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Executive summary 

The definition of settlement boundaries has been a sensitive issue throughout the Rural North, 
Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) process (since 2004/5) to date. Previously, this matter 
was considered within the context of the 2001 Structure Plan; the initial work on defining 
settlement boundaries for villages (known as “village frameworks”) being undertaken during 
summer 2002. 

Full details of earlier work undertaken on settlement boundaries is set out in “Village Planning 
Boundaries: Consolidation of work on village planning boundaries” (DOC330, January 2008). 
This document provides an update to “Village Planning Boundaries”, through a comprehensive 
review of the village boundaries on the submitted RNOTP Proposals Map. 

It explains the thought processes and rationale behind the process of reviewing settlement 
boundaries during December 2008 – February 2009. A number of changes to settlement 
boundaries have been proposed following this review; full details are set out in this document 
and the “Schedule of proposed changes to the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan and 
Proposals Map (13 February 2009)”. 

Corporate outcomes 

The study contributes to the following corporate outcomes: 

•	 Good reputation with customers and regulators 

•	 Good quality of life in East Northamptonshire – cleaner, safer, prosperous, healthier and 
sustainable 

•	 Strong community leadership 

•	 Knowledge of our customers and communities 
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1.0	 Introduction 

1.1	 Purpose of this report – Background 

1.1.1	 The definition of settlement boundaries has been a sensitive issue throughout the Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) process (since 2004/5) to date. With the 
exception of the proposed site allocation at Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd, Oundle (RNOTP 
Policy OUN3(1)), settlement boundaries have consistently attracted the largest number 
of representations at the various statutory consultation stages. 

1.1.2	 The consultation on the RNOT Preferred Options (January – March 2006) attracted 
over 80 representations regarding individual settlement boundaries (DOC317, 
paragraph 7.1). Similarly, around 60 representations were received in response to the 
submission RNOTP (January – February 2008) proposing amendments to particular 
boundaries, while approximately further 40 representations proposed alternative site 
allocations which would also entail changes to a settlement boundary (DOC1002). 

1.1.3	 Given the large number of representations received at the RNOTP submission 
consultation stage (11 January – 22 February 2008) relating to settlement boundaries, 
the issue was discussed at the RNOTP Examination Hearing sessions held on 16 
October 2008. Settlement boundaries for the following villages were considered in 
detail at the 16 October Hearing sessions: 

• Islip; 

• Lilford; 

• Titchmarsh. 

1.1.4	 During the Hearing sessions, the Inspector explained that the RNOTP Examination 
process does not provide scope for individual representations to be considered alone. 
Instead, these could only be considered as examples, in assessing whether the overall 
approach to defining settlement boundaries is sound and has been consistently applied. 
The Inspector’s conclusions on this matter are set out is his “Note on further work 
required in order to establish that the DPD is sound” (paragraph 13, 31 October 2008). 
The Inspector concluded that: “The basic approach is a sound one but my confidence in 
the consistency of application has been undermined by the representations made on 
the submitted DPD”, also noting that: “The Council have admitted errors in definition”. 

1.1.5	 The Inspector requested that “the boundaries be re-examined on the ground to ensure 
that they represent an up-to-date assessment strictly in accordance with the stated 
criteria”. This document sets out the methodology utilized in reviewing and updating 
settlement boundaries, in order to ensure that these are consistently defined in 
accordance with the stated criteria. 

1.2	 Earlier work on defining settlement boundaries 

1.2.1	 The Northamptonshire Structure Plan (March 2001) set out a requirement for local 
planning authorities to establish the village confines and identify these in Local Plans. 
In response, East Northamptonshire Council began an extensive project to develop 
settlement boundaries during summer 2002. Full details of earlier work undertaken on 
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settlement boundaries is set out in “Village Planning Boundaries: Consolidation of work 
on village planning boundaries” (DOC330, January 2008). 

1.3	 Key factors in the Inspector’s decision to request village 
settlement boundaries to be comprehensively reviewed 

1.3.1	 In his note (paragraph 13), the Inspector recognized that settlement boundaries were 
subject to extensive, ongoing consultation during the early stages in the RNOTP 
process and before (2002-5). The Inspector’s concerns in his note arose predominantly 
from the Examination Hearing session on the Lilford village boundary, with particular 
reference to the former glasshouses at Lilford Park, south of “The Hay Loft” and west of 
“The Hermitage”. 

1.3.2	 In the emerging work for defining the settlement boundary for Lilford, the former 
glasshouses were previously excluded, as these were considered to be “structures 
which are obviously detached from, or peripheral to, the main built up area”. However, 
as explained by Appendix 1 of DOC330 (p21), in a meeting with the Ward Member in 
January 2005 the “inclusion of land opposite The Hermitage” was supported. 

1.3.3	 In the earlier (2002) settlement boundary for Lilford, the former glasshouses had been 
previously excluded, as these were considered to be “structures which are obviously 
detached from, or peripheral to, the main built up area”. However, as explained by 
Appendix 1 of DOC330 (p21), this decision was later reversed. 

1.3.4	 In responding to this issue at the Examination Hearing session on 16 October 2008, 
officers were forced to concede that the Lilford boundary had been incorrectly drawn 
when considered against the criteria for defining settlement boundaries. It appears that 
this is principally what led the Inspector to conclude that the village boundaries need to 
be comprehensively reviewed in order to ensure that the criteria have been consistently 
applied. 

1.4	 Scope of this study 

1.4.1	 As stated above, this study explains the background to the Inspector’s request for a 
reassessment of settlement boundaries for villages to be undertaken. Section 2.0 
(below) sets out the methodology and data sources utilized in this reassessment. It is 
emphasized that the Inspector has found the overall approach to defining settlement 
boundaries to be sound, so this study serves as a review of settlement boundaries 
against the particular criteria for defining these. 

1.4.2	 Section 3.0 summarizes the principal findings of the settlement boundary review, with 
reference to particular factors which have arisen during the earlier work on settlement 
boundaries (prior to 2006). Finally, Section 4.0 puts forward recommendations for 
individual changes to settlement boundaries. Full details of the reassessment/ review 
are set out in appendices 1 and 2. 
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2.0	 Methodology and data sources utilized in reassessing village 
boundaries 

2.0.1	 This study/ reassessment of settlement boundaries is undertaken in respect of those 
villages with defined settlement boundaries shown in the submission RNOTP and 
Proposals Map. Those villages covered by the reassessment consist of: 

•	 Local and Smaller Service Centres (RNOTP Policy 1(2) and 1(3)) – King’s Cliffe, 
Nassington and Warmington; 

•	 Category A Network Villages in the submission RNOTP – 34 villages, listed in 
submission RNOTP paragraph 4.5; 

•	 Additional Category A Network Villages, Lowick and Wadenhoe, identified 
through the Settlement Hierarchy paper (January 2009). 

2.0.2	 Certain settlements are excluded by this study; the rationale for this is set out below. 
Settlements not covered by the reassessment consist of: 

•	 Urban areas – Oundle and Thrapston; 

•	 Category B Network Villages in the submission RNOTP – 10 villages, listed in 
submission RNOTP paragraph 4.6; Lowick and Wadenhoe reclassified as 
Category A villages, with Luddington in the Brook reclassified as open 
countryside (Settlement Hierarchy paper). 

2.1	 Justification for excluding urban areas and Category B villages 
from this study 

2.1.1	 Initially, it was considered that the most appropriate approach was to review boundaries 
for all settlements in the Plan area. The settlement boundaries for Oundle and 
Thrapston were defined by a different set of criteria to the villages. These are set out in 
the RNOT Preferred Options document (paragraphs 6.4-6.5) and the Schedule of 
proposed changes (13 February 2009). 

2.1.2	 It is noted that the Inspector’s note only identifies concerns in respect of village 
settlement boundaries. One representation in respect of the settlement boundary for 
Oundle was received at the submission RNOTP consultation stage (DOC1002) 
regarding Dairy Farm, Stoke Hill, Oundle (D Bierton, representation 00344). This 
argues that the entire site ought to be included in the settlement boundary in order to 
ensure that development proposals for the site are viable. Dairy Farm is being 
separately considered as a possible site allocation through the emerging Roger Tym 
and Partners work: the North Northamptonshire SHLAA and Sustainability Assessment 
of Sites; which will be submitted to the Inspector alongside this paper. 

2.1.3	 With the exception of the Dairy Farm representation, no other evidence has been 
submitted concerning possible irregularities in the application of the above criteria to the 
Oundle and Thrapston settlement boundaries. Corrections to the Oundle settlement 
boundary had previously been identified at the Preferred Options consultation stage, 
January – March 2006 (DOC317, section 7) and were taken on board in the RNOTP 
submission document. Any further amendments to settlement boundaries for Oundle 
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and Thrapston have been assessed as potential site allocations and addressed through 
the Roger Tym work. 

2.1.4	 The definition of settlement boundaries for Category B villages was considered during 
the early “village frameworks” boundary assessment (2002-5). By the Preferred 
Options consultation stage (January 2006), however, the delineation of settlement 
boundaries for Restraint (Category B) villages was not considered appropriate 
(DOC230, paragraph 6.13). Given that no settlement boundaries for Category B 
villages were proposed in the submission RNOTP, these are not therefore considered 
further in this study. 

2.2	 Criteria for assessing village settlement boundaries (King’s Cliffe, 
Nassington, Warmington and Category A villages) 

2.2.1	 The Village Planning Boundaries paper (DOC330, January 2008) describes the earlier 
methodology by which initial draft settlement boundaries were drawn. These were 
progressively revised and redrawn through successive informal consultations during 
2002-5. The criteria by which village settlement boundaries were defined were then 
formally approved by the Council’s Strategy Committee on 21 November 2005 (Agenda 
Item 8 attachment, p14). The Strategy Committee resolved: “That the Head of 
Planning Services be authorised, in consultation with the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman of Strategy Committee, to agree the final draft of the Preferred Options 
document for Oundle, Thrapston and the Rural North for public consultation early 
in 2006” (Item 285). The approved settlement boundary criteria were then set out in the 
RNOTP Preferred Options document (DOC230, paragraph 6.7). 

2.2.2	 The RNOTP approach to defining village settlement boundaries is also endorsed in the 
adopted Core Spatial Strategy: 

•	 CSS Policy 1, 3rd paragraph: “In the remaining rural area development will 
take place on sites within village boundaries, subject to criteria to be set 
out in development plan documents.” 

•	 CSS Policy 1, 3rd paragraph: “Development adjoining village boundaries will 
only be justified where it involves the re-use of buildings or, in exceptional 
circumstances, it can be clearly demonstrated that it is required in order to 
meet local needs for employment, housing or services.” 

•	 CSS paragraph 3.14: “Given the need for overall rural restraint of 
development, village boundaries will closely relate to the main built up area 
and there are unlikely to be major changes from the way village boundaries 
have been defined in existing Development Plans.” 

2.2.3	 The criteria for defining village settlement boundaries in the Preferred Options 
document (DOC230, paragraph 6.7) were developed through a review of the written 
village boundary criteria in the 1996 Local Plan (DOC210, paragraph 4.58). This 
approach is also clearly endorsed by the adopted CSS. The RNOTP criteria for 
defining settlement boundaries are set out below. 

2.2.4	 In terms of extant planning permissions, settlement boundaries have been updated to 
31 March/ 1 April 2008. The submitted settlement boundaries were drawn with 
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reference to extant planning permissions at 31 March 2005 (Preferred Options, 
paragraph 6.4), so this review has presented an opportunity to update the settlement 
boundaries to take account of recent planning permissions. 

