
 
Parish Council/Meeting Survey Responses 
 
 
Settlement Hierarchy 
 
Do you agree that a hierarchy should be identified and are the categories suggested appropriate? Please explain the reasons for 
your response.  
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton Yes To have a logical, workable and transparent approach to 
development in rural areas 

Noted 

Lt Harrowden Yes  Noted 

Mears Ashby  We agree with the hierarchy. It is important to keep the rural 
villages truly rural 

Noted 

Orlingbury Yes Concur with recommendations Noted 

Strixton  In principal but be careful not to make the network villages 
too big by having too much development. 

Noted 

Isham  Development within the village of Isham has historically been 
restricted. We are firmly of the view that this should remain to 
be the case. We do not agree that a hierarchy is necessary. 
Either development should be focused upon those villages 
already performing a sustainable local service centre role or it 
should not. Creating the category of network villages simply 
provides scope for development in villages that would 
otherwise be described more accurately as restraint villages. 
It appears to us that the inclusion of a category of ‘Network 
Villages’ simply broadens the scope of available development 
within the Core Spatial Strategy and we do not accept that 
this is justified. 

The hierarchy is necessary as it is considered inappropriate 
to adopt the Core Strategy approach that all villages in 
Wellingborough have the same role in future development 
such as housing and employment generation. The 
classification of villages enables those which are more 
sustainable to deliver higher numbers of development to do 
so, and those such as Isham which are “network villages” to 
be limited to very small numbers of infill development. The 
Site specific plan needs to go into more detail than the Core 
Strategy, otherwise it is considered that there would be a 
greater risk of inappropriate development in villages not 
sustainable enough to support the developments.  

Wilby Yes Yes we do agree. Each village should be judged on its own 
merits 

Noted 

Bozeat  A hierarchy can be appropriate as a means of identifying 
common policies provided that the specific or differing needs 
of individual villages can be accommodated.  This would 
include, but not be restricted to, the use of Village Plans and 

Noted 



Village Design Statements. 

Grendon  We have no particular views on this particular point Noted 

 

 
 
Do you agree with the suggested classification for your village? Please explain the reasons for your response.  
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton No  Ecton would like to be reclassified as a Restraint Village 
again to restrict development which may impact on nature of 
village 

Restraint villages are designated where it is considered that 
conservation of the village/ part of the village is the priority, 
with the village not being as sustainable as other villages 
such as their connections and roles with other settlements 
and the range of services they provide, such as schools, local 
shops, community centres etc. Ecton was considered a 
network village where limited infill development would be 
acceptable due to its good linkages to the public transport 
bus network, which enables travel to surrounding areas such 
as Northampton and Wellingborough. Ecton also has a 
primary school and local services such as a public house. 
The majority of Ecton is located within a Conservation Area 
which will restrict inappropriate development, however it is 
considered that Ecton is more sustainable than a restraint 
village and it is therefore suggested that Ecton maintain the 
“network village” designation in the settlement hierarchy 
which is restricted to limited infill development.  
It is suggested that it would be more helpful to refer to these 
villages as ‘Limited Infill Villages’ as this is better describes 
the level of growth to be expected. 

Lt Harrowden Yes But conservation should also be considered as per restraint 
villages 

Noted.  

Mears Ashby Yes Mears Ashby should remain as limited infill – preferably very 
limited with no further gardens being built on 

Noted. Recent changes to National Policy mean that there is 
no longer a presumption in favour of building on gardens. 
Opportunities for infill will therefore be limited.   

Orlingbury Yes But areas where development could take place – but amenity 
space non existent – need to be aesthetic and amenity 
considerations 

Noted. Policy 13 of the Core Spatial Strategy seeks to ensure 
that there is sustainable development, which meets local 
needs, raises standards and protect assets. 

Strixton Yes As Strixton is a single track road and is made up of stone 
dwellings with offices already in the village any further 

Agreed. 



development would damage it. 

Isham No We do not agree with the suggested classification for our 
village. Development within Isham has historically been 
restricted and, whilst we have received some clarification as 
to the terms ‘infill housing’ and ‘windfall development’, this 
clarification is not sufficiently detailed for us to be satisfied 
that permitting our village to be included within the category 
of ‘Network Villages’ would not expand the development 
potential in and around our village. As such, as a matter of 
policy, if the current suggested categorisation were to remain, 
we must object to our categorisation and submit that Isham is 
more appropriately categorised as a ‘Restraint Village’ where 
development will be restricted and priority is given to 
conservation considerations. Whilst the Core Spatial Strategy 
may indicate that development should be focused upon 
villages that perform a sustainable local service centre role, 
we dispute that this is a role performed by Isham. 
‘Sustainable Local Service Centre’ is not defined but we 
submit that a village of 310 houses, 1 church, 1 small primary 
school, 2 public houses and one small village shop would not 
qualify under that description and Isham should therefore be 
subject to restricted development with priority given to 
conservation considerations. We appreciate that the same 
argument could be made for other villages currently 
categorised under ‘Network Villages’, but that is a case for 
those villages to make. We advance the argument for Isham 
and it is for others to make their own case. 

