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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The settlement hierarchy is a key part of the new local plan evidence base. The new 

local plan will be formed of two parts. Part 1 of the new local plan comprises the 
emerging Joint Core Strategy (JCS) which includes high level strategic policies. The Plan 
for the Borough of Wellingborough (PBW) will form Part 2 of the new local plan and will 
provide more locally specific policies.  
 

1.2 The aim of this background paper is to assess whether there is any requirement for the 
PBW to include a local policy on settlement hierarchy, further to that provided in the 
policies of the emerging JCS. 
 

1.3 A settlement hierarchy is a way of categorising the borough’s settlements to recognise 
their different roles. A hierarchy groups together the settlements that have similar 
characteristics and roles. At the top of the hierarchy are the settlements that fulfil most 
functions, have the best infrastructure (facilities and services) and are most easy to get to 
by sustainable forms of travel. The settlements with least functions, infrastructure and 
transport links, are nearer the bottom of the hierarchy. A hierarchy helps to determine the 
level of growth that settlements ought to be able to sustainably accommodate in the 
future. 

 
1.4 This paper will take the following steps in fulfilling the aim; 

 

 Examination of national and local policy  

 Desk top examination of settlements in the borough 

 Collection of evidence through a parish council questionnaire and site visits 

 Review of responses to the Issues and Options Consultation  

 Identification and analysis of available options 

 Recommendations 
 

 

2. National and Local Policy Context 
 
2.1. The government published the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on 27 March 

2012, replacing most previous national planning policy. The purpose of the planning 
system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.  Sustainable 
development combines three elements, environmental sustainability, social sustainability 
and economic sustainability. The NPPF promotes a “presumption in favour of sustainable 
development”. It also recognises that what this means in individual locations will vary and 
that decisions need to take local circumstances into account.  
 

2.2. To promote sustainable development in rural areas the NPPF says housing should be 
located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example 
where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support 
services in a village nearby. National guidance advises that all settlements can play a 
role in delivering sustainable development in rural areas – and so blanket policies 
restricting housing development in some settlements and preventing other settlements 
from expanding should be avoided unless their use can be supported by robust evidence. 
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2.3. Policy 11 of the JCS sets out the spatial strategy for North Northamptonshire, which 
defines the roles that various settlements will play in building a more sustainable and 
self-reliant area.  
 

2.4. Table 1 of the JCS, which supports Policy 11, begins to identify the settlement hierarchy 
and the role of Wellingborough town and the borough’s villages in delivering growth. An 
extract of that table is provided below. 

 
 

Category  Settlements  Role 

Growth 
Towns 
 

Corby, Kettering, 
Wellingborough and Rushden 
 

To provide the focus for major co-ordinated 
regeneration and growth in employment, housing, 
retail and higher order facilities serving one or 
more districts. 

Market 
Towns 
 

Burton Latimer, Desborough, 
Higham Ferrers, 
Irthlingborough, Oundle, 
Raunds, Rothwell, and 
Thrapston 

To provide a strong service role for their local 
community and wider rural hinterland. 
 

Villages 
 

All villages other than 
settlements of a dispersed 
form, which may be 
designated as open 
countryside, outside the 
formal settlement hierarchy. 

To provide community infrastructure and services 
to meet the day to day needs of residents and 
businesses in the rural areas. Focal points for 
development to meet locally identified needs, 
unless those needs can be met more sustainably 
at a nearby larger settlement. 

Open 
Countryside 
 

Some small rural settlements 
with dispersed built form may 
be designated as open 
countryside.  

A living, working countryside providing the green 
setting for the network of settlements and 
supporting the area’s self-reliance and resilience 
through food production; leisure and tourism; 
biodiversity resources; renewable energy; flood 
risk management and carbon capture. 

 
2.5. According to the JCS hierarchy, in this borough the town of Wellingborough is the focus 

for the majority of growth. The rest of the settlements within the borough fall under the 
‘villages’ category.  
 

2.6. The JCS sets out housing requirements for the largest villages of Earls Barton, Finedon, 
Irchester and Wollaston, where the scale of development arising from local needs is of 
strategic significance. Development within the remaining villages will normally be limited 
to small scale infill development and ‘rural exceptions’ affordable housing schemes. 
 

2.7. The JCS allows part 2 local plans to identify a more detailed settlement hierarchy based 
on local evidence. This may include identifying settlements that could take higher levels 
of growth in order to support the broader sustainability of the village, and/ or it may 
include identifying settlements that should take less growth due to their sensitive 
character or conservation interest.  
 

2.8. The JCS also states that settlements of a dispersed form may be designated as open 
countryside. Development would be severely restricted in these locations. 
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2.9. Together, the emerging JCS and PBW will set the framework for the content of any 
neighbourhood plans in the borough. This factor will need to be considered when 
developing any settlement hierarchy as it is important that any restraints do not stifle the 
ability of local communities identifying and delivering local development needs through 
neighbourhood planning. 
 

2.10. In January to March of 2015 the council consulted on a paper entitled The Plan for the 
Borough of Wellingborough Issues and Options. Part of the paper addressed the issues 
regarding settlement hierarchy. 
 

2.11. Issue 17 asked consultees whether they considered that a more detailed settlement 
hierarchy was needed for the borough. It also asked why particular villages should be 
treated differently to others. A summary of the response can be found in Appendix A. 
Issue 64 asked whether there were any particular needs or opportunities in the rural area 
that could be addressed by identifying higher levels of growth than in the JCS. 
 

