
Responses to Questions - Group 1 

Settlement Boundaries 

• Kings Cliffe Map leaves out Kingsmead Industrial estate 
� Doesn’t reflect democratically suggested groups as outlined 5 years ago 
� Woodnewton – Yes 
� Nassington – NO 
� Kings Cliffe – Yes 

Housing 

� 8.3 Too ambiguous – needs more clarity

� needs to define affordable housing 

� didn’t really work in Nassington – couldn’t fill them


Transport 

� No – what does it actually mean 
� Kings Cliffe residents leave the district to shop/ working at Peterborough 

and Stamford not Oundle

� Local Area boundaries are irrelevant

� Needs to improve infrastructure as well

� Main rd Woodnewton – big traffic/ safety problems


¾ School buses part of the problem

� Reducing car usage is not going to happen – ever

� 18.3 – must include journeys outside the district 

� a lot of people commute out of the district

� 19.1 – ridiculous – needs more than 1.5 spaces 


¾ especially in Rural areas 

� Transport is key to survival of rural areas and must have special 


consideration 

� Stifling transport will stifle social development


Countryside 

� Refers to transport again – tourism = traffic 
� Apethorpe Hall 
� No need for more development 
� Infrastructure must precede tourism 
� No room for large developments 
� Development would destroy the very thing at the heart of tourism in the 

district – the character 

Rural Communities 

� Numbers don’t add up?

� Nassington school can only take 20 more knids 

� Villages are going to become dormitory 


¾ More people who cant work in villages – not creating communities 
¾ Villages will lack what they need in their everyday lives 



¾ Important to retain communities 
� Spread over more even and wider area rather than mainly in Nassington 

and Warmington 

Service Role 

�	 People don’t look at Kings Cliffe as a service Centre – more likely to go to 
Stamford etc 

�	 School goers to come to Kings Cliffe 
�	 Yes – needs major improvement 
�	 Needs improvement to road system 
�	 Kingsmead has not had any increase in employment 
� Its not just Kingsmead, spread around are – farming/ agricultural 

communities 
� Kingsmead is underused 
� What are we doing in general to bring employment to the area? – nothing! 

Housing Site 

• Yes but depends on type of development

� Serious lack of provision for young persons facilities 

� Development should be phased 
� Building should be controlled 

¾ Constraints on developers 
� High standards of development 
� Why are we doing away with all Midd

district 

� Open space very Important 


Vision & Objectives 

le schools? Kings Cliffe last one in 

�	 Is the vision reflected by the plan – No 
�	 Mobile library & youth group funding has been scrapped – doesn’t fit with 

development of rural services. 



Responses to Questions - Group: 2 

General comments 

Would be useful if there had been a map included (possibly linked to the Core 
Spatial Strategy Map) which showed relationship of the plan area with the 
wider area outside of the district. 

Settlement Boundaries 

Broadly speaking the group agreed with the settlement boundary proposed for 
King’s Cliffe.  The inclusion of further areas of land was discussed, such as an 
existing planning permission at Huskisson’s Lodge – and whether this should 
be included as within the village framework or remain excluded.  Furthermore 
the inclusion of the recreational buildings on the other side of the railway was 
discussed. 

There was a degree of uncertain as to what the delineation of settlement 
boundaries would mean in practical terms.  Concern was raised that 
significant building to the north of the village would be visible from the 
countryside and this needs to be taken into account when considering future 
growth. 

There was some confusion over the figures in the Preferred Options 
Document – with p53 referring to 150 dwellings at King’s Cliffe but the KC1 
site only providing for 50 dwellings and a further 70 to the East.  This would 
not appear to satisfy the requirement for 150 dwellings. Therefore should 150 
houses be allocated in King’s Cliffe it was considered that these could not all 
be on the site identified in the document and further land would be needed 
and the settlement boundaries amended accordingly.  The plan assumes that 
important open space designations will be maintained but the site in King’s 
Cliffe has not been shown on the map and its role as part of the proposed 
allocation not discussed. 