The ‘local service centre’ classification in the Core Spatial 
Strategy is a classification not applicable to Wellingborough, 
as it was considered that all of the villages surrounding the 
town were not as sustainable for this designation with all 
surrounding villages in Wellingborough classified as “all other 
villages.” As there are number of villages within 
Wellingborough which range in size, services provided and 
sustainability, it would be inappropriate for all villages in 
Wellingborough to perform the same role in terms of housing 
and employment provision. As such it is important for 
Wellingborough at a local level to come up with its own 
hierarchy in order to guide the appropriateness of 
development. A background paper has been prepared which 
analyses the sustainability of each village and Isham was 
considered a network village where limited infill development 
would be acceptable due to its good linkages to the public 
transport bus network, which enables travel to surrounding 
areas such as Northampton, Milton Keynes, Peterborough 
and Wellingborough. Isham also has a primary school and 
local services such as a public house, and a community 
centre. The majority of Isham is located within a Conservation 
Area which will restrict inappropriate development, however it 
is considered that Isham is more sustainable than a restraint 
village as conservation is not the primary consideration. It is 
recommended that Isham maintain the “network village” 
designation in the settlement hierarchy which is restricted to 
limited infill development.  
For clarity it is suggested that ‘network village’ is changed to 
‘Limited Infill Village’ 

Wilby Yes Yes we do agree. As a linear village we feel there is little 
scope for further development 

Noted 

Bozeat  We broadly agree with the classification but are concerned 
about further “windfall development” because we already feel 
that this has removed too much green space from within the 
village. 

Noted. Recent changes to National Policy mean that there is 
a no longer a presumption in favour of building on gardens. 
Opportunities for infill/windfall will therefore be limited.   

Grendon  We feel the classification of development in the Grendon 
being ‘limited to minor infill and windfall ‘ as too generalised 
and open to a number of different interpretation which we feel 

Noted. Recent changes to National Policy mean that there is 
a no longer a presumption in favour of building on gardens. 
Opportunities for infill/windfall will therefore be limited. A 



is unhelpful. definition ‘infill’ will be added and reference to ‘windfall’ 
removed 

 
Village Boundaries 
Do you agree with the criteria for identifying Village Boundaries? Please explain the reasons for your response.  
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton Yes Logical approach – which clearly sets out reasons for and 
against any possible development 

Noted 

Lt Harrowden Yes But to retain the present village boundaries Noted 

Mears Ashby Yes Village boundaries are important and need to be maintained 
where possible 

Noted 

Orlingbury Yes  Noted 

Strixton Yes Strongly agree:- as Strixton is a single track road any 
development would seriously damage the character of the 
village and cause problems with traffic 

Noted 

Isham  It follows from our observations above that, should we be 
successful in having our village classified as a restraint 
village, no further comment would require to be made in 
respect of the village boundary as presumably this would 
undoubtedly place us in the same position as the other 
restrain villages. 
 
However, should we be unsuccessful in our submission as to 
our re-categorisation, we must examine the criteria listed. But 
it is not a case of simply agreeing or disagreeing with the 
criteria. The issue is clarity of policy in respect of 
development as it is envisaged to apply to our village. We 
have no issue with A, B, D, F or G. In respect of C. however, 
we must question why the grouping of dwellings located to 
the north of Orlingbury Road between Isham and Orlingbury 
are not included in our village boundary. This grouping is 
clearly part of the village of Isham and has even recently had 
new signs installed on the roadside on the approach from 
either end identifying the grouping as such. Similarly, we note 
that the eight-acre amenity site currently occupied by Isham 
Cricket Club does not appear to be included either within the 
Inset or the plan provided. We do not agree that the dwellings 

The group of dwellings along Orlingbury Road between 
Isham and Orlingbury are defined as a group of dwellings 
which are ‘obviously detached from, or peripheral to the main 
built up area of the village’ as described in criterion C and are 
therefore excluded from the Village Boundary. These 
properties are approximately 1km from Isham and 1.3km 
from Orlingbury. They would therefore be classed as 
dwellings in the open countryside. This is no change from the 
existing local plan.  
The cricket club is identified as IAA, but is shown on the 
Proposals Map for the whole borough rather than the village 
inset due to its physical distance from the main village. This 
in no way affects the interpretation of the policy. 
The properties referred to at Burton Station Road, Finedon 
Station Road and other farm buildings are all classed as 
being within the open countryside. Development in these 
locations would therefore be more constrained than within the 
Village Boundaries where some limited infill would be 
possible. This would not normally affect minor extensions to a 
property, but any new development would need to meet the 
criteria for new development in the countryside.  
Any land contained within the area between the Isham 



