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1. Introduction 

1.1 This statement of consultation has been prepared in accordance with the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

Regulations 2012 as well as the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

1.2 It describes the methods of consultation that the Council adopted during the production of 

the Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan 

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). 

2. Consultation during the preparation of the First Draft SPD 

2.1 In preparing the initial draft Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan SPD the original consultant working on behalf of the Council attended the 

meetings of both Cottingham and Middleton Parish Councils on 10th and 16th June 2015 and 

also met with residents, in particular where access was required to their home that was 

identified as a building of local interest. This survey work was carried out in June and July 

2015 

3. Consultation on the First Draft SPD 

3.1 Public consultation was held in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) Regulations 2012 and the North Northamptonshire Statement of Community 

Involvement 2013. 

3.2 Consultation took place for six weeks between Monday 7th September 2015 and Monday 

19th October 2015. 

3.3 Publication of the consultation was carried out using the following methods and evidence of 

this is appended: 

 The First Draft SPD and associated documents were available to the public on the 

Council’s website 

http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-control/planning-

policy/planning-policy-consultations  

 The First Draft SPD and associated documents were available to view in hard copy at 

Corby Borough Council One Stop Shop and the mobile library. 

 A mailout to the Council’s consultation database (Appendix 3) made people aware of 

the consultation, 

 A press release was issued and promoted on the Council’s website as a news story 

along with promotion in the local newspaper. 

 The consultation was advertised on the Council’s Twitter page. 

 A consultation event was held on Monday 14th September at 7pm in Cottingham 

Village Hall. This was promoted via the same means as well as by posters in the 

village notice boards. 41 people attended the meeting. 

 

http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/planning-policy-consultations
http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/planning-policy-consultations


3.4 The villages of Cottingham and Middleton have a joint news website and Facebook page and 

also distribute a village newsletter by email. They were very helpful in helping to publicise 

the consultation and consultation event that was held. 

3.5 46 responses were received from the consultation exercise with 143 individual comments. A 

summary of all the comments received on the First Draft SPD, and the Councils response to 

them is set out in Appendix 1.  

4. Consultation on the Revised Draft SPD 

4.1 The Revised Draft SPD was published for a six week consultation period between 22nd 

February 2016 and 28th March 2016. 

4.2 Publication of the consultation was carried out using the following methods and evidence of 

this is appended: 

 The Revised Draft SPD and associated documents were available to the public on the 

Council’s website http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-

control/planning-policy/planning-policy-consultations 

 The Revised Draft SPD and associated documents were available to view in hard 

copy at the Corby Cube and the County Council’s mobile library. 

 All individuals and organisations on the Local Plan database notified via email 

(Appendix 3) 

 A statutory notice was place in the Evening Telegraph on 25th February 2016. 

 A press release was issued and promoted on the Council’s website as a news story 

 The consultation was advertised on the Council’s Twitter page. 

4.3 There were a total of 23 responses to the consultation on the revised SPD. Further details of 

the responses and the Councils response to them is set out in Appendix 2. This was reported 

to members of the Local Plan Committee on 27th April 2016. 

5. Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Scoping Report 
 
5.1 An SEA Scoping Report was also prepared in line with the Environmental Assessment of 

Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. This consisted of a screening exercise that 
determined the SPD will not give rise to any significant environmental effects, and that a full 
Strategic Environmental Assessment was not required. 
 

5.2 The Council consulted the statutory bodies (Environment Agency, Natural England and 
Historic England) who agreed with our determination that a full Strategic Environmental 
Assessment would not be required. The responses received can be found in Appendix 5. 

 
6. Equalities Impact Assessment Screening Exercise 

 
6.1 In line with the Council’s policy, an Equalities Impact Assessment Screening exercise has 

been carried out on the draft Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area A.ppraisal and 
Management Plan SPD in consultation with the Council’s equalities officer. This determined 
that, overall the SPD has no impact on equality target groups.  

http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/planning-policy-consultations
http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/planning-policy-consultations


Appendix 1 – Responses to First Draft SPD consultation 

Ref. Organisation Name Rep 
No. 

Representation Response 

1 Sport England Steve 
Beard 

1 Sport England does not wish to raise any issues as a result of 
this consultation. 

Noted 

2 Environment Agency Sharon 
Nolan 

2 No comments Noted 

3 Arts Council England Catherine 
Rockwood 

3 As the project is not currently funded by Arts Council England, 
we do not need to be notified of it.  

Noted 

4 CLH Pipeline System 
Ltd 

Elizabeth 
Leedham 

4 Confirm that the property is not in the vicinity of our client's 
apparatus. 

Noted 

5 NCC Highways Esme 
Cushing 

5 The SPD refers to the quality of street lighting in the villages.  
Northamptonshire County Council is not responsible for the 
maintenance of street lights within Cottingham and 
Middleton; they are the responsibility of the Parish Council. As 
a Lighting Authority (under the Highways Act 1980) the Parish 
Council can install Footway Lighting but not Highway Lighting. 
This is an important difference, as Footway Lighting is 
designed for amenity purposes and is not sufficient to light 
the carriageway to the standards that would be required of 
Highway Lighting. Subsequently reference to ‘and passing 
motorists’ should be removed. 

Reference made in 
management plan to good 
practice working 



6 Northamptonshire Highways is already aware of ongoing 
parking concerns in Cottingham in the vicinity of the Corby 
Road/ Church Street/ High Street/School Lane/ Rockingham 
Road junction which have been raised by the Parish Council 
via the Community Liaison Officer. Following these concerns, 
parking proposals which restrict parking in this vicinity have 
been drawn up for the Parish Council’s discussion and 
approval. If the Parish Council and County Councillor are 
supportive, Northamptonshire Highways will move to the next 
stage of advertising the orders and writing to residents. Any 
development of a lay-by outside the Village Shop and Cafe 
would need to be subject to a feasibility study to ascertain 
whether a lay-by is viable at this location and subject to 
funding being identified. The proximity to the nearby junction, 
the width and length of the land available to accommodate a 
lay-by and ability to retain a footway and other similar issues 
would all need to be carefully considered as part of such a 
feasibility study. A reference to this requirement should be 
included within the document. 

Reference made in 
management plan to good 
practice working 



7 The SPD describes the existing street surfacing used within the 
villages and recommends that any new roads should be 
‘encouraged to match these (blue coloured granite stone) or 
to use a special Conservation Curb. The Northamptonshire 
Network Management Plan 2013 recognises and supports the 
use of appropriate materials for works in conservation and 
environmental improvements areas. Where the planning 
authority specifies enhanced materials for new developments, 
commuted sums and contributions will be sought by 
Northamptonshire County Council. Commuted sums will be 
calculated based on the estimated 20 year maintenance costs. 
Noted that the proposed extension of the Conservation Area 
will result in Middleton Road being included within the 
Conservation Area. In terms of maintaining the existing 
carriageway and footways Northamptonshire Highways is not 
in a position to commit to always using only the prescribed 
materials described within the SPD in all cases unless the 
Parish is willing to pay for these enhanced materials. This is 
particularly relevant with regards to Middleton Road which is 
outside of the village envelope. 

Reference made in 
management plan to good 
practice working 

8 Works within the highway would require Northamptonshire 
County Council’s consent, for example the new benches, 
signage and information boards which are being proposed. 
Subsequently, this should be recognised in any action plan 
produced as part of the Management Plan. 

Reference made in 
management plan to good 
practice working 

6 Resident Diana 
Sharvill 

9 Surprised to see that the map of the proposed conservation 
area includes the 1980’s brick houses in School Lane 
Cottingham but not the old school. 

Former school included 

7 Natural England David 
Allcock 

10 No comment Noted 

8 Councillor Willie Latta 11 No comment Noted 



9 Resident Stuart 
Williams 

12 Support the proposal to extend and join the existing 
conservation areas; it will offer greater protection to the 
unique area and architecture of these two villages. The plan 
will also preserve the areas unique heritage from any 
encroachment of inappropriate planning applications that 
would undermine this environment. The report offers a great 
deal of detail regarding building of local interest and the wider 
context of the two villages and rightly recognises the 
importance of protecting these two villages. 

Noted 

10 Historic England Nick Hill 13 The chimneybreast at 22 Church St Outbuilding (3.3.80) is of 
stone, not timber & plaster 

Text not included in 
Revised Draft SPD 

11 Resident Jane 
Sheldon 

14 As a resident of Cottingham I found this document to be 
fascinating.  It is a comprehensive publication and very well 
put together.  I discovered many things I did not know about 
Cottingham and Middleton, reinforcing my view that the 
villages are of considerable historical interest.  They need to 
be protected from unsympathetic development and the 
heritage preserved.  This plan goes on to consider the natural 
environment around the villages.  Protection of the open 
spaces to the south and north west of the village is essential 
to preserve the essence of village life and the stunning natural 
environment for both residents and visitors. I wholeheartedly 
endorse the extension of the conservation area combining 
both villages and the surrounding area as outlined in the 
appraisal. 

Noted 

12 Parish Councillor Michael 
Curtis 

15 Endorse the report. We hope the plan is accepted in its 
entirety. 

Noted 



13 Northamptonshire 
County Council - 
Archaeology 

Liz Mordue 16 The discussion of the archaeology of the CA is generally good, 
though it may also be worth mentioning that a possible Saxon 
settlement was identified by David Hall, a short distance to 
the north east of Cottingham along the Rockingham Road, and 
that this may indicate a pattern of small scattered settlement 
in the area. This might have been picked up if the county 
Historic Environment Record had been consulted, but I can 
see no indication that it was. 

Noted 

17 In respect of the management plan, while the obligations for 
standing buildings and implications for setting are covered in 
some detail, for below ground archaeology the only reference 
I could find was the possibility of requiring a desk-based 
assessment which is mentioned in NPPF paragraph 128. In 
practice, though we do sometimes ask for desk-based 
assessments in specific circumstances, this is rare and usually 
if information is required with an application it will be in the 
form of field evaluation. Paragraph 141 applies to below 
ground archaeology as well as standing buildings and is the 
basis on which we ask for work by condition. 
I would therefore recommend that a statement such as 
“Development proposals should take into account the 
potential for remains of archaeological interest. Professional 
advice should be sought, and appropriate assessment 
undertaken” would be appropriate, along with “Further 
opportunities to increase our understanding of Cottingham 
and Middleton’s past should be taken where sites for 
development and research opportunities are recognised”. This 
type of wording has been used in CAAs in other districts of 
Northants and has been found to convey better the possible 
requirements in terms of below ground archaeology. 

Comments in this section 
have been carefully noted 
and included in a new 
section on ‘Archaeology 
and new Development’ in 
the Management Plan 



14 Resident Diana 
Sharvill 

18 Following previous correspondence (see Rep. No. 9) about 
including the Old School in School Lane Cottingham in the 
conservation area. A photo submitted shows a view of the 
village from the old railway track. A similar view of the white 
house and the church used to visible from many places - the 
Stoke Albany to Ashley road, Bringhurst, Neville Holt etc, but 
the new houses on plot 8 (to the right of the white house in 
the photo) leave this as the only line of sight with this view. To 
keep this I suggest including the bits shaded on the map 
submitted in the conservation area. The sections shaded 
yellow include no. 2, 4 (the old school) and 6 (the playground) 
in School Lane. The section in green was farmland. The 
previous owners of no. 6 bought it and were granted planning 
permission to use it as garden. A couple of years later they 
applied to build on their "garden" but this was refused. If it is 
included in the conservation area then, even if building takes 
place on the field between that plot and Mill Road, this line of 
sight of the village would be preserved. 

Document and boundary 
changed to include (only) 
the Old School and its rear 
garden area, no. 5 School 
Lane 
 

15 Resident Mary Knott 19 Support the extension of the conservation area Noted 

16 Resident   20 Our home, the Old School House was thought to be 
demolished. I think this may have been because half of it was, 
almost 40 years ago, when the new school was built and this 
became a private house. In 2002, we bought it - and were 
offered, and bought a section of the field adjoining. We did 
this because there is a medieval well/drinking pond that we 
wanted to protect. The land remains agricultural. Just a few 
yards from our field boundary, just into the Hill Farm field, is 
the medieval spring that feeds our water well/pond. Also 
needing protection. Photographs submitted I of this house, as 
a school, and was told that it was built in 1860 - perhaps 
earlier (1830 ish). It seems to me to be a candidate for a 
building of historic interest, and I am anxious to protect the 

Noted. Text and boundary 
map altered to include the 
Old School. The well lies 
outside of the proposed 
boundary for the 
Conservation Area. Such 
springs are difficult to date 
without documentary 
evidence supporting a 
claim that it is medieval, 
probably not. 



very old history in the field. I have drawn a line to show where 
a new conservation boundary might usefully be drawn. 

17 Resident Robert and 
Jill Neill 

21 Support the single conservation area for Cottingham and 
Middleton.  It will make it more efficient for administration 
and future planning.  The villages actually share several 
community buildings, (one church, one chapel, one shop, one 
Annex/village hall) and most community fundraising groups 
work together very successfully. In view of the increasing area 
of Corby it is important to protect the space round the 
villages, and the historic Jurassic Way, in order to retain the 
rural community that is part of our heritage, and that makes 
the English Countryside so typical. It is also good for Corby.  
The residents of the growing town need somewhere easily 
accessible to walk and bicycle in attractive and more peaceful 
surroundings.  Most old urban developments are short of 
open spaces and 'green lungs' and Corby has this chance to 
continue the good practice that the original developers began 
in some parts of the town when it really increased in 
population in the busy times of steel manufacture. 

Noted 

18 Peter Brett 
Associates/Montagu
e Evans on behalf of 
Kiff and Troke 
Partnership 

  22 The author of the draft SPD has misinterpreted the1825 
Enclosure map and assumes that the new enclosure 
boundaries dividing the common fields were ancient 
boundaries. Consequently, historic significance is incorrectly 
attributed to the fields south of the villages. This is a 
fundamental error of interpretation. 

Effect of the enclosure of 
the former open fields is 
understood. The Act was 
made in 1815, as was the 
map, not 1825. The 1825 
date refers to when the 
enclosures were largely 
completed 



23 The proposed boundary meets neither the statutory nor the 
national policy test, and it is not in line with the guidance 
provided by Historic England. The proposed designation 
includes fields to the south and east of the villages that have 
no intrinsic historic interest (such interest is wrongly 
attributed to them in the draft – see below). Moreover, 
several areas have apparently been included mainly to hinder 
future development. This is not an appropriate use of CA 
designation. If considered necessary, such areas should be 
managed through development management policies, such as 
the preparation of a Local Plan, not through the means of an 
appraisal that, though it might become SPD, is not part of the 
development plan. 

The conservation area 
appraisal has identified 
those buildings considered 
to make a positive/neutral 
or negative contribution to 
the conservation area and 
highlights the significant 
views and glimpses from 
within the area. 

24 The draft CAA claims to assess both the significance and the 
setting of the proposed new CA and its buildings, but this is 
not the case. Buildings are listed and described, but not 
assessed. Similarly, the landscape around the villages, and the 
views in to and out of the villages, are described but not 
assessed in any objective terms, nor is the contribution that 
setting makes to the significance of these assets fully 
discussed. Even taken as a whole, this is not an adequate 
assessment of the significance of the CA. The author of these 
documents appears to be somewhat unfamiliar with the 
concept of significance as it is currently used in planning 
terms. Indeed, the word “significance” is not used once in 
connection with an individual building anywhere in the draft 
CAA. Of the 144 buildings discussed in the draft CAA, only 
Cannam House and Vine House are said to be “significant”, 
but in both cases the author uses the word as a synonym for 
noteworthy or impressive, rather than in the sense used in the 
NPPF. There is also no clear assessment of the significance of 
the CA as a whole in its present or proposed forms. The draft 

The document uses spatial 
analysis to identify what 
contribution buildings 
make to the area by 
identifying whether they 
are landmark, positive or 
neutral.  This follows the 
guidance provide by 
Heritage England. 



