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Inspectors Matter 2 

“Is the settlement development boundary shown on the 
Proposals Map the most appropriate in all the circumstances; if 
not, why not and would it be sound and remain consistent with 
the CSS to amend it?” 

Summary of Representations 

1.	 In our representations on the Submission stage RNOTP, we suggested two 
possible amendments to the proposed settlement boundary for Lilford village. 
The two representations were based on the same principles and logic and had 
regard to the Council’s criteria for defining settlement boundaries (Village 
Planning Boundaries – East Northants Council January 2008). However, it was 
felt that as this could be considered a subjective issue, it would be useful to offer 
the Inspector a choice, representing different degrees of change from the 
Council’s Submission Plan. 

2.	 The proposal we called ‘Option 1’ related to the glasshouses at the centre of the 
village. Our proposal ‘Option 2’ related to both these glasshouses and the 
adjacent walled garden. (see JBP1 and JBP2). 

3.	 Of the Council’s criteria for defining settlement boundaries, defined in the 
Preferred Options stage RNOTP, the only criteria which is relevant in this 
instance is as follows: 

“Free standing, individual or groups of dwellings, nearby farm buildings 
or other structures which are obviously detached from, or peripheral to, 
the main built up area are excluded.” 

4.	 Both the glasshouses and the walled garden comprise significant structures 
which are contiguous with the built form of the village. They also each border the 
Council’s draft settlement boundary. This can be seen on the aerial photograph 
at JBP3. 

5.	 The glasshouses form a large built block, directly next to three smaller 
glasshouses, which the Council have included within the settlement boundary. 
We believe that the Council has been inconsistent in including one set of 
glasshouses, but have omitted the larger expanse of glasshouses with no clear 
explanation for justification. 

6.	 The walled garden has a boundary wall of approximately 3 metres in height, and 
is directly next to both the glasshouses to the south east, and to the rear of other 
buildings in the village to the north east. 
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7.	 Both structures are immediately apparent when approaching the village from 
both the Achurch Road and the Wigsthorpe Road which in my opinion forms the 
logical extent of the village confines. They each form impenetrable visual 
barriers, in stark contrast to the open land with surrounds them. The new 
boundaries which they would offer would be far more obvious on the ground, and 
therefore also more defensible. 

8.	 In addition to being a contiguous part of the built form of the village, the 
glasshouses in particular occupy a key site which is highly visible when 
approaching the village. We believe that this site offers an opportunity in design 
terms, to enhance the approach to the village, should the opportunity arise for 
the redundant glasshouses to be redeveloped. 

9.	 The photographs at JBP4 to this statement show the walled garden and the

glasshouses.


Further Comments on Inspector’s Matter 2 Question 

10. In answer to the Inspector’s further question, it is first of all worth looking at the

relevant guidance in the CSS.


North Northants JPU – Adopted Core Spatial Strategy 

11. Paragraph 3.86 of the CSS notes that an indicative housing requirement for rural 
areas has been set, which “allows a degree of flexibility to meet local needs 
by realising development opportunities within village boundaries.” 

12. Table 5 sets a housing requirement for the East Northamptonshire rural area. 
Following the Council’s further evidence on housing land supply, we understand 
that it is estimated the majority of this (1,340 of 1,460) will be provided in the 
area covered by the RNOTP, between 2001-2021. As approximately 260 of 
these houses have been completed between 2001 and 2006, the residual 
requirement of 1,080 leaves an average requirement of 72 dwellings per annum 
to be provided in the rural area. 

13. It is clear, then, that a reasonably high number of housing completions will be 
expected within villages in the RNOTP rural area. However, whilst the Council’s 
further evidence on housing land availability indicates that a 5-year housing land 
supply may exist, it does not refer to a 10 or 15-year supply, as required by 
PPS3. 

