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Cotswold Water Park
Consultation Response

1.1

1.2

Introduction

Consultation Context

Having completed the preparation of the draft reports for the Cotswold Water Park Strategic
Review and Implementation Plan, Scott Wilson was commissioned to undertake wider public
consultation on behalf of the Cotswold Water Park Joint Committee (CWPJC).

Consultation Requirements

Stage Il of the original work programme assessed the interrelationships between the various
drivers in order to determine their influence and effect on the future development and
aspirations for the CWP. In this context, the development considerations for the CWP were
established as:

e the core priorities for development within the CWP:
e The Countryside, the Community and the Settlements
e Biodiversity
e Sport and Leisure
e Tourism

e the supporting drivers that will have an influence on achieving aspirations, whilst
contributing to sense of place and identity within the CWP:

e Heritage
e Agriculture
o Arts
e and the enabling drivers that are fundamental to the successful development of the CWP:
e Mineral (sand and gravel) Extraction
e Hydrology
e Planning

e Aerodrome Safeguarding

Specific objectives have been established under each of these areas covering a broad
spectrum of activities that could be undertaken in order to maximise the opportunities
presented by the CWP for mutual benefit.  Finally, the report included an outline
Implementation and Action Plan to deliver the Vision defining certain activities, roles and
responsibilities to be undertaken.

However, the CWPJC identified that further qualitative consultation with stakeholders was
required before the Vision and Implementation Plan can be adopted and the objectives are
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1.3
1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

translated into more constructive actions. This task was undertaken by Scott Wilson as an
extension of its role in developing the documents.

Approach & Methodology

Overall Approach

It was identified that the consultation process should embrace the views and opinions of as
many of these stakeholders as possible, including local residents and resident representatives;
local businesses; planning authorities; and key agencies that could have a direct influence on
the activities and actions to be undertaken.

On this basis, Scott Wilson proposed three qualitative consultation techniques:

e Online consultation, with the three documents available on the Cotswold Water Park Society
Website for download. This was accompanied by an online consultation survey form which
was available for individuals to provide detailed comments on the overall Vision and the
individual objectives and components as appropriate. To assist in public understanding of
the spirit and purpose of the report a Non-Technical Summary was also produced. All
reports were placed on the website on the 16th January 2008.

e Face-to-face consultation with a selection of key stakeholders and stakeholder groups.

e Workshop sessions with local community and business representatives.

Public Release

The launch of the consultation process was accompanied by the circulation of a press release
to local press officers and to the parish councils of the CWP.

In order to further promote the CWP consultation and to add a greater degree of context to
press releases, a meeting between Scott Wilson, the Chief Executive of the CWP Society and
Lead Officer of the CWP Officer Group was organised on 25" January.

A follow-up press release on the impending end of the consultation period was circulated to the
press in the last week of February. All press releases and the press article* can be found in the
appendix.

*Please note that the press article suggested that three ‘mini-Alton Towers’ would be
developed in the CWP. As this countered some of the main principles identified in the reports,
a subsequent explanatory note was placed on the CWPS website to allay any concerns and
fears that people may have regarding the nature of the Vision and Implementation Plan.

Online Survey

Accompanying the reports on the web site was an on-line survey, which through previous Scott
Wilson experience was felt to offer a flexible and cost effective approach. The survey format
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1.4

1.4.1

1.4.2

allowed for open-ended responses to structured questions that helped ensure that the
consultation feedback would be appropriate and relevant to the key issues that needed to be
addressed, while open to other issues that consultees wished to address. The survey format
enabled the following information from the consultee to be correlated with their views (whilst
respecting their anonymity where desired). This information included:

e The respondent’s involvement and interest in the CWP.
e Their assessment of the current position of the CWP.
e Their overall opinion of the Vision and development framework for the CWP.

e Specific comments and observations.

The Scott Wilson study team provided assistance for those with technical problems in
accessing the reports or the survey and distributed paper copies to those where the online
information was inaccessible. In addition, comments were received via the project email
address (cwpconsult@scottwilson.com) that had been open for comments since the initiation of
public consultation of the study in May 2007 (associated with the release of the Stage |
Summary document).

A copy of the On-Line Survey Form is attached in Appendix A.

Consultation Achieved

The official consultation period for the documentation closed on the 14™ March 2008 following a
one week extension of the original deadline to allow for additional comments from residents of
the CWP. This was due to problems that arose in respect of the inclusion of the press article in
parish council publications (see below).

Awareness

According to the CWPS, the number of hits recorded on the web-site for each of the reports
available online is as follows:

e Stage I: 1330 hits
e Stage Il: 853 hits
e Stage lll: 1541 hits

e Non-Technical Summary: 361 hits

Online Consultation

A total of 93 individual comments have been received via the various formalised feedback
channels (online survey form, mailed and emailed comments). 60 eligible online survey forms
were received via the online consultation process, of which 46 forms were registered as
complete. Completion of a further 11 forms were started, but were determined as ineligible due
to the lack of information that they contained. It should also be noted that a further 5 survey
forms were sent to Scott Wilson for processing.
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1.4.3

In addition to the online survey, 28 letters (post and email) of representation were received
from a variety of sources, including local residents, resident associations/parish councils,
private sector, public sector and charitable organisations.

In relation to public sector organisations, it should be noted that for Wiltshire County Council
and Gloucestershire County Council detailed representations were made by individual officers.
For Cotswold District Council and Swindon Borough Council, a single response has been
received to reflect the council’s overall position.

It is acknowledged that parish councillors are providing a representation on behalf of the
parishioners.

Face-to-Face Consultation

During the earlier stages of the report preparation a number of meetings had been held with
key stakeholders and partners. While these had helped shape the overall Vision and
development framework of the plan, it was considered to be important to reaffirm their views
and secure commitment where possible with the emerging Vision and development framework.

Meetings were held, and/or presentations given to the following:

e Natural England (7 officers present)

e Environment Agency (8 officers present)
e Cotswolds Canal Trust

e SWRDA — Tourism

e CWP Nature Conservation Forum

e Aggregate Operators

e Wiltshire County Council (10 officers present representing minerals and waste, planning,
transport, ecology, countryside management and tourism interest)

e Gloucestershire County Council (13 officers present representing transport, rights of way,
minerals and waste, planning, ecology, archaeology, and sustainable development)

e Wiltshire Tourism

e MOD

The following did not feel that an additional meeting or presentation by Scott Wilson was
required:

Sport England SW

British Waterways

Cotswold District Council

Swindon Borough Council
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In the case of Cotswold District Council and Swindon Borough Council, the representative
officers of the CWP Officers Group presented the findings of the study to Cabinet members,
with a view for Cabinet to formally endorse the council’s response to the consultation draft.

It should also be noted that all face-to-face consultees were prompted to complete the online
survey form or respond via email.

1.4.4 Workshops

In order to facilitate and inform other potential consultees a series of evening workshops were
held, aimed at local communities and commercial operators within the CWP. These were held
on the evenings of the 5", 6™ and 7" February in the Gateway Centre, at the CWP.

Attendances were as follows

o 5" February: principally parish councillors - 22 attendees (48 parish representatives invited)

o 6" February: mainly leisure operators and conservation bodies - 9 attendees (44
representatives invited)

o« 7" February: mainly leisure operators and conservation bodies - 20 attendees (43
representatives invited)
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2 Summary of the Consultation Issues

The purpose of the consultation exercise has been to evaluate, through qualitative processes,
the nature of support, or indeed of concern, arising from the Vision and Implementation Plan
and the strategic objectives outlined.

The following is provided to act as a summary of the key issues arising from all of the
qualitative consultation comments received, whether via written or verbal feedback (workshops
and face-to-face meetings). More detailed analysis of the comments and responses by the
specific themes are provided in the following section. A full breakdown of actual comments
and the action to be applied in the revision of the Vision and Implementation Plan are to be
provided as part of the final reports.

2.1 Vision

e There was general support for the requirement of a Vision that views the CWP as a whole
area in order to address the complex issues and interrelationships faced.

e 32 online respondents identified the Vision as being very appropriate (6) or generally
appropriate (26), compared to 12 who felt it to be not at all appropriate (1) or not very
appropriate (11).

e Some comments received suggest that the actual Vision is vague and that more focus
should be placed on the outcome rather than the process of achieving ‘....a distinctive and
sustainable countryside of high environmental value....." .

e Some stakeholders are concerned that the Vision does not explicitly include elements such
as biodiversity and environmental conservation, for example.

e Those who suggested the Vision is inappropriate have tended to base this view on a single
element or issue, with tourism and leisure-attraction components being the main source of
negative comments in relation to the Vision.

e Some comments were also received that stated that the production of the Vision is wasted
effort because ‘big business’ would be given priority over other considerations (e.g. the local
communities; the environment).

2.2 Core Priorities

e The core priorities, and the nature of the aspirations for each, were generally identified as
being appropriate for the CWP.

e The survey forms suggest that the aspirations for biodiversity are generally more accepted
with 19 respondents identifying the notion of the CWP becoming a premier site for nature
conservation as being very realistic.

e Only a small number of respondents to the survey felt that the priorities were unrealistic.
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2.2.2

However, the comments suggest that the proposed development of the tourism and leisure
sectors in particular are not appropriate, principally due to the perceived nature of the
developments that could arise [these included suggestions of the mini-Alton Towers
referenced in the press article; retail outlet similar to the Great Western Outlet; and a Center
Parcs-style development]. These comments are generally associated with representatives
from the central section of the CWP area.

Although the aims were accepted, the deliverability and implementation were regularly
guestioned during the consultation process, including the roles of the planning authorities,
the CWPS and the CWPJC; and the finance available to assist in the funding of the
necessary projects.

Countryside, Communities, Settlements

There is a general feeling amongst local residents that they have not been consulted and
are often neglected in relation to the considerations of development occurring in the CWP.

For some, the inclusion of the communities and settlements has been welcomed as a
means of making sure that resident views and needs are taken into account for the first time
in relation to the development context of the CWP.

For others, the consultation process (as outlined above) did not go far enough to involve
community members, particularly in relation to the period of consultation and the nature of
the online elements.

Deriving benefit for the community from the continuing development of the CWP was
generally welcomed, with the need to address accessibility to the countryside and to the
lakes for recreation and leisure continuing to be highlighted as a key concern.

The inherent nature of the countryside landscape; the impact of mineral extraction and other
developments; and the requirement for an appropriate landscape strategy for the CWP area
as whole; was not felt to have been addressed sufficiently within this core priority by key
agencies.

Some developers indicated their desire to establish greater linkages with the communities
and to assist in addressing any concerns or indeed aspirations that they have.

The settlement protection zoning (within the Cotswold District Council Local Plan but not
part of the recommendations of the Vision and Implementation Plan) has been highlighted
by a small number of respondents to be something that the Vision should replicate.

Likewise, further clarification is required in relation to the terms of ‘hubs’ and ‘gateways’ to
the CWP and the implications for the relevant communities.

Biodiversity

The nature conservation aims and aspirations for the CWP are generally the easiest
objectives for consultees to identify with. Most consultees accept this as an achievable
aspiration for the CWP.

The synergy between nature conservation and access to countryside was generally
welcomed.
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The whole landscape approach to biodiversity and the creation of additional visitor-focussed
reserves was generally accepted by the lead agencies and organisations.

Furthermore, the lack of comment in relation to the proposed nature reserves, especially in
the central section, may indicate that this is more of an acceptable form of leisure/tourism
development for the CWP.

However, some businesses/developers fear that the emphasis on becoming a ‘premier site
for nature conservation’ will override some of the other development opportunities available.
It is also suggested that their ability to contribute to this process may be hindered by the
negative connotations associated with development (e.g. can a ‘natural habitat’ be created).

Although generally supported, there is also some scepticism in relation to its deliverability,
with funding deemed to be a key issue.

Sports, Leisure, Recreation

The nature of any further sport, leisure and recreation development, particularly leisure-
based attractions and their potential impact on the neighbouring communities, has drawn a
high level of concern in relation to the comments received from residents. This generally
appears to revolve around the scale and nature of the attractions either perceived or
mentioned in the reports (farm-based attraction, aqua-adventure attraction).

Similarly, the impact that such leisure-based developments (and the visitors they will attract)
could have on the traffic levels of the local roads is generally considered an area that is not
investigated in any degree of detail in the Vision.

The prospect of leisure and recreation routes, the access that this would provide to the
countryside, and the link that this could have in relation to enjoying wildlife are regarded as
positive outcomes of the Vision. If achieved these routes are also considered to present
opportunities for residents to experience tangible benefits from the CWP.

Likewise, the increased provision of sports and leisure amenities for public access (on a
‘pay and play’ basis) was generally welcomed. However, there was some apprehension
about the negative impacts of noisier activities being sited close to settlements.

Tourism

Certainly tourism and leisure-based attractions are met with a greater degree of resistance
from a resident perspective.

There is a degree of concern over the nature, size and potential impacts of the tourism and
leisure developments:

¢ In relation to tourism, many of the comments concern the nature of the developments
already regarded as “tourism” type developments, including the rising number of
second/holiday homes and the Four Pillars Hotel.

e In relation to leisure developments, this is based on a concern over the type of leisure
attraction to be created. Even the prospect of a farm-based attraction is objected to
by some.
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2.3.2

In both instances, the main objectors originated from the central section of the CWP.

The acceptance of nature reserves was generally clearer, although it is not clear whether it
is understood that such facilities could also generate a large number of visitors.

