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1. Introduction. 
 

This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 

Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012. Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations 

sets out what a Consultation Statement should contain: 

a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 
neighbourhood development plan 

b) explains how they were consulted 

c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted 

d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where 
relevant, addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

2. Aims of consultation. 

 
The aim of the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan consultation process was to: 
 

• Inform residents, local businesses, and other stakeholders about the neighbourhood 
planning process and to invite their participation so that local opinion informed the 
plan, 

• ensure that consultation events took place at critical points in the process, 

• engage in a variety of ways to make sure that as wide a range of people as possible 
were involved and that they could receive information and provide feedback in a way 
that suits them, 

• ensure that information was readily available and accessible to everyone, 

• make sure that consultation feedback was available as soon as possible after events. 
 

NB Covid 19 restrictions severely inhibited the desired methodology of offering face to 
face meetings by holding open events where stakeholders could view the development 
of the plan.   

 
3. Background to the plan. 

 
The process of creating the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan has been driven by Parish 
Councillors and members of the community. The aim of this Neighbourhood Plan is to 
put forward the wishes of the community regarding future development and to deliver 
local aspirations within the context of the strategic planning framework. The whole of 
the parish was formally designated by the former Corby Borough Council for 
neighbourhood planning purposes on 4 June 2015. 
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Funding was provided by grants from Locality along with some funding support from the 
Parish Council. This enabled the Parish Council to recruit YourLocale to support the 
development of the plan.  

 
4. Consultation committees. 

 
An initial consultation day was held on 11 May 2019.  A variety of methods were used to 
inform stakeholders about the Open Day; invitations were placed in all residents’ mail 
boxes, the event was advertised on the village and Council Websites, posters placed in 
the village shop, village hall  and notice board and an advertisement placed in the 
Village newsletter. Over 50 people attended and shared their thoughts about the Parish 
and what the Neighbourhood Plan should consider1. 
 
From this initial consultation three Theme Groups were created, Housing, Environment 
and Heritage and Infrastructure (community, economy and transport).  Each group had 
volunteer residents, Parish Councillors, a consultant appointed from YourLocale and a 
Chair appointed from members of the group.  A Steering Group was formed, comprising 
Cottingham Parish Councillors assisted by a lead Consultant from YourLocale.   

 
5. Steering Committee. 
 

The Steering Committee met on seven occasions from January 2019 to June 2020 
when the pre-submission document was completed.  Further meetings were held 
towards the end of 2020 in order to organise the consultation process and in addition 

 
1 See Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan; Page 6.  
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the Parish Council’s monthly meeting agenda had the Neighbourhood Plan as a 
permanent fixture.  It is worth noting that the Parish Council’s meetings are open to the 
public. 
 

6. Theme Group meetings. 
 
Each of the three Theme Groups met at regular intervals from May 2019 until the 
completion of the work on their section of the plan.  The last group to complete, finished 
their work in June 2020 whereupon the first draft of the plan was approved by the 
steering committee and delivered to the former Corby Borough Council for their initial 
observations.   
 
a. Housing 

 
The Housing Theme Group’s objective was to consider the responses made by 
residents during the open day, and decide on the housing requirements for the village 
during the life of the plan.   
 
Throughout, the Housing Group investigated a number of documents and reports which 
gave guidance and which stated the legal obligations for house building on a National, 
County and Local basis2. 
 
The group met eleven times between 17th June 2019 and 19th March 2020.  
 
A local “call for sites” was undertaken and advertised widely by the Parish Council in 
September and October 20193. A letter and questionnaire was sent to all known local 
landowners with fields adjacent to the village settlement boundary asking if they wished 
to offer fields for inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan as possible sites for house 
building4.  A total of fifteen landowners were approached and eight fields were put 
forward for consideration.  There followed Site Assessment Surveys on each of the 
fields and the results made available5.  An additional letter was delivered to those 
landowners whose fields were not considered appropriate to ascertain whether they 
would wish the Housing Group to re-survey a smaller section of a field6.  The Group did 
not receive any responses to this second invitation for further a site survey. 
 
The conclusion of this work was to produce the Policies shown within the Housing and 
Built Environment section of the Neighbourhood Plan.    
 
b. Environment. 
 
The Environment Group’s objectives were to: 
 

• Identify, describe and quantify what is environmentally significant and 
characteristic in the Plan Area. 

• Research and record what is ‘special’ to local people. 

• Formulate Policies intended to protect, preserve and, where appropriate, 

 
2 These documents are referenced throughout the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan and relevant appendices 
notably Appendices 5, 6 & 7. 
3 See “Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan”; Pages 17 &18 for process undertaken. 
4 See Appendix 7; Para. 3.1 pages 7 & 8; “Site Sustainability Assessments” 
5 See Appendix 7 
6 See Appendix 7; Para, 7.1; Page 54 
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enhance the best of the above. 
 

From the outset, the Group agreed that its overarching brief was not to use the 
“environment” as a means to prevent all development, but to ensure protection of the 
local environment as part of development that is sustainable economically, socially and 
environmentally. 
 
The Group’s initial meetings in July 2019 set in motion a combination of active fieldwork 
and desk-based research.  The prime objective of the field work was to build a detailed 
inventory of discrete environmental elements which make up the Plan Area (fields, 
public spaces, open spaces, habitats, wildlife corridors, heritage assets, important views 
etc).  This was achieved by the members of the group physically visiting and assessing 
each itemised element and rating it against established ‘scorecard’ criteria.  The 
research aspect drew on a wide range of published and archived sources of information 
in the form of texts, documents, maps and studies.   
 
Between July 2019 and May 2020 the Group met or consulted on 10 occasions (for 
administrative reasons the Group did not convene between July and November 2019):  
 
The work of this Group culminated in the drafting of the Environment chapter and 
policies, and the collation of fieldwork and researched data into appendices. 
 
c. Infrastructure 

 
The Infrastructure Group’s objectives were: 
 
a) To identify significant issues pertaining to the variety of vehicles using Cottingham 

village roads with a view to producing policies and/or community actions which seek 
to improve the lives of residents.  

 
b) To consider support that may be given to existing and new enterprises. 
 
c) How best to improve road management and repair throughout the village. 
 
To undertake the tasks the group held five formal meetings during the period July to 
November 2019. Additionally, informal meetings were held with those acting as 
representatives for notable village institutions for example, Cottingham Primary School, 
the Methodist Church and Village Store and Café. 

 
In conclusion, the group produced the policies and community action within sections 5 
to 7 inclusive, of the Pre-submission document. 
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7. Stakeholders. 
 

The following stakeholders were contacted as required by Regulation 14 Pre-
submission consultation.  The six week period for consultation was 9th November 2020 
to 20th December 2020. 
 
All Cottingham village residents 
Cottingham and Middleton Village Community Store and Café 
Northamptonshire County Council (Planning Department) 

Corby Borough Council (now North Northamptonshire Council). 

Adjoining Parishes. Rockingham PC 
                                East Carlton PC 
                                Middleton PC 
The Coal Authority 

Northamptonshire Chamber 

Homes and Communities Agency 

Natural England 

Environment Agency  

Historic England 

English Heritage, East Midlands Region 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 

Highways Agency  
British Telecommunications. 

NHS Corby Clinical Commissioning Group  

National Grid 

British Gas Properties 

Anglian Water Ltd. 

Voluntary Impact Northamptonshire 

Age UK Northamptonshire  

CPRE  

Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups  

St. Mary Magdalene 

Corby Road Methodist Church 

Disability Resource Centre 
Northamptonshire Centre for Independent Living 

Northamptonshire Police 

Northamptonshire County Council, Fire and Rescue Service 

Member of Parliament for Corby 

County Councillor  

Corby Borough Councillor (NB resigned post, Borough Council informed Parish Council 
that a substitute could not be made). 
NCALC 

Landowners not resident in village 

 
As with the initial meeting, the steering group used mail drops to all village residents, an 
advertisement in the village newsletter, notices posted on the village and Council websites 
and additionally by email.  As mentioned earlier, Covid 19 restrictions prevented the 
Steering Group from holding the open day event it would have preferred.  
 
A copy of the correspondence used to request feedback can be seen at Appendix A in this 
document.  It explains how the survey was to be conducted and where the information 
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could be obtained; the Steering Group also offered to provide hard copies of the plan to 
those who did not have access to electronic communication. 
 
8. Summary of findings from consultation process. 
 
Details of the returns from the consultation are shown in Appendix B.  Appendix B further 
shows the analysis of each return and alterations to the pre-submission document where 
the steering group felt It necessary to make changes. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
 

 
 

Chairman                                                                Clerk to the Council 
Mr. D. A. Grayson,                                                  Ms R. Raj, 
40, Bancroft Road                                                  6, Church Street, 
Cottingham,                                                            Cottingham, 
Market Harborough,                                               Market Harborough, 
Leicestershire.                                                        Leicestershire. 
LE16 8XA                                                                 LE18 8XG 
01536 772565                                                          07584 212067 
davidgrayson@live.co.uk                                      clerkcottinghampc@gmail.com 
 
 2nd November 2020 
Dear Stakeholder, 
Cottingham Parish Council, Draft Neighbourhood Plan – Statutory Consultation period – 9th 

November to 20th December 2020 
 

The Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee is producing a Neighbourhood Plan on 
behalf of Cottingham Parish Council. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to seek representations from Statutory Consultees, other Stakeholders 
and interested parties as part of the process of finalising the content of the Neighbourhood Plan.  A 
hard copy is available on request from the Parish Chairman, address details above. 
You are now invited to read the Draft Plan and make comments prior to the document being 
finalised. Details of the process we have undertaken and all relevant documentation is accessible 
on the Cottingham Parish website: http://www.cottingham-northants-pc.org.uk. You may also 
request a hard copy of the Plan from the Parish Chairman, address as above. 
There will be a six week period to do this, commencing on 9th November 2020 and closing on 20th 

December 2020.   
 
Your comments will influence our final draft before it is submitted to our local Planning Authority,  
at which point here will be a further opportunity for you to comment when the Neighbourhood Plan 
is published prior to Independent Examination. 
If you wish to comment on the Draft Plan you can do this:  
By email, to be addressed to: George West-Robinson; grwrconsultingltd@gmail.com, 
In writing addressed to Mr. G. West-Robinson, 19 Stonepit Drive, Cottingham, Market Harborough, 
Leicestershire. LE16 8XY 

  
Comments on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan can be made by using the Pre-Submission 
Comments enclosed. All responses received by the above date will be considered and may be 
utilised to amend the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. Wherever possible, please ensure that you 
specify the policy or paragraph to which your response relates. 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
Yours faithfully,  

 
 
David A. Grayson 
Chairman, Cottingham Parish Council 

Cottingham Parish Council 

mailto:davidgrayson@live.co.uk
mailto:clerkcottinghampc@gmail.com
http://www.cottingham-northants-pc.org.uk/
mailto:grwrconsultingltd@gmail.com
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Cottingham Parish Neighbourhood Plan 
Pre-submission Consultation Comments Form 

 
 
 

Please return by 20th December 2020 via  
 
E-mail: grwrconsultingltd@gmail.com 
 
Or by post to: Mr. G. West-Robinson, 19 Stonepit Drive, Cottingham, Market 
Harborough, Leicestershire. LE16 8XY 
 
This six-week pre-submission consultation on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan is the last 
time we will be asking people for comments before submitting the Plan to Corby Borough 
Council Planning Authority.  
 
All responses received by the above date will be considered and may be utilised to amend 
the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. A Consultation Statement including a summary of all 
comments received and how these were considered will be made available along with the 
amended Neighbourhood Plan. Please note we will not accept responses that are 
anonymous and that comments may be made public.  Your personal details will not be 
made public.  
 
A copy of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan can be viewed online at: http://www.cottingham-
northants-pc.org.uk.: 
 
Thank you for your help and support in the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan for 
Cottingham Parish Council.  
 

Title   

First name   

Last name   

Job title  (if applicable)   

Organisation (if applicable)  

Representing (if applicable)   

Address  

Post Code   

Telephone  

Email  

 
 
 
Please feel free to make further copies of the form. 
  

mailto:grwrconsultingltd@gmail.com
http://www.cottingham-northants-pc.org.uk/
http://www.cottingham-northants-pc.org.uk/
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Representation  
 
Where possible, please indicate to which part of the draft Neighbourhood Development 
Plan each comment relates.  

 
Please provide your COMMENTS below and use an extra sheet if necessary.   
Paragraph number & 
Page number in Plan: 

Your comments: 

 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Policy Reference Number: We would welcome your comments on the policies: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

General comments about the plan:  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Date:   

 

If you would like to be kept updated on progress with the 
development of the Neighbourhood Plan please indicate 
here by deleting Yes or No as appropriate:  

Yes / No 

 

 
 
 



11  

 
APPENDIX B 
 
 
 
 
 
Responses to the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan received from 
Cottingham residents and stakeholders, December 2020, along with the 
changes made to the pre-submission document. 
 
 
Figures in brackets give Paragraph and Page positions relevant to the 
July 2021 Plan. 
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Responses to pre-submission NP received from Cottingham residents Dec 2020 – personal details redacted 
 
No. Chapter/ 

Section 
Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

 1  Appendix 10 N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Page 5 Section 8: It says here the Roman Road went down School 
Lane, which I think is correct. I commented in my response to the main 
document that the map on page 31 shows the Roman Road missing 
School Lane. 
 
