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INTRODUCTION 

This further written statement refers to Titchmarsh SB (Matter 2) and the written 
representations of both Mrs. M Cranch and Mr A Cranch and specifically to the amended 
approach taken towards defining the boundary of Titchmarsh village, insert 42 of the Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) and the eastern village boundary of Titchmarsh 
as drawn on the attached Map 1 at St Andrew’s Lane, High Street and Polopit. The amended 
boundary drawn on Map 1 shows parts of gardens and buildings as being considered to be 
in the open countryside. The approach taken to determine village boundaries appears to 
have been founded upon an attempt to restrict small scale sustainable growth within the 
village. 

The designation of gardens as open countryside would suggest that any future buildings built 
on this area would be very limited, however I understand that this conflicts with national 
planning regulations which allows building on up to half the garden (provided it is not within 5 
meters of the existing house) without the need for planning permission. The approach is also 
not consistent with either National or Regional objectives concerning growth of the area. This 
therefore is inconsistent and shows a number of conflicts in planning terms. 

The approach taken by East Northamptonshire Council (ENC) on the village boundary has 
not been “Clear, succinct and easily understood by all” (Ref PPG12 para 2.2). 

The drawing of the village boundary unnecessarily and without clear and robust evidence 
restricts the supply of land within the existing built up form of the village, however PPS3 
paras 53-57 requires the LPA to demonstrate that there will be a supply of land for housing. 
A local need has been established by ENC however an appropriate supply of land to meet 
that need has not been established. 

In light of the above I believe that the amended boundary proposed in the RNOTP fails to 
meet the requirements of tests of soundness 4, 6 & 7. 

I propose that the boundary line be reinstated to that of the original line shown on East 
Northamptonshire Council’s Replacement Local Survey Work, Titchmarsh, 31/05/2002 (Ref 
Map 2) with the additional inclusion of two areas at Polopit and one area at High St. (Ref 
Map 3). This is so that it follows the established boundary of the gardens, which are 
surrounded by rows of large mature trees and fence lines and so that existing buildings are 
included within the boundary. 

CONFORMITY TESTS 

Test 4 

National Policy 

It is in conflict with national policy as the whole district has been identified as a growth area 
and the boundary as drawn would remove potential small scale infill sustainable 
development within the established confines of the village to meet local needs. The area 
covered by the RNOTP is part of the Milton Keynes and South midlands Growth Area, which 
is defined for significant change and new development in the Government’s Sustainable 
Communities Plan (Sustainable Communities: Building for the Future ODPM/Communities 
and Local Government, February 2003). 
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It is also in conflict with the existing permitted development rights of home owners to develop 
within their gardens. 

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the East Midlands 

It is in conflict with the RSS for the East Midlands as the area has been identified as a growth 
area and the boundary as drawn would remove potential for small scale local needs 
sustainable development within the established confines of the village. 

North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy (Core Strategy) 

The RNOTP acknowledges the need for sustainable development of communities in the rural 
north of East Northamptonshire (ref RNOTP 1.1) in line with the Core Strategy. The 
proposed boundary is in conflict with this goal as it effectively prevents potential small scale 
local needs sustainable development within the village boundary. 

It is in conflict with Policy 11 and Table 5 of the Core Strategy which identifies the need for 
significant additional housing. This policy and the growth targets are accepted within the 
RNOTP, and indeed the function of the RNOTP is to provide a more detailed local context for 
National Regional and Core Strategy policies. The boundary as drawn would remove 
potential small scale sustainable rural development within the established confines of the 
village of Titchmarsh. Only 223 potential new rural dwellings have been identified in the plan 
however, it has been identified that 1,460 rural dwellings are needed by 2021 in the Core 
Strategy (Ref Policy 11 and Table 5). 200 (90%) of the identified rural dwellings are planned 
to be located in the village of King's Cliffe and only 23 elsewhere in the district. It is 
suggested that small scale developments spread between the majority of the villages 
covered by the plan is necessary to achieve the targets identified in the Core Strategy and, 
both is and must be made to be sustainable by all levels of government within National, 
Regional and Local policy framework. As there is no indication of how the remaining 1,237 
will be located, I assume ENC believe they will come forward by windfall. The amended 
boundary as drawn will remove the ability for a new house to be built and help contribute to 
this figure. 