Sustainability

A greater degree of support for sustainability was placed on the natural environment and
community. In contrast, economic considerations associated with leisure and tourism
developments were discounted by some, perhaps as a result of the low indices of
deprivation.

Climate change and the implications this could have in relation to deliverability was
highlighted by several agencies as an area that the Vision does not tackle in any great
degree.

The sustainable design, and use of technologies to lower impacts such as carbon footprints,
are identified as requirements for the CWP.

The issue regarding biofuels is identified as being an area that requires greater discussion,
particularly in relation to the types of bio-matter that could be produced, its suitability to
other priorities (especially biodiversity), and its ability to serve a predominantly local market.

Supporting Drivers

Relatively few comments have been received in relation to the supporting drivers.

Agriculture

There is a general recognition that agriculture is an important component of the landscape
and countryside character of the CWP, but also that the farming community is under
increasing pressure from a variety of sources.

In the respect of nature conservation and leisure provision, the role of agriculture is
considered vital by lead agencies if the biodiversity aspirations are to be achieved.

The prospect of crop and non-crop diversification is generally being identified as a positive
activity to assist the farming community, though it also needs to be acknowledged that the
farming community needs to be able to produce commercial food crops.

Built Heritage

Overall, the inclusion of built heritage is considered a positive aspect of the plan, with
several local organisations and residents identifying potential roles, responsibilities and
projects to assist in delivering elements of this process.

A heritage agency has questioned the analysis conducted on heritage within the Vision and
Implementation Plan and suggests that further examination of the heritage features
(scheduled and unscheduled monuments for example) is undertaken to understand the full
archaeological resources in the area. This should include the industrial heritage associated
with the extant canal structures.
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e Furthermore, it is considered that more of a strategic approach is required to present the
built and cultural heritage aspects of the CWP in a more co-ordinated and structured
manner. This should include greater clarity in relation to interpretation, education and
heritage access/audience development.

2.3.3 Arts

e The inclusion of the arts in the plan was welcomed by the principle arts agencies responding
to the consultation.

e There will be a requirement to understand where the arts can add real value to the CWP
development process, and that this must be in keeping with the rural character of the CWP.

2.4 Enabling Drivers

24.1 The Minerals Process

e The role of the minerals process as a key enabler is generally understood and accepted by
all respondents, particularly as mineral extraction will present the base from which many of
the opportunities for the core priorities can become possible.

e However, it has also been suggested that the minerals element of the plan could be difficult
to achieve due to a variety of pressures (policy, market, economic and sustainability) that
are currently being faced by the industry and the Mineral Planning Authorities.

e There remains a strong perception amongst stakeholders outside the minerals process that
the fact that the CWP is subject to two Minerals Planning Authorities and two separate
Minerals Local Plans (MPA) has hindered certain elements of the CWP area, particularly in
relation to biodiversity projects, access to the countryside, and in changes to the landscape
due to restoration.

e In these instances, a more holistic and strategic approach between the two MPAs towards
minerals planning is identified as a key requirement.

e In return, the MPAs, although generally open to this approach, suggest that it will not be an
easy element to secure because of a variety of factors:

e the MPAs are required to respond to the apportionment levels set at a regional level,
and these levels are challenging;

e minerals can only be worked where they are found, and during the identification of the
preferred areas, a variety of considerations were taken into account (residential
disturbance, access, level or minerals available, etc.)

e the need for robust and defensible settlement protection measures (buffer zones,
bunding / planting arrangements etc), threats to public health (noise / dust) and the
need to reduce the risk of flooding; and

e there may be a change in importance of mineral extraction to supply the construction
industry in accordance with the need to reduce reliance upon primary resources
(MPS1) and through the advent of markets for recycled aggregate products.
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2.4.2 Hydrology and Climate Change

It is generally accepted that the hydrology of the CWP is complex, and yet there is also a
feeling that the changes and pressures on the hydrological system created by development
are little understood at present.

Further investigation of the influences and impacts of mineral extraction and other
development on the hydrological system is generally supported, and this needs to be
conducted as a more holistic assessment of the CWP rather than on a site-by-site basis.

It is also identified that hydrology may present the greatest challenge with respect of climate
change and the increased occurrence of heavy downpours and periods of drought that this
is forecast to create.

A lead agency concerning the environment suggests that, following restoration, there may
be scope for a reduction in flood risk with the Thames region Catchment Flood Management
Plan (CFMP) recognising the importance of storage of flood water in this part of the
catchment.

2.4.3 Planning

The approach to planning, particularly the recommendation for an Area Action Plan (AAP),
is highly supported. A lack of a co-ordinated approach between the various minerals and
development control bodies of the CWP is considered to have been one of the key barriers
to the area realising its potential in relation to the core priorities identified, and is also a key
factor in the types of developments that have occurred to date.

It is believed by some of the stakeholders that an AAP will give everyone the same set of
standards to work to, resulting in consistency across the whole of the CWP.

However, it is also acknowledged that there is a requirement for certain elements to be in
place prior to the production of an AAP, namely:

e there has to be the political will to drive the integration of the plan (as an AAP) into
Local Development Frameworks;

e each local authority would have to include the creation of an AAP into their respective
Local Development Schemes (LDS);

e the draft AAP document will need to be consulted upon (following the requirements of
Regulations, PPS12 and each authority’s Statement of Community Involvement);

e as an AAP is a Development Plan Document (DPD) for the purposes of section 20 of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), it will need to be examined by the
Planning Inspectorate on the grounds of soundness;

e in addition to examination, there will be a need to ensure that the AAP is in general
conformity with the draft RSS; and

o finally, if all the tests of soundness are met, the document could then be adopted by
each authority.
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The requirement for the AAP process to be consistent with the LDF process is identified as
being of critical importance.

Comments regarding conceptual developments, particularly within the central section of the
CWP, demonstrate that there could be opposition to certain types of developments in
certain locations.

2.4.4 Aerodrome Safeguarding

Aerodrome safeguarding is identified as a specific concern and challenge for the future
development aspirations of the CWP, especially in relation to generating further large-scale
water bodies and the potential for these to attract large and/or flocking birds.

A particular issue is that birds will not necessarily confine their movements to within the
boundaries of the CWP, and thus biodiversity and restoration strategies could have much
wider implications than the CWP alone.

There is believed to be a principal emphasis on RAF Fairford and the MoD Defence Estates
Unit in relation to aerodrome safeguarding and the exclusion of other airfields such as
Kemble that would also be affected by the CWP.

The Vision and subsequent objectives need to reflect Aerodrome safeguarding as a
potential constraint on elements of the CWP Vision, particularly in relation to biodiversity,
with the possibility that the risk of bird-strike may lead to a blanket moratorium on future
mineral working in the area.

A key message that should be incorporated into the Vision is that development should not
increase the risk of bird strike.

Likewise, other activities need to give careful consideration to the potential of increased
aircraft movements out of RAF Fairford and the impact this could have on users of the
CWP, especially horse riders and wildlife enthusiasts.

Aerodrome safeguarding should be identified as a potential constraint rather than an
enabler to realising the potential of the Vision and Implementation Plan.

2.4.5 Other Issues

Level of development — some comments have been received that the plan suggests that
there will be a large amount of commercial development. This is causing concern in relation
to the envisaged nature of the development concerned (i.e. generally associated with
tourism development).

Mapping — the use of mapping to help articulate the strategy has been met with a mixed
response. Some respondents have found it useful to understand how the CWP may look in
the future and what it will include. Others have suggested that the spatial content of the
maps is akin to the spatial plans that would normally be found in a Local Plan. This has
been the cause of grave concerns expressed by some residents, especially those in the
central section.

Traffic and transportation — the lack of reference to the implications of the developments
proposed has been highlighted strongly as a serious omission from the strategy. The
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potential implications of Heavy Goods Vehicles and visitor use of local roads appear to be of
equal concern.

e Development impacts — similarly, detailed economic and social impact analysis of
developments, particularly on the settlements, is seen as a particular requirement.

e Implementation — although some of the core priorities and objectives are generally
supported, there is some scepticism that the funding required to deliver the actions will be
forthcoming.

e Boundary — there is a general acceptance that the administrative boundary needs to be
changed, there is also a need to engage the communities in relation to what the implications
of their inclusion would be.

e Name — there were a number of impromptu comments made in relation to the use of the
‘Cotswold Water Park’ as the name for the area, with suggestions that this did little to
heighten the identity of the area as a whole.
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Consultation Themes, Comments and Required
Responses

The following tables provide a more detailed examination of the actual responses received.
Please note the following represents a qualitative assessment of consultation. As such, a
selection of verbatim comments have been used to present supporting and opposing
comments, and also to identify areas where there is a requirement for clarification in the
reports. These comments should be considered as indicative only. Furthermore, action points
are included where there is deemed to be a requirement to review, strengthen or include
reference to any of the points made.

Theme

VISION

Supporting
Comments

“The preferred option of ‘deriving greatest mutual benefit’ is a sensible and pragmatic one.”

“May | congratulate you on an excellent report tackling this complex area, with its many and often
competing interests, in a comprehensive and comprehensible way.”

“We strongly support the need for a long term strategic vision for the Water Park.”

“As residents of a community within the Cotswold Water Park, we welcome the Master Plan and the
joined-up and co-ordinated approach it should bring to the local authorities in the CWP.”

“The VIP does a very thorough job of identifying the key issues, opportunities, and threats. Whilst
focussed on the future, as a plan should obviously be, it does contain within it the real concerns of the
local community of proposed expansion/development in terms of quality of life, transport links, impact
on biodiversity, community, and possible flooding”

“There is much in the plan which | find appropriate and agree with. The emphasis on respect for
existing environment and the local community is most welcome.”

Opposing
Comments

“I do not consider that vague outline proposals are worthy of being included in the future vision of the
Cotswold Water Park.”

“The Vision reads like an aim or objective. A Vision should be a succinct statement of what something
will be like in, for example, 2028.”

“...the main criticism of the vision (and hence the list of components that shape the vision) is that it
does not convey any sense of when tangible benefits will be realised.”

“...not been convinced that the Master Plan reflects our interests as residents/taxpayers/voters. We
can foresee that in 15 years, a retrospective assessment will sadly conclude that, in contrast with the
Joint Committee’s intentions, a number of the weakest interests will have been compromised.”

“The Master Plan is already out of date. www.waterpark.org announced on 7/3/08 that Keynes Country
Park is to be run and developed by Watermark. It will now be run for the benefit and profit of a
commercial company rather than for the public good.”

“..overall one begins to feel that the vision as expressed could lead to more development, both

commercial and social, rather than an area which is predominantly a rural nature reserve with an
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emphasis on the aquatic, needs.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“... must state clearly that in certain circumstances there will be opposing conflicts that could be difficult
if not impossible to resolve.”

“It is fine in theory - but the flawed planning framework and lack of finance for non-commercial
development makes it impossible to achieve.”

“A careful balance needs to be struck in this regard and this could be given more emphasis. What
might be a good overall vision might, in practice, descend into a commercial venture dependent on
visitor revenues for its sustainability leading to further popularisation/degradation of the area rather
than its enhancement as a place of rich natural attraction.”

|Response

The comments received that the statement does not read like a “Vision” are accepted and this will be
addressed in the review of the Vision and Implementation Plan. An amended version of the Vision will
be discussed with the CWPOG.

It is important to note that the Vision deliberately excludes specific reference to any of the core
priorities in its phrasing in order to avoid the inference that one of the priorities (e.g. tourism or
biodiversity) override all other considerations. This type of suggestion would be very much contrary to
the aspiration for using the development process to achieve mutual benefit.

It is accepted that deriving ‘mutual benefit’ for the CWP from development will require resolution of
opposing positions. However, a key aspect of creating these opposing positions is believed to be
through a lack a clear guidance and suitable enforcement. It is hoped that, through the Vision and
Implementation Plan, the requirements, roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders will become
clearer. In this context, it is hoped that a more open dialogue can be achieved when discussing issues
that are bound to be sensitive.

In relation to the comments received regarding public opinion on the future development of the CWP,
the preparation of the plan, and this subsequent consultation process, has actively sought the views
and opinions of local resident representatives. Unfortunately, it has not been possible to canvass local
opinion on all issues, but it should be acknowledged that the Vision and Implementation Plan is only
the beginning of the process by settings the principles for consideration of development. This includes,
for the first time in relation to strategies relating to the CWP, the integration of communities and

settlements into the development process.

Review the wording of the Vision with the CWPOG.

Theme Countryside, Communities, Settlements
“We welcome the recommendations for greater public access to the countryside and for more public
access to recreational facilities, perhaps on a ‘pay and play’ basis.”
“Objectives appear to address areas that have not been adequately catered for in the past.”
Supporting  [‘It is vital that increased public access and recreational facilities for both visitors and local people are
Comments |provided in the future.”
“The Report recognises that local people have in the past and are still currently suffering from the
inconvenience of gravel extraction without gaining very much benefit.”
“...there is a need to get more businesses to take a role in driving and being part of the CWP.”
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Opposing
Comments

“There is little regard to the core priority “Countryside Character, Community and Settlements”.

“The second bullet point [Section 2.3] states that the local residents have endured the mineral
extraction activities; most local residents do not now want to go on having to endure the problems with
increased visitor numbers and resulting traffic congestion, air quality degradation and noise pollution
associated with the additional trips.”

“...Locals have felt excluded in the past. The focus on increased economic activity will negatively
impact small local communities like ours.”

