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1. Response to Questions from the Independent Examiner 
 

1-2 Introduction 

King’s Cliffe Parish Council would like to express its gratitude to the Independent Examiner 
for agreeing to carry out the Examination of the King’s Cliffe Neighbourhood Plan, and for his 
comments on the Submission Draft. 

 

3. Reg. 16 Comments 

Following representations made to the Reg. 16 consultation, and matters highlighted by the 
Independent Examiner, KCPC would be grateful for various alterations to the Plan to be 
recommended by the Examiner. These changes are in blue in this response. 

 

4. Policy SA1 

• KCPC do not wish to make a change to the wording of Policy SA1 as suggested by 
Northamptonshire County Council, and do not wish to include the words ‘and/or’. Nor 
does KCPC wish to alter or remove the map on p.30 of the KCNP, which, in any case, 
was drawn by, and its inclusion demanded by, NCC itself on 14th July 2017 in its 
response to the KCNP Reg. 14 Consultation. 
 

• The scheme for development of the site (SA1) was drawn up after discussions between 
KCPC, East Northamptonshire Council, and Northamptonshire County Council. NCC’ s 
interest in the scheme can be seen by its email in response to the Call for Sites carried 
out by KCPC in 2016 (see Appendix I/NCC/NCC intentions). 
 

• However, as the well-known financial difficulties of NCC became apparent, NCC 
changed its mind and started back-tracking on the surgery/health centre aspect of the 
proposal in order to get ‘Best Value’, which they now interpreted in a purely profit-driven 
way. 
 

• KCPC see the provision of an on-site doctor’s surgery, at the very least, as intrinsic to 
the scheme, and do not wish the extra space to become available for high-end housing 
for which there is no requirement, and no need. 
 

• KCPC would like to challenge NCC’s assertion that the policy wording implies that 
‘development will only be permitted…’, when it clearly states: ‘development will be 
supported where…’.  
 

• A further response to the detailed objections of NCC is on pages 8-9, below. 
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5.  Policy H1 

• The Proposed Settlement Boundary is based on the existing one as laid down in the 
Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston (RNOT) Plan 2011, and includes the criteria as listed 
in para 4.8, p.26 of that Plan, and repeated in para. 2, Policy Explanation and 
Justification, p.13 of the KCNP. 
  

• Where the line crosses through the curtilage of a property, this follows criteria (d) of para. 
4.8: ‘the curtilages of dwellings are included unless the land has the capacity to extend 
the built form of the village.’ 
 

• Where the line crosses through the middle of SA1, to the north of the village, this follows 
the line demarcating the ‘Landscape Buffer’ from the area for development, as shown in 
the map on p. 30, and as drawn up by Northamptonshire County Council, the landowner. 

 

6.  Policy SH1  

• The first bullet point refers to the standards laid down in Policy 9 of the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (2016), and accompanying text. We are not aware 
that this point contains any additional standards or requirements. 
 

• The second, which contains the figure of 200 litres, was intended as a practical means of 
achieving the reduction in water consumption targets. It can be modified according to the 
suggestions put forward by Anglian Water. As regards the general issue of rainwater 
harvesting, this is referred to in para. 3, p.17 of the KCNP which cites East 
Northamptonshire Council recommendations. 
 

• In the light of the representation by Anglian Water, we would request that you 
recommend a change to bullet point 2 to now read: “Incorporate schemes for rainwater 
and stormwater harvesting” 
 

• And bullet point 3 to now read: “Within the curtilage, incorporate sustainable drainage 
systems (SuDs) capable of delivering a net reduction to surface water runoff. This will 
include, but not be limited to, driveways and pathways and other potentially impermeable 
surfaces” 

 

7.  

• According to ENC, Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Review, 2011, p.37, para. 
8.2, for developments within 10m of a watercourse a Flood Risk Assessment needs to 
be submitted to the LPA as part of a Planning Application. 
 

• We would request that you recommend a change to bullet point 6 to now read: “Avoid 
close proximity to watercourses, especially the Willow Brook, and provide a Flood Risk 
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Assessment with Planning Applications for developments within 10 metres of a 
watercourse” 

 

8. Policy BE1 

Five houses, in the context of the village, would infer a significant development. Tree-
planting would improve the resulting streetscape, and retain a rural feel within such a 
development. It is assumed that a development of fewer houses would probably be sited 
within existing tree-scapes. (KCPC would be happy to reduce the number if desired). 

 

9. Policy BE2 

• Appendix B lists views outside the village. We found that it was very difficult to list each 
and every protected view within the village. It would depend on so many different 
vantage points, and points of view. JCS Policy 3 is vague, and it was decided that being 
too specific would enable those views not listed to be considered as open for 
exploitation. This would be a matter best left flexible, to be considered on a case-by-case 
basis. 
 

• However, accepting that the wording is ambiguous, we would request that you 
recommend a change to the first point to now read: “Are of a height, density and 
appearance that does not have a significant adverse impact upon views, vistas, heritage 
assets and protected open spaces (including Local Green Spaces) throughout the 
parish, especially those indicated in Appendices B and C” 

 

10.  