CAA is, in essence, simply a list of buildings and features in the 
villages, with no overarching statement that pulls them 
together. 

25 The author appears to be unfamiliar with the definition of 
setting in planning terms and with how to assess the 
contribution that setting makes to significance. 
It is important to note that conservation areas do not have 
settings as such. Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires only that “special 
attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance” of conservation 
areas. There is no requirement to preserve the setting of a 
conservation area. Historic England guidance provides a 
methodology for assessing the setting of assets. Neither this 
document, not its predecessor appears to have been 
consulted in the preparation of the draft CAA. 

The spatial analysis 
captures the significance of 
the buildings and spaces in 
the area and the 
contribution made by the 
walls and other important 
elements of the 
environment. This follows 
Heritage  England 
guidance. 

26 Occasionally, the draft document claims that there are 
“significant views” or that certain areas have “high landscape 
value”, but there is no objective or systematic assessment of 
landscape values around the villages, nor is any reference 
made to any published landscape assessments such as the 
Northamptonshire Historic Landscape Characterisation. No 
reference is made to Historic England guidance. 

The significant views and 
glimpses are highlighted in 
the spatial analysis plan in 
accordance with Heritage 
England guidance. 



27 The draft CAA states that purpose of the proposed extension 
of the CA boundaries is “to encompass both villages and form 
a single CA taking in much of the rural fields and footpaths to 
the south of both villages so as to better protect the setting of 
the two villages, and the church in Cottingham” (4.5.2). 
However, draft CAA is also explicit that many areas have been 
included to “control any proposed future developments” 
(4.5.6) and to “control any undesirable developments” 
(5.4.15). It claims that “There are very limited or no 
opportunities for further housing development within the 
proposed conservation area” (4.4.58). The draft CAMP is even 
more direct, stating that: ‘The inclusion of much of the 
landscape of fields and paths to the south of the villages in the 
revised Conservation Area boundary will also mean that these 
two village areas and their setting will be largely protected 
from development pressures in the future; residents can be 
assured that it will continue in a form recognisable as it now 
exists (p.41, final paragraph, our emphasis).’ Simply 
controlling development is not an appropriate reason for CA 
designation, as the policy set out above makes clear. This 
should be done through development management planning 
policy such as a Local Plan. If the CAA is adopted on this basis, 
the Council would be unreasonable and its decision 
potentially subject to challenge. 

The inclusion of both areas 
in one conservation 
boundary is dealt with in 
the spatial appraisal, 
character areas and 
ultimately the justification 
for the revised 
conservation area 
boundary 

28 Moreover, many of the supposed historical associations of 
individual fields and areas within the proposed new CA 
boundary are also incorrect, having no demonstrable factual 
basis. 

Noted 

29 Unfortunately, the document does not provide a map that 
links individual areas proposed for inclusion to the numbered 
paragraphs in the text. This in itself is a significant defect 
making the document practically unworkable. 

Noted, maps to be added 
and identified in text 



30 Paragraph 4.5.4 This area appears to have been included in 
the proposed new CAA boundary because of its views towards 
the Welland Valley. It is not said to have any special historic or 
architectural interest, nor is it linked a particular historic 
building. This is not an appropriate use of conservation area 
designation. 

Noted and addressed in 
spatial appraisal 

31 Paragraph 4.5.7 It is not clear why this area is included in the 
proposed new CAA boundary. It appears to be for its 
archaeological potential, although the author is seemingly 
unaware that this site is already included in the 
Northamptonshire HER (MNN629) and thus is already 
recognised as a heritage asset. This field was historically 
associated with Cottingham Hall, and probably formed an 
outer part of its gardens. As such it is already protected as 
part of the setting and curtilage of the Grade II* listed 
Cottingham Hall, and does not required further protection 
through conservation area designation. 

Noted, the spatial appraisal 
and text explains the 
importance of the area and 
the need to include in the 
conservation area. 

32 Paragraph 4.5.9. This area is proposed for inclusion on the 
challengeable grounds that it contains ancient field 
boundaries that extend the boundaries of the tofts on 
Middleton High Street as far as the A426. This is, quite simply, 
wrong. The author has misunderstood the 1825 Enclosure 
map and is mistaken when he says that the medieval tofts 
along Middleton High Street originally extended as far as the 
A425. The rear boundary of the medieval tofts only extended 
approximately as far as the boundary of the existing CA. To 
the south the land was open fields that were farmed in 
common. The village boundary is clearly shown on the 
Enclosure map and is distinguished by shading from the fields 
to the south that are being enclosed. It was only in 1825 that 
each of these properties was given additional strips in the 
former common fields, with boundaries that roughly followed 
the lines of their existing property. This was typical of 

Noted 



Parliamentary enclosure practices and is not particularly 
special or significant and certainly not uncommon in the 
Midlands where there was extensive late enclosure. Before 
that date these fields had no direct connection with the 
properties along Main Street. Therefore, there is no reason to 
include this area in the proposed new CA boundary. 

33 Paragraph 4.5.10. No particular justification is given for 
including the area immediately south of Cottingham Hall 
within the proposed new CA boundary. The draft CAA 
correctly notes that this land was once the property of 
Cottingham Hall, but early 19th century estate documents 
demonstrate that this field was just that, a field. The avenue 
of trees was only introduced, we believe, in the 19th century, 
shortly before the 1880s OS map was made. There is no 
evidence that this field was ever a park or other designed 
landscape associated with the house. It does provide a view of 
the house but the setting of the house, a Grade II* listed 
building, is already protected by statute. Therefore, there is 
no reason in include this field within the proposed CA 
boundary. The reasons amount to an unsubstantiated 
assertion. 

Noted, the spatial appraisal 
and text explains the 
importance of the area and 
the need to include in the 
conservation area. 

34 Paragraph 4.5.11 This field to the south of the Jurassic Way is 
included in the proposed CAA because “it provides a truly 
rural setting to the village, the church and the Hall below it”. It 
is claimed to have “high landscape value” but no objective 
assessment of this value is made, nor is there any reference to 
published landscape assessments. A quarry to the south of the 
A426, said to have sand martins nesting there, is also 
included, but no proof of this is offered, nor is any comment 
made about the rarity or significance of these birds locally or 
nationally. The quarry itself has no particular historic interest 
and, based on map evidence, dates to the first half of the 20th 
century. 

Noted, the spatial appraisal 
and text explains the 
importance of the area and 
the need to include in the 
conservation area.  



35 Paragraph 4.5.12 This field is described as having “an 
interesting area of small possibly medieval field enclosures, 
formerly hedged fields of some historic interest”. This is 
simply incorrect, and again results from the author’s failure to 
correctly interpret the 1825 Enclosure map. These fields were 
enclosed in 1825 as part of the Parliamentary Enclosure 
process. This area was formerly part of the open common 
field system as can be seen from some surviving areas of ridge 
and furrow in the eastern part of this area, something that the 
author does not mention, but which is part of the 
Northamptonshire HER (MNN132636). This area is included to 
“better protect the setting of the church and the village on 
this open approach and to preserve the historic field 
patterns”, but this is based on a misunderstanding of the 
historic significance of this area. 

Noted, the spatial appraisal 
and text explains the 
importance of the area and 
the need to include in the 
conservation area. 

36 Paragraph 4.5.13 It is unclear exactly why this area is 
proposed for inclusion in the CA. The lime kiln, listed at Grade 
II is already protected by its listing status. The modern 
bungalow, though apparently attractive, has only moderate 
interest or significance and is certainty not enough to warrant 
including the surrounding area in the CA. 

Noted, the spatial appraisal 
and text explains the 
importance of the area and 
the need to include in the 
conservation area. 

37 The draft CAMP suffers from many of the same problems as 
the draft CAA. It is long and too informal. Its grasp of current 
planning policy appears weak, and many key national and 
local policies are presented only in summary form, often 
incorrectly. 

Noted, the management 
plan has been drafted in 
accordance with NPPF 

38 The draft CAMP is not positively prepared in accordance with 
the NPPF. In particular, it attempts to restrict development 
without an objective assessment. For instance, no reason is 
given for the statement that “it is not appropriate for new 
commercial building to be constructed in the joint 
conservation area of Cottingham and Middleton” 

Noted, the management 
plan has been drafted in 
accordance with NPPF 



39 The draft CAMP has not been prepared in accordance with the 
design policies in Chapter 7 of the NPPF. Paragraph 5.44 of the 
CAMP states that “any new buildings be permitted within the 
conservation area these will be required to be built of 
carefully chosen stone to match other buildings in the 
conservation area, and roofed with similar complimentary 
roof slates”. Para 5.66 reiterates this point, and imposes a 
requirement of pitched roofs, claiming that “Clear guidelines 
need to be laid down to guide applicants and the planning 
committee alike”. This is contrary to NPPF para 58, which 
states that planning policies should not prevent or discourage 
appropriate innovation in design, and also to para 60 which 
states that: ‘Planning policies and decisions should not 
attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and 
they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative 
through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain 
development forms or styles.’ 

Noted, the management 
plan has been drafted in 
accordance with NPPF 

40 The text frequently skips from concept to concept even within 
the same paragraph. It should be thoroughly edited to ensure 
that concepts are discussed individually to aid the reader. 

Noted 

41 Extraneous material should be removed, including: 

 Extended descriptions including long discussions of 
building interiors; 

 historical anecdotes; 

 casual language, chatty asides and use of first person 
plural “us”/”we” (neutral language and third person 
should be used instead); 

 extended explanations of well understood concepts or 
facts, which belong in the glossary; 

 Speculation, especially as it relates to historical 
development of the area. 

Noted and addressed in 
document 

42 CAA Recommendation: Shorter paragraphs, more 
subheadings and more bullet points should be used in any 

Noted 



event to make the document more useable. 

43 CAA Recommendation: The inclusion of maps and plans to 
illustrate historical development, key views and areas of 
significance. 

Noted and addressed in 
document 

44 CAA Recommendation: The inclusion of photographs and 
historic maps. 

Noted and addressed in 
document 

45 CAA Recommendation: Move the historical section up in the 
document to allow other sections to refer to it without having 
to repeat information. Ensure the historical section continues 
to the present day and does not stop in 1880. The character of 
the two villages has been changed by 20th century 
development. The basis for CA regulation is not an imagined 
earlier state but the character of the area as it is today. 

Noted and addressed in 
document 

46 CAA Recommendation: Provide a list of sources, and refer to 
these in the text. 

Noted and addressed in 
document 

47 CAMP recommendation: The draft CAMP should be 
thoroughly reviewed by a qualified individual as it is not 
positively prepared and is not in accordance with the NPPF. 

Noted  

48 CAMP Recommendation: It should also be carefully checked 
for compliance with local planning policy. 

Noted 

49 CAMP recommendation: Casual language should be avoided. 
Non-technical summaries of planning policy (e.g. paras 5.60 
and 5.62) should be, at a minimum, supplemented by citations 
of the relevant policies and Circulars. They should also be 
carefully checked for accuracy. 

Noted 

50 CAMP Recommendation: A non-technical “guidance for 
applicants” section might be prepared allowing the rest of the 
document to accurately and concisely cite relevant policy. 

Noted 

51 CAMP Recommendation: The text, especially in Section 5, 
should be broken down into smaller, more clearly focussed 
chapters. 

Noted 



52 CAMP Recommendation: Provide a list of sources, and refer to 
these in the text. 

Noted 

53 CAMP Recommendation: Consideration should be given to 
developing a Local Plan for the villages. 

Noted 

19 Resident Jane Eaton 54 Support the new extended area to the CA for Cottingham & 
Middleton. I feel this is most important to protect and 
preserve the villages for future generations. 

Noted 

20 Resident Alan Eaton 55 Fully support the new designated CA areas. This will ensure 
these two beautiful Welland Valley villages will be preserved 
for future generations. 

Noted 

21 Resident Steven 
Vines 

56 I have just looked at the draft Consultation plan for the 
villages, and as the current owner of No. 27 Main Street 
Middleton, (Plan ref 3.2.32) Page No.28 would like to make 
the following points, 
1. The East side does not provide access to the barn 
conversion behind it, (it actually provides access to our double 
Garage, (formerly a stone built cottage.) 
2. Our So Called" long farmhouse", was actually 2 cottages, 
with 2 front doors, as confirmed by elderly local residents 
3.  Plan ref 3.2.33.  The post box, bench and waste bin, are not 
“next to the entrance to the Barn behind No. 27" - they are 
next to the driveway to our house and Garage. 
4. The Barn conversion behind No. 27 has its own access on 
Milestone Mews. 

Noted , text in Revised 
Draft does not include this 
text 

22 Ramblers Association Chris 
Eilbeck 

57 Glad to see the importance given to the fine landscape 
Cottingham and Middleton are in, the fine views from many 
vantage points and approaches to the villages. 

Noted 

58 Agree the proposed area is a good one but we would prefer to 
have an extension to the CA at the South-East end. This would 
mean that the boundary from the old A427 would continue in 
a North-East direction to the Corby Road without turning 
North-West then North-East. This we hope would help 

Noted 



preserve the fine approach of footpath GE2 towards 
Cottingham. 

23 Anglian Water Stewart 
Patience 

59 No comments Noted 

24 Middleton Parish 
Council 

Sarah 
Brant-Chair 

60 The Parish Council fully supports the extension of the 
Conservation Area boundary as proposed, with a number of 
exceptions.  

Noted 

61 The boundary should extend to the north of School Lane to 
include the Old School House, which should be designated a 
Local Interest Building and we suggest that it should also 
extend slightly into Glover Court onto the green space 
opposite number 1 Glover Court, to incorporate the modern 
Obelisk which is a unique and unusual feature of the Glover 
Court street scene. 

Not included as local 
interest building, 
considered to be a positive 
building adding to the 
character of the area  

62 Page 21 section 3.2.19 should read ‘... are the former stables 
of Middleton House Farm....’ The report wrongly attributes 
these stables throughout as belonging to The Old Woolpack, 
which they do not. 

Noted, text not included 

63 Page 22 section 3.2.20. The last sentence of this paragraph 
should be deleted and if appropriate, should be re-written 
and inserted under the section on Middleton House Farm. 

 Noted, text not included 

64 Page 22 section 3.2.21 should read ‘...low raised grassy 
embankment set behind a low stone wall which is the private 
garden of Middleton House Farm. This has in the distant past 
accommodated a tennis court and is an important area of .....’ 

Noted, text not included 

65 Page 23 section3.2.32 should read ‘... Middleton Farm House, 
formerly Wellington’s Pre-School Nursery...’ Wellingtons 
Nursery has closed and will not be re-opening. 

Noted, text not included 

66 Page 23 photo at bottom right of page. The caption should 
read ‘... to Longridge...’ Longridge is referred to incorrectly as 
‘Longlands’ in a number of places throughout the report. 

Noted, text not included 



67 Page 24 first sentence ‘Longlands’ should read ‘Longridge’ Noted 

68 Page 30 section 3.2.38 should read ‘... small public 
park/Community Orchard created with funding from 
Grantscape Community Greenspace Funding allowing the 
refurbishment of an ancient orchard for public use. 
‘...........Existing planting of mature trees and bushes has been 
maintained....’ MPC would remove the phrase ‘though it 
appears to be little used’ as this is a view formed from a short 
period of observation. 

Noted, text not included 

69 Page 30 section 3.2.42. Number 12a and Number 12 
Cornerstones are one L shaped building but comprise 
separate dwellings and both parts are listed. Number 10 is the 
new house built in what was Cornerstones’ garden. 

Noted, text not included 

70 Page 33 section 3.2.49...’ The building has been 
sympathetically converted in the recent past, partly for the 
commercial use of Corby Osteopaths. ’ The phrase ‘who also 
occupy the front building no.34’ should be deleted as it is 
incorrect. 