“...the priority seems to jump to a conclusion that large scale tree and shrub planting should define the
character of the Park - yet this is completely at odds with the area's acknowledged value and future
potential for open habitats such as neutral grassland, grazing marshes and reedbeds.”

“The views and needs of the local residents have not been collected and taken into consideration.”
“The views of the locals have been marginalised for decades and now the developers call the shots.”

“You are trying to mix peace and quiet with activities which are in conflict with this objective.”

“... no thought is being given to existing communities. Only to businesses! ... only big guns have a
say.”

“There is a need to have an objective relating to the action for a Landscape Strategy for the CWP.
Countryside, Settlements and Communities is probably the best place for it. Perhaps modify Objective
1 to read “Deliver development and land use change that is designed to compliment and enhance the
landscape, countryside and settlement character ...”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“... we have concerns about the communities themselves becoming attractions or gateways that
complement other activities as this will remove some of the character of the community and will make
residents extremely uncomfortable.”

|Response

It is acknowledged that communities predate the CWP area, and that the CWP has been, in a way,
enforced upon communities. However, the plan identifies that if the CWP is to be successful, the
inclusion and integration of its communities is vital. This important element has not been explicitly
defined within previous strategies and as a result there is a strong sense of disassociation between
residents and the CWP area. The strong perception of communities is that they have received few
benefits from development and as such the disbenefits of development considerably outweigh any
benefits.

The plan seeks to redress this imbalance by placing communities and the settlements as a core
component of the CWP countryside character. In this context, any future development should be
considered against the needs of the community and residents to ensure that development can respond
appropriately to these needs.

In relation to the landscape comments, it is agreed that firmer guidance is required in relation to the
landscape character of the countryside. The relevant sections will be amended in the Vision and

Implementation Plan review.
Amend the Countryside, Communities and Settlements section to include greater consideration

for the landscape, including provision for the Landscape Character Assessment of the CWP to
be converted into a Landscape Strategy for the CWP.
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Theme

Biodiversity

Supporting
Comments

“We welcome the plans to make the CWP a premier site for nature conservation and biodiversity. We
would like to encourage that all developments consider their environmental impact.”

“The objectives focus on the CWP BAP which is entirely appropriate. If the BAP is used as the primary
toolkit for achieving benefit for biodiversity these objectives can succeed.”

“The aim of making the Cotswold Water Park (CWP) a premier site for nature conservation is strongly
supported.”

“...the emphasis on the environment and biodiversity is to be welcomed.”

“If we can get an integrated approach from all local authorities then this objective is definitely
achievable.”

“It is a tenet on which the CWP is based, and should remain so.”

“The area lends itself to improvement and development of the natural environment for wildlife.”

Opposing
Comments

“The idea of biodiversity corridors is great in theory but in practice is unachievable. There are no
resources and anyway in the Western section there has been too much development.”

“The aspiration for creating the CWP as a Premier Site for Nature Conservation could have significant
implications in relation to other types of development within the CWP.”

“The MOD is very concerned by the concept of creating ‘marsh’ habitat in proximity to RAF Fairford
...... Such wetland habitats will potentially be very attractive to waterfowl and wader species hazardous|
to air traffic.”

“In principal the MOD has no objection to the overall aim of the CWP in improving biodiversity and
becoming a nationally important site for nature conservation. However, the prospect of the area of
open water in the vicinity of RAF Fairford doubling by 2050 is extremely alarming from an aerodrome
safeguarding perspective. The MOD is opposed to the adoption of any development strategy for the
CWP with this as an objective.”

“The MOD is extremely concerned by the concept of corridors to facilitate the dispersal of wildlife
species over a wider area if this were to support or encourage the wider movement of large and
flocking bird species hazardous to air traffic across birdstrike safeguarding zones. Of particular
concern would be the development of a linkage between the eastern and western CWP areas across
RAF Fairford.”

“The MOD consider all habitat development schemes affecting their birdstrike safeguarding zones on a
case by case basis and apply current best practise in aerodrome safeguarding as effectively and as
reasonably as possible. Despite recognising the issue of birdstrike risk and its relevance due to the
proximity of the CWP and RAF Fairford, aerodrome safeguarding it is not identified as a key issue
effecting the biodiversity strategy options.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“As a frequent visitor to the wonderful set of lakes | would appreciate if consideration was given to
some small open access areas set aside as insect reserves with a few small ponds landscaped to
allow closer views and photography of the impressive amount of dragonflies.”

“... slightly concerned that an imbalance could easily result between the volume of development

needed to provide for all the proposed aspirations — tourist accommodation, permanent residential
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housing, second homes, light industry etc. — and the provision of green infrastructure linking natural
habitats in the wider area.”

“As nature conservation includes geodiversity more reference to geodiversity may be needed in the

landscape sections of the ‘Masterplan’.

“To achieve the desired objectives will require a significant change of approach from LPAs, much
greater integration of policies and programmes across the Park area, and a willingness to ensure that
developers and landowners deliver their share of the implementation plan as part of development
opportunities.”

“The masterplan should highlight as an aim the need for developments to protect and enhance the river
corridors throughout the waterpark. They are a major corridor for movement of biodiversity but currently
benefits are rarely achieved.”

The generally overriding support for the biodiversity objectives is certainly welcomed, although the
concerns expressed over the potential impacts of certain species on aerodrome safeguarding are
acknowledged and this will be identified as a potential constraint to the biodiversity objective. The
Birdstrike Technical Working Party has already been established as a mechanism for discussing
potential issues and solutions surrounding development, biodiversity and birdstrike risk. However, the
revised plan will acknowledge that the principal vehicle for reviewing the safeguarding implications of
proposed developments will be through the statutory planning development controls.

In response to the question over the volume of development being proposed for other sectors, it needs
to be recognised that there is a requirement for development, partly for securing the other priorities for
the CWP, but also partly a response to improving and creating new habitats to meet the biodiversity
targets. For example, there are several environment conservation organisations that are considering
new habitat creation and visitor facility development in the CWP area.

In addition, development within the other core priorities can be more beneficial to biodiversity than
undeveloped land. A key principle of the plan is to ensure that the developer recognises from the
outset their role in delivering benefits to biodiversity through their development. The role of
development control will equally be important, with PPS9 setting out a five-point approach to ensuring
biodiversity is considered in relation to future development, namely:

|Response

1. Information — is more information about the site’s biological resource needed? Is more information
about the development and its potential effects needed? Is the significance of the effects clear? Is
relevant internal or external expertise available?

2. Avoidance — have all adverse effects on wildlife species and habitats been avoided wherever
possible?

3. Mitigation — where adverse effects are unavoidable, have they been or can they be minimised by
the use of mitigation measures that can be guaranteed by, for example, conditions or planning
obligations?

4. Compensation — where, despite mitigation, there will be residual adverse effects that cannot be
reduced further, have they been or can they be compensated for by measures aimed at offsetting
harm? Can the compensatory measures be guaranteed by conditions or planning obligations?

5. New benefits — where there would be no significant harm to wildlife species or habitats, are there
opportunities to provide new benefits for wildlife, for example, by habitat creation or enhancement?
Can these new benefits be guaranteed by planning obligations?

In this respect, all existing sites of biodiversity value in the CWP (National Nature Reserves, SSSiIs,

and Local Nature Reserves) should be conserved for nature conservation and protected against

inappropriate development, whilst new development should lead to the additional benefits for
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biodiversity (subject to certain other considerations and constraints such as aerodrome safeguarding).

It also needs to be recognised that development will be needed to ensure that resources, especially
funding, can be realised in order to assist with the ongoing management and project requirements to
ensure that the biodiversity targets as set out in the CWP BAP are achievable. This is generally
accepted by wildlife organisations such as the RSPB, Natural England and Wildlife Trusts who rely on
the successes of visitor-focussed reserves to supplement their activities on other sites. For example,
the RSPB managed Titchwell Reserve is a well used and well managed nature reserve in North Norfolk
that generates visitor volumes often in excess of 100,000. The revenue raised from this site, which has
a large optical goods (binoculars, telephoto lenses) department, is used to help fund projects and
reserves that are less well used, or more sensitive to visitation. It is important, therefore, to ensure that
the emphasis of biodiversity does not exclude other development, and rather that appropriate
development in relation to the other core priorities (particularly tourism) is designed to support
biodiversity aspirations. In this case, it is felt that development of land and the lakes can be used to
assist in achieving biodiversity aspirations. This has been the aim of the CWPS in relation to engaging
with aggregate companies in terms of including habitat provision into the workings of the site, for
example.

‘Strengthen reference to the planning control context in relation to biodiversity to ensure that

future development is utilised to secure the objectives of the CWP BAP, furthering the
importance of existing nature conservation (e.g. NNRs, LNRs, SSSIs), and developing new
areas of importance for nature conservation.

Aerodrome safeguarding to be identified as a potential constraint in relation to the development
aspirations, particularly concerning biodiversity.

Theme

Sport, Leisure, Recreation

Supporting
Comments

“There are obvious opportunities based around the rowing lake site to create accommodation and
major tourism facilities.”

“Expanding the existing facilities to make them more ‘pay and play' | fully endorse...”

“We support developments such as footpaths and cycleways which make the park more accessible to
all in an environmentally sensitive way.”

“....we strongly support the development of a network of footpaths and cycleways throughout the
CWP."

“... we recognise the need for the development for sports and leisure facilities as attractions to the
CWP. To date, these facilities have been created on an ad-hoc basis. We wish to see a more
integrated approach to the planning of these facilities and a greater diversity of sports so that they
appeal to all and are available to all (this may be on a ‘pay and play’ basis).”

Opposing
Comments

“There is an assumption that all increases in tourism and leisure are to be welcomed and are for the
good of all people in the region, this is not the case and the negative impact of such developments
needs to be discussed and solutions agreed at all levels.”

“....but the creation of a water park and large farm attraction seem to be an attempt to commercialise
the CWP rather than play on its strengths which are the areas of natural beauty and the biodiversity.”

“Recent years have seen a major shift in the level of competition and now anglers cannot compete for

CWP Consultation Reponse Summary - 240408 V3.doc April 2008

19




Cotswold Water Park %
Consultation Response

the available waters. | can name at least 10 waters lost to angling in the last few years and this trend
will continue. As leases come up for renewal anglers will lose out to other water users.”

“The CWP has been identified as a beautiful area. It is proposed to use this reason to build large
leisure centres for all kinds of activities. These centres will then destroy the beauty of the area.”

[regarding the aqua-adventure park and farm-based attraction] “such attractions will require planning
consent before proposals can be considered as firm candidates for development... such attractions
cannot be supported by the existing infrastructure, in particular, the roads and transport provision.”

[regarding Lake 301] “can we expect to have people walking and cycling at the bottom of our garden.
Our first concern would be any compromise to our security.”

“In the absence of concrete proposals the suggestions of a Retail Outlet (similar to the Great Western
Outlet) on the East side of the old A419 between Latton Water Works and Latton Village and a tourist
development of a self-contained holiday/hotel complex similar to Center Parks on the old Down
Ampney Airfield are bound to cause absolute consternation.”

“| believe it is inappropriate at this time to include such tentative plans (which will attract widespread
opposition) in your Review and it does not in my view fit in with your overall strategy and development
of activities centred around the Canal and Thames corridor where it is much more appropriate.”

“... there is no need to promote golf courses that have signature holes on islands in lakes. The plan
has tried not to be prescriptive but highlighting these sort of developments may encourage developers
to apply for them in the water park.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“In developing further sport and leisure facilities, more strenuous efforts need to be made to identify
and avoid those lakes that are of key importance for breeding and wintering waterfowl.”

“It is difficult for small local organisations and clubs to invest in recreational facilities on this scale.”

"l am not sure that many of the activities envisaged sit well with the aims for natural habitat, rural
pursuits and the agricultural heritage of the area. There may be local opposition to many of the "noisy"
sports and activities.”

“The planning and location of these developments is key and we feel that this has not been addressed
in the Master Plan.”

“The siting of any new “flagship” projects must be very carefully considered with the impact of such
developments on the local communities paramount. Issues such as traffic control, parking, noise and
lighting should be discussed with the local parishes before development plans are finalised.”

“We think it very important that the still unformulated strategic plan for footpath access to the lakes
should take full account of anything that is already under discussion.”

“For my part | believe that it is important to get landowners on side at the earliest possible stages.”
“Any development of lakes for boating or water sports within MOD statutory birdstike safeguarding

zones would need to be appraised from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective. The functional
design of water body associated with water sports, particularly boating, is unlikely to be compatible with

wider biodiversity aims in addressing aerodrome safeguarding.”
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|Response

In relation to perceived softer, less intrusive leisure and recreation activities (walking, cycling, angling,
sailing) there is a general consensus of opinion that such provision is to be supported, particularly
amongst residents that can also see a tangible benefit for their local communities.

However, the prospect of additional leisure and sporting facilities and attractions has much less favour
in relation to the comments received. Understandably, there is some question of the impact that such
attractions, with a suggested level of visitation at 200,000-300,000 visits per year (as achieved by the
KCP), could have upon the fabric of the neighbouring communities. Respondents from the central
section in particular question the viability of the concept proposals as identified on the maps.