LGS’s are included in this requirement. We have suggested a change in wording to make 
this clear in point ‘9’ (above). 

 

11. Policy TP1 

The policy is intended to apply to any development that has an impact on road safety and 
accessibility.  

 

12.  

ENC have replied separately 
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13. Policy TP2 

NCC Parking Standards - 
(https://www3.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/northamptonshire-
highways/transport-plans-and-policies/Documents/NorthamptonshireParkingStandards.pdf)   

• P.2 notes that its standards are to be seen as a minimum. It recommends: for 2/3 bed 
houses, 2 spaces; for 4+ beds, 3 spaces (p.22). TP2 agrees with the 2/3 bed figure, and 
the 4 bedroom figure, but 5 bedrooms would demand 4 spaces. 
 

• The reasons for this are the traffic/parking issues that are a particular concern to people 
in the village; the number of people in the village owning more than two vehicles (both 
matters revealed by the questionnaire for the 2014 Village Plan, and the 2011 census); 
and the fact that the village no longer has a scheduled bus service, meaning a greater 
reliance on cars. Para 10.9/2 on p.21 shows the support for this policy among villagers. 
No comparison has been done with other villages, as there are varying factors that might 
not be relevant to our situation; we are simply trying to solve our own problems. 

 

14. Policy RBS1 

Our local doctors have considered this possibility, but the building is unsuitable for 
conversion due to its complexity of structure and access, and the cost. 

 

15. Policy RBS2 

• At the moment, the Government has a minimum target speed of 24Mbps for HS 
Broadband (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/building-digital-uk). This will probably change 
over the lifespan of the KCNP, so we didn’t want to put a figure on it. We understand, 
however, that the word ‘standard’ is confusing. 
 

• We would request that you recommend a change to the first point to now read: “All new 
housing and business developments must include access to high-speed broadband to at 
least Government-recommended speeds” 

 

16. Policy RBS3  

We have not yet officially designated any Assets of Community Value. 

 

 

17. Policy RC1 

• Under the terms of previous advice (NPPF, 2012, para 100/c), we were constrained in 
the size of areas we might designate, otherwise we might have simply specified the 
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whole of the Fineshade/Westhay woods complex which falls within the parish boundary. 
This area would have been in excess of 450acres. 
 

• We therefore concentrated on those tracts which were of specific importance to the 
village for landscape reasons, and the three areas we selected provide the continuous 
northwest backdrop to the village setting, and are visible from the other side of the 
parish. The western boundaries of each of these sections was selected to follow existing 
pathways or rides. 

 

 

18-21. Habitat Regulation Assessment Screening 

ENC to give answer separately 

 
 
 
2. Response to the Consultation Representations from Gladman 
 
H1 Development within the Settlement Boundary 

The KCNP committee do not feel the need to amend HC1 as per Gladman’s suggestions 
due to the following: 

• The KCNP adequately identifies allocated development sites. 
• Specifically allows for rural exception schemes. 
• Reflects the definition of Settlement Boundaries as defined in the 2011 RNOT Plan. 
• The limit of 5 houses was approved by the LPA, and reflects the lack of space within 

the village for larger developments. This limit does not refer to developments outside 
the boundary. 

• The allocation of housing potential under the KCNP is greater than that required 
under the Local Plan. 

 

H2 Housing Need 

The KCNP committee do not feel the need to amend HC1 as per Gladman’s comments due 
to the following: 

• The explanations and justifications contained within the NP adequately support 
Policy H2. 

• Further evidence of the relative number of smaller/affordable homes in KC are 
identified in Table D page 9 of the NP. 

• The KCNP committee have worked closely with the LPA throughout the NP process, 
and the wording of the policy was approved by them. 
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BE1 Sympathetic Design 

The KCNP committee do not feel the need to amend HC1 as per Gladman’s comments due 
to the following: 

• Every planning application will be reviewed on its own merit with reference to the NP 
and its proposed adjacent neighbours, with regard to whether or not a property is 
“visual overbearing of neighbouring properties”. The NP cannot be prescriptive of 
every possible case. 

 

TP2 Enabling Off-road Parking 

The KCNP committee do not feel the need to amend HC1 as per Gladman’s suggestions 
due to the following: 

• The policy reflects the problems experienced in KC with regard to the issues of on-
street parking due to an older housing stock, lack of a scheduled bus service, and its 
rural location. 

• The response from ENC (sent separately) regarding the Countrywide parking 
standards, which further supports TP2. 

 

TP4 Promoting Sustainable Transport through design 

The KCNP committee do not feel the need to amend HC1 as per Gladman’s suggestions 
due to the following: 

• Policy TP4 is not prescriptive; it “encourages” the incorporation of electrical charging 
points. 

• With regard to the comments of lack of charging point infrastructure, this is a chicken 
and egg situation. If planning encourages/requires the provision of charging points 
the energy sector will need to be proactive in providing the infrastructure. We have to 
be proactive and serious in our efforts to reduce carbon emissions and we feel the 
KCNP is supporting this effort. We trust that Gladman is also committed to playing its 
part in supporting Government and Local Authority attempts to reduce carbon 
emissions. 