referred to above and the amenity site are “obviously 
detached from or peripheral to the main built up area” and we 
submit that these areas should be included in the inset and 
the plan for development policy formulation purposes. 
Isham’s area also includes Burton Station Road (2 houses 
and a waste tip area), the Orlingbury Road houses and farms 
referred to above and the Finedon Station Road Houses. If 
these areas are not included within our village for the 
purposes of development policy then one questions how they 
will be viewed when assessing issues such as coalescence 
of settlements should development subsequently take place 
outside the village boundary. The issue we are concerned 
with is lack of information as to what is proposed for our 
village. We anticipate that, regardless of any short term 
financial difficulties, the Isham bypass will ultimately be built 
and this will effectively enclose a considerable area of 
farming land to the west of the village. This area appears to 
fall under your definition as land ‘suitable for minor infill and 
or windfall development’. Although we have not been 
provided with a clear definition of this phrase, neither minor 
infill nor windfall development as we currently understand it is 
desired or sought by this parish. The geographical envelope 
in which the village sits is already under threat from the 
encroachment of the A14 to Pytchley Brook area to the north 
of the village (coming under Kettering Borough Council 
control). Should that area be developed (and we have 
absolutely no input over any such development decision) 
then this would place Isham at significant risk of coalescence 
with the town of Kettering – especially should farmland to the 
west of the village be ‘infilled’ with housing. 
 
In respect of ‘E’, this appears to have been given as 
justification for the redrawing of the boundary in three 
different areas of the village. However, if the justification for 
the movement of the boundary is to stand in one area, it 
counters the argument advanced for the movement of the 
others. There does not appear to be a consistent approach to 
the application of criteria ‘E’ to the redrawing of the village 
boundary. As such, we take issue with the following changes. 

bypass and the Village boundary would continue to be 
defined as open countryside where development is severely 
constrained. 'Infilling' is defined as the filling of a small gap in 
an otherwise built up frontage. This definition would not apply 
to the area between the bypass and the village. 'Windfall' 
refers to those sites that are not allocated for development in 
the Plan, but still come forward for development such as 
the infill sites.  
Any decisions considering the coalescence of development in 
connection with Isham would take account of possible 
coalescence with Burton Latimer and Kettering. 
 
Criterion E states that curtilages are normally included within 
the Village Boundary unless there is a possibility that 
development could unacceptably extend the village.  
 
Manor House Farm – this has been amended from the Local 
Plan to follow the Ordnance Survey boundary to the rear of 
the property (the Local Plan appears to go through part of the 
building) and include the garden land to the side. This land is 
well enclosed by hedges and is considered to be part of the 
built up area of the village. It therefore meets criterion E and 
is included within the village boundary. 
 
Manor Farm – The Local Plan Village Policy Line followed the 
conservation area boundary and excluded the majority of the 
curtilage of the property. There is no boundary defined on the 
ground for the CA. Previous consent had been granted for 1 
dwelling WP/2005/797/F in the garden area enclosed by the 
VPL but this has now has lapsed. If it was still extant then the 
Village Boundary would need to include the area due to 
criterion F. The curtilage of this property is quite extensive 
measuring some 0.58ha. Theoretically if this area was 
included in the Village Boundary and the site were developed 
at 35dw/ha the site could yield approximately 20 houses. This 
scale of development would significantly expand the built up 
area of the village. It is therefore excluded under criterion E. 
As there is no boundary on the ground a tight straight line has 
been drawn to the side of the building to prevent further 



 
1. The Brambles and Allerton House. 
2. Manor House Farm 
3. Manor Farm. 
 
In each of the above the same criteria have been applied but 
in some areas this includes garden ground and in others it 
excludes it and in all the areas the same criteria are given as 
authority for the change. We submit that there should be no 
change to the existing boundary in these three locations as 
the changes simply cannot objectively be justified. 
 
The whole issue of setting a village boundary is wholly futile 
if, in doing so, one places adjacent farmland into a category 
which permits development adjacent the village. Does 
‘coalescence’ refer to joining two existing settlements or does 
it also apply to joining a new development to and existing 
settlement? The whole tone of the parameters being set 
appears vague in this respect. We are anxious that our 
responses to this document should not be taken out of 
context at some future date. The Parish does not wish further 
development of the village or its surrounds and this is why we 
have made the case for our inclusion as a restraint village, 
should those categories continue to exist going forward. 

outward expansion.  
 
The Brambles and Allerton House – The line in the Local plan 
excluded the extensive curtilages of both properties, the new 
Village Boundary seeks to do the same, therefore there is no 
difference in principal. The boundary used in the local plan is 
no longer defined on the Ordnance Survey map and there is 
no line on the ground, therefore a straight tight line has been 
drawn to the rear of the properties. 
 
The Core Spatial Strategy (Policy 1) allows development 
adjacent to the Village boundary only where it ‘involves the 
re-use of buildings or, in exceptional circumstances, if it can 
be clearly demonstrated that it is required to meet local needs 
for employment housing or services’. The Site Specific Plan 
is seeking to provide additional criteria to clarify the types of 
development that might be acceptable (PO4, 5 & 6).  
 
