
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK WORKING PARTY 

Notes of a meeting held on 9 February 2004 

Present: 

Councillors:

Sarah Peacock 
Roger Glithero 
John Richardson 
Wendy Brackenbury 
Eloise Finch 
Barry Saunston 
Sylvia Hobbs 
Peter Atchison 
Andy Mercer 

1. Apologies for Absence 

Officers: 

Karen Horner 
Colin Ray 
Gerri Smith 
Rachael Gilbert 

Councillor Lisa Costello, Barbara Ding and Ben Stacey sent their apologies 

2. Notes of Last Meeting 

The notes of the last meeting were agreed as a true record. 

3. Matters Arising 

Strategy Committee had formally approved the representations on Planning Policy 
Statements 11 and 12 at the meeting on 2 February.   

4. Attendance at Working Party meetings by Development Control Officers 

To ensure consistency between policy and development control it had been 
suggested that a development control officer should attend the working party 
meetings on a regular basis.  This would keep development control up to date with 
possible changes in policy and guidance, and the process as a whole, as well as 
providing Members with an immediate opportunity to seek advice on the development 
control implications of policy interpretation.  Rachael Gilbert would normally attend, 
although Gerri Smith was also present at this meeting, to assist with the later item on 
amendments to clarify the interim policy. 

5. Village Frameworks 

Members had previously determined that the proposed consultation on draft 
supplementary guidance dealing with “village confines” should make it clear that 
communities are being asked for their views both on the existing definition and on 
their future aspirations.  Revised letters to Parish Councils and explanatory text for a 
document had been circulated, with Plans available at the meeting.  There was a 
detailed discussion on the content of the letters and the best way of drawing out 
community views on the future planning of their villages. 



It was agreed that the “Council’s interpretation of village confines” should be altered 
to “an interpretation of the existing village framework”; that it should be made clear 
that this is a draft document, with an opportunity to have a say about future planning 
directions; that there should be a reply slip to enable responses and that it should be 
made clear that open meetings should be organised by Parishes, which the local 
Member and/or an officer would be available to attend.  It was agreed that two plans 
should be provided for parishes, one showing the “existing” village framework and 
Important Open land designations and one blank map titled “Your proposals for the 
future of the village framework and important open land designations”.  Posters would 
also be provided to assist parishes with publicising their open meeting to discuss the 
issues.  The article to be placed in Nene Valley News would state that open meetings 
were expected to take place, so that people could look out for their local dates. 

The working party delegated Councillors Eloise Finch and Sarah Peacock to agree 
the final wording of the letters, poster, plans and article. 

6. Draft Design Strategy 

This strategy had been prepared in order to provide a ‘sustainability’ framework and 
wider context for new policy development and related detailed guidance notes.  
Members were supportive of the document as a whole, although there was concern 
that it may not carry the weight that it deserved in day-to-day decision-making.  It was 
agreed that the strategy was useful but will need to feed into stronger policies through 
the Local Development Documents.  One criticism was that it was too ‘anti-car’ and 
should recognise that there is little alternative across much of the district. The aim of 
increasing home composting through the provision of compost bins for new dwellings 
was particularly supported, although it does run counter to Government imposed 
targets for the collection of ‘green waste’ by Councils.  It was noted that many 
Government derived targets now seem to be contradictory to one another. 

The draft document would be reported to Strategy Committee on 22 March, with a 
recommendation that it be approved for the purposes of public consultation. 

7. Interim Policy on Managing the Release of Housing Land 

Since adoption of the interim policy on 24 November 2003, there had been some 
concerns about detailed interpretation for development control purposes. 
Consistency in decision-making was paramount to enabling a good defence of the 
policy. It was pointed out that some potential loopholes exist due to uncertainty about 
how development within residential curtilages will be treated under the policy.  The 
individual cases where this might be a problem were on the infilling and backland 
sites which were proving such an issue at present, particularly in Rushden. The Head 
of Planning Services had collaborated with the Planning Policy Manager to derive a 
clearer wording for policy 1 of the document and this was commended to the working 
party. Members agreed that any opportunity for dilution of the policy’s effectiveness 
should be addressed as soon as possible and asked that the matter be reported to 
full Council on 8 March. 



8. Any other business 

The Head of Planning Services and the Planning Policy Manager had met earlier in 
that day with representatives of potential developers (Beeby Developments) of land 
east of Corby. The site in question was Priors Hall and an application was expected 
in the near future for several thousand houses, industrial units, a local centre, central 
open space and a new access to the adjacent motor sports circuit.  Officers had 
made it clear that whilst regeneration of Corby was supported, there would be an 
objection if the local aim of regenerating existing communities in the rural north of 
East Northamptonshire was prejudiced by the potential for several hundred new 
homes in open countryside within Deene parish. 

Issues consultation had commenced with a series of articles and discussion papers 
looking in more detail at different parts of the district.  The first discussion paper on 
the Rural North had just been published for comment and was on the website, with 
copies and related documentation available at Oundle library.  Copies were circulated 
to working party members. 

Finally, a specification had been drafted for the Rural Strategy work and was 
circulated for comments.  It was hoped that an agency planner could be found to step 
in quickly and progress the work over the next few months.  

Dates for forthcoming meetings 

Future dates had previously been agreed as: 

15 March 

10 May 

14 June 

6 September 

11 October 






DRAFT SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING GUIDANCE 
VILLAGE FRAMEWORKS 

1.0 	Introduction 

1.1 	The concept of village frameworks is contained in the 
Northamptonshire County Structure Plan as a device to clearly 
differentiate between the open countryside and the established 
confines of the village. 

1.2 	 The East Northamptonshire Local Plan adopted in 1996 contains a 
written definition of village confines, which provides a robust basis for 
development control decisions and has generally been supported by 
Inspectors at planning appeals. However, the replacement 
Northamptonshire County Structure Plan adopted in 2001 requires the 
Council to identify the village confines on local plan proposals maps for 
each village. 

1.3 	 To take account of the requirements of the Structure Plan and clarify 
the relevant policies of the Local Plan, the Council has prepared draft 
supplementary planning guidance (SPG) to provide interpretation and 
application of the written definition of village confines. 

2.0 	 Purpose of Document 

2.1 	 The SPG delineates village confines for limited development villages 
and most restricted infill villages in the district as defined in policy H10 
of the adopted East Northamptonshire District Local Plan. 

2.2 	 The guidance supplements policies H11, H12, EMP10 and EMP11 of 
the Local Plan and is consistent with policies H3 and RE1 of the 
Northamptonshire County Structure Plan. It also accords with guidance 
in paragraph 3.15 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 12: Development 
Plans. 

2.3 	 While consultation is undertaken the Council will continue to determine 
development proposals affecting rural settlements based on the written 
definition contained in the Local Plan. Following consultation between 2 
March 2004 and 16 April 2004 and subject to any amendment, this 
document will be adopted, and thereafter used in the determination of 
planning applications. 

3.0 	 Purpose of Village Frameworks 

3.1 	 Village frameworks DO NOT define what might be described as 'the 
village'. Their main function will be to distinguish between areas where 
policies of the open countryside apply and where policies relating to 
built up areas are applicable. 

Supplementary Planning Guidance: Village Confines
 Consultation Draft        January 2004 
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3.2 	 It should not be taken to imply that all development within the 
framework of the village is acceptable. A proposal must always 
conform to other relevant policies of the plan. 

3.3 	 Illustrated village frameworks provide clear guidance to developers and 
others during the period covered by the Local Plan as to where most 
forms of development would be permissible. The certainty that this 
technique provides is of advantage to developers, housebuyers and 
existing residents as well as to elected Members in making decisions 
on planning applications. 

3.4 	 It is emphasised that the proposals do not preclude the Council from 
proposing new land allocations for development in the future. The 
boundaries will be subject to reassessment when the new Local 
Development Framework is prepared, taking into account the needs 
and aspirations of the rural community. 

3.5 	 It should be noted that, whereas more restrictive planning policies 
apply outside the boundaries of village confines, the Local Plan 
provides for exceptions to be made in the case of the re-use and 
adaptation of suitable rural buildings (policies H13, EMP12, EMP13 
and AG4), for agricultural or forestry workers dwellings (policies H13 
and AG7), for local needs housing (policy H16), for employment 
development in connection with agricultural, forestry, mineral 
extraction, recreation or tourism (policy EMP13) and for recreation and 
tourism development (policy EMP12). 

4.0 	Policy Context 

4.1 	 The need to identify framework arises from policies H3 and RE1 of the 
Northamptonshire County Structure Plan which requires the Council to 
draw village confines on local plan proposals maps. 

4.2 	 The adopted Local Plan does not delineate village confines on 
proposals maps but provides the following written definition in the 
supplementary text to policy H12:-

“The confines of the village is that area defined by the existing built-up 
area. Excluded will be 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. Gardens, or former 
gardens on the edge of the village, within the curtilages, of dwellings do 
not fall within the confines of the village." 

4.3 	 This definition provides a tight interpretation of village framework and is 
considered to be well used and largely satisfactory by development 
control officers, and has generally been supported by Inspectors' 
decisions at appeal. 