Noted, text not included 

71 Page 33. There is the omission of an entire house – number 
32a which is named ‘The Ropewalk’.  The house is accessed by 
the shared drive to the west of number 34 Main Street and is 
a modern house built twenty or so years ago on the slope 
above Main Street. Its name derives from the time when the 
land on which it is built belonged to number 34 Main Street 
and the barn to the rear of number 34 was used for rope 
making. Number 32a is surrounded by mature trees and 
cannot be seen from Main Street. 

Noted, text not included 

72 Page 33 section 3.2.50. The report says that number 42 
appears to be a mid-20th century Council house. It is a 
modern house but is not a Council house  

Noted, text not included 



73 Page 51 section 3.3.29. The last sentence of the page should 
read ...’ much needed service to the general community of 
Cottingham and Middleton that does not have any other shop 
and is supported by Community Shareholders.’ The words 
‘Cottingham Parish Council’ should be deleted as the Parish 
Councils are just two of many shareholders.  

Noted, text not included 

74 Page 56 section 3.3.46 should read ...’that first appears on the 
1889 O.S. map.’  The words ‘but has subsequently been 
demolished’ should be deleted as this is incorrect as reported 
at the consultation meeting. 

Noted, text not included 

75 Page 115 section 4.4.42 should read  ...’There is a significant 
area of green lawn (belonging to Middleton House Farm) on 
the east side of the Hill...’ and  ..’At the other end of Main 
Street is a refurbished ancient orchard in which a pocket park 
has been created in recent years using Grantscape Community 
Greenspace funding. This deliberate creation ....’ 

Noted, text not included 

76 Page 122 section 4.4.59 final bullet point ....not just residential 
but commercial including offices, a former nursery school and 
a clinic further down Main Street behind the Maltings.’.. The 
phrase ‘up Rope Walk’ should be deleted as there is no such 
lane as Rope Walk. ‘The Ropewalk’ is the name of a modern 
house at 32a Main Street accessed by a drive shared with 
number 34. 

Noted, text not included 

77 Page 139 section 4.5 should read ....’green along the road. The 
Community Orchard/Pocket Park has been developed in 
recent years by Middleton Parish Council using Grantscape 
Community Greenspace Funding. It also explains....’ 

Noted, text not included 

78 Page 139 section 4.6 should read ‘...However the private lawn 
opposite, at the junction of the two roads acts almost as .....’ 

Noted, text not included 

79 Page 142 4.9 should read ‘3. The former stables of Middleton 
House Farm, no.3 Main Street.’ 

Noted, text not included 



80 Page 164 section 5.48. Immediately above this section is an 
unintelligible sentence that presumably is a typographical 
error.  

Noted, text not included 

81 Page 166 section 5.56 Public Benches. 'Longlands' is 
mentioned throughout this section and should be replaced by 
'Longridge'. 

Noted, text not included 

82 Note on page 131 that it is recommended that on adoption of 
the SPD a small publicity leaflet should be produced by Corby 
BC outlining the implications of the designation. MPC would 
strongly support this recommendation as it is important that 
residents understand its implications.  

Noted, text not included 

25 Resident Sue 
Robertson 

83 I have read with great interest the information contained in 
the published draft documents and I fully support them. 
The new extended conservation area will serve to protect the 
setting of the two historic villages of Cottingham and 
Middleton including the Jurassic Way footpath as it passes 
through the area. Protecting our past heritage is extremely 
important in today’s ever evolving and vastly changing world 
and we must protect all that has gone before for future 
generations. I hope that the Council adopt the proposals as 
outlined in the documents. 

Noted, text not included 

26 Cottingham Parish 
Council 

Owen 
Davison 

84 I write on behalf of Cottingham Parish Council to say that, 
apart from the two amendments below, we are fully 
supportive of the changes suggested in the consultation 
document. 

Noted, text not included 

85 Request the following amendment - that the East side of 
School Lane (which includes the old village school) be 
included. 

Noted and agreed 

86 Request the following amendment - that the reference to a 
paucity of seats in Cottingham be removed. There are 12 seats 
in the village, all maintained by the Parish Council. 

Noted 



27 Resident William 
Aspinall 

87 Support the above proposal. I note that the boundary has not 
been revised since 1975. I strongly support the proposal to 
extend and merge the existing conservation areas to protect 
the fabric and setting of the historic houses within the two 
villages, and the view of them and the Welland Valley beyond, 
from the Jurassic Way long-distance footpath. I note that 
extension of conservation areas to include "historic rear plots" 
is supported by the Historic England document  
"Understanding Place: Conservation Area Designation, 
Appraisal and Management".  The current drive to increase 
housebuilding in England presents an immediate threat to the 
existing conservation areas whose boundaries were originally 
tightly drawn. This boundary revision is long overdue and 
must be implemented without delay to avoid irreparable 
harm to the setting of our historic buildings.  

Noted and reflected in the 
document 

28 Resident Joanne 
Leaning 

88 In response to the proposal to extend the boundary of the 
conservation area I think this is an excellent idea. Hopefully it 
will protect the villages and surrounding countryside from 
overdevelopment and being swallowed up by Corby and 
preserve the setting with its historic buildings and footpaths 
such as the Jurassic Way. I fully support the proposal to 
extend the boundary of the Cottingham and Middleton 
conservation area. 

Noted and reflected in the 
document 



29 Agent for planning 
application at 16 
Main Street, 
Middleton 

Rob 
McCracken 

89 We would like to amend the facts described in the document 
that may appear to be misleading to the history of this area. 
No. 16, Main Street was indeed built in 1965 during a period 
when the opposite building Number 15 was indeed derelict 
for many years. The bungalow was built on the exact location 
where a Victorian greenhouse originally stood.  This land 
originally belonged to the 3-storey residence (wrongly 
described as 2½ storeys on p25 – corrected later on p107). 
However its original use was not mentioned in the appraisal – 
of which we feel is significant and of interest to the history of 
this land.  The land was originally bordered by a Victorian-
brick wall with two central gateposts and an iron gate for 
pedestrian access on the street frontage – all the way along 
between Cornerstones and Nos. 18 & 20. There is an existing 
building that is currently and originally attached to both the 
Victorian wall parallel to the road and the perpendicular 
house No. 18 Main Street. This stone building is now rendered 
with a lime wash and still retains a vaulted ceiling and ceiling 
rose (although currently in a state of ruin). The once elegant 
changing rooms were used for the (flat) tennis and croquet 
lawn set behind the trees. Set further back situated a large 
Victorian Greenhouse. And further back still were fruit trees 
and vegetable plots. 

Noted, text not included 

90 16 Main Street, Middleton - The description in the appraisal of 
the ‘Classical gate-piers surmounted by cast-stone vases that 
formerly lead into its detached garden that is enclosed by 
railings on a dwarf stone wall that is in-keeping with the fine 
Georgian House opposite it’ – is misleading. These walls and 
gates were remodelled and created by the family at No. 16 
Main Street, Middleton. The driveway was created especially 
wide: the pillars were copied from Bradstone and new acorn 
mouldings are copies of the originals. However, that said, the 
entrance is in keeping and elegant – albeit not original as 

Noted, text not included 



indicated/presumed in the appraisal.   

91 16 Main Street, Middleton - The driveway is also nothing to do 
with No. 10 as alluded to in the appraisal (3.2.43). 

Noted, text not included 

92 Cannan House has obviously been altered in many ways over 
the years. Obviously the frontage of the house has been an 
add-on at a later date to create a more grandiose Regency 
facade. Other facts not mentioned within the document, are 
that originally the house had a row of servants’ cottages to its 
rear. It is also said to have had a Doctor’s surgery, where the 
20th Century bungalow now resides (No. 15a). When derelict 
in the 1960s, it was reported that fireplaces were ripped out 
and the rear of the property demolished. 

Noted, text not included 

30 Resident Peter and 
Liz Loe 

93 We would like to register our support for the extension of the 
conservation area. We hope that this document will inform all 
future planning applications and, 'if the planning application 
does not enhance the street scene it will not be permitted'. 
Also we are hopeful that as there is such a wealth of historical 
interest in both Cottingham and Middleton that the Council 
will be empowered to protect these villages not only from 
inappropriate developments but also put in place workable 
traffic control to manage both the speed and the size of 
vehicles passing through the villages which has a gradual 
damaging impact on the village buildings. 

Noted, text not included 

31 Resident Sue 
Aspinall 

94 I am a resident of Cottingham and wish to support the above 
proposal. This is a really helpful review. I note that the 
boundary has not been revised since 1975. I strongly support 
the proposal to extend and merge the existing conservation 
areas to protect the fabric and setting of the historic houses 
within the two villages, and the view of them and the Welland 
Valley beyond, from the Jurassic Way long-distance footpath. I 
note that extension of conservation areas to include "historic 
rear plots" is supported by the Historic England guidance. The 

Noted 



current drive to increase housebuilding in England presents an 
immediate threat to the existing conservation areas whose 
boundaries were originally tightly drawn. This boundary 
revision is long overdue and must be implemented without 
delay to avoid irreparable harm to the setting of our historic 
buildings. I am a resident of Cottingham and wish to support 
the above proposal.  

32 Resident Anne and 
Steve 
McIlvenny 

95 We have lived at 5 Manor Court Middleton since 1993. During 
this time we and multi generations of our family have used 
many of the footpaths in both villages. We particularly enjoy 
the unrestricted view from the Jurassic way footpath that runs 
across the dale with views across the Welland valley and more 
immediately down into the villages. This area gives splendid 
views of the older properties (some Listed) in both villages. 
Fine examples of traditional English villages which have 
sustained a picturesque and idyllic vista over the centuries. 
The walk from the Church in Cottingham to the old 
schoolhouse in Middleton has been used for centuries and 
continues to be enjoyed by ramblers and villagers alike. It is 
apparent that the two villages now run into each other and 
therefor logic would dictate that a joint conservation plan 
which extends from the Jurassic Way down through both 
villages as per the new proposal would help protect and 
conserve both villages. We both respectfully request that the 
council extend and merge the conservation areas as 
proposed. 

Noted 

33 Resident Ann & 
Ralph 
Turner 

96 Agree with proposals to extend the CA to include part of the 
fields to the south and east of Cottingham/Middleton 
(including the land behind Cottingham Hall) to better protect 
the setting of the two historic villages and the Jurassic Way 
footpath which passes through the area concerned.  It is all 
too easy to allow the past to slip by without preserving the 
extensive history of the village.   We have only lived here for 

Noted 



just over 12 years but are well aware of the history behind it 
(albeit some of it courtesy of Jane Smith) and have enjoyed 
many walks along the Jurassic Way footpath and around both 
villages.   When we first moved to the village each time we 
entered it via Ashley Road etc we could not help but think 
how lucky we were to live here and how beautiful it was. It is 
almost like stepping back in time.   Our visitors have also 
commented on how beautiful the buildings are and they were 
also interested in its history. 

34 Landowner Craig 
Henninger 

97 I strongly oppose alteration of the boundary to the 
conservation area. This would only serve as a nuisance and 
prohibit my future opportunities. The land has been in the 
family since 4th November 1974, having been passed on to 
my brother and I by my Grandfather Mr Edmund Knauer, 
formerly of 14/16 Main street Middleton. It is noted on the 
conveyance as “Camsdale Leys and Church Hill Furlong,” 
which is just south of the Jurassic Way footpath.  I’d like to 
draw your attention to a couple of quotes from the appraisal 
document, which I’ve copied below. Whilst it’s unclear 
precisely which areas south of the village the quotes refer to, I 
have the conveyance documents from 1947, which shows part 
of this land was divided at least 68 years ago and has 
exchanged hands 5 times up until 1974. It’s certainly not a 
recent development and I see no justification for including it 
within the conservation area, especially when it has a negative 
impact on the use of the land by the owner(s). 
“The 1918 sale plan shows this land as a complete lot to be 
sold with the hall leading to the main road; sadly in recent 
years the ownership of the land has been separated from that 
of the Hall by its retention by a previous owner.” 
“This confirms that originally the fields were intimately 
connected with the properties on Main Street; so it is 
appropriate to include them it a revised CA boundary as part 

Noted, text not included 



of the village’s historic landscape.” 

35 Landowner Mark 
Henninger 

98 I strongly oppose alteration of the boundary to the 
conservation area. This would only serve as a nuisance and 
prohibit my future opportunities. The land has been in the 
family since 4th November 1974, having been passed on to my 
brother and I by my Grandfather Mr Edmund Knauer, formerly 
of 14/16 Main street Middleton. It is noted on the conveyance 
as “Camsdale Leys and Church Hill Furlong,” which is just 
south of the Jurassic Way footpath.  I’d like to draw your 
attention to a couple of quotes from the appraisal document, 
which I’ve copied below. Whilst it’s unclear precisely which 
areas south of the village the quotes refer to, I have 
documents from 1947, which shows part of this land was 
divided at least 68 years ago and has exchanged hands 5 times 
up until 1974. It’s certainly not a recent development and I 
see no justification for including it within the conservation 
area, especially when it has a negative impact on the use of 
the land by the owner(s). “The 1918 sale plan shows this land 
as a complete lot to be sold with the hall leading to the main 
road; sadly in recent years the ownership of the land has been 
separated from that of the Hall by its retention by a previous 
owner.” “This confirms that originally the fields were 
intimately connected with the properties on Main Street; so it 
is appropriate to include them in a revised CA boundary as 
part of the village’s historic landscape.” 

Noted, text not included 

36 Resident Chris Owen 99 Support the notion of combining the two CAs into one while 
keeping the green separation between the villages. I welcome 
the expanded area and the inclusion of the Wheelers's 
Clubhouse (village workhouse) and the lime kiln. 

Noted 

100 I would like to see the Royal Observer Corps underground 
bunker in the fields behind Little Meadow included in the CA 

Noted, text not included 



101 I am somewhat dubious of calling that part of the Jurassic Way 
a hollow way since I gather that when in the past the villages 
had their own roadman  this route (packhorse?) was well 
maintained. Most of the infilling of the track has come from 
collapsing stone walls and villagers and land owners removing 
stone from retaining walls to use in their gardens. 

Noted, text not included 

102 The Dale is a very scarce and particularly rich limestone 
meadow (of SSSI standard probably) and it is not given 
enough prominence in this document. There are opportunities 
here to spread such riches further afield. Although there is 
need for some tree planting to replace beech and some 
perimeter trees we have several unsuitable trees planted in 
the recent past.   As the co-ordinator for the Dale who has 
monitored it for over thirty years can I remind everyone that 
its richness, value and beauty lies in its wildflowers. 

Noted, the appraisal 
identifies the views and  
text the importance of the 
area 

103 4 Church Street, Cottingham - Although we have various 
problems with our outbuildings I rather take exception to the 
reasons given for its 'At Risk' inclusion. The furniture in the 
back barn is not heavy and the floor joists are sound and 
substantial. The Reading Room, only heated when working 
there, is a separate fire compartment and has a regularly 
tested extinguisher. 

Noted, text not included 

104 3.2.2 p13 Hill House, no mention of the top floor painted 
windows that were surely a result of the Window Tax. 

Noted, text not included 

105 p16 Date Stone - Inchley - Our carpenter friend the late Alf 
Inchley who lived in Corby said his family were from 
Cottingham/Middleton, confirmed by his family name on the 
war memorial. 

Noted, text not included 



106 3.2.17 p21 Village signs - I made these, they were paid for by 
the Minerva group and modelled in clay and then cast in resin 
and fibreglass. The rider is not the ‘squire’ just a rider, 
different elements are depicted in paint only (now faded)  
including a cyclist to represent the Rockingham Forest 
Wheelers in the Middleton sign, and a footballer in the 
Cottingham sign to represent the village football team.  

Noted, text not included 

107 3.2.49 p33 Years ago I was told the route along the valley was 
called the Birmingham Road. 

