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0.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

0.1 DLP Planning Limited have been instructed by Hampton Brook to respond to the 

inspector’s questions in respect of Matter 3 and specifically in relation to their land 

interest in the following location; 

• Top Farm Lane, Great Doddington (Omission site) 

0.2 Hampton Brook is a well-established local land promoter and developer; as such they 

have been fully engaged in both the Joint Core Strategy and Regulation 18 and 19 

consultations. This response will refer to these earlier representations. 
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 MATTER 3- VILLAGE BOUNDARIES: POLICY SS1 

1.0 QUESTION 3.1 

 

(I) CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING THE PROPOSED VILLAGE 

BOUNDARIES: IS THE PRINCIPLE OF USING VILLAGE OR SETTLEMENT 

BOUNDARIES, TO CONTROL OR MANAGE THE DISTRIBUTION OF 

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE BOROUGH, SOUND? HOW WOULD IT 

WORK IN RELATION TO RURAL EXCEPTION SITES? IS THERE A 

CONFLICT WITH EITHER NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY (FOR EXAMPLE 

PARAGRAPH 47 OF THE FRAMEWORK OR THE JCS, E.G. POLICIES 11 

AND 13?  

 
1.1 Policy 11 of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS) provides a 

sound policy basis for assessing development in the rural area. Policy 11 does not 

require Part 2 Local Plans to strictly define settlement boundaries. When determining 

the extent of a village for the purposes of Policy 11 Section 2 b) and c) this should be 

interpreted on a case-by-case basis having regard to a site’s relationship with the built 

features on the ground, rather than any settlement boundary line on a plan.   

Designating village boundaries is therefore a policy choice made by BCW, which goes 

beyond the NNJCS and is unnecessarily restrictive.   

1.2 The Regulation 19 submission made on behalf of Hampton Brook included a report 

prepared by DLP regarding the settlement boundary specifically at Great Doddington. 

This representation stated that that the approach to defining Settlement Boundaries in 

Policy SS1 is more restrictive than the Framework, as the policy seeks to protect the 

countryside for its own sake rather than the Framework’s more permissive approach, 

as set out in paragraph 17 (5th bullet) simply to ‘recognise the intrinsic character and 

beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it’.  

1.3 Indeed, there have been examples of recent appeal decisions in which the Inspector 

has judged that a settlement boundary approach is too restrictive and has come to the 

conclusion that this method is not consistent with the Framework. One example, at 

Taylors Road, Stotfold, Bedfordshire (Appeal Ref: APP/P0240/W/16/3166033) the 

Inspector commented that the settlement boundary applied by Central Bedfordshire 
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Council is too restrictive; 

“The approach of Policy DM4 in seeking to control the principle of development 
beyond settlement boundaries is more restrictive than the balanced, cost/benefit 
approach set out in the Framework. The balancing of harm against benefit is a 
defining characteristic of the Framework’s overall approach embodied in the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. Because of this, where Policy 
DM4 is used to restrict housing, it cannot be seen to be consistent with the 
language of the Framework”  

1.4 The policy is therefore not sound as it is inconsistent with national policy and it is not 

justified as it is more restrictive than Policy 11 of the NNJCS. 
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(II) ARE THE CRITERIA, AS SET OUT IN TABLE 4.2 AND REFERRED TO IN 

POLICY SS1, APPROPRIATE TO DEFINE THE EXTENT OF THE AREAS 

WITHIN THE VILLAGE BOUNDARIES TO ACCOMMODATE THE 

NECESSARY DEVELOPMENT, SO AS TO ENABLE THE DELIVERY OF 

THE OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING REQUIREMENT FOR THE 

BOROUGH OF WELLINGBOROUGH, AS SET OUT IN THE JCS?  

 
1.5 As stated above, we do not agree that settlement boundaries should be identified in 

principle, and therefore by definition any criteria used to define them are not 

appropriate.    

1.6 The Great Doddington Housing Needs Survey (February 2016) outlines the need for a 

further 4 market dwellings and 10 affordable dwellings within the parish area for the 

period 2016 - 2021. With such a restrictive settlement boundary, this could be difficult 

for the village to accommodate.  

1.7 However, should the Inspector choose to advocate a village boundary approach, we 

would argue that in relation to Criteria F, determining whether buildings are ‘detached 

or peripheral to the village’ is a highly subjective process and is open to considerable 

interpretation.  As explained later in this statement, we feel the buildings occupying our 

client’s land at Top Farm, Great Doddington are not peripheral to the village and 

should therefore be considered as part of the built-up area of the village. This includes 

substantial buildings in the form of barns currently used for storage, but also the field to 

the north of Top Farm Lane consisting of disused kennels, stables, a ménage and 

equestrian grazing area.   
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 (III) ARE THE VILLAGE BOUNDARIES DRAWN IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

THESE CRITERIA? 