It should be reiterated that it was not the purpose of the maps to be treated as spatial plans outlining
the exact nature and composition of future development in the CWP. Rather, the maps were used to
illustrate the complex issues that face the development of the CWP, how these issues could be
integrated, and how these interrelationships may manifest in terms of the geographical spread of
development based upon a variety of strategic analysis. It is accepted that the maps do become more
spatially defined towards the end of the sequence, however it is not anticipated that the maps will
dictate, from a development control perspective, the specific areas or types of development to take
place. Similarly, the conceptualised developments are simply to act as a guide as to the scope for
innovation in relation to leisure and tourism amenity provision in the CWP that could benefit its status
as a unique countryside environment.

Overall, the maps present a visual interpretation of strategically guided principles that are being
applied. It is these principles that represent the important components of the document rather than the
maps. Furthermore, it is the principles that need to be adopted if the inherent potential of the CWP for
sport, leisure and recreation, which has been recognised since its inception, is to be realised.

However, it is acknowledged that any development needs to be achieved in a manner that is
sympathetic to the nature and character of the CWP as a countryside environment. In order to comply
with the ‘mutual benefit’ ethos, any development proposals should provide consideration of the impacts
and implications it could have on the other core priorities. This analysis should include investigations
on the potential for resident disturbance, traffic, noise, safety, and the environment, and any mitigation
measures to resolve any problems that could arise. In order to assist with this process, a simplified
matrix of ‘mutual benefit considerations’ will be included in the revised version of the Vision and
Implementation Plan.

Review Maps S3.6-9 with the CWPOG in order to determine the potential for misinterpretation of
the maps from a planning context.

Establish a matrix of ‘mutual benefit considerations’ from which any development proposal
should be assessed.

Theme Tourism
“We recognise that for the CWP to be sustainable, it will be necessary for it to include a number of
good quality tourist attractions.”

Subportin “Developments such as pathways, cycle ways, canals and the associated marinas are likely to

PP 9 |enhance the environment and improve environmentally sensitive tourism and access.”

Comments
“Need for longer stay times to enjoy all facets of park. Need for park to be a weekend/week long
destination.”
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“Making an area attractive to visitors requires much more investment in infrastructure.”

“... we recognise the need for the development for sports and leisure facilities as attractions to the
CWP. To date, these facilities have been created on an ad-hoc basis. We wish to see a more
integrated approach to the planning of these facilities and a greater diversity of sports so that they
appeal to all and are available to all (this may be on a ‘pay and play’ basis).”

Opposing
Comments

“The whole document is heavily biased towards tourism. This is perhaps not surprising bearing in mind
the author of the report.”

“Tourism almost by definition will represent increased trips. This will result in increased use of carbon-
based fuels, will put at risk wildlife habitats, will result in increasing levels of air pollutants and
greenhouse gases, will jeopardise ground water quality and will degrade the general landscape
quality.”

“There has been enough tourism development in the CWP; the key focus for the future should be
maintaining the habitats created by the gravel extraction and ensuring that future extraction is
rehabilitated in an eco-friendly manner.”

“Future tourism should concentrate on the low-key minority market of those wishing to enjoy the
habitats and countryside for what is; not wishing to change it into a leisure or theme park.”

“Remove the plans for "Tourism " activities in the Central portion of the Water Park.”

“the creation of new tourist attractions that could be anywhere in the UK is inconsistent with what the
CWP should be about - natural beauty and biodiversity. | struggle to see how a water park and
sculpture fit with that.”

“| believe it is inappropriate at this time to include such tentative plans (which will attract widespread
opposition) in your Review and it does not in my view fit in with your overall strategy and development
of activities centred around the Canal and Thames corridor where it is much more appropriate.”

“[the organisation] don't believe the master plan should be 'promoting' developments such as 'eco-
lodges' in lakes (we should be looking to limit development that could impact on lake ecology).”

“...we have concerns about the communities themselves becoming attractions or gateways that
complement other activities as this will remove some of the character of the community and will make
residents extremely uncomfortable.”

Clearer
Guidance
[Required

“We believe that the key to this is in publicity and heritage information, and devising more gateway
centres to welcome visitors and to demonstrate what the area has to offer.”

“Whilst the emphasis on green transport to these attractions is laudable, we feel that the inevitable rise
in car transport and noise and their impact on the existing communities have not been addressed.”

“...the draft Masterplan would appear to place an emphasis on the current forms of accommodation i.e.
holiday lodges having reached a ceiling and that future focus should be on other types of
accommodation not currently present in the CWP.”

“There is emphasis in the report on hotel accommodation for visitors, but we would like to see the
promotion in the Plan of a site, or sites, for hostel style accommodation designed — and costed - to
attract young people and volunteers who may be working on conservation, or similar, type projects
across the area.”
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“Concerned that the ‘educational’ element doesn’t come across strong within the report...”

“Developing wildlife tourism as a niche market will require (first) much greater commitment to delivering
a high quality natural environment free of intrusive uses.”

“The drive to increase tourism must be balanced by the need to develop the infrastructure to support it.
There is far too much talk of potential benefits without detailing the negative consequences for local
residents.”

“To encourage more visitors without such supporting infrastructure would be to the detriment of the
CWP character (more pressure on country roads, more accidents, clogging of pathways and
bridleways etc) Recently pulled funding for the canal restoration project demonstrates the vulnerability
of this driver to financial pressures.”

“There is always a conflict between tourism and the environment. | think that this needs to be handled
with huge caution if the water park isn't to be turned into some vast holiday camp.”

“Other [tourism] markets identified : include and add cultural tourism — reference recommended to the
suggested centre for gallery of ‘wildlife and public art’.”

“Clearly if effective aerodrome safeguarding cannot be maintained this may affect the running of the
Royal International Air Tattoo at RAF Fairford.”

|Response

Similar to sport, leisure and recreation, low level tourism activities (i.e. those perceived as not requiring
large-scale development) are generally more accepted compared to those that would result in
significant volumes of visitors.

The principle for tourism is that any tourism development should respond to the market opportunities
inherent in the CWP, or forecast to grow in the CWP in respect of the other core priorities. This
includes wildlife watching; participating in sports; walking, cycling and horse riding as key pastimes that
can be catered for in the CWP; heritage discovery; and outdoor education and field studies. The one
market that has been identified for tourism-specific development is in relation to the family market.
IMoreover, this is in direct response to firstly the success of the KCP but secondly an acceptance of its
inherent weaknesses (i.e. the KCP is seasonally focussed and dry weather dependent, whilst the site
also has poor accessibility and car parking issues). The current position and future prospects of the
education and family markets in particular will be reviewed.

Given the proximity of Swindon and the urban growth strategy that is currently being enacted upon, the
CWP has a significant opportunity to provide important countryside, sporting, nature and wildlife
experiences on the doorstep of a significant neighbouring market. Building in the Cricklade Country
Way (CCW) and the Thames & Severn Canal projects into the Vision and Implementation Plan for the
CWHP is as a direct recognition that access to the CWP from these markets should be as sustainable as
possible and reduce dependency on car-borne traffic. However, it is accepted that both projects face
significant issues before they will be completed and it would be unrealistic to suggest that the car will
not be the main form of transport to the CWP, at least in the short to medium term. It is partly for this
reason that the central area of the CWP has been identified as being more conducive to leisure-based
attractions as traffic from the A419 would quickly be able to find its destination and with minimal
implications to the local road network. However, it also acknowledged that this premise would need to
be robustly tested against the envisaged location and traffic implications of any given development.

The purpose of identifying specific gateways or hubs for visitor activity is also designed to manage
visitor impacts on the CWP area. By creating specific focal points of activity it will be possible to
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ensure that the benefits of visitors (particularly economic) can be enhanced whilst the negative impacts
(i.e. traffic, congestion, noise, litter) can be better managed and reduced. Through the creation of a
leisure and recreation network that links these towns and villages, visitors can be actively encouraged
to access the wider countryside area of the CWP via more sustainable forms of transport. The links
provided by Thames and Severn Canal, mainly through the towpath but also potentially via its
navigation in the longer term, between Lechlade and Cricklade will be an integral component of this
premise. The development of the hubs/gateways will be based on their capacity to host visitors,
provide information, and to provide services such as accommodation. It is for this reason that the
hubs/gateways are likely to be focussed on the main towns, though the ability to draw car borne visitors
into a focal point from the main access points, namely the A419, will also be of critical importance. The
existing Gateway Centre is effective in this regard as visitors enter the western section of the CWP. A
similar ‘Gateway Centre’ may be feasible in the central area. All hubs/gateways should seek to
promote sustainable movement around the CWP, an aspect that should become easier over time.

Although it is accepted that there can be conflict between tourism and the environment, it should be
recognised that tourism also presents one of the most viable industries for sensitive landscapes, hence
why tourism is often sought and encouraged in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. These types of environments require the income that tourists bring to help underpin the
economy. This income supports local services and local businesses that may otherwise be under
threat. These businesses in turn can, through the appropriate channels, be encouraged to support
community improvement initiatives, nature conservation schemes, and deliver other types of
community benefits. A healthy tourism offer can be used to help engender a sense of community spirit
and pride amongst local residents. It is accepted that it is a situation that needs to be carefully
managed, but successful destinations can, on the whole, achieve the appropriate balance.

\With respect to comments about tourism and sustainability, as with any form of activity the tourism
industry has an obligation to review the impacts it has on the environment, with the use of carbon-
based fuels and the lowering of carbon footprints two matters to be assessed. These impacts can be
viewed on a global, national and local scale. The industry is already responding to some of these
challenges; however it is unfeasible to assume that there can be no additional development or people
movement on the basis of increased carbon footprints and risks. Instead, there is a need to educate
and offer alternative forms of movement and enjoyment of the natural environment. This is a key
emphasis of Eden Project for example which attracts over 1 million visitors per year and has been
identified as a key contributor to the recent prosperity of the tourism sector in the county. Yet, tourism
is considered to present greater levels of sustainability in terms of industry, the community and the
environment, albeit that the business sector needs to respond to lowering the carbon footprint of
visitors.

Of particular concern from the workshop sessions is the proliferation of second homes/holiday homes,
especially in the western section. The investigation was unable to definitively state whether the level of
second homes (existing and with planning permission) represents a suitable threshold for this type of
development either at a total level or spatially, although comments from residents in the western
section would suggest that the threshold in this area has certainly been reached from their perspective.
As a response, it is suggested that this issue be investigated more thoroughly to understand the
guantitative and qualitative threshold for such developments.

Strengthen the reference to education and family markets within the relevant tourism sections,
reflecting the current position and their future prospects as tourism markets.

Review Maps S3.6-9 with the CWPOG in order to determine the potential for misinterpretation of
the maps from a planning context.
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Establish a matrix of ‘mutual benefit considerations’ from which any development proposal
should be assessed.

Provide clearer guidance on the nature and roles of visitor hubs/gateways, especially those

associated with existing settlements.

Strengthen the appropriate sections to reflect concerns in relation to tourism and transport, and
identify principles for encouraging more sustainable access to and movement around the CWP.

Theme

Sustainability

Supporting
Comments

“[the respondent]...strongly believes that there is a unique window of opportunity, through a co-
ordinated strategic and planned approach, for the Water Park to become an exemplar area of truly
sustainable rural living, encompassing the rural environment and economy as well as those living within
and around the park.”

Opposing
Comments

“[The Stage Il report] makes comment that “sustainability is about developing and delivering a visitor
sector that is of appropriate scale and form from the perspective of the visitor, the industry, the
community and the environment. The environmental aspect of this has been narrowly considered in
terms of the immediate ambiance in the scoring in the tables and ignores the Notes to the
Implementation plan (Stage lll starting page 48) where the SEA clearly mentions sustainability. ”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“l would like to see a far greater emphasis on all activities and developments within the CWP adopting
a more sustainable and ‘green’ strategy, including fuel use, water treatment, water supply, waste etc,
and | believe these issues should all be front loaded into the vision for the CWP, so that it can become
a flagship for sustainability.”

“[the organisation] would encourage the use of energy saving and sustainable techniques such as solar
roofs, rainwater recycling including water butts and green roofs.... Structures within the park should be
constructed and maintained to a high standard of pollution prevention best practice.”

|Response

Few comments have been received in relation to the sustainability issues concerning the CWP, though
many comments regarding the other core priorities either implicitly or explicitly discuss sustainability
(transportation, environmental impacts, social impacts, carbon footprint, etc.).

Development will obviously need to be compliant with national, regional and local policy and
regulations in relation to sustainable design and consumption of utilities such as energy, water and
waste. In the case of the CWP, the Gateway Centre represents a pioneering development in relation to
sustainable design, fuel, water and waste management. In this context, the notion that the CWP could
become an exemplar of sustainable rural living should be regarded as a collective ethos that all
stakeholders, but particularly developers, should contribute to.

Although a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) has not been completed, the sustainability

issues and responses to these issues have very much been aligned to the SEA principles.
Strengthen relevant sections to include reference to the CWP seeking to surpass sustainable

policy guidelines in relation to design and resource utilisation of developments.

Theme Agriculture
S . “If larger sport/leisure based projects can be integrated around working and interpretive farms
upporting . . ; : | N
Comments (particularly organic) then the public can learn about farming as they enjoy the other park facilities.
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“In order to create a biodiversity corridor in the CWP we will require some agricultural management to
maintain and enhance the landscape and therefore it is important we support the agricultural industry.”

“Farming is an important part of the attractiveness of the Park. A chance exists to introduce a greater
percentage of the public to British Agriculture as they enjoy the Park and other leisure pursuits. i.e.
Cycle and running tracks through farmland.”

