
 

KING’S CLIFFE NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN STEERING GROUP 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday 11 October 2017 
Underground 

 
Present:  Jeanne Atkinson (JA) 

Chris Leuchars (CL) 
  Charles Tomalin (CT) 

Clive Ibotson (CI) 
Katy Weeks (KW),  

 
 
1. Declarations of Interest 
None 
 
2. Minutes of Meeting of 15th May 
These were approved 
 
3. Discussion of points raised in ENC consultation response (see below) 
 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM (ENC) 
 
Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

Village 
Survey 
summary 
boxes 
(paragraph 
7.9 etc) 

YES These summary findings 
from the Village Survey 
are helpful, as they 
provide a clear 
explanation for the 
rationale behind each 
policy 

 

Paragraph 
1.4 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed, 
for clarity] 

Suggested replacement 
to final sentence: “Once 
‘made’ (adopted) as part 
of the development plan 
for East 
Northamptonshire 
Council the Plan will be 
given full weight in the 
determination of planning 
applications affecting 
King’s Cliffe Parish 
area.” 

Fine 

Paragraph 
1.5 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed, 
for clarity] 

Suggested addition to 1st 
sentence: “It is hoped 
that the Neighbourhood 
Plan will help to fulfil the 
vision…” 

Fine 

Paragraph 
6.9 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed, 
for clarity] 

Suggested addition to 
last sentence: “Decision 
makers and applicants 
should consider the 
policies of the Local 
Plan, Neighbourhood 
Plan and national 
policy as a whole when 
judging if a proposal 

Fine 
 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

would be acceptable.” 

Paragraph 
7.3 

NO The feeling and 
sentiment expressed in 
paragraph 7.3 is well 
understood.  However, it 
is important for a 
Neighbourhood Plan to 
be forward looking and 
not seek to re-fight old 
battles.  While previously 
a designated local 
service centre in the 
(now defunct) 2008 Core 
Spatial Strategy, it is 
noted that the rural 
nature of King’s Cliffe 
and its surrounding 
hinterland would 
inevitably give rise to a 
significant level of car 
dependency. 

Fine 

Paragraph 
7.5 

YES [but link 
proposed to 
evidence 
base] 

Suggested inclusion of 
footnote link to King’s 
Forest Ward Housing 
Mix Assessment1. 

Fine 

Paragraph 
7.6 

NO Paragraph 7.6 
emphasises the need to 
maximise delivery of 
affordable housing.  
However, it must be 
recognised that the Local 
Plan (JCS Policy 30) 
40% standard always 
applies subject to 
development viability. 

Exactly – ‘subject to development viability’ 
Sovereign Grange has 30 affordable homes 
out of 145 = 21% 
Para 7.6 is in line with JCS 30 
But remove ‘up to’ 

                                                            
1 https://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/7389/parish_level_housing_mix_assessment_kings_forest_2
_ext  



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

H1 YES Policy H1 clearly sets out 
the role of the settlement 
boundary and how it 
should be used to 
manage development.  It 
applies the relevant 
NPPF/ Local Plan Part 1 
(Joint Core Strategy) 
policies in a local (King's 
Cliffe) context. 

 

Policy 
Explanatio
n and 
Justification 
sections 

YES The "Policy Explanation 
and Justification" 
sections are useful, as 
these provide a clear 
connection between 
individual 
Neighbourhood Plan 
policies and the 
strategic/ Local Plan 
framework that these 
need to have regard to 

 

H1 YES [but 
significant 
concerns] 

Policy H1 provides an 
explanation of the role of 
the settlement boundary 
and how it should be 
applied in development.  
However, the policy as a 
whole does provide 
sufficient direction for the 
determination of planning 
applications within the 
settlement boundary. 
 
Particular issues to 
consider are as follows: 

 “small scale” – 
definition 
needed; i.e. less 
than 5 dwellings, 
or 10 dwellings 
or less? 

 References to 
character, 
residential 
amenity and 
infrastructure 
capacity are too 
broad brush – 
the 2nd sentence 
is not sufficiently 
positively 
worded and 
these criteria 
offer little/ not 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‘Small scale’ comes from JCS 30/b. Can we 
be this prescriptive? 
 
