capacity 1.29ha).CIR_E13

Preferred Site for potential intensification of car park use, possibly with some office
provision on the frontage (capacity 0.67ha).

CIR_E14

No need for allocation, as lies within industrial estate and has planning permission.CIR_E20

The total estimated capacity of the Preferred Sites for allocation for housing
development equates to 31 dwellings. The lack of sites being made available within
the town demonstrates the reliance on the land south of Chesterton to deliver housing
in the District’s most sustainable settlement.

Development
Strategy

The PDS earmarked 9.1 hectares of B space employment land as part of the
Strategic Allocation for mixed use development on land south of Chesterton. This
allocation of employment land at Chesterton is linked to the successful Cirencester
office park and the Love Lane industrial estate. Therefore, in terms of the
development strategy, there is sufficient employment land available in the most
viable locations to make a significant contribution towards meeting the District-wide
requirement for B class employment land. However, it is clear from the site
allocations process, that the employment land earmarked as part of the Strategic
Allocation is vital to enabling the economic growth of Cirencester over the plan
period. No additional sites of significant scale for general B1, B2 and B8 employment
land have come forward. The only potential site, CIR_E6, needs to be considered
as part of a special policy approach which supports the RAU.
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: Down AmpneyPoints to Consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) did not propose
Down Ampney as a location for development as there were no
available sites at that time. However, following publication, a number

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development
Strategy May 2013 (PDS), and

of sites were put forward by the landowners and the village was added
as a sustainable settlement for housing development (CDC Cabinet
Paper, December 2013) with a suggested allocation of 50 – 100
dwellings. To date 22dw have been built or committed. The capacity
of all the SHLAA sites is 84.

indicative capacities for sites
in SHLAA. Are there sufficient
sites suitable? Is there a

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28
hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being
used for the Site Allocations work. No employment sites came through
the SELAA process in Down Ampney and therefore none were
considered through the site allocations work.

choice of sites? What are the
implications for Development
Strategy?

Site DA_2 has a capacity of 10dw. The Community feedback was
that the site is unsuitable for development as it is a greenfield site
with high amenity and conservation value, and there are existing
drainage and sewage issues, and also highways issues.

Weigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement

(focus on those criteria that
are highlighted as 'red')

However, the only other 'red' flag on the RAG Chart is due to the site
being grade 1 or 2 agricultural land.What is the relative

significance of the criteria to
that settlement? Compare how DA_5A has a capacity of 8dw. The Community feedback is that the

site is suitable for development subject to mitigation as it is a disused
farm complex that would benefit from redevelopment, with high design,
access and landscaping in line with the Village Statement and Parish
Plan.

sites differ or not? Are there
any reasons for not going with
community view? What does
the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA) indicate? Does the NPPF
have an impact? Objective F is flagged as 'red' in the RAG chart as the site is within

the setting of several listed buildings and, along with DA_5C, is the
most sensitive site of those proposed. The site is also grade 1 or 2
agricultural land.

DA_5C has a capacity of 44dw. The Community feedback is that the
site is unsuitable on grounds that the site has no access for vehicles
and is poorly connected to all village facilities. The Parish plan states
that it is imperative to maintain the open aspects and feeling of
openess the site provides the edge of the village.
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Settlement Discussion: Down AmpneyPoints to Consider

Objective C is flagged red as it has higher grade agricultural land
(grade 2) which should be protected if there is an alternative lower
grade site available. Objective F is flagged as red as the site is within
the setting of several listed buildings and, along with DA_5A, is the
most sensitive site of those proposed. Objective J is flagged as red
as it has a combination of biodiversity and agricultural constraints.

DA_8 has a potential capacity of 13 dw. The Community feedback is
that the site is suitable for development subject to mitigation. This
would include protection of the football club, adequate drainage and
sewage, improved access, improved public transport. Housing should
be in sympathy with the village design statement.

There are no other 'red' issues identified on the RAG chart for this
site.

DA_9 has a potential capacity of 9 dw. The Community feedback is
that the site is unsuitable for development due to impact on existing
residents, lack of capacity in highways, sewage and transport
infrastructure, lack of employment in the village and poor public
transport.

Objective C is flagged red as it has higher grade agricultural land
(Grade 2) which should be protected if there is an alternative lower
grade site available. Objective J is flagged as red as it has a
combination of potential mineral extraction and agricultural constraints.

As Down Ampney was not considered in the PDS, it was not subject
to the accompanying Interim IDP (2013) and, therefore, a list of
infrastructure requirements is not included at Appendix D. However,
the Community have submitted their list of infrastructure priorities. Of
high priority to the Community are concerns on the following:

Consider community
benefits and infrastructure
gaps / provision

Flood & Water : The sewage infrastructure is very old and proven
at times to be inadequate even for current needs. The area isWill a site help to fill a gap in

infrastructure? Could a site
help meet a community benefit
that has been identified locally
as a priority?

prone to flooding even though it is not shown on the flood map,
especially at the turn off to the village from the A419, impacting
on the sewage pumping station.
Open Space: protection of open spaces is a key characteristic
of Down Ampney.
Transport: There is poor pedestrian access in parts of the village.
Provision of footpaths, street lighting and a pedestrian crossing
in the centre of the village. Concern of increased traffic onto busy
main village road near to a series of 's' bends.
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Settlement Discussion: Down AmpneyPoints to Consider

DA_2 - despite the Community’s opposition, in planning terms the
site is suitable for development as the analysis of evidence has not
demonstrated any overriding planning reasons for not allocating the
site. Therefore this site should be a Preferred Site .

Conclusion

Are there any planning
reasons for not going with the
community view? Can

DA_5A - this site should be a Preferred Site , as it is a brownfield
site favoured by the community.

mitigation be done to
DA_5C - this site should be a reserve site. It is not favoured by the
Community and there are issues on the site that indicate that the site
would not come forward until the end of the plan period.

overcome issues identified?
Are there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy?

DA_8 - this site should be a Preferred Site , subject to the protection
of the existing football facility, either in situ or through relocation.

DA_9 - This site should not be allocated. It is not favoured by the
Community and there is uncertainty around its deliverability as it forms
part of a potential allocation in the Minerals Local Plan.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 10dw)DA_2

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 8dw)DA_5A

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 44dw)DA_5C

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 13dw)DA_8

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 9dw)DA_9

The total estimated capacity of the Preferred Sites for allocation for housing
development equates to 31 dwellings. Added to the 22 dwellings already built or

Development
Strategy

committed, this equates to 53 dwellings, which is just within the 50-100 dwellings
range considered appropriate for the village.
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4.7 Fairford

F_44 Land to rear of Faulkner Close, HorcottF_35b Land behind Milton Farm and Bettertons CloseCriteria

REDREDCommunity Engagement Feedback

N/AGREENSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints
appraisal

AMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

AMBERGREENObjective A - Communities

AMBERAMBERObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENAMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENObjective D - Housing

AMBERAMBERAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

AMBERAMBERHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment,
Local Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

REDREDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure (excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI

N/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

GREENGREENObjective J - Cotswold Water Park
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F_44 Land to rear of Faulkner Close, HorcottF_35b Land behind Milton Farm and Bettertons CloseCriteria

GREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

AMBERAMBERTraffic & Highways

AMBERGREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCWater Environment

GREENGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

N/AAMBERAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

NB. Sites F32 and F46 have a 'Resolution to Permit' and have therefore not been carried forward through the site allocations process.

Table 11 Fairford - Site Appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: FairfordPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated
up to 260 dwellings to be developed in Fairford for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). Completions and commitments to date total 454

Housing/employment
requirements

dwellings, and, thus, have far exceeded this initial figure.
Consideration should be given in the Local Plan Development
Strategy as to whether the town should be allocated any further
sites during the plan period.

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development Strategy
May 2013 (PDS), and indicative
capacities for sites in SHLAA. Are With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure

of 28 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes)
is being used for the Site Allocations work. The PDS identified

there sufficient sites suitable? Is
there a choice of sites? What are
the implications for Development
Strategy?

that the existing employment areas in and around Fairford would
be protected: Horcott Industrial Estate; London Road; Whelford
Lane Industrial Estate; New Chapel Electronics. No additional
employment sites came through the SELAA process in Fairford,
and therefore none were considered through the site allocations
work.

Site F_35B – has a potential capacity of 49dw. The Community
feedback is that the site is not suitable for development on the
grounds of the current use is for grazing, access is through a

Weigh up criteria in RAG Chart
for Settlement –(focus on those
criteria that are highlighted as
'red') working farm, there are poor connections to the town on foot, the

site is highly visible, there are mature hedgerows and evidence
of wildlife. The site could only be brought forward if the farm
ceased operation.

What is the relative significance of
the criteria to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ or not?

Local Plan Objective G scores 'red' as further investigation would
be needed to ascertain the potential impact of development on
a European designated wildlife site. However, the designated
wildlife site is more than 5 km away, and therefore has not been
raised as an issue of concern in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA).

Are there any reasons for not going
with community view? What does
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF have an
impact? Site F_44 – has a potential capacity of 28dw. The Community

Feedback is the site is unsuitable for allocation on the grounds
of distance to town and schools, poorly defined access, impact
on a valuable environmental buffer, loss of trees and wildlife
habitat and local amenity.

Similarly, to F_35B, Local Plan Objective G scores 'red' due to
the potential impact on a European designated wildlife site.
However, the site is more than 5 km away, and is therefore not
an issue highlighted in the SA.
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Settlement Discussion: FairfordPoints to consider

A full list of infrastructure requirements from the Interim IDP (2013)
is at Appendix D. Of high priority to the community are concerns
on the following:

Consider community benefits
and infrastructure gaps /
provision

Transport – from site F_35 pedestrian access to and from
local amenities is poor. F_44 access to site is via Totterdown
Lane which is very narrow and rough.Will a site help to fill a gap in

infrastructure? Could a site help
meet a community benefit that has
been identified locally as a priority?

These are site specific concerns that will have to be addressed
in any planning application. The Interim IDP (2013) states there
are no infrastructure issues that would have significant
implications for the phasing of development.

Given that the completions and commitments to date far exceed
the amount of development envisaged for Fairford in the PDS, it
is recommended that no further sites are allocated for housing

Conclusion

development in the plan period. This also accords with the views
Are there any planning reasons for
not going with the community
view? Can mitigation be done to

of the Community. The two sites being considered have been
assessed and do have development potential, but are not needed
in this plan period. Therefore it is recommended that they become
‘reserve sites’.overcome issues identified? Are

there wider implications for the
Local Plan development strategy? F_35B – this should be a reserve site for housing development.

No further sites are needed in Fairford in this plan period. Also
there are access issues on this site that may only be resolved in
the long term.

F_44 - this should be a reserve site for housing development.
No further sites are needed in Fairford in this plan period.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 49dw)F_35B

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 28dw)F_44

It is recommended that no further sites should be allocated for housing
development in Fairford due to the high amount of dwellings already built

Development Strategy

or committed (454). This has far exceeded the original 260 envisaged
through the PDS for Fairford.
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4.8 Kemble

K_5 Land to north-west
of Kemble Primary

School

K_2 Land at Station RoadK_1B Land between
Windmill Road and A429

Criteria

REDAMBERREDCommunity Engagement Feedback

AMBERN/AGREENSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints
appraisal

AMBERAMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENREDGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

REDGREENREDObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENGREENObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENGREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

REDAMBERREDHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment,
Local Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

REDREDREDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure (excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective
H - Infrastructure where it relates to GI
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K_5 Land to north-west
of Kemble Primary

School

K_2 Land at Station RoadK_1B Land between
Windmill Road and A429

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENGREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENAMBERTraffic & Highways

AMBERAMBERGREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCWater Environment

GREENGREENGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENREDGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAMBERAMBERAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 12 Kemble - Site Appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: KemblePoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up
to 80 dwellings should be developed in Kemble for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). To date there have been 55 dwellings built and
committed, leaving about 25 dwellings to identify sites for. The
capacity of all the SHLAA sites is 36 dwellings.

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development Strategy
May 2013 (PDS), and indicative

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of
28 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is
being used for the Site allocations work. The PDS identified that thecapacities for sites in SHLAA.

Are there sufficient sites nearby existing employment areas of Kemble Enterprise Park would
suitable? Is there a choice of
sites? What are the implications
for Development Strategy?

be protected. No additional employment sites came through the
SELAA process in Kemble, and therefore none were considered
through the Site Allocations work.

Site K_1B – Has a potential capacity of 13 dw. The Community
feedback is that overall the site is unsuitable for development on the
grounds that there should not be further development in the village.

Weigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement –(focus
on those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

Local Plan Objective C is flagged 'red' in the RAG chart analysis as
the development has the potential to negatively impact on the SLA
and the ability of the village to attract tourism, and also its impact on

What is the relative significance
of the criteria to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ or

agriculture use. Local Plan Objective F is 'red' on grounds of the
site being in the setting of a listed building and is a greenfield site
within the SLA. More testing is required to determine the potential

not? Are there any reasons for impact on a European designated wildlife site and thus Local Plan
not going with community Objective G is graded 'red'. However, this has been downgraded to

'Amber' in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) because the wildlife site
is more than 4km away.

view? What does the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF have
an impact? Site K_2 – Has a potential capacity of 12 dw on the part of the site

not covered by the allotments. The Community Feedback is that this
is the preferred site if there had to be development in the village,
subject to securing the long term future of the Community Gardens
which occupies part of the site.

It is for this reason that the Local Plan Objective A 'Communities'
scores 'red', however, this can be overcome through design and
agreement to protect the gardens. The site has significant biodiversity
value, as before, this can be mitigated through design, reducing the
dwelling numbers and protecting the Community Gardens. The 'red'
in the ‘Other Uses’ category is the promotion of the site by the
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Settlement Discussion: KemblePoints to consider

Parish Council to designate the site as a Local Green Space. It is
considered that this is to protect the Community Gardens and thus
would not prevent development on the rest of the site.

Site K_5 - Has a potential capacity of 11 dw. The Community
feedback is that overall the site is unsuitable for development on the
grounds that there should not be further development in the village.

Local Plan Objective C is flagged 'red' as the development has the
potential to negatively impact on the Special Landscape Area (SLA)
and the ability of the village to attract tourism, and also its impact on
agriculture use. As with Site K_1B, Local Plan Objective G is graded
'red', but this has been downgraded to 'Amber' in the SA because
the European designated wildlife site is more than 4km away.

A full list of infrastructure (Interim IDP 2013) requirements is at
Appendix D. Of high priority to the Community are concerns on the
following due to increased population resulting from potential new
development:

Consider community benefits
and infrastructure gaps /
provision

Community centres – improved social facilities required
Will a site help to fill a gap in
infrastructure? Could a site help
meet a community benefit that
has been identified locally as a
priority?

Education – enhancements to the local school required
Open Space – part of K_2 has been put forward by the Parish
Council as a Local Green Space to protect the Community
Gardens
Sports Facilities – improved sports facilities are required

All sites will be required to contribute towards the provision of
infrastructure as identified in the Interim IDP (2013) and the most
up to date available version. The allocation of part of K_2 for housing
offers the opportunity to protect the Community Gardens through a
s106 agreement. There are no infrastructure issues to prevent
development identified in the Interim IDP (2013).

Overall, there are no planning reasons for overriding the Community’s
views on sites at this stage of the plan-making process.

Conclusion

K_2 – this should be a Preferred Site . This site is the preferred site
of the Community and has the potential to bring forward the benefit
of securing the Community Gardens.

Are there any planning reasons
for not going with the
community view? Can
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Settlement Discussion: KemblePoints to consider

The other two sites being considered have been assessed and do
have development potential, but it is not considered necessary to
go against the views of the community at this stage as the sites are

mitigation be done to overcome
issues identified? Are there
wider implications for the Local
Plan development strategy? not needed to deliver the overall local plan development strategy.

Therefore it is recommended that K1_B and K_5 become ‘reserve
sites’.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 13dw)K_1B

Preferred Site for Housing Development subject to securing the long term
protection of the Community Gardens (capacity 12)

K_2

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 11dw)K_5

The Preferred site could deliver about 12 dwellings. The Development
Strategy must consider whether the remaining 13 dwellings should be
redistributed elsewhere or whether further sites should be found in or adjacent
to the village.

Development Strategy
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4.9 Lechlade on Thames

L_19 Land
south of
Butler's
Court

L_18b Land
west of
Orchard
Close,
Downington

L_14 Land at Lechlade
Manor, adj Oak Street

Criteria

GREENAMBERAMBERCommunity Engagement Feedback

GREENGREENN/ASustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints
appraisal

REDREDN/ASustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENREDObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENGREENObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENGREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENAMBERREDHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment,
Local Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

AMBERREDREDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure (excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H
- Infrastructure where it relates to GI
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L_19 Land
south of
Butler's
Court

L_18b Land
west of
Orchard
Close,
Downington

L_14 Land at Lechlade
Manor, adj Oak Street

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

GREENGREENREDObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENGREENREDDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENGREENTraffic & Highways

REDAMBERN/AFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCWater Environment

GREENGREENGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENREDOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

REDAMBERN/AAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)
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L_19 Land
south of
Butler's
Court

L_18b Land
west of
Orchard
Close,
Downington

L_14 Land at Lechlade
Manor, adj Oak Street

Criteria

NB The Community also completed detailed site assessments on L13, L_14 and L_30, which are classed as "not currently
developable" sites in the SHLAA. L_13 and L_30 were deemed not suitable for development by the Community, so have not
been assessed further in the RAG chart.

Table 13 Lechlade - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Housing Sites)
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LEC_E2a
Land at
north

Lechlade
(Site B)

LEC_E1 Land north of
Butlers Court

Criteria

N/AN/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

GREENGREENSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERREDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

N/AN/AObjective D - Housing

AMBERAMBERAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

AMBERAMBERHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness,
Character and Special Qualities;

REDREDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding
GI considerations)

TBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure
where it relates to GI

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations110

4 Settlements



LEC_E2a
Land at
north

Lechlade
(Site B)

LEC_E1 Land north of
Butlers Court

Criteria

N/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

REDGREENObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

AMBERAMBERDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENTraffic & Highways

GREENAMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCWater Environment

GREENGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAMBERAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 14 Lechlade - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: Lechlade-on-ThamesPoints to Consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to 140
dwellings should be developed in Lechlade-on-Thames for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). Completions and commitments to date have delivered
92 dwellings, leaving about 48 dwellings to allocate. The total capacity of
SHLAA sites is 18. This has implications for the Strategy.

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers
indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28
hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used
for the Site allocations work. The PDS indicated that an appropriate site

May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are

capable of delivering employment development will be identified in Lechladethere sufficient sites
through the site allocations process. Ideally the site should includesuitable? Is there a
small-scale workspace suitable for business start-ups. The existing longchoice of sites? What are

the implications for
Development Strategy?

term employment allocation at the Old Station will be removed in line with
NPPF paragraph 22. The site also has permission, subject to Section 106
agreement, for housing development.

Two potential employment sites have come forward: LEC E_1, is 1.25 ha,
on land north of Butlers Court, and LEC_E2A which is 4.53ha on land at
north Lechlade.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in
RAG Chart for
Settlement L_14 was assessed by the Community despite it being assessed through

the SHLAA as "not currently developable". The Community thought that
the site is suitable for housing development, such as extra care housing
with mitigation. This would include sensitive design not detracting from the
historic character of Lechlade and observing the Conservation Area.

(focus on those criteria
that are highlighted as
'red')

The sensitivity of this site in terms of the historic landscape character and
impact on listed buildings and being within a conservation area has raised
a number of red flags in the RAG chart in Objectives C, F, G and J and

What is the relative
significance of the criteria
to that settlement?

Delivering the Development Strategy. The site was assessed in the SHLAACompare how sites differ
as "not currently developable" on the following grounds: "It is consideredor not? Are there any
that the site should be protected for its historic parkland characteristics
and its importance in the landscape setting of Lechlade. It is also within
the Conservation area and water Treatment 800m buffer zone."

reasons for not going
with community view?
What does the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA) indicate? Does the
NPPF have an impact?

L_18B has a potential capacity of 9 dw. The Community feedback considers
it suitable for development subject to on site and off site mitigation. Access
to the town and local facilities is good for pedestrians and vehicles, existing
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Settlement Discussion: Lechlade-on-ThamesPoints to Consider

hedges and trees are important. The housing should reflect the character
of the area in terms of mix and scale. Hedges should be retained and open
space provided on site, with adequate on site parking provided.

The SA has flagged that a small proportion of the site is in Flood Zone 2,
however, 99.44% of the site is in flood zone 1, so this is not an issue.
Objective G is flagged as red as it has a medium impact on the landscape
and the potential impact on the European designated conservation area
has to be investigated. However, these are not sufficient to rule out
development at this stage.

L_19 has a potential capacity of 9 dw. The Community feedback is that
the site is suitable for development.

The SA has flagged up that a proportion of the site is within flood zone 2
and 3, however 80% is in flood zone 1, which means that it could still be
developed. There is a negligible part of the site in the 1 in 1000 year surface
flood zone, again, not enough to preclude development. The Sequential
Test has to flag this up as an issue, although in reality it is not.

Employment Sites:

LEC_E1: The site is made up of disused agricultural buildings and is
1.25ha in size. In the RAG chart analysis, the SA is flagged as 'red' overall
because it has two 'amber' issues - the site is within 700m of the Cotswold
Water Park SSSI and the site intersects with a 1 in 100 year surface water
flood zone. However, the Sequential Test concludes that the surface water
flood risk is very low. Objective G 'Natural Resources' is flagged as 'red',
due to the potential impact on a listed building and the landscape, and also
the site has the potential to impact on a European site (it likes 12km from
North Meadow/Clattinger farm SAC). However, the SA did not raise this
as a significant issue due to it being over 5km away. Given that the site
is effectively previously developed and the scale of employment
development proposed, it is considered that with careful design the
constraints and potential impacts could be overcome. The site would
provide a good opportunity to achieve a dedicated employment site in
Lechlade, however viability could be a potential problem.

LEC_E2A: The site is 4.53ha and is greenfield, breaking new ground to
the north of Lechlade. The type of user envisaged for the site would be a
prestige headquarters or business park, which is too large a scale for a
town the size of Lechlade, as it would require a significant amount of
in-commuting. In terms of scale, this is considered to be a strategic
employment site, and would be more suited to the larger more sustainable
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Settlement Discussion: Lechlade-on-ThamesPoints to Consider

settlements identified in the PDS such as Cirencester, Moreton or Tetbury.
Also, Lechlade has no history of being able to sustain a successful
employment site and therefore the viability of such a large scale site would
be doubtful. The District Council's viability consultants (Hewdons 2014)
have indicated that new, greenfield employment sites located adjacent to
residential areas, are unlikely to be viable in the District. The most viable
locations are those which build upon existing, successful industrial estates
and business parks. Objective G ' Natural Resources' is flagged as 'red'
as further testing is required to establish the level of impact development
would have on a Key Wildlife Site. Also, Objective J 'Cotswold Water Park'
is flagged as 'red' as development could potentially impact negatively on
a Key Wildlife Site and would develop land intended for low intensive
recreational development.

A full list of infrastructure requirements is at Appendix D (Interim IDP 2013).
Of high priority to the Community are concerns on the following due to
increased population resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision

Flood & water: Concerns raised over flooding. Thames Water have
identified that water supply and sewage capacity is limited and will
require investment.

Will a site help to fill a
gap in infrastructure?
Could a site help meet a

Transport: Concerns raised over access from Moorgate onto the main
road.

The Interim IDP (2013) states that no specific issues are identified that
would have significant implications for the phasing of development.

community benefit that
has been identified
locally as a priority?

The majority of the Community’s views have been followed in the following
recommendations, apart from L_14.

Conclusion

L_14 should not be allocated as it should be protected for its historic
landscape characteristics.Are there any planning

reasons for not going
with the community L_18B should be a Preferred Site.
view? Can mitigation be

L_19 should be a Preferred Site.done to overcome issues
identified? Are there

LEC_E1 - although there is an issue over viability, the Community are keen
to have a dedicated employment site in Lechlade, and on balance this site
presents the most suitable opportunity. It should therefore be a Preferred
Site .

wider implications for the
Local Plan development
strategy?

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations114

4 Settlements



Settlement Discussion: Lechlade-on-ThamesPoints to Consider

LEC_E2A - the site is too large scale for Lechlade and should not be
allocated for development.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Not allocated for development.L_14

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 9dw)L_18B

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 9dw)L_19

Preferred Site for Employment Development (1.25ha)LEC_E1

Not Allocated for Development (4.53ha)LEC_E2A

The total estimated capacity of the Preferred Sites for allocation for housing
development equates to 18 dwellings. Added to the 92 dwellings already built or
committed, this equates to 110 dwellings, which is below the 140 dwellings

Development
Strategy

considered appropriate for the town. The Development Strategy will need to consider
if sufficient housing is allocated in this settlement, or should new sites should be
found or, indeed, if this under supply should be allocated elsewhere in the District.