A note of caution was raised about the level of growth, and accommodating 
this level of growth without severe impacts of existing residential amenity, 
infrastructure etc. 

Housing 

There was in general agreement that housing density needs to be considered 
alongside the impact on the infrastructure in an area.  As it currently stands, 
within King’s Cliffe the density varies greatly so a policy that allows for this to 
be considered in a flexible manner was supported. 

When discussing residential infilling, the majority of participants felt that every 
site has to be taken on its merits, but broadly speaking there needs to be 
restrictive. Therefore the preferred option (which reflects these concerns) was 
supported. 



There was widespread support for planning policies which deliver a greater 
amount of affordable housing in the village – this was a key local need with a 
well established demand.  Furthermore, it was important that affordable 
housing is provided in such a way that it is fully integrated into the village.  

A member of the discussion group was strongly opposed to the concept of 
continuing the rural exception policy for affordable housing, feeling that if the 
principle of development cannot be established on a site, the in no 
circumstances should it be allowed (furthermore links to previous comments 
about need for integration and not isolation). A point was raised that by its 
very nature affordable housing includes smaller dwellings at higher densities, 
linking back to earlier concerns about how high density development places 
additional strain on the existing infrastructure in the area.  

A point of detail was raised about limiting permitted development rights on 
smaller more affordable housing i.e. limiting expansion to ensure that they 
stay affordable in the longer term. 

Concerns were raised over the possibility of ribbon development in King’s 
Cliffe – and should further sites over and above that identified in the preferred 
options be required then these should be identified in advance rather than 
allowing ad hoc ribbon development.    This was underpinned by a desire for 
“good” development sites. 

Transport 

Whilst the group agreed in principle with the idea of improved public transport 
provision, these improvements need to respond to the travel patterns of 
residents in the rural north rather than just looking inwardly towards the “plan 
area”.  As such the emphasis should be on links to places such as Stamford, 
Corby, Oakham and Peterborough.  A cautionary note was also raised about 
the suitability of “buses” on the road networks and the need for more 
imaginative ways of satisfying public transport needs. 

Furthermore it was considered that the plan needed to be more detailed with 
regard to the development of the cycle network (with the suggestion of using 
the disused railway lines as cycle path) 

In terms of car parking, there was agreement over 2 spaces per dwelling, in 
acknowledgment of the nature of the district and the fact the irrespective of 
planned improvements to public transport people will continue to own cars. 

Countryside 

Members of the group felt that the references to tourism would have been 
better supported with targets and statistics (such as job creation and so on) 
and more generally if the proposals were more detailed.  Furthermore, there 
needs to be adequate infrastructure in place to sustain growth in tourism. 
Questions were raised over how the plan could actively encourage or 
discourage tourism.   



In terms of tourism and King’s Cliffe there was a degree of uncertainty, with 
growth supported if in keeping with the character of the location as it does 
create jobs if done well.  However it was felt that EN is not very well promoted 
in terms of tourism. 

Rural Communities 

A point was raised about the need for growth in the villages surrounding 
King’s Cliffe to help sustain King’s Cliffe itself (given the people will come to 
the village to use), especially if the village is to develop as a Local Service 
Centre as desired by the Plan. 

The majority of the group had a specific interest in King’s Cliffe and therefore 
discussed about the role of Nassington and Warmington as smaller service 
centres was limited. 

Specific Issues 

The focus of discussions revolved around INFRASTRUCTURE provision 
(roads, drains, electricity, gas, libraries and so on) and the need for 
substantial proposals to support growth (i.e. an infrastructure-led 
approach). There were concerns that infrastructure provision as it stands 
was already under pressure, without further growth outlined in the document 
and the difficulties of providing such infrastructure in older villages. 

Flooding was raised as an important issue in King’s Cliffe, and the potential 
for increased housing development to increase the likelihood of flooding. 