“5 or less” 
 
Copied from Examiner’s modification of 
Chelveston NP: 
http://ndp.chelveston.org.uk/NDP-0312 
p.29/30 
 
Need clarification from ENC 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

additional 
direction over 
and above the 
JCS Place 
Shaping criteria 
(Policy 8). 

 2nd paragraph/ 
bullet points – 
clear policy 
direction, 
although this 
only repeats 
NPPF and JCS 
policy. 

 
H1 Policy 
Explanatio
n and 
Justification 
supporting 
text 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed, to 
“future proof” 
the Plan] 

Policy H1 correctly 
understands the context 
for the RNOTP 
settlement boundary 
criteria and how the JCS 
criteria (paragraph 5.17) 
also need to be applied 
in reviewing the King's 
Cliffe boundary.  
However, it is proposed 
that the 1st sentence 
should be revised as 
follows: “The proposed 
settlement boundary will 
broadly follow the outline 
of that in, as shown on 
the policies map, is a 
review of that from the 
2011 RNOTP Plan.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fine, but can we refine? 

H2 NO, 
although 
objections 
may be 
overcome 
with 
appropriate 
amendments 

It is understood that the 
Neighbourhood Plan is 
keen to emphasize the 
importance of the 40% 
affordable housing 
requirement.  However, 
as drafted the policy 
appears pre-determined, 
insufficiently flexible and 
little recognition of 
development viability 
(sole reference).  
 
To fulfil the basic 
conditions it is advised 
that the policy should: 

 Include 
statement to the 
effect that: 
"Affordable 

Is it only statement about 40% which is the 
issue? 
 
Ask ENC for clarification 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

housing should 
be delivered in 
accordance with 
the relevant 
standards set 
out in the Local 
Plan" in order to 
"future proof" the 
plan; and 

 Need to relate to 
local evidence; 
e.g. ward data. 

 
Otherwise, there is a risk 
of the Neighbourhood 
Plan becoming outdated 
when the Joint Core 
Strategy/ Local Plan Part 
1 is reviewed during the 
next 3-5 years. 

 
 
 
 
Will link to ward data 

H3 NO The sentiment behind 
Policy H3 is understood.  
However, a housing 
allocations policy of this 
nature is not considered 
to fall within the scope 
for a Neighbourhood 
Plan.  The proposed 
standards conflict with 
East Northamptonshire 
Council’s Housing 
Allocations Policy.  The 
only scenario in which 
the proposed standards 
could be applied would 
be for bespoke Rural 
Exceptions Housing 
schemes. 
 
In any event, all of the 
key planning standards 
for affordable housing 
are already defined by 
JCS Policy 30. 
 
It may be possible to 
include a statement 
setting out the local 
aspirations in support of 
Policy H2, to emphasize 
local priorities for 
prioritizing access to 
social housing for King's 
Cliffe residents in the first 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Do this as part of H2 and get rid of H3. 
Perhaps add to start of last sentence in H2 
‘wherever possible…’ 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

instance? 

H4 NO It is unclear how Policy 
H4 could deliver 
development phasing.  
"Natural" phasing may 
be suggested through 
trajectories, where an 
interested landowner/ 
developer has indicated 
that he/ she would be 
looking to develop a site 
within the next 5-10 
years.  It is not 
appropriate to seek to 
artificially restrict sites 
coming forward on the 
basis of a "phasing" 
policy [this issue 
previously arose through 
the Chelveston cum 
Caldecott 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Examination]. 

See Tattenhall example 
 
Ask ENC for clarification 

Paragraph 
8.9 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed to 
3rd sentence] 

Text amendment 
proposed, as it must be 
remembered the 
Neighbourhood Plan is 
for the whole community, 
not just the Parish 
Council: “A decision was 
taken to include them as 
they fitted in with the 
Objective…” 

Fine 

SH1 NO Policy SH1 provides a 
firm and clear aspiration.  
However, such a policy 
aspiration is something 
that would need to be 
implemented through the 
Development 
Management Local 
Standards (for planning 
applications).  It is not a 
matter than could be 
addressed by way of a 
bespoke Neighbourhood 
Plan policy. 