Noted, text not included 

108 3.2.55 p35 Gable fronted barn that may have been a service 
range for the Manor House/ Farm.  When we were 
negotiating to buy the Manor House and ancillary buildings 
from the farmer Mr Hunt in 1976 This building was cart horse 
stables down below and had a windowing machine on its first 
floor plus feed store etc. Hay was stored in the stone barn 
behind the cottage across the passageway from the stables.  
At that time the dovecote was still intact complete with its 
ladders and ‘wooden glower to the ridge’.  Sadly we were 
gazumped on the property and ended up buying 4 Church 
Street instead.  The loss of the dovecote was very unnecessary 
and should have been prevented when it was converted later. 

Noted, text not included 

109 3.3.1 p37 Hunter’s Lodge should be ‘The Hunting Lodge’ Noted, text not included 

110 3.3.2 p42 Tree avenue - the location known as the fountain. 
The original avenue of elms succumbed to Dutch Elm Disease 
post 1980 and was replanted with lime trees and a small 
group of blackthorns by the gate in 2000AD as the Millennium 
Memorial Avenue paid for by public subscription in memory 
of deceased family members. 

Noted, text not included 

111 3.3.9 p45 5a Carriage House - former village garage with 
petrol pump, it’s east side which borders the garden of No.2 
Church Street is a modern brick rebuild or facing on the 
original ironstone barn 

Noted, text not included 



112 3.3.14 p46 Village sign fibreglass by Chris Owen as per 3.2.17 
to celebrate the millennium and funded by the Minerva group 
the village’s successor to the Women’s Institute. 

Noted, text not included 

113 3.3.20 p49/50 Greystones - Southern end projecting bay 
window is former butcher’s shop - slaughterhouse on left of 
rear yard - on right of yard used to be a large ironstone barn, 
demolished by previous owners as it was very dilapidated. The 
dovecote, just down the slope still exists though without its 
roof. It was featured in the heritage open day walk in 2013. 

Noted, text not included 

114 3.3.48 p57 Church Street No.2 SW corner of the garden there 
is a rare old Wyken Pippen apple tree that we have registered 
on the RHS database and that we hope to have propagated 
from for the Middleton Community Orchard. 
Nos 2 & 4 Church Street were in the same family ownership 
(Chamberlain) in the 19th century as were other buildings in 
the street. Despite the way it is depicted on the map there 
was never a No.2a - it was all part of No.4.  

Noted, text not included 

115 3.3.48/3.4.49 p58 There was no earlier coach house - the only 
way into the reading room was thought the street door at the 
end of No.2. The rear door as well as the stair case was put in 
by the current owners. To the rear of the reading room is a 
dilapidated brick lean to which used to house a pony trap. In 
Nick Hill’s and my opinion both the reading room and 
warehouse are early 19th century. The 1880’s date derives 
from a trade directory reference which may refer to a 
reopening and not the original opening. The warehouse was 
the base of the Chamberlains wholesale grocery business. The 
upper sash windows were put in around 1977 with approval 
and replacing the non-opening and rotten oak cruciform 
frames with leaded glass visible in the old photo. 
In WW2 the Reading Room was HQ for the Home Guard. 

Noted, text not included 



116 3.3.48/3.4.49 p58 Back barn - cottage and inglenook fireplace 
modified, an original but damaged iron and leaded casement 
window survives. The upper floor is of wide oak planks and 
the ceilings of reed and lime plaster. All consistent with a 17th 
century date. The barn end has oak roof timbers but pine 
joists and 6 inch wide pine floor boards and had a wooden 
lath and plaster ceiling indicating a later date. Behind the barn 
in the garden of No.2 there was formally a pantiled lean-to 
and next to it in the garden of No. 4 was the remains of the 
stone pig sty.  The ground floor of the barn had been used as 
as stable, feed and woodstore.  

Noted, text not included 

117 3.3.50 No.4 A bit of an enigma. Evidence indicates a 17th 
century date - 3 panel doors on the first floor front identical to 
similar door in No.2. Oak floors under one of which was found 
a broken onion glass wine bottle c.1660-1680.  House possibly 
refaced as plinth seems older. Oak beams, joists and floor 
boards to the 1st floor. Oak joists and rafters to the top floor at 
front, joists levelled with and boarded with pine. Rear joists, 
rafters boarded with pine. Ground floor inglenook fireplace 
has low lintel, it had a floor level brick hearth and just below 
this another brick hearth, then 18 inches below this and 
retained as the bottom of the ash pit the original brick hearth 
and associate earth floor. The back door opening also goes 
down 18 inches below the modern floor level. There is also a 
vaulted cellar.  

Noted, text not included 

118 3.3.50 No.4 1st floor windows to the rear are oak and include 
casement cottage windows. The 1.5 storey brick extension to 
the rear was built in the 1980’s to replace a detached wash 
house that had collapsed and the tiny kitchen. The present 
kitchen was formerly the sitting room. The front window, 
ground floor right, is the original fixed light window which 
housed the post box and was restored when the Post Office 
reclaimed the box. 

Noted, text not included 



119 3.3.52 p60 This is in fact a modern building. This is the site of 
the old rickyard and here when we came in 1977 stood a black 
painted open sided corrugated iron barn with bales of hay and 
farm implements. The Georgian cart shed was built to house 
classic cars and caravans and the business above.  

Noted, text not included 

120 3.3.51 Ground floor street front middle window, originally 
there was never a window here. 

Noted 

121 3.3.61 p63 Church House. In the first building on the left in the 
back yard the names of soldiers billeted there in WW2 are 
painted on the beams. 

Noted, text not included 

122 3.3.67 p66 No.17 4 paned sash windows with horns these 
windows are a modern replacement 

Noted, text not included 

123 3.3.70 Water Lane. Between the horse trough and the church 
steps used to be the village wash pond where mud could be 
washed off wagons and carts and the moisture kept the 
wooden wheels tight in their iron rims. Beneath the ivy 
alongside the sloping path up to the church the original 
wrought iron handrail still exists. 

Noted, text not included 

124 3.3.70 Water Lane Near the top of the church steps is one 
surviving cast iron gothic railing spike 

Noted, text not included 

125 3.3.75 p67 ‘Square stone building’ this was the assay office for 
the lime kiln.  

Noted, text not included 

126 3.3.83 P75. Graveyard - third area, near the lower end of this 
section is the grave of Colonel Ripley who died from 
battlefield injuries in WW1. His grave is maintained by the 
Commonwealth War Graves Commission. 

Noted, text not included 

37 Resident Suzanne 
Bamford 

127 Support for the application to extend the conservation area Noted 



38 Resident Angela and 
Christopher 
Preston-
Jones 

128 Support the proposal to combine and extend the conservation 
areas of Cottingham and Middleton. We feel this proposal will 
help to protect the green areas around the villages as well as 
the Jurassic Way footpath that passes though this area. 

Noted 

39 Cottingham 
Investors 

C. Owen 129 Object to the proposed inclusion of the field to the North 
West of Rockingham Road. We disagree that the field 
establishes the rural nature of the village, as you pass several 
houses on this side of the road prior to reaching the village, 
with many private houses and council housing estate on the 
opposite side of the road. Also the view is not for the benefit 
of all the villagers as suggested but only those who own the 
few properties opposite. We also feel that the conservation 
area is far too large, thus drastically reducing the possibility of 
any future developments. There must be some allowance for 
the village to grow as the population increases. 

Noted, the document 
reflects the comments 

40 Resident Sam Ryall 130 Fully support the review and the resulting draft document. 
The review of the Conservation Area is long overdue and the 
appraisal has been very through. I am supportive of the 
redrawing of the boundary of the Conservation Area to 
include a larger number of houses and the land South of the 
villages. The proposed new boundary is much more logical 
and will be a great improvement as it will better protect the 
contextual setting of the two villages and their listed buildings 
and will enhance their historic character. I support the 
management plan which will give clarity to residents 
regarding expectations in terms of maintenance and 
development. 

Noted 

41 Resident Grant and 
Claire Kelly 

131 Support the proposal to combine and extend the conservation 
areas of Cottingham and Middleton. 

Noted 



42 Resident Jane Smith 
& Peter 
Bowman 

132 Support the combining and extending of the conservation 
areas to include the fields to the South of Cottingham and 
Middleton. The fields on that side of the village form an 
important part of its character, incorporating the ancient 
Jurassic Way footpath and the former gardens of Bury House. 
The formation of a ‘no development’ zone between the 
villages and any extensions to the west of Corby is also 
welcomed. 

Noted, the extension of the 
conservation area includes 
the indicated area. 

133 p48 para 3.3.16 This dwelling and its two outbuildings have 
been identified as local interest buildings. The image shown 
on page 48 of the appraisal document, next to the description 
of Nos 9&11 Corby Road is actually a picture of No.3 Corby 
Road, and you may want to move this. 

Noted, photo not included 

134 p47/48 3 Corby Road - The document refers to two ‘single-
storied, gable-fronted’ outbuildings in front of the property. 
The building on the right of this photograph is actually a two-
storied building, which operated as the village bakery (from at 
least 1841 to the mid 1940s) and, in the 1950s, as a fish and 
chip shop. See www.cottinghamhistory.co.uk. In 2002, having 
fallen into a serious state of disrepair, planning permission 
was obtained to renovate the building to incorporate a garage 
on the ground floor with living space above it.  The left hand 
building is single-storied at the back but, being built into a 
slope, has two storeys to the front elevation, with the lower 
level having once been used as a stable and store. The upper 
level has been used as a residential dwelling at some point, 
evidenced by an old cooking range in the middle room 
attached to the tall chimney and villagers have told us that 
they remember people living in there. The building was 
renovated in 2011 and is now used for storage.  

Noted, text not included 

135 No.4 Corby Road, p51 The document states that there are 
lower outbuildings in the garden of this property including a 
local interest building ‘The Granary’. There aren’t actually any 

Noted, text not included 



outbuildings in the garden of this property, other than a 
modern garage. The Granary is actually the main house itself. 
In the 1940s, Peter and Mary Bidwell of Bidwell’s Bakery 
started baking bread next door at No. 6 Corby Road (The Old 
Bakehouse). The Bidwells continued to live at the Old 
Bakehouse but, after about 6 months, started baking in No.4 
(The Granary), which was at that time a single storey building 
with a flour store above it. Peter Bidwell ran the bakery until 
he passed away in 1977. After Peter died, Mary rented the 
bakery out to a Corby company called Youngs, who continued 
to operate from The Granary for a time. The picture shows the 
bakery at No. 4 in the 1950’s. 

136 Hunter’s Lodge / Hunting Lodge. There are several references 
in the document to the Hunter’s Lodge. This building has 
always been known as the Hunting Lodge. On page 101, the 
document states that the ‘large hotel and casino’ closed in the 
early millennium and stood empty before being converted 
into apartments in 2015. The casino and ballroom did close (I 
think in the 1970s), but the Hunting Lodge changed hands and 
operated as a hotel up until 2012   

Noted, text not included 

137 Copyholder’s stone (page 47). The document states that the 
whereabouts of the inscribed stone that used to be set into 
the wall above the pump at The Cross are uncertain. There are 
still copyholders in the village (the honour having been passed 
down through families), and the inscribed stone is safely in 
their possession. The etching was originally made with lead 
pegged into the stone.  

Noted, text not included 

138 It would be really helpful to have page number references in 
the contents list at the front.  This is a really comprehensive 
document, and page references would help readers to find 
information within it. 

Noted, page numbers 
added 



43 Resident Karen Cox 139 Support the proposal to combine and extend the conservation 
areas. This will help to protect the green areas around the 
villages also the Jurassic Way footpath. 

Noted 

44 Resident Rachel and 
Graham 
Wiffin 

140 Extremely impressed with the Conservation Area appraisal 
and fascinated with the depth of history we are living 
amongst. We therefore, wholeheartedly support the proposal 
to combine and extend the conservation areas. We believe 
that this will help to protect important features around the 
village for future generations including the treasured Jurassic 
Way, key buildings and green spaces.  

Noted 

45 Resident Simon 
Medwell 

141 Page 139/140. Possible areas for New Development. This 
paragraph contains a gross misrepresentation of the facts and 
background of this piece of land. It is neither a green-field site 
nor a village green. The consultant has clearly not carried out 
the historical research thoroughly enough. The Main Street of 
Middleton was originally a single row of houses with gardens 
opposite. The area of land referred to is the garden belonging 
to Middleton House and as such forms part of an agricultural 
holding. It is no more village green than any other garden. To 
suggest that there has never been any development on this 
site is fatuous – the relevant detail is that all the other 
gardens have been built on; consistency please. 

Noted, text not included 
and management plan has 
been changed 



142 Page 127;  ‘it is said by a member of the Cottingham PC as 
having Sand Martins nesting in the sides of the quarry’ This 
piece of uncorroborated hearsay should be struck out. There 
is no evidence of Sand Martins. This is a piece of land, which 
forms part of an old limestone quarry that was then landfilled, 
is also part of an agricultural holding. We have spent a 
considerable amount of time and money restoring this land to 
agricultural use, something that should have been completed 
as part of the landfill. The map on page 180 and the 
comments on page 127 suggest that this is to be included in 
the conservation area. This is not what conservation areas are 
supposed to be for; adding context to developed areas, not 
encompassing large swathes of open countryside. I take great 
exception to this being included. Having taken legal advice 
and I do not expect this to be included in the CA. 

Noted, text not included 

46 Resident Sarah Brant 143 Support the review and the resulting Appraisal and 
Management Plan. The review is long overdue and the 
appraisal has been very through. I strongly support the 
extension of the existing conservation area boundaries to 
protect the fabric and setting of the historic houses within the 
two villages, and the view of them and the Welland Valley 
from the Jurassic Way footpath. I understand the the 
extension of conservation areas to include 'historic rear plots' 
is supported by the Historic England documents. I am 
supportive of the redrawing of the boundary of the 
Conservation Area to include a larger number of houses and 
gardens and the land South of the villages. The proposed new 
boundary will better protect the setting of the two villages 
and their listed buildings and will enhance their historic 
character. I also support the management plan which will give 
clarity to residents regarding expectations in terms of 
maintenance and development. 

Noted 

 



Appendix 2 – Responses to Revised Draft SPD consultation 

Ref. Organisation Name Summary of Representation Response 

1 Historic England Clive Fletcher Detailed advice is not provided due to resource 
implications. The policy considerations relating to 
conservation area designation and appraisal are dealt 
with extensively in the National Planning Policy 
Framework and associated guidance. General advice is 
available online from Historic England website. 

Noted 

2 Environment 
Agency 

Sharon Nolan No comment Noted 

3  Mrs. J Howling Unhappy that the large field opposite 24 Rockingham 
Road has been excluded, apart from the fact that it 
preserved this beautiful valley for all to see, there is an 
abundant wildlife using this field and adjoining area.  

The view across The Welland Valley at 
this point along Rockingham Road is 
impressive and provides a unique 
opportunity to enjoy the open space of 
the landscape in which the villages of 
Cottingham and Middleton are located. 
The boundary of the 1975 Cottingham 
Conservation Area cut across the rear of 
the properties on the north side of 
Rockingham Road and across the bottom 
corner of a field bearing no relationship 
to any physical boundary. In reviewing 
the conservation area boundary the 
guidance followed is included in Historic 
England Conservation Area Designation, 
Appraisal and Management  - Advice 
Note 1, this guidance in section 11 
requires the review to consider whether 
a spatial element is an essential 
component of a wider historic area; 
section 12 highlights that conservation 
area designation is not generally a means 



of protecting wider landscape and in 
Section 66 stating that a boundary should 
run around rather than through a space 
or plot.  Having regard to this advice it is 
considered that the field and properties 
along the north side of Rockingham Road 
contribute to the experience of the space 
and area it does not have the historic 
association which would warrant the 
inclusion in the area and would be 
difficult to define and defend if included 
without change on the 1975 boundary 
line. 