There is sufficient employment land in a suitable location to make an appropriate
contribution towards meeting the District-wide requirement for B class employment
land, but more importantly to try and establish a viable small scale employment site
in Lechlade.
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4.10 Mickleton

MK_4 Land at Granbrook Lane
C

Criteria

REDCommunity Engagement Feedback

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENObjective A - Communities

GREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

AMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENObjective D - Housing

AMBERAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness, Character and
Special Qualities;

AMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding GI considerations)

TBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where it relates to
GI
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MK_4 Land at Granbrook Lane
C

Criteria

N/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCWater Environment

AMBERAONB (NPPF)

GREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

N/ADeliverability (NPPF)

RED*Agricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

*NB. MK_4 - Agricultural Land Classification shows approx. 2/3 of site as Grade 3, rest as Grade 2, hence RAG status as RED

Table 15 Mickleton - Site Appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: MickletonPoints to Consider

The Preferred Development Strategy proposed 80 dwellings
in the plan period 2011 to 2031 (PDS May 2013) To date, built
and committed have exceeded this, totalling 148. The capacity
of the SHLAA sites is 8dw.

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development Strategy May
2013 (PDS), and indicative capacities This has implications for the Development Strategy.
for sites in SHLAA. Are there

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure
of 28 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes)
is being used for the Site Allocations work. The PDS identified

sufficient sites suitable? Is there a
choice of sites? What are the
implications for Development
Strategy? that the nearby existing employment areas of Seyfried Industrial

Estate would be protected. No additional employment sites
came through the SELAA process in Mickleton, and therefore
none were considered through the site allocations work.

Site MK_4 - has a potential capacity of 8dw. The Community
Feedback is that the site is unsuitable for development, as it is
within the AONB, damaging to wildlife through loss of habitat,
erosion of the beautiful countryside in and around Mickleton.
This would ultimately impact on the tourist industry.

Weigh up criteria in RAG Chart for
Settlement

(focus on those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

What is the relative significance of
the criteria to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ or not? Are

The only other 'red' flag on the RAG chart is for agricultural
land, as the site is grade 2 and 3 agricultural land. However,
part of the site is brownfield.

there any reasons for not going with
community view? What does the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF have an
impact?

A full list of infrastructure requirements (Interim IDP 2013) is
at Appendix D. Of high priority to the Community are concerns
on the following:

Consider community benefits and
infrastructure gaps / provision

Transport: Access /road safety concerns in view of the
proposed development site raised.Will a site help to fill a gap in

infrastructure? Could a site help meet
a community benefit that has been
identified locally as a priority?

The Interim IDP (2013) did not identify any specific issues that
would have significant implications for the phasing of
development. However, this was assessed on the PDS figure
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Settlement Discussion: MickletonPoints to Consider

of 80 dwellings. The review of the IDP is currently assessing
the implications of a maximum higher figure of 149 dw plus the
potential 8dw at MK_4.

Given that the completions and commitments to date exceed
the amount of development envisaged for Mickleton in the PDS,
it is recommended that no further sites are allocated for housing
development in the plan period. This also accords with the
views of the Community.

Conclusion

Are there any planning reasons for
not going with the community view?
Can mitigation be done to overcome However, MK_4, has been assessed and does have

development potential, but the site is not needed in this plan
period. Therefore it is recommended that MK_4 should be a
reserve site.

issues identified? Are there wider
implications for the Local Plan
development strategy?

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 8dw)MK_4

It is recommended that no further sites should be allocated for housing development
in Mickleton due to the high amount of dwellings already built or committed (148).
This has exceeded the original 80 envisaged through the PDS for Mickleton.

Development
Strategy
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4.11 Moreton in Marsh

M_60 Former
Hospital Site

M_57 1-8
Charlton
Terrace

M_19b Land
south-east of
Fosseway
Avenue

M_19a Land
south-east of
Fosseway
Avenue

M_12a Land at
Evanlode Road

Criteria

GREENREDREDREDREDCommunity Engagement Feedback

N/AN/AAMBERAMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

REDGREENREDREDAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

AMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENAMBERAMBERAMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENAMBERAMBERAMBERObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENAMBERGREENAMBERAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENREDAMBERREDAMBERHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness, Character
and Special Qualities;

GREENAMBERAMBERREDAMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where it relates to
GI

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park
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M_60 Former
Hospital Site

M_57 1-8
Charlton
Terrace

M_19b Land
south-east of
Fosseway
Avenue

M_19a Land
south-east of
Fosseway
Avenue

M_12a Land at
Evanlode Road

Criteria

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENREDGREENGREENAMBERTraffic & Highways

AMBERGREENAMBERAMBERAMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCWater Environment

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

N/AAMBERREDREDREDAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

NB. SHLAA sites M_29 Social Club car park nr Station Road, M_51 Land at New Road and M_56 British Legion Site have been assessed, however recent information confirmed these sites are within
Floodzone 3a so they have been removed.

Sites M_14 a-c, M_21, MOR_E4 and MOR_E7 have planning permission and have therefore not been carried forward through the site allocations process.

Table 16 Moreton-in-Marsh - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Housing Sites)
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MOR_E11 Land at
Evenlode Road

MOR_E9a Land between
Garden Centre and
Moreton Hospital

MOR_E8 Land at Fosse
Way

MOR_E6 Fire Service
College B

MOR_E5 Fire Service
College A

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENGREENSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the
Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERREDSustainability Appraisal - Site
Assessments

GREENGREENGREENGREENREDObjective A - Communities

AMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERAMBERObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and
Retail

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective D - Housing

AMBER?GREENGREENAMBERREDAccessibility including Objective E -
Travel, Transport and Access;

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENGREENHistoric Environment, including Objective
F - Built Environment, Local
Distinctiveness, Character and Special
Qualities;

AMBERAMBERAMBERGREENGREENNatural Environment, including Objective
G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery,
including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and
delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park
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MOR_E11 Land at
Evenlode Road

MOR_E9a Land between
Garden Centre and
Moreton Hospital

MOR_E8 Land at Fosse
Way

MOR_E6 Fire Service
College B

MOR_E5 Fire Service
College A

Criteria

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl
Settlement Strategy)

AMBERGREENGREENGREENGREENTraffic & Highways

GREENGREENAMBERGREENGREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCWater Environment

GREENAMBERGREENGREENGREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses /
allocations?

TBCTBCTBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

REDAMBERREDN/AN/AAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

NB. MOR_E8 Agricultural Land Classification shows half of site as Grade 2 and half as Grade 3. Hence RAG status is RED due to presence of higher classification.

Sites MOR_E4 and MOR_E7 have planning permission and have therefore not been carried forward through the site allocations process.

Table 17 Moreton-in-Marsh - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: Moreton-in-MarshPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to 320
dwellings to be developed in Moreton-in-Marsh for the plan period (2011 to
2031). Completions and commitments to date total 571 dwellings, and so

Housing/employment
requirements

have far exceeded the initial PDS figure. Consideration should be given in
the Local Plan Development Strategy as to whether the town should be
allocated any further sites during the plan period.Refer to numbers

indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28 hectares

of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used for the Site
Allocations work. The PDS suggested that 2ha of B1, B2, B8 be safeguarded

May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are to allow the easterly extension of the Cotswold Business Village. However,
there sufficient sites land has not come forward east of the Cotswold Business Village in the
suitable? Is there a SELAA. Land to the south has come forward, as have other potential
choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

employment sites. Proposals for development at the Fire Services College
(FSC) site that enable expansion of the college’s activities, and /or the
establishment of other businesses related to the emergency services sector,
are supported in principle. Existing uses at Cotswold Business Village and
Fosseway industrial estate will be protected.

Five sites have come forward through the SELAA process. MOR_E5 - FSC;
MOR_E6 - FSC; MOR_E8 - Land at Fosse Way; MOR_E9A land between
garden centre and Moreton Hospital; and MOR_E11 - land at Evenlode
Road. However, MOR_E8 forms part of site M_19A which has been put
forward for housing development.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in
RAG Chart for
Settlement –(focus on
those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

M_12A – has a potential capacity of 68 dwellings. Community feedback
considers the site unsuitable for development due to: lack of suitable access;
distant from existing town services; high environmental quality and value;
large open space used by residents for recreational uses; fauna; and lack
of highways capacity.

The site is grade 2 agricultural land and scores 'red' on that criteria in the
RAG Chart.

What is the relative
significance of the
criteria to that

M_19A - has a potential capacity of 113 dw. Community feedback considers
the site unsuitable on grounds of: poor access; it is too far from town centre;
previous refused applications; previous use; sewage capacity; previous
flooding; and agricultural land use.

settlement? Compare
how sites differ or not?
Are there any reasons
for not going with
community view? What
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Settlement Discussion: Moreton-in-MarshPoints to consider

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) site assessment is 'red' due to being in a
1 in 30 year surface water flood zone. However, the Sequential Test assesses
the risk from surface water flooding as low, 0.17% of the site is within the

does the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the
NPPF have an impact? zone and therefore can be mitigated against. Local Plan Objective F and G

are 'red' on grounds of high/medium impact on the landscape, character and
setting of the town. Most of the site is grade 2 agricultural land and therefore
scores 'red'.

M19_B has a potential capacity of 37 dw. Community feedback is that the
site is unsuitable as it has important trees, TPOs, boundary hedges, it is too
far from the town centre, access to the site is poor (and would need to be
accessed through M19_A), Grade 2 agricultural land, and proximity to railway
line.

The SA site assessment has assessed the site as red on surface floodwater
issues, but this is only a small proportion of the site and can be mitigated
through design. The site is grade 2 agricultural land and therefore scores
'red' on this criterion.

M_57 - has a potential capacity 8 dw. The Community feedback considers
the site unsuitable on grounds of parking issues, adverse effect on building
line of Evenlode Road East, loss of green space and the sites' high
environmental quality.

The Historic Environment criterion is 'red' as the site would potentially damage
the character of the Town. The Traffic and highways criterion is 'red' as the
access point is a major issue that has yet to be resolved.

M_60 - has a potential capacity of 21dw. The Community Feedback is that
this site is suitable for development - preferably low density bungalows and/or
care home, but there are issues with the access road.

The SA site assessment has indicated 'red' on pluvial flood risk, however
the Sequential Test identifies only a small portion of the site is within a pluvial
flood zone and this can be mitigated through design.

Employment Sites

MOR_E5 – this site is 103.69ha, and the proposed use is a Special Policy
Area (SPA) for the Fire Services College. The FSC representation to the
PDS wanted the SPA ‘to allow for the retention, enhancement and growth
of the existing FSC and its related training and scenario training facilities.
The SPA will also provide for: new accommodation to the college, enhanced
leisure provision with increased public access, enterprise zones for business
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Settlement Discussion: Moreton-in-MarshPoints to consider

related to the fire and emergency services, a fire service museum, conference
centre and hotel’. It is considered that it is inappropriate to designate the
whole area, as there is uncertainty about the actual plans of the FSC. It is
more appropriate to deal with this site through policy to support the
modernisation and upgrading of facilities directly related to the emergency
services sector.

In the RAG chart analysis, the SA is flagged as a 'red' as part of the site is
within the 1 in 30 year surface water flood risk zone. This runs through the
centre of the site north to south, but can be mitigated against through design.
Objective A 'Communities' indicates a 'red' flag as the site is poorly accessed
from the town, which is also highlighted under Objective E 'Accessibility'.
The proposal of a Special Policy Area needs to be considered further in the
full Draft Local Plan.

MOR_E6 – the site is 7.13ha and was submitted by the FSC as an alternative
to the expansion site adjoining Cotswold Business Village. However, their
representations to the PDS puts the site forward for convenience retail use.
There are no 'red' flags on this site. The viability evidence (Hewdons 2014)
suggests that the more viable locations are those which build upon existing
successful business parks and industrial estates. It is considered that the
site is in close proximity to the Cotswold Business Village and could form a
viable location for employment growth in Moreton.

MOR_E8 – the site (3.75ha) has been proposed for retail through the SELAA.
However, the site has previously been refused for retail use. This site is part
of M_19A which has been put forward for housing development, and
considered suitable. The only 'red' flag is grade 2 agricultural land.

MOR_E9A –the site is proposed for commercial development through the
SELAA and is 1.59ha. There are no 'red' flags on the site. Site MOR_E6 is
in a more viable location for employment development, and this site is
considered more suitable for a development related to the adjacent hospital.