Page 10 Section 17: The old school building, now a residence, is an 
example of Northamptonshire ironstone. Should the old school be 
mentioned? 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
Further research 
shows that the 
original ironstone-
built school (c 
1889) was 
demolished 
(probably in the 
1960’s or 70’s).  
So the current 
building, whilst 
showing re-use of 
a lot of the 
original stone, is 
not ‘authentic’ 

 Modification 
made to map 
 
 
 
None 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

 2  Appendix 10 N/A Historic 
England 

Historic England has produced advice which your community might 
find helpful in helping to identify what it is about your area which makes 
it distinctive and how you might go about ensuring that the character of 
the area is retained. These can be found at:- 
 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-
your-neighbourhood/> 
 
You may also find the advice in “Planning for the Environment at the 
Neighbourhood Level” useful. This has been produced by Historic 
England, Natural England, the Environment Agency and the Forestry 
Commission. As well as giving ideas on how you might improve your 
local environment, it also contains some useful further sources of 
information. This can be downloaded from: 
 
<http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://cdn
.environment-agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf> 
 
If you envisage including new housing allocations in your plan, we refer 
you to our published advice available on our website, “Housing 
Allocations in Local Plans” as this relates equally to neighbourhood 
planning. This can be found at 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-
plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf/> 

These general 
comments are 
noted. 

 None 

 3  Appendix 3a 
& 3b 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Appendix 3a and 3b:  In 3b what do the headings D, F, S, T mean? It 
would help to have a key. 

D stands for 
detached, F = flat, 
S = semi and T = 
terraced. The key 
is within the ‘new 
build by type’ 
sheet. 
 
 

 Key added 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

 4  Appendix 4 N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Conclusion: The overall aim is to protect Cottingham so that it retains 
its character within a unique and distinctive Parish. This can be 
achieved by the use of the planning system to respond sensitively to 
the wide range of historic buildings, structures, landscapes and 
archaeology situated within the Parish. These assets form many of the 
key characteristics of the Parish, and future development should seek 
to enhance, reinforce and preserve this distinctive historic environment. 
I believe that the section “Development proposals must have regard to 
the following design principles to a degree that is proportionate to the 
development, and should take into account the Cottingham Design 
Guide (See appendix 4) where appropriate and subject to viability 
considerations:” should be revisited and revised to be more concrete in 
enforcing the rest of the policy to ensure that development in the area 
does actually comply with all the other stipulations that are so well 
thought out. I believe leaving this statement in is an invitation for a 
development that is nothing like the intentions set out in the rest of the 
document. 

Noted. It is not 
possible to be 
more prescriptive 
than as stated. It 
is necessary to 
allow some 
flexibility because 
not all 
development 
(such as a porch 
or other 
extension, for 
example, will be 
able to meet all of 
the conditions 
listed. 

 None 

 5  Appendix 5 N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Page 15 last paragraph: 355 residential sales seems very high when 
table 3 shows only 300 owned homes. I know some will have sold 
several times in 23 years which makes up for those which stayed with 
the same owners. 
 
 
 
Page 17 Figure 9; I am sure the data is correct but where are the five 
new build flats? 

This equates to 
around 15 
residential sales 
per year which 
seems a better 
way to see it? 
 
Hunting lodge 

 None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

 6 Appendix 7 N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Appendix 7 Site sustainability assessments.  
There are some inconsistencies in the rating given in various 
categories. 
 
10 Relationship with existing pattern of build development. 
Both field 20 and field 53 have exactly the same comments, but one 
receives a green rating and the other an amber rating. 
13 Safe pedestrian to and from the site. 
Field 53 has a footpath leading right to the site, so should be rated 
green and not amber.  
15 Safe vehicular access to and from the site 
Field 53 states there is no existing provision. There is a road all the 
way to the site via a road of 5.6metre width, whereby it states its fairly 
narrow. This is the same road gauge as Stonepit Drive, Stonepit Rise 
and Welland View road. Should be rated green not amber. 
16 Distance to public transport. 
For the purpose of this exercise, I have used the site access/gate as 
this is a known, for consistency and clarity The assesments refer to the 
centre of the site which is an unknown. Moreover the centre of the 
development would be the correct criteria but that will be unknown until 
plans are made available. 
Field 20   states less than 300 metres. When it is in fact 415metres. 
Stays as an amber rating 
Field 53 states more than 500 metres. When it is in fact 422 metres 
Red rating should be lowered to amber. 
17 Distance to shop 
As per previous item, the same criteria apply. 
Field 20 states less than 280 metres. When in fact measures 391 
metres. 
Field 53 states 480 metres and agree at 475 metres. 
Both ratings remain as amber.                                                                                                                                          
18 Current existing informal/formal recreation opportunities on site. 
Field 20 States none found. As previously stated that dog walking, 
sledging and kite flying can be often witnessed. Rated green, should 
be amber 

Comments noted. 
Although there is 
inevitably a 
degree of 
subjectivity in 
relation to the site 
scoring process, 
all landowners 
were given the 
opportunity to 
correct any 
perceived 
inaccuracies and 
the scores were 
applied 
consistently 
across each site 
that was 
submitted. 
 
Landowner did 
not comment 
Langton Homes 
maybe.  Re-
considering 
assessment will 
have little or no 
bearing on the 
outcome of the 
plan. 
 
Langton Homes 
are not 
Landowners. 

No changes to 
be made 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

    Field 53 states that the informal play area will be compromised and 
rated amber and should be green. As stated previously the road is of 
the same gauge as other road in the village supporting far more. 
properties than 4 units proposed.  
20 Any public rights of way/bridle paths.  
Field 53 receives an amber rating for an informal path and houses in 
07windmill rise having rear gate access. Two points here are that the 
properties do not back on to the area in the 2nd assessment, and are 
irrelevant as is the informal path. 
Should10 be rated as green 

  

7 Appendix 7 N/A Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

In order to be supported by the independent examination, and be 
brought forward for referendum, the NP has to meet the 'basic 
conditions' set 
out within legislation. It is a requirement to submit a 'basic conditions 
statement' with the pre-submission Plan when sent to the Local 
Planning 
Authority. We are unable to locate that statement within the documents 
available online. However, on reviewing the NP we consider that it 
does 
not meet the basic conditions of:- Contributing towards the 
achievement of sustainable development; and Having appropriate 
regard to national policy 
This statement explains the reasons why this is the case. 
 

Noted. The Plan 
is not yet at 
Submission stage 
– this is pre-
submission 
consultation – so 
it is premature to 
present the Basic 
Conditions 
Statement. 
Noted. We 
disagree with this 
statement. In 
allocating above 
the minimum 
requirement for 
residential 
development and 
setting the Plan 
clearly 
contributes 
towards the 
achievement of 
sustainable 
development. 

None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

    Langton Homes has the benefit of an Option agreement with the 
owners of land off Windmill Close, referenced as site 3a in the Site 
Sustainability Assessment (SSA) that has been prepared as the 
evidence base for the NP. The owners of the land are family relations, 
who have jointly entered into an agreement with Langton Homes in 
order to bring site 3a forward for development. There are no legal 
impediments to the development of the land. 
5. Those preparing the NP undertook a call for sites exercise. It is 
stated in the NP that landowners at the village were written to as part 
of this exercise, however the landowners in this case did not receive 
any invitation to submit their land for consideration. Having become 
aware of the call for sites exercise by word of mouth in the village, the 
landowners did submit site 3a and the wider site 3 for consideration. 
6. Against this background, we now turn to the specific policies within 
the Plan. 

Noted. However, 
there being no 
legal 
impediments to 
the delivery of the 
site does not 
mean it has to be 
allocated in the 
NP to achieve 
sustainable 
development. 
Initially the 
landowner of 
Field 3 was not 
contacted, an 
address could not 
be found.  
However, a 
telephone 
number was 
eventually found 
and the 
landowner 
confirmed that 
they were not 
interested at 
present in putting 
the field forward 
for building.  The 
comment made 
here that the 
owner of Field 3 
submitted the site 
for consideration 
is incorrect.` 

None 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

 8 
 

Appendix 8 N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Appendix 8 Environmental Inventory 
Field 20 
As stated previously, there is no recognition for the ridge and furrow. 
Tranquillity has a scoring of zero, which I find strange when compared 
with the ratings on other sites. 
Recreational value. Likewise has scored zero. When this field is used 
for dog walking, sledging, kite flying.  
This field has now been turned in to dog walking by and for the 
landowners. 

The 
environmental 
inventory was 
scored on a 
consistent basis 
across each field 
surveyed  
Field 20 was not 
included as 
having R&F 
because the 
authoritative 
source document 
for R&F in 
Cottingham did 
not refer to this 
field.  case 
 

 None 

 9 
 

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 2 
(now Chap. 
9) 

CF1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

2.    The Chapter titled 'Community Assets' does not have a Chapter 
number.  It is out of step and out of character with the rest of the Plan.  
It leaves out important detail which might be meaningful to readers of 
today and during the next 11 years.   
 
 
a.     Village sign – no mention of who is responsible for it or maintains 
it (flowers are regularly changed) 
 
 
 
 
b.    The community shop is described as being ‘run by a committee 
and a team of volunteers’.  Surely readers should be informed that it is 
a not-for-profit Limited Company, that it is not a charity but is obliged to 
act like one, and that it is managed by a properly constituted Board of 
Directors. 

The main 
headings do not 
have chapter 
numbers – this is 
consistent 
throughout. 
It is not 
considered 
necessary to 
detail the 
ownership of the 
sign as this is not 
a planning issue. 
 
 
 
 

 None  
Later revision 
assigned 
numbers to 
headings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Changes made 
to text within 
plan based on 
comments made 
by shop comm. 
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No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

    c.     The Church gets the usual description as an historic and pretty 
building, but the critical, adverse impact on its usage, financial security 
and future from having been switched from a 4-parish benefice to a 7-
parish benefice is not mentioned.  The Plan should convey the reality 
about the church (leaking roof, no loo, no kitchen facilities etc) and that 
there has not been a priest for over a year.  The statement that “There 
are regular services and also well attended concerts and services to 
celebrate the main church holidays – often accompanied by a meal” 
clearly does not represent the reality even prior to Covid.  It is closed 
and locked so much more than it is open that, arguably, its ability to 
function as any kind of Amenity other than as the location for monthly 
services, is extremely limited.  
I recommend that Chapter 9 is re-visited and that proper weight is 
given to identifying current and likely issues that face these amenities 
rather than just giving potted histories and superficial descriptions.  I’d 
like to see comments included from the individuals or committees who 
run and manage them. 

It is not 
necessary to go 
into this level of 
detail about each 
facility as it would 
not change the 
nature of the 
policy which 
seeks to protect 
each facility from 
inappropriate 
development 
activity. 
 

Church 
paragraph 
modified slightly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 

10 Community 
Assets 
Chapter 2 
(now Chap 
9) 

CF1 Church 
Warden 
(Kathryne 
Tilley) 

I would like to bring attention to chapter 9 within the plan and add 
comments to the state of the church of Sr Mary Magdalene. 
It is a historic and interesting building; however, it is much more than 
that and its upkeep is very difficult, especially in this recent year of 
lockdowns and restrictions, it has proved a challenge which will only 
impact on future plans even more/ 
The church is there for use for weddings, funerals and baptisms for 
whoever requires and in the past we have had medieval dancing, 
concerts and bingo games as well as a vast variety of services and 
celebrations, often including meals. This year has had all the different 
restrictions to deal with at different times during the year. We have 
been in interregnum now (without a vicar) for the past year and during 
that time have changed from a 4 parish benefice to a new 7 parish 
benefice. This brings its own challenges with it, trying to maintain the 
full set of services that we used to do has had to change. Since the 
lockdown we are running one lay led service per month which is well 
attended and appears to be appreciated. We only hold it for half an 
hour with some prayer, a reading and a 10-minute talk by different  

Noted. The level 
of detail 
contained here is 
inappropriate for 
the NP. 

None 
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    speakers. We now also include some music to listen to and have not 
moved to encouraging congregational singing as yet.  
The church is limited in facilities and we would love to be able to 
provide a toilet and a servery to enhance its use, making it more 
accessible for more people, however, every time we get underway with 
starting to fundraise for these, something happens to the building 
requiring the spending of money on that instead. The most recent issue 
was a leaking roof which took up all our savings. The heating is also 
aging and needs looking at / replacing and there is also limited 
electrical supplies which blow the fuse if too much is plugged in! We do 
have a cold water tap into the Lady's vestry which enables us to have 
water to boil for refreshments and washing up and has been well used 
in the past for the various functions that we have managed to hold in 
the building. The acoustics are good within the church and has been 
used for choir recordings in the past. The organ isn't played much 
these days, due primarily to not having an organist to play it. We do 
have a piano and a cd player for when we don't have a pianist 
available.  
Due to its location, the church isn't easily accessible to a lot of people, 
and is only opened when someone is working there or for services as it 
is hard to keep an eye on the building. It would be ideal to have it open 
daily, however, this takes a commitment from volunteers to open and 
then check and close the building at the close. There are very few of us 
on the PCC these days and all have busy lives or are elderly and this is 
a big commitment to take on.  
We are doing our best to keep the church open and accessible to 
anyone who needs it, however, it is an expensive and difficult job split 
between very few of us. We were encouraged in September to have a 
church yard gardening day with the wonderful turn out from the local 
community and we hope to hold these days a couple times of year in 
the future as it made such a difference to the surroundings of the  
church; the upkeep of the church yard is shared between the church 
and the two parish councils. It was also a really nice community time 
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    with lots of different people volunteering time and services with a smile. 
The church is a valuable community asset, which could be used for so 
much more if supported with gaining further facilities, and needs 
community support as well as diocesan leadership to enable it to 
remain open and available to all who would like to use it. 

  

 11 
 

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 2 
(now Chap. 
9 ) 
 
 
 
 
(now 9.2.4) 
 
 
 
(now 9.2.6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(now 9.2.7) 

CF1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Page 42 section 2.2 second paragraph: The Ukulele group finished 
long before Covid but could be left in as an example. 
 
Page 43 Church: Maybe add: The rooves are slate, thought to have 
replaced Collyweston in the C18 restoration (I found this when I did a 
project on local building stones). 
Also, under concerts, add that the church is used as a concert venue 
for the local community choir. 
 