Supplementary Planning Guidance: Village Confines
 Consultation Draft        January 2004 

2 



4.3 	 Policy H1 of the Northamptonshire County Structure Plan requires the 
Council to provide for no more than 1,000 new homes in the rural area 
between 1996 and 2016. According to the Council's 2003 residential 
land availability study, this provision has already been exceeded with 
760 homes built since 1996 and a further 332 with planning permission 
or under construction. In light of the Structure Plan rural housing 
requirements being surpassed, it is considered appropriate to retain the 
existing tight interpretation of the village framework. 

5.0 	Restraint Villages 

5.1 	 The district contains a wide diversity of settlements and it is not 
appropriate to define village frameworks for all settlements. The Local 
Plan contains a rural settlement hierarchy with settlements categorised 
in accordance with the needs, potential and characteristics of individual 
settlements. The hierarchy derives from a strategy of rural restraint with 
development directed towards the existing built up areas of limited 
development villages and to a lesser extent restricted infill villages. 

5.2 	 The Local Plan identifies ten restraint villages which have special 
character and do not have the services, infrastructure or status to 
accommodate or warrant significant levels of development. In these 
villages, policy H13 of the plan states that 'residential development will 
only be permitted if it involves reusing buildings or it is for justified 
exceptions such as agricultural occupation or affordable housing.' In 
these cases, the 'confines' are not relevant in planning decisions and 
so it is not necessary to identify lines on a map. 

5.3 	 Additionally, survey work has established that Fineshade, Newton 
Bromswold and Wakerley were of such a scattered form that there was 
no core around which a line could be drawn without having the effect of 
encouraging significant development and infilling, which would 
completely alter the character of the villages. 

6.0 	 Guiding principles for defining village frameworks 

6.1 	 In order to define the village frameworks around the different villages in 
a consistent way, the Council adopted the following guiding principles; 

Guiding Principle 1: In the context of an over supply of housing land 
in the district, the frameworks remain tightly drawn around the built up 
area and no new allocations for housing or other land uses are 
incorporated at this stage. It is reiterated that future development sites 
are more appropriately determined through the preparation of the Local 
Development Framework and the need for new land allocations will not 
be prejudiced by the exclusion of land from the village framework at 
this time. 
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Guiding Principle 2: Existing employment uses, caravan sites or 
leisure uses on the edge of the villages which are obviously detached 
from, or peripheral to, the main built up area are excluded; 

Guiding Principle 3: Excluded are 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; 

Guiding Principle 4: Boundaries are drawn on the side of the road 
closest to development; 

Guiding Principle 5: The curtilages of dwellings are included unless 
land has the capacity to extend the built form of the village. 

Guiding Principle 6: Areas where countryside permeates the village 
are excluded; 

Guiding Principle 7: Public open spaces and undeveloped areas of 
land on the edge of villages are excluded; 

Guiding Principle 8: Areas of land currently with planning permission 
adjoining the built up area are included; 

Guiding Principle 9: Village frameworks need not be contiguous. It 
may be appropriate given the nature and form of a settlement to define 
two or more separate elements. 

7.0 	Other Initiatives 

7.1 	 The SPG will help to inform the development of a rural strategy which 
will tackle the issues regarding the rural area in a comprehensive 
manner to ensure social, economic and environmental needs are 
addressed. It is anticipated that the strategy will be published for public 
consultation in the coming months. 

7.2 	 Local service centres will be identified through the strategy on the basis 
of their existing level of services, their degree of separation from urban 
areas and their role in serving neighbouring villages. The Council 
recognises that new mixed use extensions to the existing village 
frameworks of local service centres may be necessary to support the 
revitalisation and sustainability of the local community. 

Supplementary Planning Guidance: Village Confines
 Consultation Draft        January 2004 

4 



LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK WORKING PARTY 

8 November 2004 

Interim Policy on Village Frameworks 

Possible Options 

1 	 The Council adopts the Interim Policy on village frameworks.  This will 
be used immediately for development control purposes, which will help 
make the planning decision process clearer and more accountable. 
Account needs to be taken to the Local Development Framework (LDF) 
timetable which indicates that village boundaries will be evaluated again 
shortly. It is anticipated that preferred options consultation paper will be 
published in Summer 2005. 

2 	 Village frameworks are amended. Divergence from the written definition 
will expose the policy to challenge at appeal and allow additional 
development which would have a cumulative impact and exacerbate the 
oversupply of housing in the District.   If amendments are significant, the 
interim policy will have to be consulted on again under the provisions of 
the new planning system, which will further delay the guidance. 

3 	 Interim Policy is abandoned and resources are concentrated on the 
necessary work to define village frameworks that reflect local needs and 
aspirations and are subject to public scrutiny through the LDF 
preparation process. The current written definition will prevail until 
superseded by policy produced under the provisions of the new planning 
system. 

The current strategy of urban concentration and rural restraint is more 
appropriately addressed through the preparation of the LDF, which will 
be subject to statutory public consultation.  The Council has commenced 
work on the preparation of the LDF with a Rural Strategy underway 
setting the groundwork for a new approach that recognises local needs 
and aspirations. A draft is going to Strategy Committee on 22 November 
for approval for consultation purposes. The current timetable indicates 
that this will be ready for adoption in March 2005. 

It should be noted that the case for exceptions can still be made on 
development outside the village framework.  This includes the re-use 
and adaptation of suitable rural buildings (policies H13, EMP12, EMP13 
and AG4), for agricultural or forestry workers dwellings (policies H13 and 
AG7), for local needs housing (policy H16), for employment development 
in connection with agricultural, forestry, mineral extraction, recreation or 
tourism (policy EMP13) and for recreation and tourism development 
(policy EMP12). 
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1.0 Background 

1.1 The requirement to define village boundaries arises from the adopted 
Northamptonshire County Structure Plan (2001) policies H3 and RE1 
concerning housing in villages and small scale employment related 
development in rural areas respectively. 

1.2 The policy is already in the extant Local Plan, along with a written 
definition of village confines that has been used for development 
control purposes since 1992.   

1.3 Difficulties have been encountered in explaining the policy and the 
written definition to developers and to members of the community, 
most of whom expect to see a line on the map as is the case in the 
majority of local plans produced by other authorities.  

1.4 Strong local support has been expressed for the principle of showing 
village frameworks on a map, to make planning decisions more 
transparent and accountable. In 2002 members of the Local Plan 
Working Party requested that work be undertaken to draw up lines for 
each village based on a consistent interpretation of the written 
definition. 

2.0 Preparation Process 

A) Survey 

2.1 Officers visited every village and undertook detailed survey work and 
assessments of each village boundary. 

B) Informal Consultation 

2.2 Initial draft boundaries were circulated to all relevant parish councils, 
elected members and to individuals who expressed an interest.  This 
consultation generated around seventy written representations which 
resulted in amendments to the boundaries. 

C) Formal Consultation 

2.3 The Local Development Framework (LDF) Working Party approved 
public consultation on draft supplementary planning guidance (SPG) on 
village frameworks at its meeting on 9 February 2004. 

2.4 The draft SPG was distributed to a wide range of bodies and 
individuals and made available for a six week period of public 
consultation. It was advertised in the Nene Valley News, subject of a 
press release and made available at relevant local libraries, mobile 
library, council offices and the text was available on the Council’s 
website. 
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2.5 During 2003 and 2004 representatives from the Council attended and 
addressed a series of public meetings and parish council meetings to 
disseminate information and encourage feedback.  The document was 
referred to in a number of local newsletters and parish council 
websites. 

2.6 The consultation period was applied with a degree of flexibility to 
ensure every opportunity was given to people for consideration of the 
proposals. Indeed comments were accepted up until 18 June 2004 
which was six weeks after the advertised deadline. 

D) Outcomes 

2.7 The document generated approximately 100 written responses which 
resulted in a number of proposed changes.  A broad indication of 
parish councils/meetings stance is attached as appendix 1.  In addition, 
as a consequence of the new planning system the format of the 
document was changed from supplementary planning guidance to 
Interim Policy. 

3.0 Issues 

A) Clarification of Definitions 

3.1 The lines are an interpretation of the written definition.  In order to  
ensure that villages or village frameworks are defined in a consistent 
manner a set of guiding principles applied, which included: 

3.2 Groups of dwellings which are physically divorced from the main built 
up area have generally been excluded unless the dwellings form a 
cluster that contains over 10 dwellings and is closely related to the 
identified main built up area. 

3.3 Farmsteads located on the extremity of the settlement which do not 
relate well to the form and character of the main built up area are 
considered peripheral and have been excluded. 

3.4 Gardens or former gardens on the edge of the village have been 
included unless land has the capacity to extend the built form of the 
village. Where part of the curtilage of a dwelling was excluded, the 
boundary line follows an existing physical feature, aligns with a 
neighbouring boundary to form a logical continuation of the boundary 
line or includes the areas most immediately related to the built 
development. 