2.2.5	 Firstly, village boundaries need not be contiguous. It may be appropriate given 
the nature and form of the settlement to define two or more separate elements. In 
the case of King’s Cliffe, Nassington, Warmington and the Category A Network 
Villages the following guiding principles have been used to define the settlement 
boundary: 

A.	 existing employment uses, caravan sites or leisure uses on the edge of 
villages which are obviously detached from, or peripheral to, the main 
built up area are excluded; 

B.	 free standing, individual or groups of less than 10 dwellings, nearby 
farm buildings or other structures which are obviously detached from, or 
peripheral to, the main built up area are excluded; 

C.	 public open spaces and undeveloped areas of land on the edge of 
villages are excluded; 

D.	 the curtilages of dwellings are included unless the land has the capacity 
to extend the built form of the village; 

E.	 areas of land currently with planning permission at 1 April 2008 which 
adjoin the built up area are included; and 

F.	 proposed allocations are included. 

2.2.6	 During the Examination Hearing sessions for settlement boundaries (16 October 2008), 
it became apparent that in some cases these criteria had not been applied consistently 
in the submitted RNOTP Proposals Map Insets, most notably in the case of Lilford. This 
concern was reflected in the Inspector’s note, which entailed the need to 
comprehensively review village settlement boundary. 

2.3	 Methodology and data sources for village settlement boundary 
assessment 

2.3.1	 During December 2008 and January 2009, officers undertook a comprehensive 
reassessment of village settlement boundaries, against the criteria set out above. This 
work was carried out through the following steps: 

1.	 Site allocation representations made in response to the RNOTP submission 
document (11 January – 22 February 2008) were considered by officers. 
These had been previously summarized in the “Statement of Site Allocation 
Representations” (DOC1002, March 2008). 

2.	 Officers undertaking this work then widened this initial work by 
comprehensively considering the submitted settlement boundaries 
(RNOTP Proposals Map Insets) against the agreed criteria above. Where 
the officers had questions as to the rationale for defining the settlement 
boundary in a particular location, this was recorded. 
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3.	 Thirdly, the list of settlement boundary queries was considered against 
earlier settlement boundary survey maps, prepared in 2002 (DOC330/ 
DOC1035). In many cases, officer notes written on these draft maps 
specifically stated the rationale for where the settlement boundary had 
been drawn and these were taken “as read” where they meet the published 
criteria. 

4.	 In cases where earlier officer notes did not clearly set out the reasoning 
behind the definition of a particular boundary, any possible settlement 
boundary amendments have been assessed in detail. 

2.3.2	 Initially, the 2002 settlement boundary survey maps have provided many answers as to 
the initial reasoning for putting forward boundaries in particular places. Similarly, the 
subsequent updates (2002-5) have, in many cases, provided an evidence trail as to 
how the submission boundaries have been developed and amended up until the 
RNOTP Preferred Options stage (January 2006). 

2.3.3	 Nevertheless, a number of queries were identified where the reasoning for defining a 
village boundary in a particular location was unclear from earlier survey maps and 
notes. These locations are where this new settlement boundary review has been 
focused. 

2.4	 Residential garden curtilages on the periphery of villages 

2.4.1	 The initial officer review of submitted settlement boundaries has identified criterion D 
(paragraph 2.2.2, above) as the principal factor where debate/ uncertainty about the 
positioning of individual settlement boundaries has occurred. This is due to the need for 
a judgment to be made as to whether a particular domestic or group of gardens has the 
capacity to extend the built form of the village. The flowchart below provides an 
illustration of the thought process undertaken during this review (December 2008/ 
January 2009) in arriving at a conclusion, with reference to settlement boundary 
criterion D. 

2.4.2	 In considering settlement boundaries against criterion D, there is a presumption that 
dwellings, together with their curtilages, will be included within the settlement 
boundary. Only where it is unequivocally concluded that curtilage land on the periphery 
of a village would have the capacity to extend the built form of a village, has this been 
excluded from the settlement boundary. 
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No 

Criterion D 
Does dwelling 
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Assess 
against 
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B, C, E, F 

No 
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dwellinghouse 
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main built form of 
the village, e.g. by 
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Yes 

No 
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from 
settlement 
boundary 

Exclude 
garden land/ 
outbuildings 
with capacity 
to extend built 
form of village 
from 
settlement 
boundary 

Include 
property 
within 
settlement 
boundary 

Figure 1: Approach to defining settlement boundaries at dwellinghouses on the periphery of villages 
(criteria B and D) 

2.4.3	 The Figure 1 flowchart reveals three possible outcomes in respect of individual 
properties: 

•	 Exclusion or partial exclusion of garden land and outbuildings on the periphery of 
villages where these have been identified as having the capacity to extend the 
built form of the village; 

•	 Inclusion of dwellinghouse and its entire curtilage within the settlement boundary; 
or 

•	 Exclusion of entire property from settlement boundary. 

2.4.4	 The partial exclusion of garden land where this has the capacity to extend the built form 
of the village is similarly challenging. The main concern surrounding this particular 
issue is where the settlement boundary line should be drawn, in the event that this does 
not follow physical boundaries. In the majority of cases, boundaries have been drawn 
where these can be related to nearby physical features on the ground. 

2.4.5	 The criteria for defining settlement boundaries were developed in order to “ensure a 
consistent approach was taken towards defining village confines” (DOC1035, LDF 
Working Party, 23 July 2002, Appendix 2 paragraph 4.4). These criteria include 
domestic curtilages, unless this land has the capacity to extend the built form of the 
village. The Local Plan previously excluded all gardens or former garden curtilages on 
the periphery from the village confines (DOC210, paragraph 4.58); this slight change in 
the approach to defining village boundaries was deemed to be necessary in order to 
“enable this definition to be translated into lines on a map” (DOC1035, paragraph 4.4). 
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2.4.6	 Overall, where particular queries about settlement boundaries have been identified, the 
analysis and reasoning behind each decision on a particular piece of land is 
summarized in Section 3.0 (below) and fully explained in appendices 1 and 2. 

2.5	 Other criteria/ considerations – land in non-residential use on the 
periphery of villages 

2.5.1	 Consideration of land in non-residential uses on the periphery of villages presents fewer 
problems than the difficulties which sometimes occur in defining settlement boundaries 
which do not follow defined physical features. It is generally straightforward to identify 
which buildings on the periphery of settlements are in non-residential usage, i.e. 
agriculture or other business uses. Similarly, public open spaces and sports facilities 
(criterion C) on the periphery of settlements are easy to identify through the use of 
aerial photography (“Google Earth” etc). 

2.5.2	 The flowchart below (Figure 2) describes the process by which any revisions made to 
settlement boundaries were considered in respect of non-residential uses around the 
periphery of villages (paragraph 2.2.2 above, criteria A, B, C, E and F). 
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Criterion C Are open 
spaces/ undeveloped sites 
on the edge of village 
excluded from settlement 
boundary? 

Yes 

Settlement 
boundary 
correctly 
defined: No 
change 

No 

Settlement 
boundary 
change needs 
to be 
considered 

Can boundary be reviewed/ 
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Yes 

No 

Criteria E/ Are 
extant planning 
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residential development 
included within 
settlement boundary? 

No 

Revise settlement 
boundary to 
include area with 
planning 
permission 

Consider 
settlement 
boundary with 
reference to OS 
Map/ aerial 
photograph 

Consider 
settlement 
boundary 
through site 
visit 

Figure 2: Settlement boundary assessment process for land in non-residential usage on the periphery of 
villages (criteria A, B, C, E and F) 

2.5.3	 The process is described through to the need to analyze settlement boundaries, initially 
through a desk based assessment (i.e. by referring to aerial photography and Ordnance 
Survey base maps) then, where this was inconclusive, by site visits. Extant planning 
permissions have been checked by reference to development control records. 

2.5.4	 Overall, it is considered that the methodology described in Section 2.0 of this document 
provides a sufficiently robust and comprehensive approach in order to ensure that 
settlement boundaries have now been consistently applied. The key findings from this 
process are summarized in Section 3.0, below. 
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3.0	 Key findings from the December 2008/ January 2009 
settlement boundary review process 

3.0.1	 The methodology and assessment process described in Section 2.0 above has 
inevitably identified a number of queries about the reasoning behind the decisions to 
define a particular settlement boundary. As stated, in Section 2.1 above, this study has 
considered all of the settlement boundaries shown on the submission Proposals Map, 
not just those individual sites which have been the subject of representations. 

3.0.2	 Many sites have been analyzed; the full dataset for this review is set out in appendices 
1 and 2. This section of the study identifies particular recurring queries in respect of 
settlement boundaries. Particular examples will be referenced to illustrate these key 
findings. 

3.0.3	 Where settlement boundary anomalies or potential changes have been identified, these 
have then been subjected to a more detailed analysis. This involved assessing these 
against the following questions: 

•	 Which of the settlement boundary criteria (paragraph 2.2.2, above) most 
appropriately identifies the rationale for the defined boundary? 

•	 Do aerial photographs (East Northamptonshire Council “Local View”: www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/Localview or “Google Earth”) or Ordnance Survey base 
maps provide information or evidence as to the reasoning behind the definition of 
a particular settlement boundary? 

•	 Do earlier records (e.g. officer notes, Working Party minutes etc) provide a 
reasoning or justification for the delineation of a settlement boundary? 

•	 Do anomalies or queries to the submission RNOTP Proposals Map settlement 
boundaries follow any particular pattern? 

3.0.4	 This section considers the findings of the village settlement boundary review in respect 
of each of the settlement boundary criteria (A-F). 

3.1	 Preliminary stages in boundary review 

3.1.1	 Given the sensitive nature of village settlement boundaries, the working party of officers 
and members (set up 19 November 2008) agreed that it would be beneficial to 
undertake a preliminary consultation with relevant Ward Members and Parish Councils. 
Accordingly, a letter, together with the Inspector’s Note, was sent to relevant people on 
7 January, with responses requested by Friday, 23 January 2009 at the latest 
(Appendix 3). 

3.1.2	 Responses were received from six Parish Councils: 

•	 Barnwell 

•	 Brigstock 

•	 Glapthorn 

•	 Hemington, Luddington & Thurning 

•	 Oundle 

East Northamptonshire Council Page 15 of 69 

RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN: REVIEWING VILLAGE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 

Version 2.0, 9 February 2009 

Author: Michael Burton, Senior Planning Policy Officer 



•	 Woodford 

3.1.3	 In all cases, these either expressed support for/ satisfaction with the submission 
settlement boundary, or reiterated previous representations. Oundle Town Council put 
forward four possible sites for inclusion within the town’s development boundary. This 
study does not consider settlement boundaries for the urban areas, which are 
considered through the emerging Sustainability Assessment of Sites (Roger Tym & 
Partners). 

3.1.4	 A workshop for relevant Ward Members was held on Thursday, 29 January 2009, when 
preliminary findings of this study were presented and discussed. 

3.2	 Criterion A: Existing non-residential development on the 
periphery of villages – “existing employment uses, caravan sites 
or leisure uses on the edge of villages which are obviously 
detached from, or peripheral to, the main built up area” 

3.2.1	 This criterion has raised few questions in respect of individual settlement boundaries. 
This is due to the fact that existing non-residential uses are normally easy to identify, 
using aerial photography (“Google Earth”/ East Northamptonshire Council’s “Local 
View”) and Ordnance Survey Mastermap data. Four sites or possible amendments to 
village boundaries have been considered in respect of Criterion A: 

•	 Brigstock – Kennels, Kennel Hill – Saved Local Plan site allocation (BR1-B), but 
proposed for deletion when RNOTP is adopted; excluded; considered to be 
“leisure uses”. 

•	 Easton on the Hill – Exeter Arms/ business uses south of Stamford Road – 
clearly separated from village by A43. 

•	 Great Addington – Land rear of Redlands/ Tea Tree Cottage, Main Street – 
Certificate of Lawfulness for residential use (caravan), but excluded under 
criterion A, with respect to “caravan sites”. 