Curious as to why an agricultural field was brought into 
the conservation area in the first place i.e. the land 
opposite 24 Rockingham Road. This land lies outside the 
village boundary, so should need no further protection 
from inclusion in a conservation area as development is 
not allowed.  Has there been any discussion regarding 
moving the village boundary to allow this area to be 
developed?  

The advice followed in 1975 was not as 
clear and defined in terms of what should 
be included in a conservation area. 

4 Northamptonshir
e County Council 

Esme Cushing Note that the revised draft has been significantly 
reworked and that many of the references to car 
parking, street lighting, street surfacing and street 
furniture which were raised as concerns to the initial 
document have been almost entirely removed. 
Subsequently, no further comments on the document. 

Noted 

5  David Grayson Disappointed that the conservation area boundary has 
been reduced from the consultation draft. However, 
the need for this is accepted after the comments 
received. Requests a minor addition that The Dale is 
brought into the Conservation Area. 

Uncertain what area The Dale is referring 
to.  The boundary has been drawn to 
include the land around the church and 
up to the Jurassic Way and to follow 
physical boundaries as guidance suggest 
in Sec 66 of Historic England Advice Note 



1. 

6 Natural England Miss Carla 
Jackson 

No comment Noted 

7  Jane Sheldon Understands that the intended purpose of a 
conservation area is the protection of the quality and 
special interest of an area, including vistas and 
viewpoints.  Therefore surprised and very disappointed 
that the revised draft SPD has redefined the boundaries 
of the proposed conservation area laid down in the first 
draft issued in 2015, with respect to the area to north 
west of Rockingham Road, Cottingham.   

In section 4.3.5 of the first draft it was stated that “the 
entry points to Cottingham show it in a rural setting, 
especially on the Rockingham Road where a picture-
postcard view can be had through a field gate of the 
Welland Valley to the north”.  Accordingly the field on 
the north west of Rockingham Road was included in the 
conservation area.  This section has been totally 
omitted in the revised draft and the field is no longer 
included in the proposed conservation area. 

Cottingham benefits from a superb view of the Welland 
Valley, from the ridge of the hill on which much of the 
village is situated.  Rockingham Road is a well travelled 
routed by pedestrians, cyclists and motorists and they, 
together with residents, benefit from one of the best 
vantage points from which to appreciate the beauty of 
this view.  Many people stop and admire the view from 
the road.  It enhances the village and for this reason it is 
considered that the field should be included in the 
conservation area.  If at any time buildings were put on 
this field it would have a negative effect on the nature 

Refer to comments in No 3  



of the village.  The original draft report recognised the 
value of this view and I see no reason why this should 
now be ignored.  The Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (Section 69 and 70), 
defines the quality of a conservation area as being “the 
character or appearance of which it is desirable to 
preserve or enhance”.  The view from Rockingham Road 
is without question desirable to preserve. 

It is considered that the revision will be to the 
detriment of the character of the village and this should 
be reconsidered and the conservation area boundary 
extended once again to include the field to the north 
west of Rockingham Road. 

8  Mr & Mrs 
Stewart 

Would like to see all the fields south from the Jurassic 
Way footpath to Middleton and Cottingham retained in 
the conservation area.  

The historic evidence for including in the 
conservation area is insufficient. 

9  Ms. S Walls Deeply concerned that the field on Rockingham Road is 
excluded. It offers a treasured view and has stayed the 
same for generations.  

Refer to comments in No 3 

10  Sarah Brant Generally welcomes the revised document and agrees 
with the revision of the boundary; however, points out 
the following typographical errors: 
Page 6 – misspelling of SCARP as SCRAP under key 
characteristics of Middleton. 
Page 20 – the sentence at the end of the first paragraph 
just tails off...... 
Page 20 – third paragraph has a problem with the 
grammar in the first sentence which doesn’t make 
sense. 

Noted; will rectify typographical errors. 

11  Sally 
Wetherell 

Fully in support of the enlargement of the Conservation 
Area and the merging of Cottingham and Middleton 
Conservation Areas into one to protect the historic 

Refer to comments in no 3 



character of the areas and to protect the village in its 
wider context; however, some concerns on the revised 
SPD. 
 
Would like to note that in the September 2015 Draft 
Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan SPD 
the field to the North West of Rockingham Road was 
included in its’ entirety because as quoted in section 4.3 
Spatial analysis of this document, item 4.3.5 “The entry 
points to Cottingham show it in a rural setting, 
especially on the Rockingham Road where a picture-
postcard view can be had through a field gate of the 
Welland Valley to the north. At this entry point from the 
north-east Burghley House, the former Closers Factory 
on the south- side of the road is an eye-catcher; its tall 
3-storey and attic brick gabled symmetrical façade 
dominates the view.”  
 

This is a ‘picture-perfect’ characteristic that defines the 
entry to Cottingham and which make it special. It is 
unique and a major asset of the historic character and 
setting of Cottingham. Approaching Cottingham from 
this direction is a real breath of fresh air and 
enlightening that should be protected. The panoramic 
view can also be observed along the public footpath 
where the hedges have been maintained and kept at a 
low level for many years for this reason. 

 
Section 4.4.14 of the same document states 
“Rockingham Road its entry point from the north-east 
provides wide open views of the Welland Valley, better 
than any other part of the CA. The contrast in scale of 



the long and low terrace of cottages on the south-west 
side of the road with the tall former clothing factory 
adds interest at this entry point into the CA.” 
 
As quoted, “this open view of the Welland Valley, better 
than anywhere else in the Conservation Area” is 
completely distinctive and individual to this particular 
area and is well worthy of protection, particularly to 
ensure that special attention is paid to the desirability 
of preserving and enhancing the character and 
appearance of this area should future development be 
proposed that could be detrimental to this.  
 
In the revised version of the Conservation Area 
Appraisal and Management Plan SPD, the field to the 
North West of Rockingham Road have been removed 
from the proposed Conservation Area. The views have 
been down played but are still mentioned with great 
attachment. 
 
Section 4 - Spatial Analysis and Area Appraisal item 4.1 
states “Significant Views - Along Rockingham Road 
there is a panoramic view of the valley and a long view 
into Cottingham.” In the key panoramic views are 
described as “these views are limited to the best 
defining and most memorable views of Cottingham and 
Middleton.” Being both “best defining and most 
memorable views” in this location they should be 
safeguarded as they do not exist elsewhere.  

 

This same view has been identified a further three time 
in the revised version of the Conservation Area 



Appraisal and Management Plan SPD as a distinctive key 
characteristics of Cottingham. This part of the appraisal 
is noted in the summary of special interests guided by 
the Historic England’s Understanding Places document. 
These are: 

 A rural setting, dominated by its immediate 
landscape and views out across the Welland 
Valley   

 The long straight alignment of Rockingham 
Road with the vista highlighted by the former 
clothing factory   

 The glimpses of the views within and looking 
out of the village creates a special sense of 
locality  

This reinforces the importance of this asset. 

 
The village is surrounded by the open countryside and 
views back into the village from the open countryside 
are equally important protect; the importance of this 
scarp and the valley on which the villages sit have been 
highlighted in Northamptonshire Landscape Character 
Assessment as “a distinctively and instantly 
recognisable landscape....offering a striking contrast to 
the more subtle landform features present elsewhere 
within the County” 
 
Again, this is an individual quality to this particular place 
with unique features and worthy of preservation and 
the wider context should be considered with as much 
weight as anything else.  

 



It is requested that the field to the North West of 
Rockingham Road be put back onto the proposed 
Conservation Area for the reasons mentioned above 
and the following further comments: 
 

 This view is special to the residents of 
Cottingham. It form a special significance to the 
sense of place to everyone entering Cottingham 
from the Rockingham direction and again when 
we approaching from the village in the opposite 
direction. The view is for the benefit of 
everyone, it is full accessible and fully 
appreciated by every driver, passenger, cyclist 
and pedestrian using the road or walking along 
the public footpath. The hedges have been 
maintained for many years to ensure that an 
accessible view is retained for all to admire.  

 To ensure that development does not take 
place to adversely affect the setting and the 
character of the area as has happened 
elsewhere in the village such as identified in the 
appraisal in Bury Close where this development 
was described as “whole out of character with 
the predominant character of the village, being 
large detached houses, built in a variety of 
materials, with shallow pitched roofs and large 
massing.” despite being in line with the 
developed framework of the village, so we 
cannot reply on planning policy to protect the 
character of the area all of the time. It would be 
remorseful to allow this area to be significantly 
damaged or altered by modern development if 
not carried out under the consideration of the 



Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 and the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990.  

 I do not agree that by including this field within 
the Conservation Area will drastically reduce 
the possibility of future development to the 
village, it would merely ensure that any 
development proposed would be sympathetic 
to the character of the area and enhance rather 
than destroy its’ identity. Furthermore, the site 
to the east of the village on Corby Road has 
been identified as an area for future 
development and has been for many many 
years. Should the village need to be extended 
under the housing requirements in the Local 
Plan an area has already been identified to 
accommodate this need. 

12 Middleton Parish 
Council 

Justina 
Medwell 

Welcomes the review of the Conservation area and fully 
supports the revised draft with no further comments to 
add. 
 
It looks forward to confirmation that the Conservation 
Area Appraisal and Management Plan has been 
adopted by the Council. 
 
Additional comments: Middleton Parish Council fully 
supports the changes to the boundary as detailed in 
the Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area 
Appraisal and Management Plan SPD - Revised Draft. 

Noted 

13  Bob Riley Supports the Cottingham and Middleton Conservation 
area consultation in the revised format with the 
extended areas [plan showing proposed boundary 

Noted 



enclosed with response]. Requests that Corby Borough 
Council does all it can to make the ideas contained 
within it a binding legal agreement. 

14  Andy Mears Surprised that the field to the north west of 
Rockingham Road was no longer included in the area, 
despite the view across this being marked as of special 
interest. We regularly see visitors to the village stopping 
at the gate to admire this view. I feel that if ribbon 
development along this stretch was allowed it would be 
extremely destructive to the setting of the village and 
very detrimental to the view of the village from the 
other side of the valley.  
 
This is of particular concern as it had previously been 
brought to my attention that the consortium who own 
this field do not want the hedge to be cut in the future, 
as they feel that if the field is allowed to develop into an 
eyesore that they will be more likely to obtain lucrative 
planning permission. I have photographed the field with 
the hedge well managed as it currently is so we can 
demonstrate in the future, if necessary, what the area 
looks like at present. 

Refer to comments in no 3 

15  Janis Mears On the proposed Conservation Area boundary for both 
villages, section 4.3.5 of the original report, it was 
stated that ‘the entry points to Cottingham show it in a 
rural setting, especially on the Rockingham Road, where 
a picture postcard view can be had through a field gate, 
of the Welland Valley to the north’. 
 
It is noticed that on the revised proposal the above 
section has been totally removed and the field to the 
north west of Rockingham Road is NOT included in the 
conservation area. 

Refer to comments in no 3 



 
This is totally incomprehensible as its importance had 
been so highly stated in the original proposed revision. 
 
This area is an important feature to the character of 
Cottingham and to the many people of all ages who 
stop at this point and stand at the gate to admire the 
unique view, whatever the time of year or the state of 
the weather. They may be local to the two villages on a 
meander around their local area, or visitors from near 
or far. 
 
There is a memorial seat opposite the gate where 
walkers and cyclists sit and relax, whilst admiring the 
expansive views of the Welland Valley where you can 
spot the villages of Bringhurst, Great Easton, Neville 
Holt, Caldecott and Gretton. 
 
It is imperative that that the original proposed 
boundary of the Conservation Area is adhered to, so as 
to protect the particular setting and character of the 
villages, not only from this aspect but also from other 
vantage points around the Welland Valley. 

16 Northamptonshir
e County Council 

Liz Mordue Pleased that previous comments on the archaeological 
part of the management plan have been taken into 
account; therefore has no further comments to make 
on the document. 

Noted 

17 Montagu Evans Anna Walker Instructed on behalf of the Kiff and Troke Partnership, 
the freeholders of agricultural land to the rear of 
Cottingham Hall and Bury Close. 
 
Summary Response 
Strongly object to the proposed boundary extension to 

The correct procedure has been followed 
and with reference to the case below we 
believe we have not been unreasonable 
in reviewing the conservation area: 
Trillium Properties v Borough of Tower 
Hamlets paras 117 et seq. – where the 



the south, up the slope to the Jurassic Way. 
 
This extension forms the basis of one of several newly 
defined character areas, number 2 ‘Bury Close and 
Cottingham Hall’ as defined in the plan at figure 5. The 
new boundary is shown as a whole at figure 3. 
 
The proposed extension does not reflect best practice 
guidance as published by Historic England, 
‘Conservation Area, Designation, Appraisal and 
Management’. 
 
The additional land proposed for extension in sub-area 
is not of special architectural or historic interest as 
required by section 69 (1) of the Planning (LBCA) Act 
1990. This states: 
 
69 (1) Every local planning authority— 
(a)shall from time to time determine which parts of their 
area are areas of special architectural or historic 
interest the character or appearance of which it is 
desirable to preserve or enhance, and 
(b)shall designate those areas as conservation areas. 
 
The open agricultural land south of the Grade II* listed 
Cottingham Hall has no architectural or aesthetic 
character either. There is no historical evidence that is 
was parkland, and the natural landform has been 
changed by the part-excavation of the area nearest the 
curtilage of the listed building. The land plainly has no 
architectural value in itself, and the avenue of lime 
trees to the eastern side is of recent date (albeit on an 
older alignment of a similar feature). 

logic is laid out. If, as I believe was the 
case here, we were and are of the view 
that the extended CA is justified in its 
own terms then how we got there is 
largely irrelevant. I would concede that 
the original application focused our 
minds on the area, (and out duty under 
the Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas Act 1990 s 69), but the timing of 
the process we have followed has been 
driven not by the appeal but by the logic 
of the process and we have consulted at 
all stages in the process. 
 
 
The review of Cottingham and Middleton 
Conservation Areas has been undertaken 
in accordance with section 69 of the 
Planning (Listed Building and 
Conservation Areas ) Act 
1990 and the Historic England 
conservation area Designation, Appraisal 
and Management Advice Note 1 has been 
followed.  The sections in the advice note 
that are particularly relevant to the 
review of Cottingham and Middleton 
include: 
Section 11 - outlines the different types 
of special architectural and historic 
interest that can be judged and included 
in conservation areas including: 
‘areas designated because of the quality 
of …………green spaces which are and 



 
Furthermore, the designation includes Bury Close, a 
1960s cul-de-sac estate which is expressly criticized as 
inappropriate in the supporting text. 
 
The fields to the west of the area are not of intrinsic 
interest, but are the product of late Parliamentary 
enclosure c. 1815, and so like very many comparable 
fields in the context of established settlements. 
 
It is clear from the timing of this exercise, and 
documented in papers our client’s have obtained 
through a freedom of information request, that the aim 
of this recommendation is to frustrate proposals. 
 
To designate this boundary would, in the 
circumstances, comprise an unreasonable use of the 
powers given to local planning authorities under section 
69 (1). 
 
If the authority does choose to continue with this 
designation, then it must identify the improvement of 
the field to the rear of the hall as an opportunity for 
enhancement (page 54) to reflect the access and 
landscape proposals which are included in the 
proposals for this and adjoining land currently subject 
to an appeal. 
 