B) Rural Sustainability 

3.5 The Interim Policy in relation to Village Frameworks presents a 
graphical interpretation of the written definition of village confines 
contained in the Local Plan. The written definition is based on the 
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strategy of urban concentration and rural restraint. This strategy has 
promoted infilling which has proved unpopular with local communities 
and resulted in the gradual erosion of individual village character. The 
Council’s monitoring indicates that the village framework has allowed a 
degree of flexibility, as demonstrated by acute over supply of housing 
land in the rural area (19.4 years supply in the rural area at 31 March 
2004). 
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Appendix 1 

Responses to formal consultation on village frameworks carried out between 
22 March 2004 and 18 June 2004 

Ref. No. Parish Council/Meeting Response 
Great Addington Parish Council 

VF/049 Little Addington Parish Council Support 
Aldwincle Parish Council 
Apethorpe Parish Meeting 
Ashton Parish Council 

VF/009 Barnwell Parish Council Change Requested 
Upper and Lower Benefield 
Blatherwycke Parish Meeting 

VF/013 Brigstock Parish Council Support 
VF/018 Bulwick Parish Council Change Requested 
VF/021 Chelveston-Cum-Caldecott Parish Council Support 
VF/029 Clopton Parish Meeting Change Requested 
VF/026 Collyweston Parish Council Change Requested 
VF/030 Cotterstock Parish Meeting Support 

Deene & Deenthorpe Parish Council 
VF/031 Denford Parish Council No Comment 
VF/033 Duddington-with-Fineshade Parish Council Change Requested 

Easton-on-the-Hill Parish Council 
Fotheringhay Parish Meeting 

VF/100 Glapthorn Parish Council General Comment 
VF/037 Hargrave Parish Council Change Requested 
VF/039 Harringworth Parish Council Support 
VF/040 Hemington, 

Luddington, and; 
Thurning Parish Council 

Support 
Change Requested 
Change Requested 

VF/041 Islip Parish Council Support 
VF/043 Kings Cliffe Parish Council General Comment 
VF/047 Laxton Parish Meeting Change Requested 
DP/193 Lilford-cum-Wigsthorpe & Thorpe Achurch 

Parish Council 
Support 

Lowick & Slipton Parish Council 
VF/051 Lutton Parish Council Change Requested 
VF/060 Nassington Parish Council Change Requested 

Newton Bromswold Parish Meeting 
Pilton, Stoke Doyle & Wadenhoe Parish 
Council 
Polebrook Parish Council 

VF/067 Ringstead Parish Council No Comment 
 Southwick Parish Council 
VF/069 Stanwick Parish Council Support 
VF/073 Sudborough Parish Council Change Requested 
VF/096 Tansor Parish Meeting General Comments 
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VF/076 Titchmarsh Parish Council Change Requested 
VF/083 Twywell Parish Council Change Requested 

Wakerley Parish Meeting 
Warmington Parish Council 

VF/086 Woodford Parish Council Change Requested 
Woodnewton Parish Council 

VF/090 Yarwell Parish Council Change Requested 

●	 In letters circulated to parish councils and meetings in March 2003, it 
was stated that where no response was received in response to 
consultation, it would be assumed that village frameworks are 
supported. 
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Respondent (reference) Summary of Comments Response/Proposed Change 
Government Office for the East Midlands Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) is Noted 
(VF/001) clearly written and is consistent with national 

policy guidance. 
Bedford Borough Council (VF/007) No comment Noted 
Campaign to Protect Rural England (VF/004) Tight boundaries limit development to infill 

which can be detrimental to character of a 
village. 

Village framework is based on the Local Plan 
definition which has consistently been 
interpreted as a tight boundary. 
Recommend: no change 

Restrictive planning policies in restraint 
villages has contributed towards rising 
property prices and forced young people to 
seek accommodation elsewhere.  

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of Local Development Framework (LDF) 
Recommend: no change 

Hope that LDF will include statements on the 
character and the setting of villages and the 
relationship with the surrounding countryside. 

See above 

Concerned at the plethora of extremely large 
properties in rural areas which are out of scale 
with the character of the village.  

See above 

The Countryside Agency (VF/005) The concept of village frameworks applies Village framework boundaries are based on the 
blanket restrictions on villages. Where the adopted Local Plan definition which has 
delineation of village frameworks is consistently been interpreted as a tight 
considered necessary the Countryside Agency 
prefers that boundaries are drawn with a 

boundary. 
Recommend: no change 

degree of flexibility. 



Support the undertaking of local needs This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
assessment to inform the preparation of LDF. that can be considered through the preparation 

of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

Advise that sustainability appraisal of villages See above 
is undertaken to ensure that new development 
serves to enhance the balance of services and 
social cohesion. The Quality of Life approach 
is promoted as part of this approach. 

English Nature (VF/002) No comments 
Northamptonshire County Council (VF/006) No comments 
The Wildlife Trust (VF/003) Welcome the use of SPG to clarify policy but 

feel it would be helpful if, in addition to the 
mapping of ‘important open land’, the maps 
also identified land which is designated as 
Site of Special Scientific Interest or Sites of 
Local Conservation Interest 

Support welcomed. It is not considered 
necessary to identify SSSI’s and Local 
Conservation Interests on the maps because 
these do not form part of the built up area.  
Recommend: No change 

The identification of pocket parks and 
Barnwell Brook would be helpful. 

Pocket parks and Barnwell Brook are not 
identified within the extant Local Plan and 
therefore not a matter for this SPG which 
amplifies approved policy.  
Recommend: no change 

Barnwell Land at The Grange should be included Farmstead is left out of the boundary in 
Annual Parish Meeting (VF/009) within the village framework. accordance with written definition which 

excludes farm buildings that are peripheral to 
the main built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 



recommendation to exclude. 

Cricket ground should be designated as This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
important open land that can be considered through the preparation 

of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

A small amount of low cost housing would See above 
revitalize the village 

Brigstock Parish Council (VF/013) Welcomes the principal of village envelopes. Support welcomed. 
Bulwick Parish Council 
Public Meeting (VF/018) 

Concerned that boundary cuts through 
peoples gardens and buildings. 

Written definition states that gardens on the 
edge of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village. 
Recommend: no change 

Bulwick needs the option for some limited 
development in the future. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF and 
boundaries will be amended accordingly. 
Recommend: no change 

Support current Important Open Land 
designations but point to an error in the 
mapping which shows a garden as protected 
open land instead of the village green. 

Garden is designated as Important Open Land in 
the adopted Local Plan. It is not the role of SPG 
to amend approved policy. Open land will be 
reassessed as part of a comprehensive review 
the Council is undertaking to help inform the 
preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: no change 



Suggest an alternative boundary Alternative boundary contains areas of 
undeveloped land, farmsteads and gardens on 
the edge of the village which are excluded in 
accordance with the written definition. 
Recommend no change 

Chelveston cum Caldecott Parish Council No objections Noted 
(VF/021) 
Clopton Parish Council (VF/029) Concerned that a tight boundary in the long 

term will not allow for natural growth which 
would drive out members of the community 
due to the lack of affordable housing. 

The extant Local Plan provides a tight definition 
of village boundaries and is considered to be 
well used and largely satisfactory by 
development control officers, and has generally 
been supported by Inspectors’ decisions at 
appeal. SPG is an interim measure intended to 
apply until replaced by the LDF. It is not the 
role of this SPG to identify land suitable for 
development. This must be considered in the 
preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: no change 

Potential development sites within the 
proposed boundary are limited. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF.  

Houses to the west of the village are part of 
the existing community and should be 
included within the boundary. This would 
allow ribbon development and make Clopton 

In view of the number of buildings the area 
contains and proximity to main built up part of 
the village, it is considered justified to define 
the area with village framework. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 



a viable community. recommendation to delineate with village 
framework 

Home Farm is part of the existing community 
and should be included within the boundary 

Farmstead is located on the edge of the village 
and left out of the village framework in 
accordance with written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Collyweston Parish Council Support the proposed village framework Support is welcomed. 
Public Meeting (VF/026) 

Slate Drift should be identified by village The district contains a wide diversity of 
framework settlements. To ensure a consistent approach the 

criteria used to identify settlements was based 
upon size, location and character of 
development. In general, clusters of ten or more 
sound buildings which are closely related to the 
main built up area have been identified in the 
village frameworks. Slate Drift has not been 
identified in the village framework because of 
the sporadic form of development. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Chairman to Cotterstock Parish Meeting 
(VF/030) 

Village generally supports the proposals. 

The policy of allowing every possible space 
to be built on has had bad effect on the village 
character. 

Support is welcomed.  

This comment is criticising existing policy 
rather than the guidance and the policy cannot 
be changed or deleted through SPG. 

Opposed to the boundary running through the Rear gardens between ‘Woodlands’ and ‘The 



rear gardens between ‘Woodlands’ and ‘The 
Gate’ if it means the remainder of the gardens 

Gate’ comprise large gardens on the edge of the 
village which are excluded in terms of written 

could be developed. definition. Garden land outside the boundary 
will be treated as open countryside in terms of 
planning policy where there is a general 
presumption against development. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Clerk to Cotterstock Parish Meeting Support proposed boundary Support welcomed 
Annual Parish Meeting (VF/091) 
Denford (VF/031) No comment. Noted 
Duddington and Fineshade 
Annual Parish Meeting (VF/033) 

A boundary is needed for Duddington in the 
interests of certainty. Proposed boundary is 
attached with comments 

The written definition of village confines does 
not apply to restraint villages in line with the 
overall policies of rural restraint and the need to 
protect villages which have a distinctive form 
and character. Therefore no line has been 
delineated. 

The Parish Council are considering preparing 
a village plan 

This is not a matter for SPG 

Harringworth Parish Council 
Open Meeting (VF/039) 

Support the proposed boundary. 

A resident suggests that a dwelling at Spring 
Farm, Gretton Road should be included 
within the boundary. 

Support welcomed 

Agree that dwelling is closely related to the 
main built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include. 