Other issues included parks cars of the roads, and more generally the poor 
qualify of the roads.  Should the preferred approach to housing growth occur 
(up to 150 allocated etc) then this will put a lot of pressure on the roads. 
Education provision and doctors are also issues. Particular concern was 
voiced about the demise of the mobile library and how King’s Cliffe is 
expected to fulfil a local service centre role yet will not have easy access to a 
library facility. 

Employment 

It was raised that the KC1 development brief makes reference to 1 room as 
part of residential provision being used for employment related uses / offices 
to address the needs of the self-employed. 

The group identified 3 existing centres of employment in King’s Cliffe which 
could be expanded to serve the area in light of expansion.  More generally, a 
cautionary note was that too much growth will spoil the town – and there was 
a danger that beautiful places such as King’s Cliffe are not necessarily 
designed to cope with growth.  Whilst growth in itself was acceptable (and 
indeed necessary) there was grave concern that the level of the growth would 
have severe impacts on the environment and on. 



Housing Site 

Whilst the choice of the site as the most suitable one for future housing was 
agreed upon / well established, the issue of access to the preferred housing 
allocation was discussed.  Further, certain people felt that in terms of other 
uses proposed on the site have been pre-empted by development area to the 
north of the railway, and that the site should now be considered for just 
housing and open space. 

Vision and Objectives 

Queried worded in the objectives of “thereafter” development in King’s Cliffe. 
Although the reference is meant as a reference to level of development, the 
use of the word coming literally be taken to mean that development will occur 
after that in Oundle and Thrapston (in terms of chronological order) 

A member of the group felt that the wording of the vision suggests equal 
importance is attached to living, working, investing etc in East 
Northamptonshire – but felt that making the area attractive to live in is the 
most important consideration and should be given the most weight. 

There was widespread scepticism that the vision would be able to be fulfilled 
given the level of growth proposed for King’s Cliffe.  And crucially, it was felt 
that success would depend on the involvement of the communities and come 
from the local level upwards – not imposed by the council.  Similarly, the 
group were keen to see how their comments will impact the development of 
the Plan. 

3 Key Points 

•	 Development should be from within the community not imposed on if 
from other places, in order to maintain the character of the settlement 

•	 Some level of growth is required to move forward 
•	 Links in this area are more out of the district towards Stamford, 

Peterborough, Uppingham, Oakham and Corby. The document and 
plan should make some reference to the services there. 

•	 Affordable housing is needed in the village urgently. 



Responses to Questions - Group:  3 

Boundaries  

•	 Red area is important land 
•	 Affordable housing is a big issue in the village 
•	 Sports and recreation important 
•	 Danger of becoming dormitory village  if it does not develop 
•	 Home number would be clearer if the separated existing planning permissions and 

future 
•	 Must maintain character of the village, parish council should be involved 
•	 Need young people in the village but not low quality as Corby or Peterborough 
•	 Road access would be very important for the proposed site 
•	 View that Kingsmead Industrial Estate should be included in the development 
•	 Has Apethorpe Parish Council been consulted? 
•	 S W of Apethorpe has been consulted (I house has been excluded) 
•	 Woodnewton - very happy with line proposed 
•	 Kings Cliffe should be a special case 

Housing  

•	 Housing should take account of young peoples needs 
•	 Style is just as important density 
•	 Mix of people in village is important, young and old. 
•	 Concern that adequate car parking should be provided 
•	 High density can be acceptable if style is OK 
•	 Infilling is complete in KC. 
•	 Plan is for 40% affordable housing. 10 houses or more in villages. 
• Not too prescriptive (green)

•


Transport 

•	 605, 47, 43 want widened 
•	 Need small buses to feed into main service 
•	 Needs to be much better to make it work. Small changes will not be worth doing. 

Would have to be community based. 
•	 Cycling between villages would help with foot path routes need maintained in winter 

on outskirts (gritting)  etc to main. 
•	 Kings Cliffe to Apethorpe path needed (partly done but not complete) 
•	 Community transport is more appropriate for public. 
•	 Footpaths need not be 1.5 m wide in rural community 
•	 Need flexibility “Community” based 

Tourism 

•	 Tourism is the only industry we have left.  
•	 Need small companies (small workshops small rent) 
•	 Need to exploit the area to make sustainable.  Want more people to spend some 

money in the area. 
•	 Traffic and parking would be a problem, and litter. 