Other Plans 

It is in conflict with Titchmarsh Parish Plan (TPP) 2005 (Ref Library DOC 1003) and the 
village boundary defined within it (ref Map 4). The boundary defined in the TPP was 
distributed in a questionnaire to every household within the village in early 2005. No 
objections were raised to this boundary even though the consultation was launched at a 
public meeting, in late 2004, attended by 320 people representing two out of every three 
household in the parish, and 459 village residents responded to the questionnaire that was 
sent out. It appears that this boundary was subject to much wider consultation with village 
stake holders than the RNOTP plan for Titchmarsh. Villagers and people associated with the 
village, including myself and others, can be forgiven for believing that this was the boundary 
being promoted by the RNOTP. The boundary shown in TPP was provided by ENC and this 
boundary should have been the starting point for statutory consultation given the emphasis 
of consulting early with the public in the plan preparation process and the Parish Plan should 
have been given a degree of weight given the consultation it has been subjected to. I only 
became aware of the RNOTP and the current process when the Public meeting in January 
2008 was advertised. Villagers I have spoken to were not aware of the RNOTP but were 
aware of the Titchmarsh Parish Plan 2005. The Parish Council wrote to every household in 
the Parish of Titchmarsh. ENC’s advertising of the RNOTP preparation and process did not 
achieve anything like the same level of awareness within the village. 
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The both the RNOTP and national planning policy acknowledge and promote the importance 
of active community involvement and Parish Plans however the amended boundary is not in 
line with the Titchmarsh Parish Plan or representations from the Parish Council (Ref RNOTP 
5.27, 5.28 and 5.29). I quote: “Parish Plans are prepared by Parish Councils, with active 
community involvement, and provide a holistic approach to sustainable development in a 
Parish or settlement”; “PPS1 states that Parish Plans have a key role in developing active 
community involvement, a critical principle of sustainable development. This is also 
supported by PPS7, which states that planning authorities should utilise tools such as VDSs 
and Parish Plans to develop policies in Local Development Documents”. 

ENC research on the village boundary (as shown on Maps 2 & 5) for the RNOTP did have 
the same boundary as the TPP. Indeed when I requested a copy of Titchmarsh Parish 
Council’s understanding of the village boundary in January 2008 I was given a copy of Map 2 
by the chairman of the Parish Council. 

Therefore it is not clear why ENC made these changes or have taken sufficient account of it 
as required by PPS7. 

The above suggests that the principles of community involvement were not fit for purpose. 
PPS12 Para 3.4 provides the Government’s principles for community involvement. These 
include "Arrangements need to be..... fit for purpose”. This is further reinforced by the issues 
covered in Test 7. 

Other concerns over conformity (Test 4) and consistency (Test 7) 

If the criteria by which settlement boundaries as defined in the RNOTP (paragraph 6.7, 
RNOTP Preferred Options document) has been interpreted too rigorously that village 
boundaries may have been drawn too tight in some cases to accommodate the growth 
identified in National, Regional and local policy. 

The village boundary as drawn in the RNOTP and the exclusion of land on the edge of the 
village where topography, hedgerows and woodland would restrict the visual impact of 
development reduce the potential for sustainable development and the growth requirements 
identified in National, Regional and local policy. 

As future planning decisions will be guided by the policies contained within the RNOTP and it 
must not be allowed to steer or force planning control officers into not granting permission for 
sustainable small scale development. 

Test 6 

As raised under Test 4, the RNOTP acknowledges the need for sustainable development of 
communities in the rural north of East Northamptonshire (ref RNOTP 1.1) in line with the 
Core Strategy. The proposed boundary is in conflict with this goal as it would remove 
potential small scale locally needed sustainable development within the village boundary. 