Page 44 Chapel, first line: If there are two parts it should say the one 
on the right is the older rather than oldest. 
 
 
Page 44 2.6 Village Hall Annexe. Is it worth adding that the Parish 
Council meet there, it’s the polling station, various yoga/Pilates/keep fit 
groups meet there….. 
Is it worth saying that a wall hanging, made by villagers for the 
millennium and depicting many village landmarks, hangs there? The 
money for the display cabinet was provided by Northamptonshire 
ACRE. 
 
Page 44 Spread Eagle: “but as a pub central to the village, it featured 
strongly” delete the comma. Is it reasonable to say it is open? 
 
 
 
 
Page 45 The Dale: Does informal play include tobogganing?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Not relevant to a 
planning 
document 

 Removed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Changes made 
to text within NP 
document. 
 
Changes made 
to text within NP 
document. 
 
 
 
 
Text mentions 
possible sale of 
public house. 
 
 
 
 
None 
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12 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 2 
(now 9.2.13) 

CF1 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P45 The Newsletter is a joint Newsletter and is jointly resourced. It 
should be referenced as such. 

Agreed  Change made  

13 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 2 
(now Chap. 
9) 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

The Ukulele group finished long before Covid but could be left in as an 
example. 

Decided that 
inclusion not 
necessary. 

 Removed 

14 Community 
Assets 
Chapter 2 
(now Chap 
9) 
(now 9.2.4) 

N/A Methodist 
Church 

I have read the draft Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan with interest. It is 
extremely well written and shows a great deal of care and thought. 
There is much to commend. I have no objections to its general aims. 
 
There some matters of detail and concern which I wish to raise in 
respect of Cottingham Methodist Church noted on pages 33 and 44. It 
is registered as a church and not a  chapel.  Para 2.4 of page 44 gives 
a very inaccurate impression of the vibrancy of current usage of the 
premises. For some years the active membership has diminished. For 
many years, the number of active local trustees has been under the 
threshold of the minimum required by the Charity Commission and The 
Methodist Church. The two people who have carried much of the 
responsibility for the day-today running of the premises have resigned. 
No one from the remaining membership is willing to take any elected 
responsibility and thus the local trusteeship has ceased. Recent 
building inspections have confirmed the need for immediate repairs 
which far exceed any local funds. The continuance of Methodist 
worship and presence at Cottingham is currently subject to urgent 
review.  
 
It is correct to note that the hall has been available, under licence, for  
public use. However, the current Covid-19 restrictions have effectively 
closed that part of the premises. Re-opening after a period of 
fallowness is not going to be easy. There are steps throughout the 

The text will be 
amended to 
reflect the current 
situation 
 

Slight 
amendment of 
paragraph within 
text. 
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 (now 9.2.4)   premises thus accessibility remains a challenge for any public use. 
Even if the premises were to re-open, The Valley Choir has not met 
weekly for some time. The number recorded of attendees seems to 
exceed the capacity of the hall.   I understand that ‘O Brother’ is formed 
of three people. I wonder if it is appropriate for you to list groups who 
meet on our premises without seeking our prior permission to make 
public our private arrangements.   
 
In view of the above, the listing of the building as a heritage asset 
might need some review. 
 
The appointed Trustees, with oversight for Cottingham Methodist 
Church, are meeting next week. Part of the agenda will be to consider 
their response to the consultation document.  
I ask, please, that we might mutually agree a form of wording which 
more adequately describes the church and its’ current state of repair 
and usage. 
 
On behalf of the Methodist Church, I enclose a response in respect of 
the Cottingham Parish Neighbourhood Plan. The description of 
Cottingham Methodist Church is inaccurate and does need 
amendment or deletion. I am willing to assist you with this. The 
marking of the Methodist Church on the map is inaccurate. The church 
is sited at the corner of ‘The Nook’. It is Cottingham Methodist Church 
and not a Chapel.  
Page 44. 2. Community Assets. The descriptions of Cottingham 
Methodist Church are no longer current and need to be amended or 
removed.  Any church replies upon the willingness of local members to 
fulfil tasks of stewardship and service. During 2020 the few remaining 
willing volunteers resigned their roles. No other members have been 
willing to offer to serve. Therefore, there is no longer any local 
trusteeship.  The premises require significant and urgent repair beyond 
current local means 

Accepted 
 
 
The listing is as a 
result of its 
historic 
significance so 
should remain 

Changes made 
and names 
removed. 
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 (now 9.2.4)   Irreversible decisions have been taken that Cottingham Methodist 
Church will cease to meet. We are now considering how best, and 
where, the remaining members might meet. The premises are not 
currently available for the community groups listed in the NDP. 
 We are reviewing the options for use and ownership of the premises.  I 
am very willing to assist in the rewriting of this section of the report. 

  

 15 
 

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 3 
(now Page 
46) 

CF2 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P46 The Mill Community Hub is very much a joint project, initiated by 
Middleton with Middleton funds. Please acknowledge it as such. We 
suggest re-phrasing  
… ‘For example, as a joint project with Middleton Parish Council, 
planning permission has been achieved and fundraising has 
commenced to provide enhanced facilities ……..for the benefit of both 
villages.’ 
 
As a more general point we would suggest that The Mill Community 
Hub should be given more prominence in the Cottingham Plan as it is 
the most important planned community development in the village in 
the last decade. We would be happy to work with you on some wording 
to give it more prominence if you agree. 

Note that 
planning 
permission for the 
Mill has already 
been given 
It is unnecessary 
to give the Hub 
more prominence 
as the words 
used are 
sufficient to 
support the policy 
CF2 to which it 
relates.  

Small change to 
wording  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 3 
(now Page 
46) 

CF2 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

5.3 Parking – private cars/residents There are significant numbers of 
vehicles being parked on the grass verges, causing damage to both 
verges and kerbstones. This is because many residents have nowhere 
else to park their cars other than on the busy road. Similarly, there is 
an increasing number of cars/small vans being parked partly on the 
road and partly on the pedestrian pavement area. This presents 
obstacles for pedestrians, especially 
wheelchair and pushchair users. If all the parking requirements were 
met for 6 new houses the design would be such that is contrary to the 
local character. If parking requirements are not met it would be 
inevitable that there would be more cars parked along Rockingham 
Road. This is both unsafe in terms of highways given the speed at 
which cars and lorry travel in both directions along this road and would 
have a detrimental affect the local character as the views as identified  

Noted. The NP 
cannot address 
existing concerns 
but can make 
sure that the 
situation does not 
get worse, hence 
the need to 
contain new 
parking 
requirements 
within the 
curtilage of 
properties. It will  

 None 
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    elsewhere in the plan would not be available to see if car are parked 
between the path and the views. A new junction would need to be 
created in very close proximity to the junction of Ripley Road which 
could increase the likelihood of accidents with more cars pulling out 
onto Rockingham Road. If traffic management is introduced it would 
again have a detrimental affect on the local distinctiveness and 
beautiful character of the area. 

be possible to 
achieve this 
whilst also 
reflecting local 
character, and 
this will be an 
issue to be   
adressed at 
planning 
application stage. 

 

17 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 4 
(now 9.4.1) 

BM1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Page 47: Broadband Paragraph 1: Should education have a bigger 
mention here? It says “new and easier opportunities”, I would say 
“essential”. Even before Covid many school and college students 
accessed lessons and assignments on line. Many schools have Virtual 
Learning Platforms. I did a complete B Sc and M Sc via the internet 
,the only way to access tutorials was online - before I updated I 
couldn’t use it early evening because it was too slow – so many 
schoolchildren online. During Covid school students without broadband 
were hugely disadvantaged. 

It is considered 
that the current 
narrative is 
sufficient to 
support the 
policy. Education 
is not the role of 
the NP 

 None 

18 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
(now 9.5.1) 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Page 48 paragraph 1: Is it worth mentioning buses on the Bringhurst 
road? 

Not significant  None 

19 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
(now 9.5.3) 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Page 49, 5.3: Please include blind and visually impaired pedestrians 
with wheelchair users who find on pavement parking impossible. 

Accepted Modification 
made 

20 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
(now 9.5.9) 

T1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Somewhere in traffic management should it mention the appalling 
sunken drains on Corby Road wrecking cars’ suspensions? 
 
Page 50/51 Parish Roads: I suggest referring to the pictures in the text, 
otherwise why number them. Insert a reference to Fig 16.1 in the 
section on potholes and a reference to Fig 16.2 at the first mention of 
the zebra crossing. 
Is this the place to mention the sunken iron works on Corby Road? 

Noted  Photo of drains 
included. 
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21 Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
(now Page 
51) 

T1  [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy T1 Paragraph 5,1. Highway safety is compromised: this is a very 
real concern. If the development went ahead, then access would be 
onto the B670 which is described in the paragraph as "generally busy 
and is very popular for through traffic to Market Harborough". It is a 
busy road in its own right and to have the access to the proposed 
development put in, then this would add to the volume of traffic and 
also cause a problem with visibility as it would be hidden by other 
houses and cars parked along Rockingham Road (B670). 

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects. 
Highways will 
require any 
modifications they 
consider 
necessary at 
planning 
application stage 

None 

22 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
(now 9.5.1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T1 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P48 We would suggest a slight rephrase of the sentence about the 
entrance/exit road off the A427 which passes through the village 
centres of Cottingham and Middleton.  
Certainly, when it reaches Middleton, this is not a busy road outside 
commuting and school pick up times at the moment and we feel 
strongly that it shouldn’t be portrayed as such. Suggest re-wording as 
follows 
’This is a narrow road, very busy at peak times with residential parking 
on both sides of the road in some areas, especially around the school 
at the beginning and end of the school day. It is a village street not built 
for a large volume of through traffic.’  
 
We would also suggest reference to the West Corby SUE development 
and its possible impact on traffic patterns locally. We would like to see 
reference to the commitment of Corby BC and the West Corby SUE 
developers to include Cottingham and Middleton PCs on its traffic 
monitoring group once development commences. 
 
,  

Accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We will consider 
this in any review 
of the NP. 
 
 
 
 

Text changed to 
reflect Middleton 
PC comment. 
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 (now 9.5.2)   P 48 School parking - It is not a condition of The Mill planning 
permission that its car park will be used by the School. On the contrary 
this is a proposal made in principle only so far, by the Mill Trustees for 
the benefit of the community as a whole which has yet to be discussed 
with the current Head of the Academy Trust. Perhaps this paragraph at 
the bottom of the page could be redrafted to prompt that conversation 
to take place, given that parking around the school is the village’s most 
pressing traffic hot spot and it could perhaps lead to a quid pro quo in 
terms of funding the building? 
 

Agreed 
 

Modification 
made – 
condition of 
planning 
permission 
removed. 
 
 

 (now 9.5.7) 
 
 
 
(now Page 
50) 

  P50 Electric vehicles. As of 18 November, I think this date should be 
2030. 
 
P51 We would suggest removing these photos as they are already 
outdated. 

Agreed 
 
 
The Plan will be 
in place for up to 
10 years and it is 
inevitable that 
circumstances 
will change over 
this period. The 
images highlight 
the issues raised 

 
 
 
One change 
made and one 
explanation 
added. 

23 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
 
(now Page 
49) 

T1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy T1 - Paragraph 5.1 page 48 Highway safety is compromised As 
stated in Paragraph 5.1, the access to the proposed development is on 
the B670 which is described in the paragraph as “generally busy and is 
very popular for through traffic to Market Harborough - private, service 
vans and heavy goods vehicles therefore use it extensively. The 
access to the proposed development would flow directly onto this road 
and in addition the access creates a problem with visibility as it would 
be hidden by other houses and cars parked adjacent to the access. In 
addition, the proposed access to the site would create safety issues for 
other residents already using existing driveways opposite and adjacent 
to the proposed access.  

Noted. The 
Highways 
Authority will 
make their 
comments on the 
proposal at 
planning 
applications stage 
and identify any 
conditions 
necessary to 
mitigate the 
issue. 

None  
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24 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 5 
(now page 
49) 

T1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy T1 - Paragraph 5.1 page 48 Highway safety is compromised  As 
stated in Paragraph 5.1, the access to the proposed development is on 
the B670 which is described in the paragraph as “generally busy and is 
very popular for through traffic to Market Harborough - private, service 
vans and heavy goods vehicles therefore use it extensively. The 
access to the proposed development would flow directly onto this road 
and in addition the access creates a problem with visibility as it would 
be hidden by other houses and cars parked adjacent to the access. In 
addition, the proposed access to the site would create safety issues for 
other residents already using existing driveways opposite and adjacent 
to the proposed access.  

Noted. The 
Highways 
Authority will 
make their 
comments on the 
proposal at 
planning 
applications stage 
and identify any 
conditions 
necessary.  

 None 

25 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 
(now Chap 
9) 

T1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I have read with great interest the recently released information with 
regard to the above and whilst I agree with many of its contents my 
main concern having a vested interest is Section 5 and 5.1 Transport 
and Road Safety amalgamating also Environmental issues to do with 
same.  
My husband and I move to the quiet village of Cottingham 20 years 
ago in late November 2000 and whilst I appreciate that we cannot go 
backwards with environmental changes we can at least try to eliminate 
some!!  
 
I live in Bury Close and my back garden backs onto the High Street at 
the bottom of the Hill just before the bend and the Triangle, when we 
moved here the only busy traffic flows were during “school runs” 
morning drop off and afternoon pick-up, noise and vehicle pollution 
was NOT a problem!  
 