Rural Communities 

•	 Kings Cliffe service centre important. 3 tier education may be under threat.  Kings 
Cliffe wants to return to 3 tiers. 

•	 Agree that services should be focused on a few locations. 
•	 Need jobs in the villages to match housing 
•	 Kings Cliffe Specific Issues 
•	 Service Role  Road systems 
•	 Small factory units needed (cheap) 
•	 Cottage industries.  Focus on home working or conversion for business rise. 
•	 Focus on small units as a step up from home working. 
•	 Surface water drainage is a problem 
•	 Housing site should include community, parking and style. 
•	 Affordable Housing 
•	 Small Businesses 
•	 Traffic Infrastructures 
•	 Flooding major problem 



Responses to Questions - Group:  4 

Settlement Boundaries 

•	 Have already breached Kings Lodge 
•	 Too strict 
•	 Do we need more housing. 
•	 Local service area – means more people and more services 
•	 A long way to walk to the proposed playground on the other side of the railway 

line. 
•	 From the figures – does it mean that there will be 30 houses built by infilling? 
•	 Why isn’t Kingsmead industrial included in the settlement area? 

Group overall agreed with the settlement boundary. 

Housing 

Densities 
Group agreed with the statement.  Town houses within villages have caused a lot 
of problems.  Three storey houses do not go with village cottages. 

•	 1.5 cars per household is unrealistic. 

Infilling 
Group agreed with statement. 

Affordable housing 
•	 Are there plans to include social housing 
•	 Needs to be affordable housing in the rural areas and part of a development. 
•	 Boundary will be adequate if affordable houses are included in the 150 houses. 
•	 Price of the land has to be equitable. 

Transport 

•	 Whole business of transport in the area needs to be looked at with imagination.  
Present situation is dangerous. 

•	 Market towns are where the employment is. 
•	 Do not believe people will change their work pattern 
•	 People from Kings Cliffe cannot go to Corby for education. 
•	 Need a link to the railway. 
•	 Important to get access to Stamford, Corby, Kettering, Peterborough 

Countryside 

•	 Do not want organised tourism. 
•	 Worry that it will be urbanisation of the countryside. 
•	 Encourage tourism. 
•	 Disused railway line – money to develop as a cycle way. 
•	 Worry about related developments.  Needs to be talked about at a local level. 



Group agreed with paragraph 25.2 in the Preferred Options document. 

Rural Communities 

•	 Nassington and Warmington have always been more prosperous. 
•	 Where are the other smaller service centres? 
•	 Schools – are the Oundle schools staying? 
•	 Three tier system suits this area. 

Group agreed with the statement, although objected to Nassington and 
Warmington being singled out. Why not other villages? What about Brigstock? 

Kings Cliffe specific issues/Service Role 

•	 Access to services important – keep mobile library, youth services.  Do not 
keep cutting it. 

•	 People up to 18 require an outlet. 
•	 Get the road to Wansford sorted. 
•	 Lot of land at King Cliffe school – have an all weather pitch built. 
•	 Playground? 
•	 Skateboard park? 
•	 Industrial units in the village not being used.  
•	 Employment potential on the old KSR site at Wansford road.  
•	 More development – need new sewage works. 
•	 Improve the road system to take HGVs if we are to have more industry. 
•	 Roads between villages are bad. 
•	 Salt roads around the village in bad weather 
•	 Flooding a concern – had no improvement in the last 2 years since the last 

flooding incident. 
•	 All new houses should have a water butt 

Housing site 

•	 Other sites could be considered – brown land behind Park Close could be 
considered. 

•	 Encourage building on the main road sites. 
•	 Encouraging commuters. 
•	 Access to the site to be looked at. 