14. It is also relevant to note the findings of the Council’s Rural Potential Study

(Rural Potential Study 2003 – 7, January 2008) which identified a rural potential

shortfall – 242 dwellings rising to - 462 dwellings, depending on whether

‘uncertain’ sites are included or excluded.
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15. Policy 1 set out the criteria for where new development in villages should be

located:


“In the remaining rural area development will take place on sites within 
village boundaries, subject to criteria to be set out in development plan 
documents. Development adjoining village boundaries will only be 
justified where it involves the re-use of buildings of, in exceptional 
circumstances, if it can be clearly demonstrated that it is required in order 
to meet local needs for employment, housing or services. Development 
will be focused on those villages that perform a sustainable local service 
centre role.” 

16. Paragraph 3.14 notes that village boundaries should “closely relate to the

main built up area.”


17. The CSS sets out a preference for new development to be contained within the

built form of the village, either within village boundaries, or where it involves the

re-use of existing buildings.


18. The housing requirement is to be met essentially through windfall development 
on sites which satisfy the CSS and local development plan criteria. Whilst there 
is a stated preference for development to be focussed in villages which play a 
local service centre role, this will depend to some degree on the availability of 
suitable sites. 

19. Policy 1 notes that new development should be located on suitable sites, within 
village boundaries or by re-using existing buildings on the periphery. When there 
are no such sites available, the policy notes that further development may be 
allowed on the edge of a village, “in exceptional circumstances” to meeting a 
local need. However, as the housing requirement is fulfilled, it may well be that 
suitable sites exist in some of the smaller villages, but not in villages with a local 
service centre role, and that these will be preferable sites for development. 

20. It is also likely that if too few houses are being built and the housing requirement 
will not be met, local authorities will need to be flexible with regard to the location 
of new development. 

21. It is acknowledged that by re-defining the settlement boundary for Lilford, there is 
a greater possibility that new development can come forward in the village. 
However, the CSS has set a housing requirement for development within villages 
which is to be met primarily through development within village frameworks. In 
light of the Council’s inability to provide a trajectory for a 10 or 15-year housing 
land supply, it will be important to explore all avenues for bringing forward 
housing land in a way which is consistent with the development plan and CSS, in 
order to meet the stated housing requirement. 
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22. The areas proposed to be included within the Lilford settlement boundary have

the potential to accommodate a small number of new dwellings. We estimate

that the walled garden could accommodate up to 4 dwellings, perhaps fewer,

while the area of the glasshouses may be able to accommodate slightly more,

depending on the details of the design.


23. These dwellings would contribute to the rural area housing requirement in a way 
which is compatible with the CSS policy. These areas also comprise land with 
derelict glasshouses and are likely to be preferable locations for development to 
some other potential sites, such as undeveloped areas outside the settlement 
boundary of other villages. 

Conclusions 

24. The CSS expresses a preference for new development to be located within 
village boundaries. It notes that village boundaries should “closely relate to the 
main built up area.” Policy 1 also defers to the more detailed criteria set out in 
development plan documents for the definition of boundaries. 

25. With regard to Lilford, the CSS definition appears consistent with the Council’s 
criteria for defining village boundaries which, as described above, focuses on the 
built form of the village. The boundary options proposed for Lilford we have 
suggested, includes both the glasshouses and the walled garden, would have a 
far more logical and therefore defensible edge than the Council’s draft boundary. 

26. Residential development within the village would contribute towards the housing 
requirement set by the CSS. This will be particularly important in light of the 
Council’s apparent shortage of identified sites to meet the PPS3 requirement for 
a 10 and 15-year housing land supply. 

27. In light of the above considerations, we believe that the only sound approach is

to revise the boundary to accord with our representations, to include both the

glasshouses and the walled garden.


Site Allocation Representations Consultation 

28. As a procedural matter, we would like to point out that we do not feel that the

way the Council advertised our representations as part of its “Objection Sites”

consultation gave either a proper or full impression of our Submission stage

representations. For the Inspector’s information, we have attached a copy of a

letter we sent to the Council on 10 April 2008 at JBP5 to this Statement, and

their response of 2 June at JBP6.


JB/867/sf 
22 August 2008 
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