•	 Lutton – Village hall excluded from settlement boundary, as this is a 
freestanding building detached from the main built up area 

3.2.2	 With the exception of Lutton, the assessment of sites against criterion A has not 
resulted in any recommendations for changes to settlement boundaries. 

3.3	 Criterion B: Freestanding dwellings, domestic or agricultural 
buildings on the periphery of villages – “free standing, 
individual or groups of less than 10 dwellings, nearby farm 
buildings or other structures which are obviously detached from, 
or peripheral to, the main built up area” 

3.3.1	 A large number of redundant agricultural or peripheral domestic buildings have been 
considered in respect of settlement boundaries. Certain common factors relating to 
criterion B settlement boundary sites have been identified through this review. 
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3.3.2	 Broadly, sites assessed against criterion B consist of: 

•	 Isolated groups of less than 10 dwellings – considered in respect of groups of 
properties at Aldwincle, Clopton (west), Laxton, Lutton, Thorpe Waterville (former 
station buildings) and Thurning; a group to the south of Aldwincle was found to 
consist of 10 dwellings, though freestanding groups of dwellings at these other 
villages all equate to less than 10 units. 

•	 Redundant farm buildings – several groups of farm buildings on the edge of 
villages were put forward at various stages as alternative site allocation 
proposals, though in all cases these are easy to identify as non-residential 
properties (as with criterion A). 

•	 Domestic garages/ “lock ups” – At earlier stages in the process (2002/3), groups 
of garages on the periphery of villages were excluded; all have been reviewed 
through this study. 

3.3.3	 In the case of detached groups of dwellings, the decision as to whether or not to 
designate a settlement boundary is principally based upon whether such a group is 
made up of 10 or more dwellings. A further example is identified at Easton on the Hill, 
where a group of 15 dwellings south of the A43 (79-105 Stamford Road) has now been 
designated a separate part of the village with its own settlement boundary, despite 
having been classified as “open countryside” in the submission RNOTP. Isolated or 
scattered groups of dwellings such as around former Thorpe Waterville station and 
south of Thurning are excluded, as these are considered to be separated from the main 
built up area of each village. 

3.3.4	 Farms and agricultural buildings at Aldwincle, Bulwick, Clopton, Glapthorn, Lilford, 
Stoke Doyle and Thurning have all been assessed against criterion B, in most cases in 
response to site allocation representations received during the submission phase 
consultation (11 January – 22 February 2008), which proposed the inclusion of 
individual farms. The farmhouse, as a domestic property, has been included within the 
settlement boundary unless clearly detached from the main village, while other 
agricultural buildings are excluded under the terms of criterion B. 

3.3.5	 Most numerous, however, are groups of garages/ “lock ups” on the edge of villages. 
The early village boundary surveys (2002-4) strictly excluded all such buildings. During 
the 2008/9 review, however, groups of garages have been considered in terms of 
whether these are genuinely “peripheral to” the main built up area. 

3.3.6	 Where groups of garages are surrounded on at least three sides by built development 
these are included within the village boundary, not therefore being classified as 
“peripheral to” the settlement. Garage groups at Titchmarsh and Woodford have been 
identified which fall into this category, but were included within the settlement 
boundaries of these respective villages so no change to the boundaries are therefore 
proposed. Conversely, groups which have adjacent built development on less than 
three sides are considered to be peripheral to the main village and are therefore 
excluded, examples being identified at Easton on the Hill, Islip and Upper Benefield. 

East Northamptonshire Council Page 17 of 69 

RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN: REVIEWING VILLAGE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 

Version 2.0, 9 February 2009 

Author: Michael Burton, Senior Planning Policy Officer 



3.3.7	 Non domestic buildings and land falling within criterion B are generally easy to identify 
using aerial photography or Ordnance Survey data. Of all the factors included within 
criterion B, this review has found that the most difficult matter in assessing village 
boundaries is how individual dwellings on the periphery of villages should be classified 
as being “detached, or peripheral to, the main built up area”. Where properties are 
separated from the main built up area by physical features such as open space or 
watercourses, these are deemed to be separate from the main village. 

3.3.8	 Overall, around 10 changes to the submitted village boundaries have been proposed 
under criterion B through this review. Most numerous are changes identified in respect 
of groups of garages, though these generally relate to small, discrete areas. The most 
extensive change to a settlement boundary is proposed at Clopton Farm (west of 
Clopton), which is clearly separated from the main village and consists of less than 10 
dwellings, despite being within the settlement boundary in the submitted RNOTP 
Proposals Map. 

3.4	 Criterion C: public open spaces and undeveloped areas of 
land on the edge of villages 

3.4.1	 A number of undeveloped sites on the periphery of villages have been promoted as 
possible alternative development sites through the RNOTP process to date. A number 
of sites where this is the case, are considered through this study. Two particular cases 
are noted with pending planning applications or appeals for residential development, 
notably Denford (Kingswood) and Hemington (Walter’s Coppice) 

3.4.2	 Other areas of open space/ undeveloped land are being promoted through the RNOTP 
process as alternative sites. Examples of this are noted at Little Addington, Southwick, 
Sudborough, Tansor, Thurning, Titchmarsh, Twywell, Woodford and Woodnewton. It is 
clear in all of these cases that such areas do not meet the criteria for being included 
within the village boundary, generally greenfield land. In most cases, these have been 
proposed as alternative development sites through the submission Plan consultation 
process. Development on such sites might be considered where it can be 
demonstrated that the development is required to meet local needs (CSS Policy 1). 

3.4.3	 Allotments at King’s Arms Lane, Polebrook were included within the submission 
settlement boundary, as this land previously had an extant planning permission for a 
new village hall and car parking. However, this has never been implemented and has 
now expired. Accordingly, a change to the settlement boundary is proposed in order to 
exclude this land, classified as Important Open Land in the Local Plan (Policy EN20) 
from the village boundary. 

3.4.4	 Areas of open space at Harringworth and Titchmarsh were both included within the 
settlement boundary in the submission RNOTP. In both cases it appeared that these 
sites had been included in error, and should be excluded in order to accord with 
criterion C. Early village frameworks maps (2002-4) revealed that both sites had 
previously been excluded from the settlement boundary, but were subsequently 
included following ongoing discussions during earlier stages in the village frameworks/ 
settlement boundaries work. 
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3.4.5	 Three changes to village boundaries have been proposed in respect of criterion C. In 
all cases the reasoning and background to these corrections is clear. 

3.5	 Criterion D: curtilages of dwellings – “included unless land has 
the capacity to extend the built form of the village” 

3.5.1	 The majority of queries relating to settlement boundaries concern the curtilages of 
dwellings on the periphery of villages. The criteria mean that in some cases it has been 
necessary to define notional lines on a map, which do not follow physical features. This 
matter therefore raises substantial potential for individual settlement boundaries to be 
questioned. 

3.5.2	 The matter of notional lines on maps has been a concern since the earliest stages in 
attempting to define settlement boundaries for villages. When defining boundaries that 
do not follow a physical feature, these are drawn “to align with a neighbouring boundary 
to form a logical continuation of the boundary line” (DOC1035, LDF Working Party, 23 
July 2002, Appendix 2 paragraph 4.6). 

3.5.3	 Boundaries at individual properties with extensive garden curtilages have been tested 
by the following means: 

•	 Could the land physically accommodate additional development, over and above 
domestic outbuildings associated with the current use? 

•	 Is there access to the larger curtilage? 

•	 Would this be detrimental to the character of the village? 

3.5.4	 The issue of settlement boundaries and garden curtilages on the periphery has been 
contentious throughout the RNOTP process, as illustrated by the “Statement of Site 
Allocation Representations” (DOC1002, March 2008). In many cases, representations 
received at the submission RNOTP consultation stage (January/ February 2008) 
concerned the perceived loss of potentially developable garden curtilage land, and 
therefore a property’s loss of value. 

3.5.5	 This 2008/9 boundary review has analyzed previous representations received, but also 
gone beyond this, by comprehensively reviewing boundaries. Over 50 sites were 
considered by this review, with the justification and rationale for defining the boundary 
being questioned. In many cases, the capacity of land to extend the built form of a 
village in such a way as to affect its character is clear, so it was obvious that the 
boundary had been correctly drawn. 

3.5.6	 In a large number of instances, officer notes from early 2002 boundary surveys 
provided the reasoning and rationale for the definition of a boundary in a particular 
location. In many such cases, garden curtilages have been included within a settlement 
boundary in accordance with criterion D where there is no possible access. 

3.5.7	 Nevertheless, some sites have been identified through the process where a change is 
recommended, in order for criterion D to be met. In some cases, notably sites at 
Collyweston, Cotterstock, Denford, Hemington, Lutton, Little Addington, Slipton, 
Woodford and Woodnewton, tighter boundaries have been drawn as the curtilages of 
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particular properties are considered to have the capacity to extend the built form of 
these villages in a way that would affect their character. 

3.5.8	 A site has also been identified at Titchmarsh where the settlement boundary has been 
drawn “too tightly”. It was argued at the Examination Hearing session on 16 October 
2008 that the submission Plan settlement boundary to the rear of 69 High Street also 
bisects an extension to this property. This curtilage, together with those at 73-85 High 
Street, is not considered to have capacity to extend the built form of the village so it is 
proposed that the settlement boundary be extended to include this land (south of Brook 
Farm Cottage, 71 High Street). 

3.5.9	 A recent appeal (Holme Lea, Lutton) related to a proposal for an additional dwelling on 
the periphery of that village. While the whole site was within the submission Plan 
village boundary, the application was refused due, in part, to the impact of intensified 
development on the setting of the village. This decision was recently upheld on appeal, 
thereby demonstrating that the boundary has been correctly defined in respect of 
criterion D, so no change was therefore necessary. 

3.5.10 Overall, a large number of sites have been considered where the reasoning for drawing 
a settlement boundary in a particular location is inconclusive. This often relates to sites 
where the garden curtilage of a property is partially excluded. In a number of cases, 
however, changes to boundaries have been recommended where it is considered that 
particular rear or side gardens do have the capacity to extend the built form of a village. 
Appendices 1 and 2 the full officer analysis and justification for each site. 

3.6	 Criteria E and F: sites with extant planning permission and 
proposed allocations which adjoin the built up area 

3.6.1	 Where queries about a particular village boundary have been raised, in all cases 
officers checked the previous planning history. Settlement boundaries in the Preferred 
Options document (DOC230, Appendix 1) were defined taking account of extant 
planning permissions at 31 March 2005 (DOC230, paragraph 6.4). These have been 
checked and updated, using a base date of 31 March/ 1 April 2008. 

3.6.2	 Some changes to settlement boundaries have been identified with respect to this 
update. An update to the Polebrook boundary was identified through the Preferred 
Options consultation phase (January – March 2006) and the defined boundary in the 
submission RNOTP was amended accordingly. 

3.6.3	 Sites at Benefield (Upper) and Hemington have also been identified where planning 
permission was granted since April 2005. Accordingly, proposed updates to these 
boundaries were submitted to the Inspector (DOC1039) in October 2008. Earlier 
permissions at Polebrook and Yarwell were found to have lapsed and changes to the 
boundaries for these villages have been put forward to reflect this. 
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3.7	 Overview of village settlement boundary reassessment 

3.7.1	 The assessment of village boundaries against the various criteria (A-F) has revealed 
certain recurring issues. In the case of certain criteria (A, C, E, F), boundaries the 
reasoning behind decisions remains obvious. Other criteria such as B (outbuildings and 
detached properties on the edge of villages), the wording “peripheral to” is a major 
factor, with officers making judgments based upon interpretations of aerial photographs, 
Ordnance Survey maps and site visits. 