Housing and gardens established in farmland the 90’s , at Toft’s Close & Polopit, are 
included within the boundary whereas much older houses and gardens, at St Andrew’s Lane 
(70’s), High Street (pre-war & 70’s) and Polopit (80’s), have been excluded from the village 
boundary. 
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The boundary as originally surveyed in accordance with the ENC’s methodology (Ref Maps 
2, & 5) was changed without any clear evidence or reason. There is no mention for this 
change within the councils own report “Village Planning Boundaries” January 2008 (Ref 
Library DOC 1004). The initial boundary work appears to have been drawn in accordance 
with the council’s methodology at the time. It is assumed that an onsite boundary walk would 
have been required for a robust determination. This concluded that the hedge, garage etc 
formed a natural established boundary to the village at St Andrew’s Lane and High Street, all 
adjacent to a public footpath on the edge of the village. Subsequently a decision was taken 
with no discernable reasoning to cut a limited number of enclosed established gardens in 
half excluding a garage summerhouse and a kitchen from the village boundary (ref Map 6). 
The effect of this is to place parts of visually enclosed gardens containing, a garage, 
summerhouse, large shed and part of a house into the open countryside. 

One would assume that this change should have been clearly documented in Library Doc 
1004 and on Map 7 but it was not. This decision should have formed part of the consultation 
with the Parish Council and residents/effected stakeholders and should have been 
documented in the Library DOC 1004 (page 26) and the TPP. One would further assume 
that this would have been accompanied by reasons and evidence provided for this seemingly 
inconsistent decision. PPS12 Para 4.5 prefers the need to gather evidence leading to a 
decision. It has not been made clear how and why this decision was made. 

The boundary as drawn for Titchmarsh is inconsistent both within the village of Titchmarsh 
and with the other village boundaries contained within the RNOTP. 

PPS12 Para 2.30 refers to the need to "focus on achieving the outcomes required to meet 
the authority’s spatial vision." There is a conflict of issue with the view taken on the boundary 
in question as the RNOTP accepts the need for growth as demonstrated by both: RNOTP 
Plan Outcome 1 p19 (which acknowledges the need for rural development); and RNOTP 
Policy 1, 4 p23 (which acknowledges the need for sustainable housing development within 
villages and sustainable development within the village boundary). 

Test 7 

The boundary is not the most appropriate as it obviously does not follow the existing village 
boundary as defined by hedge rows that are over 30 years old, some much older and most 
over 12 feet tall. The amended boundary at St Andrew’s Lane excludes enclosed gardens 
containing a summerhouse, double garage and large shed. The boundary also passes 
straight through the kitchen of Brook Farm House (Ref photos 1 to 15 & Maps 6 & 7) 

The relevant alternatives do not appear to have been considered and tested. A robust and 
credible evidence base would have supported the options proposed by this statement. The 
village boundary was originally surveyed by East Northants Council (ENC) and can be seen 
in 1st draft boundary map 2002 (Ref Map 5). This presumably involved a site survey and 
actually walking along the footpath on this boundary. It was then drawn up in 2002/2003 by 
ENC and issued to Titchmarsh Parish Council in 2003 for consultation. 

No feedback was received by ENC (this was requested by me on 21 Jan 2008) which would 
lead ENC to change this boundary. 

No evidence or reasoning has been provided as to why the village boundary has been 
redrawn to cut off visually enclosed gardens defined by established hedgerows, and 
containing developed buildings. Indeed the change to this line was not made clear and 
transparent at any stage of this process or in Library DOC 1004. A visual impact assessment 
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would show that the established hedgerows and garages define the extent of the built up 
form of the village. 

Feedback was given by a member of the Parish Council requesting consistent treatment of 
Gardens in Polopit (Ref Library DOC 1004 p26). (Ref Letter 1 & Map 2). This feedback did 
not lead to the inclusion of the gardens mentioned and no evidence or reasoning is given in 
the RNOTP or Library DOC 1004 as to why this feedback was rejected. In fact this 
representation was not withdrawn but was not shown on ENC’s 2004 plan (Ref Map 7) which 
defines areas where the boundary has been amended and where representations have been 
made. 

The amended plan dated 2004 (ref Map 7) identifies changes to the draft boundary but does 
not highlight the change at the east of the village. 