 

SH1 Policy 
Explanatio
n and 
Justification 

YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

Need specific reference 
to JCS Policy 9, which 
sets out Local Plan 
sustainable building 

 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

supporting 
text 

design standards 

SH2 YES, subject 
to 
amendments 

It may be appropriate to 
explain how the 200 
litres standard relates to 
the 105 litres/ person/ 
day Local Plan (JCS 
Policy 9) standard 
through further 
explanatory text; e.g. "In 
accordance the Local 
Plan standard (JCS 
Policy 9: 105 litres/ 
person/ day), the 200 
litres storage standard 
would be sufficient to 
harvest around 2 days 
water supply." 
 
Overall, policy text is too 
narrow/ prescriptive, but 
could be revised; e.g. 
“Rainwater harvesting 
systems could 
incorporate measures 
such as…200l storage 
system”. 

 

SH1-SH3 YES, subject 
to 
amendments 

There may be a case to 
broaden policies SH1-
SH3 into a single 
"Climate Change" policy; 
e.g. "Development 
proposals will need to 
address the challenges 
of climate change. In the 
context of King's Cliffe, 
development should, as 
a minimum: 

 Fulfil the Local 
Plan sustainable 
buildings 
standards; 

 Incorporate 
schemes for 
rainwater 
harvesting, with 
a minimum 
capacity of 200 
litres (?); 

 Within the 
curtilage, 
driveways and 

 
Agree, and add in reference to JCS Policy 9 
in supporting text 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

pathways should 
incorporate 
sustainable 
drainage 
systems capable 
of delivering a 
net reduction to 
surface water 
runoff; 

 Wherever 
possible, contain 
surface water 
runoff within the 
curtilage of the 
development." 

 
All of these “Sustainable 
Housing” policies set out 
great local aspirations 
but (if not covered by 
Local Plan/ national 
policies) all add to 
development costs and 
could have implications 
for development viability 
and therefore the 
delivery of affordable and 
social housing. 

SH4 YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

It may be better to move 
Policy SH4 to Improving 
Traffic and Parking (TP) 
section? 

Move as suggested 

BE1 NO, 
although 
objections 
may be 
overcome 
with 
appropriate 
amendments 

The aspirations behind 
BE1 are understood.  
However, overall this is 
not positively worded; i.e. 
it should define 
circumstances when 
development would be 
supported, to enable 
development 
management officers to 
exercise appropriate 
judgements in decision 
making. 
 
It may be preferable to 
incorporate policies BE1 
and BE2 into single 
"Sympathetic design" 
policy. 

See below BE2 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

BE2 YES, subject 
to 
amendments 

It may be appropriate to 
incorporate policies BE1 
and BE2 into a single 
"Sympathetic design" 
policy; e.g. "New 
development should 
respect local character, 
history, streetscape and 
vernacular, through: 

 Not being overly 
prominent in 
scale; 

 Not giving rise to 
visual 
overbearing of 
neighbouring 
properties; 

 Enhancing the 
character of the 
street scene or 
adjoining public 
realm; 

 Matching the 
density, structure 
and position of 
neighbouring 
buildings; 

 Incorporating 
tree planting for 
schemes of 5 or 
more housing or 
business units; 
and 

 Securing the 
long term 
maintenance of 
structural 
landscaping." 

 

This seems fine 

BE1-BE2 N/a To understand local 
styles, characteristics 
and features, it may be 
appropriate to define 
separate character areas 
within the built-up area of 
King’s Cliffe.  This is one 
way that the 
Neighbourhood Plan 
design policies could be 
made locally distinctive.  
Reference should be 
made to other 
successfully adopted 
“made” Neighbourhood 

e.g. 
Conservation area 
Oak Lane 
Wood Road 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

Plans; i.e. Higham 
Ferrers and Stanwick. 

BE3 NO, 
although 
objections 
may be 
overcome 
with 
appropriate 
amendments 

Policy BE3 is accepted 
to be locally distinctive, 
setting out additional 
local standards to 
enhance the existing 
built environment.  It 
may, however, be 
argued that the overall 
tone is overly 
prescriptive; such that 
this effectively requires 
new buildings to replicate 
existing ones. 