“The pressures of current and future mineral extraction plans are likely to be at the cost of encouraging
agricultural diversity. | believe that the increasing pressure on food supplies and increasing costs,
which are likely to become worse in the foreseeable future, make this a driver that should cause a
rethink of gravel extraction plans.”

“We believe that it is very important to maintain agriculture in the CWP. Encouraging diversity is clearly
a way of achieving this.”

“Agriculture has to have a prominent place in the Plan. It is critical to the successful management of
large parts of the habitat mosaic.”

“Farming needs to continue and crops grown.”

Opposing
Comments

“None of the mineral extraction area is returned to its previous agricultural use.”

“.... the farming community needs to be able to work the land to produce commercial food crops. This
is not a niche activity as outlined in your supporting driver on Agriculture.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“The potential impacts of biomass energy crops need to be rigorously assessed to make sure there will
be no adverse effects on landscape quality and nature conservation objectives.”

“Of particular interest is the proposal to consider the value of bio-fuel crops. With such emphasis being
placed on creating or enhancing landscape value through the CWP, it is difficult to see a place for such
crops — particularly myscanthus (Elephant Grass). In addition, the Plan is silent on markets for bio-fuel
crops or indeed end-use application. More guidance will be required to support the proposals.”

“Environmental stewardship schemes on agricultural land can be relevant to birdstrike hazard
management where habitat management changes would significantly alter the attractiveness of areas
in proximity to operational aerodromes to large and flocking bird species. Any development of
strategies or aims within the CWP area to utilise such initiatives would need to take account of
aerodrome safeguarding as a consideration.”

|Response

Agriculture remains one of the primary land uses of the CWP, but it is also a sector that is facing large
changes. The plan seeks to acknowledge this aspect, but rather than seeking to override the
agricultural activities already undertaken in the CWP it identifies opportunities for diversification in both
crop and non-crop activities.

The aspiration is for the CWP to support the continued viability of the agricultural community,
recognising agriculture is an integral component of the landscape and economic fabric of the CWP; but
also for the agricultural community to support the other objectives of the CWP. This will be particularly
important in relation to providing organic and environmentally sound produce; delivering against
biodiversity targets; becoming integrated into the whole landscape approach to nature conservation;
establishing visitor attractions; utilising resources / buildings for commercial use, including tourism
accommodation; and in providing an integral component of the leisure and recreation network.

In relation to the recommendation for biocrops, it is considered that certain biocrops may represent an

opportunity for crop diversification from a strategic perspective and to assist with sustainability
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objectives. It is accepted that this will require greater investigation as to whether this is viable against
other considerations, including biodiversity, and to identify those biofuel crops that represent the most
appropriate crop opportunities. This section will be reviewed to ensure that the text reflects this
position.

The loss of agricultural land to mineral extraction may become less pronounced in the future, especially
in the central section of the CWP. The key drivers behind this are the aerodrome safeguarding and
hydrological implications that the continuing growth of open water in the CWP will have. In this respect,
it is certainly possible that mineral extraction sites in the central area (and other areas) will be required
to be returned to their previous (agricultural use). However, a barrier to this will be the level of suitable

inert material that contains the properties necessary to undertake this type of restoration commitment.

Strengthen references in relation to the CWP supporting the viability of the agricultural
community by providing opportunities for diversification, but without compromising existing
activities.

Review references to the potential diversification into biofuels to ensure consideration is to be
given to the nature, viability and impacts of different biocrop cultivation in the CWP area.

Theme

Built Heritage

Supporting
Comments

[Highly supportive, difficult to achieve..] “...because it is difficult to get funding for "Heritage Centres" of
an educational nature.”

“l encourage appreciation of our heritage. | like most of the objectives mentioned in the reports in this
regard.”

“...support the aims to get wider public access to the interpretation of the archaeology of the area”.

“We will in principle support the restoration of navigation to a satisfactory appraisal of environmental
issues and acceptable minimisation of any adverse environmental impacts.”

Opposing
Comments

“The summaries of the history and archaeology of the CWP are often inaccurate and do not really bring
out the nature of the resource/importance of the area.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“The importance of the industrial heritage is implied but not specifically stated in the document.”

”

“...prefer to see the use of the term ‘Historic Environment’ in the reports rather than heritage. .....

“...the document quantifies only the scheduled monuments in the CWP. Since most of the
archaeological remains are unscheduled this leads to a serious understatement of the extent and
quality of the archaeological resource in the area.”

“There is a need for a strategic approach to the management of the archaeology of the CWP.... This
will need to include a clearer appreciation of what has gone and what is left, what we should seek to
preserve in situ and how we can best use the results of previous archaeological excavations to engage
the public.”

“[the organisation is] ...fully involved in the URT Heritage Landscape Project, and strongly supportive of
Canal conservation, and we expect the Implementation Plan to be integrated with these initiatives, and
with any plans to re-route the Thames Path National Trail (along the northern bank upstream from
Inglesham) and/or to re-open the Canal towpath and make the grounds of the Roundhouse and Lock

(now owned by British Waterways) accessible to the public.”
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“Key to many of the proposals outlined in the report is the active involvement of landowners.”
“Interpretation, Education and Access strategies were developed for the canal.”

“There needs to be a balance between helping archaeology and implementing development schemes.”

|Response

The points in relation to the inaccuracies of the relevant sections will be reviewed. It should be noted
that it has not been possible as part of this process to undertake an independent and comprehensive
assessment of the heritage issues facing the CWP.

The heritage assessment has been based on the evidence presented in the 'The Cotswold Water Park,
Interpreting the Historic Environment' report undertaken by Oxford Archaeology, and through
discussions with key heritage initiatives (Cotswold Canal Partnership, Cricklade Country Way, and the
Great Western Community Forest Partnership in relation to the Upper Thames Heritage Initiative) in the
CWP area. lItis accepted that this has resulted in a focus on the core heritage elements of the CWP
(scheduled monuments) and large-scale heritage initiatives. However, future discoveries could
heighten the heritage importance of the CWP as an area that has been inhabited for 6,000 years. Itis
accepted that stronger reference to heritage should be made in this context. Likewise, the existing
historical structures and artefacts need to be conserved and protected against inappropriate
development.

It is accepted that some of the large-scale heritage projects will require a suitable timescale and
resources to be invested in their development. This is particularly true of the canal restoration
schemes. However, the value of the plan will hopefully be to present a greater depth of understanding
in relation to the strategic context for such developments. In addition, the identification and increased
interpretation of the historic environment of the CWP should lead to greater understanding and

appreciation of the area for the benefit of residents, visitors and educational groups.
Review the heritage sections in relation to inaccuracies.

Strengthen reference to the importance of the ‘historic environment’ as opposed to just
scheduled monuments and large-scale heritage projects.

Theme Arts
“We welcome the fact that the Arts have been identified as a “supporting driver”.

Supporting

Comments |‘We support having facilities for the arts and archaeology in the CWP or neighbouring towns (for
example, Cirencester or Cheltenham).”

Opposing

Comments
“Not sure how iconic art would really enhance the CWP. Would need careful evaluation to ensure
interest and iconic aspects were still in keeping with the overall ideals for the CWP as understood by
residents and other stakeholders.”

Clearer “Unfortunately the Arts are inconsistently referenced throughout the consultation document.”

Guidance

|Required “...artists can be employed to collaborate with other professionals such as designers, ecologists,
scientists, landscape architects and other professionals to trigger innovative thinking and imaginative
approaches to large projects”
“...reference recommended to the suggested centre for gallery of ‘wildlife and public art’.”
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|Response

The inconsistency in relation to referencing of the arts will be reviewed. Overall, it is acknowledged
that the arts has a key role to play in regards to creating a special identity and character. The purpose
of identifying the arts as a supporting driver is to ensure that its value in creating more meaningful
interpretation of the history, heritage and environmental features will be encapsulated into future
development plans and policies.

It is accepted that further provision of the Arts may be forthcoming as the CWP develops, and that this
could include an arts and crafts centre. The potential for such a centre will be included in the
“conceptual developments” section in the plan. However, it should be noted that such a development
was not included in the ‘“Topic Paper on the Arts for the CWP’ which identified different aspects in
where the Arts could be utilised to help showcase the CWP and encourage exploration of the
countryside.

Review the inconsistent referencing of the arts sector in the appropriate section.

Include the prospect of an arts and crafts centre in the CWP in the list of conceptual
developments to be explored in the CWP.

Theme

The Minerals Process

Supporting
Comments

“We welcome the approach of the masterplan to facilitate coordination between the cross boundary
IMPA's.”

“...welcome the chance to be part of the consultation process.”

“The potential transformation of the central section ... landscape through mineral extraction is an
opportunity for the area to become a demonstrator of how a co-ordinated and properly planned
development can deliver a diverse range of priorities including food and energy production, enhance
biodiversity and add to wider appeal of the area as a tourist destination of national significance.”

Opposing
Comments

“...there is no acknowledgement [in the plan] that there will be quarrying and associated economic
activity taking place over that time.”

...... seems a bit disingenuous to the roles played by respective Minerals Local Plans (MLP). The
County Council as MPA is charged first and foremost with making provision for minerals and in the
case of the CWP, for sand & gravel aggregates. There are clear national and regional policies to
support this process.”

“...the proposals set out under “Status Quo” are totally unacceptable. The CWP is only the CWP
because of mineral working. It is wrong to assume that planned minerals development is carried out in
an ad-hoc and unconnected manner. If anything, it is the array of afteruses that have developed that

can be described as ‘being...uncoordinated’.

“...of critical concern with the ... findings is the total lack of depth of investigation into the reasons why
the pattern of development proposals differs between Wiltshire and Gloucestershire. The document
almost infers that the failings of the CWP, in terms of coherent planning, are a direct result of Wiltshire
and Swindon failing to agree a pattern of development.”

“There is no reference in the documents to the number of jobs that currently exist in the CWP, and will
continue to exist in the CWP, through aggregate companies. This employment will be retained in the
future.”

Clearer

“In respect of ‘mineral processes’, although a good practice guide for the restoration and after use of
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Guidance
Required

sites would be valuable it should be appropriately referenced to adopted policies in the Minerals
Development Frameworks in Gloucestershire, Wiltshire & Swindon.”

“The matters that would be covered by a good practice guidance document would be much better
served if swept up into a more comprehensive document with development plan (statutory) status such
as an Area Action Plan (AAP).”

“...discuss the concept of more prescriptive regime for restoration and after use of minerals workings.
An issue which has come up repeatedly for the MPA in addressing restoration and after use issues
from a range of stakeholders has been not to be too prescriptive. This may stifle innovation and
potentially preclude more beneficial uses which may come forward in the future.”

“... it would be sensible to state what is meant by ‘current levels’.”

“There are a number of important factors to note when considering ‘production rates’ and forward
planning for minerals...”

“the influence of the MOD should not be underestimated. There is a theoretical moratorium on
minerals extraction hanging over the area. Clearly, it remains to be seen whether this actually
materialises but the issue will become very clear once new site proposals are drafted and published.”

“...the influence of local people and communities should not be overlooked. The future of mineral
working will be shaped by the influence of local communities on issues such as fundamental
acceptability, the need for robust and defensible settlement protection measures (buffer zones, bunding
/ planting arrangements etc), threats to public health (noise / dust) and the need to reduce the risk of
flooding.”

“...securing a succession of mineral developments along a proposed biodiversity corridor...”. This is a
laudable objective and worthy of support. However, what isn't acknowledged is the fact that Wiltshire &
Swindon have already effectively identified this approach - traditionally through the MLP and more
recently in the emerging Minerals Core Strategy.”

“The Wiltshire and Swindon MLP set out a strategic phasing approach to future mineral working. The
approach worked in terms of theoretically meeting the local apportionment and for setting out the need
for, amongst other things, a consistent approach to infrastructure improvements. However, the
approach ultimately failed because landowners were reticent to release sites and (arguably) the overall
demand for construction aggregates was being met by existing operations.”

“Each phase of quarry development will need a hydrological/hydrogeological conceptual study to
ensure watertable and river flow impacts to not derogate the existing amenity of the lakes and the River
Thames and other streams (i.e. river flows and lake levels).”

“The requirement for land filling for site restoration and possible restrictions on landfill activities should
be considered within the plan area.”

“...to create interesting lakes and lakes with reedbeds, there is a need to put in inert material — this can
be as much as a 1/3 of the material taken out.”

“It now takes longer to get planning

“Aerodrome safeguarding may be a significant factor affecting the identification of sites for future
mineral development. The MOD has identified the need for the mineral development framework plans
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currently being prepared by Gloucestershire and Wiltshire to adopt a restoration led approach to
identifying areas for mineral development. Such an approach would entail taking account of the means
of restoration that are economically and logistically achievable in addressing birdstrike safeguarding
concerns at sites occupying aerodrome birdstrike safeguarding zones.”

“In terms of restoration, there was a lot of good will in the past but there are now problems because
everyone has a different view.”

“The Aggregate Levy hasn't worked in favour of the CWP. A lot of money is being generated for the
Aggregate Levy but this is not being put back into the CWP.”

|Response

Actions

The majority of the written comments in relation to the minerals process section were presented by the
two Mineral Planning Authorities (MPAS), Gloucestershire MPA, and Wiltshire and Swindon MPA.
Further comments have been obtained via meetings held with aggregate companies.

It is accepted that greater definition of the statutory processes of the MPAs and the influences on their
respective policy approaches is required in relation to the CWP, particularly in the Stage Il report. This
will be undertaken to give a more balanced account of the existing and future situations.