Land south of Wakerley Road between 
Carpenters Cottage and Shotley could be 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the LDF process. 



identified as additional protected open space. Open spaces are being reassessed as part of a 
comprehensive review of open spaces, sport and 
recreation that the Council is undertaking to 
inform the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: no change 

Harringworth Parish Council 
Results of Questionnaire (VF/039) 

The conservation area should be extended to 
The Viaduct. 

This is not a matter for SPG but something that 
can be dealt with through conservation area 
boundary appraisals that the Council is currently 
undertaken. 
Recommend: no change 

There are some buildings within the village 
that should be designated as listed buildings. 

Designation of listed buildings is responsibility 
of English Heritage and not a matter for SPG. 

Hemington, Luddington & Thurning Parish 
Council (VF/040) 

Support the proposed boundary for 
Hemington 

Support is welcomed 

See (VF/50) for response in terms of 
Luddington 

Propose an alternative boundary for Thurning 
which would allow for some small organic 
growth over a long period of time to reflect 
the needs of the local community and its 
changing demands to allow for a thriving 
village. 

Alternative boundary includes substantial areas 
of open land and farm houses which is contrary 
to the written definition and guiding principles. 
These areas are an essential part of the character 
of the District’s rural areas; the consolidation of 
these areas with infill development would be 
detrimental to the character of these rural areas. 
Long term aspirations and needs of the villages 
are more appropriately addressed through LDF 
process. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Hemington, Luddington & Thurning Parish Land to rear of Thornies, Luddington should Redundant land does not form part of the built 



Council be included within the village framework up area. 
Public Meeting (VF/050) Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 

recommendation to exclude. 
Islip Parish Council (VF/041) Support the boundary Noted. 
Kings Cliffe Parish Council 
Public Meeting (VF/043) 

More discussion is needed to consider village 
frameworks. 

All SPG prepared by the Council is subject to 
the same six week consultation period. This is 
the same period allowed for comments on the 
formal Local Plan Deposit Draft. The six week 
period was applied with a degree of flexibility 
to ensure every opportunity was afforded people 
to consider the proposals, indeed comments 
were accepted up until 18th June 2004. In 
addition to this extended period of consultation 
the Council also undertook a period of informal 
consultation prior to the draft SPG where all 
relevant parish councils and elected members 
were sent initial boundaries for comment. It is 
unlikely that extending the period would result 
in further comments being submitted from 
members of the public. 
Recommend: no change 

Overwhelming message from the public 
meeting was that more affordable housing is 
needed and that the village should be 
recognised as a local service centre. 

These are not matters for SPG but something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF. However work so far has identified a 
need for more affordable housing and supports 
the designation of King’s Cliffe as a local 
service centre. 
Recommend: no change 



Laxton Parish Meeting 
Annual General Meeting (VF/047) 

Future development should be judged on its 
merits rather than be confined within a small 
boundary. 

As the policy currently stands, the village 
boundary forms the basis of development 
control decisions in rural settlements. The SPG 
does not introduce a new boundary but shows 
the boundary in a graphical format in order to 
make planning decisions clearer and more 
understandable. This existing written definition 
provides a tight is considered to be well used 
and largely satisfactory by development control 
officers, and has generally been supported by 
Inspectors’ decisions at appeal. 
Recommend: no change 

Little Addington Parish Council (VF/049) 

Village boundary should include many more 
buildings which fall within the original 
village. Namely, The Church and its adjacent 
farmhouse, Church Barn, Meadow Barn, The 
Old Vicarage and The Paddocks. 

Support the village framework as proposed. 

It is important to note that the framework is a 
line applying Local Plan policies to a specific 
area, thereby giving a sound basis for 
development control purposes. The outlying 
buildings referred to are excluded in accordance 
with the written definition which states that 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 fall outside the confines 
of the village. 
Recommend: no change 
Support is welcomed 

Identifies land that should be designated as 
important open land. 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the LDF process. 
Open spaces are being reassessed as part of a 



Ribbon development outside the village 
framework, and specifically between Little 
Addington and Great Addington should not 
be allowed. 

No new development is appropriate for Little 
Addington over the next fifteen years. 

Lutton Parish Council (VF/051) Four additional areas of land that should be 
included within the village framework; 
Shieling, Grange Farm, Manor Farm and 
Lutton Farm 

comprehensive review of open spaces, sport and 
recreation that the Council is undertaking to 
inform the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: no change 

This is not a matter for SPG. Nevertheless in 
terms of current planning policy the land 
between Little Addington and Great Addington 
is considered as open countryside where there is 
a general presumption against development.  
Recommend: no change 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the LDF process. 
Recommend: no change 

Shieling is a large residential property divorced 
from the main built up area by open fields. This 
is excluded in accordance with written 
definition which specifically states that free 
standing dwellings which are detached from the 
main built up area will be excluded from the 
confines of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Grange Farm, Lutton is peripheral to the main 
built up area and excluded in accordance with 
written definition 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 



Some limited development could make the 
village more vibrant. 

Nassington Parish Council Boundary is too tight and could be too 
Annual Parish Meeting (VF/060) restrictive in the long term. 

recommendation to exclude. 

Lutton Farm is divorced from the main built up 
part of the village and excluded in line with the 
written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Manor Farm, Lutton is peripheral to the main 
built up part of the village and excluded in line 
with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 
The SPG is an interim measure until Local 
Development Documents can be produced. This 
is stated at paragraph 3.4 of the document. 
Village frameworks contained in  the Local Plan 
are based on the Local Plan written definition 
which provides a tight interpretation of village 
boundaries and is considered to be well used 
and largely satisfactory by development control 
officers, and has generally been supported by 
Inspectors’ decisions at appeal. 
Recommend: no change 



Treatment of gardens on the perimeter is 
No specific inconsistencies are highlighted. 
Gardens on the edge of villages are excluded in 

inconsistent. A boundary line that follows line with the written definition. Guiding 
property lines would be more consistent. principles have been adopted to ensure that the 

treatment of boundaries have been applied 
consistently. 
Recommend: no change 

Ringstead (VF/067) Generally supports the boundary Support welcomed 
Stanwick Parish Council 
Annual Parish Meeting (VF/069) 

Support the boundary. 

The boundary should remain tightly drawn up 
to 2021. 

Support welcomed 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

The green boundary between Stanwick and 
Raunds should be maintained. 

See above 

Any new estates in Raunds should provide 
funding for traffic calming in Stanwick 

See above 

Sudborough Parish Council 
Open Village Meeting (VF/073) 

Extent boundary eastwards at Greystones Largely paddock land on the edge of the 
settlement which is not considered part of the 
built up area of the village and excluded in line 
with written definition. 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Identifies the roadside part of important open 
land adjacent to The Old Rectory for 

This land is designated as important open land 
and does not form part of the existing built up 



development. 

The village framework needs extending only 
minimally for example between The Round 
House and Woodbine House 

Important open land should be retained 

Only a small amount of development should 
be allowed to maintain the character of the 
village. 

Modest development should be allowed 

Boundary should be expanded to enable to 
development 

Development should be limited to small 
groups of terraced and semi detached cottages 

No further infill should be allowed 

area. It is excluded in accordance with the 
written definition. 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Land between The Round House and Woodbine 
House is garden land on the edge of the village 
and excluded in accordance with the written 
definition 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 



Small modest sized properties should be 
developed gradually over the next ten years 

Development should be sympathetic with 
village design. 

All homes built should have adequate off 
road parking and garages. 

Design building guidelines should be adopted 

Development should consider existing 
community 

Boundary is too restrictive and should follow 
the line contained in the Deposit Draft East 
Northamptonshire District Local Plan. 

Affordable housing should be provided 
through small terraced cottages 

Small affordable housing units should be 
provided at a growth rate of one per year 

Affordable housing can be provided through 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 

The boundary is based on the written definition 
contained in the extant Local Plan which has 
consistently been interpreted tightly in 
development control decisions. 
Recommend: no change 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

See above 

See above 



Tansor (VF/096) 
Results of questionnaire 

shared ownership scheme in partnership with 
a Housing Association 

Cheaper starter homes cannot be built on 
expensive plots of land 

Opposed to speed humps 

Opposed to street lights 

Disabled access and disable toilets should be 
provided at then village hall 
93% of people disagreed that people should 
be allowed to built wherever they like 

63% against further building to the east end 
of Main Street 

Slight majority against further building to the 
east side of Fotheringhay Road 

73% of people against developing the open 
land near the phonebox 

80% of people against building on the east 
side of Cotterstock Road 

Slight majority against building being 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 

This is not a matter for SPG 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 



affordable 

63% support a no backfill policy 

63% support sympathetic extensions policy 

51% of people support village framework, 
with a sizeable minority, 31% against. This 
reflects the number of specific issues raised, 
plus the unusual nature of what has been put 
forward 

Titchmarsh Parish Council (VF/076) Restrained from holding a public meeting to 
discuss the proposed village frameworks on 
the basis that it may prejudice preparation of 
the Parish Plan 

Questions the exclusion of 
Islington from within the village framework 
as it is a substantial community in itself and 
shares a similar relationship to the core 
village as Polopit. 

