
Q5 What comments do you wish to make on
this policy area? Please use specific policy
reference numbers wherever appropriate.

Answered: 36 Skipped: 20

# Responses Date

1 Policy CH1 Housing Growth allows for a total of up to 30 new dwellings by 2037: proposals will be in the village or
immediately abut the village envelope and must not have an unacceptable impact on protected features. Natural
England welcomes the policy and the protection it affords the natural environment from new housing development.
Policy CH2 Criteria for all building development within the parish includes criteria to ensure that all proposals respect
the natural features of the surrounding area. Natural England is supportive of this policy.

2/20/2017 8:56 AM

2 Policy Area 1 - supportive of the significance of the visibility of St Kyneburgha's Church tower and spire, particularly
from the public rights of way to the north of the A47. Suggest that policies worded to protect these important views
across open countryside along the full length of the public rights of way concerned. Milton consider that the proposed
number of houses in the draft Neighbourhood Plan looks reasonable as a proportionate number of dwellings for
Castor in the context of the Hierarchy Strategy enumerated in the Draft Local Plan. Rewording this section to
demonstrate that this is the case would perhaps be helpful to all concerned.

2/20/2017 8:39 AM

3 Building for Life 12 The draft plan (paragraph 5.4) states that the Building for Life 12 standard will be adopted. The
HCA would welcome clarification as to whether this is a formal policy or aspiration. As drafted, the plan does not
include a specific Building for Life 12 policy within a designated policy box. If it is intended as a policy this should be
made explicit. The HCA request that some flexibility is built into any such policy to account for innovation and site
specific circumstances that may require divergence from the standard models propounded in Building for Life 12. CH1
Housing Growth The policy should make it clear that it is concerned with development within or adjacent to the
village/settlement of Castor. This could be achieved by amending the policy title to ‘AH1 Housing Growth in the
Village’. CH2 Criteria for all building development within the parish The content of this policy would apply to all
development coming forward within the designated neighbourhood area boundary. Many of the policy clauses are
laudable, however, much of the policy repeats policy contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
this issue could be overcome by placing a more local emphasis on the draft policies to differentiate them from similar
NPPF and Local Plan. For example, the policy aims to ‘reinforce local distinctiveness’, but how can this be achieved in
a practical way e.g. a preferred palette of colours and local materials? The HCA object to policy clause (c), it would not
be appropriate to hold development on Great Kyne to the provisions of the Village Design Statement (2004) and
guidance in Design and Development in Selected Villages (PCC, 2011) which were tailored to guide development in
existing villages and not a new settlement. As a new settlement Great Kyne’s detailed design is yet to be determined,
though design will have to have regard to all relevant statutory policy and the local context (including made
neighbourhood plans). One solution could be to retain clause (c) and move it to policy AH1 so that it applies to all new
development within or adjacent to the village. As drafted the policy may conflict with emerging strategic policies within
the Local Plan (LP5, LP34 and LP35). Placing the Village Design Statement (2004) and guidance in Design and
Development in Selected Villages (PCC, 2011) onto a statutory footing needs to be considered for unintended
consequences on strategic allocations outside of the settlement boundary but within the neighbourhood area. Clause
(h) of the policy seeks to: ‘Ensure for any new dwelling provision of at least two off-road parking spaces’. This
requirement is more stringent than the draft Local Plan policy (LP13Transport) and the accompanying parking
standards in the Draft Local Plan Appendix C. The Local Plan allows greater flexibility for one bedroom dwellings. It is
unnecessary for the neighbourhood plan to repeat Local Plan policy.

2/19/2017 3:22 PM

4 CH1 Housing growth Agree but the onus should be on smaller housi9ng for starter homes and our elderly residents
could also downsize if they wanted to - bungalows such as Silvester and Benams Close no longer seem to go to whom
they were intended for. CH2 Criteria for all building development in Parish. Agree

2/17/2017 9:26 PM

5 Agree 2/17/2017 7:27 PM

6 Agree - providing no big development at so called great Kyne - and growth percentage is in line with other most other
villages in the final local plan.

2/17/2017 7:18 PM

7 This is an area of prime farmland which produces food for this country and local people. It is also a critical area for
local wildlife including the nightingales in the area of castor hanglands which john Clare made famous and which are
an important part of England's natural and cultural heritage. This area should not be used for development. Other
areas could be used and should be prioritised. This area cannot be replaced and fundamentally threatens the area
and its natural, people and cultural communities.

2/17/2017 6:11 PM

8 I fully support the views reflected in the Plan regarding housing and the built environment. 2/17/2017 1:51 PM
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9 CPC owns a large amount of land in and around the village. Their intentions for the future use of this land should be
included in the plan

2/17/2017 11:05 AM

10 Policy CH1 Housing Growth  As referred to above, the first paragraph needs to be clear that it only relates to the
village (or immediately adjacent to the village), not the parish as a whole. It is assumed that was your intention,
irrespective of the proposals in the emerging Local Plan. This should probably also be clarified in the title of the policy.
There is no objection to the principle of setting a 10% cap on development for the village, but it is recommended that it
is made clear that: 1. It relates to the village and not the wider parish area; 2. There is some flexibility to go beyond
10% (for example if there is a clear demonstration of community support for a scheme) – we can help with policy
formulation in this respect ; and 3. It makes it clear through supporting text for this policy that the 10% growth is
appropriate in relation to the growth in the Local Plan for the village at this level in the settlement hierarchy.  In
relation to part f of the policy, these key views should be mapped and included in the plan with a direct link to the map
in the policy, to assist in the application of the policy.  In principle, limiting individual developments to a certain size
can be achieved in neighbourhood plans, however there would need to be evidence to support this cap to identify why
developments of 11 or more dwellings would be inappropriate for the context. One further potential issue is that this
would result in no affordable housing being provided, despite this being an opportunity identified in paragraph 6.1.1.4
and being alluded to as a goal of the community in 6.1.2. From experience, policies that propose a cap in the size of
individual development sites often get removed by an examiner unless there is suitable flexibility built in to allow for
exceptions to the rule. As such, it is recommended that the part g is amended to: “g. be an appropriate scale for the
village context, typically for 10 dwellings or fewer, unless there are exceptional circumstances where the site is
appropriate for a development of more dwellings given the site context and the clear benefits it will deliver for the
community.”  It is not clear why some criteria are in this policy and not in policy CH2 instead, for example would it
only be an issue if it was a housing development that would obscure views of the church or is it all development?
Some thought should be applied to what is appropriate to be in which policy, probably with more items from CH1
being relocated to CH2 which would apply to a wider range of development proposals than just residential schemes.
Policy CH1 should purely be about managing the impact from housing development and should probably only be in
relation to the amount and general location of growth. It might make sense to move an expanded CH2 to become the
first policy, followed by a briefer CH1? Policy CH2 Criteria for all building development  It is recommended that the
wording of the opening paragraph be amended to read “All development proposals should, where applicable,
demonstrate...” This then captures all forms of development, whether housing, employment, retail, tourism, hotels,
change of use, etc. but would not place a significant burden on applicants for household extensions, for example. 5
Section / Policy Comments within the parish  The requirement to adhere to some guidance in a VDS and or other
guidance documents has potential to be included, however, as the Appendix is currently presented, there is conflict
between parts of this and your plan (for example development of 10 dwellings or 30 dwellings) and it is an extremely
long list, and in some instances is not always going to be applicable for a suitable development (for example
conversion of a brownfield site). The wording of the appendix should be reviewed to be more concise for the applicant
and decisions maker as to how it should be applied. There is nothing stopping you creating a tick sheet to assist
applicants in ensuring that they satisfy requirements based on relevant parts of the VDS and other guidance
documents, but you should make it shorter, avoid conflict and repetition of parts of other policies merge requirements
where only one needs to apply, etc. In its current form this is not usable for making decisions. One other alternative
(and perhaps best and most clear option) would be to have a longer list within the policy itself that contains the key
elements currently in the appendix so that it is all in policy. Supporting text could explain that they are based on the
VDS and other guidance.  As worded, bullet point d. is contrary to national policy (which does not permit a
Neighbourhood or Local Plan from imposing additional environmental standards above and beyond Building
Regulations) . It is recommended that it be removed, and replaced with a new paragraph which supports (rather than
requires) such schemes at the very end of the Policy, something like: “Proposals, which incorporate measures to
improve environmental performance, such as through inclusion of rain water harvesting, grey water recycling, high
standards of insulation or renewable energy systems, will be supported in principle, subject to no significant visual or
other harm which arises from their installation ”  In summary, it is recommended: a) Bringing in relevant parts from
CH1 that would apply to more than just housing development; and b) Bringing into the policy the annexed list,
streamlining and making it clearer and easier to apply, whilst removing duplication and potential conflict. PCC is willing
to assist the group in reworking these policies to ensure that they achieve the goals of the group and that they will be
deliverable in practice. Paragraph 6.2.1.5  This paragraph refers to the Upex Report and suggests it is on the Parish
Council’s website. However, it does not appear to be on the Parish website, but on the neighbourhood plan website.
This is an important difference which needs to be rectified to ensure that the evidence can be found. Wherever

2/17/2017 10:26 AM

11 CH2. Allocate land in the villages representing approx 10% of growth pa over the period pf LDP ,with other villages
accepting similar growth. In this way no single community bears the burden of all growth in the village Use Woodlands
as focus for the village with school and Village Hall reallocated there

2/17/2017 9:46 AM

12 3.7 I think the emphasis on affordable housing should be greater. I also think 30 houses is not going to be considered
enough.