However, 20 years on the situation is completely different !! Peoples 
shopping habits have completely changed and now vans/deliveries of 
all manor of on-line goods especially over the past months have control  
 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The 
purpose of the 
NP is to shape 
development 
locally to 
minimise its 
impact. 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 

 None 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
 
 
 
 
None 
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    increased tremendously and no doubt will continue to do so, even 
when, hopefully, the Covid crisis is under control  
It seems to me that apart from all these deliveries the village has 
become a “Rat Run”  
 
No doubt, to avoid certain bottle necks in and around the area. May I 
point out at this point that if the proposed building development goes 
ahead from the Water Towers onwards the situation will only get worse 
 
Vehicles entering the village have little or no regard for speed 
restrictions or signs that are currently in place and whilst I welcome the 
Mill Community development I have concerns that this may also 
increase the traffic flow and noise pollution!!  
 
 
 
 
 
At this point on a personal note it is no longer a pleasure to sit and 
relax in my back garden with the constant noise and traffic flow up and 
down the high street with vehicles not adhering to the correct speed 
restrictions either accelerating up the hill or decelerating down to the 
bend. It’s a miracle that a major accident has not happened at the 
Triangle Junction at the bottom of the hill!  Action needs to be taken 
Now NOT in the future!  
 
Speed restrictions and calming measures need to be in place down 
from the entrance to the village and onwards from the junction of the 
Community Shop to the Triangle junction and onwards into Middleton 
these measures adhered to May I even suggest 20mph wouldn’t be 
going too far and NO HGVs Lets start thinking about this Beautiful 
environment that we are privileged to live in and its future NOW !! 
 

 
Noted 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
Development will 
continue in 
Cottingham as 
elsewhere. The 
NP helps to 
shape this and 
minimise its 
impact. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
Action T1 seeks 
to promote traffic 
management  
Measures in the 
parish. 

 
None 
 
None 
 
 
 
 
None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
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26 
  

Community 
Assets 
Chapter 6 
(now 9.6.1) 

BE1 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P 52. As we understand it, the village shop has 2 employees, a 
management committee and a handful of volunteers – surely this is 
seriously misleading as drafted. 

The narrative 
suggesting 30 
employees is no 
longer correct 
although initially 
this was the 
case.(including 
volunteers) … 

Changes Made 
to text within NP 

 27 
 

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
 
(see Page 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Further to our conversation about Cottingham’s Neighbourhood Plan, I 
wish to lodge my objection at the proposal to designate the field on 
Rockingham Road, at the end of Ripley Road, as one of the preferred 
sites for development during the 11 years duration of the Plan. 
 
I have lived in Cottingham all my life, much of the time in Ripley Road.  
The view across the valley from the end of Ripley Road has always 
been, for myself and many others, one of the most uplifting, far 
reaching and significant aspects of looking outward from the village.  
The unobstructed view for several miles into Leicestershire and 
Rutland has something spectacular to offer in all seasons, from sun-
scaped pastureland in Summer to extensive flood plain lakes in 
Autumn. 
 
I recommend, therefore, that the Neighbourhood Plan is amended to 
remove that field as a preferred development site and, instead, the 
view is included in the list of views that should be protected as being of 
great environmental importance and as contributing hugely to the 
wellbeing of many residents of the village. 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
Unfortunately, the 
planning system 
does not 
recognise views 
from private 
locations and this 
cannot be a factor 
that determines 
the suitability of 
development 
locations. 

 None 
 
 
 
 
Public opinion 
has determined 
the removal of 
this site from the 
Plan. 
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28 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(now Page 
16) 

H1 Anglian 
Water 

Policy H1: Residential site allocations 
Site 1 and 2 - there are existing foul sewers which cross both of these 
site allocations and it is important that Anglian Water can continue to 
access these assets for maintenance purposes.  It is therefore 
proposed that Policy H1 include the following wording in the policy and 
that additional text is also included in the supporting text: 
a) Land is allocated West of Rockingham Road for around 6 units of 
residential accommodation as shown on the site plan below (Figure 2, 
site 1) Development will be supported subject to: 
1. There is an existing foul sewer in Anglian Water’s ownership within 
the boundary of the site and  
the site layout should be designed to take these into account.' 
b) Land is allocated at Hill Farm Cottingham as shown on the site plan 
below (Figure 2, site 2). Development will be supported subject to:  
1. the development will not exceed six dwellings and will provide 
Affordable Housing as defined under clauses 2 and 3 below;  
2. the proposals provide on-site Affordable Housing for shared 
ownership, shared equity, affordable rent and social rent provision that 
meets the identified needs of people with established local 
connections;  
3. the development is subject to an agreement which will ensure that 
the Affordable Housing stock remains as Affordable Housing in 
perpetuity;  
4. up to two of the total units may be open market housing but only 
where it can be demonstrated to be essential to ensure the delivery of 
affordable housing as part of the same development;  
5. the development is appropriate, in terms of scale, character and 
location, and adheres to the design criteria promoted in accordance 
with this Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 

Agreed Added to Policy 
with explanatory 
footnote 
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    6. There is an  existing foul sewer in Anglian Water’s ownership within 
the boundary of the site and the site layout should be designed to take 
these into account’.  ‘This existing infrastructure is protected by 
easements and should not be built over or located in private gardens 
where access for maintenance and repair could be restricted.  
(Supporting text) 

  

29 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(see Page 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

For reasons that will be obvious to the Council, I am aware of the main 
elements of the Plan and was a part of the Environment Working 
Group.  I should like to comment on two particular aspects: 
  
1.    The designation of the field on Rockingham Road, almost opposite 
the end of Ripley Road, as a preferred site for development is a bad 
and counter-productive proposal.  I am sure that you will see many 
comments about this expressed in detail, so will provide mine in 
summary: 
a.     The view across the valley from this point is pretty much the only 
unobstructed opportunity to experience what the Environment Group 
concluded is one of the most important views from within the village, 
and which should be protected. 
b.    Development on this field will necessitate the creation of an 
access road which will, to all intents and purposes, create a staggered 
crossroad junction with predictable traffic movement & parking 
problems, issues and risks. 
c.     I understand that the HTG considered other options before settling 
on the 2 sites in the draft Plan, and suggest alternatives are re-
considered. 
  

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects 
including traffic 
and 
environmental 
impacts. 
Highways will 
require any 
modifications they 
consider 
necessary at 
planning 
application stage. 
 
We believe that 
the site remains 
the best available 
in order to meet 
the housing 
needs of the 
parish. 

Because of a 
considerable 
number of 
objections to 
Field 2  Page 16 
in NP) this field 
has been 
removed from 
the plan.  Some 
modification to 
the 
requirements of 
the remaining 
field have been 
made to ensure 
that number of 
houses required 
are met. 
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30 Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(see Page 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I am writing to you in response to the proposed development on 
Rockingham Road Cottingham for 6 houses to be erected. 
I have resided in Cottingham for 28 yrs, in which the last 3 of these I’ve 
lived on Rockingham Road, adjacent to the proposed development 
site. The main reason behind me purchasing my property was because 
of the spectacular, uninterrupted views across the whole of the 
beautiful Welland Valley. This totally out weighed the busy road at the 
front of my property. Now should this development be permitted to go 
ahead my property will almost certainly decrease in value. When I 
purchased the property the asking price was higher than average 
because of taking the magnificent views into account. Little could I 
have predicted that I’d have ever been writing  to oppose a housing 
development, on what has always in the 28 yrs I’ve lived in 
Cottingham, been agricultural land. This development will almost 
certainly have an impact on value and sell ability of my property in the 
future. The fabulous views will also be taken away from every person 
in Cottingham and all visitors to the village that regularly stand or sit at 
this point to admire the landscape. 
This development came as a surprise to me as it seems to be a 
contradiction of the parish councils own proposed guidance on 
restricted views. Hence why the proposed development in the Dale at 
Cottingham was refused. This development maybe smaller but is still 
taking away the views and then what next will follow! Give an inch, take 
a mile, springs to mind !!! It wont be only people living near the site 
losing the views , its going to affect everyone. 
Development of these houses is also contrary to Council planning 
policy. The settlement boundary line being moved to accommodate the 
development. The development map showing allocation of the site for 
development and the moving of the boundary do not correspond with 
the map as shown on Corby Council’s proposed local planning 
mapping booklet. ( P2LP) 
The site has always been agricultural land which makes it highly 
unsuitable for building on. 
 

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects. 
Highways will 
require any 
modifications they 
consider 
necessary at 
planning 
application stage. 
 
There is no 
breach of Council 
policy as it is 
within the remit of 
the NP to redraw 
the settlement 
boundary to 
accommodate 
further growth. 

 See above 
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    Highway safety will also be greatly compromised, something which I 
can verify first hand living opposite the proposed site entrance. The 
speed at which traffic enters and exits the village to and from 
Rockingham Road is truly horrendous and unbelievable at times. 
Hence the need for speed awareness boards. Not that it makes much 
difference to speeds travelled. The safety of my children at present 
with our garden facing the road is worrying enough without further 
adding to extra traffic and a new road opposite. Ripley road is served 
by 70 houses using this junction onto the B670. Many vehicles also 
regularly use the bottom of Ripley Road as a turning point. I am 
surprised there hasn’t been more accidents there as not many cars pay 
attention to the 30 mph limit. This road is often used by lorries, farm 
vehicles, heavy duty vehicles etc. As the access for this development 
would be directly onto the B670 there would be many problems 
regarding visibility. It would be seriously restricted and hidden by the 
cars regularly parked out on the main road where people reside. It is a 
big problem at present without an opening opposite. Visitors to the 
houses already use this stretch to park. There will also be a slope 
down to the development which will naturally make exiting/entering 
onto the B670 very, very, dangerous indeed and problems with visibility 
compromised. 
I feel this development is not necessary and will spoil our lovely village 
and views for everyone and I completely oppose it. 

  

 31 
 

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(see page 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

H1: I thought the housing group considered another site but I am 
happy with this. Put an extra line space after (b) before “Development 
will be….” to make it clear the list applies to both sites, it appears to 
belong to (b) only. 

It does apply to b 
only?  However 
changes made to 
the plan remove 
this issue. 

Changes made 
to original plan. 
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32 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(now Page 
16) 

H1 Highways 
England 

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
Cottingham Parish Neighbourhood Plan which covers the period 2020 
to 2031. The document provides a vision for the future of the area and 
sets out key objectives and planning policies which will be used to help 
determine planning applications. 
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for 
Transport as a strategic highway company under the provisions of the 
Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority 
and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). It is our role 
to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRN whilst acting as 
a delivery partner to national economic growth. 
We understand that a Neighbourhood Plan is required to be in 
conformity with relevant national and borough-wide planning policies. 
Accordingly, the Neighbourhood Plan for Cottingham is required to be 
in conformity with the adopted Joint Core Strategy (JCS) by Corby 
Borough Council (CBC) and this is acknowledged within the document. 
From review of the draft Neighbourhood Plan we note that there are 
two housing site allocations in the plan area which, from review of the 
site boundary plans, appear to be able to accommodate no more than 
approximately 12 dwellings. 
Considering the limited level of growth proposed across the 
Neighbourhood Plan area and its distance from the nearest SRN 
junctions, we do not expect there to be any material impact on the 
operation of the SRN. 
At this stage we have no further comment to make, however we would 
welcome the opportunity to comment further as the Neighbourhood 
Plan develops. 

Noted  None 
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33 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 
(now Page 
16) 

H1 Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

The Plan does not meet the basic conditions of contributing towards 
the achievement of sustainable development or consistency with 
national policy. In preparing the Plan, a conscious decision has been 
made to utilise a site assessment and ranking exercise (the SSA) as a 
tool for determining which sites will deliver 12 dwellings for the village 
in the most sustainable way. Two sites have been selected, but our 
client's land should not have been ranked as it has, and in our view 
should have been identified as an allocation. In the absence of 
allocation of site 3a (as referenced in the SSA), the 
most sustainable opinions at the village have not been selected and 
the basic conditions are not met 
 
Page 17 of the NP provides a flow chart setting out how options for 
meeting the identified need for 12 dwellings have been assessed. This 
flow chart refers to a sustainability matrix, which it is assumed is the 
sustainability matrix found in the SSA that provides the evidence base 
for the Plan. 
Policy H1(a) allocates land west of Rockingham Road for around 6 
units, and this is one of two sites allocated. The validity of the 
allocations flows 
directly from the SSA. The introductory paragraphs of the SSA confirm 
that:- "Through undertaking the SSA the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory 
Committee (NPAC) are identifying the least environmentally damaging 
and therefore the most sustainable locations are prioritised for potential 
residential development." (our underlining) It is thus clear that the 
Parish Council regards those sites which 'come out top' in the 
sustainability matrix exercise as constituting sustainable development 
at Cottingham, and thus meeting the basic condition required of the 
NP. However, it follows that if the sustainability matrix has been 
misapplied, with the allocated sites not being the highest ranked, then 
the NP allocations do not contribute to meeting the achievement of 
sustainable development at the village. 
 
. 

This is incorrect. 
 
Failing to allocate 
a specific site 
does not mean 
that the Basic 
Conditions have 
not been met, as 
the respondent 
well knows. 
 