See above 

See above 

Support welcomed 

Noted 

East Northamptonshire contains a wide diversity 
of settlements. To ensure a consistent approach, 
the criteria used to identify settlements were 
based upon size, location and character of 
development. In general, clusters of ten or more 
sound buildings which are closely related to the 
main built up area have been identified by 
village frameworks. Islington has not been 
identified by village framework on the basis that 
is comprises a relatively small cluster of 
development and is divorced from the main 
built up area by a parcel of important open land. 
Recommend: no change 



Individual properties such as Titchmarsh 
House are outside the boundary, whereas they 
are as much part of the village as their 
neighbours that are excluded. 

Inconsistent treatment of rear gardens on the 
perimeter particularly in Church Street and 
Polopit. 

Consultation period is limited. 

In accordance with the written definition, 
freestanding, individual or groups of buildings 
or other structures which are obviously detached 
from, or peripheral to, the main built up area do 
not fall within the confines of the village. It is 
important to note that the framework is a line 
applying Local Plan policies to a specific area, 
thereby giving a sound basis for development 
control purposes. 
Recommend: no change 

Gardens on the edge of villages are excluded in 
line with the written definition. Guiding 
principles have been adopted to ensure that the 
treatment of boundaries have been applied 
consistently. 

All SPG prepared by the Council is subject to 
the same six week consultation period. This is 
the same period allowed for comments on the 
formal Local Plan Deposit Draft. The six week 
period was applied with a degree of flexibility 
to ensure every opportunity was afforded people 
to consider the proposals, indeed comments 
were accepted up until 7th June 2004. In 
addition to this extended period of consultation 
the Council also undertook a period of informal 
consultation prior to the draft SPG where all 
relevant parish councils and elected members 
were sent initial boundaries for comment. It is 



unlikely that extending the period would result 
in further comments being submitted from 
members of the public. 

The SPG does not rewrite or introduce new 
planning policy and will not impact upon policy 
in terms of affordable housing. 

Hope that stricter definition of village 
frameworks will not prevent the provision of 
affordable housing 

Twywell Parish Council (VF/083) Garages to the rear of The Old Bakery should 
be included within the boundary. 

Garages are closely related to Providence House 
and form part of the built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include 

Seeks justification for exclusion of land to the 
rear of Launde Cottages 

Gardens are excluded in accordance with the 
written definition which states that gardens on 
the edge of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Seeks justification for exclusion of land to the 
rear of The Gables 

See above 

Woodford Parish Council Public meeting supported the proposed Support is welcomed. 
Public Meeting (VF/086) boundary. The parish council endorsed the 

conclusions of the public meeting subject to 



amendments; 

Boundary is extended to include the garden of 
Manor Farmhouse. 

Manor Farmhouse is a large garden on the edge 
of the settlement and is excluded in accordance 
with the written definition that states gardens on 
the edge of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village.. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Playing fields should be designated as 
important open land 

This is not a matter for SPG but something that 
can be considered through the LDF process 

Yarwell Parish Council (VF/090) Land to the rear of 39 Main Street to be 
excluded. 

Where possible property lines have been 
followed and land to the rear of 39 Main Street 
offers limited capacity to extent built form of 
the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include. 

Land to the rear of The Angel public house 
should be included 

Accepted. Land to the rear of The Angel is 
closely associated with frontage properties and 
there is limited capacity to extent the built form 
of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include. 

P. Ansell, Kettering Community Architects Land at corner of Caldecott Road and Agricultural  land is not part of the built up area 
(VF/025) Higham Road, Chelveston could be and excluded in line with the written definition. 

considered for development which would It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 



(VF/078) 

benefit the village hall suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF.  
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Gardens are excluded in accordance with the 
Land accessing The Lane, rear of Launde 
Cottage, Twywell should be included within 
the village framework. 

written definition which states that gardens on 
the edge of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

N. W. Banbridge (VF/053) Boundary at 44 Station Road, Nassington is Land adjacent 44 Station Road, Nassington is an 
based on an inaccurate Ordnance Survey base 
map and therefore drawn incorrectly. 
Highlights outstanding planning permission 

integral part of the main built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include. 

which has been excluded from the boundary. 
Bidwells for Elton Estate (VF/079) Welcomes village frameworks which will 

help make the planning decision process 
clearer and more accountable 

Noted 

Identified four areas of land at Warmington 
that could be contained within the village 
framework; Land west of Stamford Lane, 
Land adjacent to the Police House, Land at 
Eaglethorpe Barns and Land north of Big 
Green. 

Land west of Stamford Lane, Warmington is 
garden land that was drawn outside the 
boundary in accordance with the written 
definition which excludes gardens on the edge 
of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 



Mr. & Mrs. Boulton (VF/055) Land at 55a Station Road, Nassington used to 
be included in the village envelope but has 
been excluded from the village framework. 

Land adjacent to the Police House, Warmington 
is undeveloped land on the edge of the village 
and does not form part of the existing built up 
area as defined by the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Land at Eaglethorpe Barns,Warmington 
contains freestanding offices and undeveloped 
land on the edge of the village which does not 
form part of the existing built up area as defined 
by the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Land north of Big Green, Warmington is 
undeveloped land on the edge of the village 
which does not form part of the existing built up 
area as defined by the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 
Previous village envelope is not relevant to 
Local Plan policies and decision making. It is 
important to note that the purpose of the SPG is 
to delineate the existing built up area and not the 
physical or social limits of the village. Land at 
55a Station Road is well set back from the 
established building line and delineated outside 
the boundary in accordance with written 



Berrys (VF/014) 

Asks whether gardens outside the village 
framework precluded from adding 
conservatory or an additional dwelling. 

Nassington is a limited infill village but the 
proposed boundary precludes any potential 
infill sites. 

Concerned that development sites are 
excluded and that land must be available for 
low cost housing. 
Seek inclusion of Kennels Hill site, Brigstock 
within the boundary 

definition which excludes buildings which are 
peripheral to the main built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Proposals for development outside the village 
framework will be assessed against open 
countryside policies where there is a general 
presumption against new dwellings. Permitted 
development rights which generally allow 
conservatories are not affected by SPG. 

The purpose of the SPG is to illustrate the 
written definition of village confines. It is not 
the role of this SPG to identify land suitable for 
development. This must be considered in the 
preparation of the LDF 

See above 

Kennels location and use determine it outside 
the built up area through the written definition. 
Buildings to the south of the site have planning 
permission. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude Kennels and include 
buildings with benefit of planning permission 



Berrys (VF/034) Boundary should be realigned to include land 
at Church Farm, Glapthorn 

Farm buildings on the periphery are excluded in 
accordance with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Berrys (VF/048) Boundary should be realigned to include land 
adjacent Estoril, Little Addington 

Grassed area on the edge of the village which 
does not form part of the existing built up area 
as defined by the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Berrys (VF/066) Seeks inclusion of Rectory Farm, Polebrook 
within the boundary. 

Rectory Farm is situated on the southern 
extremity of the village and excluded in 
accordance with the written definition which 
excludes farms peripheral to the built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Berrys (VF/077) Land to the west of Titchmarsh has no 
boundary. This is inconsistent 

East Northamptonshire contains a wide diversity 
of settlements. To ensure a consistent approach, 
the criteria used to identify settlements were 
based upon size, location and character of 
development. In general, clusters of ten or more 
sound buildings which are closely related to the 
main built up area have been identified by 
village frameworks. Buildings to the west of 
Titchmarsh have not been identified because of 
dispersed nature and distance to main built up 
part of the village. 
Recommend: No change 

Berrys (Is it VF/074) ?????? Buildings to the west of Sudborough have not 
been defined by a boundary. This is 

East Northamptonshire contains a wide diversity 
of settlements. To ensure a consistent approach, 



inconsistent the criteria used to identify settlements were 
based upon size, location and character of 
development. In general, clusters of ten or more 
sound buildings which are closely related to the 
main built up area have been identified by 
village frameworks. Buildings to the west of 
Sudborough have not been identified by village 
framework on the grounds that buildings are 
divorced from the main part of the village and 
comprise a relatively small number. 
Recommend: No change 

Berrys (VF/081) Manor Farm House, Woodford should be 
included within the village boundary on the 
grounds that the site previously has planning 
consent and was considered to be within the 
confines. 

Manor Farm House is situated on the edge of 
the village and its garden is excluded in 
accordance with the written definition contained 
in the Local Plan that states gardens on the edge 
of the village, within the curtilages, of dwellings 
do not fall within the confines of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

G. M. Byrd (VF/089) Concerned at the impact of Yarwell Mill 
caravan site. This site should be shown on the 
plan. 

The caravan site lies in open countryside and is 
not considered part of a built up area of a 
village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

G. M. Byrd (VF/089) Expansion of Yarwell Mill Caravan site 
threatens to spoil the character of the 
countryside. 

Expansion of the caravan site is a detailed 
matter more appropriately considered through 
the development control process. 
Recommend: no change 



Carter Jonas for Society of Merchant 
Ventures (VF/084) 

Caravan site should be included within the 
boundary. 

Concerned that boundaries have been drawn 
solely on the basis of restricting future 
development. 

Village frameworks will not provide clear 
guidance, removing uncertainty but lead to an 
increase in appealed planning decisions. 

Guiding principle 5 has been applied to 
control development 

Roads do not form part of the countryside and 
should be included within the village 
framework. 

Identifying areas where countryside 
permeates the village is subjective and 
difficult to apply in a consistent manner 

The caravan site lies in open countryside and is 
not considered part of a built up area of a 
village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 
SPG has been prepared to clarify the written 
definition of village confines contained in the 
Local Plan. 