 

Wilby Yes We do agree Noted 

Bozeat Yes We agree Noted 

Grendon  We have no particular comment on this point Noted 

 
 
 
Do you agree with how the Village Boundaries have been drawn for your village? If not, please show amendments on the plan 
provided and give a brief explanation of why the boundary should be amended. 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton Yes Fine Noted 

Lt Harrowden Yes  Noted 

Mears Ashby  Amendments suggested to the north of the village Agreed, suggested changes north of North Street meet 
criterion E. The area comprises residential curtilage of 



existing properties 

Orlingbury Yes  Noted 

Strixton Yes  Noted 

Isham  We cannot show relevant amendments to our village 
boundaries upon the plan provided because that plan does 
not encompass the village as we believe it to exist for the 
purposes of development policy consideration and 
determination. See above. 

As explained above these areas are not considered to be part 
of the build up area of the Village. Being in open countryside 
applies a stricter control over future development and is 
therefore in accordance with the Parish Council’s wish to 
restrict development in the Parish.  

Wilby Yes We do agree Noted 

Bozeat Yes We agree Noted 

Grendon  Although we have no comments to make in respect of the 
village boundary there are areas in the village which we feel 
should be classified as either Environmentally Important or as 
being Important Amenity Areas and we have marked these 
on the attached copy plan. These include the village 
allotments at the junction of Eastern Way and Yardley village 
and the Grendon Sapphires football ground on the Yardley 
Road. 

Noted, EIOS and IAA dealt with below 

 

 
 
New Development in the Countryside 
 
In accordance with the Core Spatial Strategy some types of development could be permitted in the open countryside outside of the 
Village Boundaries. This could include small scale development that could not be accommodated in the town or villages, the re-use 
of existing buildings or replacement dwellings. The draft Plan sets out criteria to establish when this development would be 
acceptable. 
 
Do you agree with the approach of setting criteria? Please explain the reasons for your response.   
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton Yes  Noted 

Lt Harrowden  Village currently surrounded by Greenfield sites and should 
be preserved. However small scale limited development 
could be considered after infill areas exhausted 

Sites outside the Village boundary are defined as open 
countryside where there is severe restraint. Small scale 
development can be acceptable if it complies with the criteria 
for development in the open countryside.  



Mears Ashby Yes To allow necessary affordable housing Noted 

Orlingbury Yes  Noted 

Strixton    

Isham  Whilst we agree that criteria may be of assistance, we submit 
that these should be more restrictive. New development in 
the countryside must not be permitted if this duplicates or is 
in competition with existing activities and businesses already 
operating within the village envelope. 

Development in the open countryside is severely restricted 
however there are some uses that will be acceptable. 
Competition with existing activities and businesses is not 
something that can normally be considered as part of the 
planning process. 

Wilby Yes We do agree. We do however feel that there could be a case 
for a small development of low cost social housing. 

Noted. This type of development would still be permissible. 

Bozeat  Great care has to be taken that the criteria do not become a 
recipe for developers to argue for inappropriate speculative 
developments at appeal. 

Agreed, the purpose of setting criteria is to set out which 
circumstances are acceptable. 

Grendon  We agree with the principle of setting criteria for permitted 
development outside of the Village Boundary however as 
above we have concerns about such criteria being too 
generalised and as a result being potentially open to a 
number of interpretations. 

Agreed, the purpose of using the criteria is to set out which 
circumstances are acceptable, but not be prohibitive against 
development. The criterion are similar to those previously 
used in the Wellingborough Local Plan, which have been 
utilised during appeals and found to be adequate in 
determining inappropriate development.    

 

 
 
Do you have any comments on the draft criteria suggested for new development in the Countryside?  
 
Parish Comments Response 

Ecton Far too vague. Criteria as it stands could be used to support 
any type or size of development. Needs to be more specific 

The policy is purposely drafted so that it would capture all types of 
development. It could not be used to support all sizes of development 
as criterion B requires the development to be small scale and involve 
no more than a limited number of buildings or structures. 
In order to ensure that buildings do not continue to expand in 
unacceptable circumstances it is suggested that the following be added 
at the end of the draft policy ‘Conditions may be imposed withdrawing 
permitted development rights to prevent future extensions, where these 
would result in an adverse impact on the character of the surrounding 
area’ 

Lt Harrowden Concern is raised regarding ‘limited number of buildings’. 
More specific details would be required before further 
comment. Limited on services within the village would not 

The draft policy requires that development is ‘small scale and involves 
no more than a limited number of buildings or structures’. This would 
need to be judged on an application’s individual merit during the 



warrant further development. Infrastructure is also limited. development control process. It is not possible to identify specific limits 
as the policy could apply to a large number of situations inc. golf 
courses, farm buildings, sports grounds, affordable housing. 
An amendment is suggested above to prevent future expansion in 
unacceptable situations. 
Policy 6 & 13 of the Core Spatial Strategy aim to ensure that 
development is accompanied by the appropriate infrastructure.  