Disagree. Don’t see a problem with our 
wording 
 
Ask ENC for clarification 

Paragraphs 
10.6-10.9 

n/a  The introductory section 
to the Traffic and Parking 
section clearly sets out 
local aspirations for local 
parking standards.  In 
practice, development 
management decisions 
rely upon bespoke NCC 
(Highways) advice 
regarding parking 
provision.  It is noted that 
off road provision must 
be proportional to the 
proposal, especially as 
the Plan focuses upon 
small scale 
developments within the 
existing built up area, 
such that any 
improvements to existing 
on-street parking 
situation would be 
limited. 

Not sure of the point being made. 
Can we set standards, or not? 
 
Ask ENC for clarification 

TP1 NO This is more like 
direction/ guidance for 
undertaking a Transport 
Assessment (TA) rather 
than a Neighbourhood 
Plan policy, although it 
may be appropriate to 
include this statement 
within the supporting 
text.  The supporting text 
explains local concerns 
regarding on-street 
parking at West Street, 
although measures such 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

as enforcement or better 
education are matters for 
the County Council or 
Police. 
 
It is suggested that 
Policy TP1 could be 
revised as follows, 
although it must be 
recognised that 
secondary improvements 
could only be delivered 
through larger scale 
developments: 
"Developments should 
deliver overall 
accessibility, connectivity 
and road safety 
enhancements for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  
Development will need to 
comprehensively 
address the impacts of 
additional traffic, parking 
and congestion 
throughout the village. 
 
Development 
contributions for bespoke 
traffic management 
schemes for managing 
parking and congestion 
will be sought, for the 
following: 

 Park Street; 
 West Street; and 
 Wood Road." 

 
[It may be appropriate to 
show these priority 
locations as linear 
designations on the 
policies map] 
 

 
 
 
 
Suggested amendment: 
"Developments should deliver overall 
accessibility, connectivity and road safety 
enhancements for pedestrians and cyclist, 
however they must assess the potential  
impact…”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How can this help problems? 

TP2 YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

It may be appropriate to 
set local parking 
standards, where locally 
derived evidence exists 
(it is noted that the 
justification is set out at 
paragraph 10.9).  
However, on a day to 
day basis parking 
requirements for 

 
 
 
 
 
Does this mean we cannot make this 
policy? 
 
ENC clarification needed 
 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

individual development 
schemes are defined 
with reference to current 
NCC (Highways) parking 
standards. 
 
Suggested amendment, 
for clarity: “…plus one 
extra car space per 
bedroom for 4-bedroom 
houses and above.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fine 

TP3 YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

Suggested amendments, 
to emphasise importance 
of local services: 
“…development will be 
supported where this 
permits easy access 
delivers improved 
connectivity for cyclists 
and pedestrians.  The 
priority for new cycle 
and pedestrian links 
will be to provide 
access to key village 
services such as the 
shop, surgery and 
school.” 

Fine 

Paragraph 
11.5 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed to 
1st sentence] 

Text amendment 
proposed, as it must be 
remembered the 
Neighbourhood Plan is 
for the whole community, 
not just the Parish 
Council: “Of particular 
importance to the Parish 
Council is an 
identified…” 

Fine 

RBS2 YES It may be appropriate to 
specify the band width 
being sought.  The 
supporting text could 
also set out the current 
band width (status quo), 
to explain how far band 
widths are being 
expected to improve.  It 
must, however, be 
questioned how far 
Broadband speeds could 
be enforced through the 
planning system. 

No idea of what speed will be ‘high-speed’ 
in 10 years’ time, so leave as it is 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

RBS3, 1st 
paragraph 

YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

Suggested amendment, 
for clarity: 
“Developments leading 
to the loss of amenities, 
playgrounds, recreational 
areas, and essential 
community facilities, as 
shown on the policies 
map and listed below…” 

Fine 

RBS3 YES, subject 
to 
amendments 

RBS3 is useful, in that 
this highlights/ specifies 
which local amenities 
and community facilities 
within King’s Cliffe are 
deemed priorities for 
retention.  However, the 
1st paragraph should be 
re-worded, to ensure that 
it is consistent with JCS 
Policy 7; i.e.: “Existing 
community services and 
facilities (specified 
amenities, playground, 
recreational areas and 
other facilities) should be 
safeguarded, unless it 
can be demonstrated 
that they are no longer 
viable, needed by the 
community that they 
serve, or development 
would deliver an 
alternative provision of 
equal or better quality 
and accessibility.” 
 