Disagree, SPG will provide a robust consistent 
approach to decision making affecting rural 
settlements 

Village confines are used to control 
development in the rural area and reflect the 
rural restraint policy of the adopted Local Plan. 
Guiding principles have been adopted to ensure 
the written definition is interpreted in consistent 
manner. 

Village framework defines the area within 
which polices H11, H12, EMP10 and EMP11 
apply and roads on the edge of the settlement 
are not considered part of the main built up area. 
Recommend: no change 

Agree. Guiding principle is difficult to apply 
consistently and relates poorly to the adopted 
written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 



Resident, Chapel House, Nassington 
(VF/052) 

It is not necessary to exclude important open 
land from the village framework.  

It is stated that SPG will inform the 
development of rural strategy but the rural 
strategy should be the driving force in 
defining village frameworks, and not the 
other way round. 
Objects to the boundary for Nassington. All 
the possible and most suitable sites for further 
village growth are excluded. Some small 
growth is needed in the village to sustain the 
village. 

The boundary has been drawn through areas 
previously granted planning permission. 

recommendation to remove guiding principle 6 

Important Open Land within the main built up 
area is included within the boundary. Only 
Important Open Land that is not part of the built 
up area is excluded in accordance with the 
written definition. 
Recommend: no change 

The purpose of SPG is to clarify existing policy. 
The rural strategy will address rural issues over 
a longer time period and feed into the LDF 
process. 

The boundary has been drawn tightly in 
accordance with the written definition. It is not 
the role of this SPG to identify land suitable for 
development. This must be considered in the 
preparation of the LDF, and subsequently it is 
envisaged that some frameworks will be 
amended. 
Recommend: no change 

No specific examples are given but the 
boundary has been drawn to include areas of 
land that have permission for development. 
Recommend: no change 



Mr. Christmas (VF/057) Support the proposals for Nassington. Support welcomed 
Mr. & Mrs. Claypole (VF/075) Land between Tansor Court Cottages and 

Courtyard House, Tansor should be included 
within the boundary on the grounds that it is 
within the village signs and surrounded by 
development. 

Questions the exclusion of Tansor Court 
Cottages from the village framework 

Land constitutes undeveloped land which is 
excluded in accordance with written definition. 
It is important to note that the purpose of the 
SPG is to delineate the existing built up area and 
not the physical or social limits of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Tansor Court Cottages are physically divorced 
from the main built up area by open land and 
excluded in line with the written definition. 
Recommend: no change 

Mr. D. J. Crocker (VF/087) Amend boundary to include land to the rear 
of Dairy House, Woodnewton 

Part of site contains recently completed 
dwelling and is included in village framework. 
Remainder of site is undeveloped land on the 
edge of the village and is not part of the built up 
area. This is excluded in accordance with the 
written definition 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include land that contains 
completed dwelling and exclude remainder. 

Mr. K. R. Cumberland (VF/037) Hargrave is not viable for low cost residential 
development on the basis that it lacks 
amenities which are readily available in 
Thrapston and Raunds. Low cost housing 
would increase local traffic problems. 

The current use of bridleways should remain. 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

This is not a matter for this SPG. The County 



Council is responsible for bridleways and 
footpaths. 
Recommend: no change 

Area of land adjacent to the Old Bakery, 
Hargrave would benefit from an important 
open land designation or exclusion from the 
village framework. 

Front section of land is closely associated with 
adjoining house and is considered part of the 
existing built up area. The rear part is 
undeveloped land on the edge of the settlement 
and excluded in line with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include front part of land 
and remove rear section. 

Mr. & Mrs. Dolby (VF/064) Land between 4 Fotheringhay Road and Land on the edge of the village comprises 
playing field, Nassington used to be in the garden land that is excluded in accordance with 
village envelope and should be included 
within the village framework 

written definition 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Davies & Co for Carr Brothers (VF/022) Land to the north and north west of Higham Land comprises undeveloped land to the south 
Road, Chelveston cum Caldecott should be of Chelveston and is not part of the built up area 
incorporated within the village framework and therefore contrary to written definition. 

Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Development Land & Planning for Mr. & 
Mrs. G. Whyles (VF/068) 

Welcome principle of SPG to avoid doubt 
and reduce dispute about the interpretation of 
the written definition. 

Support welcomed 

Advocate approach to village frameworks 
adopted by Mid Bedfordshire District Council 

The Council adopted guiding principles to 
ensure a consistent approach was taken towards 
interpreting the written definition contained in 



Expect the inclusion of Stanwick Hall and its 
grounds and the adjoining buildings within 
the boundary which are demonstrably part of 
the village. 

the Local Plan. 

The nearest properties are related to the main 
built up area but Stanwick Hall and Hall Farm 
are divorced by open land and excluded in 
conformance with the written definition. 
Recommend: Boundary amended to include 
nearest buildings but Stanwick Hall and Hall 
Farm remain excluded. 

District Development Consultancy (VF/092) Land to the rear of 89 and 91 Lowick Road, 
Islip should be included within the village 
framework 

Land to the rear of 89 and 91 Lowick Road, 
Islip is garden land that is excluded in 
accordance with the written definition. This 
assessment has been supported by inspectors at 
appeal. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

District Development Consultancy (VF/097) Clopton has more than one built up area. The 
village framework should encompass the 
western built up part of the village. Previous 
planning decisions have recognised this. 

In view of the number of buildings the area 
contains and proximity to main built up part of 
the village, it is considered justified to define 
the area with village framework. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to delineate with village 
framework 

District Development Consultancy (VF/099) Two areas of land south of the A116 should 
be included within the village framework 

Both areas of land are undeveloped and 
excluded in accordance with the written 
definition 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Mr. A. Duffin (VF/093) Top Farm, Bulwick should remain excluded Noted 



from the village framework 

Garden area of Bulwick House, Bulwick 
should be included within the boundary 

Agree. Garden land forms part of the main built 
up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include 

Mr. A. R. Duffin (VF/019) Top Farm, Bulwick should remain excluded 
from the village confines on the basis that the 
farmyards and buildings are working 
buildings and their loss would make it 
difficult to farm the land. 

Noted 

Mr. P. G. Duffin (VF/016) Top Farm, Bulwick should remain excluded 
from the village confines on the basis that the 
farm would be unworkable without the 
farmyard and buildings. 

Noted 

Mr. & Mrs. Gent (VF/071) How Hill Farm, Stoke Doyle should be 
included within the boundary. 

How Hill Farm is located on the edge of the 
village and excluded in line with written 
definition that indicates that farm buildings 
peripheral to the main built up area are excluded 
from the confines of the village. 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Mr. S. Harding (VF/046) Village framework should be extended to 
include areas of land to the south of Laxton 
on the grounds that it maintains the church 
and major buildings within the heart of the 
community, all areas are used for recreation 
or domestic, open spaces are protected, future 
development is prevented and sufficient sub 

Extension suggested includes substantial areas 
of open land and buildings with large curtilages 
adjoining the open countryside. The written 
definition excludes free standing and groups of 
dwellings which are detached from, or 
peripheral, to the main built up area. It is 
considered that acceptance of this boundary 



clauses exist to protect Laxton from excessive 
and unsympathetic development. 

could lead to infill and an intensification of 
development which would destroy the character 
of the village. 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Highlights extant planning permission at 
Parkside Cottage that has been excluded from 
the village framework. 

The boundary includes the area of land that has 
extant planning permission for a garage. 
Recommend no change 

Sir Ewan Harper (VF/095) Concerned that if Titchmarsh House garden is Village framework is a policy tool to 
classed as open countryside ramblers will be differentiate where Local Plan policies relating 
allowed to access garden to open countryside apply and where policies 

relating to the built up area apply. Rambler’s 
rights are not related. 
Recommend: no change 

Mr. I. Helliwell (VF/063) Land adjoining Station House, Nassington 
should be considered for development 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. Land 
adjoining Station House is undeveloped, 
overgrown land, located on the edge of the 
village and excluded in line with the written 
definition. 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son for Sir Ewan and 
Lady Harper (VF/085) 

Object to the exclusion of Titchmarsh House, 
Titchmarsh which is clearly part of the built 
form of the settlement. 

Titchmarsh House is set back from the 
established development along Chapel Street 
however it’s closely related to the existing 
houses and could be considered as part of the 
existing built up area. Garden land to the rear is 



excluded in accordance with the written 
definition which indicates that gardens on the 
edge of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village. 
Recommend to LDF working party  that 
Titchmarsh House is included but rear garden 
excluded 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son for G. L. Gent & How Hill Farm, Stoke Doyle is part of the How Hill Farm is located on the edge of the 
Son (VF/072) existing built form of the village and should village and excluded in line with written 

be included within the boundary. definition that indicates that farm buildings 
peripheral to the main built up area are excluded 
from the confines of the village. 
Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son for tenant farmer in Object to the exclusion of Duchy Farm, Farms separated from the main part of the 
Duchy Farm (VF/020) Manor Farm and Poplars Farm. The boundary village are excluded in accordance with the 

for Caldecott is limited and does not fully Local Plan definition which indicates that farm 
recognise the built form of the settlement buildings which are obviously detached from 
which includes farms on the edge of the the main built up area do not fall within the 
village. confines of the village. 

Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son for the Wooster Object to the exclusion of land off Lyveden Land is an undeveloped area of land and 
family (VF/011) Road, Brigstock. It should be considered as excluded in accordance with written definition. 

an acceptable infill site. Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son (VF/038) Village framework should be altered to Garden of Rectory View is excluded in 
include residential curtilage of Rectory View, accordance with the written definition which 



Church Road, Hargrave. states that gardens on the edge of the village, 
within the curtilages, of dwellings do not fall 
within the confines of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son (VF/042) Object to the exclusion of land off Chapel 
Hill, Islip which is surrounded by 
development and considered an integral part 
of the settlement. 

Undeveloped land largely designated as 
Important Open Land and excluded in 
accordance with written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son (VF/044) Object to the exclusion of land to the rear of 
West Street, Kings Cliffe 

Land comprises large open field and is 
designated as important open land in the 
existing Local Plan. It is not part of the main 
built up area and excluded in accordance with 
the written definition  
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son (VF/070) Land to the rear of 31 The Grange, Stanwick 
relates well to the built form of the village 
and should be included within the boundary. 

Undeveloped land adjacent to the open 
countryside does not form part of the existing 
built up area and excluded in line with the 
written definiton 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son (VF/074) Support the identification of a village 
framework around buildings to the west of 
the Sudborough. 

Object to the exclusion of properties to the 
west of Sudborough including Mill House, 

Noted 

Mill House, The Mill, The New House and 
other farm buildings comprise a small dispersed 



The Mill and the New House which form part 
of the physical built form of the settlement.  

group of buildings physically divorced from the 
main built up area and excluded in accordance 
with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Henry H. Bletsoe & Son (VF/080) Objects to the exclusion of land on Thrapston 
Road, Woodford  which is related to built 
form of the settlement 

Land is overgrown land on the edge of the 
settlement that appears undeveloped and 
excluded in accordance with written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

JB Planning Associates (VF/015) Preparation of SPG for village frameworks is 
premature and it would be preferable if work 
is integrated with LDF preparation taking into 
account future development needs 

The SPG is an interim measure interpreting 
existing Local Plan policies. Local 
Development Documents will be produced 
taking into account future development needs 
and local aspirations. This is stated at paragraph 
3.4 of the SPG. 

Land to the north of the allocated site in 
Brigstock, off Back Lane should be included 
within the village framework.  

Land comprises open fields on the perimeter of 
the built up part of the village and is excluded in 
line with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

John Martin and Associates for Mr. and Mrs. Land at Kennel Hill, Brigstock is identified in Buildings contribute towards the main built up 
Andrews (VF/012) the Local Plan for residential development area. The remaining land is open paddock 

and it therefore follows that the site is situated on the edge of the village and excluded 
included within the village framework as 
stated in Local Plan policy H12. Visually the 
site reads as part of the village. 

in accordance with written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party that 
buildings are included  but open paddock land 
is excluded 



Mr. A. Jones (VF/010) Additional low cost housing should be 
considered for Brigstock. Land on Lyveden 
Road is the best location for this 
development. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend no change 

Land to the north of Newtown, Brigstock 
should be considered for development 

Large part of the site has planning permission 
for residential development and is included in 
village framework. The remainder comprises 
gardens on the edge of the village which are 
excluded in accordance with the written 
definition. It is not the role of this SPG to 
identify land suitable for development. This 
must be considered in the preparation of the 
LDF. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party to 
include land which has permission to be 
developed and to exclude the remainder. 

The curtilage of Manor House, Brigstock 
should be included within the village 
framework and would conform to guiding 
principle 5 

Garden is within the built up area which is 
defined by Harper’s Brook and potential for 
development is severely constrained by its 
relationship to the floodplain 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include 

The protection afforded to important open 
land should be strengthened. 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 



Mr. Melton (VF/056) 

Land to the west of Bridge Street should be 
designated as important open land 

Planning policy in relation to Brigstock Camp 
should be tightened to prevent inappropriate 
developments. 

Further infill development should be 
discouraged. 

Stricter controls should be exerted over the 
use of building materials. 

Damage is being done to the rural 
environment by insensitive highway and 
associated works 
Objects to boundary cutting through garden at 
6 Station Road, Nassington. 

Garden at 6 Station Road, Nassington was 
included within the previous village envelope. 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 

See above 

Garden is excluded in accordance with the 
written definition which states that gardens on 
the edge of the village, within the curtilages, of 
dwellings do not fall within the confines of the 
village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Previous village envelope is not relevant. The 
purpose of the SPG is to delineate the written 
definition contained in the adopted Local Plan. 
This states that gardens on the edge of the 
village, within the curtilages, of dwellings do 
not fall within the confines of the village 



Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

P.W. Mommersteeg (VF/023) Village envelope should include land between 
School House and the corner of Bidewell 
Lane, Caldecott 

The district contains a wide diversity of 
settlements. To ensure a consistent approach the 
criteria used to identify settlements was based 
upon size, location and character of 
development. In general, clusters of ten or more 
sound buildings which are closely related to the 
main built up area have been identified by 
village frameworks. Land between School 
House and the corner of Bidewell Lane is not 
defined by village framework because of small 
number and scattered nature of the buildings. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

R.L. Newton & C. G. Newton (VF/054) Objects to boundary through gardens. Gardens are excluded in accordance with the 
written definition which states that gardens or 
former gardens on the edge of the village, 
within the curtilages, of dwellings do not fall 
within the confines of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Concerned that the exclusion of garden land 
restricts people from erecting garden sheds 
and greenhouses. 

Permitted development rights are not affected 
and garden sheds and greenhouses are generally 
allowed subject to size. 
Recommend: no change 

Objects that boundary excludes areas that are It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 



ideal for small developments.  suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: no change 

The entrance to Nassington from See above 
Fotheringhay is an area that could be 
developed. 

Land between the entrance to the playing See above 
field and 4 Fotheringhay Road is an area that 
could be developed 

D. W. Norman (VF/059) Nassington requires a small amount of 
development for it to prosper as a diverse 
community. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. The 
future development needs of rural settlements 
will be addressed through Local Development 
Documents. 
Recommend no change 

Mrs. L. M. Norman (VF/058) Prefers the previous village envelope for 
Nassington over the proposed village 
framework. 

Previous village envelope is not relevant to this 
SPG which provides clarification of the written 
definition contained in the adopted Local Plan. 

Boundary excludes development of Housing 
Association houses. 

Housing association development has not been 
granted planning permission and land remains 
excluded. 

The written definition contained in the Local 
Tight boundary line will drive the cost of land 
higher and therefore make houses more 

Plan provides a tight definition of village 
boundaries and is considered to be well used 



expensive forcing families and children from and largely satisfactory by development control 
the village. officers, and has generally been supported by 

Inspectors’ decisions at appeal. 
Mr. and Mrs. Padley (VF/062) Objects to tight boundary for Nassington and 

identifies three instances where the boundary 
should be amended; Manor Farm, Land 
adjacent 44 Station Road and 58 Station 
Road. 

See above 

Manor Farm, Church Street, Nassington is a 
farm on the peripheral of the village and is 
excluded in accordance with the written 
definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Land adjacent 44 Station Road, Nassington is an 
integral part of the main built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include. 

58 Station Road, Nassington is well set back 
from the established building line and drawn 
outside the boundary in accordance with the 
written definition that excludes buildings that 
are peripheral to the main built up area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Peter Inskip & Peter Jenkins Architects Village framework should be extended to Glasshouses are considered freestanding and 



(VF/098) include land to the south west of Cart Shed 
Cottage 

detached from the main built up area and 
excluded in line with written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Battery Store House should be included 
within the village framework 

Battery Stone Hosue is freestanding and 
detached from the main built up area 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude. 

Quartet Limited, Dr C. D. Lane (VF/008) Rural policies in general exclude all but the This comment is criticisng existing policy rather 
very prosperous or lucky from living in a than the guidance and the policy cannot be 
village. changed. 

Recommend no change 
Geoffrey Searle for Mr. R. Presscott (VF/036) Contrary to Policy H3 of the County 

Structure Plan in that the village frameworks 
do not take account of land adjoining villages. 

The SPG has been prepared as an interim 
measure to supplement policies H11, H12, 
EMP10 and EMP11 of the Local Plan. The 
definition of village frameworks is based on the 
written definition contained in the Local Plan 
and is critical to the application of these 
policies. Policy H3 of the Structure Plan has 
been taken into account in determining village 
frameworks, however at present the Council is 
not identifying sites for future planned growth 
and land adjoining villages is not included. 

Boundaries do not reflect the natural 
Village frameworks are based on Local Plan 
definition which indicates that the confines of 

boundaries of a settlement which 
encompasses protected open spacers and 

the village are defined by the main built up area. 
Open spaces and some gardens on the edge of 



gardens. 

Land off Lower Street, Great Addington 
should be included within the village 
boundary as it forms a natural part of the 
village and has a defensible boundary. 

villages are excluded in line with the written 
definition. 
Recommend: no change 

Undeveloped land on the edge of the village is 
not considered part of the main built up area and 
excluded in line with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

R.T. Smith (VF/035) Large part of garden to the rear of Huxloe 
House, Great Addington is excluded from the 
village framework 

Village framework identifies the existing built 
up area as defined by the written definition 
contained in the Local Plan. This states that 
gardens on the edge of the village, within the 
curtilages, of dwellings do not fall within the 
confines of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

SSR for resident of Clopton (VF/028) There is no policy basis within the adopted 
Local Plan for the SPG and frameworks 
should be reviewed as part of the forthcoming 
LDF process. 