2.12. The results of the consultation identify a set of mixed views on the need for a settlement 
hierarchy. Some respondents felt that there was not a need for a more detailed 
settlement hierarchy for the borough and that the JCS was adequate. Some respondents 
considered that the hierarchy identified in the Site Specific Proposals Development Plan 
Document (SSP DPD) is still relevant and a sensible approach. Some respondents felt 
that a more local detailed hierarchy was required. Generally however, none of the rural 
residents or parish councils considered a need to identify settlements that should 
accommodate more than their local need, but that there were some settlements where 
development ought to be restricted. No specific needs for facilities or services were 
identified by communities which additional housing could help to deliver. 
 

2.13. The PBW will provide the housing requirement outlined for the borough in the JCS and 
has not identified a need to be testing for higher levels of growth in the rural area. The 
Rural Housing Allocation Methodology and Site Assessment background paper1 outlines 
the proposed approach to housing allocations in the rural area.  
 

2.14. Therefore this paper’s methodology and any resultant settlement hierarchy 
recommended will focus on identifying the settlements that, due to their poor levels of 
sustainability or sensitive character or conservation interest, should have strictly 
managed development. These settlements would have their own local needs met more 
sustainably at nearby settlements. The paper will also focus on identifying settlements of 
dispersed form which will be treated as open countryside. This approach is consistent 
with the urban oriented focus of the JCS. 
 
 

3. Methodology 
 

3.1. This section of the paper sets out the approach that has been taken to help develop clear 
settlement hierarchy options for the borough.   
 

3.2. The first stage is to identify the settlements within the borough that will be assessed as 
part of identifying any future settlement hierarchy. Historically settlements within the 
hierarchy have broadly been defined as small settlements focused around at least a 

                                            
1
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7026/rural_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_-_april_2016 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7026/rural_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_-_april_2016
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church and/or a public facility. Some very small settlements or groups of dwellings within 
the borough do not meet this definition and are of a more dispersed form. 

3.3. Appendix B identifies small groups of dwellings or small settlements of a dispersed form 
within the borough that cannot be reasonably be defined as a village, these will all be 
classed as open countryside in accordance with the JCS. Appendix C is a summary of 
representations received to issue 16 of the Issue and Options consultation which helped 
inform the identification of settlements of dispersed form. In summary these are: 

 

 Blackmile Lane, Grendon 

 Furnace Cottages, Little Harrowden 

 Orlingbury Road, Isham  

 Hill Top Road, Little Harrowden 

 Hillside and Hill Top Farm, Little Harrowden  

 Knuston  
 

3.4. The following settlements will be considered further as part of the hierarchy: 
 

 Earls Barton 

 Wollaston 

 Finedon 

 Irchester 

 Bozeat 

 Ecton 

 Great Doddington 

 Great Harrowden 

 Grendon 

 Hardwick 

 Isham 

 Little Harrowden 

 Little Irchester 

 Mears Ashby 

 Orlingbury 

 Sywell, excluding the Old Village 

 Sywell Old Village 

 Easton Maudit 

 Wilby 

 Strixton 
 

3.5. The next stage is to understand the role and character of each of these settlements. This 
will be done through three stages of assessment; a sustainability indicator assessment, 
an environmental constraints assessment, and a settlement profile assessment.  

 
Sustainability Indicator Assessment  
 
3.6. This is a quantitative analysis that assesses each of the settlements on its accessibility to 

a range of services, facilities and employment opportunities. Seven indicators have been 
used to measure the sustainability of each settlement. These are retail, education, 
medical, community facilities, sports and recreation, transport, and employment. The 
table below shows how each of these indicators aligns with the sustainability definitions 
in the NPPF, some of them fulfil more than one role;  

 

NPPF Sustainability Sustainability Indicator  

Economic Role: Contributing to  
building a strong, responsive and competitive economy 

Retail; Employment; Transport 

Social Role: Supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities 

Education; Medical; Community 
facilities; Sports and recreation  

Environmental Role: Contributing to protecting and 
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment.  

Sports and recreation; Transport  
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3.7. Appendix D sets out the criteria and the scoring used to measure each sustainability 
indicator that will be used to assess each settlement. A colour coding system has been 
used to show the level of sustainability each indicator contributes.  

Table: Colour coded sustainability scoring system 
 

Score  Definition 
 Highly sustainable  
 Sustainable 

- Moderate 
 Less sustainable  
 Least sustainable  

 
3.8. Settlements are scored for the presence of a service or facility in the village itself or if the 

facility is within a safe walking distance of 800m, which takes an average of 10 minutes 
to walk, from the majority (over half) of the dwellings in the settlement and there must be 
a pedestrian walkway. This radius recognises the ability of nearby villages to contain 
services and facilities that support each other and form rural networks, in line with NPPF 
guidance. GIS was used to create a buffer of 800m around facilities in order to score 
objectively.  
 

3.1 Information used to inform the assessment has been gathered from a desk top study, 
including the use of the council’s GIS mapping, and questionnaires sent to parish 
councils. A template of the questionnaire is set out in Appendix E.   
 

3.9. By assessing the number of ticks and crosses each settlement receives it will be possible 
to gain an understanding of the roles of each settlement, and group together the ones 
with similar characteristics. It will then be possible to begin to identify which settlements 
should have their development strictly managed due to their poor levels of sustainability.  
 