Other uses for the Wood Road site 

•	 Play area – not just for the under 5s – all ages – skateboard park? 
•	 Retain the nature reserve 
•	 Another public house. 
•	 Adult education courses and not having to travel to other areas. 
•	 Keep Fit. 



1. 	 Transport – smaller vehicles and more frequent journeys.  Go to places 
where people want to go not where planners think they want to go. 

2. 	 Affordable housing in the rural areas.  Housing to be in keeping with the 
village and not town houses. 

3. 	 Maintain services and improving them and not cutting them. 



Responses to questions Group: 5 

Settlement Boundaries -  

Comments made; 

•	 Which is likely to be better protection against future development (use of settlement 
boundary) 

•	 KCI site is there enough provision for growth? 
•	 Need assurance about inappropriate development e.g. Industrial 
•	 Green space around the school? 
•	 Define settlement boundaries in the plan 
•	 Concern at Easton on the Hill boundary 
•	 Query CIP in Easton on the Hill 
•	 Clarification on settlement boundary 

Housing  

Lower Density 

Comments made; 

•	 Examples where high density in low density character villages 
•	 Densities which relate to surrounding areas are supported 
•	 Rigorous assessment of development needed 

Infilling 

Comments made; 

•	 Must maintain character of settlement 
•	 Scope for VDS – assessment of character by local 
•	 Plan yes- delivering is another question 
•	 Affordable consider as development as a whole, not on individual plots 
•	 Imperative that local needs are met by affordable housing 
•	 Need to find real alternative to local authority development 
•	 Lead role for council - Need to be creative to deliver affordable housing in rural areas 
•	 Sc 106 agreements robust attitude needed towards them 

Transport 

Comments made; 

•	 Re open the railway 
•	 Capacity of A roads to cope with levels of development e.g. develop in Corby 
•	 Road networks and needed for thorough assessment 
•	 Implications of nearby developments needs to be considered 
•	 Connections e.g. South of Kings Cliffe with Corby link being housing and 


employment provision at local level reducing the need to travel 

•	 Public transport – cross boundary issues e.g. travel to Stamford 



•	 Need smaller more frequent services e.g. minibuses not just double deckers 
•	 Cars are always more convenient 
•	 How will ENC deliver?  ENC needs to be proactive and creative.   

Countryside  

Comments made; 

•	 Tourism opportunity to provide local jobs  
•	 No comment of increasing access to countryside, linear routes at present. Tourists 

will need circular routes 
•	 Car parking is needed, identify circuits 
•	 Parkways and links between routes could be improved 
•	 Quality and maintenance of footpaths/cycle ways 
•	 ENDC could take a lead link with voluntary groups not just rely on NCC 

Rural Communities 

Comments made; 

•	 Appropriate to support local service centres 
•	 Warmington close links to Oundle 
•	 All places suggested in a small rural areas – if possible a greater spread of this 

development around the Rural North area 
•	 Need to define sustainability 
•	 Sustainability not purely dependent on development 

Kings Cliffe  

Comments made; 

•	 Parking is a major problem 
•	 1.5 car park per dwelling is not appropriate 
•	 Recreation and sports facilities – only use of school site 
•	 West Street is a major problem 
•	 Affordable housing for local younger people 
•	 Job creation essential in Kings Cliffe 
•	 Start units good, but they only employ a couple of people 
•	 No garage on village 
•	 Range of employment development needed not just starter units. Tourism could be 

included e.g. pubs, restaurants 
•	 Unemployment low, High commuting 
•	 Kingsmead is a good starting point. Good access, parking etc. Focus on Kingsmead 

but don’t exclude all other areas 



Housing site- 

Comments made; 

•	 Other uses for footpaths, cycleways, linkages to village and recreation and sport 
facilities 

Three Points – 

1. 	 Move action and less talking across the board. Local knowledge (advice) 
should be listened to and acted upon. E.g. flooding, car parking 

2. 	 Affordable housing for local needs throughout the village 
3. 	 Infrastructure led development 



Responses to questions Group:  6 

Are there links with other planning areas? To be covered as we move along.  