 

RC1 Local Green Space 

• Appendix B, pp. 39-42, of the KCNP explains in some detail the choice and 
justification for LGS’s 

 

 



King’s Cliffe NP Response Page 8 
 

 

3. Response to the Consultation Representations from NCC 

SA1 - KCNP have identified/allocated the Old Middle School site for development of a Day 
Care Centre/assisted living units/surgery complex to provide services to the community.  

 
Best Value 

1. NCC continuously refer in their response to the achievement of “Best Value” (BV), and 
focus on S123 of the Local Government Act. While the Act states that NCC should achieve 
“the best that can reasonably be obtained”, we would refer to the analysis and navigation of 
S123 as stated by “localgovernmentlawyer.co.uk”: “However, judicial reviews have brought 
other questions to light, such as the appropriateness of considering the environmental, 
economic and social impact of the land use, as part of the offer. While a bid may bring good 
socio-economic benefits to an area, a council is obligated to its taxpayers to accept only the 
‘best price’, and this might not reflect the monetary value of the land”. 

2. “Best Value” is also measured by the provision of services, as stated in the Local 
Government (Best Value Principles) Act 1999. Best Value is not limited to financial value but 
also in providing the required services to the community they serve. We refer to the Local 
Government (Best Value Principles) Act 1999 S.4, 208B (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f). 

3. According to Secretary of State, Eric Pickles, in his Foreword to the Government’s 
September 2011 Best Value Statutory Guidance, the Authorities have a duty of “Social 
Responsibility” and “Social Values” and to “maximise the additional benefit that can be 
created by procuring or commissioning goods and services, above and beyond the benefit of 
merely the goods and services themselves".  

4. KCPC believes the NP has identified the specified development of this land in SA1 to be 
the best use of the land to serve the local community and achieve NCC’s duty of social 
responsibility. The social impact of market housing and the subsequent burden on our rural 
roads, medical facilities and schools has to be taken into consideration. 

5. KCPC feels that NCC need to look at more imaginative ways of providing (and funding) 
Policy SA1 of the KCNP, other than just selling to the “highest bidder”. 

6. A Day Care Centre/assisted living units/surgery complex etc. would add value to and 
satisfy a community need as evidenced in SA1.  

 
 
Medical Provider 

NCC state there is only one medical provider in the area. In fact, there are several Medical 
Practices in the surrounding areas - Peterborough, Corby, Oundle, etc. At a meeting with 
NCC and ENC on 15/5/2019, it was discussed that NCC would approach the various Clinical 
Commissioning Groups (CCG’s) with regard to providing medical facilities as outlined in 
SA1. 
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Ransom Situation 

NCC will not be in a “Ransom” situation if they are willing to approach various CCG’s. 

 

The Map 

As stated above (in Response to Examiner, section 4), the map was drawn by, and inserted 
at the request of, NCC, and subsequent progress on the Plan has been undertaken on the 
assumption that it continued to have the approval of NCC/ENC. KCPC sees no reason to 
remove it from Policy SA1 since it contains important elements, such as the Landscape 
Buffer, the area for a GP Surgery and Day Care Centre, and the Buffer Zone. However, 
given that it has no scale attached, the precise measurements of each area can only be 
approximate, and thus, to a limited degree, flexible. 

 

In Summary:   

1. KCPC and the community have been informed that the existing doctors’ surgery within the 
village is not ‘fit for purpose’, and doesn’t have a future in its current premises.  

2. The Kings Cliffe Neighbourhood Plan demonstrates the need and desire for more 
accommodation within the village to assist our elderly residents. We have a unique 
opportunity on the Middle School site to provide a comprehensive, mixed tenure, housing 
development. 

3. The KCNP supports a development which includes mixed tenure housing for older people 
and others with support needs (40% target affordable), including assisted living units 
comprising apartments and bungalows, etc. 

4. As, by definition, the need for this development would be for older people and those with 
support needs, the requirement for nearby medical facilities and other care provision such as 
dentist, podiatry etc. is far greater. In addition, we mustn’t overlook the requirement for 
community socialisation, such as a day care centre offering various activities, which 
enhances the physical and mental wellbeing of our elderly residents.  

5. In recognition of the rural nature of the area, a facility which could offer care and support 
to older people in neighbouring communities would be encouraged. Therefore, proposals as 
above would also be welcomed by the wider, rural community. 

6. Adequate car parking to at least NCC standards must be provided to allow for residents 
who have their own transport, as well as disabled parking facilities, and parking for visitors. 

7. A footpath linking the development to the rest of the village, to enhance the adjacent 
public rights of way network, would be needed, allowing those with limited mobility to 
connect with the wider community. 

8. Our requirement is for a development of mixed tenure housing (40% target affordable) 
that delivers the needs of the older population and those with support needs, including 
nearby, easily accessible, medical facilities, and a day care centre. 