Environmental Constraint Assessment 
 

3.2 Each settlement is then reviewed to identify its environmental character and constraints. 
Each settlement has been surveyed for the following using GIS, followed by a short 
summary on its sensitivity and or character; 

 

 The presence of any conservation area in the settlement and the percentage of 
the settlement it covers 

 The presence and number of listed buildings in the settlement and the likelihood of 
any development impacting on their setting 

 The presence of Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) or any other existing or 
potential environmental constraints either within or adjacent to the settlement 

 The sensitivity of the landscape surrounding the settlement, both visually and in 
terms of local habitats 
 

3.10. The results of this assessment will help begin to identify which settlements should have 
their development strictly managed due to their sensitive character or conservation 
interest.  

 
 
 
 



 

7 
 

Settlement Profiles 
 
3.11. The settlements that are deemed the least sustainable through both of the above 

assessments will have settlement profiles undertaken.  
 

3.12. This further analysis considers the current constraints and restrictions placed upon these 
settlements and it provides an up to date detailed description on the settlements form 
and character. This analysis has been informed by site visits and some desk top 
research. This allows for a definitive clear understanding of each of the settlements 
suitability for development.  
 

3.13. The results of the above assessments will help to identify the sustainability of the 
settlements within the borough. This will allow recommendations to be made on which 
settlements should have their development strictly managed, and, following that, a local 
settlement hierarchy.  

 
 

4. Assessment Results  
 
Sustainability Indicator Assessment Results  
 
4.1. The table on page 8 shows the results of the sustainability indicator assessment.  
 
4.2. The results indicate that Easton Maudit, Hardwick and Strixton are the least sustainable 

in terms of services, facilities, transport, and employment opportunities. Hardwick and 
Strixton both scored one double cross each. These three settlements also scored the 
most amount of single crosses (13, 11 and 11 respectively, compared to a modal 
average of 8) and none of these three settlements received a double tick. This indicates 
that they are the least sustainable settlements of the borough. 
 

4.3. The other settlements are more similar in terms of their sustainability. Most scored well 
on education and public transport, and averagely on employment. However these are 
generalisations, the differences in the levels on sustainability between the remaining 
settlements are nuanced.  
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Bozeat   -         -    - 

Earls Barton               

Easton Maudit       -    -    

Ecton               

Finedon               

Great Doddington               - 

Great Harrowden       -        - 

Grendon           -    

Hardwick               - 

Irchester  -             

Isham                - 

Little Harrowden                - 

Little Irchester                - 

Mears Ashby                - 

Orlingbury           -    - 

Strixton       -        

Sywell               

Sywell Old Village                

Wilby                - 

Wollaston   -             

 *As part of this study major centres include Wellingborough, Rushden, Kettering, Northampton, Milton Keynes and Bedford 
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Environmental Constraint Assessment Results  
 
4.4. The table below sets out an overview of the environmental constraints of each 

settlement. The table provides a summary of either their ability to continue to physically 
accommodate growth or the appropriateness of protecting character. 

 

Village   

Conservation 
Area 
coverage  

% of 
Listed 
Buildings  TPOs 

Other 
environmental 
designations 

Commentary on sensitivity and 
character 

Bozeat  0%  1% 0 

4 areas of 
Environmentally 
Important Open 
Space (EIOS) and 
2 Local Wildlife 
Sites (LWS) 

There are environmental 
constraints mainly around the 
settlement edge. However, this is 
not significant enough to preclude 
some level of small-scale infill 
development. 

Earls 
Barton 15% 1% 78 4 areas of EIOS 

There are environmental 
constraints most notably the 
sylvan setting of the settlement 
core and open space. However, 
this is not significant enough to 
preclude some level of small-scale 
infill development. 

Easton 
Maudit 100% 63% 7 None 

There are no suitable 
opportunities for further growth 
that would not harm the character 
of the settlement.  

Ecton 75%  11% 24 

1 area of EIOS and 
1 Potential Wildlife 
Sites (PWS) 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably the large 
conservation area. However, this 
is not significant enough to 
preclude some level of small-scale 
infill development. 

Finedon 15%  1% 161 

2 areas of EIOS, 
adjacent to 2 PWS 
and 2 LWS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably the 
significant level of mature tree 
cover and conservation area 
towards the south west end of 
Finedon. However, this is not 
significant enough to preclude 
some level of small-scale infill 
development. 

Great 
Doddington 20% 3% 2  

1 area of EIOS and 
1 PWS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably a large 
conservation area at its core. 
However, this is not significant 
enough to preclude some level of 
small-scale infill development.  
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Village   

Conservation 
Area 
coverage  

% of 
Listed 
Buildings  TPOs 

Other 
environmental 
designations 

Commentary on sensitivity and 
character 

Great 
Harrowden 0% 22% 68 1 PWS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably a 
number of listed buildings and 
high number of protected trees. 
However, this is not significant 
enough to preclude some level of 
small-scale infill development. 

Grendon 45%  9% 2 2 areas of EIOS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably a large 
conservation area. However, this 
is not significant enough to 
preclude some level of small-scale 
infill development. 

Hardwick 100% 6% 67 
1 are of EIOS and 
1 PWS 

The settlement is subject of 
significant environmental 
constraints. The highly wooded 
setting of the Conservation area  
should be respected. There are 
few opportunities for further 
growth that would not harm the 
character of the village 

Irchester 0% 1% 1 

1 area of EIOS, 
Adjacent to 2 PWS 
and 1 LWS 

There are environmental 
constraints mainly around the 
settlement, most notably the 
wildlife sites. However, this is not 
significant enough to preclude 
some level of small-scale infill 
development. 

Isham  40% 7% 19 1 PWS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably the 
conservation area. However, this 
is not significant enough to 
preclude some level of small-scale 
infill development. 