MOR_E11 – The site is 2.03ha and is proposed for B8 use given the close
proximity to the sewage treatment works. It would also form a direct
extension to the Cotswold Business Village. There is only one red flag which
is grade 2 agricultural land.

The Community have identified the need for a children’s play area/sports
facility. A full list of infrastructure requirements (Interim IDP 2013) is at
Appendix D. Of high priority to the community are concerns on the following
due to increased population resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision
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Settlement Discussion: Moreton-in-MarshPoints to consider

Education: concerns over how schools will cope with extra pupils
Ambulance Services: concerns over how emergency services will cope
with increased populationWill a site help to fill a

gap in infrastructure?
Could a site help meet

Fire & Rescue: concerns over how emergency services will cope with
increased population

a community benefit
that has been identified
locally as a priority?

Police Services: concerns over how emergency services will cope with
increased population
Primary Healthcare: currently a two week waiting list to see a GP, so
how will surgeries cope with increased population
Secondary healthcare: concerns over how hospitals will cope with extra
patients
Flood & water: drainage issues raised at specific sites. Concern over
possible effects of development on flooding in the area. Sewage network
is currently not fit for purpose and would not cope with the extra potential
development.
Transport: current road quality & usage, impact on the town bridge, work
required on A44, Toddenham/London Road, link road required to rear
of M_21

The Interim IDP (2013) states that ongoing liaison with Thames Water
regarding the capacity of water supply and wastewater infrastructure is
recommended to ascertain the need for significant upgrades that could stall
development during the first 5 years of the plan period.

All sites will be required to contribute towards the provision of infrastructure
as identified in the Interim IDP (2013) or the most up to date version. Larger
sites have the potential to bring forward community benefits.

Housing Sites:Conclusion

Overall, there are no planning reasons for overriding the Community’s views
on sites at this stage.

Are there any planning
reasons for not going
with the community

M_57 – should not be allocated, as there are deliverability issues that have
yet to be resolved and the site cannot be relied upon to come forward.

view? Can mitigation
M_60 – should be a Preferred Site, as it is a brownfield site within the built
up area of the town.

be done to overcome
issues identified? Are
there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy?

The remaining sites being considered have been assessed and do have
development potential, but it is not considered necessary to go against the
views of the community as the sites are not needed in this plan period.
Therefore it is recommended that they become ‘reserve sites’:
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Settlement Discussion: Moreton-in-MarshPoints to consider

M_12A – is a reserve site, due to its relative distance to the town centre
and grade 2 agricultural land classification. It is not in the AONB and the
landscape quality is mediocre.

M_19A – is a reserve site, due to its relative distance from the town centre
and grade 2 agricultural land classification. There are other 'red' flags on the
site, that would need to be investigated further if there was a need to bring
this site forward.

M19_B – is a reserve site, for the same reasons as M_19A, and should only
to be brought forward in conjunction with M_19A.

It is recommended that M_19A and M_19B should be considered as one
site, to avoid the sterilisation of M_19B. The site area should follow natural
boundaries.

Employment Sites:

MOR_E5 – It is considered inappropriate to designate the whole area. It is
more appropriate to deal with this site through policy to support the
modernisation and upgrading of facilities directly related to the fire and
emergency services training sector. The site should not be allocated but
dealt with by policy.

MOR_E6 – proposed for employment and/ or retail uses through the SELAA.
It would be more suited for employment and could provide a high quality
business park to meet the requirements of Moreton and support the FSC.
This site should be a Preferred Site .

MOR_E8 – This site is part of M_19A and is considered suitable for housing
development.

MOR_E9A – proposed for commercial development. However, it is
considered more appropriate to locate employment development close to
the existing successful Cotswold Business Village. Therefore, site MOR_E6
has been considered more suitable for development. Therefore unless a
use came forward related to the adjacent hospital, the site should not be
allocated.

MOR_E11 – land at Evenlode Road – proposed for B8. This adjoins a
successful business park and therefore is a logical extension. Site should
be reserve.
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Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 68dw)M_12A

Reserve Site for Housing Development (recommend that both sites are considered
together and the site area should follow natural boundaries, capacity 150dw*)

M_19A
(MOR_E8) and
M_19B

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 8dw)M_57

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 21dw)M_60

Not allocated for development, but will be addressed through 'Special Policy'
approach in the Local Plan to support the long term future of the Fire Service College.

MOR_E5

Preferred Site for Employment Development (7.13ha)MOR_E6

Not Allocated for Development (1.59ha)MOR_E9A

Reserve site for Employment Development (2.03ha)MOR_E11

Built and committed development in Moreton-in-Marsh to date totals 571 dwellings
which far exceeds the 320 initially identified in the PDS. The Preferred Site could
provide an additional 21dwellings. It is recommended that no further sites should
be allocated for housing development in Moreton due to the high amount of dwellings
already built or committed.

Development
Strategy

The Preferred Employment Site MOR_E6 would provide 7.13ha of additional
employment land in Moreton, which would make an significant and appropriate
contribution towards meeting the District-wide requirement for B class employment
land. Site MOR_E11 provides a long term reserve site that could provide further
employment opportunities for B8 uses in close proximity to the Cotswold Business
Village. Support should be provided, in principle, to the Fire Services College and
a special policy approach is recommended through the Local Plan to help achieve
this.

* capacity based on SHLAA 2014 site size. The capacity of the recommended reduced site will be
assessed in the next review of the SHLAA.
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4.12 Northleach

N_14B Land
adjoining East
End and
Nostle Road

N_13B Land
north-west of
Hammond Drive
and Midwinter
Road

N_1A Land off
Bassett Road

Criteria

AMBERGREENAMBERCommunity Engagement Feedback

GREENN/AAMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERAMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENGREENObjective D - Housing

AMBERAMBERAMBERAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

AMBERGREENAMBERHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local
Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

AMBERGREENAMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI
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N_14B Land
adjoining East
End and
Nostle Road

N_13B Land
north-west of
Hammond Drive
and Midwinter
Road

N_1A Land off
Bassett Road

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENGREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENGREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERAMBERAMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCWater Environment

AMBERAMBERAMBERAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAMBERN/AAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

NB N_8 has planning permission

Table 18 Northleach - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Housing Sites)
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NOR_E3a Land off Bassett RoadCriteria

N/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENObjective A - Communities

GREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

AMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

N/AObjective D - Housing

GREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

REDHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness, Character
and Special Qualities;

REDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding GI
considerations)

TBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where it
relates to GI
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NOR_E3a Land off Bassett RoadCriteria

N/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

REDDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCWater Environment

REDAONB (NPPF)

GREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 19 Northleach - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: NorthleachPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up
to 130 dwellings to be built in Northleach for the plan period (2011
to 2031). There have been 39 dw built or committed to date, leaving

Housing/employment
requirements

a remainder of up to 91 dwellings to allocate. The capacity of all the
SHLAA sites is 53 dwellings (SHLAA 2014), leaving a potential
shortfall of 38dw. This will have implications for the Development
Strategy.

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development
Strategy May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for sites in With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of

28 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is
being used for the Site Allocations work. The PDS indicated that an

SHLAA. Are there sufficient
sites suitable? Is there a choice
of sites? What are the
implications for Development
Strategy?

appropriate site capable of delivering small-scale workspace will be
sought. Existing employment uses at Old Coalyard Farm industrial
estate and the Old Brewery will be protected.

The only potential employment site to come forward through the
SELAA is NOR_E3A (land off Bassett Road), which was put forward
for residential development with a small element (0.25ha) of
employment development.

Housing Sites:Weigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement –(focus
on those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

Site N_1A This has a potential SHLAA capacity of 31. The
Community feedback is that the site is suitable with mitigation. The
site is highly visible on the approach to the town, in close proximity
to the sewage works. Mitigation would be traffic management to
allow a clear site entry and access directly onto East End and design
conditions. Operational upgrading of the sewerage treatment works
required.

What is the relative significance
of the criteria to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ or

There are no 'red flag' issues highlighted in the RAG chart.not? Are there any reasons for
not going with community

N_13B has a potential capacity of 5 dw. The Community feedback
is that this is a suitable site for development.

view? What does the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF have
an impact? There are no 'red flag' issues highlighted in the RAG.

N_14B has a potential capacity of 17dw. The Community feedback
is that the site is suitable subject to mitigation, including dealing with
potential surface water run off, the high water table, improvements
to pedestrian access to town, restoration of stone walls, upgrading
of sewage works, and on site design to include single story dwellings.
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Settlement Discussion: NorthleachPoints to consider

There are no 'red flag' issues highlighted in the RAG chart.

Employment Sites

NOR_E3A - the whole site is 1.79ha but only 0.25ha was proposed
for employment uses through the SELAA. However, there is a current
planning application 14/04274/OUT for up to 40 dwellings pending
consideration which shows their most recent intent is to have just
housing on the site. As the application does not include any
employment, therefore, until this has been resolved it must be
assumed that no employment use is available on this site.

A full list of infrastructure requirements (Interim IDP 2013) is at
Appendix D. Of High Priority to the Community are

Consider community benefits
and infrastructure gaps /
provision

Flood & Water: Drainage is an issue. The sewage network needs
upgrading. Housing built on flood areas should have the garage
on the ground floor with living accommodation above. Too much

Will a site help to fill a gap in
infrastructure? Could a site help
meet a community benefit that
has been identified locally as a
priority?

hard landscaping will result in increased surface water run-off
which will increase the risk of localised flooding.
Transport: Car parking is already an issue, further development
will need to address this issue. A public car park near the town
centre is desperately needed. Parking and traffic around the
pub is a growing safety concern.

All sites will be required to contribute towards the provision of
infrastructure as identified in the Interim IDP (2013) or latest available
version. The Interim IDP (2013) has not identified any specific issues
that would have significant implications for the phasing of
development.

There are no planning issues that would necessitate overriding the
community’s views at this stage.

Conclusion

N_1A should be a Preferred Site for housing development.
Are there any planning reasons
for not going with the
community view? Can

N_13B should be a Preferred Site for housing development.

N_14B should be a Preferred Site for housing development.mitigation be done to overcome
issues identified? Are there
wider implications for the Local
Plan development strategy?

NOR_E3A – should not be allocated for employment uses as the
site is no longer available for employment development.
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Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 31dw)N_1A (NOR_E3A)

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 5dw)N_13B

Preferred site for Housing Development (capacity 17dw)N_14B

The preferred sites have a potential capacity of 53 dwellings, which added
to the 39 built or committed, leaves a shortfall of 38 dwellings. The
Development Strategy will need to consider if 92 dwellings is sufficient
provision for Northleach, which will necessitate finding sites elsewhere in the
District, or whether to find sites for additional dwellings in the town.

Development Strategy

There are no identified sites for employment development in the town,
therefore policy should be developed to enable appropriate employment sites
to come forward.
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4.13 Siddington

SD_3 Land north of
Nursery View and east of

Ashton Road

Criteria

REDCommunity Engagement Feedback

GREENSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints
appraisal

REDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENObjective A - Communities

GREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENObjective D - Housing

GREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment,
Local Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

REDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources
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SD_3 Land north of
Nursery View and east of

Ashton Road

Criteria

AMBERInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure (excluding GI considerations)

TBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI

N/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

AMBERDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

AMBERTraffic & Highways

AMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCWater Environment

GREENAONB (NPPF)
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SD_3 Land north of
Nursery View and east of

Ashton Road

Criteria

GREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCDeliverability (NPPF)

N/AAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 20 Siddington - Site Appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: SiddingtonPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to
70 dwellings to be developed in Siddington for the plan period (2011 to
2031). Only 2 dwellings have been built or gained planning permission

Housing/employment
requirements

since April 2011. A number of other sites have already been discounted
through the earlier sieving process (Phase 1 of the Site Selection

Refer to numbers indicated
in Preferred Development
Strategy May 2013 (PDS),

methodology). SD_3 is the only remaining site being considered for
potential development in Siddington. The site is 1.6 hectares and has
an indicative capacity of 40 dwellings (SHLAA, 2014). If SD_3 is

and indicative capacities for assessed as being unsuitable, the lack of alternative sites renders
Siddington unsuitable for inclusion in the Development Strategy and the
70 dwellings should be redistributed elsewhere.

sites in SHLAA. Are there
sufficient sites suitable? Is
there a choice of sites?
What are the implications for
Development Strategy?

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28
hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used
for the Site allocations work. The PDS supported opportunities for
marina-based employment development in connection with the
Thames-Severn Canal in Siddington but no employment sites for B class
uses came through the SELAA process. Therefore none were
considered through the site allocations work.