Settlement Boundaries – Green (we know where we are) 

•	 Reliability – observation - near existing boundary in Kings Cliffe 
•	 Questions about the number of houses in Kings Cliffe – how hard are the 

boundaries? – can they be amended throughout planning process then hold for 5 
years? 

•	 Question about the term local service centre? 
•	 Question – have Parish Council comments been taken into account? 
•	 Question – has there been a detail survey on the ground? – flooding could be an 

issue with paved areas 
•	 Idea of boundary good – but have been breached in the past – so how hard will 

boundary decisions be? 
•	 Therefore the boundaries are agreed for those that can’t take the council on – 

challenge them 
•	 Queries about previous preferences as to boundaries put by the Parish Council. 

Tactical part about infilling of gardens 

Housing 

•	 Need diversity in housing size/ density to build a stable community 
•	 Question – what is meant by lower density? 
•	 Point about increased traffic flows with development – pressure on KC West Street 
•	 Number of cars per house? 
•	 Narrow roads – cars have a larger impact on KC and surrounding villages 
•	 Infrastructure should be considered first – before housing 
•	 Timing of development? – nothing fixed? 
•	 Page 18 - diversity of social housing for a variety of incomes but we do not want to 

cram houses into infill sites 
•	 Page 19 – green – Restrictions could be soft 
•	 Question – how do conservation areas fit into infill policy? – character and style 
•	 Space is an important part of the current conservation areas 
•	 Character could be a reason for infilling therefore what is appropriate for each 

situation 
•	 Page 20-26 – green – affordable housing – what bout inferior building standards 
•	 Efficient affordable housing can be helped by planning thresholds 
•	 Concerns about the number of affordable housing associated  with existing Planning 

Permissions 
•	 What about the threat of 2nd houses? – break up of community – do we need


something to discourage them? – yes


Transport - Yellow 

•	 Public transport 
o	 no support for existing methods or network 
o	 need something a bit more flexible e.g post buses, church buses – innovative 

use of existing facilities – car pools etc.. 
o	 what about co-ordination of a range of transport 



o	 too many transit vans – can we have a village courier 
o	 buses will not be supported unless more convenient and at useful times – 

smaller vehicles 
o	 re-opening a railway more sustainable 

Countryside – Red 

•	 promotion of tourism 
•	 What about the impact on traffic flows? 
•	 What about the rest of the countryside – diversification of farming 
•	 Seen in “Danger of the Cotswolds” 

Rural Communities - Green 

•	 Sustainable housing – energy water etc. Page 53-55 service centres 
•	 To start developing in villages, where there are no services would be madness 
•	 Infrastructure first – development second 

Kings Cliffe Service Centre 

•	 Difficulties of road narrowness West Street needs to be sorted 
•	 Traffic problems are limiting development 
•	 Further development – a health Centre required 
•	 Problem if Middle School threat of shutting would impact on traffic increase and 

sense of community 
•	 Will the Middle School be developed for housing 
•	 Planners will go back and find out about future of school – risk 
•	 Spare capacity – so not required 
•	 Should be focussed around sites  - existing sites 
•	 What about farm buildings for offices 
•	 Employment types – need to find out what people want or need to do 
•	 Flexible working – e.g. cosmetic factory 
•	 Manufacturing will generate more traffic 

Kings Cliffe Housing Site - yellow 

•	 Problem with flooding with village if developed 
•	 Infrastructure needs to be right – drains 
•	 Hard surfaces adding to this 
• Sustainability of new development – is there another option other than Wood Road? 
• Option at the end of the village adjacent to Wood Lane – 
•	 Can the sewerage works cope with increased housing 
•	 More options – heavily qualified 

Three Key Issues 

•	 Transport – impact on KC village and surrounding area – impact on traffic 

management


•	 Infrastructure – flooding – infrastructure in advance of building 
•	 What would happen if the Middle School – plan B – what may be doing. 