3.7.2	 Criterion D presents the most difficult issue, given that the exclusion of part of individual 
curtilages from particular dwellings may be perceived to affect property values by 
reducing the development potential. In many cases, earlier notes (2002-4) provided a 
detailed analysis of the reasoning for a village boundary to be drawn in a particular 
location. It is emphasized that, in the majority of cases, the boundaries were correctly 
defined in the submission RNOTP, but the number of proposed changes arising from 
this reassessment demonstrates that this study is thorough and comprehensive. 
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4.0	 Proposed changes to settlement boundaries 

4.0.1	 This section provides a summary list of proposed changes to settlement boundaries. 
Full assessment details are contained in appendices 1 and 2. 

Inset 
Map ref 

Location Site address Suggested change Criterion 

4 Nassington Garages, north of 
Eastfields Crescent 

Exclude garages from settlement 
boundary 

B 

4 Nassington Garages, adjacent to 
22 St Mary’s Close 

Exclude garages from settlement 
boundary 

B 

4 Nassington Land at Manor Farm, Exclude open space (Policy 22) C 
Church Street between 21 and 25 Church Street 

from settlement boundary 
5 Warmington Garages, Acremead Exclude garages from settlement 

boundary 
B 

11 Brigstock Garages adjacent to 3 
Grafton Road 

Exclude garages from settlement 
boundary 

B 

12 Bulwick Land rear of 25-28 
Main Street/ Old School 

Extend settlement boundary to 
include rear garden curtilages 

D 

13 Clopton Clopton Farm and 
adjacent dwellings 

Exclude freestanding dwellings 
from settlement boundary 

B 

13 Clopton Home Farm Exclude farm buildings north of 
“The Laurels” and “Pen y Bryn” 
dwellings from settlement 

B 

boundary 
14 Collyweston Rear gardens, 29-35 

The Drove 
Exclude rear gardens from 
settlement boundary 

D 

15 Cotterstock Land south of Exclude large garden curtilages D 
Stallingborough, Mill from settlement boundary 
Lane 

18 Denford Land east of 4 Duck 
End 

Exclude large garden curtilages 
from settlement boundary 

D 

20 Easton on Garages west of The Exclude garages from settlement B 
the Hill Crescent/ Westfields boundary 

20 Easton on 
the Hill 

79-105 Stamford Road Define new contiguous settlement 
boundary for properties 

B 

23 Great Access road, rear of Exclude access track to rear of A 
Addington Redlands/ Tea Tree 

Cottage, Main Street/ 
Lower Street 

properties and caravan plot 

24 Harringworth Open space, south of 
25 Seaton Road 

Exclude area of open space west 
of Seaton Road 

C 

25 Hemington Land adjacent to Extend settlement boundary to E 
Walter’s Coppice, Main include plot of land with extant 
Street planning permission 

25 Hemington The Bungalow, Main 
Street 

Exclude freestanding property, 
“The Bungalow” 

B 

26 Islip Garages, east of 37-41 
Nene View 

Exclude garages from settlement 
boundary 

B 

26 Islip Garages/ rear gardens, 
5-17 Nene View 

Exclude garages and long rear 
gardens 

B/D 

26 Islip Bath house, rear of 89 
Lowick Road 

Extend settlement boundary to 
include the bath house 

D 
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Inset 
Map ref 

Location Site address Suggested change Criterion 

27 Laxton 1 Main Street Exclude village green and large C/D 
garden to south of 1 Main Street 
(Criteria C and D) 

28 Lilford Glasshouses, adjacent Exclude glasshouses from B 
to The Hay Loft/ 
opposite The 

settlement boundary 

Hermitage 
29 Little Land rear of The Olde Exclude large rear gardens/ land D 

Addington Bakery/ Joy Cottage, 
Bakehouse Hill 

to rear of “The Olde Bakery” and 
“Joy Cottage” from settlement 
boundary 

31 Lowick Policies 1/2 – Define 3 contiguous 
settlement boundaries for built up 

n/a 

area of village (change in 
settlement hierarchy classification 
to Category A) 

32 Lutton Land north of The 
Elms, Main Street 

Exclude large rear garden at “The 
Elms” from settlement boundary 

D 

32 Lutton Village Hall, south of 
Milton Terrace 

Exclude village hall from 
settlement boundary 

A 

34 Polebrook Allotment gardens, Exclude allotments from E 
Kings Arms Lane settlement boundary, as planning 

permission has now lapsed 
35 Slipton Land to rear of Pear Exclude large rear garden at Pear D 

Tree House, Main Tree House from settlement 
Street boundary 

36 Southwick Garages, west of 16 
Brookside 

Exclude garages from settlement 
boundary 

B 

40 Thorpe Corner Cottage/ Extend settlement boundary to D/E 
Waterville Tollymore include full Corner Cottage and 

Tollymore garden curtilages 
41 Thurning Land north and south of Extend settlement boundary to D 

Stone Cottage include full Stone Cottage garden 
curtilage 

42 Titchmarsh Land rear of 69 and 73 Extend settlement boundary to D 
85 High Street include rear garden curtilages of 

69 and 73-85 High Street 
42 Titchmarsh Open space between Exclude open space area C 

Polopit and Abbots 
Close 

between Polopit and Abbots 
Close (south of High Street) from 
settlement boundary 

44 Upper Land east of Amend settlement boundary to E 
Benefield Ravensdale/ south of take account of revised planning 

31 Main Street permission 
44 Upper Land north of 18-23 Exclude large rear garden D 

Benefield Main Street curtilages to rear of 18-23 Main 
Street 

44 Upper Garages, Gibson Drive/ Exclude garages from settlement B 
Benefield north of Townsend boundary 

Court 
44 Upper Land rear of Townsend Extend settlement boundary to E 

Benefield Farm, Main Street take account of extant planning 
permission 
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Inset 
Map ref 

Location Site address Suggested change Criterion 

45 Wadenhoe Policies 1/2 – Define 3 contiguous 
settlement boundaries for built up 
area of village (change in 
settlement hierarchy classification 
to Category A) 

n/a 

47 Woodford Land north of Manor 
Farmhouse, Church 
Street 

Exclude large Manor Farmhouse 
garden curtilage and land to the 
north from settlement boundary 

C/D 

47 Woodford Garages north of The 
Leys 

Exclude garages from settlement 
boundary 

B 

47 Woodford Open land south of St 
Mary’s Church, Church 
Street 

Exclude area of Important Open 
Land (Policy 12) from settlement 
boundary 

C 

48 Woodnewton Land rear of 67-71 
Main Street 

Exclude large garden curtilages to 
rear of 67-71 Main Street 

D 

49 Yarwell Land north of Manor 
House Cottage/ east of 
Locks Green 

Exclude land to the north of 
Manor House, due to lapsed 
planning permission 

E 
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FULL ANALYSIS OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES FOR CATEGORY A VILLAGES APPENDIX 1


Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Aldwincle Area to the south B Notes relate to views Yes - Check aerial photos Local view shows new No change -
doesn't appear to 
incorporate 10 

over the countryside, 
and new development. 

development completed 
which brings the number of 

Include within the 
settlement 

dwellings as per the properties up to 10 boundary 
original criteria 

Aldwincle Query boundary to D Already the boundary Existing properties appear No change 
north - garden size. transects the gardens to be set back form the assessed that it 
110-114 Main Street due to criterion d. road. Query redevelopment would be unlikely 

Back garden within potential? to be capable to 
the settlement 
boundary is approx 

extending the built 
form of the village 

12m in length. 

Aldwincle Manor Farm B Farm excluded under 
criteria b 

No None No change 
Exclude from 
settlement 
boundary 

Aldwincle Building to north B Building to the north is 
acknowledged to be 
isolated and set back, 

No None No change 
Include in 
settlement 

but has a raised 
elevation. It is 

boundary as there 
is a clear view with 

included in the 
boundary due to its 
visibility from the road. 

reasoning in the 
assessment 
information 

Apethorpe Separate area to the None Yes - Check aerial Ariel photographs checked. No change 
south not included, photography Those taken in Aug/ Sept Exclude from 
yet includes more 07 show that the properties settlement 
than 10 dwellings on question have now been boundary 
and was included in 
the draft work 

demolished and no longer 
exist. 



APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Apethorpe Keepers Cottage  B None Yes Further investigation No change 
referred to in two showed that only the 
separate 
consultation 

outbuildings associated 
with Keepers Cottage are 

responses (refer to now excluded, and the 
Village Boundaries cottage itself is within the 
report 2008). village boundary. This is 
Appears to have set out in Document 317, 
been removed from 
the boundary along 

Section 7, para 7.16 

with other properties 
(now demolished) 
following Ward 
Members meeting in 
2005. 

Barnwell Area to the north 
east has been 
excluded 

B Included in 2 out of 3 
survey maps. The 
third suggests its 
possible exclusion due 
to detachment and not 

The possibility was 
explored and then excluded 
in the 2004 consultation 

No change 

being part of the 
concentration. 

Barnwell Why does the B Survey maps are not Potential boundaries No change 
boundary 'dog leg' clear. One includes considered in July 2002 as 
through the POS to 
the south east 

most of the farm 
buildings, one appears 

noted by the officer 

to exclude them all, 
and one is as drawn. 

Barnwell Boundary definition 
to the west - west of 

D No notes relating to 
large gardens along 

yes - site visit It was evident on site that 
there was no access 

No change 

44-53 Main Street the western boundary potential to enable 
(approx 50m in length) backland development in 

this area 
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APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Barnwell Seaton Grange 
garden 

D 2002 survey - "include 
because backland 
would be incog"? 
meaning unclear 

yes - site visit A large wide fronted 
property occupies this plot. 
The only potential access to 
the rear appears to be from 
the adjacent property to the 
south. It is concluded that 

No change 

potential for backland 
development it therefore 
constrained and no change 
is necessary. (photographs 
taken as evidence) 

Brigstock Kennels to the east 
has been excluded 

A/B Survey work not 
consistent on this. 
Included because it 
cannot be classed as 

No Extant Local Plan Allocation 
BR1B - not proposing to 
allocate land at Brigstock. 

No change 
outside settlement 
boundary due to 
criterion B 

employment, but then 
excluded under 
criterion b 

Brigstock Morello House 
query garden 
boundary - Garden 
measures 

D None Yes - site visit to check 
access potential 

A site visit showed that the 
access is very narrow and 
constrained. It is 
considered that there is 

No change 

approximately 50m 
in width and there is 

limited access potential. 

potential access and 
space for 
development in the 
backland 
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APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Brigstock Gardens to the south D None Yes - site visit A site visit showed that No change 
(13 Grafton Road)  there is limited access 
Gardens measure 
approx 50m in 

potential to the long narrow 
plots. Photographs to 

length. Access support. There is therefore 
opportunities unclear limited potential for 

backland development 

Brigstock What appear to be 
garages in the 
central southern 
area were excluded 
in earlier 
assessment work, 
but included in the 
published boundary 

B Village maps 2005 -
"not peripheral" 
Village boundaries 
report records that 
Ward Members 
requested these be 
included in 2005 

Yes - site visit A site visit was undertaken 
(photographs available to 
support). Garages and 
adjacent hardstanding car 
park are separate from the 
houses which they serve 
though adjacent to property 
number 1 Grafton Road. 
The area is physically 
seperated from 
development to the north by 
Harpers Brook. As the 
garages are only adjacent 
to development on one 
side, it is considered that 

Change - exclude 
the garages 

the garages are peripheral 
to the settlement and 
should therefore be 
excluded from the boundary 
under criterion B. 