 None. 
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 Appendix 7   9. It is considered that the scoring of site 3a within the sustainability 
matrix is flawed. Properly assessed, site 3a should be considered 
favourably in comparison with the H1(a) allocation. 
10. Langton Homes has made this point before, having become aware 
of the SSA, published in February 2020. In April 2020, informal 
representations were made to the Parish Council on two occasions, 
highlighting the flaws in the sustainability matrix assessment. There 
was suggestion by the Parish Council that site 3a might be shown as a 
reserve site within the NP. In the event, the pre-submission NP shows 
site 3a as neither an allocation nor a reserve site, which is considered 
to be flawed. 
11. The April submissions by our client included annotated versions of 
the sustainability matrix from the SSA for sites 3 and 3a, in order to 
demonstrate the flaws in the scoring. As those submissions were 
informal, it is necessary to revisit them as part of this representation to 
ensure that they are formally considered if the NP is put forward for 
examination. An updated site 3a table with our client's comments is set 
out below. The amendments and their explanation are in red text. 
12. The re-assessment results in a positive green score of 15. In 
contrast the Policy H1(a) allocation has a positive green score in the 
SSA of 9. It is 
significant to note that the re-assessment is made with the benefit of 
technical assessments of site 3a (as part of wider site 3) covering 
matters such 
as drainage, landscape, highways, ecology and archaeology. An 
allocated site has to be developable. The National Planning Policy 
Framework defines "developable" as sites that are in a suitable 
location for housing development with a reasonable prospect that they 
will be available and could be viably developed at the point envisaged. 
Site 3a is a suitable location for housing, is clearly available and there 
are no constraints on its delivery in a timely manner. Properly 
assessed against the SSA sustainability matrix, it is a more sustainable 
site than that in Policy H1(a). 
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    13. Our client therefore considers that the NP does not meet the basic 
condition of achieving sustainable development, by the NP's own 
methodology. 
It follows that the NP also fails to meet the basic condition of having 
regard to national policy. Paragraph 8 of the NPPF sets out the three 
overarching objectives of sustainable development, and paragraph 9 
states:- "These objectives should be delivered through the preparation 
and implementation of plans and the application of the policies in this 
Framework; they are not criteria against which every decision can or 
should be judged. Planning policies and decisions should play an 
active role in guiding development towards sustainable solutions, but in 
doing so should take local circumstances into account, to reflect the 
character, needs and opportunities of each area." Our client considers 
that replacing the present site proposed for allocation under Policy 
H1(a) with site 3a part of land off Windmill Close would be consistent 
with the NPPF. 

Failure to select 
this site has no 
bearings on the 
Basic Conditions. 
 
The NP has 
regard to the 
NPPF and, again, 
not selecting the 
site identified 
here has no 
bearing on this 
policy 
requirement. 
 

None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 

34 Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(seepage 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

As I mentioned in my previous email it is pleasing to note that the view 
from Rockingham Road across the Welland valley is designated as an 
"important view" within the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. The residents of 
Rockingham Road recently came together to persuade the landowners 
to have the hedge cut along the road so we residents and visitors can 
enjoy this view.  There are strong feelings that this view should be 
preserved.  Although the hedge cutting did not extend to the field 
opposite the bottom of Ripley Road, as it is under separate ownership, 
any development along Rockingham Road's north western boundary 
would have a negative effect on open views enjoyed by all. In particular 
residents of Ripley Road and Bancroft would be deprived of seeing the 
valley from the junction of their roads with Rockingham Road.  The 
B670 is a major gateway into the village and currently the view from it 
enhances the rural environment with the stunning views across the 
valley. 

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects, 
including 
environmental 
impacts. 
 
 

Site removed 
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    The land earmarked for development is outside the village envelope.  If 
the envelope is amended to accommodate a development it could set 
a precedent for the adjoining field to be considered outside the 
settlement boundary. Any future development on this field would 
eliminate the enjoyment of this view along the entire length of 
Rockingham Road within the village boundary. 
 
 
 
 
The existing junction between Ripley Road and Rockingham Road is at 
the brow of a rise into the village and particularly in the winter it can be 
difficult to negotiate. I have often seen vehicles which have slid into the 
hedge on the other side of Rockingham Road.  As the proposed site 
falls away considerably, the access road would need to be steep, and 
pulling out onto the busy B670 would be dangerous.  I can just imagine 
on an icy morning any vehicle edging out of this steep road with poor 
visibility on to the main road would be doing so under dangerous 
conditions. 
 
It is for these reasons that I do not think that the site opposite the 
junction with Ripley Road should be considered for future 
development.   

The NP has taken 
the opportunity to 
relax the 
settlement 
boundary to 
accommodate the 
required growth. 
This does not 
create any 
precedent. 
Noted. The 
Highways 
Authority will 
comment at 
planning 
application stage 
and impose 
whatever 
conditions it feels 
necessary to 
make the 
development 
safe. 

 

35 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(see Page 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

With regard to the said neighbourhood plan, my objections follow!  
 
After speaking to an Architect, his view is that the land shown as site 1 
on the document is unsuitable for development:  
 
- It is outside the settlement boundary, although I note that this has 
been altered to accommodate the development, and does not now 
accord with the map shown in In Corby B C proposed Local Plan 
Mapping Booklet. it also doesn’t show the area including allotments, 
which again has the settlement boundary moved out, presumably to 
facilitate future development .    
- The site is agricultural land, and as such should not be considered for  

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects. 
Highways will 
require any 
modifications they 
consider  

Changes have 
removed this 
issue. 
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    building, in this context  
- The development also contradicts the Councils own guidance on 
important views - the view Northwest across the valley from 
Rockingham road is identified as an important View on page 40, fig. 
14. This development would block this view across the area developed. 
in particular it would block the view looking from Ripley road, which is 
directly opposite.  
-Also the access to this development, is directly opposite this Junction, 
and I believe this should be at least 20m from a junction. I don't think 
the Highways would be happy about this, it's not access for one house 
it is six! 

necessary at 
planning 
application stage. 
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Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(see Page 
17) 

H1 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I am writing to you in response to the proposed development on 
Rockingham Road Cottingham for 6 houses to be erected. 
I have resided in Cottingham for 28 yrs, in which the last 3 of these I’ve 
lived on Rockingham Road, adjacent to the proposed development 
site. The main reason behind me purchasing my property was because 
of the spectacular, uninterrupted views across the whole of the 
beautiful Welland Valley. This totally out weighed the busy road at the 
front of my property. Now should this development be permitted to go 
ahead my property will almost certainly decrease in value. When I 
purchased the property the asking price was higher than average 
because of taking the magnificent views into account. Little could I 
have predicted that I’d have ever been writing  to oppose a housing 
development, on what has always in the 28 yrs I’ve lived in 
Cottingham, been agricultural land. This development will almost 
certainly have an impact on value and sell ability of my property in the 
future. The fabulous views will also be taken away from every person 
in Cottingham and all visitors to the village that regularly stand or sit at 
this point to admire the landscape. 
This development came as a surprise to me as it seems to be a 
contradiction of the parish councils own proposed guidance on 
restricted views. Hence why the proposed development in the Dale at 
Cottingham was refused. This development maybe smaller but is still 
taking away the views and then what next will follow! Give an inch, take 
a mile, springs to mind !!! It wont be only people living near the site  

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects. 
Highways will 
require any 
modifications they 
consider 
necessary at 
planning 
application stage. 
 
There is no 
breach of Council 
policy as it is 
within the remit of 
the NP to redraw 
the settlement 
boundary to 
accommodate  

 Site removed 



41 
 

No. Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
No. 

Respondent Comment Response Amendment 

    losing the views , its going to affect everyone. 
Development of these houses is also contrary to Council planning 
policy. The settlement boundary line being moved to accommodate the 
development. The development map showing allocation of the site for 
development and the moving of the boundary do not correspond with 
the map as shown on Corby Council’s proposed local planning 
mapping booklet. ( P2LP) 
The site has always been agricultural land which makes it highly 
unsuitable for building on. 
Highway safety will also be greatly compromised, something which I 
can verify first hand living opposite the proposed site entrance. The 
speed at which traffic enters and exits the village to and from 
Rockingham Road is truly horrendous and unbelievable at times. 
Hence the need for speed awareness boards. Not that it makes much 
difference to speeds travelled. The safety of my children at presentwith 
our garden facing the road is worrying enough without further adding to 
extra traffic and a new road opposite. Ripley road is served by 70 
houses using this junction onto the B670. Many vehicles also regularly 
use the bottom of Ripley Road as a turning point. I am surprised there 
hasn’t been more accidents there as not many cars pay attention to the 
30 mph limit. This road is often used by lorries, farm vehicles, heavy 
duty vehicles etc. As the access for this development would be directly 
onto the B670 there would be many problems regarding visibility. It 
would be seriously restricted and hidden by the cars regularly parked 
out on the main road where people reside. It is a big problem at 
present without an opening opposite. Visitors to the houses already 
use this stretch to park. There will also be a slope down to the 
development which will naturally make exiting/entering onto the B670 
very, very, dangerous indeed and problems with visibility 
compromised. 
I feel this development is not necessary and will spoil our lovely village 
and views for everyone and I completely oppose it 

further growth  
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 37 
 

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(now Page 
16) 

H9 Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

Page 17: The text on this page refers to a call for sites exercise. The 
owners of site 03/3a did not receive a call for sites letter, but submitted 
their site for consideration having become aware of the exercise.  The 
text states that of 8 returns, "two sites met all the requirements".  This 
is not understood. The SSA which provides the evidence base to the 
Plan is an exercise in factual assessment and planning judgement for 
each site put forward: it does not set out requirements. We believe that 
the SSA assessment is flawed, but in any event the text here needs to 
explain more clearly which sites are selected and why. 

The statement is 
incorrect the 
owner of site 3 
did not make an 
application for the 
site to be 
considered. 
The narrative 
refers to the two 
selected sites 
being most 
suitable for 
development. 

None 

38 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 3 
(see Page 
17) 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Village development. 
I like many other parishioner were of the opinion that once the 
development of Millfield Avenue and Stonepit Drive and Windmill Rise 
were completed, the next area of development was in the SE direction 
and field 53 in particular. Why has this ambition changed. 

There has never 
been a Parish 
ambition to 
develop  Field 53 

 None. 
 
 
 
 

39 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 4 
(see Page 
17) 

H2 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H2 Settlement Boundary 
Figure 3 – settlement boundary ’V’ page 6 site sustainability report 
It would seem that the settlement boundary has already been extended 
to include field 20, site west of Rockingham road. I understood this field 
to be green belt or outside the permitted building line. 
Further, I understand that Rockingham road and in particular “Prospect 
Place” has a “letterbox” restriction when it comes to building consent, 
that is to say a narrow strip of land across the top is permissible, 
further down the land is not permissible. As was found out by Former 
owner of 15 Rockingham road who had permission to build at the 
bottom of her garden denied. Likewise the owner of field 045, had 
permission denied both examples went against current building 
consent. That said I am sure you will be seeking to modify this current 
boundary of settlement and letterbox restriction, with Corby Borough 
Council prior to seeking planning permission. 

Removal of field 
from plan 
removes this 
issue. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Site removed 
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    I feel that it would be a great detriment to the village in developing field 
20 losing the panoramic views across the Welland Valley, in order to 
make some progress in your Neighbourhood Plan. 
If the assessments and my comments were taken on board, and that 
site revisits were made  I firmly believe that you may agree with my 
sentiment. 
I think this would be a retrograde step to make in the name of 
progress. 
No progress is better than bad progress. 

Not allocating 
sites in the NP 
does not mean no 
development – it 
just means that 
the community 
will have no say 
over that 
development 

 

40 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 4 
(now 7.1.4) 

H2 Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

There is a consequential change to Figure 3 of the NP which forms the 
basis of Policy H2. The policy defines the settlement boundary, and 
Figure 3 
shows the H1(a) site is being within the settlement boundary. This is 
the norm where sites at the edge of villages are allocated. Alongside 
the substitution of the Policy H1(a) site as above, Figure 3 should also 
be amended to include site 3a within the settlement boundary and omit 
the current H1(a) site from within the settlement boundary. It happens 
that up until the very recent adoption of the Corby Part 2 Local Plan, 
site 3a had been within the development plan settlement boundary, 
and this had pertained for a considerable period of time.  

The NP has taken 
the opportunity to 
redraw the 
settlement 
boundary to 
incorporate the 
allocated sites 
only. 
No adjustment to 
the published 
boundary has 
been made 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 

41 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 4 
(see Page 
17) 

H2 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H2 Page 19 fig 3: the site proposed is agricultural land and 
unsuitable for building. It appears that the settlement boundary has 
been moved to accommodate the development. There has been no 
consultation on this and should not be allowed just to provide for the 
new development. The current actual boundary is shown on Corby 
Borough Council's proposed local plan mapping booklet (P2LP 
mapping booklet)  
 
I hope you take all of these concerns into consideration as they are 
very real and serious concerns with regards to the proposed 
development on Rockingham Road in Cottingham. 

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects.  
This is the start of 
the formal 
consultation 
stage, but 
everyone in the 
community has  

 Removal of 
field from NP 
removes this 
issue.  No 
changes to the 
boundary were 
made in the 
initial plan. 
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    had the 
opportunity to be 
involved in the 
preparation of the 
NP at its various 
stages of 
development. 
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Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 4 
(see Page 
17) 

H2 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H2 - Page 19 Figure 3 Development is contrary to council 
planning policy.  The site is agricultural land and unsuitable for 
building. The settlement boundary has been moved to accommodate 
the development. Allocation of the site for development and the moving 
of the settlement boundary do not correspond with the map shown on 
Corby Borough Council's proposed local plan mapping booklet. (P2LP 
Mapping Booklet - settlement boundary Cottingham/Middleton)  

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects.  
 
There is no 
breach of Council 
policy as it is 
within the remit of 
the NP to redraw 
the settlement 
boundary to 
accommodate 
further growth. 

 Removal of 
field from NP 
removes this 
issue.   

43 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 4 
(see Page 
17) 

H2 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H2 - Page 19 Figure 3 Development is contrary to council 
planning policy.  The site is agricultural land and unsuitable for 
building. The settlement boundary has been moved to accommodate 
the development. Allocation of the site for development and the moving 
of the settlement boundary do not correspond with the map shown on 
Corby Borough Council's proposed local plan mapping booklet. (P2LP 
Mapping Booklet - settlement boundary Cottingham/Middleton)  

Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects.  
There is no 
breach of Council  

 Removal of 
field from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
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    policy as it is 
within the remit of 
the NP to redraw 
the settlement 
boundary to 
accommodate 
further growth. 