Suggested additional 
paragraph, to strengthen 
policy: “Designation of 
these amenities and 
community facilities as 
Assets of Community 
Value will be sought, 
where development 
proposals would 
adversely affect a 
designated amenity or 
facility.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fine 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

RC1 YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

It will be necessary to 
define the ‘very special 
circumstances’ where 
new build development 
would be acceptable, 
with reference to relevant 
national Green Belt 
policy criteria; i.e.: “…in 
very special 
circumstances, such as: 

 Provision of 
appropriate 
facilities to 
service a 
current use or 
function; or 

 Alterations or 
replacements 
to existing 
building(s) or 
structure(s) 
provided that 
these do not 
significantly 
increase the 
size and scale 
of the original 
building(s) or 
structure(s).” 

 
It may be helpful to show 
the sites as bullet points, 
with cross references to 
the relevant site 
reference at Appendix A. 
 

Fine (see Charles Tomalin comments) 

RC2 YES, subject 
to 
amendments 

Overall, RC2 could be 
regarded too 
prescriptive/ one sided in 
its approach.  It is 
important to understand 
that this fits within the 
broader strategic policy 
framework of the Local 
Plan.  Suggested 
amendments to 
overcome these 
concerns: 

 1st sentence: 
“Development 
proposals must 
should 
deliver…” 

 Final sentence: 

OK? 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

“Developments 
which present a 
would lead to 
an overall 
negative impact 
on any of these 
considerations 
will not be 
supported.” 

 
RC3 YES, subject 

to 
amendments 

Suggested revision to 
policy wording, to 
strengthen deliverability 
of policy: “Development 
proposals should deliver 
overall quality and 
accessibility 
enhancements to the 
Public Rights of Way 
network.” 
 
It must be noted that the 
blocking of Public Rights 
of Way is addressed by 
way of statutes that are 
entirely separate to 
planning legislation. 

OK? 

SA1 N/a The former Middle 
School site is clearly an 
appropriate location for a 
mixed use development 
of the scheme 
envisaged.  However, it 
will be necessary to 
engage with the 
landowner/ interested 
developer (in this case, 
the County Council) to 
ensure delivery of the 
proposals.  It is important 
to ensure that the SA1 is 
not overly prescriptive, to 
the extent that it could 
preclude other 
appropriate 
developments. 

See NCC points 
 
Can we extend boundary of SA1 while 
keeping settlement boundary intact? 

SA1-SA3 N/a It may be appropriate to 
specify the gross site 
area for each site 
specific allocation. 

See Charles Tomalin’s figures 
 
SA2 – remove triangle 



 

Policy 
Number 

Do you 
Support 
this 
Policy? 
Yes/No 

If you disagree with 
the Policy, how 
would you like to 
see it changed? 
Other Comments? 

Steering Group Comment 

SA3 YES, subject 
to 
amendment 

Suggested amendment, 
for clarity: “Land off 
Daleswood Rise has 
been allocated for the 
following types of 
housing residential 
development.  This 
should deliver a mix 
and tenure consisting 
of predominantly:”. 
 
The policy should also 
specify the anticipated 
number of dwellings that 
are expected to be 
delivered. 

Section 106 agreement specified this site 
would be for affordable housing 
 

P32 
[Proposed 
Site 
Allocations] 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed to 
1st 
paragraph] 

Text amendment 
proposed, as it must be 
remembered the 
Neighbourhood Plan is 
for the whole community, 
not just the Parish 
Council: “These sites 
have been selected by 
the Parish Council 
chosen as 
allocations…” 

Fine 

P32 
[Proposed 
Site 
Allocations] 

YES [but 
amendments 
proposed to 
SHLAA map] 

Text amendment 
proposed to SHLAA map 
heading: “(SHLAA sites 
in purple and beige; call 
for sites proposal in pink; 
allocations put forward 
by Parish Council during 
the Plan preparation 
process in blue)” 

Fine 

    

 
 
4. AOB 
None 
 
 