Those proposals provide the opportunity, furthermore, 
to manage the important view of Cottingham Hall from 
the Jurassic Way, a prospect which the appraisal 
recognizes as special. 
 

essential component of a wider historic 
area…….’ 
Section 12 – explains: 
‘ conservation area designation is not 
generally an appropriate means of 
protecting the wider 
landscape…………..but it can protect open 
areas particularly where the character 
and appearance concerns historic fabric’ 
Section 18 – advises : 
‘the existing boundary may be drawn too 
tightly, omitting areas now considered of 
special interest such as historic rear 
plots……historic green spaces………’ 
 
Having regard to this advice the proposed 
merging of Cottingham and Middleton 
and the revised boundary was drawn for 
the following reasons: 
 

 The land to the south of 
Cottingham Hall is an important 
part of the historic setting of the 
Hall 

 The historic mapping provides 
the evidence of association with 
the Hall 

 The Hall and its key location 
between the villages and the 
influence it has had on the 
historic physical and social 
development makes it significant  

 The fields are an example of 



This suggestion is made without prejudice to our 
client’s clear view, namely that the proposed extension 
falls outwith the scope of the powers conveyed in 
section 69 (1). Our client reserves his position on the 
right to challenge that designation in the High Court on 
relevant bases. 
 
Here follows our reasons for reaching these 
conclusions. 
 
Discussion and Reasons for Recommendation 
The power to designate derives from section 69 (1) of 
the Planning (LBCA) Act 1990 as already cited. This 
limits the use of that power to ‘areas’ of ‘special 
architectural or historic interest’. The terms of this are 
plain, and there can be no understanding: the land 
proposed for inclusion must have intrinsic historic or 
architectural interest. 
 
Government has recognized that this power has been 
used too freely over the years and applied to areas 
which do not merit it. Thus we have advice at paragraph 
127 of the NPPF, which states: 
 
When considering the designation of conservation 
areas, local planning authorities should ensure that an 
area justifies such status because of its special 
architectural or historic interest, and that the concept of 
conservation is not devalued through the designation of 
areas that lack special interest. 
 
In February 2016 Historic England revised earlier 
guidance on conservation areas, under the title 

parliamentary enclosure but this 
in no way diminishes their value 

 Bury Close has been described as 
a negative aspect in the 
conservation area but the 
development is not wholly 
intrusive and the area to the 
south of the Hall retains its 
historic pastoral setting 

 The lime trees signify historic 
planting indicative of a former 
access  
 

The site has no architectural value; its 
value is historic and aesthetic as a 
distinctive landform giving meaning and 
sense of place to the villages. 
 
The fields to the south of the Hall forms 
part of the setting of the Hall and hence 
the importance of the Hall to the villages 
of Cottingham and Middleton makes the 
Hall and its setting important to the 
character and appearance of the area 
hence the decision to include the site to 
the south of the Hall in the conservation 
area.  The site is clearly seen from the 
Jurassic Way, the suggestion that 
additional access should be included is 
not considered appropriate – the 
proposal would not enhance the 
experience of viewing the Hall. It could 
lead to a reduction of the experience by 



‘Understanding Place: Conservation Area Designation, 
Appraisal and Management’, GPA note 1. 
 
This is substantially similar to earlier guidance of the 
same name. 
 
The introduction of this document explains its purpose 
in these terms in paragraph 1: The guidance exists to 
provide information on conservation area designation, 
appraisal and management to assist local authorities, 
planning and other consultants, owners, applicants and 
other interested parties in implementing historic 
environment legislation, the policy in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the related 
guidance given in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 
 
It continues that this is important particularly in light of 
paragraph 127 of the NPPF. 
 
The guidance is clear that designation should not be a 
means to protect landscape for its intrinsic qualities or 
to add an additional layer of protection beyond what is 
already provided by other legislation and policy – see 
paragraphs 17 and 18. 
 
This consideration applies directly in this case, as we 
shall see. 
 
The guidance also enjoins authorities positively to 
identify enhancements in an area, and this can include 
‘sympathetic landscape and planting’ – see paragraph 
36, second bullet. 
 

bringing additional activity in closer to 
the Hall thereby reducing the pastoral 
setting and harming the enjoyment and 
experience currently provided by the long 
views from the Jurassic Way. 

 



From this analysis we highlight the following salient 
principles that should, according to Historic England, 
guide the use of the s.69(1) powers. 
 

 Areas or extensions should genuinely warrant 
designation by virtue of their intrinsic historical 
or architectural interest; 

 Designation should not be used as a means of 
controlling landscape or agricultural land (which 
is in any case generally exempt from 
conservation area controls); 

 Designations should not be used where there 
are other regimes in place; 

 Designations should identify insofar as possible 
the scope for enhancing an area. 

 
The current draft recognizes the relevance of the 
precursor to this guidance, at page 10, paragraph 1.4. 
 
We assume, therefore, that the author of this 
document intends the draft to reflect best practice. 

Policy Considerations 
The document generally confuses setting, enabling one 
to appreciate historic characteristics, with the intrinsic 
cultural value of a heritage asset. 
 
The Annex to the NPPF defines the setting of a heritage 
asset thus: 
 
Setting of a heritage asset: The surroundings in which a 
heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and 
may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. 
Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative 

Intrinsic means the actual value, a part of 
the quality of a place or space and 
ultimately the experienced enjoyed.  It is 
a subjective matter depending on an 
cultural experiences and as described 
above the land to the south of the Hall is 
considered to have intrinsic cultural value 
by virtue of its contribution to the 
important pastoral setting. 
 
 
Historic England’s GPA3 has been used as 



contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect 
the ability to appreciate that significance or may be 
neutral. 
 
Paragraph 9 of Historic England’s GPA 3 on the Setting 
of Heritage Assets elaborates this point: 
 
Setting is not a heritage asset, nor a heritage 
designation, though land within a setting may itself be 
designated (see Designed settings below). Its 
importance lies in what it contributes to the significance 
of the heritage asset. This depends on a wide range of 
physical elements within, as well as perceptual and 
associational attributes pertaining to, the heritage 
asset’s surroundings. 
 
The advice on ‘Designed Settings’ relates to formal 
parkland, not to grassed fields, such as the appeal site. 
 
Hence, the open field south of the Hall is not a 
‘designed setting’ in terms. 
 
Thus it is clear that however much a setting might 
contribute to our appreciation of a designated asset’s 
special interest, whether a listed building or an historic 
settlement, that setting is not itself an asset. It follows 
such a setting should not be made to be part of an asset 
by inclusion in its boundary. 

part of the appraisal.  The land to the 
south of the Hall forms part of the 
historic setting as identified in the historic 
mapping, it is not a ‘designed’ landscape 
but a natural form of great significance 
that has influenced the location and 
development of the villages and their link 
to the Hall.  The designation of an area as 
a conservation area is recognised by the 
NPPF in the Glossary of Terms page 51. 

The Above Statutory Provision, Policy and Guidance 
Applied to the Facts of this Case 
In this section we comment on specific sections in the 
draft appraisal in turn, following each citation. 
 

 
 
 
The historic value of the landscape makes 
it significant to the intrinsic cultural value 



Page 5, bottom, ‘Key Characteristics of Cottingham’ 
second and third bullets: 

 ‘The steep sided slopes of the valley and the 
scarp contain the historic core of the village 
providing the appearance and character of 
containment’; 

 ‘A rural setting, dominated by its immediate 
landscape and views out across the Welland 
Valley.’ 

Comment: 
This analysis is accurate, but relates specifically to land 
form/topography and so correctly defines the setting of 
the settlement. There is no historical element to this 
analysis. 

of the setting of the villages in addition to 
the fact that the land to the south of the 
Hall has a historic link to the Hall as 
evidenced by the historic mapping. 

Page 7, paragraph 1.1, ‘Location, Topography and 
Geology’ 

 The text under the first paragraph highlights the 
landscape assessment work which characterizes 
the attractiveness and distinctive form of the 
‘scarp slope’ down to the Welland Valley, and 
against which the settlements are located. 

 There is specific policy recognizing this 
distinctive landform. 

Comment: 
The CA designation does not bring any added landscape 
protection to that provided under local and national 
policies and paragraph 109 of the NPPF, which seeks 
the protection of valued landscapes and geological 
features. 

 

Page 7, paragraph 1.2, ‘Settlement Plan Form’ 

 ‘… the landscape particularly to the south of 
Middleton is a relict landscape featuring a 
number of long tofts and crofts with hedge 

 
The fields are included in the 
parliamentary enclosure and this in no 
way diminishes their value for inclusion in 



boundaries of great antiquity running from the 
backs of property on the south side of Main 
street uphill to the ancient footpath that now 
forms their southern boundary’. 

Comment: 
There was a similar statement in the last draft. This 
characterization does not apply to any of the field 
boundaries which fall within our client’s land as 
demonstrated by the Archaeological DBA submitted by 
our client in support of the refused application. 
 
We understand its findings are not disputed by the 
County Council. 
This inaccuracy should be removed from the draft. 

the conservation area. 

Page 9, second paragraph 

 ‘The location of the manor house [Cottingham 
Hall] and its relationship to the villages is 
revealed at the rear where the significance of 
the hall and the adjacent land rising to the 
scarp are fully appreciated’. 

Comment 
The hall has become absorbed in a continuous linear 
settlement form. 
Critically, this description is of the hall’s setting, and no 
historic interest is attributed to the land. 

The historic interest and association with 
the land to the south of the Hall is 
evidenced in the heritage mapping.  The 
Hall has been associated with and 
influenced the historic and social 
development of the two villages. 

Paragraph 1.5, page 10, ‘Setting’ 

 This paragraph expressly describes the Jurassic 
scarp as a setting, going on to state that it is ‘an 
important part of the village’s historic 
character’ 

 Later it states that the sloping farmland of the 
scarp is a significant part of the villages’ wider 
setting. 

 
 
The landform is historic and influenced 
the location and development of the Hall 
and the villages and is intrinsically linked 
to the place and settlement form. 



 Later, over the page, it is stated that the ‘rural 
open setting contributes to the character of the 
conservation area by providing it with an 
agricultural setting close to open countryside, 
where historic hedge boundaries and old dry 
stone walls can be observed enclosing fields’. 

Comment 
We note that the scarp is an important landscape 
feature against and within which the settlement sits. 
 
That is an aspect of landform not history, and so does 
not serve as justification for inclusion of land in a 
conservation area, particularly where there are 
landscape policies relating to these physical 
characteristics. The landform is part of the character of 
the settlement as a whole, as it stands today, both older 
listed and modern buildings. The scarp is not historic. 
 
The first judgment is an unfounded, un-evidenced 
assertion. There is no demonstrable historical 
significance to the scarp. It is an important landscape 
feature against which the settlement sits. 
 
The land use and characteristics described are 
ubiquitous features, around all settlements, both those 
of antiquity and those of no particular age. They are 
attributes of setting. 
 
Nothing in the Historic England guidance supports this 
assertion 

Paragraph 4.1, page 31, ‘Significant Views’, and Figure 
4, Viewpoint 3 

 This identifies the view of Cottingham Hall, with 

Clear views are not necessarily required 
to appreciate and value a view of a place 
or building, sequential views as 



expansive views over the Welland Valley, seen 
from the Jurassic Way, as significant. 

 See arrow direction figure 4, viewpoint 3. 
Comment: 
We agree. It is not necessary for the LPA to include all 
viewpoints within a CA designation. It is acceptable best 
practice to identify views of a CA from land outwith it. 
 
That is the approach that should be adopted here. 
 
We do not agree with the orientation of viewpoint 3 on 
figure 4. This has an arrow oriented towards the Hall, 
which we agree is a clear view. 
 
There is, however, no clear view towards the northwest 
from this point because of heavy vegetation. 
 
The photograph of this view published on page 33, top 
plate, illustrates the direction of view. The view 
directional arrow should be amended accordingly. 

experienced from the Jurassic Way are of 
value.  They allow the viewer to build up 
an impression of the Hall, it pastoral 
setting and its association with the village 
and the valley beyond. 

Section 5.0, Negative Factors and the Definition of the 
Boundary, Character Area 2 

 The land to the south of Cottingham Hall is not 
well managed. 

 Under the heading C20 Development, 5.1, the 
draft identifies what it calls small C20 backland 
developments. These are inappropriate, the 
draft concludes. 

Comment: 
If, notwithstanding this strong representation or other 
challenge, the extension is implemented, then this 
section should draw attention to the poor conditions 
and landscape structure of the large field behind 

 
It is acceptable to include negative areas 
in a conservation area.  The presence of 
Bury Close does not diminish the overall 
impact of the Hall in its pastoral setting, 
enough of the experience remains to be 
considered of value. 
 
Parkland was a choice of words to 
describe the pastoral setting – this has 
been removed. 



Cottingham Hall. 
 
If the C20 development is negative, it should not be 
included in the CA designation. 

Paragraph 8.2, page 46, first and second paragraphs 

 First paragraph refers to an avenue of trees 
planted immediately to the south of the hall to 
define a gradual downhill approach to the hall. 
It is clear from the orientation of this avenue 
that it terminated in the service yard of the 
Hall, and was not a status route. It could not 
have been a ‘carriage drive’ as referred to later 
in the document (page 48, see below). 

 The hall’s position between the two villages is 
an important feature of its significance, and its 
relationship with the open parkland setting 
provided by the nature of the landscape to the 
south rising up the scarp is striking’. 

Comment: 
There is no historical evidence whatsoever to support 
the description of the field as ‘parkland’. The enclosure 
information describes it as agricultural land and there is 
evidence to suggest it was ever parkland used in 
association with the house. The polite garden elevation 
of the house orients to the west, not the south. The 
south elevation included the stabling area. Thus, the 
orientation of the house suggests that the land was 
agricultural, and without any particular cultural 
associations. The avenue of trees shown on C19 plans is 
a late feature and terminates in the stable yard. It was 
not a drive, but may have been a ride. 

 
 
The line of trees indicates an historic 
approach to the Hall and is of historic 
value in the landscape. 

Southern Boundary, paragraph 9.2, first paragraph, 
page 48 

 
 



 The trees were ‘believed to be a carriage drive’. 

 The rationale for extending the boundary is on 
the basis of views across the land. 

Comment: 
The comment on the carriage drive is, in its own terms, 
conjecture. The Jurassic Way above the house was not a 
road. There is no place for a carriage to have gone. This 
is pure assertion, un-evidenced. 
 
The emphasis on the land’s visual relationship to the 
hall only demonstrates it forms part of the hall’s setting, 
which is agreed. 
 
The setting of a listed building is protected in law under 
the terms of section 66 (1) of the Planning (LBCA) Act 
1990 which creates what recent judgments have called 
a strong presumption against harm. 
 
Thus, the land enjoys a high level of statutory 
protection. CA designation is not necessary. 

 
 
 
Having appraised the villages of 
Cottingham and Middleton and fully 
appreciated the historic association the 
Hall and the setting of the Hall has with 
the area it is only appropriate and correct 
to amend the boundary to bring the two 
villages together in one conservation area 
and to include the land to the south of 
the Hall up to the Jurassic way within the 
area.  The historic evidence, the intrinsic 
cultural evidence of the pastoral setting 
gives credence to the decision to make 
this a conservation area. 

Conclusions 
Accordingly we conclude: 

 The southern boundary extension is not 
supported by statutory provision or consequent 
guidance, including in the NPPF and best 
practice from Historic England. 

 The land has no intrinsic historic interest. It is 
not parkland; indeed, it is too steeply sloping 
for that. 

 As advised in the Framework and GPA 3, setting 
is not an asset unless it was designed with an 
express aesthetic intention. This land was not. 

 The land is already subject to planning controls 

All these points have been addressed in 
the text. 
 

 The southern boundary is drawn 
to include the hall and its setting 
up the Jurassic way 

 There is historic evidence that 
the land to the south of the Hall 
has formed an historic part and 
association with the Hall 

 The historic and cultural evidence 
is strong and exclusion of the 
area from the conservation area 



which are appropriate to its use and character. 

 These designations comprise those general 
policies on landscape seeking its protection on 
the grounds of its landform and topography. 
There is specific policy seeking to protect its 
distinctive landscape character. 

 Furthermore, the land comprises the visual 
setting of the listed building, and as such is 
protected from development undermining the 
special interest of the asset under the terms of 
section 66 (1) of the Planning (LBCA) Act 1990. 

 Designations of a CA should not, as Historic 
England advise, be used where there are other 
more appropriate regimes in place. 