Brigstock The boundary at the 
northern most part of 
the settlement is 
slightly changed 
from that proposed 
in earlier 

D Village maps 2005 -
"poor access not 
justification" 

No An appeal was allowed for 
residential development on 
this site, and then a revised 
scheme submitted (ref 
08/00395) 

No change 

assessment work 
Honeybun Hill 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Brigstock 2004 assessment None - though when Although the reasoning No change 
maps show the previously surveyed behind the changes to the 
south western 
element of the 

three different 
proposals for the 

boundary in this area are 
not clearly stated. 

settlement as boundary were Reassessment concludes 
incontiguous from considered between that the current definition is 
the rest of the 2002-2005. in line with the adopted 
boundary, where it is criteria and therefore 
contiguous in the 
boundary presented 

propose no change. 

in the draft Plan 

Bulwick Why is the 'dog leg' 
area to the south 
incorporated but not 
the farm to the east? 
Part of farm was 

B Village maps 2005 -
"Farmstead - refer to 
Supplementary 
Discussion Paper" 

No None No change 
justification in the 
assessment 
information 

included in some of 
the survey work, but 
then removed. 
Reasoning unclear 
from notes 

Bulwick 2003 - 25-28 Main D None Yes - measure garden sizes Some gardens measure Extend settlement 
St/ Old School  approx 40m in length, but boundary to 
consultation the potential of these to include full garden 
response requests accommodate backland curtilages of 
that whole gardens development is unclear. It properties 
to the south west be 
included where 

is therefore proposed that 
the settlement boundary be 

these are cut extended to fully include 
through due to these. 
criteria D 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Bulwick The boundary west 
of the southern 'leg' 
is altered from 
earlier assessment 
work 

Village maps 2005 -
"village gren. P.O.L." 
There are several 
drawn lines which 
incdicate options but 
not clear statement as 

Reassesment suggests that 
there would be little 
capacity to extend the built 
form of the village. 

No change 

to why the current 
alignment was 
chosen. Village 
boundary report 2008 
indicates alignment 
promoted by Ward 
Member meeting in 
2005 

Bulwick Brook House to the B Pink line drawn Yes – consideration against Brook House/ Bridge House No change 
west was 
incorporated in the 

around the area on 
the 2005 map. Was 

aerial photos and through 
discussions between 

were considered during 
discussions between 

boundary from 2005 incorporated following officers and Ward Member officers and the Ward 
onwards, but no promotion at a Ward Member. It was concluded 
clear explanation on Member meeting in that they essentially form a 
the plans regarding 
the change of 

2005 (Village 
Boundary report 2008) 

“gateway” to the village and 
are, as such part of the 

assessment main built form. 

Clopton VF/029 (at home B None  just a pink line No Farm buildings Change - exclude 
farm) incorporated 
into village boundary 

around area in 2005 
map. Village 

farm buildings 
under criterion B 

- no clear boundaries report 
explaination on says that the inclusion 
assessment plans of Home Farm was 

agreed at a Ward 
Member meeting in 
2005 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Clopton Land at Clopton 
Farm to the west 

B Farm buildings were 
originally excluded 
under criterion B, but 
have subsequently 
been included in the 
boundary 

Following reassesment it is 
considered that farm 
buildings should be 
excluded under criterion B. 
Following this conclusion, 
Clopton Farmhouse is 
considered seperated from 
other residential properties 
in the cluster. As such it 

Change - exclude 
the western 
cluster. 

should be excluded and 
results in less than 10 
properties in the cluster 
therefore it doesn't meet the 
criteria which requires 10 
and should be excluded. 

Collyweston Garden boundaries D Shaded out for partial No Gardens measure approx Change - return to 
to the east exclusion from the 50m in length. Following 2002 plan 

boundary on one reassesment it is 
survey map due to considered that the 
potential for backland 
development. 

boundary should be 
changed back the 2002 
survey plan. 

Collyweston 150 - consultation 
response wants area 
of land included in 

D None No Farm buildings should be 
excluded under criterion B. 

No change 

the boundary (Park 
Farm) 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Collyweston 2800 - consultation None No Area is clearly peripheral No change 
response wants area and should be excluded in 
included in boundary 
(Slate Drift) 

the context of criteria A 

Collyweston Garages located in B None. Village It is not considered that No change 
Woodfield and Boundaries report these garages have the 
Westonville included indicates that inclusion potential to extend the built 
although potentially 
peripheral 

was promoted at a 
Ward Member 

form of the village, as 
stated by criterion B 

meeting in 2005 

Cotterstock Garden boundaries D None Yes - measure gardens Limited access potential No change 
to the south may therefore it is not 
provide potential for considered that there is 
backland development potential 
development - the 
Furlongs, Milfield 
and Woodpecker 

Cotterstock Stallingborough D Land does have access 
potential 

Change - redraw 
the boundary to 
exclude part of the 
curtilage 

Deenthorpe Area to the north? Is B/E Area had planning Yes - check whether Officers are aware that No change 
this not detached or permission 00/64/FUL development was ever implementation was begun 
peripheral? for 6 new dwellings. implemented. though the development 

Maps and ariel photos 
don't show it as built 

remains incomplete 
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(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Deenthorpe Property adjacent to 
number 31 Benefield 
Road to the east 

D None No The map demonstrates that 
there may be potential for 
development to the east of 
the property on the edge of 
the settlement. It was 

No change - do not 
exclude under 
criterion D 

considered whether this 
has the potential to extend 
the built form of the 
settlement under criterion 
D. It was concluded that 
though there may be 
development potential on 
this edge, it could be 
argued that it would not 
extend the built form given 
that numbers 50 and 51 to 
the north of the road extend 
the built form further east. 

Deenthorpe 2741 - consultation B None - though part of Earlier survey work No change 
response wants land this land was originally demonstrates that this was 
included in the 
boundary 

included in the draft 
boundary 

explored, but that it was 
concluded that it should not 
be included in the boundary 

Deenthorpe Area adjacent to 
property 19 

D? None Aerial photography shows 
numerous trees on the 
land. Following 
reassessment it was 

No change 

concluded that this land 
does not present potential 
to exend the built form, and 
is not developable 

Denford Gardens to the north D None Many are within flood plain, No change 
of the settlement and therefore unlikely to be 

have development potential 
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(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Denford Garden of 4 Duck D Extensive garden, no Following reassessment it Change - re draw 
End - a property to natural feature. Ward was concluded that land the boundary to 
the eastern point 
which was 

Member meeting in 
Jan 05 supported the 

east of 4 Duck End does 
represent potential to 

transect these 
gardens. 

transected by the inclusion of the whole extend the built form of the 
boundary in the draft curtilage village and the boundary 
plans but is not in should therefore be 
the published amended to transect the 
version garden as per the 2002 

proposal under criterion D 

Denford Open area to the 
south of High View 
Cottage is included 

D Garden - limited 
access 

Assessment in the 2002 
survey work concluded that 
there was little development 
potential 

No change 

Denford A planning appeal is 
yet to be decided 
regarding area of 
land to the west of 

E/C None The decision on the appeal 
is expected in March 2009. 
If the appeal goes against 
ENC the settlement 

No change at this 
time 

Denford for which an 
application for a new 
dwelling was refused 
(ref 08/01225/FUL) 

boundary will need to be 
amended accordingly 

Easton on Easton House (north Office use. Excluded None None No change - clear 
the Hill of the village) is under criterion a explaination in the 

excluded assessment 

Easton on 
the Hill 

Properties to the 
south west are not 
included although 
there are more than 
10 properties, and 
they were included 
in draft plans 

B Concentrated cluster 
of dwellings, well 
related to main built 
up area. Gardens 
transected by 
proposed boundary 
under criterion D 

No The cluster conforms with 
criteria and should 
therefore be included in a 
separate boundary as per 
the 2002 survey plans. 
Gardens should be 
truncated by the boundary 
in line with criterion D as 

Change - as noted 

per the 2002 draft. 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Easton on 
the Hill 

Garages at the end 
of the Cresent are 
included in the 
boundary 

B Village boundary 
report 2008 says 
Ward Members 
supported the 
inclusion of these 
garages at a meeting 
in 2005 

Following reassessment it 
was considered that due to 
the location of the garages 
on the very edge of the 
settlement that they do 
represent potential to 
extend the built form of the 

Change - exclude 
the garages 

village and thereore should 
be excluded under criterion 
B 

Easton on 
the Hill 

150 - consultation 
response wants land 
allocated for 

F N/A No None No allocation is 
proposed - exclude 
from settlement 

residential boundary under 
criterion C 

Easton on 2798 (yellow)  F N/A No None No allocation is 
the Hill consultation 

response wants area 
proposed - exclude 
from settlement 

allocated for mixed boundary under 
use development. criterion C 

Easton on 
the Hill 

2798 (blue) 
consultation 
response suggests 
land should be 

A/B Excluded under 
criterion B - divorced 
by road 

No None No change - clear 
explaination in the 
assessment 

included in village 
boundary 

Glapthorn Gardens to the west D None Measure gardens Gardens measure up to No change 
50m in length, but access 
potential is considered to 
be limited, and therefore 
there is thought to be little 
potential for development 
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(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Glapthorn Gardens to the south D None Measure gardens Some gardens along the No change 
southern boundary 
measure up to 50m in 
length. For example, The 
White Cottage, and 
Laburnum Cottage 

Glapthorn 277 - consultation 
response suggests 
Church Farm should 

B None None Appears detached and 
peripheral - exclude under 
criterion B 

No change 

be included in the 
village boundary 

Glapthorn 2814 - consultation 
response wants land 
allocated for 

F N/A No None No allocation is 
proposed - exclude 
from settlement 

residential boundary under 
criterion C 

Glapthorn VF/034 - included in 
the boundary where 
it wasn't in earlier 
assessment work. 
The reasoning for 
this is unclear from 
the draft maps 

2005 Village Maps -
"incl" 

Planning permission 
06/02638/FUL was granted 
for the change of use of the 
property to a beauty salon. 
It is not considered that the 
property is obviously 
detached under criterion A, 
and shoud therefore be 

No change 

included 

Glapthorn Ward Members 
supported the 
inclusion of land to 
the rear of Jasmine 
in 2004 

Following reassessment it 
was not considered that 
development on this site 
would have the potential to 
extend the built form of the 

No change 

settlement as set out under 
criterion D 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Great Home Farm Yard to B Exclude under No Concur with previous No change 
Addington the east not included criterion b assessment 

Great 
Addington 

Area to south of 
Jasmine Cottage 
potential for 
backland 
development? Yet 
included in the 

D Exclude, backland Following reassessment 
against the criteria it is 
considered that there is not 
a case for a change 

No change 

boundary 

Great 
Addington 

Access behind 
Redlands and Tea 
Tree Cottage 
included 

B Included further to 
request from Ward 
Members 

A search on this area 
showed that land west of 
the access has now got a 
lawful development 
certificate for a moblie 

Change so that the 
boundary excludes 
most of the access 
road to the rear 

home (reference 08/00690). 
Mobile homes (caravans) 
are dealt with specifically 
under criterion A. This 
therefore requires no 
change however it is 
recommended that the 
boundary should not 
include the rear access way 
to the Redlands, Tea Tree 
Cottage and beyond. 

Great 
Addington 

2789 - consultation 
response wants this 
area included in 

D None No None No change - Area 
provides potential 
for backland 

boundary (swimming 
pool north of 
Jasmine Cottage) 

development and 
is therefore 
excluded under 
criteria D 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Harringworth Potential for D Not legible but The northern area of the No change 
backland suggest that it should garden is excluded from the 
development at 
Church Cottage 

be partially excluded boundary already. 
Following reconsideration it 

(west) is concluded that given the 
exclusion of part of the 
curtilage already, there 
would be limited potential 
for access or development 

Harringworth There was a 
planning permission 
for land at the 
eastern extremity of 
the boundary on 
Wakerley Road. It 
expired on 17.01.06 
according to the 
notes. No evidence 

E See issue Check whether permission 
implemented 

It is understood that the 
permission was not 
implemented, however a 
revised scheme was 
submitted and approved 
planning permission on 
27th November 2008 (ref: 
08/01762/FUL) 

No change 

that it has been 
implemented on 
Local View 

Harringworth Open space 
adjacent to 25 
Seaton Road 
included 

C Supported by Ward 
Members in 2005 

It was excluded in earlier 
survey work, so it is 
considered it should be 
excluded under criterion C 

Change - exclude 
the area of open 
space under 
criterion C 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Hemington 277/211 - B/E Not legible An appeal is pending No change at 
consultation (planning determination for 4 new present. If the 
response wants land 
included in 

application 
for part of 

dwellings on part of this site 
(ref 08/01417/OUT). This 

appeal goes 
against ENC the 

settlement boundary the land?) would link the existing boundary mey 
settlement defined by the need to be 
published boundary to the 5 corrected 
detached properties to the 
east. 