Mears Ashby No Noted 

Orlingbury Criterion d is particularly important Noted 

Strixton None Noted 

Isham These criteria again appear vague. We refer the reader to our 
responses to the questions above. 

Further clarification has been added as a response to queries 
/comments above 

Wilby   

Bozeat In the light of the above, we would suggest the addition of 
criteria along the lines of: 
E. The Council is persuaded that there is a need for the 
development 
F. The development can not be achieved in another 
location where it would have less impact on the countryside. 

Noted.  

• In terms of the proposed Criteria E, dwellings within the open 
countryside will have to demonstrate special justification as per 
PPS3:Housing and PPS7:Sustainable development in Rural Areas. 
The need for the development is a key consideration in determining 
the appropriateness of new development in the countryside, and as it 
is stated in National Policy, does not need to be replicated in this 
Criteria.  

• In terms of the proposed Criteria F, it is felt that the criteria would 
prove difficult to implement due to the amount of parameters needed 
to make this criteria workable. All planning applications are assessed 
according to whether they would have adverse impacts upon the 
environment, limiting the impacts upon the open countryside.     

      

Grendon We have made one slight amendment ( adding ‘village and 
community’ to criterion C) but in our opinion the criteria used 
are too generalised. Development in open countryside is a 
highly sensitive issue and if any development is to take place 
it must be considered on a site specific basis rather than on a 
very broad set of criteria. The views and opinions of the 
Parish Council and residents of Grendon (and other villages) 
must be taken seriously. Our very recent and negative 
experience of how Wellingborough Council approaches 
development in the open countryside suggests that the 
Borough have little regard for those views and opinions. 

Noted. 
The impact upon the community and village is dealt with in Criteria L of 
Policy 13: General Sustainable Development Principles of the Core 
Strategy, which seeks development to not result in unacceptable 
impacts upon neighbouring properties and the wider area. As it is dealt 
within the Core Strategy policy, Criteria C does not need to be 
amended.   



 
Do you have any comments on the draft criteria suggested for re-use of buildings in the Countryside?  
 
Parish Comments Response 

Ecton Agree – so long as this does not lead to more development Noted 

Lt Harrowden Yes we agree with the draft criteria Noted 

Mears Ashby No Noted 

Orlingbury No comment - support Noted 

Strixton Totally Agree Noted 

Isham Whilst we understand that this document is applicable to the 
borough as a whole, as a parish, we would dispense with 
category C as we assess the expansion options are more 
appropriately addressed and controlled through development 
policy, not planning conditions. 

Criterion C is explaining that as a matter of policy planning conditions 
will normally be applied to control the future expansion of re-used 
buildings. 

Wilby   

Bozeat Criterion A could also allow the character to be enhanced, 
although this may be implied. 
In order to prevent creeping development we suggest a 
further criterion that requires that it should be established that 
there is no longer a need for the function for which the 
building was used.  It should also be made clear that 
permission will not be given for a new (agricultural) building to 
perform the function for which the current building is designed 
or for which it could have been used. 

Agreed, it would be useful to add ‘and enhanced wherever possible’ to 
the end of criterion A. 

Grendon We are broadly supportive of the re-use of existing buildings 
subject to the development having a minimal impact of the 
character of the village and community 

Noted 

 

Do you have any comments on the draft criteria suggested on replacement dwellings?  
 
Parish Comments Response 

Ecton Fine so long as there are no changes to size and shape of 
developed structures 

It particular circumstances it may be appropriate to remove future 
permitted development rights, this could be judged at the planning 
application stage. It is also suggested that reference to the possible 
removal of permitted development is added to Preferred Option 4. 

Lt Harrowden Yes we agree with the draft criteria Noted 

Mears Ashby No Noted 



Orlingbury A – the wording appears confusing – do you mean that an 
abandoned or derelict building can’t be replaced? 

Correct, an abandoned or derelict dwelling could not be replaced under 
this draft policy, any replacement would in effect be treated as a ‘new’ 
dwelling. In order to clarify this it is suggested that the following wording 
is added to criterion A ‘(in these cases the dwelling will be treated as a 
new dwelling)’ 

Strixton Totally Agree Noted 

Isham The above criteria appear reasonable. Noted 

Wilby   

Bozeat We suggest an additional criterion requiring that the 
replacement dwelling should respect the character of its 
setting. 

This is required by Core Spatial Strategy Policy 13h. 

Grendon We have no comment Noted 

 
 
Environmentally Important Open Space 
Do you agree with the criteria for designating areas of open space as EIOS? Please explain the reasons for your response.  
   
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton  Fine – no problems Noted 

Lt Harrowden  Yes we agree with the draft criteria Noted 

Mears Ashby Yes Open spaces in built up areas are important Noted 

Orlingbury Yes  Noted 

Strixton  It would spoil the character of the village if excess land were 
to be taken for development 

Noted 

Isham  We agree with the above criteria but not the manner in which 
these criteria appear to have been applied to specific areas 
within our village. These will be discussed below. 