2/16/2017 6:47 PM

13 6.1.1.7 Disagree with any policy of building outside the village envelope.I consider this to be open to
misenterpretation.

2/16/2017 5:35 PM
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14 CH1 In addition, we are pleased that Policy CH1 Housing Growth (b) be located within the village or immediately about
the village has been included as it will ensure that future development will help to protect the River Nene and its
floodplain.

2/16/2017 2:03 PM

15 I support the policy content 2/15/2017 8:35 PM

16 I support the policy content 2/15/2017 8:31 PM

17 That I support the content of my parish Neighbourhood Plan 2/15/2017 1:50 PM

18 I support the content of my parish neighbourhood plan. 2/14/2017 9:32 PM

19 CH1 a. I have reservations regarding the suggested 10% growth. I think this is too high bearing in mind the unknown
outcome of the Peterborough Local Plan and the uncertainty or the Woodlands site. CH1 b. 'abut the village envelope'
again reservations on this wording, I feel there should be no building on precious green space outside the village
envelope particularly agricultural land. This was a point strongly highlighted in the feedback in the questionnaires. Our
local city councillors suggested keeping the envelope tight.

2/14/2017 7:58 PM

20 Support the plan as written 2/14/2017 11:25 AM

21 CH2-Any planning that is approved should be minded fundamentally of the amount of additional traffic it creates. At
certain times of the day he traffic through the village is constant.We must accept that all Ailsworth residents head
through Castor to go to and from Peterborough.Currently it as though each new property creates 3 cars accessing
it.Many of the residents of Castor and Ailsworth use the Castor Hanglands/Helpston Road into Ailworth as a 'rat run' as
does Peterborough bound traffic from the Stamford area and surrounding villages

2/14/2017 11:24 AM

22 I support the content of our parish neighbourhood plan 2/13/2017 8:14 PM

23 I object to the plan and support the position of Protect Rual Peterborough as detailed in their letter of 8/2/17. 2/13/2017 6:51 PM

24 Regarding drainage, there are frequent problems with the drains in the village and any development needs to take into
account the capacity of the existing drains

2/13/2017 6:43 PM

25 We fully support the content of your parish Neighbourhood Plan 2/12/2017 6:09 PM

26 Policy CH2: Criteria for all building development within the parish Reference is made to the encouragement on rain
harvesting/grey water recycling for development proposals within the Parish. It is important to note that the emerging
Peterborough City Local Plan includes a specific standard for water efficiency standard (110 litres per person per day).

2/4/2017 1:46 PM

27 CH 1 b: Great care should be exercised in offering land outside the village envelope, particularly greenfield sites. This
could be construed as encouraging development.

1/31/2017 10:03 AM

28 Ref:- Peterborough Draft Local Development Plan Consultation 2016 – 2036. Site F in LDP. Land north of the A47
bypass in the parishes of Castor & Ailsworth, owned by Homes & Communities Agency:- 1. This proposal contradicts
the city councils own policy for the countryside LP11 - which is supposed to protect such rural areas from aggressive
over-development, particularly where there is a historical and cultural heritage location within it or nearby. 2. And for
the same reason above it contravenes Local Planning Policies LP1, LP2, LP3, LP4 and LP5. I understand there are
other areas owned by the council which would have a less rural impact and could satisfy the housing targets – I
cannot identify any logical reason for choosing this site over and above these areas, especially as they DO fit with the
above Local Planning Policies.

1/30/2017 4:15 PM

29 The LPA termed Ainsworth a medium sized village - that is incorrect by reference to the definitions. However, Castor
and Ainsworth jointly can provide the facilities and support a community that is integral and able to expand by an
absolute maximum of 50 new homes by 2037. To maintain balance and availability for young occupiers I should
welcome a local user clause and hope that there may be legislation to facilitate this. In all other respects I endorse all
the policy statements

1/29/2017 2:14 PM

30 The area which has been proposed for develop is one of natural beauty, a habitat to numerous endangered or rare
wildlife and is a very popular retreat from the city for many visitors.

1/17/2017 2:31 PM

31 I am supportive of small modest developments and organic growth in the village to meet the needs of natural local
growth. I support policies CH1, CH2

1/17/2017 1:03 PM

32 strongly agree with reasonable housing growth planned and criteria for building development 1/17/2017 9:51 AM

33 I agree with the policy 1/16/2017 5:44 PM

34 I agree with all the points in 6.1.1. Rationale section. I agree with the all the policies in 6.1.4 1/16/2017 5:01 PM

35 CH1 Agree as it is inline with the current infrastructure provision, maintains the unique character of the village whilst
being sympathetic with the national need for housing growth. CH2 We agree as it supports the growth and
modernisation of the village whilst protecting and improving the environmental footprint of the community. It will not
add significantly to the potential for flood risk experienced in the recent past.

1/14/2017 4:56 PM
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36 I support the plans put forward as part of the Castor Neighbourhood plan 1/14/2017 3:29 PM
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