It is also accepted that the principle concerns in relation to uncoordinated development relate as much
to afteruses of mineral extraction as anything else, with after use planning policy very much a concern
of the local authorities. However, the wider consultation has indicated that there is a perception of a
lack of co-ordination between the two MPAs in relation to their approaches to mineral extraction sites
and, perhaps more importantly, the restoration strategies accepted.

The key issues highlight that the ideal position would be to strategically identify future mineral
extraction sites by viewing the CWP as whole rather than as separate areas of concern between
Gloucestershire and Wiltshire and Swindon MPAs. It is accepted that this situation may already be
occurring on an informal basis through close working relationships between the respective officers.
However, the comment received by one of the MPAs that ‘no formal decision-making arrangements are
currently in place’ between the two authorities highlights the lack of clarity from the perspective of other
stakeholders involved in this process, especially the landowners and local communities. It is this lack
of clarity that needs to be addressed.

The prospect of establishing a ‘Good Practice Guide’ is particularly aimed at addressing the lack of
clarity identified in relation to the development controls to be applied initially to the mineral site planning
application and restoration strategy (MPASs); and then the development controls to be applied in relation
to proposed afteruses for the mineral extraction sites (LPAS).

The purpose of the Good Practice Guide would be to establish shared principles and policies that will
allow all stakeholders involved in, or affected by, the mineral extraction to understand the processes
and requirements in relation to the working of sites, strategies to develop/protect habitats, promoting
public access to/benefit from the areas (subject to health and safety considerations), restoration,
landscape design and planting etc. It would also assist in beginning to focus the priorities of
landowners on potential afteruses. This guide should not be construed as being prescriptive in terms
of after use, but rather to assist landowners and developers with preferred generic options for after use
proposals based upon the wider strategic objectives of the CWP.

It is accepted that such a document will need to be supported by strong development policies, and that

this will be a key part of the AAP in relation to providing development control.
Review the relevant sections concerning the Minerals Planning Process to ensure an accurate

reflection of the considerations is outlined.
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Use the AAP process to define the principal role and responsibilities of the mineral extraction

process, and to use this to form the basis of a document akin to a ‘Good Practice Guide’.

Theme

Hydrology & Climate Change

Supporting
Comments

“As the report explains the hydrology in the Park is complicated. Any modelling should take into
account the future needs of the navigation and should also consider opportunities for water transfer
potentially using the line of the waterway.”

“In a time of changing climate and changing use of the land (from agricultural fields to lakes) we fully
support research of the CWP hydrology in relation to flood risk, flood alleviation and low flow issues in
local river courses.”

“A proper understanding of hydrology within CWP has never been addressed, despite plans to do so.”

“Many of the Protected sites (SSSIs and SAC) in the CWP are water dependent habitats and it is
important that water supply and flood risk is better understood.”

“..the effects of extended gravel extraction and its influence on flooding, water levels and sustained
river flow, while possibly understood in principle, have not been given due attention for the area as a
whole and for the communities within the CWP in particular.”

“[the organisation is]... pleased that the potential impact of gravel extraction on the hydrological regime
of nearby rivers has been identified as an issue. We feel that this should be investigated further, along
with low flow rivers and impacts of climate change.”

Opposing
Comments

“I think that the climate change issue could be far greater and more limiting to any part of the Plan than
is currently recognised. Changes in river levels and seasonal flooding could have a major impact.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“Under pinning the aspirations of the whole plan is good water quality. The plan should include a
strategy for effective waste water management within the park based on the extension of the public
sewer network.”

“Following restoration, there may be scope for a reduction in flood risk as highlighted by the report. The
Thames region Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP) recognises the importance of storage of
flood water in this part of the catchment. This approach should be promoted at a strategic planning
level.”

“... the canal and its associated infrastructure such as its reservoirs can be used for flood mitigation
purposes, either as a conduit, or to contain uprising water from the River Thames and/or Churn.”

“This is a most important and little understood issue. Not only should the hydrological impact of
extraction and lake creation be studied but also the impact of the built environment in after use
development”

“The issue of hydrology is without doubt a fundamental influence on land-use planning in the CWP /
UTV. However, does it constitute the title of an “enabling driver”? The hydrological regime of the CWP
/ UTV will continue to evolve / adapt, both as function of development (all forms not simply minerals)
and climate change.”

“It is extremely important that the hydrology of the region is carefully examined before planning
permission is granted.”
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“... there will be difficultly in getting anything developed in the East of the CWP because of the flood
risk.”

|Response

The supply of good quality water is a key aspect of the aspirations of the CWP, particularly in relation to
biodiversity. The relevant sections of the report will be amended accordingly to ensure that this
principle is clearly outlined.

Similarly, the impact of development in relation to flood risk and low river flows is also recognised as a
key concern, and that these issues should be viewed across the whole of the CWP area and not just on
a site by site basis. The revised Implementation and Action Plan will reflect this stance.

It is accepted that climate change could have a significant impact upon the aspirations of the CWP,
both in terms of flood risk due to increased precipitation and low river flows due to long periods of dry
weather. These impacts that such climatic conditions will have will need to be continually monitored,
and the findings of this monitoring programme to be included within continuing development of the

CWP.

Re-affirm the objective that a better understanding of the hydrological system for the whole of
the CWP is required, outlining its nature, issues, impacts and solutions.

Strengthen the acknowledgement that the supply of good quality water is a key requirement,
particularly in relation to biodiversity.

Heighten the emphasis of the monitoring of the impacts (opportunities and constraints) of
climate change on the CWP, with the evidence gathered to be used in relation to the decision of
future development propositions.

Theme Planning
“One of the big advantages of the Master Plan is that it has the potential to provide a joined up
approach to planning across the local authorities.”
“An AAP [Area Action Plan] will give everyone the same set of standards to work to, resulting in
consistency across the whole of the CWP.”
“[The organisation] has argued for such an integrated strategy (especially for minerals development) in
the CWP since 2004 (before the new planning system was introduced). The necessary planning
process and tools to create an AAP are there to be used; all it would take is commitment to joint
working by the 5 local authorities.”

Supporting  |“Strong planning is essential to design a well integrated leisure and conservation use. Thought needs

Comments |to be put into the correct balance between greater built development and tourist facilities as well as
nature.”
“| agree with the tone and tenor of criticisms in the reports regarding the lack of coordination of
planning policy - especially with regard to small communities and those close to boundaries between
authorities.”
“Needs either CDC leadership or an Area Action Plan.”
“All the [of the issues mentioned by the agency] would be best realised by a common planning policy
within the parks precinct.”
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“It is easier to go to Gloucestershire [Cotswold DC] than Wiltshire (North Wiltshire DC] for
development.”

Opposing
Comments

"[the minerals section] ... it seems to gloss over the importance of the district planning authority in this
process. Some clarity might be useful here in stating that district authorities are the decision-makers for
'hard' after uses beyond agriculture, forestry, nature conservation and informal recreation. In the two-
tier system of Gloucestershire, districts will be fundamental to the CWP vision.”

“...Since the CWPS is not a planning authority in it's own right, just a consultee like a Parish/Town
Council, is it appropriate to endorse major planning changes to existing Local Plans.”

“Once the Review is accepted, in practice these tentative plans become “endorsed” and landowners
would quote from the Review in any future planning applications.”

“...we are concerned that there is no mention in the Master Plan about the Settlement Protection
Boundaries / Zones. Whilst, we are not against development in the Water Park, we do not want any
development to take place within our protection boundary nor do we want development to have any
adverse effects on our community in terms of noise or increased traffic within the village.”

“Two counties have to agree”

“Planning does not seem to be involving local communities at an early enough stage.”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“Much faith is being placed in the concept of an AAP solving the perceived shortcomings of the CWP.
This may prove to be the way forward. However, the creation of the Phase Il Plan is one thing, the
creation of a DPD is entirely another. In order to move from the Stage Ill Plan to an AAP requires a
number of procedural challenges to be met.”

“The CWPS has to be more proactive in working with all the different local authorities on overall
planning objectives. This demands initiatives at a higher level than that of local organisations and
clubs.]”

“The architecture of the developments so far are generic in style and do not consider the use of local
stone etc.”

|Response

There is a general acceptance that a planning policy framework that covers the whole of the CWP
would better assist in the delivery of the aspirations for the CWP. Furthermore, there is a strong feeling
that the different treatment of policy in relation to development has hindered the strategic growth of the
area as a whole. However, there is some scepticism as to whether the AAP will be achieved,
particularly in light of the current resource pressures being placed on the different councils.

It is accepted that there are a number of factors that need to be evaluated before an AAP can be
considered. These will be further outlined in the revised Implementation and Action Plan. However,
the model still represents the best opportunity for the CWP to develop an area wide policy framework to

guide development. Itis an imperative component of the implementation process.
There is a need to secure a common commitment to the thrust of the Vision and Implementation
Plan in the current LDF policy development and in relation to development control decision-
making. This is to be acknowledged as a key priority in the Implementation Plan.

Strengthen the factors that are required to be in place prior to an AAP being considered for the
CWP.
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Theme

Aerodrome Safeguarding

Supporting
Comments

“[The organisation] fully endorses the approach to resolving bird strike risks arising from development
advocated in the Implementation Plan.”

“Bird strikes on aircraft are extremely dangerous and can lead to loss of life. RAF Fairford is used by
large aircraft - bombers and tankers. The consequences of a fully laden tanker suffering a bird-strike on
take-off are too horrible to contemplate.”

“Fairford is likely to remain an important base for US/allied use for some time to come. An increase in
the risk of birdstrikes is a real possibility and danger. The report has identified the best way to handle
this with assistance and guidance from the proper, experience authorities.”

Opposing
Comments

“ CAP 772 states that the 13k area is based on a statistic that 99% of bird strikes occur below a height
2000ft, and that an aircraft on a normal approach would descend into this circle at approximately this
distance from the runway..... The operation of new quieter more fuel efficient single engine aircraft will
be of great importance in the aviation industry sector in the future and the existence of an area of
increasing hazard to aviation”

“...beyond advocating close liaison with Defence Estates, no real thought appears to have been given
to the possibility that the risk of bird-strike may lead to a blanket moratorium on future mineral working
in the area..”

Clearer
Guidance
|Required

“[the explanation] that the intended area for wildlife opportunity is on the southern section of the CWP
around the Thames floodplain it is a matter of regret that | do not have time to study the document fully
at such short notice to attempt to assess the implications.”

“There needs to be an action plan target to engage with the MoD with the aim of addressing all
potential problems before they arise. This will require a detailed understanding of where and when
new development is likely to take place.”

“It should be recognised that mineral planning authorities are also obliged to adhere to the
requirements of Circular 01/03: Safeguarding Aerodromes, technical Sites and Military Explosive
Storage Areas. This directs planning authorities to consider the cumulative effect of the restoration of
an individual site or as a consequence of increasing the bird attractants in an area in conjunction with
other existing restoration sites and habit features in the area.”

“...it would also be appropriate to identify the relevance of the statutory birdstrike safeguarding zone
surrounding RAF Brize Norton on wetland development in the eastern CWP area.”

"It should be recognised that aerodrome birdstrike safeguarding is not concerned exclusively with the
development of open water features but also other forms of land uses and habitats that are attractive to
large and flocking birds that hazardous to air traffic. The creation of reedbed, wet woodland, wet
grassland and other wetland habitat types may increase birdstrike hazard and are relevant to statutory
aerodrome safeguarding.”

“Aerodrome birdstrike safeguarding is concerned specifically with those bird species that by virtue of
their size and, or, their flocking behaviour present a hazard to air traffic. The species of main concern
are gulls, feral geese and other waterfowl. Species such as Reed Bunting and Bittern are generally not
considered to be an air safety hazard.”

"“....to clarify that the MOD aims to ensure that birdstrike risk is not increased through the restoration of

mineral workings and other habitat development schemes in the CWP area.”
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“Whilst it may be possible for specific forms of managed wetland habit to be created that will not
significantly increase birdstrike hazard; the MOD would prefer that additional areas of wetland habitat
are not created in the vicinity of RAF Fairford. The preference of the MOD is that mineral workings in
proximity to RAF Fairford are restored to their former land use unless it can be clearly demonstrated
that alternative restoration schemes will not support an increase in birdstrike risk on a long-term basis
beyond initial periods of restorative works and aftercare completed by mineral operators. Wetland
habitat created in those areas of the CWP located beyond the immediate surrounds of military
aerodromes will need to be designed and managed to ensure they are not attractive to the large and
flocking bird species hazardous to air traffic.”

|Response

The birdstrike issue and the potential consequences of the development proposed, especially in
relation to biodiversity, needs to be actively discussed by the key stakeholders involved. It is
understood that a Birdstrike Technical Working Party has been established but has not convened for
some time. It is now essential that this group becomes active once more.

The aerodrome safeguarding requirement in relation to RAF Fairford, RAF Brize Norton and Kemble
Airfield could have significant implications for the development of the CWP, especially in relation to
mineral extraction and biodiversity. Discussion with the Defence Estates division of the MOD has
reinforced the notion that the risk of bird-strike may lead to a blanket moratorium on future mineral
working in the area. This is especially concerned with restoration of the mineral extraction site to large
sites of open water as these have a greater tendency to attract large and flocking birds that present the
greatest risk. However, it could equally apply to the prospect of creating large areas of reedbed, wet
woodland, wet grassland and other wetland habitat types as these may also increase birdstrike hazard.