 If the CA extension proceeds, it should identify 
a range of landscape enhancements to the 
rising field behind the hall, along with other 
desirable landscape management measures. 

would diminish the appreciation 
of the area as a whole 

 The inclusion of additional access 
would intrude on the area and 
diminish the pastoral experience  

 

Observations on the Committee Report 26 January 
2016 as Pertaining to the Proposed Boundary 
Amendment 
In the committee report of 26 January, dealing with the 
re-consultation on the revised masterplan for the site, 
Council officers treated the proposed boundary 
extension. 
 
The advice to members there supports our conclusion 
overall that the wrong policy considerations are being 
applied in this case. 
 
At pages 15 and 16 of that report, officers report that 
the Appeal site is still included in the prospective CA 
boundary extension. The report states, top page 16, 

 
 
Boundary is based on statutory provisions 
and best practice guidance from Historic 
England which emphasise the importance 
of public consultation 



that ‘this is unlikely to change given the broad support 
for inclusion’. 
 
This advice further demonstrates to us that officers are 
not applying the correct tests. What matters, 
objectively, in the exercise of the section 69 powers, is 
in our view not the popularity of a proposal or 
otherwise. 
It is self-evidently a matter of good practice to consult. 
 
But notwithstanding that, the ultimate decision on the 
exercise of significant statutory powers should be on 
the merits of the designation as established with 
reference to statutory provision and best practice 
guidance from Historic England on the exercise of those 
special powers. 

Closing 
For these reasons, then, we conclude that the 
designation is not consistent with statutory provision, 
national policy or best practice. Our client must reserve 
its position in relation to any potential challenge arising 
from the decision to extend the conservation area 
boundary. 

 

18  Frank Waller Is happy with the proposed conservation area and 
understands that own property is within it. 

Noted 

19  Anne Lovell Comments relate to the land North West of 
Rockingham Road which was included on the first 
Appraisal but has been removed from the Appraisal 
Document 2016. 
 
This field is included in Figure 4 of the document which 
relates to Spatial Analysis and Significant Views and 
therefore should be re-instated in the new 

 
Refer to comments in no 3 



Conservation area as shown in the old appraisal 
document. 
 
The field offers magnificent panoramic views across the 
Welland Valley, a view enjoyed by many ramblers, or 
indeed motorists, when they stop at the significant 
vantage point that is the gated field entrance opposite 
No. 24 Rockingham Road. Indeed, a bench has been 
situated opposite the field to allow walkers and villagers 
to sit and enjoy the views. 
 
Not only is the view from Cottingham important but the 
field adds to the undisturbed panoramic views from the 
villages of Nevill Holt, Bringhurst, Dayton and Great 
Easton towards Cottingham. 
 
The land to the North West of Rockingham Road is also 
important for enhancing wildlife in the area. Birds of 
prey such as Buzzards, but more importantly the 
endangered Red Kite, can be seen daily hovering over 
the field in search of small mammals. The Red Kite was 
successfully introduced into this area about 10 years 
ago, being saved from national extinction by one of the 
world's longest running protection programmes. 
 
I also have pictures of Red Grouse, normally only seen 
in the uplands of the North and West, nesting nearby 
this field. 

20 Cottingham and 
Middleton News 

Jane Smith Support the revised proposal to combine and extend 
the Cottingham and Middleton conservation areas, as 
contained in the SPD produced on 22nd February 2016. 
 
In particular, I am pleased to note that the significance 

 



of the Jurassic scarp slope to the south of the village 
and the panoramic views of the Welland Valley and 
Cottingham Hall afforded from the Jurassic Way 
footpath have been recognised, and that the revised 
proposal still includes extension of the conservation 
area’s southern boundary so that it includes that most 
distinctive part of the scarp slope between Cottingham 
Hall and the Jurassic Way. 

Sources and references 
I own and manage two websites for the village: 

 The ‘village website’ 
www.cottinghamnews.co.uk containing current 
news and info 

 A separate website covering the history of 
Cottingham at www.cottinghamhistory.co.uk 

 
Page 11 refers to information on a ‘very informative 
and interesting village web-site’, but the information 
referenced on page 11 is actually from the 
www.cottinghamhistory.co.uk website. To avoid 
confusion, I would recommend referring to this as the 
‘village history website’ and including the website URL. 
Page 22 also references the ‘village web-site’ at 
www.cottinghamhistory.co.uk – again, for clarity, I 
would recommend referring to the site as the ‘village 
history website’. 
 
I am pleased that the historical summary I wrote for the 
village news website www.cottinghamnews.co.uk has 
proved useful in the formation of the document 
(section 10.3, Summary of Special Interest). However, 
as this text has been taken verbatim from the following 
page cottinghamnews.co.uk/history.htm, I would 

 
Noted and changes made including 
acknowledgement of the source 

http://www.cottinghamhistory.co.uk/


appreciate a source credit for the village news website 
within the document, or within this section please. 
 
Note that there was an error on this web page, which I 
have now corrected – the name of the former factory 
on Rockingham Road was Cottingham Closers not 
Cottingham Closures. The building was converted to 
apartments around 2002. 

A few queries / corrections 

 Page 6 – Middleton bullet 3: Camsdale Walk, 
not Comsdale Walk. 

 Page 6 – Middleton bullet 5: Wooded scarp, 
not wooded scrap! 

 Page 12: There are two references to 
Doomsday Book, should be Domesday. 

 Page 20 – paragraph 3: “…the 19th century 
brick Methodist Chapel, a building of quality but 
not Cottingham Hall (listed as Bury House) has 
the higher grading of Grade 2*…” Doesn’t make 
sense, is something missing from here? 

 Page 21 – penultimate para: Should be 
disparate, not dispirit. 

 Page 24 – Schools: This section describes the 
old schoolhouse on Camsdale Walk in 
Middleton, but this is not immediately clear. 
Given that there is also an old schoolhouse in 
Cottingham (built 1871), it would be helpful to 
mention upfront that this section refers to the 
Middleton building. I am also surprised that 
there is no mention in this section of the 
Cottingham schoolhouse which is still standing 
on School Lane, although it is briefly mentioned 
on page 49. 

 
Noted and changes made 



 Page 50 – Section 10.1, para 1: “The aim of the 
management plan is to ensure that Cottingham 
and Middleton Conservation Area becomes 
sustainable settlements…” Doesn’t make sense. 

Picture numbers / captions 
It’s clear that a lot of work has gone into making this 
revised appraisal document clear, digestible and easy to 
navigate. However, one thing that’s been lost from the 
original is the captioning of photographs, which means 
it’s not always clear what you’re looking at. I would 
recommend that captions are added to the images, and 
/ or that they are given ‘Figure’ numbers, referenced 
from the text. 

 Noted and changes made 

21  Rachel and 
Graham 
Wiffen 

We have read through the latest version of the 
Cottingham and Middleton Conservation area appraisal 
and management plan. We are still in favour of the 
proposal, as stated below [refers to response submitted 
as part of the previous consultation]. 
 
The only query was that the new proposal seems to 
exclude the North side of Rockingham Road, when 
houses on this stretch were mentioned as being of 
interest in the plan. 
 
Hence we wanted to check whether this was 
intentional. 

 
 
 
 
Refer to comments in no 3 
 

22  Phil Sheldon Cannot understand why the area to the north west of 
Rockingham Road, which was deemed to have "wide 
open views of the Welland Valley, better than any other 
part of the CA." has now been deleted from the revised 
draft.  
 
It is stated in the revised draft "The revised boundary 

Refer to comments in no 3 



for the conservation area includes a part of the rural 
setting surrounding both of these Welland Valley 
villages. The rural open setting strongly contributes to 
the character of the conservation area by providing it 
with an agricultural setting close to open countryside, 
where historic hedge boundaries and old dry-stone 
walls can be observed enclosing fields." Which is 
commendable and equally applies to the area north 
west of Rockingham Road 
 
In the original draft document under the heading of 
setting it is stated "The rural setting of Cottingham and 
Middleton with the backdrop of the Jurassic scarp is an 
important part of their historic character. The built form 
of the village with the backdrop of the scarp becomes 
apparent in views when approaching from the north 
along Ashley Road and equally the view of the villages 
nestling in the lower slopes of the scarp with the wide 
views across the valley are revealed when approached 
from The Hill, School Hill, Corby Road and Rockingham 
Road. Its setting is therefore wide and not confined to 
the immediate environs of the built 
environment". Again this is commendable and I would 
suggest and confirms the inclusion of the area north 
west of Rockingham Road in the Conservation Area 
 
The entry into Cottingham from Rockingham has 
stunning views across the Welland Valley, many people 
stop along the road to take in the view, whether they 
are in cars, cycling or walking. 
 
The revision which excludes the area north east of 
Rockingham Road would therefore be detrimental to 



the village and it should be re-included in the 
conservation area 

23 Cottingham 
Parish Council 

Peter Taylor The Parish Council wishes to express its support of the 
Revised Document with certain reservations - 

 The bottom paragraph on page 49 relates to 
School Lane 

 Page 50 refers to there being no alterations to 
the boundary but page 75 suggests it has 
changed as the upper part of the north west 
side of Rockingham Road has been removed. 
The Council is of the view that this should be re-
instated as the field referred to in Figure 4. 
afford spectacular views over the Welland 
Valley and surrounding villages. This is 
in addition to encouraging a vast array of 
wildlife in the area. 

 
 
 
Noted and changes made 
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Appendix 3 

Contact First 
Draft 

Reply Revised 
Draft 

Reply 

A43 Action Group 

 
 

Abbey Developments Ltd 

 
 

Abbott Associates 

 
 

AECOM 

 
 

Age Concern Northampton & County 

 
 

Aitchison Raffety Group 

 
 

Alfred Underwood Limited 

 
 

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure 

 
 

Andrew Granger & Co 

 
 

Andrew Martin Associates 

 
 

Anglian Water    

Aragon Land And Planning 

 
 

Arc Recycled Materials 

 
 

Archaeological And Historical Society 

 
 

Architectural And Surveying Services Ltd 

 
 

Arts Council    

Association for Decentralised Energy 

 
 

Axiom Housing Association Ltd 

 
 

Barford & Co 

 
 

Barratt Homes 

 
 

Barratt Plc 

 
 

Barratt Homes (Northampton) 

 
 

Barton Plant Ltd 

 
 

Barton Willmore 

 
 

Barwood Land And Estates Ltd 

 
 

Beanfield Junior School 

 
 

Beanfield Tenants & Residents Association 

 
 

Bedford Group Of Drainage Boards 

 
 

Bee Bee Developments 

 
 

Bell Cornwell Partnership 

 
 

Bellway Homes Limited- Northern Home Counties 

 
 

Berry Morris 

 
 

Berrys 

 
 

Bidwells 

 
 

Biffa Waste Services Ltd. 

 
 

Biggin And Benfield Estate 

 
 

Blenheirm Realty 

 
 

Bletsoes 

 
 

Bloor Homes 

 
 

Blueboxland Ltd 

 
 

Borough Council Of Wellingborough 

 
 

Boughton Estates Ltd 

 
 

Bovis Homes 

 
 

Boyer Planning 

 
 

Brackley Sawmills Ltd 

 
 



Brian Barber Associates 

 
 

British Aggregate Association - East Midlands 

 
 

British Pipeline Agency Ltd 
 

 

British Steel Corporation 

 
 

British Telecommunications 

 
 

Broadgate Homes Ltd 

 
 

Bromford Group 

 
 

Brooke City Technology College 

 
 

Brooke Smith Planning  

 
 

Brown & Co Property & Business Consultants 

 
 

Brudenell Estates 

 
 

BTCV 

 
 

Budworth Hardcastle 

 
 

Bullimores Ltd 

 
 

Business Link Northamptonshire 

 
 

Byways And Bridleways Trust 

 
 

Cable And Wireless Ltd 

 
 

Caldecott Parish Council 

 
 

Caledonia Housing Association  

 
 

Camland Developments 

 
 

Campaign For Dark Skies 

 
 

Carter Jonas 

 
 

Cemex UK Properties 

 
 

Centara Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Central Network Plc 

 
 

Chapman Taylor 

 
 

Chartered Institute Of Waste Management 

 
 

Chase & Partners 

 
 

Church Of England 

 
 

Citizens Advice Bureau 

 
 

Civil Aviation Authority 

 
 

CJ O'Shea 

 
 

CJC Developments 

 
 

Clews Recycling Ltd 

 
 

CLH Pipeline Systems Ltd   




Club Diana 

 
 

Cluttons 

 
 

Colin Moore Architects 

 
 

Colliers Cre 

 



Collyweston Stone Slaters Trust 

 
 

Commercial Development Projects Ltd 

 
 

Compton Estates 

 
 

Connells 

 
 

Connolly Homes Plc 

 
 

Corby Business Academy 

 
 

Corby CCG 

 
 

Corby Library 

 
 

Corby Old Village Primary School 

 
 

Corby Technical School 

 
 



Corton Development Projects 

 
 

Corus 

 
 

Cottingham C.E. Primary School 

 
 

Cottingham Parish Council    

Council For British Archaeology 

 
 

Country Land And Business Association 

 
 

Countrywide Traveller Unit 

 
 

Courteenhall Farms 

 
 

CPRE North Northamptonshire 

 
 

CPRE Northamptonshire 

 
 

Crystal Stream Technologies 

 
 

Cultural Community Partnerships 

 
 

D A Bird Ltd 

 
 

D.K. Symes Associates 

 
 

Danesholme Infant School 

 
 

David Lock Associates 

 
 

David Wilkinson Architect 

 
 

David Wilson Homes (South Midlands) 

 
 

Davies & Co 

 
 

De Pol Associates 

 
 

Defence Estates Ops North 

 
 

Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group 

 
 

Derek Lovejoy Partnership 

 
 

Desborough Civic Society 

 
 

Design Council 

 
 

Diamond Estates 

 
 

Diocese Of Peterborough 

 
 

Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee 

 
 

DLP 

 
 

DPDS Consulting Group 

 
 

DTZ 

 
 

Duchy Of Lancaster Office 

 
 

East Carlton Parish Council 

 
 

East Midlands Councils 

 
 

East Midlands Housing Association Ltd 

 
 

East Northamptonshire Business Partnership 

 
 

East Northamptonshire Council 

 
 

East Northamptonshire Faith Group 

 
 

East Northamptonshire Local Strategic Partnership 

 
 

Ecotricity 

 
 

Elton Estates Co. Ltd 

 
 

EMHA 

 
 

Endurance Property 

 
 

Energylink Limited 

 
 

Entec UK 

 
 

Enterprise Solutions Northamptonshire 
 

 

Environment Agency    

Epworth House 

 
 

Evolution Planning 

 
 



Exeter Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Fah Swallow 

 
 

Fairhurst 

 
 

Family Learning Education Arts Week 

 
 

Faulks Perry Culley Rech 

 
 

Federation Of Master Builders 

 
 

Ferguson Broadbent 

 
 

Fernbrook Builders Ltd 

 
 

Fields In Trust 

 
 

Fisher German    

Forestry Commission 

 
 

Forestry Commission East Midlands 

 
 

Fox Lodge 

 
 

Foxley Tagg Planning Limited 

 
 

FPD Savills 

 
 

Framptons Planning 

 
 

Francis Jackson Homes 

 
 

Freight Transport Association 

 
 

Furnace Lane Action Group 

 
 

G P Planning Ltd 

 
 

G Webb Haulage Ltd 

 
 

Gallaghers Estates Limited 

 
 

Galliford Try 

 
 

Gateway Club 

 
 

General Aviation Awareness Council 

 
 

Geoplan Consultants Ltd 

 
 

George Wimpey (South Midlands) 

 
 

George Wimpey UK Ltd (South Midlands) 

 
 

GL Hearn 

 
 

Gladman Developments 

 
 

Godfrey-Payton Chartered Surveyors 

 
 