Site SD_3 - Community Feedback considered the site unsuitable for
development due to:

Weigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement
–(focus on those criteria
that are highlighted as
'red')

the sewage infrastructure would be unable to cope with additional
housing (due to sewage discharge problems that occur in the
parish);
Unsuitable point of access and poor visibility from both north and
south approaches;

What is the relative
significance of the criteria to
that settlement? Compare

evidence of on-going settling / subsidence due to the former quarry
use of the site;
Surface water flooding problems on site (concerned that wider
flooding problems in the parish would be exacerbated too)how sites differ or not? Are

there any reasons for not
The sewage infrastructure was also identified through the SHLAA
process as a potential constraint in Siddington. There are major
concerns that the sewage system does not currently have the capacity

going with community
view? What does the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF
have an impact?

to accommodate additional housing. Liaison with Thames Water has
established that upgrades to the sewage infrastructure system may take
some time due to the region's busy work programme. The need for
further investigation of the capacity issue indicates that development
would not occur on this site until later in the plan period. With regard
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Settlement Discussion: SiddingtonPoints to consider

to the traffic and highways issues, particularly the point of access, further
investigation would be required to see whether these issues can be
overcome. The subsidence concerns raised may impact on the viability
of the site.

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) site assessment highlighted key
sustainability issues which resulted in the site being graded as a 'Red'
in the RAG chart. The most significant sustainability issues were:

Site located adjacent to a Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Habitat
Site intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface water flood zone

The assessment of the site against the 'Natural Environment' local plan
objective G also resulted in a 'Red' categorisation in the RAG chart.
The reasoning was due to further investigations being required to
establish the level of threat to European wildlife designated sites and
also to establish the level and type of biodiversity present on the site.
However, the SA concluded that the level of risk to the European wildlife
designations (5km to the south) would be minimal. The biodiversity
issue could be mitigated through the careful design of the site.

The surface water flood risk has been highlighted by the community and
the SA as a significant constraint. The Council has commissioned more
detailed flood risk evidence in the form of the 'Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Level 2' (JBA, 2014) and the 'Sequential Test' (JBA, 2014).
The site is not located in the zones at risk from fluvial flooding. However,
the Sequential Test report identifies an area located within the site that
is at risk from surface water flooding (pluvial flooding) as it is in the 1 in
30 year surface water flood risk zone. However, only a small part of
the site is within that zone, though a slightly larger area is within the 1
in 100 year surface water flood risk zone. The report advises that the
risk of surface water flooding should be considered in a site specific
FRA (Flood Risk Assessment) and mitigated. Consequently, the
presence of the surface water flood risk zone does not preclude
development, but it must be addressed and mitigated in the design of
the site. This would be likely to impact the site's ability to deliver 40
dwellings.

A full list of infrastructure requirements from the Interim IDP (2013) is
at Appendix D. Of high priority to the Community are:

Consider community
benefits and infrastructure
gaps / provision

Flood & Water: localised flooding and surface water run-off a
concern should development take place. Major concerns that the
sewage system does not currently have the capacity to
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Settlement Discussion: SiddingtonPoints to consider

Will a site help to fill a gap
in infrastructure? Could a
site help meet a community

accommodate additional housing. The capacity of the sewage
system should be addressed before any further development takes
place around Siddington.

benefit that has been
identified locally as a
priority?

Transport: Narrow pavement and speeding vehicles cause a
concern over safety. Safety concerns raised over the Ashton road
(B4696) with the frequency of traffic combined with equine use.

The Interim IDP(2013) did not identify any specific issues that would
have significant implications for the phasing of development. However,
the community have identified that a number of infrastructure
improvement works would be needed to bring the site forward. For
example surface water flood risk mitigation measures, highways and
access improvements and also the possible need for a wider sewage
infrastructure upgrade. Due to the small scale of the site, SD_3 would
only be able to deal with the issues related to that site, not the wider
existing issues.

Due to the uncertainty around the capacity of the site and its
deliverability, it is recommended that the site is not allocated for

Conclusion

development in the emerging Local Plan. The Local Plan must plan
positively for Cotswold District and ensure that the objectively assessed

Are there any planning
reasons for not going with
the community view? Can

housing and employment needs of the District are met. Consequently,
it is considered pragmatic to redistribute the 70 dwellings indicated in
the PDS for Siddington to sites which have greater certainty over

mitigation be done to deliverability and have less issues to overcome in other sustainable
overcome issues identified? settlements identified in the PDS. However, it should be noted that the
Are there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy?

site SD_3 could still come forward for development under the policies
guiding rural housing in the emerging local plan.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Not Allocated for Development, but the site could come forward under rural
housing policies subject to constraints being overcome.

SD_3

It is recommended that the 70 dwellings earmarked for Siddington are
redistributed to other sustainable settlements identified in the emerging
Local Plan Development Strategy.

Development Strategy

153EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations

Settlements 4



S
D

_3

S
id

di
ng

to
n

Le
ge

nd Pr
ef

er
re

d 
S

ite

R
es

er
ve

 S
ite

N
ot

 A
llo

ca
te

d
0

40
80

12
0

16
0

20
0

20
M

et
er

s
¯

©
 C

ro
w

n 
co

py
rig

ht
 a

nd
 d

at
ab

as
e 

rig
ht

s 
20

14
 O

rd
na

nc
e 

S
ur

ve
y,

 L
A 

N
o.

 0
10

00
18

80
0

M
ap

 1
: H

ou
si

ng
 A

llo
ca

tio
ns



S
D

_9
A

S
D

_3

90
83

S
id

di
ng

to
n

Le
ge

nd Pr
ef

er
re

d 
S

ite

R
es

er
ve

 S
ite

N
ot

 A
llo

ca
te

d

Bu
ilt

 (s
in

ce
 A

pr
il 

20
11

)

Ex
ta

nt
 p

la
nn

in
g 

pe
rm

is
si

on
 (s

in
ce

 A
pr

il 
20

11
)

0
40

80
12

0
16

0
20

0
20

M
et

er
s

¯
©

 C
ro

w
n 

co
py

rig
ht

 a
nd

 d
at

ab
as

e 
rig

ht
s 

20
14

 O
rd

na
nc

e 
S

ur
ve

y,
 L

A 
N

o.
 0

10
00

18
80

0

M
ap

 2
: A

ll 
H

ou
si

ng
 S

ite
s 

(s
in

ce
 A

pr
il 

20
11

)



4.14 South Cerney

SC_13A Land rear of Berkleley
Close

Criteria

REDCommunity Engagement Feedback

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

REDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENObjective A - Communities

GREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

AMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENObjective D - Housing

GREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness, Character
and Special Qualities;

REDNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

AMBERInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding GI
considerations)

N/AGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where it
relates to GI
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SC_13A Land rear of Berkleley
Close

Criteria

N/AObjective I - Cirencester

GREENObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

REDTraffic & Highways

AMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCWater Environment

GREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCDeliverability (NPPF)

REDAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 21 South Cerney - Site Appraisal RAG Chart
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: South CerneyPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated
up to 220 dwellings to be built in South Cerney for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). Completions and commitments to date total 161
dwellings. The capacity of the SHLAA (2014) site is 64 dwellings.

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated in
Preferred Development Strategy
May 2013 (PDS), and indicative

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure
of 28 hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes)
is being used for the Site allocations work. The PDS identified

capacities for sites in SHLAA. Are that the existing employment area of Lakeside Business Park
there sufficient sites suitable? Is would be protected. No additional employment sites came through

the SELAA process in South Cerney, and therefore none were
considered through the site allocations work.

there a choice of sites? What are
the implications for Development
Strategy?

Site SC_13A This site has been redrawn and reduced in size
since the Community feedback. The correct site is shown in the
May 2014 SHLAA and has been assessed in the evidence
documents. It has a potential capacity of 64 dw.

Weigh up criteria in RAG Chart
for Settlement –(focus on those
criteria that are highlighted as
'red')

The Community feedback is that the site is unsuitable as it is a
greenfield site with poor access; the roads are narrow and already
congested, with no scope of mitigation. There are issues of sewer
flooding that must be rectified before any further development
takes place. There are also flooding issues.

What is the relative significance of
the criteria to that settlement?
Compare how sites differ or not?
Are there any reasons for not going

In the RAG chart, the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is flagged 'red'
due to a portion of the site being in flood zone 3a and b, but the
Sequential Test shows that 99.5% is actually in flood zone 1.
Therefore development can take place on the vast majority of the
site.

with community view? What does
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the NPPF have an
impact?

Local Plan Objective D is flagged red as it is near to a European
designated wildlife site, it is within 4.5km of North Meadow and
Clattinger Farm SAC, but as it is not within 2.5km, this does not
preclude development.

The Traffic & Highways criterion is flagged red as the access is
narrow and congested, without an obvious solution being
available.

The site is also flagged red due to it being grade 2 agricultural
land.
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Settlement Discussion: South CerneyPoints to consider

A full list of infrastructure requirements from the Interim IDP (2013)
is at Appendix D. Of high priority to the community are:

Consider community benefits
and infrastructure gaps /
provision

Education: influx of families in the Duke of Gloucester
Barracks will create further problems for the school which is
already at full capacity.

Will a site help to fill a gap in
infrastructure? Could a site help
meet a community benefit that has
been identified locally as a priority?

Flood & Water: Sewage problems need to be sorted out
before further development should take place in the area.
Flooding may be a problem on the proposed site.
Transport: traffic movements which would occur with extra
vehicles using already congested highways. School at full
capacity which is already making traffic movements difficult
at the start and end of class.

The Interim IDP (2013) states that investigations are ongoing to
understand the cause of the recent flooding in the village and
what flood risk management measures should be put in place.
No specific issues were identified in the IDP that would have
significant implications for the phasing of development.

SC_13A is the only available site in the village. Although the site
is potentially developable, there is no existing access point to the
site and, other than purchasing and bulldozing existing houses,

Conclusion

there is no obvious solution. The Parish Council has local
Are there any planning reasons for
not going with the community
view? Can mitigation be done to

evidence of flooding of the sewerage system, which casts doubt
on the official response of Thames Water, who have not raised
this an issue to prevent development in South Cerney. Taking

overcome issues identified? Are
there wider implications for the
Local Plan development strategy?

both issues into account, this site should be a reserve site, until
such time as a realistic access solution is proposed and the
District Council is reassured that Thames Water have a definite
timetable for resolving the sewerage system.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 64dw)SC_13A

As no sites are allocated in South Cerney, the Development Strategy must consider
whether the 161 dwellings built or committed in the plan period for the village is

Development
Strategy

sufficient, which would necessitate allocating the under provision of 59 dwellings
elsewhere, or whether further sites should be found in or adjacent to the village.
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STW_E7 Land at Fosse Way and
Chamerlayne Close

Criteria

N/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENObjective A - Communities

GREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

AMBERObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

N/AObjective D - Housing

GREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

AMBERHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness, Character
and Special Qualities;

AMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding GI
considerations)

TBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where it relates
to GI

N/AObjective I - Cirencester
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STW_E7 Land at Fosse Way and
Chamerlayne Close

Criteria

N/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

REDTraffic & Highways

GREENFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCWater Environment

AMBERAONB (NPPF)

GREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

NB. Although STW_E1 was considered in appendix C, it has been removed due to the size of site being below the 0.25ha threshold. STW_E9
has planning permission.

Table 23 Stow on the Wold - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: Stow-on-the WoldPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to
180 dwellings to be developed in Stow-on-the-Wold for the plan period
(2011 to 2031). There have been 92dw built or committed to date,
leaving a remainder of up to 88 dwellings to allocate. The capacity of
all the SHLAA sites is 263 dwellings (SHLAA 2014).

Housing/employment
requirements

Refer to numbers indicated
in Preferred Development
Strategy May 2013 (PDS),

With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28
hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being
used for the Site Allocations work. The PDS indicated that an
appropriate and discreetly located site capable of delivering small local
workshops would be sought in Stow.

and indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are there
sufficient sites suitable? Is
there a choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

The only potential employment site to come forward through the SELAA
process is STW_E7 (land at Fosse way and Chamberlayne close),
however the site is proposed for a Care/Retirement community. The
site (S_20) has also been proposed for housing through the SHLAA
process.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in RAG
Chart for Settlement
–(focus on those criteria
that are highlighted as
'red')

S_8A has a potential capacity of 10 dw, it has not been assessed by
the Community. It is within the development boundary and is a
brownfield site. There are no 'red' issues raised in the RAG chart on
the site.