Hemington Area adjacent (east) F There is also an extant Change to include 
of Coppice House planning permission area of extant 

(06/01452/FUL) for 2 permission 
dwellings on land adjacent 
to Walters Coppice which 
has already been submitted 
as a proposed change to 
the Inspector 

Hemington Potential for 
backland 
development at The 
Bungalow (south) 

D Backland possible Measure plot Area 40m in width and 
accessible from the 
adjacent track potentially. It 
is considered however that 
The Bungalow is periperal 
and detached and should 

Change - re draw 
boundary so that 
The Bungalow is 
excluded 

therefore be excluded 
under criterion B 

Islip Large gardens to the 
east incorporated in 
totality 

D No access' written in 
relation to some 
gardens but not all 

It is considered that there is 
limited potential to extend 
the built form of the 
settlement 

No change 

Islip Gardens to the west D None It is not considered that No change 
(particularly south) there is potential to extend 

the built form 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Islip North east corner  B Inclusion supported by It is considered that given Change - exclude 
excluded in the Ward Members in the location of these garages and 
notes but included in 
the final boundary. It 

2005 (Village 
Boundaries Report 08) 

garages on the edge of the 
settlement, they are 

hardstanding 

incorporates peripheral to the main built 
garages and up area 
hardstanding 

Islip Garages off Nene B As above As above. Also exclude Change - exclude 
View - north (central) adjacent garden curtilages garages and 
(west of garages 
referred to above 

under criterion D hardstanding and 
transect gardens 

Islip Land at 89 Lowick 
Road 

B Following reassessment 
and a site visit, officers are 

Change as stated 

of the view that Bath House 
is part of the built form of 
the village and should 
therefore be included in the 
boundary. Most of the 
garden curtilage however 
should be excluded. This 
has already been submitted 
to the Inspector 

Islip Woolpack excluded B Removed as isolated No change - clear 
explaination in 
assessment 
information 

Islip 2836 - consultation 
response wants area 
included in 

D No change - Area 
provides potential 
for backland 

settlement boundary development and 
is therefore 
excluded under 
criteria D 
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F 

B 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Islip 2788 - consultation 
response wants land 
allocated for 
residential 
development and 
included in the 
boundary 

N/A N/A N/A No change - No 
allocation is 
proposed therefore 
area excluded as it 
does not comply 
with criteria F. 

Laxton Vicarage and church 
not included 

Divorced by open 
grazing land, and 
different in character 

None N/A No change clear 
explanation in 
assessment 
information 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Laxton Land to the east 
(south) at 1 Main 
Street is included in 
submission RNOTP, 
though earlier 
settlement boundary 
plans suggest it 
should be excluded 

D None - shading. 
Village Boundaries 
Report 2008 also 
highlights that Ward 
Members were in 
support of the 
inclusion of the whole 
of the curtilage of 
property 1 

Yes – planning history and 
aerial photos. 

Planning history shows that 
there was an application 
(ref 03/1210) for the 
erection of two dwellings to 
the south of 1 Main Street. 
This application was 
refused and an appeal 
dismissed on grounds that 
the site is outside the main 
built up area of the village 
and forms part of the open 
area around the village 
green. 1 Main Street itself, 
however, is closely related 
to 2-4 Main Street (directly 
opposite), so the dwelling 
(though not its large 
curtilage to the south) is 
considered to be a part of 
the main built form of the 

Change – redraw 
settlement 
boundary to 
exclude garden 
curtilage south of 1 
Main Street and 
village green 

village. It is therefore 
concluded that the 
boundary should be revised 
to exclude the village green 
and garden curtilage to the 
south of 1 Main Street. 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Laxton The village green 
was included in the 
boundary at a late 
stage in the process, 
presumably due to 
the planning history 
referenced in the 

C See above. Change - exclude 
the village green 
(see above) 

row above. A 
change should 
trigger a review of 
the incorporation of 
the green 

Lilford General query 
regarding garden 
sizes 

D None Semi detached properties 
sit in large plots with 
potential access. However, 
it is not considered that 
there is potential to extend 
the built form under 

No change - no 
potential to extend 
the built form of the 
village 

criterion D 

Lilford VF/098 included in None - a pink line on There is no clear rationale Change - exclude 
boundary where the 2005. Ward for this inclusion. It is VF/098 and return 
excluded in Members supported therefore considered that to the boundary 
assessment work the inclusion of land the boundary should be proposed in earlier 

opposite The 
Hermitage in a 

amended back to the 
alignment in the 2002 and 

survey work 

meeting in 2005 2004 survey work 

East Northamptonshire Council Page 43 of 69 

RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN: REVIEWING VILLAGE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 

Version 2.0, 9 February 2009 

Author: Michael Burton, Senior Planning Policy Officer 



APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Little 
Addington 

The Olde Bakery D None Measure garden Garden measures 50m in 
length, and appears to be 
potential means of access. 
As such it is considered 

Change as stated 

that the boundary should be 
amended so that it does 
notinclude the entire 
curtilage of The Olde 
Bakery. It is proposed that 
the bounary should run in 
line with the western point 
of Joy Cottage to the south 
and also transect the 
curtilage of Joy Cottage 

Little Property between B Included in early plans No None No change - clear 
Addington IOS and triangle to but later excluded view in 

the north not under criterion b assessment 
included. Why? information 

Little 
Addington 

Land surrounding 
Little Addington 
House 

D None It is considered unlikely that 
this site represents 
potential to extend the built 
form of the village given the 
mature landscape edge 
surrounding the property, 
and the fact that it is Grade 

No change 

II Listed 

Little 277- consultation C None No None No change - open 
Addington response wants area space excluded 

included within under criterion C. 
settlement boundary 

Lowick Look at boundary Adding 2002-2004 survey Adding 2002-2004 
suggestions  work survey work 
settlement boundary 
required 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Lutton Land at Holme Lea 
(west). Curtilage 
may present the 
opportunity to extend 
the built form of the 
village. 

D An appeal against the 
refusal of application 
08/00348 for a dwelling in 
the curtilage of Holme Lee 
found that it would make 
the residential development 
more intensive on the 
western side. As such it is 
considered that the granting 
of planning permission in 
this location is unlikely 

No change 

Lutton Notes suggest 
cutting boundary 
through some 
gardens, but this has 
not been done? 
Land north of The 
Elms 

D Shading It is concluded that there 
should be a slight 
amendment to the 
boundary north of The Elms 
to exclude part of the 
curtilage under criterion D 

Change 

Lutton As above for land at 
Milton Terrace 

D Shading It is concluded that there is 
little potential to extend the 
built form of the village and 
therefore there is no need 
to exclude land under 
criterion D 

No change 

Lutton As above for land at 
The Forge 

D Shading It is concluded that there is 
little potential to extend the 
built form of the village and 
therefore there is no need 
to exclude land under 
criterion D 

No change 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Lutton Village Hall/ 
properties south of 
Milton Terrace - P4 
of Village 
Boundaries report 
2008 is clear that a 
criteria principle is 
that the boundary 
line should be drawn 

Village Boundaries 
report 08 states that 
Ward Members 
supported the 
movement of the 
boundary line to the 
south of the road in 
Dec 2004 

Following further 
consideration of this area, it 
is concluded that the village 
hall should be excluded 
from the boundary under 
criterion A. Cottages on the 
eastern extremity (Chapel 
and Chapel Row Cottages) 
were also assessed, but 

Change - exclude 
village hall from 
settlement 
boundary 

on the side of the are concluded to be 
road closest to 
development. This 
is not the case adj to 
Elm Pond - 3 Milton 

contiguous with the main 
village so should continue 
to be included (criterion B). 

Terrace 

Lutton 2740 - consultation 
response suggests 

E/F Exclude under 
criterion A 

Check whether this is 
aspirational or whether there 

No record of a planning 
application for this site can 

No change 
exclude as per 

residential led is/has been a planning be found assessment 
development of 9 application/permission. information 
dwellings 

Polebrook Garden areas to the 
north on Fergusons 
Close 

D None It is not considered that 
these represent potential to 
extend the built form of the 

No change 

village 

Polebrook Village Boundaries 
report (p4, 2008) is 
clear that criteria 

D/B None Yes – aerial photos Following reassessment of 
this part of the boundary, 
the exclusion of Willow 

No change – 
include under 
criterion B 

principle is that 
boundary line should 
be drawn on the side 
of the road closest to 

Brook Cottage/ part of the 
garden curtilage of Pole 
Cottage was considered. 
However, it was concluded 

development, does 
not appear to be the 
case opposite 
Orchard House. 

from a study of aerial 
photos that both properties 
form part of the main built 
form of the village. 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Polebrook North east corner - E/F None Investigate 05/00578/FUL - approved No change 
status? Allocation/ application for extension to remain within 
permission adjacent residential nursing 

home 
settlement 
boundary in line 
with criterion E 

Polebrook 277 - consultation 
response suggests 
land should be 
included in the 

B Corrugated sheds on 
periphery 

No None No change 
exclude from 
boundary under 
criterion B 

settlement boundary 

Polebrook Area of allotment 
gardens to the west 
have been included. 
Should this be 
included? 

C Include criterion g 
planning permission 
for village hall 

Investigate planning history 
and whether permission 
ever implemented 

Outline planning permission 
was granted for a village 
hall and associated car 
parking on this site in 2001 
(ref 01/00493/OUT). Ariel 
photographs suggest this 
was never implemented, 
and there is no record of a 

Change - re draw 
the settlement 
boundary to 
exclude the 
allotment site 

reserved matters 
application being submitted. 
The permission has 
therefore expired and can 
no longer be implemented. 
There was a pre-application 
enquiry for this site in 2007. 
The designation as IOS 
refers back to the Local 
Plan. 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Slipton Query boundary 
around Pear Tree 
House 

D None - though some 
shading does suggest 
that the removal of 
part of this land from 
the settlement 

Measure garden Garden is approximately 
50m in length and there is 
potential access from Main 
Street 

Change 

boundary was 
considered 

Slipton Eastern boundary D None - though some 
shading does suggest 
that the removal of 
part of this land from 
the settlement 
boundary was 
considered. Ward 
Members support the 
inclusion of land 
between Bakehouse 

Whilst land between 
Bakehouse Cottage and 
September Cottage may 
provide potential for 
development, it is 
considered that this would 
represent infill development 
and would not extend the 
built form of the village. As 
such it is not considered 

No change 

Cottage and 
September Cottage 

appropriate to exclude this 
land under criterion D 

Slipton Western boundary  D None - though some Measure garden Gardens measure No change 
gardens and shading does suggest approximately 40m in 
potential for that the removal of length. Access potential 
backland 
development 

part of this land from 
the settlement 

unclear, but it is considered 
that the potential to extend 

boundary was the built form is minimal 
considered 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Southwick Garden boundaries D None - though some 
shading does suggest 
that the removal of 
some areas of land 

Gardens to the north may 
be constrained from further 
development by flood risk. 
There is also limited access 

No change 

from the settlement 
boundary was 
considered 

potential. As such it is 
questionalble whether this 
land could be developed to 
extend the built form of the 
village 

Southwick Area furthest west B Criterion B. Member Given the location of the Change - amend 
(adjacent to 16 meeting in 2005 garages on the edge of the boundary to 
Brookside) includes supported the settlement, it is considered exclude the 
an area of land and inclusion (Village that they are peripheral to garages. 
garages excluded in Boundaries Report the main built form 
survey work under 
criterion B 

2008) andshould be excluded 
under criterion B 

Southwick Church peripheral? B None No Church is physically 
detached from the village 

No change 

Southwick 154- consultation 
response suggests 
that land should be 

B No None No change 
Peripheral and 
detached, 

included in the therefore exclude 
settlement boundary in line with criteria 

B 

Southwick 2822 -consultation 
response would like 
land included in the 
settlement boundary 

C No None No change - Area 
of undeveloped 
public open space 
therefore exclude 
in line with criteria 
C 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Stoke Doyle How Hill Farm B None Farmhouse appears to be 
included, whilst other farm 

No change 

buildings are excluded. 
This is considered to be an 
acceptable appraoch in the 
context of the criteria 

Stoke Doyle Garden sizes land to 
the rear of 1-4 
Church Lane and the 
Old School House. 