Noted 

Wilby Yes We do agree Noted 

Bozeat  Yes  Noted 

Grendon Yes  Noted 

 

 
 
 
 



Do you agree with the sites that have been suggested for designation as EIOS in your village? Please explain the reasons for your 
response.   
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton  Fine – no comment Noted 

Lt Harrowden  Pocket Park and natural area of conservation to be added to 
the Plan. Area highlighted for a suggested sports field 

Pocket Park has been added as IAA. 
It would not be appropriate to add a site for a suggested 
sports area until there are firm proposals. The Pocket park 
was assessed as EIOS and was considered to accord with 
Criteria A and C, hence being recommended as EIOS land.  

Mears Ashby Yes Preserving the character of the village and maintaining its 
spacious feel 

Noted.  

Orlingbury Yes Puzzled hall land not included See below. 

Strixton  The area around the church and at the entrance to the village 
gives character and is a good habitat for wildlife. It clearly 
shows the entrance to the village which would otherwise be 
lost and difficult to find. 

Noted 

Isham No The parish cannot see any justification for the site on South 
Street to be included as an EIOS. We can only assume that 
the wall in that location has been the focus for the site being 
included. The wall at South Street is, in the opinion of the 
parish, no more significant than any other stone wall from a 
similar period in the village. This site simply does not appear 
to meet the criteria and we question the true motivation for 
the inclusion of this site within the designation EIOS. It is 
submitted that footpath field approaches to the village from 
the north and the south should also be included as EIOS 
under category ‘C’ above. In addition we cannot see any 
reason why the open countryside immediately adjacent to the 
village boundary should not be designated as EIOS under 
category ‘C’ also. 

The EIOS designation to land south of 1 & 1a South Street, 
Isham was identified in a Conservation Area Assessment as 
being an important greenspace the contributes to the 
structure of the settlement and worthy of consideration in the 
EIOS appraisal carried out in 2009 to update the designations 
for the Site Specific Plan. The site was assessed and it was 
considered that the site meets criteria A - as it contributes 
positively to the character and form of the settlement; criteria 
B – as the ironstone wall and spacious setting contribute 
strongly to the Conservation Area; and met Criteria C as 
views can be gained to the listed church. As such it was 
considered important to designate this space as EIOS due to 
the strong contribution it makes to the settlement. The 
purpose of the EIOS policy is to designate areas that are 
intrinsic to the structural and visual characteristics of the 
settlement. It is not considered appropriate to designate all 
countryside surrounding Isham, including entry points to the 
EIOS designation as these are covered by open countryside 
policies.  

Wilby Yes We do agree. It is important to protect certain areas for 
leisure etc 

Noted 



Bozeat Yes We suggest that you should also evaluate the views into the 
village from footpaths, in particular TA9 and TA19 which have 
views into the village and, with TA8, form the most popular 
circular route for walkers. 
 

Noted. We consider that countryside policies would protect 
public rights of way through the countryside on the edge of 
villages.  

Grendon Yes  Noted 

 
Are there any additional sites that you think should be identified as EIOS? If so, please identify them on the map provided. 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton No Am very surprised school playing field not included as an 
EIOS in village 

The playing field was assessed, however it is considered that 
the field did not meet any of the criteria. 

Lt Harrowden  As above See above 

Mears Ashby No  Noted 

Orlingbury Yes The area behind Orlingbury Hall, Badsaddle, Wythmail need 
considering 

Orlingbury hall has been assessed and is considered to meet 
criteria A, B and C and hence will be recommended to be 
added as EIOS. Badsaddle and Wythmail are not part of the 
physical structure and character of the Settlement of 
Orlingbury and hence do not meet the criteria as EIOS.   

Strixton No  Noted 

Isham  We note that whilst the churchyard and gravestones are 
included as EIOS, the graveyard to the north of the village is 
not. It would appear sensible and desirable that the 
graveyard and its extension (an equivalent area to the 
existing graveyard extending to the west of the current 
graveyard) should be included as EIOS. Additionally we 
would submit that the area currently utilised as allotments to 
the north of the Sorrells should be designated as EIOS in 
addition to an IAA. 

Not all cemeteries and churchyards are added to EIOS, 
particularly cemeteries outside the village policy line such as 
the cemetery to the North. We have assessed the cemetery 
to the north of Isham and it is considered that it is not intrinsic 
to the physical or visual character of the settlement. The 
allotment land to the north of the Sorrels has been assessed 
and is not considered to be important to the physical and 
visual character of the settlement.   

Wilby No  Noted 

Bozeat  We suggest that you should also evaluate the views into the 
village from footpaths, in particular TA9 and TA19 which have 
views into the village and, with TA8, form the most popular 
circular route for walkers. 

Noted. We consider that countryside policies would protect 
public rights of way through the countryside on the edge of 
villages. 