GPSS, Fisher German Chartered Surveyors 

 
 

Grace Homes Ltd 

 
 

Graham Court Design Associates 

 
 

Grantscape 

 
 

Great Oakley Estates 

 
 

Gretton Parish Council 

 
 

Gretton Primary School 

 
 

Groundwork North Northamptonshire 

 
 

Groundwork Northamptonshire 

 
 

GVA Grimley 

 
 

H M Prison Service 

 
 

Hallam Land Management 

 
 

Hampton Brook 

 
 

Hanover Housing Association 

 
 

Hanson Aggregates 

 
 

Harborough District Council 

 
 

Harris Lamb 

 
 

Hawkins Brown 

 
 



Hazel Leys Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Hazel Leys School 

 
 

Hazel Leys Tenants & Residents Steering Group 

  
 

Head Mann Associates Ltd 

 
 

Headway Unit - Northampton 

 
 

Henry H Bletsoe & Son 

 
 

Highways England 

 
 

Historic England 
 

 

Holmes Antill 

 
 

Holmes Antill Town Planning Consultants 

 
 

Home Builders Federation 

 
 

Homes And Communities Agency 

 
 

Home-Start East Northants 

 
 

Hourigan Connolly 

 
 

House Of Commons 

 
 

Housing 21 

 
 

Howkins And Harrison 

 
 

I Plan Solutions 

 
 

IG Land & Planning 

 
 

Improvement And Development Agency 

 
 

Indian Hindu Welfare Association (Northampton) Ltd 

 
 

Indigo Planning 

 
 

Inland Waterways Association - Northampton Branch 

 
 

Insight Town Planning Ltd 

 
 

Institute Of Energy And Sustainable Development 

 
 

Intellect 

 
 

Irchester Country Park 

 
 

Irthlingborough And District Chamber Of Trade 

 
 

Isis Land Ltd 

 
 

J B Planning Associates Ltd 

 
 

J S Bloor 

 
 

J Scott (Thrapston) Ltd 

 
 

Jeakins Weir Ltd 

 
 

Jelson Homes Ltd 

 
 

Jennifer Lampert Associates 

 
 

John Drake And Co 

 
 

John Martin Associates 

 
 

Kember Loudon Williams 

 
 

Kettering And District Art Society 

 
 

Kettering Borough Council 

 
 

Kettering Civic Society 
  

 

Kettering Community Leisure Ltd 

 
 

Kettering Environmental Forum 

 
 

Kettering General Hospital  

 
 

Kettering General Hospital Nhs Trust Headquarters 

 
 

Kettering Muslim Association 

 
 

Kettering Ramblers' Association 

 
 

Kettering Town Forum 

 
 

Kettering Trades Council 

 
 



Kier Homes 

 
 

Kier Land 

 
 

King West 

 
 

Kingswood Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Kingswood Primary Academy 

 
 

Kingswood Secondary Academy 

 
 

Kirkby And Diamond 

 
 

Kirkwells Town Planning And Sustainable Development 
Consultants 



 
 

Lagan Homes 

 
 

Lambert Smith Hampton 

 
 

Land Access And Recreation Association 

 
 

Land Securities 

 
 

Land Trust 

 
 

Landplan Associates 

 
 

Larkfleet Homes 

 
 

Latham Architects 

 
 

LDA Design 

 
 

Leicestershire County Council 

 
 

Leicestershire Rural Housing Association 

 
 

Lidl 

 
 

Little Irchester Congregational Church 

 
 

Live/Work Network 

 
 

Lloyds West Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Lockhart Garratt 

 
 

Lodge Park Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Lodge Park Technology College 

 
 

Longhurst Group Ltd 

 
 

Lovell Partnerships Ltd 

 
 

Malcolm Scott Consultants 

 
 

Manor House Farm 

 
 

Maplefields School 

 
 

Marcus Bates Ltd 

 
 

Marine Management Organisation 

 
 

Marrons 

 
 

Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt Developments  

 
 

Martin Pendered & Co 

 
 

Martin Robeson Planning Practice 

 
 

Mather Jamie 

 
 

Matrix Planning 

 
 

Mick George (Haulage) Ltd 

 
 

Mid Northamptonshire Parishes 2001 

 
 

Middleton Parish Council    

Midland Fox Ltd 
 

 

Midlands Rural Housing 
 

 

Mill Road Baptist Church 
 

 

Mobile Operators Association 
 

 

Montague Evans 
 

  

Muir Group 

 
 

Museum And Art Gallery 

 
 



Nagarjuna Buddhist Centre 

 
 

Nathaniel Lichfield And Partners 

 
 

National Farmers Union 

 
 

National Grid 

 
 

National Trust- East Midlands 

 
 

Natural England    

Nene CCG 

 
 

Nene Valley Community Action 

 
 

Nene Valley Nature Improvement Area (NIA) 

 
 

Network Rail 

 
 

New Pastures Community And Youthwork Group 

 
 

NHS Cambridge And Peterborough Clinical Commissioning 
Group. 



 
 

NHS Corby Clinical Commissioning Group 

 
 

NHS England Hertfordshire And South Midlands 

 
 

NHS Milton Keynes CCG 
 

 

NHS Nene Clinical Commissioning Group 

 
 

NHS Northamptonshire 

 
 

NHS Property Services 

 
 

North Northamptonshire Development Company 

 
 

North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit 

 
 

North Northamptonshire Landowners Group 

 
 

Northampton Chamber Of Trade 

 
 

Northampton Disabled People’s Forum 

 
 

Northampton Fire And Rescue 

 
 

Northampton General Hospital NHS Trust 

 
 

Northampton Hebrew Congregation 

 
 

Northampton Inter Faith 

 
 

Northampton Rail Users Group 

 
 

Northampton Town Centre Partnership 

 
 

Northamptonshire Acre 

 
 

Northamptonshire Archaeological Society 

 
 

Northamptonshire Association For The Blind 

 
 

Northamptonshire Association Of Youth Clubs 

 
 

Northamptonshire Black History Project 

 
 

Northamptonshire Carers 

 
 

Northamptonshire Central Library 

 
 

Northamptonshire Chamber Of Commerce 

 
 

Northamptonshire Churches 

 
 

Northamptonshire Co-Operative Development Agency 

 
 

Northamptonshire County Council    

Northamptonshire Enterprise Partnership 

 
 

Northamptonshire Environmental Forum 

 
 

Northamptonshire Fire And Rescue Service 

 
 

Northamptonshire Gardens Trust 

 
 

Northamptonshire Heartlands Primary Care Trust 

 
 

Northamptonshire Inter Faith Forum 

 
 

Northamptonshire Local Nature Partnership 

 
 

Northamptonshire Police 

 
 

Northamptonshire Skills And Learning Consortium 

 
 



Northamptonshire Somali Forum 

 
 

Northants Bat Group 

 
 

Northants Bird Club 

 
 

Nortoft 

 
 

Oakley Vale Community Association 

 
 

Oakley Vale Primary 

 
 

OHL Ltd 

 
 

Old Lodge Park Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Old Road Securities Plc 

 
 

Old Village Tenants & Residents Association 

  
 

Ors Plc 

 
 

Oundle Association Of Chamber Of Trade 

 
 

Oundle Association Of Trade And Commerce 

 
 

Oundle Planning Working Party 

 
 

Our Lady And St Edmund Campion 

 
 

Our Lady Of Walsingham Catholic Primary School 

 
 

Parish Nursing Steering Group 

 
 

Paul Bancroft Architects 

 
 

PC Howard 

 
 

Peacock And Smith 

 
 

Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd 

 
 

Pegasus Planning Group 

 
 

Pen Green Centre For Children and Families  

 
 

Pendimo Development Land & Property Consultants 

 
 

Pensioner’s Voice Rushden 

 
 

Pentan Partnership 

 
 

Persimmon Homes 

 
 

Peter Brett Associates    

Peterborough Diocesan Board 

 
 

Philips Planning Services Ltd 

 
 

Places For People 

 
 

PlanInfo (DPDS Consulting) 

 
 

Planware Ltd 

 
 

Priors Hall Park Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Prologis 

 
 

Quadrant Estates 

 
 

Racial Equality Council 

 
 

Rapleys LLP 

 
 

Redrow Homes (South Midlands) Ltd 

 
 

Redrow Homes Ltd 

 
 

RG+P Ltd 

 
 

River Nene Regional Park 

 
 

Road Haulage Association Southern & Eastern Region 

 
 

Robert Doughty Consultancy 

 
 

Robinson And Hall 

 
 

Rockingham Castle Estates 

 
 

Rockingham Forest Housing Association 

 
 

Rockingham Forest Trust 

 
 

Rockingham Motor Speedway 

 
 



Rockingham Parish Council 

 
 

Rockingham Primary School 

 
 

Rothwell & Desborough Futures Ltd 

 
 

Royal Mail Group C/O DTZ 

 
 

RPS Group PLC 

 
 

RSPB 

 
 

Rushden Gospel Hall Trust 

 
 

Rutland County Council 

 
 

Safeguarding Hub 

 
 

Salvation Army 

 
 

Samuel Rose Ltd 

 
 

Sanctuary In The Midlands 

 
 

Savills 

 
 

Seagrave Developments 

 
 

Seatons 

 
 

Serve 

 
 

Service 6 - Northamptonshire Youth Advisory Service 

 
 

Shire Lodge & The Chestnuts Neighbourhood Association 

 
 

Sikh Community Centre And Youth Club 

 
 

Silverstone Circuits Ltd 

 
 

Sita UK Ltd 

 
 

Sj Technologies Ltd 

 
 

Smith Jenkins 

 
 

Smiths Gore 

 
 

South East Midlands Local Enterprise Partnership 

 
 

Southams 

 
 

Sovereign Land 

 
 

Spire Homes 

 
 

Sport England    

SSA Planning Limited 

 
 

St Barnabas Church 

 
 

St Brendan'S Catholic Junior School 

 
 

St Patrick'S Catholic Primary School 

 
 

Stagecoach East 

 
 

Stagecoach Midlands 

 
 

Stamford Homes 

 
 

Stanion C.E. Primary School 

 
 

Stanion Parish Council 

 
 

Stanley Mews Community Trust 

 
 

Stansgate Planning 

 
 

Stephen Bowley Planning Consultancy 

 
 

Stewart Ross Associates 

 
 

Stodec Products Ltd 

 
 

Straus Environmental Ltd 
  

 

Strategic Lead Local Relationships Central (East) 

 
 

Strutt & Parker 

 
 

Strutt & Parker Estate Agents 

 
 

Studfall Junior School 

 
 

Sursham Tompkins and Partners 

 
 



Sustrans 

 
 

Swansgate Centre 

 
 

Swanspool Allotment Association 

 
 

Swoders Agricultural 

 
 

Sywell Aerodrome Ltd 

 
 

Taylor Wimpey   

 
 

Taylor Wimpey -  South Midlands Limited 

 
 

The Arts Barn Theatre Company 

 
 

The Burghley House Preservation Trust 

 
 

The Campaign For Real Ale 

 
 

The Coal Authority 

 
 

The Diocese Of Peterborough 

 
 

The Great Oakley Estate 

 
 

The John Phillips Planning Consultancy 

 
 

The Living Landscape Trust 

 
 

The Mayo Family 

 
 

The National Energy Foundation 

 
 

The National Federation Of Gypsy Liaison Groups 

 
 

The Planning Bureau For McCarthy Stone 

 
 

The Planning Inspectorate 

 
 

The Prince's Foundation For The Built Environment 

 
 

RSPB 
  

 

The Showmen's Guild Of Great Britain 

 
 

The Synagogue 

 
 

The Theatres Trust 

 
 

The Wildlife Trust  

 
 

The Woodland Trust 

 
 

Thomas (Haulage) Ltd 

 
 

Thomas Eggar LLP 

 
 

Thomas Roberts Estates Ltd 

 
 

Thomas Vale Construction 

 
 

Thorplands Club 81 

 
 

Tingdene Holdings Limited 

 
 

Touchstone Housing Association 

 
 

Town Planning Services 

 
 

Traveller'S Education Service 

 
 

Tresham Institute 

 
 

Trustees Of Desborough Settlement 

 
 

TTSP 

 
 

Turley Associates 

 
 

Twigden Homes East Anglia Ltd 

 
 

University Hospitals Of Leicester NHS Trust 

 
 

University Of Cambridge 

 
 

Vincent And Gorbing 

 
 

Vodafone Ltd 

 
 

Waca 

 
 

Walker Plant (Earthmoving) Ltd 

 
 

Waste Services Division - Shanks 

 
 

Waterland Associates 

 
 



Waterloo Housing 

 
 

Watford Estate 

 
 

Wayleaves And Property Department 

 
 

Weetabix Ltd 

 
 

Weldon C.E. Primary School 

 
 

Weldon Parish Council 

 
 

Welfare Rights 

 
 

Welland Transport Initiative 

 
 

Wellingborough And District Horticultural Society 

 
 

Wellingborough Inter Faith Group 

 
 

Wellingborough Landowners Association 

 
 

Wellingborough Partnership 

 
 

Wellingborough Town Centre Partnership 

 
 

West Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit 
  

 

Westleigh 

 
 

Wilbraham Associates 

 
 

William Davis Ltd 

 
 

Wilson Bowden 

 
 

Wilson Browne Solicitors 

 
 

Woodland Pytchley Hunt 

 
 

Woodnewton Infant School 

 
 

Woods Hardwick 

 
 

Woods Hardwick Planning Ltd 

 
 

WYG Group 

 
 

WYG Planning & Environment 

 
 

Wythe Holland Partnership 

 
 

Yates Walker 

 
 

Youth Offending Services 

 
 

Councillor  Addison  

 
 

Councillor  Beattie  

 
 

Councillor Beeby  

 
 

Councillor  Brown  

 
 

Councillor  Butcher  

 
 

Councillor Caine  

 
 

Councillor Carra  

 
 

Councillor Cassi  

 
 

Councillor Colquhoun  

 
 

Councillor Dady  

 
 

Councillor Elliston  

 
 

Councillor Eyles  

 
 

Councillor Ferguson  

 
 

Councillor Goult  

 
 

Councillor Keane  

 
 

Councillor Latta  

 
 

Councillor Mcewan  

 
 

Councillor Mcghee  

 
 

Councillor Mckeller  

 
 

Councillor Pengelly  

 
 

Councillor Petch  

 
 



Councillor Rahman  

 
 

Councillor Reay  

 
 

Councillor Riley  
 

 

Councillor Rutt  

 
 

Councillor Sims  

 
 

Councillor Watt  

 
 

Councillor Watts  

 
 

Individuals 

 



 

  



Appendix 4 

Evidence of consultation publicity 

A. Consultation event – Monday 14th September – 7pm, Cottingham cum Middleton Village Hall 

 

Notes from the meeting 

The event opened at 7pm and maps showing the existing and proposed conservation area 

boundaries as well as local interest buildings were on display. Copies of the document were available 

to take away. 

41 people were present at the consultation event. 

Peter Thornborrow began his presentation at 7.15. He discussed the implication of designation as a 

conservation area before talking about Cottingham and Middleton. He explained where he had 

extended the boundary and the justification for it before talking about the buildings he identified as 

Local Interest Buildings and the character of the villages. 

Queries and comments raised at the event were: 



 Query as to whether this work would help defend the application on land at Bury Close that 

is subject to a hearing in October. 

 Query as to whether the wall along High Street in Cottingham is included or addressed in the 

Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan 

 Roman mosaics that were reportedly identified when the Bury Close development was built 

– Peter had mentioned these in his presentation and attendees were in agreement that they 

had heard the same information 

 School Lane, Cottingham – The old school in Cottingham Peter had said in the document that 

it had been demolished, but someone still lives there. 

 One attendee mentioned that the stone wall along the Jurassic Way could be subject to an 

enhancement scheme in the future where it has crumbled. 

B. Publicity on CBC website 

 

  



C. