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Fyi also please acknowledge the email requests
| Planning Policy Manager
Growth and Regeneration
North Northamptonshire Council
Thrapston Office
Cedar Drive, Thrapston, NN14 4LZ
T: 0300 126 3000 |
Twitter: @NNorthantsC
Facebook: @NorthNorthants
Web: www.northnorthants.gov.uk

-----Original Message----From:
Sent: 28 June 2021 13:59
To: ENC planning policy <planningpolicy.ENC@northnorthants.gov.uk>
Subject: OBJECTION: HARGRAVE NDP letter
Reg 16, and attachments
Please acknowledge receipt that this letter has been sent in good time, before the 4.00 pm deadline of 28/06/21
TO THE EXAMINER:
Dear Sir
Please find my Objection to the draft Hargrave Neighbourhood Development Plan.
I object on the grounds that the Hargrave NDP does not meet the specified "basic conditions." Due process has not
been followed, and a meaningful, open, transparent consultation has not been carried out, nor has a proper assessment
of LGS and development sites. Please see attached letter and supporting emails/attachments.
If there is to be an Examination in public I would please like to attend.
And, yes please, I would like to be kept informed on the publication of the recommendations.
Thank you.
Kind regards
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Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender and are not necessarily those of North
Northamptonshire Council unless explicitly stated.
This email (including any attachments) may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended solely for the
use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. Any confidential, sensitive or protectively marked material must
be handled accordingly.
If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any of the information
contained in the email or attachments, and all copies must be deleted immediately. If you do receive this email in error,
please notify the sender immediately and note that confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost.
North Northamptonshire Council may monitor the contents of emails sent and received via its network for the purposes
of ensuring compliance with relevant legislation and the Council’s policies and procedures. All such monitoring will take
place in accordance with relevant legislation including privacy and data protection legislation. For details of how North
Northamptonshire Council uses personal information please see the Council’s website.
North Northamptonshire Council has scanned this email and attachments for viruses but does not accept any
responsibilities for viruses once this email has been transmitted. You should therefore carry out your own anti-virus
checks before opening any documents.
________________________________
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28th June 2021
Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
North Northamptonshire Council
Thrapston Office
Cedar Drive
Thrapston
Northamptonshire
NN14 4LZ
planningpolicy.ENC@northnorthants.gov.uk

Dear Sir,
Objection under regulation 16 to the Hargrave Neighbourhood Development Plan
This is an objection to the Hargrave Neighbourhood Development Plan which was approved by the
Parish Council at its meeting on 19th April 2021 and has been forwarded to North Northamptonshire
Council. That is a plan on which there has been no consultation. I contend that it does not meet the
basic conditions and is possibly unlawful.
I will provide a brief outline of the stages of which I am aware, and then give more information and
express my contentions in relation to the plan which is before you.
I am aware that there was a residents' survey in 2019 and a village meeting in September 2020 but,
as a landowner who is not resident in Hargrave, I was not invited to take part in those.
I confirm that I saw the “Call for Sites” on the Parish website in September 2020 and I was involved
in the selection of development sites because I put forward our family's land and took part in the
Call for Sites Zoom meeting on behalf of our family and conducted the subsequent email
correspondence. I was notified of the outcome of that. Our land north of Church Street was
identified as site 1. "The Steering Group unanimously agree that the roadside portion of the
Western field which lies within the village settlement boundary could be sympathetically developed
in a manner that would fully comply with the policies of the HNP."
I was not informed or consulted about any other plans concerning my land at Nag's Head Lane
before the regulation 14 plan came out. I was not invited to take part in any village meeting and if
plans for my land at Nag's Head Lane was discussed at any such meeting, I was, and am, unaware of
that. Specifically, I do not know whether my Nag's Head Lane land was discussed at the meeting of
September 2020.
I was consulted directly by email by the Secretary to the HNDP when the regulation 14 plan came
out, our responses to be in by 8th March 2021. The two development sites, north of Church Street
site 1 and South of Church Street site 2 were as I knew they would be from November
2020. However, I was truly shocked to see that a large tranche of my Nag's Head Lane agricultural
land had been included as proposed Local Green Space.
I understand that the Guidance states: "Local Green Space does not need to be in public ownership.
However, the local planning authority (in the case of local plan making) or the qualifying body (in the
case of neighbourhood plan making) should contact landowners at an early stage about proposals to
designate any part of their land as Local Green Space." But this had taken place without reference

to me by way of consultation, notification or providing me with any other opportunity to be
informed or be involved. Given that the HNDP Steering Group, including members of the Parish
Council, had my contact details, I do not understand how they could act as they had without
reference to me.
I prepared my own objection to the regulation 14 plan as it affected my Nag's Head Lane agricultural
holding. This was a major and significant concern to me as landowner, and it was my first
opportunity to be heard. Otherwise, I indicated that I could see how much work had gone into the
plan and I generally agreed with and supported it.
Because no-one from the HNDP Steering Group got back to me in the light of my objection, I realised
I needed professional help, and engaged a planning consultant to represent me. During the course of
this work, she notified me by email of 13th April that she had just found a new plan on the village
website which did not by that time include my land as green space. However it did include the land
to the North of Church Street as Local Green Space, having removed it as a development site, and
indeed it had then been placed outside of the village envelope, contrary to the unanimous decision
of the Steering Group at the consultation stage. Indeed, in part, the new plan seems to have been
cut and pasted from Glapthorn, and despite having been read by all the Parish Council it still even
refers to Hargrave as Glapthorn. The "new" site assessment for the "new" North of Church Street
LGS designation even has exactly the same wildlife as seen on an LGS site in Glapthorn.
I was shocked. I was not consulted or informed about any of this and, as I have said, the HNDP
Steering Group, including members of the Parish Council, had my contact details. This new plan was
about to be put before the Parish Council without anyone having had an opportunity to be informed
or consulted. I do not know when that plan went onto the website, but had I not engaged the
planning consultant, I would not have known about it and I wonder how many of the villagers had
any knowledge at all about what was taking place.
I objected by email before the Parish Council zoom meeting of 19th April. I spoke and raised my
objections at the meeting. I said it was a new plan and that we had not been consulted. In effect, I
was silenced for two reasons (i) they had consulted under regulation 14; and (ii) they were not
obliged to consult on any changes, and I would have the right to object at the next stage. That night,
although they seemed confused about some aspects of the contents of the plan before them, the
Parish Council voted to send that plan forward to that next stage.
Every protest I have made then and since has been rebuffed for the same reasons - there had
already been consultation and there was no need to consult again. Every attempt I have made to
find out how this has come about has been met with resistance and obfuscation.
I contend that the plan which has been sent to the examiner is not the same plan upon which there
was consultation and that we have all been denied the right to know about it and be informed and
consulted about it. Objection is the only path open to me now. This is not consultation. I question
whether, even now, the villagers know what has happened in relation to the regulation 14 plan.
I will now turn to those matters again in some more detail and provide some supporting
documentation
At the beginning of the HNDP process I thought I would be involved because there was a meeting
and we were told we would be kept fully informed, that the process would be open and transparent,
and that the meetings would be held in public - see minutes meeting of 22 July 2019 (A). Then there
was a residents' survey but, as a non-resident landowner, I was not invited to take part. I believe the
village meeting was held on 5th September 2020 but, again, I was not invited to take part even
though I now see from the minutes of 13 July 2020 (B) that it was said that the village residents and
landowners would be invited to an open meeting on 5th September 2020. But we were not invited

or made aware of that open meeting. I make these points to show that it is not that I have ignored
any earlier opportunity to express my views.
By chance I saw the Call for Sites on the Parish website in late September 2020 (C) but I was not
directly informed about that either. I put forward two areas of land in the family ownership and I
was involved in the selection of development sites because I took part in the Call for Sites Zoom
meeting on behalf of our family and conducted the subsequent email correspondence. In November
2020 I was notified of the outcome of that, and the land North of Church Street was identified as site
1, for infill housing.
As I have indicated, I was not informed or consulted about any other plans for my other land at Nag's
Head Lane before the regulation 14 plan came out. I was not invited to take part in any village
meeting and if my Nag's Head Lane land was discussed at any such meeting, I was, and am, unaware
of that. I thought the regulation 14 plan consultation process was the opportunity to fine tune what
was already intended for the village in the light of all the earlier consultation which was reflected in
the regulation 14 plan. I did not expect anything to be imposed on my land without my prior
involvement or consultation with me.
When the regulation 14 plan came out the development sites were as I knew they would be from
November 2020. But I had not been involved in anything to do with Local Green Spaces and I was
truly shocked to see that a large tranche of my Nag's Head Lane agricultural land had been included
as proposed Local Green Space. This had taken place without reference to me by way of
consultation, notification or providing me with any other opportunity be informed or be
involved. Given that the HNDP Steering Group, including members of the Parish Council, had my
contact details, I could not understand how they could act as they had without reference to me.
Therefore, as there had been no consultation, all that was open to me was objection to something
which posed a major issue and concern for me. Therefore, I advanced my objection to the
regulation 14 plan as it affected my Nag's Head Lane land, but otherwise, I indicated that I could see
how much work had gone into the plan and I generally agreed with it, and supported it.
Because no-one from the HNDP Steering Group got back to me in the light of my objection, I
engaged a planning consultant to represent me in relation to what I thought was the next stage
under regulation 16.
After starting work on my objection, the consultant notified me by email of 13th April that she had
found the new plan on the village website (for regulation 16) which did not now include my land as
green space. But she told me that this plan now included the land to the North of Church Street as
green space, and did not include it as a development site. The new plan also placed the site outside
the village envelope.
I was truly shocked. No-one had consulted or informed me about any of this and, as I have said, the
HNDP Steering Group, including members of the Parish Council had my contact details. I alerted my
sister and tried to find out how any of this had come about. I knew that the Parish Council was about
to consider it on 19th April 2021 because a special meeting had been called. I found the Steering
Group minutes of 9th March 2021 but the Minutes of 11th March 2021 were not available.
I objected by email before the Parish Council meeting of 19th April 2021 (D). I spoke and raised my
objections at the meeting. I said it was a new plan and that we were not consulted. In effect, I was
silenced for two reasons, namely (i) they had consulted under regulation 14; and (ii) they were not
obliged to consult on any changes and this was on professional advice. Although seeming somewhat
confused about the contents of the plan before them, the Parish Council voted to send that plan to
the next stage.
I made notes of that meeting and emailed them to my sister the next day: attached (E).

I also followed things up with the planning consultant.
I also followed things up on 21st April 2021 with the HNDP Steering Group and Parish Council asking
for more information about the process: attached (F).
It was not until 25th May 2021 that the secretary of the HNDP steering group told me that the
minutes of the meeting of 11th March 2021 were on the website: attached (G). This was 10 weeks
after that meeting and five weeks after the Parish Council had voted on the plan.
Conclusion
I believe that my initial reaction, and my written and oral objections, to the plan which was put
before the Parish Council on 19th April 2021 were and are correct. It is a new plan. There has been
no consultation on that plan. We are entitled to be consulted on that plan and we have not been.
Therefore, I think that what I wrote and said to the Parish Council on 19th April 2021 should have
been listened to and the plan should not have been voted on and sent forward.
Whilst the HNDP Steering Group and Parish Council have said that they were acting on the advice of
their professional advisers and they told me that I had no right to be consulted and that I must now
object under regulation 16, I believe they were wrong. Objection under regulation 16 is not
consultation.
I now know that on receipt of the plan, North Northamptonshire Council drew the Hargrave Parish
Council's attention to the examiner's report into the Oundle Town Council's plan. I rely on that
report as supporting my contentions.
I am left with no alternative but to object under regulation 16. Therefore, I formally object to the
plan which Hargrave Parish Council have submitted to the regulation 15/16 process. It is not the
plan upon which we were consulted under regulation 14. I have said that to them, and they have
ignored me. I object to the Parish Council's and HNDP responses to my complaint. They have not
engaged with me. They have indicated that the consultation process is not a consultation at all and
indicated that once they carried out the regulation 14 process, they considered themselves to be at
liberty to do anything they wish to change the plan without reconsulting. I contend that they are
wrong.
I therefore respectfully ask the examiner to reject the plan because there has not been proper
consultation and transparency, and the plan now put forward is not the same plan that was
consulted upon, and put forward as a true reflection of the wishes of the majority of the village
residents. I contend that the basic conditions have not been satisfied.
I also submit that it would be inappropriate to send the plan to a referendum since, being one of the
several landowners who do not live in the village, I will have no opportunity to express any opinion.

Yours faithfully,
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28th June 2021

HARGRAVE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN STEERING GROUP
Minutes of the meeting held on 22 July 2019, 1900 hrs at Hargrave Village Hall
PRESENT:

APOLOGIES were received from

1.The Chair,

ened the meeting and thanked everyone for attending.

2.The Minutes of the last meeting were approved and accepted as a true record.
3. The purpose of a Neighbourhood Plan and its mandate at the Annual Parish meeting was
recapped and discussed. It was agreed the plan timescale would be 25 years (2020-2045).It was
agreed that the parish boundary should be the designated area for the HNP. This will be submitted
to the parish council for approval. Action: NP
4. The Terms of Reference for the HNP Steering Group were discussed and signed by all those
present.
5. Aspects of the Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan were presented and discussed as the population of
the village is of a similar size to Hargrave. The need to collate evidence was emphasised
6.Methods of working for the Steering Group were discussed. It was agreed that meeting should be
monthly and open to the residents should they wish to observe. Minutes will be published on the
Parish Council website and on the village notice board. The importance of meaningful engagement
with all villagers and the gathering of a robust evidence base and how this would be achieved was
discussed.
7. A draft outline of a proposed HNP was presented and section topics allocated to each SG member
to research and prepare ‘open’ survey questions. Those draft questions to be circulated by each
member amongst the wider SG for everyone’s further contribution and refining over the next three
weeks, circulating between all the SG members. NP will collate the questions together in the last
week of August to draft up a questionnaire for circulation ahead of the next SG meeting. The intent
is to review the questionnaire and finalise for use at the next SG.
8.A proposed schedule of work for the next 12 months was presented, demonstrating how surveys
will inform policies and through the policies the development of the HNP. Including the process of
review, referendum and adoption by ENDC. The whole process is anticipated is anticipated to take
approximately two years.
The bulk of the work for the Hargrave SG is in the first 12 months.
9.The need for paper, ink, flip charts and a large village map that can be laminated and mounted on
a stand was discussed. It was agreed that the Parish Clerk would be asked for £1000 from the HNP
budget to cover the cost of materials for the next 12 months. Action:
10.

will circulate a schedule of work with dates for future SG meetings.

11.The next meeting of the SG will be held Monday 9th September 1900 hrs 2019 at Hargrave village
hall.
10.There being no other business the meeting closed at 8.55 pm.

HARGRAVE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN STEERING GROUP

Minutes of the meeting held on 13th July 2020, 1830 hrs by Zoom

PRESENT:,
APOLOGIES:

Agenda:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Refresh our memories of where we got to
Short review of the HNP policies document in its latest guise.
Discuss appointment process for our expert consultant
Look at our anticipated work plan ahead
Communications with village
Funding update
AOB

The meeting was held by Zoom and was the first since lockdown began.
1. Review and Refresh:
The Chair and Committee Members refreshed their memories and reviewed progress to date
including the draft policies document.
2. HNP Policies Document:
After a short discussion, it was agreed that the policy document had been taken as far as the
steering group were able based on the survey results and other research work, the validity of the
policies should be checked back with the village through an open meeting then in the light of that
feedback turned over to a consultant to conclude the policies and move into drafting the actual
plan.
3. Next Steps – Consultant
In ML’s absence, he had presented a short written update on the recruitment and selection of
consultants. The meeting resolved that he should be asked to conclude the selection process and
interviews in conjunction with JG, secure pricing and provide a clear recommendation for sign off
from the steering group, with a view to work beginning immediately after the Village Meeting had
provided commentary on the draft policies.
4. Next Steps – Funding
JG updated the meeting on progress towards securing funding for paying a consultant. Grant
funding is available. He would be continuing this application work in the coming weeks and report
to the next Steering Committee meeting.
5. Next Steps – Village Meeting
A long discussion of the merits and means of conducting a meeting during these difficult and
restricted times. It was agreed that:

•

The village residents and landowners would be invited to an open air meeting, to be held
from 1400 hrs Saturday 5th September 2020. The meeting would officially provide access
for the public for2-3 hours, with a formal presentation at 1430 hrs. To be advertised in
advance through the Next Door app on which many villagers are registered, through the
monthly village newsletter and posted on the village hall notice board (as well as
neighbourly word of mouth – we are a small community).

•

DF kindly offered his farmyard (or barn if raining) to host the meeting. No refreshments will
be provided because of Covid-19.

•

Social distancing will be required, together with hand wash facilities.

•

The policy document will be printed out and on display in wipeable materials and suitable
disinfectant.

•

The policy document will also be available in soft copied in advance for the public. This
needs to be organised.

•

A short presentation will be given by the Chair together with supporting powerpoint
material (also to be made available).

•

Feedback will be garnered through free form responses and a short questionnaire –
available at the event and also through door to door distribution. The “bin” for collections
outside the village hall will be deployed once again.

6. Next Steps – Call for Sites
The group discussed the prospect and means of having a call for sites in order that those
landowners who are interested in developing their land have opportunity to test their thinking in
the light of the draft policy documents and public sentiment. Whilst acknowledging the HNP
Steering Group nor the Parish Council take the role of the ENC planners, the HNP Steering Group
are able to facilitate open disclosure and dialogue in order that village views might be garnered and
expressed upon potential developments from the village residents, within the context of the
drafting of the Village Plan.
During this discussion JB registered his strong disagreement to the course of action and withdrew
from the meeting to consider his position.
It was agreed that the call for sites would be announced during the Village Meeting on the 5th
September.