Welcome the village framework for Clopton 

SPG is based on Local Plan policies H11, H12 
EMP10 and EMP11. 

Support welcomed. 
SSR for Charles Church (VF/017) There is no policy basis within the adopted 

Local Plan for the SPG. 

The written definition has been applied 
inconsistently particularly in relation to the 
curtilage of gardens. 

SPG is based on Local Plan policies H11, H12 
EMP10 and EMP11. 

Respondent provides no specific examples but 
guiding principles listed under paragraph 6.1 
have been used to ensure a consistent 



SSR for Mr. G. Fox (VF/082) 

It is not considered sufficient to argue that the 
draft SPG interprets the written definition 
contained within paragraph 4.58 of the 
adopted Local Plan as this is not a Plan 
“policy or proposal”, as required by 
paragraph 3.15 of PPG12 but merely 
explanatory text. 

Proposed village frameworks prevent 
opportunities for new development. It is 
essential that some new development is 
allowed within the villages. 

Land adjacent to Highgate House, Bulwick 
abuts development on three sides and has a 
strong hedged boundary to the north. It 
should be included within the boundary 

There is no policy basis within the adopted 
Local Plan for the SPG. Framework should be 
defined as part of the forthcoming LDF 
process. 

Notwithstanding the above objection, the 
SPG if adopted should be on an interim 
measure pending the publication of the 
relevant LDD to enable the village framework 
to be the subject of independent scrutiny. 

It is essential that consideration is given to 
suitable sites within and adjoining the built up 
area of the village to enable future 
development to be provided. 

interpretation of the written definition and a 
identical approach across the different villages. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend no change 

Land comprises an open field on the edge of the 
village which is not part of the main built up 
area and excluded in accordance with written  
definition 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 
SPG is based on Local Plan policies H11, H12 
EMP10 and EMP11. 

SPG states that the guidance is an interim 
measure until superseded by replacement 
policies as part of the new Local Development 
Framework 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This is must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: No change 



Boundary should be amended to include the 
garden of Gordonville, Twywell and The Old 
Bakery. 

Gordonville is situated on the edge of the 
village and its garden is excluded in accordance 
with the written definition contained in the 
Local Plan that states that gardens on the edge 
of the village, within the curtilages, of dwellings 
do not fall within the confines of the village. 
Garage at The Old Bakery are closely related to 
Providence House and form part of the built up 
area. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include land at the Old 

SSR for Mr. and Mrs. Hurst (VF/032) There is no policy basis within the adopted 
Local Plan for the SPG and village 
framework should be defined as part of the 
forthcoming LDF process. 

Bakery and exclude the garden of Gordonville. 
SPG is based on Local Plan policies H11, H12 
EMP10 and EMP11. 

Notwithstanding the above objection, the 
SPG if adopted should be on an interim 
measure pending the publication of the 
relevant LDD to enable the village framework 
to be the subject of independent scrutiny 

SPG states that the guidance is an interim 
measure until superseded by replacement 
policies as part of the new Local Development 
Framework 

It is essential that consideration is given to 
suitable sites within and adjoining the built up 
area of the village to enable future 
development to be provided. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend no change 

Suggest land to the rear of Kingswood, 
School Lane, Denford is included within the 

Garden is excluded in accordance with the 
written definition which states that gardens or 



village framework former gardens on the edge of the village, 
within the curtilages, of dwellings do not fall 
within the confines of the village. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

SSR for Howard Farms (VF/045) There is no policy basis within the adopted 
Local Plan for the SPG and village 
frameworks should be defined as part of the 
forthcoming LDF process. 

SPG is based on Local Plan policies H11, H12 
EMP10 and EMP11. 

Notwithstanding the above objection, the 
SPG if adopted should be on an interim 
measure pending the publication of the 
relevant LDD to enable the village framework 
to be the subject of independent scrutiny 

SPG states that the guidance is an interim 
measure until superseded by replacement 
policies as part of the new Local Development 
Framework 

It is essential that consideration is given to 
suitable sites within and adjoining the built up 
area of the village to enable future 
development to be provided. 

It is not the role of this SPG to identify land 
suitable for development. This must be 
considered in the preparation of the LDF. 
Recommend: no change 

Land at Rosary Farm, Park Street, Kings 
Cliffe should be included within the village 
framework and allocated for development 

The Piggeries are detached from the existing 
built up area and excluded in line with the 
written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

SSR for Mr. & Mrs. Grant (VF/065) There is no policy basis within the adopted SPG expands on Local Plan policies H11, H12 
Local Plan for the SPG.  EMP10 and EMP11. 



Newton Bromswold has a sufficient group of Newton Bromswold has not been identified by 
dwellings to warrant a village framework. village framework because of its small 
Exclusion would be inconsistent with other dispersed form and its isolated nature. 
small villages such as Lilford or Luddington.  

M. R. Stephenson (VF/024) The existing tight definition of village Noted 
frameworks should be retained. 

Mr. C. Stewart & Mrs. M. Stewart (VF/061) Land adjacent to 30 Woodnewton Road, 
Nassington has planning permission. This 
should be included within the village 
framework. 

Agree land has planning permission and 
committed development will form part of the 
main built up area 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include land. 

Oppose any development on land to the south 
of Woodnewton Road, Nassington 

This is not a matter for SPG but is something 
that can be considered through the preparation 
of LDF 
Recommend: no change 

E. Sutcliffe (VF/094) Land to the north of Alledge Drive, 
Woodford is included within the boundary 
because its limited size and awkward shape 
prevents it from being used for agricultural 
purposes. 

Overgrown parcel of land is not part of the 
existing built up area and excluded in line with 
written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Wilbraham Associates Ltd for Burghley 
House Trust (VF/027) 

SPG is not consistent with policy H3 of the 
Structure Plan. 

The SPG has been prepared as an interim 
measure to supplement policies H11, H12, 
EMP10 and EMP11 of the Local Plan. The 

SPG is not an appropriate mechanism for 
defining village frameworks which should be 
identified through the LDF preparation 
process. 

definition of village frameworks is based on the 
written definition contained in the Local Plan 
and is critical to the application of these 
policies. Policy H3 of the Structure Plan has 
been taken into account in determining village 



Illustration of village frameworks should be 
deferred until the preparation of the LDF. 

Village framework should be drawn to reflect 
the environment of the villages. 

SPG does not constitute a Local Plan 
Proposals Map. 

Principle one has been given more weight 
than other guiding principles. 

frameworks, however at present the Council is 
not identifying sites for future planned growth 
and land adjoining villages is not considered. 
Clearly long term boundaries are more 
appropriately determined through LDF process 
and will be amended accordingly following 
appropriate consultation. 

The purpose of the SPG is to illustrate the 
written definition and provide clarity and 
certainty for all. 

It is important to note that the framework is a 
policy line applying Local Plan policies to a 
specific area, thereby giving a sound basis for 
development control purposes. It does not 
attempt to define village limits in physical or 
social terms.  

Agree. This is not the intention of the SPG. The 
maps contained in the document will form a 
material consideration in the planning decision 
making process. 

All principles have been considered in a holistic 
way and given equal weight to ensure village 
frameworks are delineated in a consistent 
manner. 

The car park is located on the edge of the built 



Collyweston Slater public house car park is 
part and parcel of the built up area and should 
be included within the village framework 

up area and lets the countryside permeate the 
village. As in Twywell and Slipton, the 
boundary has been drawn close to the public 
house. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

The boundary for Easton-on-the-Hill does not 
reflect the extent of the built up area. 

No specific example is given but guiding 
principles have been used to ensure the written 
definition has been interpreted in a consistent 
manner. 

Wythe Holland Partnership (VF/088) Land to the rear of The Wool Barn, Upper 
Benefield should be included within the 
village framework 

Recommend: no change 
Undeveloped land to the rear of The Wool Barn 
is not part of the built up area and excluded in 
line with the written definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

It is logical to include land adjacent to 
Magnolia House, Upper Benefield within the 
village framework 

Overgrown land contains corrugated barn but is 
not considered part of the built up area and 
excluded in accordance with the written 
definition. 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to exclude 

Land adjacent to Winward, Main Street, 
Upper Benefield should be included within 
the village framework 

Undeveloped land situated on the edge of the 
village is not part of the built up area and 
excluded in accordance with the written 
definition 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 



Other Matters Planning and Licensing Committee on 9th 

June 2004 minded to approve application for 
residential development accepting Home 
Farm, Thurning is within the village confines.  

Planning permission approved on 21 July 
2004 for residential development at 43 High 
Street, Brigstock subject to site investigation 
in terms of contamination and flood risk 
assessment. 

Changes resulting from representations to the 
boundary at the rear of Snowdrop Cottage, 
Brigstock means it is common sense to 
include adjacent allotment land. 

Planning permission granted for dwelling at 
32a Station Road, Nassington. 

recommendation to exclude 

Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include Home Farm, 
Thurning in village framework.. 

Implementation of permission will make the site 
part of the main built up area 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include 

Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include allotment land 

Implementation of permission at 32a Station 
Road, Nassington will make the site part of the 
main built up area 
Recommend: Report to LDF working party with 
recommendation to include 