Grendon No   Noted 

 
 



Important Amenity Areas 
 
Do you agree with the sites identified as Important Amenity Areas in your village? If not, please explain. 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton  School grounds should be included Agreed, Sports Ground will be identified as IAA 

Lt Harrowden yes  Noted 

Mears Ashby Yes  Noted 

Orlingbury Yes But would ask the authority consider village hasn’t got 
adequate IAA and is public land poor 

Noted, the purpose of IAA is to protect existing sites. There 
may be opportunities to provide additional space if the Parish 
Council wished to bring projects forward. 

Strixton Yes  Noted 

Isham Yes  Noted 

Wilby Yes  Noted 

Bozeat Yes  Noted 

Grendon  See our comments under the section Village Boundaries and 
the attached plan (the village allotments at the junction of 
Eastern Way and Yardley village and the Grendon Sapphires 
football ground on the Yardley Road) 

 

 

Are there any additional sites that you think should be identified as IAA? If so, please identify them on the map provided. 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton  See above See above 

Lt Harrowden Yes Pocket Park, allotments and suggested sports field Agreed, the Pocket Park and Allotments will be added as 
IAA. It would not be appropriate to add a site for a suggested 
sports area until there are firm proposals as the site is not 
currently used for recreational purposes. 

Mears Ashby Yes The School playing field Agreed, the Sports field will be added as IAA 

Orlingbury    

Strixton  n/a Noted 

Isham No  Noted 

Bozeat No  Noted 

Grendon  See our comments under the section Village Boundaries and 
the attached plan (the village allotments at the junction of 
Eastern Way and Yardley village and the Grendon Sapphires 
football ground on the Yardley Road) 

 



    

 
 
 
Do you agree with the criteria allowing for the loss of IAA in certain circumstances? Please explain the reasons for your response. 
    
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton No Under no circumstances Government Policy in PPG17 allows the loss of open space 
in certain circumstances, this policy is attempting to reflect 
this. Other villages have sought to have unused recreational 
areas used for other purposes 

Lt Harrowden Yes  Noted 

Mears Ashby    

Orlingbury    

Strixton    

Isham  On the condition that our submissions in respect of EIOS are 
accepted, yes. 

Noted 

Wilby  Only in exceptional circumstances Agreed, this is the purpose of the policy. 

Bozeat  Our only concern about the criteria is that the “agreed” in D 
should be more specific about which parties are required to 
agree. 

It would be for the Borough Council to be convinced that this 
would be the best means for retaining the facilities as part of 
a planning application. Evidence would need to be provided 
by the applicant.  

Grendon  We are unable to imagine a scenario where Grendon Parish 
Council would ever agree to the loss of an Important Amenity 
Area 

Noted 

 

 
Employment 
The draft Plan is suggesting that certain employment areas within the rural area should be safeguarded for employment uses, 
including:  

 
 

• Finedon Sidings 

• Sywell Aerodrome 



Do you agree that these sites should be safeguarded for employment use? 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton No Not at all. Would have no problem if Sywell Aerodrome was 
used for other purposes such as housing etc. 

It is considered that Sywell Aerodrome provides a useful 
employment role.  

Lt Harrowden yes  Noted 

Mears Ashby Yes  Noted 

Orlingbury Yes But limited in function Noted 

Strixton Yes  Noted 

Isham  We have no objection Noted 

Wilby  Given the location and size of our village we do not feel that it 
is important to retain small employment areas in our village 

Noted 

Bozeat  We do not feel it appropriate for us to comment on sites in 
Finedon or Sywell. 

Noted 

Grendon Yes  Noted 

 
 
Are there other sites which should be safeguarded for employment use within your village? If ‘yes’, please explain 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton No  Noted 

Lt Harrowden Yes Isefire factory This premise (16 Orlingbury Road, Little Harrowden) would 
be retained in employment use unless it was causing 
problems that could not be overcome or the site was 
incapable of reuse for an employment use under PO 46.  

Mears Ashby    

Orlingbury No  Noted 

Strixton Yes   

Isham  The agricultural sites within and adjacent to our village 
boundary should be retained for that purpose. 

Agreed, the Plan will not affect existing uses. Somer farmers 
may however put forward schemes for farm diversification. 

Wilby No  Noted 

Bozeat  There are only a few remaining employment sites within 
Bozeat and these should be protected from conversion to 
residential use in the interests of sustainability and access to 
employment for those unable to travel. 

Agreed, PO 46 seeks to ensure this, unless there are 
problems that can not be overcome. 

Grendon No  Noted 

 



The draft Plan is not proposing to allocate any new sites for employment in the rural area. Do you agree with this approach? If not, 
please identify any sites that might be suitable for new employment? 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton  None Noted 

Lt Harrowden Yes  Noted 

Mears Ashby    

Orlingbury  Plans should be flexible for new forms of employment that 
are not intrusive 

Agreed, Policy 11 of the Core Spatial Strategy allows 
appropriate rural employment. Preferred option 5 also 
encourages the reuse of buildings in the countryside for 
employment uses and Preferred Option 47 aims to 
encourage appropriate home working. 

Strixton    

Isham Yes  Noted 

Wilby Yes  Noted 

Bozeat  We agree that there should be no new sites allocated in 
Bozeat. 

Noted 

Grendon Yes  Noted 

 
Has the draft Plan addressed all of the land use planning issues in your village? If not, what else do you believe the Plan should 
deal with? 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments Response 

Ecton  We believe that the courtyard should be included in 
conservation area and the other buildings in this area of 
village 

Assessment of the Conservation Area is a separate process 
to the Plan preparation, but the comments will be passed to 
the Conservation Officer for consideration. 

Lt Harrowden Yes Ecofriendly housing This is covered by Policy 14 of the Core Spatial Strategy 

Mears Ashby    

Orlingbury    

Strixton    

Isham No It is submitted that no one document will provide a 
comprehensive answer for all eventualities. 

Agreed, the Plan is attempting to address the most likely 
issues and remain flexible enough to deal with unforeseen 
issues or events 

Wilby Yes  No 

Bozeat  The two additional planning issues that have been raised are: 
• That the increasing amount and density of infill is 
urbanising the village and changing its character.  We feel 

 



that the degree of infill needs to be controlled. 
• Existing shops and facilities should be protected by a 
presumption against granting change of use unless it can be 
shown that the business has been able to relocate to an 
alternate site within the village. 

Grendon Yes   

 
Has a need been identified for any additional services or facilities in your village (e.g. medical, education, community facilities, 
sports provision)? If ‘yes’, please explain. 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments 

Ecton No  

Lt Harrowden  Doctors surgery, post office, sportsfield and facilities, retain the school and nursery, retain village hall, local shop, more 
footpaths, cycle paths and better bus service 

Mears Ashby   

Orlingbury  The village green too small and too open to enable full recreational use. We have no medical or educational facilities or 
commercial 

Strixton   

Isham  The potential for inclusion of affordable housing within the village of Isham is under consideration. The village hall is also in 
need of replacement. 

Wilby Yes We have a thriving village school. A playing field although a private trust. We have always had support from the council. 

Bozeat  In terms of additional services and facilities we have only identified that we already have poor public transport connections 
from the village and these should be protected. 
In the longer term we would also suggest that the proposed cycle route to Wollaston should be planned to extend to Bozeat 
and that consideration should be given to working with Milton Keynes to further extend the route into Olney to complete a 
cycle route between Wellingborough and Milton Keynes. 

Grendon  The Grendon Parish Plan was created based on a detailed questionnaire submitted to all residents of the village. The lack of 
a dedicated retail facility such as a village shop which closed some years ago as well as an almost complete lack of public 
transport were two key areas highlighted. 

 
 
Please comment on any other parts of the draft Plan that are not covered by this questionnaire, either here or separately.  
 
Any other Comments 
 
 



Parish Comments Response 

Ecton Not at this time  

Lt Harrowden Please explain ‘windfall’ and the conditions of ‘infill’ ‘Windfall’ are sites that are not allocated for development in the Plan 
but still come forward for development through the planning application 
process. ‘Infill’ is defined as the filling of a small gap in an otherwise 
built up frontage. 

Mears Ashby The Parish Council suggests the removal of the post 60’s 
housing from the Conservation Area 

Assessment of the Conservation Area is a separate process to the Plan 
preparation, but the comments will be passed to the Conservation 
Officer for consideration 

Orlingbury We support Noted 

Strixton Strixton has no street lighting and the road is in a state of 
disrepair, yet we are forced to pay the same council tax as 
Wollaston & Bozeat, please could someone explain the 
reasoning for this? If you can’t could you pass it on to 
someone who can please 

A response is being sought 

Isham We do not accept that sufficient consultation has taken place. 
In addition, the time allowed for consideration of the 175 page 
Proposal Development Plan Document, in conjunction with 
the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy document 
is inadequate. 

This stage is prior to the formal consultation stage when the Parish 
Council will be given another opportunity to make comments. Officers 
are also available to discuss issues if the Parish Council would find this 
beneficial. 

Wilby   
Bozeat We have no further comments. Noted 

Grendon No Noted 

 
 
Do you currently have a Parish Plan? 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments 

Ecton No  

Lt Harrowden  Ongoing, not yet completed 

Mears Ashby Yes  

Orlingbury Yes  

Strixton   

Isham No  

Wilby No  

Bozeat Yes  

Grendon Yes  



 
Is a Parish Plan proposed? 
 
Parish Yes/No Comments 

Ecton No Not at present – up for discussion in future 

Lt Harrowden  See above 

Mears Ashby   

Orlingbury  See above 

Strixton   

Isham  This is the subject of ongoing discussion and a case for such a document is being made. 

Wilby  To be discussed 

Bozeat  See above 

Grendon   

 
 
 
 