Little 
Harrowden  0% 3% 19 1 area of EIOS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, notably a number of 
listed buildings. However, this is 
not significant enough to preclude 
some level of small-scale infill 
development. 

Little 
Irchester  0% 0% 0 

3 areas of EIOS 
and 1 LWS 

There are no constraints within 
the settlement. There are some 
environment constraints around 
the village edge. However, this is 
not significant enough to preclude 
some level of small-scale infill 
development. 
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Village   

Conservation 
Area 
coverage  

% of 
Listed 
Buildings  TPOs 

Other 
environmental 
designations 

Commentary on sensitivity and 
character 

Mears 
Ashby  80% 11% 14 2 areas of EIOS  

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably a 
significant conservation area 
covering much of the village core. 
However, this is not significant 
enough to preclude some level of 
small-scale infill development. 

Orlingbury 75%  6% 1 1 area of EIOS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably the 
conservation area. However, this 
is not significant enough to 
preclude some level of small-scale 
infill development. 

Strixton 0% 33% 0 None 

There are a notably high number 
of listed buildings. The settlement 
is small and predominantly rural in 
character akin to open 
countryside. There are few 
opportunities for further growth 
that would not harm the character 
of the village.  

Sywell 0% 1% 38 2 PWS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably the 
presence of listed buildings. 
However, this is not significant 
enough to preclude some level of 
small-scale infill development. 

Sywell Old 
Village  100% 84% 0 

3 areas of EIOS 
and 1 PWS 

The settlement is subject of 
significant environmental 
constraints. There are no 
opportunities for further growth 
that would not harm the character 
of the settlement. 

Wilby  0% 3% 86 1 PWS 

There are a few environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably a high 
number of protected trees. 
However, this is not significant 
enough to preclude some level of 
small-scale infill development. 

Wollaston  15%  2% 34 1 area of EIOS 

There are environmental 
constraints in and around the 
settlement, most notably the 
centrally located conservation 
area. However, this is not 
significant enough to preclude 
some level of small-scale infill 
development.  
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4.5. The table shows that all of the settlements within the borough have some level of 
environmental constraints. The settlements that are the least sustainable locations for 
development due to their sensitive character or conservation interest are Easton Maudit, 
Hardwick, Strixton and Sywell Old Village.  
 

4.6. Easton Maudit, Hardwick and Sywell Old Village have conservation areas that cover the 
entire settlements built form; therefore they are of particular conservation interest. 
Although Strixton does not have a conservation area the settlement has a particularly 
sensitive character. It has a high proportion of listed buildings and it is one of the smallest 
settlements within the borough that, due to its size, location and form, has predominantly 
rural character. The remaining settlements are more similar in terms of the scale of their 
environmental constraints. 

 
Settlement Profiles 
 
4.7. The results of the sustainability indicator assessment and the environmental constraints 

assessment have shown the least sustainable settlements in the borough to be Easton 
Maudit, Hardwick, Strixton and Sywell Old Village. This is due to a combination of their 
poor levels of sustainability and because of the sensitive character or conservation 
interest of the settlements.  
 

4.8. Therefore, in line with the methodology, settlement profiles have been undertaken for the 
four settlements, they can be found in Appendix F. This clearly shows that these 
settlements should have development strictly managed, beyond the other settlements in 
the borough. Due to their similar character and roles these settlements should form one 
tier of a settlement hierarchy.   

 
 

5. Recommendations  
 

5.1. The results of the assessments have been used to identify a recommended local 
settlement hierarchy for the borough.  

 

Tier  Definition  Settlement  

Village  Village is able to accommodate 
some small scale infill 
development to meet its own 
need or a level of growth has 
been identified in the JCS or a 
Neighbourhood Plan 

Wollaston, Earls Barton, Finedon, Irchester, 
Bozeat, Sywell, Great Doddington, Wilby, 
Isham, Ecton, Little Irchester, Grendon, Mears 
Ashby, Little Harrowden, Orlingbury, Great 
Harrowden 

Restraint 
Village 

Settlements with restricted 
levels of services and facilities 
and of a sensitive character or 
conservation interest where 
development will be strictly 
managed. 

Easton Maudit, Hardwick, Strixton, Sywell Old 
Village 

Open 
Countryside  

Development will be strictly 
managed to safeguard the 
character and beauty of the 
countryside and maintain 
separate settlements  

Settlements of a dispersed form 
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5.2. It is considered that this option is the most appropriate settlement hierarchy for the 

borough. It provides simplicity and is up-to-date as it is informed by the results of the 
assessments. This approach considers the role of the individual settlements within the 
borough. It seeks to treat the majority of the settlements the same, does not seek to 
identify that some should accommodate more than their own local needs, but identifies 
some settlements which because of their special characteristics or lack of services or 
facilities should have more restricted levels of development. The approach is consistent 
with the JCS and in accordance with the NPPF. It also provides flexibility for local 
communities in preparing Neighbourhood Plans. These communities can still provide for 
higher levels of growth if they choose through their Neighbourhood Plans but will not be 
required to meet more than their own needs. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

14 
 

Appendix A – Summary of representation received to issue 17  
 
 

Issue 17 - Settlement Hierarchy - Villages 
Should a more detailed settlement hierarchy for villages be investigated? If so why should particular  

Representation  Officer Response  

The Chamber of Commerce considered it 
appropriate to include the former ‘Restraint 
Villages’ within the blanket policy of the open 
countryside or to identify the developable area 
within a village boundary line as with other villages 
in the Borough, but that a further detailed 
settlement hierarchy is not required 

Noted. This paper will focus on identifying the 
settlements that, due to their poor levels of 
sustainability or sensitive character or 
conservation interest, should have strictly 
managed development. 