It is understood that the MOD is not averse to the overall principles of exploring further the biodiversity
aspirations of the CWP. Furthermore, the MOD also accepted that biodiversity encompasses a range
of species that do not in themselves present an increased risk to aerodrome safeguarding. However,
any further development of the CWP in terms of biodiversity and mineral extraction will need to be
carefully considered, with a key principle that development should not lead to increased birdstrike risk.
In this respect, the statutory aerodrome safeguarding requirements will be greater reflected as a
potential constraint to future development in the plan.

Furthermore, it is accepted that much of the focus in relation to birdstrike concerns RAF Fairford as the
aerodrome situated in the CWP itself that already has lake creation close to its boundaries. However, it
is acknowledged that other aerodromes exist within the wider area and that the implications and effects
of the developments outlined in the Vision will need to be understood. As such, it is suggested that the

working party includes discussion with these stakeholders also.

Identify the other aerodromes in the wider CWP area that could be affected by the development
of the CWP in the sections regarding aerodrome safeguarding.

Aerodrome safeguarding to be identified as a potential constraint to the future development of
the CWP, especially in relation to mineral extraction and biodiversity.

A key principle to be defined is that development should not lead to an increased risk of
birdstrike, a prospect that will be tested through the statutory planning system.

Reflect the potential impacts of increased air traffic movements from the airbases, especially
RAF Fairford, in relation to other core priorities —i.e. the enjoyment of the countryside for
leisure and recreation pursuits.
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Theme

Other Comments: Transport

Select
responses

“Increased traffic, with a total disregard for other Road Users be it on foot or horseback.”

“Increase in traffic flow [from ‘ill sited visitor attractions’] would be enormous between and through the
two villages.

“The Master Plan includes aims to develop green transport networks both to and within the Water Park.
It also states the desire to implement ‘access car parks’ from which green transport would be available.
\We fully support these proposals as long as the ‘access car parks’ are suitably located and we
recommend that incentives are used to encourage their use and discourage parking elsewhere.”

“...the Master Plan omits plans as to how the inevitable rise in car traffic will be handled.”

“The CWP will become a traffic attractor and although future figures do not appear overly significant in
daily traffic flows there will, coupled with on-going HGV traffic be a perceived if not actual increase in
traffic on the roads within the CWP.”

“Public perception of increased traffic could be a barrier to development especially from existing
residents.”

“We are currently lobbying for improvements in the Gloucester, Swindon rail service and are pushing
for the re-doubling of the line through Kemble. This would obviously boost access to the Water Park
and therefore should be referenced.”

“Any predicted benefits from the Plan to [the village’s] residents are inadequate or of trivial amenity
\value and by no means compensate for the negative impact on the village.”

“l share [concerns expressed from a residents] ... that your plans are likely to increase significantly
traffic through the village.”

|Response

It is accepted that further developments could have transport implications, particularly in relation to car
borne transport, and that these implications should at least be acknowledged in the report. However, it
has been beyond the scope of the report to complete a full transport assessment for the CWP due to
the conceptualised nature of the developments outlined.

It is acknowledged that this type of assessment will need to form part of any detailed investigation
accompanying development proposals. In each case, the overriding principle should be to encourage
sustainable access and movement. In particular, where provision for car borne traffic is required, it will
be important to ensure that the movement capacity of road infrastructure will not be compromised; that
the potential impacts on communities are fully evaluated; that car park provision is suitably sited (e.g.
close to key and existing centres of activity and amenity); and the all important sites are fully integrated
into the wider Green Infrastructure Network.

The strategic considerations for transport are based on seeking more sustainable access to the CWP
and movement around the CWP through the introduction of an integrated leisure network, water taxis
via the canals (if restored) and carriage of passengers to the CWP via the proposed restoration of the

steam railway (i.e. creating a Green Infrastructure Network).

Identify in the Vision that increased car borne traffic could be a direct consequence of the
development aspirations of the CWP, but that any impact that this could have on the CWP

should be countered by the appropriate positioning of developments; encouraging access via
more sustainable methods; and by providing suitable non-car alternatives to movement around
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the CWP (e.g. clear pathways, cycle hire, and even water taxis and electric vehicles where
appropriate).

Include within the Implementation Plan the need for a detailed Transportation Plan for the CWP
area as awhole.

Theme

Other Comments: Consultation Process

Select
responses

“We have been grateful for various opportunities over the past year, to comment on current and future
developments, particularly in the eastern part of the Water Park.”

“Unfortunately it seems that none of our Parish Council received an invitation that ensured our
representation at that session.”

“l am convinced that inadequate time or opportunity has been given to allow local council participation
in the consultation process.”

“| also hope that you can extend the consultation period and possibly conduct additional briefing
sessions on an interactive basis.”

“It is to be regretted that the review has not been well-publicised and so little time has been given to
comment upon it.”

“I am appalled at the way this consultation process has taken place. The first | even knew about the
plan was last week when my parish council informed me.”

“The fact that the public requires web access to see the documents and to complete the survey will
inevitably lead to a flawed outcome. We would expect your report to the Costwold Water Park Joint
Committee on the outcome of this consultation process to point out that it is only an indication of the
overall reaction to the proposals contained in the documents based on a very limited section of the
population of stakeholders.”

|Response

It is acknowledged that there has been a reliance on the internet (CWPS website) to host the reports
and the response form. This was necessary to comply with the time and financial requirements of
undertaking the consultation.

The invitations to the workshop sessions were sent to all parish clerks in addition to councillors on the
database list received by SW from CWPS. A sample review of the list was checked for accuracy and
found to still be applicable. Therefore, the invites were sent in good faith that they would reach their
intended target. By sending the invite to parish clerks, it was hoped that the invite would be circulated
amongst relevant councillors. Although this did occur in some instances, it transpires that this did not
happen in all cases. Where councillors were unable to attend due to prior engagements, allowances
were made for other representatives to attend.

Unfortunately the time prescribed to this consultation process has now passed. Discussion will be held

with the CWPOG to understand whether a further period of consultation will be necessary.

Discuss the requirement of a further period of consultation with the CWPOG
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4 Revised Implementation Plan

IMPLEMENTING THE STRATEGY

Timeline
: Short .
i, Immediate Medium Term Long Term
No. Task Crlt.lca.ll Term Lead Role Other Comments
Associations Partners
0-6 Years Year 5 and
months Yearl vear 2 3-4 beyond
Adopting the CWP Vision and Implementation Plan
Secure adoption of the CWP Vision and CwPS,
. : LAs, MPAs,
Implementation Plan as a strategic document to
IS1 guide the activities of partner authorities and other ) CWPIC SI\IVI\E/REDAA
stakeholders, with the aspirations and objectives !
h h SWT, SE-
of the CWP to be reflected in relevant strategic SW. PCs
and planning documents. DEU
Establishing a CWP Planning Policy Framework
The principles of the Vision and
Secure a common commitment to the thrust of i':l%f”;?;?é'?;opzﬁg gsneedr t?nbeLocaI
Vision and Implementation Plan in the current LDF CWPS, p 9ing .
IS2 olicy development and in relation to development IS1 CWPJC LAs MPAs Development Framework structure. In this
Eontx)l decisizn-makin P ' respect, the aims and objectives should
9 become a material consideration for
planning applications.
Establish a Planning Policy Framework that views :?n:neenlqoenn%z{iéirrgl’;r?i;/éﬂg?oagg
'_[he CWP as a WhOIe. (the recommended ap_proach CWPS, translated into an Area Action Plan (AAP)
IS3 is through the establishment of an Area Action 1S1 CWPJC LAs. MPAs | that identifies shared princioles between
Plan (AAP)) to be integrated with the relevant ' he admini . E \ciple lati
Local Development Frameworks the administrative authorities in relation to
’ all types of development.
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Consultation Response

i

1S4

Establish the Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) framework that will be adopted to review the
wider environmental effects of the plan.

IS3

Strengthening Governance

IS5

Review the strength of the existing stakeholders,
structures and bodies in terms of the roles and
responsibilities in order to lead, deliver, and assist
in the delivery of the actions as appropriate.

I1S6

Identify funding requirements, potential sources of
funding and inward investment across all sectors
of activity.

IS5

IS7

Establish a series of appropriate working groups
designed to discuss, evaluate and monitor the
core priorities, enabling drivers and potential
constraints.

IS5

LAs, CCs, An SEA framework is required to ensure
CWPOG MPAs, NE, | that the environmental considerations of
EA, development are taken on a CWP-wide
SWRDA basis.
phs OO | The list of stakeholders with a vested
EA'\ ' | interest in the CWP is considerable. Each
! organisation has a role to play in the
CWPOG SS\)IVV'IBDSE delivery of the Implementation Plan. The
' nature of the roles and responsibilities of
SW, WTs, these organisations should be reviewed
RSPB g :
LAs, CCs,
MPAS, NE, Associated with stakeholder review (IS5),
EA, it should be possible to undertake a
CWPOG SWRDA, . P
SWT, SE- scoping report for resource support and
SW, WTs, funding channels for the CWP.
RSPB
The CWP Nature Conservation forum
NE, EA, (NCF) and Birdstrike Technical Working
SWRDA, Party already exist as discussion forums.
CWPS SWT, SE- Further groups should be established in
SW, WTs, relation to other core activities, including a
RSPB, Tourism and Leisure Working Group
NFU, DEU | (T&LWG) and Agricultural Working Group

(AWG).
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Consultation Response

i

Strengthening Awareness

Review and initiate changes to the current

IS7 boundary of Cotswold Water Park. )
Examine the current branding and imagery of the
IS8 CWP with a view to renaming, re-branding and IS7

subsequent promotion of the CWP.

The recommended changes to the
technical boundary should be enacted

CWPOG LAs, CCs, upon so that the CWP encapsulates the
PCs full extent of its area of direct influence.
To date, this has been defined by the
"functional boundary" of CWP.
The name of the CWP has been identified
as a priority for further investigation. The
LAs. CCs name ha§ bee_n ider_1tifie_d as_mislegding,
CWPS PCs. DMPS with previous investigations into this

aspect identifying the Cotswold Lakes as a
preferred alternative. This should be
explored further.

Timeline Key

Ongoing tasks

TR Task of reviewing progress

Task concerns one-off studies/investigations
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Consultation Response

CORE PRIORITIES

Timeline
’ Short .
iti Immediate Medium Term Long Term
No. Task Cr't.'c'::d Term g Lead Role Other Comments
Associations Partners
0-6 Years Year 5 and
months Yearl vear 2 3-4 beyond
Countryside, Community and Settlements
The physical and psychological linkages
Develop programmes that support the integration, LAs. CCs between the settlements and the
CP1 both physical and psychological, of settlements 1S1 CWPS ’ ' countryside need to be accentuated to
’ e PCs, CoC,
and their communities. encourage greater use of the CWP by
local residents from their doorsteps.
ﬁ?g\;e[;rc?stzggsscs gfe ghg?fﬁirévs\/sp? ssment It is understood that the conversion of the
identifying the principles f)cl)r strengthenihg the LAs, CCs Landscape Character Assessment ir_lto a
CP2 - . 1S1 CWPOG J ' more defined Landscape Strategy will take
countryside character of the CWP, opening up MPAs iy )
) f place once the Vision and Implementation
lakelands, drawing together the natural heritage Plan is adopted
assets, and enhancing other features of interest. pted.
Transportation has been identified as a
Establish a Green Infrastructure Network for the Transport has onptrans .ortation gn d road P
CP3 whole of the CWP, identifying opportunities for 1S2 CWPOG Operators, . p .
infrastructure needs to be evaluated. This
green movement to and around the CWP area. CCW, CCP, :
NE should form part of a more strategic
approach to transportation e.g. a Green
Infrastructure Network.
Examples of collaborative working should
be explored, with a view to adopting a
scheme for the CWP. One such example
Investigate schemes that will encourage local PCs, CoC, could be to establish a 'rural’ Business
CP4 business and other organisations to actively ) CWPS Business Improvement District (BID). BID schemes
support CWP-wide initiatives, either directly or Operators, are proving successful in urban areas,
indirectly from their own activities. Landlords with businesses contributing (via a levy) to

certain local schemes and initiatives. The
principles for adopting such a scheme
should be explored for the CWP.
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Cotswold Water Park
Consultation Response