D None - though some 
shading does suggest 
that the removal of 
some areas of land 

Limited access potential, 
and limited scope to extend 
the built form of the village 

No change 

from the settlement 
boundary was 
considered 

Stoke Doyle 354 - consultation 
response would like 
area included in 

B None As How Hill Farm above No change 

settlement boundary 

Sudborough Brookfield bungalow 
to east - not included 

B Peripheral None None No change - in line 
with criteria B 

Sudborough 4 - Consultation B/C None None Existing structures to the No change - in line 
response wants area 
included in 

north are divorced from the 
built up area by an area of 

with criteria B and 
C 

settlement boundary. open space. 

Sudborough 344 - Consultation B/C None None Structures within this area No change - in line 
response wants area are divorced from the built with criteria B and 
included in 
settlement boundary 

up area by undeveloped 
land 

C 

Sudborough 2835 - consultation 
response wants area 
included in 

None None As consultation 4 above No change - in line 
with criteria B and 
C 

settlement boundary 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Sudborough 277 - consultation C Northern area  None Northern Area - Excluded No change - in line 
response wants exclude under under criterion b. Southern with criteria B and 
areas included in 
settlement boundary 

criterion B area - Area of undeveloped 
land on the edge of the 

C and assessment 
view 

settlement. 

Tansor Garden boundaries 
to the south (behind 
property number 3 
and neighbours) 
potential for 
backland 

D Shading and hand 
drawn red line suggest 
that transecting 
gardens with the 
settlement boundary 
was considered. 

Gardens measure 
approximately 40m in 
depth, but there is no clear 
access 

No change 

development 

Tansor 13 - consultation 
response wants land 
included in 

C/B None None Plans show that buildings 
are detached from 
settlement 

No change - in line 
with criterion B 

settlement boundary 

Tansor 2820 - consultation 
response wants area 
included in 

C Allows countryside to 
permeate village 
exclude 

None Greenfield land. Exclude 
under criterion C 

No change - in line 
with criterion C and 
assessment 

settlement boundary 
(concerned with blue 
area only) 

Thorpe 
Waterville 

277 - consultation 
response wants area 
allocated for 

F none none None No change 
Exclude - no 
allocation is 

residential 
development 

proposed therefore 
land does not meet 
criteria F. It is to 
be excluded in line 
with criteria C 

Thorpe Area south east not B Not 10 dwellings and No None No change - in line 
Waterville incorporated in divorced by road with assessment 

settlement boundary 
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B 

j

C 

j

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Thorpe 
Waterville 

Corner Cottage and 
Tolymore- appeal 
granted for 
application 
07/02185/FUL 

D/E Consent is for 3 new 
dwellings and garages 

Change to take 
account of the 
approved 
application 

Thurning 264 - consultation 
response suggests 
that numerous areas 
should be included 
in settlement 
boundary. Three 
areas are along the 
western boundary 

B/C None None No change 

Thurning 264 - consultation 
response suggests 
that numerous areas 
should be included 
in settlement 
boundary. Eastern 
area 

None - however this 
area was previously 
included in the draft 
boundary. It is 
unclear what the 
reason for this change 
was 

Following reassessment, it 
is considered that land 
ad acent to stone cottage to 
the north and south does 
not represent potential to 
extend the built form of the 
village and could therefore 
be included in the boundary 

Change - include 
the suggested area 
north of Stone 
Cottage only 

Thurning Area south of Stone 
cottage 

Previously included Following reassessment, it 
is considered that land 
ad acent to stone cottage to 
the north and south does 
not represent potential to 
extend the built form of the 
village and could therefore 
be included in the boundary 

Change - extend 
the boundary south 
to incorporate land 
south of Stone 
Cottage 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Thurning Area to the north 
west of the 
settlement was 
included due to the 

E pp Yes - check whether 
permission has been 
implemented or has lapsed 

PP 05/00618/REM. 
Conditions discharged in 
2007 and 2008 

No change 

granting of outline 
planning permission 

Thurning Gardens of 
properties along the 
northern boundary 
were transected in 

D None Measure plots Measured plots - some 
approx 70m long. However 
the potential to access this 
land is limited and makes 

No change 

the draft boundary 
plans. They are 
however 

the possibility of developing 
the land unlikely 

incorporated in full in 
the published 
boundary 

Thurning South eastern area 
piece of open land 
included where not 

C? None - pink line This area is garden 
curtilage 

No change 

on the 2004 map. 

Titchmarsh Garden of the Old 
Forge 

D The site is adjacent to an 
ancient monument. There 
is also limited capacity to 
extend the built form 

No change 

Titchmarsh Garages included on 
Dryden Close 

Member support in 
2005 according to 
Village Boundaries 
Report 08 

These garages are 
surrounded by existing 
housing to the east and the 
west. As such it is not 
considered that they are 
detached and peripheral, 
and should not therefore be 

No change 

excluded under criterion B 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Titchmarsh Survey maps show 
that some 

D Shading shows 
consideration was 

No change 

consideration was 
given to amending 
the boundary to 
transect gardens 

given but not 
implemented 

Titchmarsh 2769 C None No None - shading indicates 
that boundary was drawn to 
prevent backland 
development 

No change 
undeveloped land 
on the edge of the 
settlement 
therefore excluded 
under criterion C 

Titchmarsh 2827, 2817, 2782 
(north) - consultation 
responses would like 
this area included in 
the settlement 

C None No None - shading indicates 
that boundary was drawn to 
prevent backland 
development 

No change 
undeveloped land 
on the edge of the 
settlement 
therefore excluded 

boundary under criterion C 

East Northamptonshire Council Page 54 of 69 

RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN: REVIEWING VILLAGE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 

Version 2.0, 9 February 2009 

Author: Michael Burton, Senior Planning Policy Officer 



APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Titchmarsh 2817, 2782, 2827 
(centre east) 
consultation 
responses would like 
this area included in 
the settlement 

B/D One building excluded 
under criterion B 

No Appear on local view to be 
building curtilages with 
potential for backland 
development. However 
the rear of property 69 High 
Street bisects an extension 

Partial change as 
stated. 

boundary to this property. The 
curtilage, together with 
those at 73-85 High Street, 
is not considered to have 
capacity to extend the built 
form of the village so it is 
proposed that the 
settlement boundary be 
extended to include this 
land (south of Brook Farm 
Cottage, 71 High Street). 

Titchmarsh 277 - consultation 
response would like 
area included in the 
settlement boundary 

C None No None - area of undeveloped 
land on the edge of the 
village 

No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

Titchmarsh 2782, 2827, 
2817(south-west) 
consultation 

D None No None - appears to be rear 
curtilages of dwellings 

No change 
exclude under 
criterion D 

response would like 
area included in the 
settlement boundary 

Titchmarsh 2827, 2817, 2782 
(south-east) 
consultation 

D Stream defines line No None - appears to be rear 
curtilages of dwellings 

No change 
exclude under 
criterion D 

responses would like 
area incorporated 
into the village 
boundary 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Titchmarsh 349 - consultation 
response requests 
area to be included 
in the settlement 

D Extensive garden No None No change 
exclude under 
criterion D as per 
assessment 

boundary 

Titchmarsh 262 - Consultation 
response requests 
that area is included 

B/D None No None No change 
exclude under 
criterion B 

in the settlement 
boundary 

Titchmarsh Triangular piece of 
open space to the 
east is included in 
the draft boundary 
where it was 
excluded in 
assessment work. 
2782 - consultation 

C None - pink line on 
2005 village map. 
Member support 
documented in 
meeting 2005 
according to 2008 
report on Village 
Boundaries 

Following reassessment, it 
was concluded that the 
open space should be 
excluded under criterion C 

Change - exclude 
open space 

response would like 
area excluded from 
the village boundary 

Twywell 2826 - Consultation 
response requests 
that area be included 

C None No None No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

in the settlement 
boundary 

Twywell Area to the north C/D Exclude. Member Access potential is limited, No change 
adjacent to the Old support for inclusion in therefore capacity to extend 
Bakery is shown to 2005 according to the built form of the village 
be excluded in draft 
plan, but is included 

report 2008 on Village 
Boundaries 

is limited 

in the published 
version. 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Twywell Gardens to the north D Shaded indicating that Gardens measure approx No change 
may provide they should be 20m in length. It is not 
potential for 
backland 

excluded considered that this is 
sufficient to provide 

development. development potential 

Twywell Area of land forming 
part of the curtilage 
of Providence House 
was excluded in 
assessment plans, 
but included in draft 

C/D None - line drawn on 
2005 map 

Following reassessment it 
is considered that there is 
limited capacity to extend 
the built form of the village 

No change 

boundary. 
Reasoning unclear 
from maps 

Upper Area west of Ashley E Planning permission Application 08/00672/FUL No change. 
Benefield Farm was included has now been permitted on Delete open 

in the boundary due this site, and therefore space 
to approved planning there should be no change. designation due 
application 
03/00033/OUT 

to planning 
permission 

Upper Area east of E Planning permission Application 08/01769/FUL Change to reflect 
Benefield Ravensdale (south was permitted the extent of 

east of Middle Farm) 
was included due to 

planning 
permission 

planning permission 08/01769/FUL 
03/0034/OUT 

Upper 
Benefield 

Gardens at 
Ravensdale and 

D None Limited access No change 

Beaumont may 
provide potential for 
backland 
development 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Upper Area of land north of C None Following reassessment it Change as stated 
Benefield properties 16-23 is is concluded that the 

included in the 
published boundary 

boundary should follow the 
line of the conservation 

but not in any of the area at the rear of numbers 
draft boundaries. 18-23 Main Street 

Upper 
Benefield 

Garages to the north 
west included in the 
boundary but 
excluded in 

B Change back to 
survey assessment 

assessment work 

Upper 
Benefield 

Land rear of 
Townsend Farm 

Application 08/00418/FUL 
was permitted for a single 
dwelling. A change has 
already been 
recommended to the 

Change 

Inspector 

Woodford 2813 - Consultation 
response requests 
area be included in 

C None No Ariel photographs show this 
area is undeveloped 

No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

the boundary. 