S_14 has a capacity of 40dw. It has not been considered by the
Community.What is the relative

significance of the criteria to
that settlement? Compare Local Plan Objective C is flagged as red, as the site has been assessed

as having a high/medium effect on the AONB, and being grade 3a
agricultural land, but mitigation measures of high design are suggested.

how sites differ or not? Are
there any reasons for not

Objectives F and G are flagged as red on the same grounds. It isgoing with community view?
considered that development of this site would not achieve the
Development Strategy’s aim of protecting Stow’s attractive environment,
built heritage and sensitive hilltop setting, hence it being flagged as red.

What does the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) indicate?
Does the NPPF have an
impact?

S_20 has a potential capacity of 87dw. The Community feedback is
that it is considered suitable for development subject to mitigation, which
refers to the issue of poor site access, retaining trees and hedgerows
including use of TPOs.
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Settlement Discussion: Stow-on-the WoldPoints to consider

The Traffic and highways criterion is flagged as red as potential access
to the site is from the A429, and there is uncertainty as to whether this
can be overcome.

S_22B has a potential capacity of 106 dw. The Community did not
assess this site.

Local Plan Objective A is flagged as red as it is considered that the site
would not improve access to services, facilities and employment.
Objective F and G are flagged as red, as it has been assessed as having
a high/medium effect on the AONB, and being grade 3a agricultural
land, but mitigation measures of high design are suggested. It is
considered that development of this site would not achieve the
Development Strategy’s aim of protecting Stow’s attractive environment,
built heritage and sensitive hilltop setting, hence it being flagged as red.

S_46 has a potential capacity of 20dw. It has not been assessed by
the community. There are no 'red' issues raised in the RAG chart on
the site.

Employment Sites

STW_E7 - In the RAG chart analysis the site has a red flag on 'Traffic
and Highways' as there is uncertainty as to whether a suitable access
onto the A429 can be resolved. The site is also S_20 and has been
proposed for housing development.

A full list of infrastructure requirements (Interim IDP 2013) is at Appendix
D. Of high priority to the Community are:

Consider community
benefits and infrastructure
gaps / provision

Transport: Safety and accessibility concerns should site S_20 be
developed on the Fosse Way

All sites will be required to contribute towards the provision of
infrastructure as identified in the Interim IDP (2013) or latest available
version. The Interim IDP (2013) has not identified any issues that would

Will a site help to fill a gap in
infrastructure? Could a site
help meet a community

prevent or delay development in Stow-on-the-Wold in the plan period,benefit that has been
identified locally as a
priority?

although it does highlight the need to assess proposals individually.
The development of S_20 would have to address the transport concerns
raised by the Community.

S_8A should be a Preferred Site . This is a brownfield site, within the
current development boundary of the settlement.

Conclusion
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Settlement Discussion: Stow-on-the WoldPoints to consider

S_20 (STW_E7), whilst being suitable for development, has difficult
site access issues, which do not have an obvious solution, thus it is
considered that the site may not be deliverable. Therefore, the site
should be a reserve site, until such time as access to the site can be
resolved.

Are there any planning
reasons for not going with
the community view? Can
mitigation be done to

S_14 and S_22B are subject to a current planning appeal
(13/01856/OUT). The sites will be subject to detailed planning
assessment, more detailed than would be the case by a Local Plan. If

overcome issues identified?
Are there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy? the Secretary of State allows the appeal then these numbers will be

taken into account. If he dismisses the appeal then reasons for dismissal
will need to assessed to determine whether this site should ever come
forward for residential development. Therefore, this Site Allocations
Paper will take no decision on these sites.

S_46 should be a Preferred Site . This is a brownfield site within the
development boundary.

STW_E7 (S_20) - the site has been identified as a reserve site for
housing, which is more viable in terms of funding an access solution.
Therefore, this site should not be allocated for employment
development.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 10dw)S_8A

Awaiting outcome of Appeal.S_14

Reserve site for Housing Development (capacity 87dw)S_20 (STW_E7)

Awaiting outcome of Appeal.S_22B

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 20dw)S_46

The current appeal on S_14 and S_22B will affect the Development Strategy
for Stow-on-the-Wold. Without these, there are only sites for 30 dwellings
recommended, which leaves an under-provision of 58 dwellings. The Strategy
will need to consider whether to allocate the reserve site, or await the outcome
of the Appeal.

Development Strategy
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RecommendationSite/Strategy

There are no identified sites for employment development in the town,
therefore policy should be developed to enable appropriate employment sites
to come forward.
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4.16 Tetbury

T_51
Northfield

Garage

T_31B Land
adjacent to
Blind Lane

T_24B Former
Matbro Site

Criteria

GREENREDN/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

N/AAMBERN/ASustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

REDAMBERAMBERSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENAMBERGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENAMBERGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENGREENGREENObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENGREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENAMBERGREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local
Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

AMBERREDAMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI

173EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations

Settlements 4



T_51
Northfield

Garage

T_31B Land
adjacent to
Blind Lane

T_24B Former
Matbro Site

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

GREENGREENGREENDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENAMBERGREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERAMBERAMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCWater Environment

AMBERAMBERAMBERAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

N/AREDN/AAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

NB. Sites T_38 and T_61 have planning permission and have therefore not been carried forward through the site allocations process.

Table 24 Tetbury - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Housing Sites)
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TET_E4 Land
south-east of

SIAC

TET_E2
Extension to

Tetbury
Industrial

Estate

TET_E1 Priory
Park, Priory

Industrial Estate

Criteria

N/AN/AN/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

N/AAMBERN/ASustainability Appraisal - 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

AMBERAMBERREDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENGREENGREENObjective A - Communities

GREENGREENGREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENGREENGREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

N/AN/AN/AObjective D - Housing

GREENGREENGREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENGREENGREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local
Distinctiveness, Character and Special Qualities;

AMBERREDAMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENGREENGREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure
(excluding GI considerations)

TBCTBCTBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H -
Infrastructure where it relates to GI
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TET_E4 Land
south-east of

SIAC

TET_E2
Extension to

Tetbury
Industrial

Estate

TET_E1 Priory
Park, Priory

Industrial Estate

Criteria

N/AN/AN/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AN/AN/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

REDREDREDDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

GREENGREENGREENTraffic & Highways

AMBERGREENAMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCTBCTBCWater Environment

AMBERAMBERAMBERAONB (NPPF)

GREENGREENGREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCTBCTBCDeliverability (NPPF)

N/AREDN/AAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 25 Tetbury - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)
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Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: TetburyPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) indicated up to 650
dwellings to be developed in Tetbury for the plan period (2011 to 2031).
Completions and commitments to date total 739 dwellings, and so have

Housing/employment
requirements

exceeded this initial figure. Consideration should be given in the Local Plan
Development Strategy as to whether the town should be allocated any
further sites during the plan period.Refer to numbers

indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28

hectares of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used
for the Site Allocations work. The PDS sought to positively encourage new

May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are employment development at the Tetbury Industrial Estate, and further land
there sufficient sites between Cirencester Road and London Road will be allocated for
suitable? Is there a employment uses to accommodate the town’s future needs. Existing uses

at Tetbury industrial estate, Hampton Street and Priory industrial estates
will be protected.

choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

Three potential employment sites proposed for B1, B2, B8 uses have come
forward through the SELAA process. TET_E1 – Priory park, Priory Industrial
Estate; TET_E2 – Pike Field, Extension to Tetbury Industrial Estate and
TET_E4 - Land south east of SIAC– proposed for B1, B2, B8. However,
TET_E4 has also been put forward for housing development through the
SHLAA process. It is the same site as T_24B.

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in
RAG Chart for
Settlement (focus on
those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

T_24B – has a potential capacity of 9dw.The Community did not assess
this site, as it was not put forward at that time.

There are no 'red' flags in the RAG chart on this site. It is a brownfield site
within the development boundary.

T_31B – has a potential capacity of 43dw. Community Feedback considered
the site unsuitable for development. There are issues over vehicle access,
environmental impact due to run off, flooding into Longtree Close, and the
site is Grade 2 agricultural land.

What is the relative
significance of the
criteria to that
settlement? Compare
how sites differ or not?

In the RAG chart analysis, the Local Plan Objective G is flagged as 'red' as
it has the potential to impact on a European designated wildlife site.
However, this is not of concern in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) site
assessments as it is more than 5 km from this site, so the impact can be
mitigated.

Are there any reasons
for not going with
community view? What
does the Sustainability
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Settlement Discussion: TetburyPoints to consider

Appraisal (SA) indicate?
Does the NPPF have an
impact?

There is a 'red' flag on agricultural land as the site is Grade 2. With regard
to flooding, no 'red' flag has been indicated, as the surface water flooding
assessed in the Sequential Test report as classed as 'very low risk', which
can be considered in a site specific FRA and mitigated.

T_51 – has a potential capacity of 18dw. Community feedback considers
the site suitable for development, being ranked first choice out of the four
sites considered. The site is brownfield, and has good pedestrian, cycling
and vehicle access. A lower density than is proposed would be preferred.

The SA site assessment shows that it is within a 1 in 30 year surface water
flood zone, which is sieve 1 and graded 'red', but the Sequential Test shows
that it has a medium risk from surface water flooding but highlights that
there may be an error in the ground modelling. Therefore a site specific
FRA would be required.

Employment Sites

TET_E1 (Priory park, Priory Industrial Estate) the site is proposed for B1,
B2, B8 uses and is 0.39ha. The site lies within an existing industrial estate
and is used as a car park. In the RAG chart analysis, the SA is flagged as
'red' as it intersects with a 1 in 100 year surface water flood zone. However,
the Sequential Test states there is low surface water flood risk due to
ponding, and this could be mitigated. Delivering the development strategy
is flagged as 'red', as the Council's viability consultants (Hewdons 2014)
have indicated issues with the viability of employment sites in Tetbury given
that a significant amount of land has been lost to other, mainly residential,
uses. However, this should not prevent the provision of a range of
employment sites in the town in order to try and support the local economy.

TET_E2 (Pike Field, Extension to Tetbury Industrial Estate) the site is
proposed for B1, B2, B8 and comprises 6.74ha of greenfield land. In the
RAG chart analysis, the site is flagged as 'red' on Objective G 'Natural
Resources' mainly due to its impact on the AONB and its potential impact
on a European designated wildlife site. However, the landscape report
(White Consultants, 2014) concludes that the site would have a medium-low
impact on the AONB. Also the SA does not flag up the impact on the
European sites as a significant issue because the site lies about 10 km from
North Meadow/Clatttinger Farm and Rodborough Common. Delivering the
development strategy is flagged as 'red', as the Council's viability consultants
(Hewdons 2014) have indicated issues with the viability of employment sites
in Tetbury given that a significant amount of land has been lost to other,
mainly residential, uses. However, they also indicate that the proposed
allocation at Tetbury set out in the PDS was in the most viable location.
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Settlement Discussion: TetburyPoints to consider

They considered that there was a good prospect of development being
achieved on the sites proposed for allocations. The site is also flagged as
'red' as it is grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. However, there is no other more
suitable or viable employment site, and therefore on balance the loss of
agricultural land should not override the potential to provide employment
development in Tetbury.

TET_E4 (Land south east of SIAC) the site has been proposed for B1, B2,
B8 uses but it has also been put forward for residential development, it is
the same site as T_24B.

A full list of infrastructure requirements (Interim IDP 2013) is at Appendix
D. Of high priority to the community are concerns on the following due to
increased population resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision

Flood & Water – T_31B concerns raised over the possible effect of
surface water run-off and causing possible flooding into Longtree Close.
Transport: Concern over increased car usage exacerbating existing
congestion and parking in Tetbury. Limited public transport on offer.Will a site help to fill a

gap in infrastructure?
Could a site help meet

Employment – Concern over loss of employment land and significant
employers from the town.

a community benefit that
has been identified
locally as a priority?

The Interim IDP (2013) has identified that third party permissions may be
required for gas to be supplied to certain sites, so early engagement is
advised to prevent delays to site delivery However, no specific issues that
would have a significant implication for the phasing of development have
been identified.

Overall, there are no planning reasons for overriding the Community’s views
on sites at this stage of the plan.

Conclusion

T_24B – this site should be a Preferred Site – it is a brownfield site within
the development boundary.Are there any planning

reasons for not going
with the community T_51 – this should be a Preferred Site , subject to a site specific FRA.

This is a brownfield site within the development boundary and is supported
by the community.

view? Can mitigation be
done to overcome
issues identified? Are

The remaining site being considered, T_31B, has been assessed as having
development potential, but it is not considered necessary to go against the
views of the community as the site is not needed in this plan period.
Therefore it is recommended that T_31B is a reserve site.

there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy?