i

Biodiversity

. The CWP BAP already exists as the
Adopt_the C\.NP BAP as the principal document LAs, MPAs, | guiding document for developing the
providing guidance to all other stakeholders on EA biodiversity and habitats of the area. The
CP5 habitat and species protection and enhancement 1S1 CWP NCF ’ . Y . g
h ; SWRDA, Vision and Implementation Plan seeks to
across the CWP area, but particularly focusing on . )
- h : DEU incorporate, reflect and articulate further
the biodiversity corridor. A f
the principal aims of the BAP.
The development of an appropriate
- . . strategy for realising the whole landscape
In association with the CWP B.AP' esltabllsh a LAs, MPAs, | approach, particularly in relation to
coherent strategy for the creation of ‘whole EA identifying strategically important assets
CP6 landscape' project for biodiversity creation within CP5 CWP NCF . 9 gicaly imp
the CWP, including the identification of further SWRDA, | and new nature reserve areas, would
strate icéll important conservation zones DEU assist in identifying priority areas for
gically imp ' discussion with other stakeholders,
developers and landowners.
The CWP is already identified on the SW
Engage with key stakeholders at a national and Nature Map, but this needs reinforcing
CP7 regional level to strengthen regional status for CP5 CWP NCF EA, SWRDA | amongst other organisations responsible
CWP’s conservation significance. for the delivery of conservation and habitat
creation.
In accordance with current planning policy
guidance (PPS9), all development should
- . . . . . have greater consideration for its impacts,
Ensure biodiversity considerations are included in LAs MPAs implications and potential benefits for
CP8 all other types of development in the CWP that go 1S2 CWPS ISEU ' biopdiversity if thz CWP is to achieve its
beyond the PPS9 guidelines. Lo T
aspiration to become a premier site for
nature conservation, development should
seek to go beyond these guidelines.
Projects are already in the pipeline that
Investigate the potential to develop new visitor- will raise the profile of the CWP in relation
orientagt]ed wildli?e sites in order toeaise WTs, RSPB, | to biodiversity. By establishing these
CP9 - . S L CP6 CWPS NE, developments as visitor hubs, it should be
awareness the increasing biodiversity importance | ible for th L b
of the area. Developers | possible for the more sensitive areas to be
protected against inappropriate
behaviours.
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Cotswold Water Park
Consultation Response

i

ENABLING DRIVERS

Timeline
: Short .
it Immediate Medium Term Long Term
No. Task Critical Term Lead Role Other Comments
Associations Partners
0-6 Years Year 5 and
months Yearl Year?2 3-4 beyond
Utilising Minerals Extraction
The co-operative working and decision
Support and seek to further integrate the CWP making between the planning authorities
objectives into the emerging Minerals Local Plans LAs, of the MPAs and the LAs in relation to
ED1 for Gloucestershire and Wiltshire and Swindon in IS1 CWPOG MPA's, minerals working, restoration and after use
order to provide a more coordinated approach to SWRDA considerations need to be recognized as a
extraction, restoration and after use. key priority in relation to the delivery of the
CWP Vision and Implementation Plan.
The purpose of the Good Practice
Guidance is to provide all stakeholders
involved in the mineral extraction process
Prepare Good Practice Guidelines for site LAS,’ with a consistent series of .
L ) . . MPA's, recommendations for the preparation and
ED2 restoration (including landscape design guidance) ED2 CWPOG - !
and options for after use development SWRDA, assessment of mineral planning
P P ' Aggregates | applications. This needs to be developed

in conjunction with the AAP to ensure that
the Guidance is clearly set against the
planning policy framework.
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Cotswold Water Park
Consultation Response

MONITORING
Timeline
i Immediate sh Medium Term Long Term
No. Task Critical Ter Lead Role Other Commen ts
Associa tions Partners
0-6
months
Benchmarks need to be established in
LAs, CCs, order to review the position of the CWP
MPAs, NE, over time. This will allow for the monitoring
. . EA, of progress, successes, and significant
M1 \E/isst%?':Iz:ér}?nbfennigmgi:fnbglglhf:npt:ggrzeosnﬁtgfretze CWPOG SWRDA, barriers to success over time. General
P ’ SWT, SE- monitoring will be required on an annual
SW, WTs, basis, with the first full review and update
RSPB of the Vision scheduled for Year 5 of the
work programme.
A GIS has already been established as
part of the initial investigation work
Adopt and operate a Geographical Information LAs, CCs, conducted to inform the Vision and
M2 | System (GIS) for spatially defining conservation CWPS MPAs, NE, Implementation Plan. This needs to be
activities to assist in appropriate decision making. EA, SWRDA | continually reviewed and updated in order
to ensure that information on the CWP is
accurate and relevant.

Ongoing tasks

Task concerns one-off studies/investigations

*************

Task of reviewing progress
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Cotswold Water Park
Consultation Response

41.1

Stakeholder Abbreviations

CWPJC Cotswold Water Park Joint Committee

CWPS Cotswold Water Park Society

CWPOG Cotswold Water Park Officers Group

LAs/LPAs Local Authorities/Local Planning Authorities

MPASs Mineral Planning Authorities

CCs County Councils

NE Natural England

EA Environment Agency

SWRDA South West Regional Development Agency

SWT South West Tourism

SE-SW Sport England - South West

DEU Ministry of Defence, Defence Estates Unit

PCs Parish Councils

WTs Wildlife Trusts

RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
National Farmers Union - Local and Regional

NFU Representatives

Aggregates |Aggregate companies operating in the CWP

DMOs Destination Management Organisations (Wiltshire
and Cotswold & Forest of Dean DMOS)

CCw Cricklade Country Way Project

CCP Cotswold Canal Partnership
Nature Conservation Forum for the CWP,

CWPNCF consisting of CWPS, RSPB, WTs

BSTWP Bird _Str_ike Technical Working Party for the CWP,
consisting of NCF members and DEU

LEAS Local Education Authorities

CoC Local Chambers of Commerce

UTHP Upper Thames Heritage Project
Tourism and Leisure Working Party for the CWP

T&LWP area (proposed), to incorporate DMOs, LA Officers
(Tourism & Leisure), Tourism Businesses
Agriculture Working Party for the CWP area

AWP (proposed), to include CC Officers (agriculture)

NFU representatives, local landowners, NE
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Appendix A

On-line Survey Form



Introduction

The CWP Joint Committee is keen to obtain the views of key stakeholders in relation to the vision, aims and
objectives as outlined in the Vision and Implementation Plan.

This survey has been devised to provide you with the opportunity to comment on the key issues raised, the
overall vision and the objectives outlined.

The survey is split into the following sections:
1. Your interest in and use of the CWP.

2. Your views on the current position of the CWP as a place to live, work, for biodiversity, to pursue sports, and
to undertake leisure and recreation activities.

3. Your current likes and dislikes of the CWP.

4. Your overall opinion of the proposed CWP vision and implementation plan.

5. Your opinions on how realistic and achievable you believe the CWP aims are.

6. Your opinions on the stated objectives, whether you feel they are achievable, and whether you are aware of
local schemes or initiatives that would assist in the delivery of the objectives. Please note that you can provide
comments on as many or as few of the objectives as appropriate to your interest in the CWP.

7. Finally, you will be given the opportunity to determine what you would like to see in the CWP by 2028.

A ‘Thank You’ Page denotes that you have completed the survey

The closing date for the survey is FRIDAY 7th MARCH 2008.

Please note that sections 1-5 should take no longer than 10-20 minutes to complete in total, depending on the
level of comments you input. Section 6 will require more involved and detailed responses, and therefore is likely to
take longer to complete. As an online survey, as long as you use the same computer for entering your comments,
the questionnaire will be available for you to add, change and amend until the closing date to allow you to
complete section 6 in your own time.

If you want to take advantage of this option, when you have come to a point at which you want to leave the
survey simply click ‘Next’ at the bottom of the page you want to finish working on to save your work (this will
open up a new page), and then click on ‘Exit this survey’ (top right hand corner).

To re-enter the survey, you will need to click on the survey link on CWPS webpage again. This will normally take
you to your last entry point automatically. Remember, for this option to work you must always use the same

computer.

The survey has been completed once you reach the ‘Thank You’ page and clicked the ‘Done’ icon. At this point,
you will not be able to return to the survey to make any further amendments.

The survey is being administered by Scott Wilson, the consultants appointed by the CWP Joint Committee to
undertake the original study and the consultation process. If you have any queries, or you are experiencing any
problems, please contact Ross Calladine on 01235 468726 or Barry Woodfin on 07824 412660.

Please click next to continue.




Section 1 - Your Interest in the Cotswold Water Park

1. Please indicate which of the following best describes your interest and
relationship to the CWP.

I am a resident living within or close to the CWP.

I work for a private company/charity/charitable trust within the CWP area.

I work for a private company/charity/charitable trust with an interest in the CWP.

I work for a public sector body responsible for the planning and development of the CWP.
O I work for a public sector body responsible for the strategic delivery of one of the identified core priorities (the countryside,
community and settlements; biodiversity; sport and leisure; tourism).
O I work for a public sector body responsible for the strategic delivery of one of the identified supporting drivers (heritage;
agriculture; the arts).

I work for a public sector body responsible for the strategic delivery of one of the identified enabling drivers (mineral
extraction; hydrology; planning; aerodrome safeguarding).

Other (please specify and include details of your interest in the CWP)




Resident of the CWP

2. Which town or village do you live in?




Business/organisation operating in the CWP

3. Please name the business or organisation you are representing.

4. Please indicate your position within this business or organisation.

5. Please indicate the town or village where your company/organisation is based
in the CWP.

6. Please describe the interest your business/organisation has in the future
development of the CWP.




Organisational Details

7. Please name the organisation you are representing.

8. Please can you indicate your position within this organisation.

9. Please describe the interest your organisation has in the CWP.




Use of the CWP

10. How often do you use the CWP, its towns and villages for the following

activities.
Very rarely (less Fairly frequently (at
y y.( Not often (less than Y g v ( Frequently (at least
than once in the least once per
] once per month) once per week)
past six months) month)
Walking
Dog walking
Cycling

Eating and drinking out
Water sports

Horse riding

Shopping

Sightseeing

Picnics

O0O00O0O00000 i
0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0)0].
0]0]0]0]0]010]0]0]0.
0]0]0]0]0]010[0]0]e.
0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0].

Wildlife watching




Section 2 - Position and prospects

The Cotswold Water Park has been the subject of a series of strategies, with the consistent message being that
it will become a premier site for nature conservation, sports, recreation, tourism and leisure, and that this should
benefit local residents and visitors.

11. How would you rate the current position of the Cotswold Water Park in terms
of the following?

Poor Fair Average Good Very Good Not Applicable
As a place in which to live

As a place in which to
work

As a place for leisure and
recreation

As an important place for
wildlife

As a place for sports

OO O O OO
OO O O OO
OO O O OO
OO O O OO
OO O O OO
OO0 O O OO

As a tourism destination




Section 3 - Likes & Dislikes

12. On the whole, what aspects of the CWP do you like the most?

13. What aspects of the CWP do you dislike the most?




Section 3 continued - Key Issues

14. Please state whether you agree or disagree with the key issues identified in
the report in relation to the CWP.

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Agree

The settlements and O O O O O

communities need to be
better integrated into
the CWP as a
countryside area

Public access to the
countryside should be
encouraged

The changing landscape
needs better strategic
direction

The CWP should be an
important place for
wildlife

The CWP should have
more 'pay and play'
sports facilities

An integrated network of
paths and cycleways
should be established

O O O O O O
O O O O O O
O O O O O O
O O O O O O
O O O O O O

A more diverse range of
tourism accommodation
is needed to appeal to
different markets

More leisure and

O
O
O
O
O

recreational facilities
should be established

Better co-ordination of
quarrying activities is
required

o O
o O
o O
o O
o O

A more consistent
approach to planning
policy between the local
authorities is required

Agriculture is an
important factor to help
retain a high quality
landscape

O O
O O
O O
O O

The historic elements of
the CWP need to have a
higher profile




15. Are there any other issues facing the future development of the CWP that you
feel are not adequately reflected in the report?

=




Section 4 - Overall opinion of the Vision and Implementation Plan

We are interested in your views as to how relevant and effective you feel the Vision and Implementation Plan is.
Firstly, we would like you to comment on the overall content of the report, and then you will be invited to
comment on specific objectives if you wish.

16. Overall, how appropriate do you feel the Vision and Implementation Plan is in
relation to the CWP and its future development?
8 Very appropriate

Generally appropriate

Neither appropriate nor inappropriate

Not really appropriate

Not at all appropriate

17. Please describe why you feel this way about the Vision and Implementation
Plan.




Section 5 - Overall opinion of the aims that will guide the development

of ...

18. The following lists the broad aims for the CWP as identified in the Vision that
will guide the future development of the CWP. How realistic do you feel each aim is
in being realised within the CWP?

Not at all realistic Not very realistic Neither Fairly realistic Very realistic

To become a O O O

distinguished
countryside environment

To become a premier O O O

site for nature
conservation

To offer a range of O O O

sports, leisure and
recreation facilities

To present a quality O O O

visitor destination

To become a truly O O O

sustainable place

OO0 O O O
OO0 O O O

19. Do you feel that there should be other aims of the CWP that are not featured
within the CWP Vision and Implementation Plan? If so, please state below, and
explain your reasoning.




Section 6 - Comments on priority/driver objectives

You now have the opportunity to comment on one or more of the priorities/drivers and the objectives identified.
You can comment on as many or as few of the objectives as you like.

20. Do you wish to comment on one or more of the objectives identified in the

report?

Yes
No (by answering 'no', you will be taken to the last few questions)




Section 6 continued - Objectives

21. Please indicate the priority/driver you wish to comment on

O Countryside, settlements and Heritage Planning
communities Agriculture Hydrology

O Biodiversity Arts O Aerodrome Safeguarding
Sport, leisure and recreation Mineral Extraction (quarrying)
Tourism

22. Generally, how supportive are you of the objectives identified for this
priority/driver?
8 Highly supportive

Generally supportive

Neither supportive or not supportive

Not really supportive

Not at all supportive

23. How achievable do you feel the objectives outlined for this priority/driver are?

Unachievable

Difficult to achieve

Fairly straightforward to achieve
O Definitely achievable

24. Please describe why you feel this way about this objective.

s

25. If you are supportive of the objectives for this priority/driver, is there anything
you feel you/your organisation could do to see this become a reality?

26. Do you wish to comment on any other priority/driver in the report?

Yes
No