 

1.8 The Regulation 19 representation submitted by DLP in relation to Great Doddington set 

out a critique of the criteria used in table 4.2 and summarised that the criteria have not 

been logically and fairly applied, specifically in the case of Hampton Brook’s land 

interests at Great Doddington, as identified below; 

“Criteria A: Buildings and curtilages which are contained and visually separate from 

the countryside are to be included within the boundary.” 

 

• All of the existing structures within the red line boundary identified on Appendix 

1 are contained and visually separate from the countryside. They clearly relate 

more to the village of Great Doddington than the countryside beyond it.  

• Top Farm Lane merges into a public footpath (Public Right of Way TB4) which 

continues its linear trajectory until reaching Church Lane. This footpath is broad 

in nature where its path is closest to the barns, separating the fields and 

countryside from the built-up area. This would strongly suggest that the village 

boundary should follow this footpath and that the barns should be included as 

part of the built form of Great Doddington. 

“Criteria F: Individual and groups of dwellings or agricultural buildings that are 

detached or peripheral to the village are to be excluded from the boundary.” 

 

• The southernmost barn is quite clearly connected to a residential dwelling. This 

dwelling is a previously converted barn in residential use and it connects all the 

buildings in an inverted ‘U’ shape, from the southern frontage on the High 

Street to the north eastern part of the barns.  

• Knowing that all the barns are connected with buildings currently in the village 

boundary, excluding them from the proposed boundary is in direct conflict with 

Criteria F.  
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• The barns are not detached or peripheral to the village. 

1.9 It is clear the criteria has not been applied with consistency, and that there are large 

omissions or errors in the settlement boundaries as drawn in the PBW Submission 

Version. One such omission is the area detailed in this report, which meets the criteria 

for inclusion, but has been omitted from the settlement boundary. 

1.10 Inclusion of these buildings within the settlement boundary would allow some sensitive 

conversion and redevelopment to provide a small amount of development within the 

village, and assist in help meet the needs identified by the community in the local 

housing needs survey.  

1.11 Inclusion of the wider site identified in Appendix 1 would allow for the housing need of 

14 dwellings to be provided, in full, within the village, as well as providing betterment in 

the form of improved access and providing car parking spaces for the adjoining 

recreation ground.   

1.12 We would encourage the Inspector to undertake a site visit so that an assessment of 

the site’s relationship with the village can be seen on the ground. If necessary, we can 

provide the Inspector (and examination) with an annotated map.  
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2.0 QUESTION 3.2  

OVERALL CAPACITY WITHIN THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 

BOUNDARIES: IS THE OVERALL CAPACITY FOR NEW HOUSING WITHIN 

THE PROPOSED VILLAGE BOUNDARIES, TOGETHER WITH THE 

PROPOSED ALLOCATIONS IN THE PLAN, HAVING REGARD TO THE 

LATEST HOUSING LAND SUPPLY SITUATION, AND TAKING INTO 

ACCOUNT CONSTRAINTS SUCH AS AREAS OF IMPORTANCE FOR 

NATURE CONSERVATION, TREE PRESERVATION ORDERS AND OTHER 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS, SUFFICIENT TO SATISFACTORILY 

ACCOMMODATE THE OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING 

REQUIREMENT FOR THE BOROUGH OF WELLINGBOROUGH, AS SET 

OUT IN THE JCS? 

 

2.1 The Great Doddington settlement boundary as proposed leaves no room for additional 

dwelling capacity. The Housing Needs Survey outlines that an additional 14 dwellings 

need to be provided within the parish of Great Doddington. These additional dwellings 

are not possible to provide with such a restrictive settlement boundary, therefore there 

is insufficient capacity within the proposed settlement boundary for additional 

dwellings. 

2.2 Great Doddington Parish Council concluded in May 2015 that a Neighbourhood Plan 

would not be the best solution for the village because it was considered that there was 

no land. Therefore, the PBW will be the only settlement specific Development Plan 

Document to define its boundaries, so it is crucial that any boundaries that are defined 

are logical and appropriate and can accommodate the local housing need as well as 

further need from the wider Borough.    

  



The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough Part 2 Examination  
Response to Inspectors Questions - Matter 3  

on behalf of Hampton Brook 

11 
 

3.0 QUESTION 3.3  

FLEXIBILITY WITHIN THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES: IS 

THERE A CASE FOR FLEXIBILITY WITHIN THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 

BOUNDARIES IN THE LIGHT OF THE LIKELY DELIVERY OF THE 

HOUSING REQUIREMENT AS SET OUT IN THE PLAN? IF THE ANSWER IS 

IF THE ANSWER IS YES: 

 

(i) WHAT SHOULD THE APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF FLEXIBILITY BE FOR 

THE PLAN AREA? 

 

3.1 As set out before, there is no requirement to define village boundaries either in the JCS 

or national policy, and therefore the lack of flexibility is generated by the approach 

BCW has chosen to pursue.  