Employment Sites:
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Settlement Discussion: TetburyPoints to consider

TET_E1 – this is currently used as a car park and is located within an existing
industrial estate. The site is also within the development boundary of the
settlement, and therefore it is not necessary to allocate this site. It can come
forward for employment development under existing policy.

TET_E2 – this site offers the opportunity to provide a prestige high quality
long term employment site for Tetbury, the second largest town in the District.
This site should be a Preferred Site for employment uses.

TET_E4 - this site has been considered suitable for housing development.
It should therefore not be allocated for employment.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (Capacity 9dw)T_24B
(TET_E4)

Reserve Site for Housing Development (Capacity 43dw)T_31B

Preferred Site for Housing Development (Capacity 18dw)T_51

Not necessary to allocate the site, it can come forward under existing policy for
employment development.

TET_E1

Preferred Site for Employment DevelopmentTET_E2

Built and committed development in Tetbury to date totals 739 dwellings which
exceeds the 650 initially identified in the PDS. The Preferred Sites could provide
an additional 27 dwellings. Beyond those sites, it is recommended that no further
sites should be allocated for housing development in Tetbury due to the high amount
of dwellings already built or committed.

Development
Strategy

The Preferred Employment Site would provide 6.74 ha of additional employment
land in Tetbury, which would make a significant and appropriate contribution towards
meeting the District-wide requirement for B class employment land.
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4.17 Upper Rissington

4.8 The only additional potential development site (UR_2 Land adjacent to South Gate Court) at
Upper Rissington being considered through the site allocations process has recently been granted
outline planning permission (Ref 14/01403/OUT) for up to 26 dwellings (to include 50% affordable
housing). Therefore, there is no consideration of sites in this section. The Local Plan Development
Strategy will discuss the future of Upper Rissington in the plan period.
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WIL_E1c Land north of B4632 and
adjacenet to industrial estate

Criteria

N/ACommunity Engagement Feedback

GREENSustainability Appraisal -- 'Points of the Compass' constraints appraisal

REDSustainability Appraisal - Site Assessments

GREENObjective A - Communitie

GREENObjective B - Environmental Sustainability

GREENObjective C - Economy, Employment and Retail

GREENObjective D - Housing

GREENAccessibility including Objective E - Travel, Transport and Access;

GREENHistoric Environment, including Objective F - Built Environment, Local Distinctiveness,
Character and Special Qualities;

AMBERNatural Environment, including Objective G - Natural Resources

GREENInfrastructure - impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure (excluding
GI considerations)

TBCGreen infrastructure – impact and delivery, including Objective H - Infrastructure where
it relates to GI

N/AObjective I - Cirencester

N/AObjective J - Cotswold Water Park

AMBERDelivering the Development Strategy (incl Settlement Strategy)

AMBERTraffic & Highways

AMBERFlood Risk - sequential test (NPPF)

TBCWater Environment

GREENAONB (NPPF)

GREENOther potential designations / uses / allocations?

TBCDeliverability (NPPF)

AMBERAgricultural Land Classification (NPPF)

Table 27 Willersey - Site Appraisal RAG Chart (Employment Sites)

187EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations

Settlements 4



Officer Analysis and Evaluation

Settlement Discussion: WillerseyPoints to consider

The Preferred Development Strategy (PDS May 2013) has suggested a
potential allocation of 50 dwellings to be built in Willersey within the plan
period (2011 to 2031). Completions and commitments to date total 4

Housing/employment
requirements

dwellings, leaving 46 dwellings to allocate. The capacity of the SHLAA (2014)
sites is 193 dwelling and there have been three additional sites suggested
increasing the potential total to 265 dwellings.Refer to numbers

indicated in Preferred
Development Strategy With regard to employment requirements, a District-wide figure of 28 hectares

of employment land (B1, B2 and B8 use classes) is being used for the Site
Allocations work. The PDS identified that the existing employment uses at
Willersey Industrial estate will be protected.

May 2013 (PDS), and
indicative capacities for
sites in SHLAA. Are
there sufficient sites

The only additional potential employment site to come forward through the
SELAA process is WIL_E1C (land north of B4632 and adjacent to industrial
estate), and it was put forward for a mixed use development. However the
site has also been proposed for just housing through the SHLAA process -
it is the same site as W_7A.

suitable? Is there a
choice of sites? What
are the implications for
Development Strategy?

Housing SitesWeigh up criteria in
RAG Chart for
Settlement –(focus on
those criteria that are
highlighted as 'red')

Although W_1A and W_1B are assessed separately, they need to be
considered together otherwise the site size will fall below the 5 dw threshold.
The Community feedback is that these sites are suitable for development,
ranked 3rd and 4th, although the Parish Council would like to see a shop
located on part of the site.

Local Plan Objective A is flagged as 'red' in the RAG chart analysis as it
would involve the loss of a community facility i.e. the garage workshop. The
Traffic and Highways criterion is red as there are access issues that would
be difficult to overcome.

What is the relative
significance of the
criteria to that
settlement? Compare
how sites differ or not?

W4A - has a potential capacity of 38 dwellings. The Community feedback
is that the site is suitable subject to mitigation. The ranking is 6th, the lowest
of the suitable sites. Footpath issues would need to be rectified to connect
it to the village facilities, the access requires improving, there should be no
3 storey houses, and there needs to be speed control on the main road.

Are there any reasons
for not going with
community view? What
does the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA)
indicate? Does the
NPPF have an impact? On the RAG chart, the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is flagged as red as the

site intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface water flood zone, although the
Sequential Test identifies this as being only 0.02% of the site, so can be
mitigated.
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Settlement Discussion: WillerseyPoints to consider

W_4B - has a potential capacity of 45 dwellings. The Community feedback
is that the site is unsuitable for development now, but should be reconsidered
in the future (the site is not adjacent to the built up area of the village).

The Traffic and highways criterion in the RAG chart is 'red' as there are
access issues that are difficult to overcome.

W_5 - has a potential capacity of 17 dwellings. The Community feedback is
that this site would be suitable for development subject to mitigation. They
have ranked it 5th out of 6 in preference. The site is in the AONB, it has
surface water issues, suitable landscaping would be required with hedges
planted on western edge and fences to be kept. The site should have a
maximum of 17 dwellings.

The Local Plan Objective G is flagged red in the RAG Chart due to the
'medium' impact on the AONB and the potential impact on a European
designated wildlife site. The site is within 10-15km of Dixton Wood SAC and
Bredon Hill SAC. However, this was not flagged as a significant issue in the
SA, and can be mitigated.

W_7A - has a potential capacity of 75 dwellings. The Community feedback
is that this is suitable for development and is ranked 1st in preference. They
would like 65 houses and have a number of design considerations, including
a school, playing field and GP surgery.

The SA is flagged as red as the site intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface
water flood zone. The Sequential Test identifies this as 0.01%, which is
negligible and can be mitigated.

W_8A - has a potential capacity of 31 dwellings. The Community feedback
is that the site is not suitable for development. There is major concern over
the destroying of ancient ridge and furrow and there are other more suitable
sites.

The SA is flagged red as the site intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface water
flood zone, the Sequential Test gives this site a medium risk, although this
would need to be considered by a site specific FRA for possible mitigation.
Local Plan Objective G is red due to the medium surface water flood risk,
and impact on the landscape.

W_8B - has a potential capacity of 27 dwellings. The Community feedback
is that the site is not suitable for development. There is major concern over
surface water flooding and there are other more suitable sites available.
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Settlement Discussion: WillerseyPoints to consider

The SA is flagged red as the site intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface water
flood zone, although the Sequential Test rates this site a low risk, with 0.9%
in this zone. Local Plan Objective G is red due to the medium surface water
flood risk, and impact on the landscape.

W_9 - has a potential capacity of 15 dwellings. The Community feedback is
that the site is suitable for development subject to mitigation of improving
vehicular access, with hedgerows to protect the brook and enhance wildlife
habitats. The site is ranked 2nd out of 6 preferred sites by the community.

The SA is flagged as red as it intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface water
flood zone, the Sequential Test class it as a high risk of potential surface
water flooding, with 8.4% in this zone, 26% of the site is within a 1 in 100
year flood zone and 69.95% in a 1 in 1000 yr flood zone. A site specific FRA
would be required to assess this fully to demonstrate that the risk can be
mitigated.

Local Plan Objective B is flagged red due to the flood risk issues already
mentioned above. Objective G is flagged as red due to the medium impact
on the AONB and the potential impact on a European designated wildlife
site. The site is within 10-15km of Dixton Wood SAC and Bredon Hill SAC.
However, this was not flagged as a significant issue in the SA, and can be
mitigated.

The Traffic and highways criterion in the RAG chart is 'red' as there are
access issues that are difficult to overcome.

W_10 - This was considered unsuitable for development by the community
as it is in the AONB, has wildlife on site and has a dangerous access. The
site has been assessed in the SHLAA Addendum (2014) as 'not currently
developable' and therefore will not be considered further.

Employment Sites

WIL_E1C (W_7A) - as indicated above, the only 'red' flag is in relation to the
SA and this is because the site intersects with a 1 in 30 year surface water
flood zone. However, the Sequential Test identifies this as 0.01%, which is
negligible and can be mitigated. The site is therefore considered suitable
for development.

A full list of infrastructure requirements (Interim IDP 2013) is at Appendix D.
Of high priority to the community are concerns on the following due to
increased population resulting from potential new development:

Consider community
benefits and
infrastructure gaps /
provision
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Settlement Discussion: WillerseyPoints to consider

Education: A new primary school would be needed as the current one
is at full capacity and in need of upgrading, with no possibility of
expanding.Will a site help to fill a

gap in infrastructure?
Could a site help meet

Primary Healthcare: concerns expressed by the local GP over capacity
to cope with increased population. The GP's surgery is constrained by

a community benefit
that has been identified
locally as a priority?

a lack of modern premises and is unable to expand. There is a delivery
concern of provision of good quality healthcare.
Flood & Water: a call to make adequate provisions for drainage &
sewage services as well as safeguards against flooding.
Village shop: a call for the provision of a new local shop upon the sale
of the current one.

The Community have identified that W_7A can offer them the opportunity to
deliver a school, playing field, and GP surgery. The Community feel that
W_1A should provide for a shop. The Interim IDP (2013) highlights the need
for the assessment of potential off-site impacts when development proposals
come forward to prevent the re-occurance of the flooding of 2007. Also, there
is a very small diameter sewerage system in place, hydraulic modelling will
be required to understand the extent of sewerage network upgrades
necessary to facilitate new development. All sites will be required to contribute
towards the provision of infrastructure, it is expected that more information
will be identified in the review of the Interim IDP.

W_1A & W_1B should be a Preferred Site , however, due to the potential
access and redevelopment issues they should be phased towards the end
of the plan period.

Conclusion

Are there any planning
reasons for not going
with the community

W_4A should not be allocated. This is 6th in preference of the Community
but is detached from the village. There are other more suitable sites available
for allocation and as reserve, therefore this site is not required in the plan
period.view? Can mitigation

be done to overcome
W_4B should not be allocated. It is not currently adjacent to the village
and there are access issues that would be difficult to overcome.

issues identified? Are
there wider implications
for the Local Plan
development strategy? W_5 should be a reserve site. This was 5th in the Community’s preference,

but there are other more suitable sites for allocation.

W_7A is the preferred site for development by the Community and should
be a Preferred Site. This site is also not in the AONB.

W_8A should not be allocated. This site was not considered suitable by
the Community, there are flood issues that would require more investigation
and there are other more suitable sites available for allocation and as reserve.
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Settlement Discussion: WillerseyPoints to consider

W_8B should not be allocated. This site was not considered suitable by
the Community, there are flood issues that would require more investigation
and there are other more suitable sites available for allocation and as reserve.

W_9 should not be allocated. Although considered suitable with mitigation
by the Community (ranked 2nd) there are flood issues and access issues,
plus the site is poorly related to the existing built up area of the village.

W_10 should not be allocated. This was considered unsuitable for
development by the community and the site has been assessed in the SHLAA
Addendum (2014) as 'not currently developable'.

WIL_E1C (W_7A) should not be allocated for employment as it has been
allocated for residential use.