 

44 
 

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 5 
(see Page 
17) 
 

H3 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H3 Page 20 (e) Windfall sites. the proposed development does 
not provide for safe pedestrian and vehicular access to the site. The 
access would fall directly opposite the junction of Ripley Road, which 
serves 70 houses in Ripley Road and Bancroft Road and is the only 
access for these two roads from Rockingham Road; it is already a very 
busy junction. There is a steep slope to the proposed site and the 
entrance would be concealed from the main road, making visibility a 
problem for cars leaving the site as they would be concealed and not 
be able to seen by traffic, or likewise see the approaching traffic, from 
Rockingham. 

The policy relates 
to windfall sites 
and not the 
allocate site – 
although the 
allocated site 
would not achieve 
a planning 
consent unless 
access was safe. 

Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   

 45 
 

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 5 
(see Page 
17) 
 

H3 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H3 - Windfall Sites Page 20 (a) The policy clearly states that the 
development should be within the settlement boundary for Cottingham. 
The development is not within the boundary and has been moved to 
accommodate the development.  
 
 
Policy H3 - Page 20 (e) Windfall Sites.  The proposed development 
does not provide safe pedestrian and vehicular access to the site. 
Access to the site would be directly opposite to the junction of Ripley 
Road which serves 70 houses in Ripley and Bancroft Road and is the 
only access road from Rockingham Road for these two streets, which 
makes it already a very busy junction. There is a significant slope into 
the proposed development site, which would also create a problem 
with visibility as cars would be concealed when leaving the site and 
would not be able to see traffic approaching the village from 
Rockingham.  

The allocated site 
is within the 
updated 
settlement 
boundary. 
 
The policy relates 
to windfall sites 
and not the 
allocate site – 
although the 
allocated site 
would not achieve 
a planning 
consent unless 
access was safe. 

Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
 
 
 
 
None 
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46 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 
(see Page 
17) 

H3 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H3 - Windfall Sites Page 20 (a) The policy clearly states that the 
development should be within the settlement boundary for Cottingham. 
The development is not within the boundary and has been moved to 
accommodate the development.  
 
Policy H3 - Page 20 (e) Windfall Sites.  The proposed development 
does not provide safe pedestrian and vehicular access to the site. 
Access to the site would be directly opposite to the junction of Ripley 
Road which serves 70 houses in Ripley and Bancroft Road and is the 
only access road from Rockingham Road for these two streets, which 
makes it already a very busy junction. There is a significant slope into 
the proposed development site, which would also create a problem 
with visibility as cars would be concealed when leaving the site and 
would not be able to see traffic approaching the village from 
Rockingham.  

The allocated site 
is within the 
updated 
settlement 
boundary. 
 
The policy relates 
to windfall sites 
and not the 
allocate site – 
although the 
allocated site 
would not achieve 
a planning 
consent unless 
access was safe. 

 Removal of 
field from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
 
 
 
 
None 

47 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 5 
(see Page 
17) 
 

H3 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy H3 - Windfall Sites Page 20 (a) The policy clearly states that the 
development should be within the settlement boundary for Cottingham. 
The development is not within the boundary and has been moved to 
accommodate the development.  
 
 
Policy H3 - Page 20 (e) Windfall Sites.  The proposed development 
does not provide safe pedestrian and vehicular access to the site. 
Access to the site would be directly opposite to the junction of Ripley 
Road which serves 70 houses in Ripley and Bancroft Road and is the 
only access road from Rockingham Road for these two streets, which 
makes it already a very busy junction. There is a significant slope into 
the proposed development site, which would also create a problem 
with visibility as cars would be concealed when leaving the site and 
would not be able to see traffic approaching the village from 
Rockingham.  

The allocated site 
is within the 
updated 
settlement 
boundary. 
 
The policy relates 
to windfall sites 
and not the 
allocate site – 
although the 
allocated site 
would not achieve 
a planning 
consent unless 
access was safe. 

 Removal of 
field from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
 
 
 
 
 
None 
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48 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 8 
(now Page 
22) 
 

H6 Anglia Water Policy H6: Housing Design 
Point g - reference is made to incorporating sustainable construction 
techniques including water efficiency measures which is fully supported 
as this will reduce the impact of new development on the water supply 
network and existing water resources.   
Point h - reference is made to new development incorporating 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).  Anglian Water fully supports 
the incorporation of SuDs to addresses the risk of surface water and 
sewer flooding and which have wider benefits including water quality. 

 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 

None 
 
 
None 
 
 
 

49 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 8 
 
(now Page 
22) 

H6 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

Thanks for your invitation to comment on Cottingham PC’s draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. It is a great document and testament to the huge 
amount of work that the team have put in to it. We have read it with 
great interest and our comments are as follows: 
 
P 22 Housing design – should this section not cross refer to the 
Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area Management Plan which 
covers design issues? 
 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
The Conservation 
Management plan 
will remain in -
place irrespective 
of the NP and will 
need to be taken 
into account 
alongside the NP 
when planning 
applications are 
determined. 

 None 
 
 
 
 
None 
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50 
  

Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Chapter 8 
(Policy H6 
now Page 
22) 

H6 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I was delighted to read the draft Neighbourhood Plan and see that so 
much care had been taken with regards to design for future 
development. 
I am very much in favour of development in rural areas when much 
care and attention has been invested into the quality of the design and 
consideration taken for the wider context. My architectural background 
is over 13 years in residential development and I am a great advocate 
for good design, in sustainable locations, constructed with good quality 
materials with proper environmental considerations factored into the 
design at an early stage. Something that in 50 years we can look back 
and be proud of and not something we wish to demolish. Having read 
the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission July 2020 I have 
a few comments to make, where I show text in italic this represents an 
extract taken from the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan Pre-
submission July 2020 : 
Two sites have been identified by the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan 
Pre-submission July 2020 to meet the housing requirements, however 
these sites contradict many of the core principles of the Cottingham 
Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission July 2020 in particular housing 
design versus affordable housing. Policy H6 states : “ Development 
proposals should demonstrate a high quality of design, layout and use 
of materials in order to make a positive contribution to retaining the 
special character of the Parish.” I believe this to be a very important 
factor in any planning decision nationwide and should wholeheartedly 
be adhered to with every planning application to ensure that our 
communities are not riddled with developments that have no local 
distinctiveness constructed with cheap materials and densely packed 
in. However, the policy goes on to state : Development proposals must 
have regard to the following design principles to a degree that is 
proportionate to the development, and should take into account the 
Cottingham Design Guide (See appendix 4) where appropriate and 
subject to viability considerations: Considering the type of development 
that the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission July 2020 
has identified, being a need for being affordable house, I believe this 
second part of the policy to completely null and void the first part of the  

Noted. We will 
require the 
Affordable 
Housing to follow 
the principles 
contained in the 
design guide. 
 
We do not believe 
it to be the case 
that Affordable 
Housing should 
be of a lower 
quality than 
market housing or 
a poorer design 
and it will be 
required to be 
visually 
indistinguishable 
from the market 
housing on site.  
 
We believe that it 
is possible to 
achieve both 
policy 
requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 None 
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(see Page 
17) 
 

  Policy, the part that should be the most important consideration to 
rotect our local distinctiveness. The profitability on affordable housing 
would mean that the second part of the policy would take precedent as 
it would be argued that high quality design, layout and materials in the 
first part are too costly when compared with the return ie it’s viability 
and therefore there is a danger that the weight that the rest of the 
Policy H6 and the principles within the rest of the plan would also be 
proportionate and therefore it would be easier for a lesser quality 
development to be approved. 
a) New development should enhance and reinforce the local 
distinctiveness and character of the area in which it is situated and 
proposals should clearly show how the general character, scale, mass, 
density and layout of the site, of the building or extension fit in with the 
aspect of the surrounding area. The proposed site along Rockingham 
Road opposite Ripley Road for a maximum of 6 dwelling would 
unquestionably have a detrimental affect on the local distinctiveness 
and character of the area. Not only would the pattern of development 
be completely different to the current pattern of  development along 
Rockingham Road, the density in which the houses would need to be 
packed in would be a completely new principle to the area. This in itself 
would cause great harm the general character without any of the other 
reasons why a development for 6 houses in that location would cause 
harm. Care should be taken to ensure that the development does not 
disrupt the visual amenities of the street scene or impact negatively on 
any significant wider landscape views; 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The 
development will 
be required to 
meet the 
requirements of 
the policies 
contained in the 
NP 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   

 51 
 

Introduction N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

May I firstly congratulate  the Parish Council members, Your locale and 
the parishioners who have contributed to the formulation of the 
Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan 2020. This is a very in depth and 
comprehensive study of the village and surrounding fields and open 
spaces. 
It is regret that I was unable to participate from inception until now, but 
due to a family bereavement in Germany, my time was dedicated to 
supporting my family. 
 
 

Noted  
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   I have great admiration of the Parish Council who have ambitious plans 
for the village on the back of information gleaned from the open day 
last year albeit only 5.6% of the population attended. 
The pursuit of providing affordable accommodation which has been 
lacking in the village since the right to buy diminished the council 
housing stock and the OAP bungalows. 
Even when there is no requirement from Corby Borough council, to 
provide building opportunities, you are prepared to try to satisfy the 
wishes of the parishioners. 
Myself and many former children from the village, had to leave the 
village in order to find affordable housing. 

  

52 
  

N/A N/A Avison 
Young (on 
behalf of 
National 
Grid) 

Dear Sir / Madam 
Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation 
November – December 2020 
Representations on behalf of National Grid 
National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to 
Neighbourhood Plan consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by 
our client to submit the following representation with regard to the 
current consultation on the above document. 
About National Grid 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains 
the electricity transmission system in England and Wales. The energy 
is then distributed to the electricity distribution network operators 
across England, Wales and Scotland. 
National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure gas 
transmission system across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the 
transmission system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution networks 
where pressure is reduced for public use. 
National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National Grid’s core 
regulated businesses. NGV develop, operate and invest in energy 
projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate the 
development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK, 
Europe and the United States. 
 

Noted None 
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   Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to National 
Grid assets: 
An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s 
electricity and gas transmission assets which include high voltage 
electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines. 
National Grid has identified that it has no record of such assets within 
the Neighbourhood Plan area. 
National Grid provides information in relation to its assets at the 
website below. 
• www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-
authority/shape-files/ 

  

53 
  

N/A N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I am raising an issue before I actually start reading in detail. The leaflet 
says which website to use, then says "Neighbourhood Planning"  
and " pre-submission July 2020". The menu has "Neighbourhood Plan"  
(minor), in the drop down menu you go to "Planning", then "Pre 
submission documents" then ".....July 2020" and when you open that 
document it says ".... June 2020". Trivial issues for anyone who wants 
to find the document but a good excuse to give up! 

Noted. We will 
make sure any 
technical glitches 
are sorted on 
Submission. 

 Web site 
corrected 

54 
  

N/A N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Comments on the Executive Summary 
 
General. The overview is fine except for one possible omission. In the 
section on Housing, the needs of the elderly are mentioned in the first 
paragraph but not in the numbered list further down.  
 
There are several typing errors (sorry!). I have highlighted them on the 
attached copy of the summary. 

Noted. 
Corrections will 
be made to the 
Executive 
Summary where 
agreed by the 
Parish Council 

Change to be 
made as 
indicated. 

55 
  

N/A N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Email in which she has said that we have made wonderful job of the 
NP. 

Noted  None 

56 
  

N/A N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Many thanks for the draft.   I have nothing to add to what I see, it 
seems a thorough job & very positive in outlook. 

Noted  None 
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57 
  

N/A N/A Tom 
Pursglove 
MP 

I am very grateful to you for sending me this information – I will 
certainly take a look through the Neighbourhood Plan when 
parliamentary business allows. A big ‘well done’ to everyone involved 
for getting the draft plan to this stage during what has been a very 
challenging few months.  Once again, thank you for having taken the 
time to contact me and if I can ever be of any further assistance to you 
then please do not hesitate to contact me again. 

Noted  None 

58 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 10 
(now Page 
36) 

ENV7 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

ENV 7: As in (5) I agree with the policy but am not sure if the list should 
be part of the policy. 

The list is an 
essential 
requirement as it 
demonstrates the 
structures that 
are to be covered 
by the policy 

 None 

59 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 10 
See Page 
37) 

ENV7 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P37 – another reference to the Orchard being part in Cottingham 
needs re-drafting. 

Noted Changes made 
to text within NP 

60 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 11 
(now Page 
38) 

ENV8 Anglian 
Water 

Policy ENV8: Managing Flood Risk 
Reference is made to the design of new development including 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).  Anglian Water fully supports 
the incorporation of SuDs to addresses the risk of surface water and 
sewer flooding and which have wider benefits including water quality. 

Noted  None 
 
 
 
 

61 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 11 
(now Page 
38) 

ENV8 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

ENV8: What is the Sequential Test This is a test 
which is carried 
out to ensure 
development is 
sited on land that 
has the lowest 
risk of flooding 
within the Local 
Council area. 

Change made 
and footnote 
added for 
explanation 
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     We will add this 
definition to the 
narrative. 

 

62 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 11 
(now Page 
38) 

ENV8 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

ENV 8: This refers to the sequential test. As I have no idea what this is, 
I can’t say whether I fully agree with the policy even though I am happy 
with the rest of it. 

This is a test 
which is carried 
out to ensure 
development is 
sited on land that 
has the lowest 
risk of flooding 
within the Local 
Council area. 
 
We will add this 
definition to the 
narrative. 

See above 

63  The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 11 
(now Chap 
8) 

ENV8 Environment 
Agency 

Thank you for consulting us on the Strategic environmental 
Assessment screening report for the Cottingham neighbourhood plan. 
Based on a review of environmental constraints for which we are a 
statutory consultee, we find that there are areas of fluvial flood risk and 
watercourses in the neighbourhood plan area. In particular, we note 
that the boundary does extend into areas of flood zones 2 and 3 of the 
River Welland. 
On the basis that future development is steered away from the 
sensitive aspects of the environment highlighted, we do not consider 
there to be potential significant environmental effects relating to these 
environmental constraints. Nevertheless we recommend the inclusion 
of relevant policies to cover the management of flood risk. 
Should you require any additional information, or wish to discuss these 
matters further, please do not hesitate to contact me on the number 
below. 
 