Irchester, Lt Harrowden and Wollaston Parish 
Councils have responded that a more detailed 
settlement hierarchy is not required. 

Noted. The council have considered the options 
available outline in this paper, and will be 
identifying a local hierarchy.  

Wollaston Parish Council also stated that the 
Neighbourhood plan currently being prepared for 
Wollaston would not seek to provide higher levels 
of growth than that identified in the JCS. 

Noted. This information is useful to the council 
in determining an appropriate hierarchy.  

Ecton Parish Council supports the three tier 
hierarchy of the SSP DPD and for Ecton to remain 
a limited infill village. A resident suggests Ecton 
should be identified as a Restraint Village 

Noted. Ecton will be assessed along with the 
other settlements in the borough to fairly identify 
its position within any hierarchy identified.  

Great Doddington Parish Council and a resident 
believe that the settlement hierarchy which 
presently exists in the SSP DPD is still a sensible 
approach 

Noted. The work undertaken on settlement 
hierarchy in the SSP DPD will provide a starting 
point for identifying an up to date assessment 
and hierarchy.  

Persimmon Homes Midlands, Bowbridge Land 
Limited, Hampton Brook and Gladmans consider 
that all villages should be assessed for their level of 
sustainability and that a more detailed settlement 
hierarchy is defined to identify a settlement’s ability 
to accommodate future growth. 

Noted. The council have considered the options 
available outline in this paper, and will be 
identifying a local hierarchy based on an 
assessment of sustainability.  

Bowbridge has suggested Lt Irchester as a 
settlement which could accommodate some 
additional growth. Hampton Brook is suggesting 
Great Doddington and Gladmans would particularly 
support the identification of Bozeat and Great 
Doddington 

All settlements within the borough will be 
assessed in the same way to determine their 
position in any hierarchy.  
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Appendix B – Settlements of Dispersed Form  
 
Blackmile Lane, Grendon 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Description:  
Blackmile Lane is a collection of 24 dwellings that are situated to the North of Grendon. All of 
the dwellings are residential, along with Hall Farm which is situated at the western end of 
Blackmile Lane that has a number of agricultural buildings. The area is separated from Grendon 
by a sewerage works and a river course. There are no services / facilities within the settlement. 
Due to the small size and nature of the settlement it would not be reasonable to define it as a 
village.  

 
Conclusion:  
Blackmile Lane should be identified as a settlement of dispersed form and treated as open 
countryside.  
 
 
Furnace Lane Cottages, Little Harrowden  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Description:  
Furnace cottages are a row of around 25 terraced cottages and one large detached dwelling. 
They are situated near to Furnace Lane Industrial Estate but are over 1.5 miles to the nearest 
villages of Little Harrowden and Great Harrowden. There are no other types of building here 
other than residential. Due to the small size and nature of the settlement it would not be 
reasonable to define it as a village. 
 
Conclusion:  
Furnace Cottages should be identified as a settlement of dispersed form and treated as open 
countryside.  
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Orlingbury Road, Isham   
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Description:  
Orlingbury Road settlement is a single sided row of development situated just under a mile 
away from Isham village boundary. There are roughly 15 residential dwellings that make up the 
settlement along with some agricultural buildings associated with Ryehill Farm. There are no 
local facilities within this strip of development. Due to the small size and nature of the settlement 
it would not be reasonable to define it as a village. 
 
Conclusion:  
Orlingbury Road should be identified as a settlement of dispersed form and treated as open 
countryside.  
 
 
 
Hill Top Road, Little Harrowden -  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Description:  
Hill Top Road is a single sided uniform row of around 22 residential dwellings. The settlement 
does not include any local facilities. The site is roughly 500m from Little Harrowden, separated 
by farmland. The dwellings are all of a similar size and form. Due to the small size and nature of 
the settlement it would not be reasonable to define it as a village. 
 
Conclusion:  
Hill Top Road should be identified as a settlement of dispersed form and treated as open 
countryside.  
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Hillside and Hill Top Farm, Little Harrowden 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Description:  
This development is a collection of 12 dwellings, which is formed by two rows of terraced 
dwellings with a large detached dwelling in the middle (1c hillside, formerly Hill Top Farm). This 
was formerly agricultural buildings however they have since been converted to residential. 
There are no services / facilities within the settlement. Due to the small size and dispersed 
nature of the settlement it would not be reasonable to define it as a village. 
 
Conclusion:  
Hillside and Hill Top Farm should be identified as a settlement of dispersed form and treated as 
open countryside.  
 
 
Knuston   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Description: 
Knuston is situated near to the border of the borough, in close proximity to Rushden. Knuston is 
formed by a small group of around 30 dwellings along with a small amount of employment. 
There is no evidence of this settlement fitting the description of a village as there is no 
discernible village core and there are none of the facilities associated with a village such as a 
church or village shop. The housing and employment in Knuston is particularly dispersed and 
there is no discernible form to the settlement. The small amount of employment is set back from 
the main road. Parts of the employment buildings that are visible have a rural feel and could be 
mistaken for farm buildings. The listed buildings of Knuston Hall and the Alton and Thorpe 
Centre are set back from the main road and our not obvious to passers-by. There are also other 
listed buildings in the vicinity. The row of dwellings to the east of the settlement is barely visible 
due to the large amount of deciduous trees, which again give the area a rural feel. Knuston is 
surrounded by farmland and the wooded areas of Home Spinney and Knuston Spinney.  
 