Recommendation

RecommendationSite/Strategy

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 5dw)W_1A and W_1B

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 38dw)W_4A

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 45dw)W_4B

Reserve Site for Housing Development (capacity 17dw)W_5

Preferred Site for Housing Development (capacity 75dw or 65dw in Community's
View)

W_7A (WIL_E1C)

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 31dw)W_8A

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 27dw)W_8B

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 15dw)W_9

Not Allocated for Development (capacity 12dw)W_10

The preferred sites have a potential capacity of 80 dwellings (or 70 if the
Community view is taken). This is more than the 50 dwellings proposed in the
PDS. There is no issue for the Development Strategy to address as Willersey
can make an appropriate contribution to the delivery of the Strategy.

Development
Strategy

EVIDENCE PAPER: To Inform Non-Strategic Housing and Employment Site Allocations192

4 Settlements



RecommendationSite/Strategy

As WIL_E1C has been assessed as more appropriate for residential
development, there are no identified sites for employment development in the
village. Policy should be developed to enable appropriate employment sites to
come forward.
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5 District-wide Summary of Recommendations

Housing

5.1 It is recommended, in light of the joint working currently ongoing on the 'Objectively Assessed
Housing and Employment Need' at County level and the resulting potential change to the Housing
Requirement figure for Cotswold District, that 'reserve sites' should be indicated in addition to 'preferred
sites' for land allocation being identified. This will help 'future proof' the site allocations work by enabling
suitable sites to be brought forward should the housing requirement figure increase.

5.2 Therefore it is recommended that the following Preferred Sites are allocated in the emerging Local
Plan:

CapacitySite NamePreferred SitesSettlement

40Land to rear of Templefields & CrossfieldsA_2Andoversford

Land to west of Station RoadA_3aAndoversford

22Land north of Sheafhouse FarmBK_5Blockley

13Land at Sheafhouse FarmBK_8Blockley

16The Limes, Station RoadBK_14aBlockley

10Pulham's Bus DepotB_20Bourton-on-the-Water

34Land at Aston RoadCC_23bChipping Campden

80Land at Aston RoadCC_23cChipping Campden

13Barrels Pitch Wooden Bungalow, Aston RoadCC_40Chipping Campden

642-54 Querns LaneC_17Cirencester

9Austin Road FlatsC_39Cirencester

11Memorial HospitalC_97Cirencester

5Magistrates CourtC_101aCirencester

10Dukes FieldDA_2Down Ampney

8Buildings at Rooktree FarmDA_5aDown Ampney

13Land at BroadleazeDA_8Down Ampney

12Land at Station RoadK_2Kemble

9Land west of Orchard CloseL_18bLechlade-on-Thames

9Land south of Butler's CourtL_19Lechlade-on-Thames

21Former Hospital SiteM_60Moreton-in-Marsh

31Land off Bassett RoadN_1aNorthleach
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CapacitySite NamePreferred SitesSettlement

5Land northwest of Hammond Drive and
Midwinter Road

N_13bNorthleach

17Land adjoining East End and Nostle RoadN_14bNorthleach

10Stow Agricultural Services, Lower Swell RoadS_8aStow-on-the-Wold

20Ashton House, Union StreetS_46Stow-on-the-Wold

9Former Matbro SiteT_24BTetbury

18Northfield Garage Site, London RoadT_51Tetbury

5Garage workshop and Garden behind The
Nook, Main Street

W_1a and 1bWillersey

75Land north of B4632 and east of employment
estate

W_7aWillersey

531Total

Table 28 Preferred Housing Sites for Allocation

5.3 It is recommended that the following sites are earmarked as 'Reserve Sites' for housing
development should the housing requirement figure increase:

CapacitySite NameReserve Sites for Housing
Development

Settlement

36Land north-east of BlockleyBK_11Blockley

32Countrywide StoresB_32 (BOW_E3)Bourton-on-the-Water

43Campden Cricket ClubCC_41Chipping Campden

8Land adj to Chipping Campden SchoolCC_48Chipping Campden

8Land at Chesterton School, Somerford RoadC_76Cirencester

23Land at Paternoster House, Watermoor RoadC_82Cirencester

44Land south of Rooktree Farm BuildingsDA_5cDown Ampney

49Land behind Milton Farm and Bettertons CloseF_35BFairford

28Land at rear of Faulkner CloseF_44Fairford

13Land between Windmill Road and A429K_1BKemble

11Land to north-west of Kemble Primary School, School
Road

K_5Kemble

8Land at Granbrook Lane CMK_4Mickleton

68Land at Evenlode RoadM_12AMoreton-in-Marsh
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CapacitySite NameReserve Sites for Housing
Development

Settlement

150Land south west and south east of Fosseway AvenueM_19A and M_19B (redrawn
boundary)

Moreton-in-Marsh

64Land rear of Berkeley CloseSC_13aSouth Cerney

87Land at Bretton HouseS_20Stow-on-the-Wold

43Land adjacent to Blind LaneT_31BTetbury

17Land at Broadway RoadW_5Willersey

732Total

Table 29 Reserve Housing Sites

5.4 For completeness, below is a list of those housing sites that are not recommended for allocation
in the Local Plan.

Capacity (dw)Site NameSite Not AllocatedSettlement

28 for both sitesThe Limes, Draycott LaneBK_14B (north west)Blockley

The Limes, Draycott LaneBK_14B (south east)Blockley

21Aston Road AllotmentsCC_23EChipping Campden

8Land at the HooCC_38AChipping Campden

Not availableCastle Gardens Packing ShedsCC_43Chipping Campden

Not availableLand west of Littleworth 'The Leasows'CC_44Chipping Campden

21Land south west of Whaddon GrangeCC_51Chipping Campden

33Land north of Cam and west of Station RoadCC_52Chipping Campden

27Land south east of George LaneCC_53Chipping Campden

18Land off Purley RoadC_89Cirencester

15Paterson Road FlatsC_174Cirencester

9Land adjacent to Chestnut CloseDA_9Down Ampney

Not availableLand at Lechlade Manor, adj Oak StreetL_14Lechlade-on-Thames

81-8 Charlotte TerraceM_57Moreton-in-Marsh

40Land north of Nursery View and east of Ashton RoadSD_3Siddington

38Land adjacent to Harvest Piece, Collin LaneW_4AWillersey

45Land between W_4a and future heritage railwayW_4BWillersey
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Capacity (dw)Site NameSite Not AllocatedSettlement

31Land between Collin Close and Collin LaneW_8AWillersey

27Land west of Field Close and north of B4632W_8BWillersey

15Goodigore OrchardW_9Willersey

12Land north of Chipping LaneW_10Willersey

Table 30 Housing Sites Not Recommended for Allocation in the Local Plan

5.5 Other sites that do not fall into any of the above categories.

Classification/ReasonSite Number and NameSettlement

Awaiting outcome of current planning appeal
(13/01856/OUT)

S_14 Land adj Griffen Court/Playing FieldStow-on-the-Wold

Awaiting outcome of current planning appeal
(13/01856/OUT)

S_22B Land east of King George's FieldStow-on-the-Wold

Table 31 Other Sites

Employment

5.6 It is recommended that there is a more sophisticated approach to planning for employment
development in Cotswold District than has occurred in the past. This is in recognition of the complex
nature of the Cotswold economy and the varying needs and aspirations of small, medium and larger
businesses operating in the area.

5.7 In addition to the 9.1ha of employment land already proposed in the PDS as part of the Strategic
Allocation for mixed use development south of Chesterton, it is recommended that the following Preferred
Sites for employment (B1, B2 and B8 class) development are allocated in the emerging Local Plan:

Proposed Use ClassSite Area (Ha)AddressSite ReferenceSettlement

B1, B2 and B83.38Extension to Bourton Industrial EstateBOW_E1Bourton-on-the-Water

B1, B2 and B80.67Extension to Campden Business ParkCCN_E1Chipping Campden

B1a/b1.09Expansion of Campden BRI (See Special
Policy Area table below)

CCN_E3a

6 (B1)9.1South of ChestertonStrategic Allocation in
PDS

Cirencester

3.1 (B2/B8)

B11.25Land north of Butlers CourtLEC_E1Lechlade
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Proposed Use ClassSite Area (Ha)AddressSite ReferenceSettlement

B1a/b7.13Fire Services CollegeMOR_E6Moreton

B1, B2 and B86.74Extension to Tetbury Industrial EstateTET_E2Tetbury

Table 32 Preferred Sites for Employment Land Allocations (B1, B2 and B8 classes)

5.8 It is recommended that the following employment (B1, B2 and B8 class) sites are identified as
'reserve' sites:

Proposed Use ClassSite Area (Ha)AddressSite ReferenceSettlement

B1a/b2.44 (excluding gas pipeline buffer)
(See Special Policy Area table below)

Land east of RAUCIR_E6Cirencester

B82.03Land at Evenlode RoadMOR_E11Moreton

Table 33 'Reserve Sites' for Employment Land (B1, B2 and B8 classes)

5.9 It is recommended that the following sites are allocated mainly for other employment generating
uses (i.e. these are not sites which will contribute significantly to B class employment uses):

Proposed Use ClassSite Area (Ha)AddressSite ReferenceSettlement

A1 led mixed use0.54Forum car parkCIR_E10Cirencester

Hotel D20.60Lorry ParkCIR_E11

Residential-led mixed use0.38Old Memorial HospitalCIR_E12

Mixed use1.29Sheep Street IslandCIR_E13

Car Park / B10.67Waterloo Car ParkCIR_E14

Table 34 Other employment generating land allocations (Not B Class uses)

5.10 In addition to the allocations and reserve sites indicated above, it is recognised that a more
bespoke approach is needed to support other aspects of the local economy, in particular the District's
larger institutions and employers. Three organisations have been identified through the site allocations
process as seeking a bespoke approach in the Local Plan. These organisations have significant and
substantial sites in the District's more sustainable settlements and they have approached the Council
with their future growth plans and aspirations. The Council recognises their need for certainty in a
fluctuating economic climate, and is seeking to provide support through the local plan process.

5.11 Through the site allocations process, the sites have been assessed but the view taken that a
more holistic 'master-planning' approach is necessary, led by the relevant organisation. Therefore, the
following organisations' sites are recommended to have a 'special policy' approach in the emerging
Local Plan:
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Special Policy matters should include:Sites includedOrganisationSettlement

Resolution of flood risk constraint with EA.CCN_E3A (extension site not in flood
zone); plus larger site subject to resolution
of flood zone constraint with EA.

Campden BRIChipping Campden

Sensitive design appropriate to its location within an
attractive part of the AONB.

Suitable access to rear of site needs to be achieved
in consultation with GCC Highways.

Re-use and/or demolition of redundant buildings
needs to be part of master plan.

Protection of CC railway station site (liaise with
Network Rail and GCC Transport).

Footpath diversion or Footbridge over railway may
be required.

Address transport / access constraints in conjunction
with the master-planning process for the Strategic
Allocation for mixed use development south of
Chesterton.

CIR_E6; plus CIR_E8 (RAU 'Triangle' Site
with planning permission 10/00964/OUT);

Royal Agricultural
University

Cirencester

Revisit plans for CIR_E8 and incorporate area
including CIR_E6.

Address gas pipeline buffer constraint on CIR_E6.

Careful design required that respects the sensitive
location of the sites within the AONB, and also the
potential impact on the historic environment features
of the site.

Long term plan which addresses the future needs
and aspirations of the RAU in Cirencester.

Support the retention, enhancement and growth of
the FSC.

MOR_E5Fire Services CollegeMoreton-in-Marsh

Aim to support the modernisation and upgrading of
facilities directly related to the emergency services
sector.

Enable public access to FSC leisure facilities

Consider surface water flood risk and other
environmental constraints on site.

Table 35 Sites suitable for Special Policy Approach in Local Plan

5.12 For completeness, below is a list of those employment sites not recommended for allocation in
the Local Plan:
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Capacity (ha)Site NameSite Not AllocatedSettlement

4.53Land at North Lechlade (Site B)LEC_E2ALechlade-on-Thames

1.59Land between Garden Centre and Moreton HospitalMOR_E9AMoreton-in-Marsh

3.95Land north of B4632 and adjacent to industrial estateWIL_E1CWillersey

Table 36

5.13 Other sites that do not fall into any of the above categories:

Classification/ReasonSite number and nameSettlement

Currently in retail use, therefore does not need to be allocated for retail
development.

BOW_E3 Co-op/Countrywide/Arthur Webb
Dealership, Station Road

Bourton-on-the-Water

No need for allocation as lies within industrial estate and has planning
permission.

CIR_E20 Metrik HouseCirencester

Not necessary to allocate the site as it is within an existing industrial
estate within the Development Boundary and can come forward under
existing policy for employment development.

TET_E1 Priory Park, Priory Industrial EstateTetbury

Table 37 Other Sites
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