3.2 We believe there is a strong case to increase flexibility to allow development to come 

forward within sustainable locations and the best way to do this is to remove the 

settlement boundary policy SS1 altogether. This would allow a proper assessment of 

the situation on the ground on a case-by-case basis, acknowledging the fact that the 

built form of villages can evolve over time.  

3.3 JCS Policy 11 and other policies within the PBW can reasonably be relied on for 

development management decisions in relation to new development around villages, 

instead of settlement boundaries. This would allow sites to come forward and be 

determined on a case by case basis, with reference to relevant national and local 

policies.  

3.4 For example, JCS Policy 13 also comprehensively provides detail on how new 

development may be permitted in the rural area, regarding rural exception sites, so a 

lack of a settlement boundary would not cause issue. 
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(II) DO THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES PROVIDE FOR THIS 

LEVEL OF FLEXIBILITY? 

 

3.5 No. By definition a settlement boundary, once defined, will be used by a decision 

maker to determine whether a site is acceptable or not in principle.  We see evidence 

of this by LPA’s on a regular basis. We are concerned that this is the Council’s explicit 

intention here – as stated in paragraph 4.2.1 of the PBW.  This approach has two key 

flaws:  

a) It relies heavily on an accurate designation of a village boundary in the 

first place - as exemplified by our client’s land at Top Farm, Great 

Doddington, this is often not the case and such errors and anomalies are 

set in stone until the next plan review.   

b) Once defined boundaries are not regularly reviewed – often it can be 15-

20 years between Local Plans.  In this time the built form of villages can 

evolve substantially, meaning a site that was once peripheral can now 

become contained within the built up area, yet still viewed as 

unacceptable in policy terms.     

3.6 The settlement boundary policy should be deleted to enable greater flexibility as set 

out above.   
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(III) IF NOT, WHICH SETTLEMENTS SHOULD HAVE THEIR BOUNDARIES 

EXTENDED TO PROVIDE THE REQUIRED LEVEL OF FLEXIBILITY AND 

WHERE/BY WHAT AMOUNT? 

 
3.7 Notwithstanding the above, Appendix 1 attached to this report spatially sets out how 

the settlement boundary of Great Doddington should be extended, if the settlement 

boundary policy were to be retained.  

3.8 If the Inspector is minded to keep the settlement boundaries policy subject to 

modifications, then the boundary modification in Appendix 1 should be used as a 

logical settlement boundary that can accommodate future development in the village.  

3.9 This modification, as detailed, would include existing structures currently excluded and 

provide a logical, reasonable extension to the village boundary. The area proposed to 

be extended would be contained within the village and visually separate from the 

countryside as per the criteria. The boundary modification should also include the 

recreation ground as this has additional protection by way of PBW designation Local 

Open Space and is therefore no longer part of the open countryside.    
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4.0 QUESTION 3.4  

SPECIFIC SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES: IN LIGHT OF THE ABOVE 

CONSIDERATIONS, ARE ANY OF THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 

BOUNDARIES INADEQUATELY DRAWN? IF SO, WHICH OF THE 

FOLLOWING SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES SHOULD BE REDRAWN, IN 

TERMS OF SPECIFIC SITES AND DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 

 

4.1 As set out in the text above, and within our previous Regulation 19 submission, the 

Great Doddington Settlement Boundary is inadequately drawn. PBW Great Doddington 

Policies Map (Appendix C.5) shows the boundary as cutting through whole buildings 

and omitting others.  

4.2 Appendix 1 of this report sets out in spatial form, how the settlement boundary should 

be redrawn, to include existing built form that closely relates to the village and provide 

a logical extension to the village boundary that can accommodate further housing.  

4.3 Should this boundary amendment be made, it could have the capacity for 23 additional 

dwellings based on a developable area of 0.78 (brown area identified in Appendix 1) at 

30 dwellings per hectare.  

4.4 The area south of Top Farm Lane could also accommodate further capacity by way of 

conversions, releasing approximately 5-10 residential units, both of which would 

materially help boost the supply of housing in the Borough, as required by paragraph 

47 of the Framework. 

4.5 Releasing this potential capacity would solve the issue of finding an area within the 

village to meet the identified housing need which otherwise may struggle to be met, as 

well as contributing and providing support to the existing services within the village. 

4.6 The car parking area proposed as part of the site in Appendix 1 would serve the 

recreation area as well as the nearby primary school. Parents often have to park at the 

Stag’s Head Pub opposite the junction for Top Farm Lane and cross the road to walk 

to the school. This car park would alleviate potential safety issues for crossing the road 

near a blind corner, as well as providing better access to the recreation ground.  
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APPENDIX 1 – PROPOSED SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY MODIFICATION 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough Part 2 Examination  
Response to Inspectors Questions - Matter 3  

on behalf of Hampton Brook 

16 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 