Conclusion:  
Knuston should be identified as a settlement of dispersed form and treated as open countryside. 
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Appendix C – Summary of representation received to issue 16  
 

Issue 16 - Settlement Hierarchy - Open Countryside 
Are there some settlements or groups of dwellings that should not be defined as villages but should 
be treated the same as open countryside and have greater restrictions on new development? If so 
which ones and why? 

Representation  Officer Response  

A509 - Little Irchester to Wollaston/Irchester to Knuston 

These areas between the settlements are mainly 
rural farmland and currently treated as open 
countryside therefore they will continue to be treated 
as such and do not require further analysis.  

Hilltop, Hillside and Furnace Lane These areas will be assessed as part of this paper.  

We agree with your view about Settlement Hierarchy 
and that they [settlements of dispersed form] should be 
treated the same as open countryside and have greater 
restrictions on new development. We agree with the 
places that you mention in para 6.1.4. However – we do 
wonder if Little Irchester should be included.  

Welcomed. Little Irchester has previously been 
considered as a village or limited infill village, 
therefore this settlement will be analysed as part of 
the updated Settlement Hierarchy in order to 
evaluate the most appropriate position for the 
settlement within the hierarchy. It is possible that 
one tier of the hierarchy will be defined as open 
countryside.  

The Parish Council supports the three tier hierarchy and 
for Ecton to remain a limited infill village. The Parish 
Council does not consider there are any groups of 
dwellings outside the village but within Ecton Parish that 
should be designated anything other than open 
countryside.  

Noted. Ecton will be evaluated as part of the 
updated Settlement Hierarchy. 

We question whether the wording of this question and 
what is being sought is positively prepared? 

Noted. The issues regarding settlement hierarchy 
will be fully evidenced and justified within this paper 
and the Settlement Hierarchy.  

All villages should be assessed for their level of 
sustainability. If they have a low level of sustainability 
due to a lack of access to services and facilities, they 
should be dismissed as not being suitable for residential 
development. The smallest settlements with little or no 
facilities should have greater restrictions on new 
development and be treated the same as open 
countryside, as they are not sustainable locations for 
new housing.  

Noted. This approach has been taken on board by 
the council and alongside this report is the 
Settlement Hierarchy which will assess villages for 
the level of sustainability based on environment, 
economic and social factors.  

I am concerned that if Ecton remains as a limited infill 
village its special historic character will be irreparably 
damaged. I think that an urgent review of the 
conservation area should be undertaken to establish 
whether Ecton should more correctly be identified as a 
Restraint Village.  

Ecton will be evaluated as part of the updated 
Settlement Hierarchy. 

It would seem appropriate to include the former 
‘restraint villages’ within the blanket policy of the open 
countryside or to identify the developable area within a 
village boundary line as with other villages. 

The former restraint villages will be evaluated as 
part of the updated Settlement Hierarchy. 
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Appendix D – Sustainability Indicator Criteria and Scoring  
 
Note: Settlements are scored for the presence of a service or facility in the settlement itself or if 
the facility is within an 800m buffer of over half of the dwellings in the settlement. It must also be 
within safe walking distance.  

 
Topic  Sub topic  Amount  Score 

awarded  
Explanation of 
score  

Notes  

Retail  Convenience 0 shops  Convenience shops 
are an essential 
service to a 
settlement, therefore 
one shop will 
increase 
sustainability, and 
more than one shop 
provides community 
with choice. 

 

1 shop  

2 or more shops  

Comparison  
 

0 shops  Comparison shops 
are a desirable 
service.  

 

1-5 shops  - 

6-10 shops  

10 or more   

Education  Schools  No school  Schools seen as 
essential service. 
Secondary’s highly 
awarded as it 
means the 
settlement is the 
most sustainable in 
terms education  

 

1 or more 
Primary 

 

1 or more 
Secondary   

 

Medical  Doctors  0  Essential service  

1 or more   

Dentist  0  Desirable service 

1 or more   

Community  Post office 
counter 

0   Essential service If a post office 
counter is within a 
convenience store 
this can be counted. 
Post boxes are not 
included. 

1 or more  

This includes the 
following:  
Bank or building 
society 
Community / 
village hall  
Library  
Petrol station 
Place of worship 
Public house/ bar 
/ inn 
Restaurant / café 
/ takeaway 

0   Desirable services/ 
facilities. Number of 
different facilities is 
counted. More than 
one of the same 
facilities is not 
counted twice. e.g. If 
a settlement had 
two churches and 
no other facilities the 
amount recorded 
would be 1. 
Sustainability 

Halls can include 
church halls, 
community centres 
and similar.  
 
 

1  - 

2 – 3   

4 or more   
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increases with 
number of different 
facilities 

Sports and 
Recreation  

Indoor sports 
facilities 

0  Desirable facilities. 
Sustainability 
increases with 
number of different 
facilities  

It is considered that 
these are the types 
of facilities that 
make a settlement 
more sustainable as 
the community will 
not have to travel 
elsewhere. 

1   

2 or more   

Outdoor sports 
facilities  

0  

1   

2 or more  

Allotments 0  

1   

2 or more  

Public 
Transport 

Level of bus 
service 

No bus service   Sustainability 
increases with the 
frequency of service  

 

Daily mon- fri  

Daily mon- sat - 

Hourly or better 
mon- fri  

 

Hourly or better 
mon- sat 

 

Bus journey time 
to major centre 

Less than 10 
mins  

 Calculated using 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 
Interactive Map of 
bus routes and 
timetables 

Major centres 
include 
Wellingborough, 
Rushden, Kettering, 
Northampton, 
Bedford and Milton 
Keynes 

10 to 20 mins   

Over 20 mins   

Evening Bus 
service 

Evening service  Calculated using 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 
Interactive Map of 
bus routes and 
timetables 

Evening services 
constitutes buses 
that run past 
6.30pm. 