It would seem reasonable to assume that having requested consistent and fair treatment of 
the gardens in Polopit and having included this land with a dotted line in the TPP 2005 the 
Parish Council would have raised the issue of other gardens being removed from the plan 
had they been aware of this fact and had their and others attention been drawn to this 
amendment to the boundary by a clear and transparent process. Indeed it would seem 
reasonable to assume that had Titchmarsh Parish Council known about and agreed with the 
detail of the changes to the boundary, they would have included the amended plan within the 
consultation process for the TPP and the Parish Plan itself. 

The village boundary drawn and surveyed in 2002 was determined to a more rigid criteria 
than that proposed in the RNOTP. The criteria by which settlement boundaries were defined 
in the RNOTP (paragraph 6.7, RNOTP Preferred Options document) are more relaxed than 
the criteria in paragraph 4.58 of the Local Plan. This is evidence that the boundary 
amendment is even less justified to RNOTP criterion. One criterion by which settlement 
boundaries have been defined in the RNOTP is that "the curtiledges of dwellings are 
included unless the land has the capacity to extend the built form of the village". This differs 
from the approach set out in the Local Plan, where: "Gardens, or former gardens on the 
edge of the villages, within the curtiledges, of dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village". The boundary as originally drawn meets both these criteria and the land excluded by 
the change to the originally drawn boundary does not have the capacity to extend the built 
form of the village. 

No clear evidence or reasoning has been provided for the rejection of objections to the 
northern boundary of the village. Indeed I have not been able to find the content of the 
representations in the publicly available documentation (Ref Map 7). 

The area excluded from gardens cannot be considered important open land in line with 
Policy EN20 of the adopted Local Plan as the established hedgerows and buildings are 
outside of the proposed boundary and therefore development within these boundaries would 
not effect important views or vistas within the settlement (one of the RNOTP’s own 
requirements for Policy 2 Windfall Development Sites). 

None of the requirements of RNOTP Policy 12 – Important Open Land within Towns and 
Villages are pertinent to the excluded areas and development within these areas would not 
affect open land within or without the village. 

PPS12 Para 2.2 refers to the need to be "clear, succinct and easily understood by all..." and 
goes on to state that "A comprehensive and credible evidence base should underpin the 
policies in local development documents." The amendment to the boundary is not clear, 
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succinct and easily understood and no credible evidence base has been provided for this 
amendment. 

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES TO BOUNDARY 

The options proposed by this written statement and the representations of both Mrs M 
Cranch and myself are marked on (Ref Map 3). It is clear from the clear and robust evidence 
provided in this Representation that the proposed alternatives meet the tests of soundness. 
The original survey undertaken by ENC in 2002 is strong evidence for the proposed 
boundary at St Andrew’s lane. 

It is also suggested that the sustainability appraisal process would not need to be repeated 
for such a minor change to the plan. The potential for small scale locally needed 
development facilitated by this change would be comparatively small, if any planning 
application were applied for, granted and any development actually took place. The effect of 
this change on the achievements of the objectives of sustainable development would be to 
provide potential for small scale infill growth within the village boundary with insignificant 
effect on the visual aspect of the village, the village character and the local facilities and 
resources. It is further contested that the proposed Option 1 has been the subject of active 
community involvement through the Titchmarsh Parish Plan 2005 consultation and 
production, recognised as a critical principal of sustainable development in PPS1 and the 
RNOTP. The options have been advertised as Alternative Sites as part of this Independent 
Public Examination. 

Without the proposed change to the boundary it is asserted that the village is not sound and 
that the evidence given in this report shows that the proposed changes are sound 

Option 1: Revert to 1st draft ENC boundary which is identical to the boundary highlighted in 
the Titchmarsh Parish Plan. (Ref Map 3) 

Option 2: Revert to 1st draft ENC boundary which is identical to the boundary highlighted in 
the Titchmarsh Parish Plan (Option 1) with the added inclusion of area A&B (Polopit). (Ref 
Map 3) 

Option 3: Revert to 1st draft ENC boundary which is identical to the boundary highlighted in 
the Titchmarsh Parish Plan (Option 1) with the added inclusion of areas A&B (Polopit) and C 
(High Street). (Ref Map 3) 
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