7. AOB
The meeting closed at 20.00 hrs

-------- Forwarded Message -------Subject:
Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan (HNP) - Call for Sites
Date: Mon, 16 Nov 2020 10:34:48 +0000
From:
To:
CC:

Dear
Thank you for both of your submissions made under the HNP Call for Sites.
Feedback from the Steering Group specific to your proposals is attached, one of which has
been carried for as an “allocated” site within the plan.
Through the Call for Sites, two portions of roadside land (one of which is your own) were
identified within the village settlement boundary, which between them offer realistic potential
for construction of modest-sized new homes, where construction could fully comply with the
villagers’ preferences as set out within the policies of the HNP.
We consider that the proposed sites now agreed by the Steering Group for “allocation” in
the HNP clearly demonstrate that the village boundary has been realistically drawn: it is not
too limiting and modest levels of development over the next couple of decades could be
accommodated in a compliant manner within its boundaries.
On behalf of the Steering Group I thank you for your submission and engagement in the
process, and look forward to continuing to work constructively together through the balance
of the formal HNP consultations during the year ahead.
Please do not hesitate to contact me in the event of any questions arising.
Thank you once again for helping in the construction of the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan
by participating wholeheartedly in the call for sites,
Yours sincerely

Response to

Response to

submission (1)

Land North of Church Street between Top Farm and The Farmhouse.
This site is proposed by
and family. The land extends over more than two acres
and lies between Top Farm and “The Farmhouse”, comprising two large fields which rise sharply
from the road, running back beyond the current village dwellings into open countryside.
•
•

•

The western field shares boundary with Top Farm.
The eastern of these two fields is the L-shaped “ridge and furrow” field (behind Box Tree
House). The applicant rightly notes this land is of historic significance, documented back to
the 1600’s and crossed by two well-used public footpaths.
There are two access points either side of The Farmhouse and a pedestrian access which
leads between Box Tree Cottage and Box Tree House.

The landowner as yet has no specific proposals or plans for either of these fields, but kindly offers it
for consideration within the Neighbourhood Plan process as a location potentially suited to future
development of modest-sized homes, perhaps bungalows, and potentially offers an area of this land
for public use within a development.
In this very early exploratory conversation there is as yet no indication of the size of any
development in terms of numbers of properties, or specified location of properties within the site.
However, the applicant emphasises that her intentions in any development must not only be in
keeping with the Village Plan, but also constitute a lasting amenity benefit for the village community,
and provide an appropriate lasting memorial to her family’s long relationship with the village across
more than a hundred years.
The applicant also underscored that any proposed property development should provide dwellings
of a modest scale and number which would be affordable to the average village resident and
encourage/enable residents to remain in the village when considering a property move, rather than
“executive” homes unaffordable to the average person or family.
The Steering Group endorses and thanks the applicant for clearly stating these intentions.
The Steering Group has carefully considered this location to the North side of Church Street and
concludes:
1. The ridge and furrow field, with its historic connections, established popular public footways
and limited vehicular access lies physically and emotionally close to the heart of the village
and villagers. It is identified as a highly valuable green space by the community. It lies behind
the other houses on church street and is not viable for roadside infill. For these several
reasons, the Steering Group considers that it should never be developed for housing.
2. However, the field immediately to the east of and adjacent to Top Farm enjoys roadside land
which the Steering Group consider could be suitable for construction of a small number of
modest, roadside properties which would then be in keeping with the pattern of
development set out in the HNP.
To support a future development proposal, the Steering Group note that any roadside infill
development on the westernmost of the two fields would need to fully comply with the
requirements of the HNP and successfully address key issues which include:
• Any development must remain within the limitations of the village settlement boundary

Response to
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

(1)

Any development should be of a limited number of modest scale, roadside properties in
accordance with the indications of the HNP
Housing should therefore only be positioned along the road side (i.e. roadside infill) with
no plans for (and avoiding opportunity to create) later backfill development of the field.
It must therefore remain within the village settlement boundary as drafted.
Provision of a singular safe roadside access with good visibility onto Church Street is
essential
Provision of ample off-road parking for the homes and their visitors in order to avoid
congestion of Church Street
Importantly, sustainable design of the development would place least pressure on
existing village infrastructure and drainage. Moreover, any development of additional
property within the village must be responsible for demonstrating independent
verification of whether or not the existing infrastructure (e.g. foul and storm drainage)
has capacity capable of meeting future need before proceeding. At the least, these
should be sustainable properties with low energy, low water use (and therefore low
impact on utility infrastructure).
In considering sustainability, any development must be self-sufficient in relation to
storm water run-off, through the use of porous materials such as block paving for
driveways and rain water harvesting for the homes. Other sustainable technologies
should be considered to create a low impact on utility infrastructure.
The overall architectural style and layout of any development on this section of land in
the village must be very carefully considered as there has not been any residential
development here since the mid-19th century. Top Farm lies to the West and the Post
Office Cottages and Box Tree Cottage are to the East - all of which have significant
architectural and historic merit within Hargrave village. The nature of any development
must complement and enhance this historic part of Church Street which contains some
of the village’s remaining pre-20th century architecture and rural appearance. By way of
illustration, the Steering Group considered that rather than this site holding an
aspiration for “modest bungalows”, a sympathetic proposal more akin to “cottages” or
“terraced cottages” could furnish a better considered proposition for this site.

Site summary:
The purpose of the Call for Sites within the HNP is positively to identify those locations within the
village with potential for sympathetic development of a limited number of new homes that comply
with the express requirements of the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan, and its recognition that only
very modest village growth should occur within the next two decades.
In this context of points 1 and 2 above, the Steering Group unanimously agrees that the roadside
portion of the western field which lies within the village settlement boundary could be
sympathetically developed in a manner that would fully comply with the policies of the HNP.
This roadside location is therefore allocated within the HNP for possible future development as a
modest part of the village plan provision for gentle potential growth over the coming two decades.

HARGRAVE
HOUSING SITE ASSESSMENT
To accompany the
NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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1.

Introduction

1.1

This report forms part of the evidence base for the Hargrave Neighbourhood
Development Plan.

1.2

The detailed assessment of proposed housing sites put forward through a ‘Call
for Sites’ was carried out in November 2020.

1.3

The assessment explains how each of the proposed sites meets the criteria for
designation as proposed housing site.

2.

Site Appraisals

2.1

The following section includes the site appraisals for the sites for designation
as housing sites in the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan.

2.2

The sites included in this appraisal document are as follows:

Ref
1

Name
Land to the north of Church Street

2

Land to the south of Church Street

3

Land at top of Nags Head Lane

Map of sites submitted

1.

Land North of Church Street between Top Farm and The
Farmhouse.

2.1.1 The land extends over more than two acres and lies between Top Farm and
“The Farmhouse”, comprising two large fields which rise sharply from the road,
running back beyond the current village dwellings into open countryside.
•

The western field shares boundary with Top Farm.

•

The eastern of these two fields is the L-shaped “ridge and furrow” field
(behind Box Tree House). The applicant rightly notes this land is of
historic significance, documented back to the 1600’s and crossed by
two well-used public footpaths.

•

There are two access points either side of The Farmhouse and a
pedestrian access which leads between Box Tree Cottage and Box
Tree House.

2.1.2 The landowner as yet has no specific proposals or plans for either of these
fields, but kindly offers it for consideration within the Neighbourhood Plan
process as a location potentially suited to future development of modest-sized
homes, perhaps bungalows, and potentially offers an area of this land for public
use within a development.

2.1.3 In this very early exploratory conversation there is as yet no indication of the
size of any development in terms of numbers of properties, or specified location
of properties within the site.

2.1.4 However, the applicant emphasises that her intentions in any development
must not only be in keeping with the Village Plan, but also constitute a lasting
amenity benefit for the village community, and provide an appropriate lasting
memorial to her family’s long relationship with the village across more than a
hundred years.

2.1.5 The applicant also underscored that any proposed property development
should provide dwellings of a modest scale and number which would be

affordable to the average village resident and encourage/enable residents to
remain in the village when considering a property move, rather than “executive”
homes unaffordable to the average person or family.

2.1.6 The Steering Group endorses and thanks the applicant for clearly stating these
intentions.

2.1.7 The Steering Group has carefully considered this location to the North side of
Church Street and concludes:

i.

The ridge and furrow field, with its historic connections, established
popular public footways and limited vehicular access lies physically and
emotionally close to the heart of the village and villagers. It is identified
as a highly valuable green space by the community. It lies behind the
other houses on church street and is not viable for roadside infill. For
these several reasons, the Steering Group considers that it should
never be developed for housing.

ii.

However, the field immediately to the east of and adjacent to Top Farm
enjoys roadside land which the Steering Group consider could be
suitable for construction of a small number of

modest, roadside

properties which would then be in keeping with the pattern of
development set out in the HNP.

2.1.8 To support a future development proposal, the Steering Group note that any
roadside infill development on the westernmost of the two fields would need to
fully comply with the requirements of the HNDP and successfully address key
issues which include:
•

Any development must remain within the limitations of the village
settlement boundary.

•

Any development should be of a limited number of modest scale,
roadside properties in accordance with the indications of the HNDP.

•

Housing should therefore only be positioned along the roadside (i.e.
roadside infill) with no plans for (and avoiding opportunity to create)
later backfill development of the field. It must therefore remain within
the village settlement boundary as drafted.

•

Provision of a singular safe roadside access with good visibility onto
Church Street is essential

•

Provision of ample off-road parking for the homes and their visitors in
order to avoid congestion of Church Street.

•

Importantly, sustainable design of the development would place least
pressure on existing village infrastructure and drainage. Moreover, any
development of additional property within the village must be
responsible for demonstrating independent verification of whether or
not the existing infrastructure (e.g., foul and storm drainage) has
capacity capable of meeting future need before proceeding. At the
least, these should be sustainable properties with low energy, low water
use (and therefore low impact on utility infrastructure).

•

In considering sustainability, any development must be self-sufficient in
relation to storm water run-off, through the use of porous materials such
as block paving for driveways and rainwater harvesting for the homes.
Other sustainable technologies should be considered to create a low
impact on utility infrastructure.

•

The overall architectural style and layout of any development on this
section of land in the village must be very carefully considered as there
has not been any residential development here since the mid-19th
century. Top Farm lies to the West and the Post Office Cottages and
Box Tree Cottage are to the East - all of which have significant
architectural and historic merit within Hargrave village. The nature of
any development must complement and enhance this historic part of
Church Street which contains some of the village’s remaining pre-20th
century architecture and rural appearance. By way of illustration, the
Steering Group considered that rather than this site holding an
aspiration for “modest bungalows”, a sympathetic proposal more akin
to “cottages” or “terraced cottages” could furnish a better considered
proposition for this site.

Site summary:

2.1.9 The purpose of the Call for Sites within the HNP is positively to identify those
locations within the village with potential for sympathetic development of a
limited number of new homes that comply with the express requirements of the
Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan, and its recognition that only very modest village
growth should occur within the next two decades.

2.1.10 In this context of points 1 and 2 above, the Steering Group unanimously agrees
that the roadside portion of the western field which lies within the village
settlement boundary could be sympathetically developed in a manner that
would fully comply with the policies of the HNDP.

2.1.11 This roadside location is therefore allocated within the HNDP for possible future
development as a modest part of the village plan provision for gentle potential
growth over the coming two decades.

2.

Land South of Church Street opposite Top Farm.

2.2.1 This site has been proposed for development by a local property developer with
previous experience and good track record of working in smaller communities
where they built sympathetic, well thought out architectural designs.

2.2.2 The submission put forward for consideration two different illustrative layouts.
The first includes a mixture of semi-detached homes and terraced cottages; the
second is all semi-detached homes. Whilst neither plan is likely to constitute a
final layout, the drawings clearly illustrated the intent for the site. In both
schemes the developer has shown a total of 8 dwellings.

2.2.3 The Steering Group considered the proposed layouts and the context of the
proposed site carefully.

2.2.4 Both of the proposals are well thought out, with the developer taking account of
feedback from the village survey.

2.2.5 Ahead of making any planning submission, the developer confirmed their intent
to work within the Neighbourhood Plan process and produce an outcome that
is fully compliant with the intent of the village as expressed within the final
neighbourhood plan.

2.2.6 Whilst indicative at this early stage of development design, the numbers of
dwellings demonstrate the likely capacity of the site. The developer appreciates
the final numbers could be between 4 to 8 properties, depending on housing
need and type in any final planning application. The developer is of course
aware there will be planning obligations to be met.

2.2.7 In reviewing the proposed site and considering its suitability for development,
the Steering Group noted:

i.

The proposed development lies within the village settlement boundary.

ii.

The proposed development is purely a roadside development in keeping
with the express preference of villagers, and the policies of the HNP.

iii.

The development provides modest scale of houses suited to the
requirements of the village as identified through the village survey.

iv.

The layouts shown propose a single access point off the highway which
helps to mitigate the traffic impact of the scheme.

v.

The designs incorporate parking areas at the rear of the properties,
thereby avoiding the need for roadside parking or consequent
congestion of Church Street – two factors important to many residents
and farmers when it comes to road safety and environment.

vi.

In terms of sustainability, the developer confirmed the development will
be self-sufficient in relation to storm water run-off, through the use of
porous materials such as block paving for driveways and utilising
rainwater harvesting for the homes. Bird boxes and hedgehog friendly
fencing are also incorporated as further sustainability examples.

vii.

The sustainable design of the development would place little pressure
on existing village storm drainage. Nonetheless any development of
additional property within the village must be responsible for
demonstrating independent verification of whether the existing
infrastructure (e.g., foul and storm drainage) has capacity capable of
meeting future need before proceeding. This should remain the case for
this development too.

viii.

The developer is amenable to adjusting the mix of housing types and
suiting their architecture to reflect the historic nature of many of the
Church Street properties through providing a blend of terraced cottages
and semi-detached homes in a sympathetic architectural style.

2.2.8 To support a future development proposal, the Steering Group note that any
development would need to fully comply with the requirements of the HNDP
and successfully address key issues which include:
•

The properties as designed in outline sit close to the roadside and lack
some of the welcome soft screening and front garden style that
characterises many of Hargrave’s existing properties.

•

The Steering Group remained concerned that the illustrative layouts
both leave accessible land at the rear of the site, which lies outside the
proposed settlement boundary. Even with a Neighbourhood Plan in
place, this fallow area holds future risk for the community in that it may
be put forward with planning for a backfill development at some time
after the proposed houses are completed. This would be unacceptable.

•

Therefore, the Steering Group consider there is merit in exploring with
the developer how the properties could be moved a little further back
from the highway, in line with the adjacent Hill Top House, thereby
creating a larger open space area at the front of the properties either
for gardens or even a communal use area and precluding further
development to their rear.

•

The architectural style of any development on this section of land in the
village must be very carefully considered. Top Farm stands opposite,
and the Post Office Cottages and Box Tree Cottage lie to the East: all
of these properties provide architectural merit and enjoyable charm.
The nature of any new development along Church Street therefore
must complement and enhance this historic part of Church Street which
contains some of the village’s remaining pre-20th century architecture
and provide a distinctly rural appearance. This sensitivity and a
commitment to architectural treatment are matters that the developer
indicates they fully appreciate, offering examples from their home
building in Olney by way of evidence of their commitment to
appropriately sympathetic architectural treatment in their designs.

•

The sustainability of the properties should be enhanced by the
incorporation of energy generation (solar panels to their south facing
rear elevations and/or ground source heat pumps).

Site Summary

2.2.9 The purpose of the Call for Sites within the HNDP is simply to identify those
locations within the village with potential for sympathetic development of a
limited number of new homes that comply with the express requirements of the

Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan, and its recognition that only very modest village
growth should occur within the next two decades.

2.2.10 In this context, for the reasons given in notes 1-8 above, the Steering Group
unanimously agrees that these submitted proposals clearly demonstrate how a
future development at this location within the village settlement boundary might
fully comply with the policies of the HNDP.

2.2.11 This location to the south side of Church Street is therefore considered suitable
by the Steering Group and allocated within the next draft of the HNDP as a
possible site for future new houses in the village, accommodating a maximum
of eight well-designed modest scale properties as a major part of the village’s
identified potential for future growth.

3.

Land at the top of Nags Head Lane

2.3.1 This area extends to around 21 acres in total, which the landowner considered
could be ideal for a small holding with a suitable single dwelling.

2.3.2 This proposition and its location were considered carefully by the Steering
Group, who unanimously concluded that this large tract of agricultural land is
not suitable for development of a dwelling(s) for the following reasons which
conflict with the policies and intent of the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan:
i.

Location: The location rests entirely outside the village settlement
boundary in the plan.

ii.

Disposition: This is not a proposal for roadside infill in keeping with
the village preference and HNP policies.

iii.

Vehicular access: Vehicle access to the property will necessarily
need to be created be over the existing public bridleway at the top of
Nag’s Head Lane and will reduce rural amenity for the villagers.

iv.

Loss of Amenity: Opening up these fields for development of a single
dwelling outside the settlement boundary will encroach on green
space which has been identified through the village survey and HNP
consultation processes as holding valuable amenity to residents.

v.

Encroachment: Development on this site encroaches on farmland
and would set precedent for development of a further open
countryside laying outside the village settlement boundary. This
would be completely unacceptable and irretrievably damage the
character of the village as a whole.

vi.

Traffic concerns: There has been a considerable number of new
houses developed along Nag’s Head Lane in recent years. This
single-track steep Nag’s Head Lane is now always congested by
roadside parking and vehicles, whilst the entrance/exit to the lane is
on a right angle bend in the heart of the village. Introducing additional
traffic flows along the whole length of Lane is not considered a step
in keeping with the HNP.

vii.

Housing Need: There is no need for further growth of the village
beyond the village settlement boundary. The requisite levels of
development can be accommodated within the village settlement
boundary.

2.3.3 Aside from the reasons given above, the HNDP steering group also considered
that were a planning application ever to be made for this site, there might be a
number of other issues to be considered by the planning authorities as to
whether or not the land would support an application for an agricultural tied
property; noting that the landowner recently replaced a dwelling in Nags Head
Lane inhabited by the last active farmer of this proposed site, with the
development of two purely residential properties. However, these complications
would properly be for the planning authorities to consider, rather than the HNDP
Steering Group.

Site Summary:

2.3.41 The purpose of the Call for Sites within the processes of the Hargrave
Neighbourhood Plan (HNP) is positively to identify those locations within the
village with potential for sympathetic development of a limited number of new
homes that comply with the express requirements of the Hargrave
Neighbourhood Plan, and its recognition that only very modest village growth
should occur within the next two decades.

2.3.5 In the context of the points 1-7 above, the Steering Group unanimously agrees
that the prospect of developing this portion of agricultural land, which lies
outside the settlement boundary beyond the end of Nag’s Head Lane, is not in
keeping with the premise of the HNP and therefore makes no allocation for this
proposal within the HNP.

3.
4.1

Conclusions

In summary the results of the assessment are that two sites will be allocated in
the HNDP for future housing development. These are as follows:
Site 1 – a section of land to the north of Church Street
Site 2 – land to the south of Church Street

Map of allocated sites