No evening 
service  

 

Car  Car mileage to 
nearest major 
centre 

0-5 miles   Calculated using 
google maps 

Major centres 
include 
Wellingborough, 
Rushden, Kettering, 
Northampton, 
Bedford and Milton 
Keynes 

Over 5 miles   

Employment  Inc. office, 
commercial and 
light industry 
Exc. shops, pubs, 
schools etc. 

No employment 
known 

 Sustainability 
increases with 
number of 
employers within 
settlement  

Based on the 
number of B class 
units taken from the 
council’s gazetteer.  
 

 

Limited 
employment 

- 

Multiple 
employers 
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Appendix E - Template of questionnaire sent to parish councils (July 2015) 
 
Borough council of Wellingborough Settlement Hierarchy 
Parish Council Questionnaire  
 
General Information 
 

Village Name   

Parish   

How was the information in 
this questionnaire collected  

Individual  Group  Discussed at parish 
council Meeting  

   

If appropriate tell us more 
about how this information 
was compiled  

 

 
 
Shops  
 
How many types of shops are there your village? 
 

Convenience*  None One  Two  Three Four + 

      

Comparison** None One  Two  Three Four + 

      

Supermarket*** None One  Two  Three Four + 

      

Farm Shop  Within Village  Peripheral to Village  

   
*convenience shops supply everyday essential items, including food, drink, newspapers and confectionary  
**comparison shops supply items not obtained frequently, including clothing, footwear, household and electrical goods  
*** A supermarket is classified as having a minimum retail floorspace of 500sq.m 
 

Additional comments on shopping facilities: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Schools  
 
Does your village have any schools within it? 
 

Primary School  None  One or more  

Secondary School  None  One or more  
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Additional comments on schools: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General Facilities: 
 
How many of the following community facilities are there in your village? 
 

 None  One  Two  Three  Four + 

Bank / Building society       

Community Hall       

Dentist       

Doctors Surgery      

Permanent Library       

Petrol Station       

Places of Worship      

Post Office       

Public House/ Bar / Inn      

Restaurant / café / takeaway       

 

 Yes No 

Does the mobile library visit?   

 
Additional comments on general facilities: 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community Facilities: 
 
Does your village have any of the following community facilities?  
 

 Yes  No  

School hall for rent    

Village hall   

Church hall   

Meeting room   

Community centre    
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Additional comments on community facilities: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sports and Recreation Facilities:  
 

 Yes  No  

Recreation ground    

Sports pitches (e.g. Cricket, football, rugby)   

Bowling green    

Children’s play area    

Allotments    

Access to school recreation areas   

Open space with public access    

 
Additional comments on community facilities: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public Transport: 
 
What is the level of bus service in your village? 
 

 Select level of service  

No bus service   

Daily bus service m/tu/w/th/f  

Daily bus service m/tu/w/th/f/sa  

Hourly or better service m/tu/w/th/f  

Hourly or better service m/tu/w/th/f/sa  

  
Additional comments on public transport: 
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Employment: 
 
Are you aware of any employment within your village (not including shops, pubs, schools etc.)? 
For example, are there any businesses that employee local people? If so are you able to give 
any details, such as the business name, location and possibly the number of employees? 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Any other comments: 
 
If you have any other comments please include them here  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for responding to this questionnaire.  
 
All response must be returned by XXX and can be emailed to 
policyandregeneration@wellingborough.gov.uk  
Or posted to Wellingborough Council, Swanspool House, Doddington Road, Wellingborough, 
NN8 1BP 
 
If you require any assistance please contact the planning policy team on 01923 229777 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

mailto:policyandregeneration@wellingborough.gov.uk
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Appendix F – Settlement Profiles  
 
Strixton: 
 
Existing policy restrictions / designations: 
 
Open countryside 
Presence of Listed Buildings 
 
Description: 
 
Strixton is a small, linear hamlet comprising a mixture of current and former agricultural 
buildings and stone built cottages primarily centred around two clusters at the east and western 
ends of the settlement. Each cluster is centred around two former farm yards. The dominant 
building in Strixton is the parish church situated at the entrance of the village.  
 
Strixton mainly contains a sporadic collection of buildings with no discernible village core and 
without any particular village feel. It very much sits within the open countryside. 
 
The two main clusters of development in Strixton are separated by a narrow country lane 
punctuated by 6 workers cottages on the southern side of the road, all built out of local stone. 
The northern side of the road is characterised by an unbroken and attractive stone-built field 
wall.  
 
Notably, the cluster of buildings at the western end of the hamlet comprises the Strixton Manor 
Business Centre, comprising 10 units suitable for SMEs.  
 
Whilst in close proximity to Wollaston, with its range of shops and services, Strixton is 
separated from the larger village by the significant physical barrier of the A509. This severely 
limits pedestrian access to Wollaston. 
 
Suitability / potential for development: 
 
Strixton is predominantly rural in character with very limited access to shops and services. It is, 
however, home to a major source of employment in the Strixton Manor Business Centre and 
has a thriving farm at the far western end of the hamlet. Indeed, it is estimated that between 
four to five of the current properties in the hamlet are occupied by employees of either the farm 
or the business centre.  
 