We have reviewed the Plan with regards to those environmental 
constraints which fall within the Environment Agency’s remit and have 
the following comments to make:  

Noted  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 None 
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(now Page 
38) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Policy Env 8: Managing Flood Risk 
Whilst the Policy is clear that the Sequential Test will need to be 
undertaken for developments proposed within Flood Zones 2 and 3, 
the Policy is silent on stating that any planning submission for 
developments in these flood zones would need to be accompanied by 
an NPPF compliant Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which demonstrates 
that the development will be safe for its lifetime and will not increase 
flood risk elsewhere. 
 
Land with a potential history of potentially contaminating uses 
We note that a closed landfill (Cottingham Stone Quarry) is located to 
the South of the Plan Area. Therefore there is the potential that this 
area could be contaminated from previous uses and therefore any 
redevelopment of the site would need to include any remediation 
measures to ensure there is no pollution risk to controlled waters (the 
water environment). 

Agreed. We will 
add this into the 
policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
This site is not 
subject to an 
allocation in the 
NP and it is felt 
that the matter is 
best dealt with at 
any planning 
application that 
emerges 

Change made 
as indicated 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 

64 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 
(see Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I recommend, therefore, that the Neighbourhood Plan is amended to 
remove that field as a preferred development site and, instead, the 
view is included in the list of views that should be protected as being of 
great environmental importance and as contributing hugely to the 
wellbeing of many residents of the village. 

Noted, however 
the views 
identified were 
not considered to 
be of sufficient 
local importance 
to merit 
protection. 

 Removal of 
field from NP 
removes this 
issue.   

65 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(see Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

12 Important Views 
As per figure 14 page 40. 
Makes reference to the view No3 to the west of Rockingham road. 
This view is one of the best unobstructed and accessible views across 
the Welland Valley, open to pedestrians, cyclists and motorists. Also 
the hundreds of individuals who sit at the two benches at the bottom of 
Ripley Road every year. 
Development of field 20 will totally block this vista for eternity, as the 
stretch across field 19 is already blocked due to the hedge height 
which has now been reduced to 6 feet in agreement with land owners  

 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
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   and the Parish council. The previous owners Messrs Reynolds 
maintained this hedge at 4 to 5 feet due to the views. 
 
Unless you have a property with a raised aspect Nos 28, 30 & 32 
Rockingham road you will be precluded from these views. 
  
NB:- photo taken at 6 feet see shadow in foreground. 
Views across field 20. See photo below 
 
Also noted in section 7 Tourism. The amount of visitor to the Village 
who stop here to admire the extensive views which are accessible to 
all. Not via houses of raised aspect only. 
  
Views to Bringhurst, Great Easton, Drayton, Nevil Holt, Medborne, 
Ashley and as far as Church Langton on the far horizon which is 
approximately 10 miles. 
  
 

  

66 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(now Page 
41) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I have been looking through the neighbourhood plan and have noticed 
an error on the footpath and bridle ways map (figure 15 on page 41 of 
the document).  The footpath that runs from the old Harborough Road 
along the side of the golf course is marked as GE2 but should be 
marked GE3.  

Agreed – thank 
you for pointing 
this out.  

Changes made  

67 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(ENV Page 
32;  ENV 9 
Page 40) 

ENV9 
 

Historic 
England 

The area covered by your Neighbourhood Plan includes a number of 
important designated heritage assets. In line with national planning 
policy, it will be important that the strategy for this area safeguards 
those elements which contribute to the significance of these assets so 
that they can be enjoyed by future generations of the area.  
If you have not already done so, we would recommend that you speak 
to the planning and conservation team at your local planning authority 
together with the staff at the county council archaeological advisory 
service who look after the Historic Environment Record. They should 
be able to provide details of the designated heritage assets in the area 
together with locally-important buildings, archaeological remains and  

These general 
comments are 
noted. 
 
(Policy is 
probably ENV 5) 

 None 
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   landscapes. Some Historic Environment Records may also be 
available on-line via the Heritage Gateway 
(www.heritagegateway.org.uk <http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk>). It 
may also be useful to involve local voluntary groups such as the local 
Civic Society or local historic groups in the production of your 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

  

68 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 

ENV9 Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

The following landscape representation has been prepared by Golby + 
Luck Landscape Architects on behalf of Langton Homes in response to  
evidence put forward in the Cottingham Neighbourhood Plan 2020 to 
2031 – Pre-Submission Version June 2020 (the NP). More specifically, 
the NP sets out a series of ‘important views’ (page 40 of the NP) that 
includes a view from the south-east edge of the settlement from the 
open space at 
Windmill Close (View 4).  
1.2 This representation considered the nature and scale of the open 
space at Windmill Close, its relationship with the surrounding 
countryside, and the likely value that can be attributed to this space 
and any visual relationship it may, or may not have, with the wider 
setting of Rockingham Park and Rockingham Castle. 
1.3 This representation also draws into question the location and 
nature of View 4 identified in the NP. The open space at Windmill 
Close forms part of an area of modern housing at the eastern edge of 
Cottingham extending between Corby Road to the South and the B670 
to the west. This residential area comprises typical modern cul-de-sac 
development constructed in two blocks with Ripley Road and Bancroft 
Road to the north and Welland View Road, Millfield Avenue, Stonepit 
Drive, Windmill Rise and Windmill Close to the south. 
2.2 This area of modern housing extends across a sloping ridge 
between the 120m contour and 100m contour beyond which the 
landform falls across a steep scarp slope into the lower reaches of the 
Welland Valley. 
2.3 To the north-east is the boundary of Rockingham Park (Grade II* 
Registered Park and Garden – Ref:1001038) that is defined by the 
belts of mature trees that separate the park from the wider setting of 
arable farmland. 

This description is 
noted. 

 None 
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   2.4 Windmill Close and Windmill Rise are named after the former 
windmill that has been converted into a residential property (No.1 
Windmill Rise) located just to the north of Windmill Close and 
associated open space. The former windmill is not listed or protected in 
any way. Historic mapping identifies the building as a former corn mill 
accessed via a track from Corby Road. 
2.5 The open space extends to approximately 500 sqm comprising 
mown grass with timber play features. The space is set on the 
southside of a mature section of hedgerow that forms the vegetated 
boundary with the adjoining property. The southern and south-east 
boundaries of the open space are defined by the highway, beyond 
which is the setting of modern housing to the south and a vegetated 
field boundary to the east with unauthorised access into the adjoining 
arable field. 
2.6 The open space is orientated with an open boundary to the south-
west, a partially open boundary to the south-east and enclosed 
boundaries to the north and north-east. In terms of visual setting, there 
is an open appreciation of the adjoining housing and filtered views into 
the field to the east. To the north the visual setting of the open space is 
contained by vegetation cover. 
2.7 Within the NP this space is identified under draft Policy ENV7: 
Important Open Spaces as IO10 Windmill Rise. 

  

 69 
 

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(ENV 9 now 
Page 40) 

ENV9 Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

IMPORTANT VIEWS:  
3.1 In the NP 6 no. important views have been identified. Views 1 and 
2 are taken from the Jurassic Way looking towards Cottingham Hall 
and across the historic village. View 3 provides an elevated panoramic 
view from Rockingham Road across the Welland Valley. View 5 looks 
across the intimate valley setting of Peaches Dale with views towards 
the spire of the Church of St Mary. View 6 takes in the intimate valley 
setting of The Dale from the 
Jurassic Way. 
3.2 These are all views taken from publicly accessible locations that 
will be valued by the local community and users of the countryside. 
The planning system seeks to protect residential amenity, but it is well 
established that it does not serve to protect private views from 

Noted 
 
The view 4 is 
considered to be 
locally significant 
for the reasons 
stated in 
appendix 11. 
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properties. In terms of  establishing criteria for attributing value to views 
it is commonly accepted that factors such as designation, accessibility, 
design, and associations all contribute either individually or in  
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(See Para. 4 
Appendix 
11) 

  combination. Those views considered to be of most value tend to be 
accessible, may include designated assets or features, may be linked 
or have been represented in works of art or literature, and will provide 
an open appreciation of the landscape with few detracting elements. 
3.3 GLVIA supports this at paragraph 6.37 when providing guidance on 
assessing the significance of visual effects stating: “Judgements 
should also be made about the value attached to the views 
experienced. This should take account of:  
§ recognition of the value attached to particular views, for example in 
relation to heritage assets, or through planning designations: 
§ indicators of the value attached to views by visitors, for example 
through appearances in guidebooks or on tourist maps, provision of 
facilities for their enjoyment (such as parking places, sign boards and 
interpretive material) and reference to them in literature or art (for 
example ‘Ruskin’s View’ over Lunedale, or the view from the Cob in 
Porthmadog over Treath Mawr to Snowdonia which features in well-
known Welsh paintings , and the ‘Queen’s View’ in Scotland).” 
3.4 Views 1 and 2 are taken from the public footpath (a recognised 
long-distance recreation route) and are attractive views that provide a 
wider understanding of the historic landscape setting of the village. 
3.5 View 3 is taken from the public highway providing a wide and open 
appreciation of the Welland Valley and its relationship with the village 
of Cottingham. 
Views 5 and 6 are again taken from publicly accessible locations and 
provide attractive views offering an appreciation of the village, its key 
heritage assets and local landscape setting. 
3.7 View 4 provides what is described as a view from the amenity open 
space off Windmill Close over Rockingham Park toward the castle 
grounds. Emphasis is made with regard to the heritage status of the 
registered parkland. This is unlike Views 1, 2 and 5 that make no 
reference to the assets within them, even though they include The Bury 
House (Grade II*) and Church of St Mary (Grade I). 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
New photo 
added. 
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   3.8 On closer inspection of View 4 does not appear to have been taken 
from the open space at Windmill Close. This view appears to have 
been taken from the upper-floor window of one of the properties on the  
southside of Windmill Rise, looking out across its garden towards the 
treed boundary of Rockingham Park in the distance. 
3.9 If this is the case, then this is a private view and is not publicly 
accessible from the open space at Windmill Close. This view should be 
deleted or replaced with a view taken from the open space otherwise 
the evidence base in support of the NP cannot be considered reliable. 
3.10 Regardless of its location it is also considered that View 4 
overstates the relationship between this part of the settlement and 
Rockingham Park. The only appreciation of the park is its treed edge, 
specifically designed to contain the setting of the parkland and restrict 
inter-visibility with the surrounding farmland. There is no appreciation 
of the designated assets within the parkland, and no understanding or 
appreciation of the castle. This is in direct contrast to the other views 
identified in the NP where there is clear understanding of the assets in 
view and their relationship with the wider landscape that requires no 
explanation. 
On the basis of the evidence set out in this representation it is 
recommended that further evidence is presented to identify the location 
of View 4, and replaced with a view from the open space at Windmill 
Drive, or deleted from the NP. 
4.2 The view to the south-east from this part of the settlement cannot 
be considered as important and has no greater community value than 
any other view from the settlement looking across its wider setting of 
farmland. 
4.3 Other identified ‘important views’ in the NP illustrate the more 
unique and sensitive setting of the village, its heritage assets and their 
relationship with the landscape. These views are taken from publicly 
accessible locations available to the local community and users of the 
countryside and are not in dispute. It is apparent that View 4 does not 
hold the same value, regardless of its location. 
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 70 
 

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
 
(ENV 9 now 
Page 40) 

ENV9 Insight Town 
Planning 
Ltd(on behalf 
of Langton 
Homes and 
incorporating 
comments 
from Golby & 
Luck) 

Policy ENV9 lists what are considered to be 'important views'. Included 
within this list is " East from amenity open space off Windmill Close 
over 
Rockingham Park (Registered heritage asset) toward the castle 
grounds" (viewpoint 4). Our client has instructed an experienced 
landscape expert to assess viewpoint 4 as set out in the NP. His 
assessment is appended to this representation and forms part of it. He 
concludes:- "it is recommended that further evidence is presented to 
identify the location of View 4, and replaced with a view from the open 
space at Windmill Drive, or deleted from the NP. The view to the south-
east from this part of the settlement cannot be considered as important 
and has no greater community value than any other view from the 
settlement looking across its wider setting of farmland. Other identified 
‘important views’ in the NP illustrate the more unique and sensitive 
setting of the village, its heritage assets and their relationship with the 
landscape. These views are taken from publicly accessible locations 
available to the local community and users of the countryside and are 
not in dispute. It is apparent that View 4 does not hold the same value, 
regardless of its location." 
16. We are aware that in the consultation summary document of May 
2019, page 7 includes a photograph of a map to which green dots were 
affixed 
by attendees at the NP consultation event. Those green dots show 
what attendees considered important views. None of those dots are in 
the position of viewpoint 4. Some have been placed towards the outer 
boundary of the wider field, but these do not impinge upon site 3a.  
17. In light of the above, quite why viewpoint 4 is included in the NP is 
far from clear. The description of viewpoint 4 refers solely to the 
appreciation of 
Rockingham Park as a designated heritage asset. However, this is 
assessed by Golby and Luck at their paragraphs 3.1 to 3.10. There is 
no sound 

Neighbourhood 
planning requires 
evidence that is 
proportionate. It is 
not necessary to 
engage 
landscape 
experts in the 
description of 
views or the 
determinations or 
whether they are 
important locally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 None 
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   landscape or heritage case within the NP to justify viewpoint 4, or 
indeed any other case put forward to justify it. 
18. Paragraph 185 of the NPPF states:- " Plans should set out a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, 
decay or other threats. This strategy should take into account:  
a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 
heritage assets, and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation; 
b) the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that 
conservation of the historic environment can bring; 
c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to 
local character and distinctiveness; and  
d) opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic 
environment to the character of a place.We are unaware of any 
evidence base in support of the NP that demonstrates how and why 
viewpoint 4 is in accordance with this national policy objective. 
Viewpoint 4 therefore does not meet the basic conditions. 19. Finally 
on this point, it should be noted that even if viewpoint 4 were relocated 
to ground level on the open space in Windmill Close, it would not be 
affected by the delivery of housing on site 3a. An easterly outlook from 
this location would remain. 