Woodford 277 - Consultation 
response requests 
that area be included 

C None No Ariel photographs show this 
area is undeveloped 

No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

within the boundary 

Woodford Area to the east of 
the settlement at 
Manor Farm has part 
of the curtilage 
excluded under 
criterion D in draft 

D Criterion D - Member 
support for change in 
2005 according to 
20078 report on 
Village Boundaries 

Ariel photographs show this 
area is undeveloped. 
Applications for planning 
permission were refused 

Change - Exclude 
under criterion D 

plans. It is however 
included in the 
published boundary 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Woodford The Leys - Garages B Criterion B. Inclusion Garages are considered to Change - Exclude 
on draft plans are supported by be peripheral to the main under criterion B 
excluded under 
criterion B but 

members in 2005 built up area of the village, 
being surrounded on 3 

included in the sides by open countryside 
published boundary 

Woodford Garages on draft 
plans are excluded 
under criterion B but 

B Criterion B. Inclusion 
supported by 
members in 2005 

The garages are 
surrounded by development 
and are therefore not 

No change 

included in the 
published boundary 

considered to be peripheral 
or detached under criterion 
B 

Woodford The boundary to the 
north incorporates 
the full length of 
gardens. These 
may provide 
potential for 
backland 

D Shading suggests that 
exclusion of part of 
these gardens was 
considered 

? There is limited potential for 
access, therefore little 
scope to extend the built 
form of the village 

No change 

development. 

Woodford Area of open space 
to the south is 
included in the 
boundary but was 
excluded in earlier 

C Following reassessment it 
is considered that the open 
space should be excluded 
under criterion C 

Change as stated 

assessment work. 
The reason for the 
change is unclear 
from the maps. 

Woodnewton 2802 - Consultation 
response requests 
that land is included 

D/C Open reads as 
countryside 

No None No change 
exclude under 
criteria C and D 

in the boundary 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Woodnewton 2799 - Consultation 
response requests 
that land is included 

B Iron structures ? Two structures exist on this 
land, which are described 
as iron structures in the 

No change 

in the boundary notes. Following 
reassessment it was 
unclear from aerial 
photographs what the 
nature of these buildings 
were. A site visit 
demonstrated that both 
structures are indeed of an 
agricultural nature 
(photographs available). 
As such they are 
considered peripheral to the 
settlement and no change 
is required 

Woodnewton 2793 - Consultation 
response requests 
that land is included 
in the boundary 

C None No Aerial photographs show 
this area of land is 
undeveloped 

No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Woodnewton Area south east of E pp Yes - check planning PP 06/00741/FUL was No change 
the school house is permission and whether granted on 19.05.06 so will 
included in the 
boundary due to 

implemented or lapsed expire on 19.05.09 if not 
implemented. PP 

planning permission 05/02310/FUL is 
substantially similar to the 
above application and will 
expire on 25.01.06 of not 
implemented. Both of 
these permissions 
incorporate a single 
replacement dwelling on 
the site, and would not 
therefore occupy the whole 
site. Earlier planning 
permissions included more 
than one dwelling, but 
these appear to have 
expired. 

Woodnewton Area to the west 
(south of the 
vicarage) - potential 
for backland 
development? 

D Shading added but 
appears to have been 
rubbed out. No note 

Following reassessment it 
is concluded that land to 
the rear of the Vicarage 
does present potential for 
backland development 
which could extend the built 

Change - cut along 
land to the rear of 
69-71 

form of the village. As such 
the boundary should 
transect the curtilage 
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Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further investigation 
required? 

Action taken/ findings Conclusion 

Yarwell Land north of 
Yarwell Manor 
House included due 
to planning 
permission 

E PP Reserved matters 
application 05/02199/REM 
was submitted pursuant to 
outline planning permission 
02/00434/OUT. It was 
refused and an appeal 
dismissed. Subsequently 
applications 06/01718/FUL 
and then 07/00441/OUT. 
The former was refused, 

Change - exclude 
this site 

and the latter withdrawn. 
There is therefore no valid 
planning permission for the 
site and it does not meet 
criterion F 

Yarwell Some property 
cutilages are shaded 
on the draft plan due 
to potential for 
backland 
development. These 
however have not 
been translated into 
the published 
boundary 

D Shading Some properties have rear 
gardens which extend 
approximately 50m, and 
some have significant width 
of plot. However land south 
of 18 Nassington Road is 
excluded from the boundary 
to prevent the extension of 
the built form of the village. 
It is considered that any 
development potential 
would constitute infill 

No change 

development and therefore 
not need to be excluded 
under criterion D 
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FULL ANALYSIS OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES:

KING’S CLIFFE, NASSINGTON AND WARMINGTON APPENDIX 2


Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further Action taken Conclusion 
investigation 
required? 

Kings Cliffe 277 - consultation 
response requests that 
two areas to the south 

C None No None No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

have their IOL 
designations deleted and 
included in the settlement 
boundary 

Kings Cliffe 352 - consultation 
response requests that 
an area to the south has 

C None No None No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

its IOL designation 
deleted and is included in 
the settlement boundary 

Kings Cliffe Garages in the north east 
corner of the settlement 
have been included in the 

B Pink line Change - the 
garages are 
considered to be 

boundary where they 
were formerly excluded 

peripheral to the 
main built up form 
of the village 

Nassington 277 - consultation 
response requests that 
land should be included 

C None No – aerial 
photograph 
shows the area 

None No change 
exclude under 
criterion C 

in the village boundary to be 
undeveloped 
open space 

Nassington 154 - consultation 
response requests that 
land should be included 

C None Area appears on aerial 
photos as undeveloped. It 
should therefore be 

No change 

in the village boundary excluded under criterion C 



APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

B 

B 

B 

C 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further 
investigation 
required? 

Action taken Conclusion 

Nassington Garages to the north, 
north of Eastfields 
Crescent are shown to be 
excluded under criterion 
b in draft plans, but have 
been included in the 
published version 
(likewise to the east of 
the western leg) 

Criterion B The garages are 
considered to be peripheral 
from the main built up area 
and should therefore be 
excluded under criterion B 

Change 

Nassington Garages east of St Marys 
Close have been 
included where 
previously excluded 
under criterion b. 

The garages are 
considered to be peripheral 
from the main built up area 
and should therefore be 
excluded under criterion B 

Change 

Nassington Property to the north east 
(east of Station Road) is 
excluded in the draft 
plans, but included in the 
published version 

Criterion B Site visit - if a dwelling, 
leave as is, if not change 

??? 

Nassington South east corner (south 
of Home Farm) there is 
an L shaped piece of 
land which appears to be 
undeveloped. 

None, though 
this area of land 
was excluded 
from the 
boundary in the 
draft plans 

Yes - check that 
there are no 
other 
reasons/criteria 
which would 
explain its 
incorporation 

Outline planning 
application 07/00151/OUT 
was refused for reasons 
that the scheme would 
extend the built form of the 
village, but this was 
overturned at appeal. 
Application 08/02065/REM 
has been submitted and is 
pending consideration. 

No change 
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APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

B 

C 

C 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further 
investigation 
required? 

Action taken Conclusion 

Nassington Boundary line of the 
south east (west of 
number 4 and Black 
Horse PH, and east of 
Manor Farm) is altered 
from the draft plans 
reasoning unclear 

None - though 
there is a 
reference to a 
photograph 

Yes - check 
photograph or 
undertake a site 
visit to form a 
view whether the 
building which 
has now been 
incorporated is 
peripheral or not. 

Planning application 
06/02203/FUL permistted 
for "conversion and 
extension of the outbuilding 
to form a holiday let. The 
boundary around property 
number 4 Fotheringhay 
Road should remain 
unchange. It is also 
considered that floowing 
reassessment the existing 
boundary should remain 
unchanged in this area, as 
land to the rear of property 
7 Church Street does not 
represent opportunity to 
increase the built form of 
the settlement. 

No change 

Nassington Area of open space east 
of property 21 Church 
street is included in the 
boundary 

None though 
open space was 
excluded in 
2002 plans 

Given that the land is 
surrounded by built 
development and includes 
hardstanding access, 
conclude no change 

No change 

Nassington Area of open space west 
of property 21 Church 
Street is included in the 
boundary 

None though 
open space was 
excluded in 
2002 plans 

Contrary to the 
aforementioned piece of 
land to the east of number 
21, this piece of land 
appears to be greenfield in 
nature. As such its 
inclusion is considered 
contrary to criterion C 
exclude 

Change 
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APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

B 

Settlement Issue Criteria Note on file Further 
investigation 
required? 

Action taken Conclusion 

Nassington Area to the south west is 
included in boundary 
contrary to draft plans. 

None - excluded Yes - check that 
there are no 
other 
reasons/criteria 
which would 
explain its 
incorporation 

Applications 04/00998/FUL 
and 08/00969/FUL both 
approved for residential 
development on the south 
and north areas of this land 
respectively. Maps on 
Uniform indicate 
development has 
commenced and some 
dwellings are complete 

No change 

Warmington Garages to the south 
west are included where 
they were excluded 
under criterion B in the 
draft plans 

None - excluded The garages are 
considered to be peripheral 
from the main built up area 
and should therefore be 
excluded under criterion B 

Change 
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APPENDIX 3 – PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION LETTER, 7 January 2009 

East Northamptonshire Council

Cedar Drive, THRAPSTON Northamptonshire NN14 4LZ 
Tel: 01832 742000 
Fax: 01832 742212 DX: 701611 Thrapston 
Email: planningpolicy@eastnorthamptonshire.gov.uk 

FAO Ward Members, Town Councils, Parish Councils and Parish Meetings 

Please ask for Direct Dial Our Ref. Your Ref. Date: 
Michael Burton 01832 742221 MB/RNOTP 7 January 2009 

Dear Sir or Madam 

RE: Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – Settlement Boundaries 

I am writing with reference to the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP), in 
particular with regard to the issue of settlement boundaries. 

As you may recall, the RNOTP was submitted to the Secretary of State a year ago (11 January 
2008). On this date, the Independent Examination into the RNOTP commenced, with further 
statutory consultations taking place during 2008. This culminated in the first round of 
Examination Hearing Sessions, which were chaired by the Examination Inspector over 2 
weeks from 7-17 October 2008. 

The Inspector raised a number of concerns about the soundness of the plan and has asked 
the Council to carry out some further work. This is set out in his letter of 31 October and 
accompanying note, (copies attached). One of the elements relates to the issue of settlement 
boundaries, (paragraph 13 refers); in particular the need to ensure that the criteria for defining 
boundaries have been applied consistently. He has requested that we review the submitted 
settlement boundaries (RNOTP Proposals Map Insets) to ensure that the criteria for defining 
these have been correctly applied in all cases. 

As you were involved in the detailed discussions which lead to the definition of the current 
boundaries I would like to give you the opportunity to comment on any inconsistencies that you 
feel may still exist prior to the Council formalising any changes to the submitted plan. If you 
wish to make any comments at this stage then please let me know by 23 January. I apologise 
for the short timescale, but this is due to the tight timetable that the Inspector has set. We are 
currently reviewing the work that lead to the identification of the current settlement boundaries, 
and any comments that you may wish to make at this stage will be considered accordingly. 

Where formal changes to the submitted settlement boundaries are proposed by the Council, 
these will be put forward in a “Schedule of Proposed Changes”, which will be subject to a 
statutory 6 weeks consultation. The draft timetable for this statutory consultation is proposed 
to run from 6 February – 20 March 2009, which will be your opportunity to formally submit 
representations upon all of the proposed changes to the RNOTP document, including those as 
they may relate to settlement boundaries. 



APPENDICES – FULL REASSESSMENT OF SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
(December 2008/ January 2009) 

Please let me have any comments by Friday, 23 January 2009. I would emphasise that 
these do not form part of the statutory consultation process for the RNOTP. We are currently 
preparing a settlement boundaries topic paper and any preliminary comments will be 
considered as part of this work. The settlement boundaries topic paper will be published as an 
evidence document, alongside the “Schedule of Proposed Changes”. 

If you have any questions arsing from the contents of this letter then please do not hesitate to 
contact me or one of my colleagues in the Planning Policy team. 

Yours faithfully 

Michael Burton 
Senior Planning Policy Officer 

Encs 
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