Whilst physically there is space for development along the single lane running through the 
hamlet, it is questionable as to whether it would be possible to deliver additional housing in the 
hamlet without impacting on its undeveloped rural character.  
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Strixton Photos: 
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Easton Maudit: 
 
Existing policy restrictions / designations: 
 
Open countryside 
Full coverage by Conservation Area 
Presence of Listed Buildings 
 
Description: 
 
Easton Maudit comprises a built footprint former around a ‘T’ shaped confluence of roads, 
largely built around a north to south axis. The majority of the properties fronting the road are 
Grade II listed and the village is covered almost in its entirety by a Conservation Area 
designation. The dominant building in Easton Maudit is the Grade I Listed parish church, 
situated at the northern end of the village. Almost every property in the village is constructed out 
of local Strixton stone with either thatched or slate roofs.  
 
Whilst it may be considered that there are sporadic infill or backland development opportunities 
throughout the village, it is noted that on the western edge of the village they may harm the 
character of the Conservation Area through the removal or fettering of important glimpses 
between the built line. There appears to be a number of redundant or underused properties in 
the village, so there remains the potential for conversion in the event that local housing 
opportunities are required.  
 
The linear form of the village has most recently been extended to the south by four newer 20th 
century likely former council house properties. It is unlikely that the village could appropriately 
be extended further in this direction due to encroachment into the open countryside by 
potentially unfettered linear development.  
 
There are no local services in Easton Maudit although there is a reasonably large riding school 
adjacent to Manor Farm on the eastern edge as well as Oakfield Care Home.  
 
Suitability / potential for development: 
 
Easton Maudit has a notable ‘village feel’ and may physically have the potential to 
accommodate a very limited level of backland development, but it is questionable as to whether 
it would be possible to deliver additional housing without impacting on the rural character and 
sensitive conservation interest. The village does not contain any local services and comprises a 
location that offers low levels of sustainability.  
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Easton Maudit Photos: 
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Sywell Old Village: 
 
Existing policy restrictions / designations: 
 
Open countryside 
Total coverage by a Conservation Area 
Presence of Listed Buildings 
Environmentally Important Open Space 
Important Amenity Space 
Historic Garden 
 
Description: 
 
Sywell Old Village comprises the original part of Sywell. The rest of Sywell comprises a ‘V’ 
shaped linear form settlement built around a confluence of roads to the west of Sywell Old 
Village. Sywell is easily accessible by foot from Sywell Old Village.  
 
Sywell Old Village was originally built as a planned 19th Century estate village and as such 
comprises the two formal lines of uniformly designed cottages lining the road through the village 
that characterise the settlement today. It features a near continuous built line with few 
opportunities for additional street-fronting infill development. The western end of the village also 
features a parish church and a large village hall set adjacent to the village green. 
 
There is a collection of buildings sitting behind the southern side of the road through the village 
that currently comprise a mixture of business units and agricultural stores. These buildings may 
present conversion opportunities for new residential units in future, in the event that there is no 
longer a requirement for the current business use.   
 
Any undeveloped plots of land in the core of the village are dominated by large, mature 
deciduous trees, and are generally identified as important open space in the current local plan. 
Land on the peripheries of the village are then variously designated as a either important 
amenity space or as a historic garden.  
 
Suitability / potential for development: 
 
The village is severely constrained by a number of environmental designations including an 
extensive conservation area and a number of protected pockets of land. It is unlikely that any 
new build opportunities will arise in Sywell Old Village in the near future. The village is also in 
close proximity to the much larger main settlement of Sywell. To this end, it is questionable as 
to whether any development will arise in Sywell Old Village that cannot be met by its larger 
namesake. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

30 
 

Sywell Old Village Photos: 
 
  

 
  



 

31 
 

Hardwick: 
 
Existing policy restrictions / designations: 
 
Total coverage by a Conservation Area 
Presence of Listed Buildings 
Environmentally Important Open Space 
 
Note: Hardwick currently has a village policy line, as included in the adopted local plan 
 
Description: 
 
Hardwick is built around an inverted ‘T’ shaped confluence of roads with a large village green 
and area of important open space at their junction. The village is relatively compact in form. 
 
The spatial aesthetics of Hardwick village derive fundamentally from the interrelationship 
between a relatively low development density and the large numbers of trees which are 
apparent both in the public realm and as a backdrop within property gardens. 

 
The general built form in the village is characterised by an eclectic mixture of large detached 
properties of varying age in their own generous plots, converted former agricultural buildings 
and early to mid-20th Century semi-detached properties. 
 
The northern end of the village is dominated by a high number of mature deciduous trees and 
very large detached properties, built in a mixture of both traditional and modern styles. The 
southern end of the village is similarly mixed in character and features a recent development 
including a stone-built detached property that fronts onto the village green. The outbuildings of 
Manor Farm, at the south eastern corner of the village, have also been converted into a number 
of new residential dwellings within the last 10 years. 
 
In addition a planning permission for a single dwelling on land adjacent to No.14 Hardwick 
Village, at the southern end of the settlement has recently been granted. This plot represents 
one of several infill or backland development opportunities that may exist in the village, subject 
to the ability to establish sufficient access. Only Seven residential dwellings have taken place in 
the village since 2001.  
 
Suitability / potential for development: 
 
The village is severely constrained by a number of environmental designations including an 
extensive conservation area that covers the entire settlement. There are a limited number of 
potential infill sites, however their development would be dependent on the ability to preserve 
and enhance the character of the conservation area.  
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Hardwick Photos: 
 
  

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