Paragraph 185 of 
the NPPF 
(February 2019) 
does not directly 
refer to views. 
(Para. 190 of the 
revised NPPF 
published in July 
2021 retains the 
same approach). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

None 

71 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(see Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

We are writing to raise our objections to the proposed development on 
Rockingham Road in Cottingham. 
The points we would like to raise are: 
 
Policy ENV 9, The impact on wider landscape views and the rural 
character of the area: The proposed development would be in direct 
contravention of this ideal as it would be built in direct view of 2 
benches which are placed at the bottom of Ripley Road where many 
people sit and admire the view over the valley. The view north-west 
across the valley has been identified as an important view; if the 
development went ahead, it would block view of this and would spoil 
the wide views currently available.  

Noted, however 
the view in 
question has not 
been identified as 
a locally 
important view 
that merits 
specific 
protection. 

Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
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72 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(now Page 
40) 

ENV9 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P 40 There is an additional view that you may want to consider as 
protected, which is from the right-angle bend of School Lane, north 
east across the valley. 

Noted although 
this view is 
unlikely to be 
protection. 

 None 

73 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(see Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy ENV 9 - The development impacts negatively on the wider 
landscape views. It will be seen across the Welland valley from 
Bringhurst, Great Easton, Drayton and Neville Holt.   The proposed 
development contradicts their own proposed guidance on “important 
views” (page 40; figure 14). North West across the valley from 
Rockingham Road is identified as an important view. Development 
would block this view across the area identified. In particular, it would 
block the view looking from Ripley Road, which is  
directly opposite.  

Noted, however 
the view in 
question has not 
been identified as 
a locally 
important view 
that merits 
specific 
protection. 

Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   

74 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
See Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy ENV 9 - The development impacts negatively on the wider 
landscape views. It will be seen across the Welland valley from 
Bringhurst, Great Easton, Drayton and Neville Holt.   The proposed 
development contradicts their own proposed guidance on “important 
views” (page 40; figure 14). North West across the valley from 
Rockingham Road is identified as an important view. Development 
would block this view across the area identified. In particular, it would 
block the view looking from Ripley Road, which is  
directly opposite.  

Noted, however 
the view in 
question has not 
been identified as 
a locally 
important view 
that merits 
specific 
protection. 

Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   

75 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(see Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

Policy ENV 9 - The development impacts negatively on the wider 
landscape views. It will be seen across the Welland valley from 
Bringhurst, Great Easton, Drayton and Neville Holt.   The proposed 
development contradicts their own proposed guidance on “important 
views” (page 40; figure 14). North West across the valley from 
Rockingham Road is identified as an important view. Development 
would block this view across the area identified. In particular, it would 
block the view looking from Ripley Road, which is directly opposite.  
 
There would also be a problem with visibility on exiting the site, to the 
left from Rockingham, as it is hidden by other houses and cars parked  

Noted, however 
the view in 
question has not 
been identified as 
a locally 
important view 
that merits 
specific 
protection. 
 
Noted. The site  

Removal of field 
from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Removal of field  
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   on the Rockingham road outside their houses. As stated in Paragraph 
5.1, the road is ° generally busy and is very popular for through traffic 
to Market Harborough -private, service vans and heavy goods vehicles 
also buses, not to mention tractors and the like, which use it 
extensively . There are 70 houses in Bancroft and Ripley road, which 
all have to come to this junction to exit on to Rockingham road, which 
already makes this very busy,  
 
There would also be a negative impact from the villages opposite ,the 
edge of the valley leaving Cottingham , is slowly being eroded, we 
already have sheds, lean to’s and shacks littered about the valley, | 
feel very strongly that there should be no more development along the 
edge, It is so beautiful and should not be blocked from view. Policy 
ENV 9 

was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which. 
considered many 
different aspects  
 
Noted. The site 
was selected 
following a 
detailed 
assessment 
process which 
considered many 
different aspects. 
Highways will 
require any 
modifications they 
consider 
necessary at 
planning 
application stage 

from NP 
removes this 
issue.   
 

76 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(see Page 
17) 

ENV9 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

POLICY ENV 9: IMPORTANT VIEWS – Development proposals 
should whenever possible respect and protect the views described in 
Appendix 11 and shown in Figure 14 Development which would have 
an unacceptable impact on the identified views will not be supported. 3. 
Northwest vistas from Rockingham Road over hedged small fields and 
the Welland valley to the distant horizon. A group of 6 houses along 
Rockingham Road would undoubtedly affect the vistas from 
Rockingham Road over the Welland Valley which would affect every 
resident and visitor who ever travels along this 
road and rob them of that amazing view and reduce it to just a small 
handful of new houses. Given that this view has been specifically 
identified in the plan seems at odds with allowing a development of that  

 Removal of field 
removes this 
issue. 
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    size to happen in the same location. The B670 Rockingham Road 
comes into the village off the main A6003 Uppingham Road at 
Rockingham. This road is also generally busy and is very popular for 
through traffic to Market Harborough- private, service vans and heavy 
goods vehicles therefore use it extensively 

  

77 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 12 
(now 8.12) 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

I would include a view into the village from Mill Road and from the old 
railway track. Part of this was lost when houses were built at 8 School 
Lane but there is still a lovely view into the village of the White House 
with the Church behind it. 

We are thankful 
for the 
information and 
the photo.  
However it is 
unlikely that there 
will be a threat to 
this view. 

None 

78 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 13 
(now 8.13) 

N/A [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

These are the accessible footpaths but the definitive map shows GE2 
extending in a straight line south west of the A427 to join GS12. 
Northants have been very reluctant to reopen this but it means people 
following GE2 across the golf course have to walk along the main road 
to connect with other paths 

Noted  None 

79 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 6 
(see 8.6) 

ENV1 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P 27 While we understand that there are some issues about where the 
Cottingham/Middleton boundary is shown on the map you have been 
using for planning purposes, the Community Orchard is not within the 
Parish of Cottingham for any practical purpose. In reality  terms the 
parish boundary runs along the access road to Glover Court. By all 
means make reference to the Orchard as on the Cottingham boundary 
but it is not part-owned or part-managed by Cottingham. Please 
remove any inference that the Orchard is partly in or part-owned by 
Cottingham. Happy in future to discuss joint ownership of The Dale and 
The Middleton Community Orchard but this phraseology pre-empts that 
discussion. We suggest a redraft as follows 
…’ A further site (The Community Orchard) in Middleton on the 
boundary with Cottingham, has been designated by Corby Borough 
Councils as a Local Green Space. 

The parish 
boundary is 
demarcated on 
the OS map and 
designated by 
CBC as the 
neighbourhood 
area. It may be 
managed by 
Middleton, and 
even owned by 
them – but it is 
still within 
Cottingham 
parish according 
to the published 
sources. 

Changes made 
to text within NP 
stating 
ownership and 
management 
belongs to 
Middleton PC. 
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80 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 7 
(see 8.7.2) 

ENV3 Middleton 
Parish 
Council 

P 29 Biodiversity and Habitat connectivity - - in previous North 
Northants policy documents including issues of biodiversity the green 
corridor from Cottingham to the west has been featured. Namely the 
corridor running from the river, to the playing fields and through the 
Community Orchard in Middleton to the green space at the west end of 
Main Street, Middleton and on to East Carlton Park. It would good to 
include that as a second green corridor, in figure 7. 

The Indicative 
Green 
Infrastructure 
Corridor Fig 7 
and policy 19 in 
the North 
Northants JCS, 
and in Fig 5.4 (in 
App 5) of the 
Corby Pt2 LP 
refers. This is an 
‘indicative’ line 
only, with no site-
specific detail. 
The section 
described in the 
comment would 
add a very short 
side-branch to the 
WLC in NP fig. 7 
– but it would not 
provide 
demonstrable 
‘habitat 
connectivity’ 
within the NP 
Area. 

 None 
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81 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 7 

N/A Natural 
England 

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 2 November 2020.  
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory 
purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  Natural 
England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must 
be consulted on draft neighbourhood development plans by the 
Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they consider 
our interests would be affected by the proposals made.  Natural 
England does not have any specific comments on this draft 
neighbourhood plan. 
However, we refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues 
and opportunities that should be considered when preparing a 
Neighbourhood Plan.  For any further consultations on your plan, 
please contact: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Noted   None 

82 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 9 
(now Page 
33) 

ENV5 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

ENV5: Item 3 War Memorial says Mill Lane, I thought it was Mill Road Accepted Mill Lane 
changed to Mill 
Road 

83 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 9 
(now Page 
33) 

ENV5 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

ENV 5: I am happy with the initial text. Should all the sites be listed in 
the policy or referred to by the policy? 

The list is an 
essential 
requirement as it 
demonstrates the 
structures that 
are to be covered 
by the policy 

 None 

84 
  

The Natural 
and Historic 
Environment 
Chapter 9 
(now 8.9.3) 

ENV6 [Personal 
detail 
redacted] 

9.3 Ridge and Furrow 
It would seem that when the study was carried out there has been the 
omission of fields 20, 22 & 23, please see photo below taken 1989. 
These fields have been used as pasture land and not cultivated for 
crops for 55 years that I’m aware of. I have the original photo which  

Fields 20, 22 or 
23 as having R&F 
because the 
authoritative 
source document  

 None 
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   shows clearer than this scanned copy. Further we can walk the field for 
clarity at the appropriate time.  This ridge and furrow is also omitted 
from the NPPF(2019) local greenspace criteria. Which has impacted 
the ratings. 

for R&F in 
Cottingham did 
not refer to these 
fields.  The NPPF 
criteria is not 
something that 
the NP can 
address. 

None 

85 General  Local 
Planning 
Authority 

The document needs to function as an easily referenceable 
development plan document, to meet the Basic Conditions. As such, it 
is suggested that each chapter is numbered and that the paragraphs 
within each chapter follow a clear and consistent order.  

Accepted Chapters and 
paragraphs re-
numbered 

86 Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Page 19 
(see Page 
18) 

H2 Local 
Planning 
Authority 

The settlement boundary is not entirely consistent with the settlement 
boundary for Middleton and Cottingham established within Part 2 Local Plan 
for Corby. For the purposes of clarification, it is suggested that a statement is 
included in the Neighbourhood Plan which reflects paragraph 1.36 of the 
modified Part 2 Local Plan for Corby that clarifies that where 
“Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in the future and include policies such as 
site allocations or alterations to the settlement boundaries, these 
neighbourhood plans will supersede this Plan (the Part 2 Local Plan for Corby) 
for their respective designated area”. 

Accepted Alteration to 
paragraph now 
in line with 
Authority 
request 

87 Housing and 
the Built 
Environment 
Page 21 
(see Page 
21) 

H5 Local 
Planning 
Authority 

Policy H5 mirrors Policy 13 in the Part 2 Local Plan for Corby except that 
Policy 13 in the Part 2 Local Plan states that dwellings will have permitted 
development rights removed and future sale of the property will be 
controlled through a planning obligation to ensure that the property remains 
affordable in perpetuity. The intention to remove permitted development 
rights and to control the future sale of the property through a planning 
obligation is set out in the supporting text on Page 23 of the Neighbourhood 
Plan, but this has not been incorporated into the policy. It is suggested that 
consideration is given to transferring the supporting text to within Policy H5 
so that it will carry the material planning weight of development plan 
policies. 

Accepted Alteration to 
policy -  now in 
line with 
Authority 
request 
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88 Natural and 
Historic 
Environment 
Page 27 
(now Page 
26) 

ENV 1 Local 
Planning 
Authority 

It is suggested that the policy wording is expanded with the insertion of ‘very’ 
before ‘special’ to ensure consistency with the NPPF. 

Accepted Addition made 

89 Natural and 
Historic 
Environment 
Page 29 
(now Page 
28) 

ENV 2 Local 
Planning 
Authority 

The intention of Policy ENV2 is clearly to provide sufficient protection to sites 
of natural and historical environmental significance, but the wording of the 
policy appears to read more as a statement than a policy. To achieve the 
purposes of the policy so that it can operate effectively as a development 
management tool, it is suggested that the final sentence be deleted and 
replaced by the following text: 

“Development proposals that would result in their loss, or have a significant 
adverse effect, will not be supported, unless the overall benefits of the 
development outweigh the harm”. 

Accepted Wording within 
policy statement 
changed. 

90 Natural and 
Historic 
Environment 
Page 37 
 

ENV 7 Local 
Planning 
Authority 

Middleton Orchard, St Mary Magdalen Churchyard and The Dale appear to 
be designated for protection under Policy ENV1 and Policy ENV7. This is both 
unnecessary and duplicative which may relate to a basic condition matter. It 
is, therefore, suggested that the duplications are deleted. 

Accepted Wording within 
policy statement 
changed 

91 Natural and 
Historic 
Environment 
Page 41 

ENV9 Local 
Planning 
Authority 

Policy ENV9 identifies ‘important views’ which the Parish Council consider to 
be integral to the character of the village and are valued and enjoyed by the 
residents of Cottingham. Identification of ‘important views’ should be 
supported by appropriate evidence. Appendix 11: Important Views provides 
limited evidence to why the views should be designated and protected. It is 
suggested that additional evidence will be required to assist the Parish 
Council in justifying its approach through the required Basic Conditions 
Statement at submission stage and examination. 

Accepted Wording within 
policy statement 
changed. 
Footnote added. 

 

 


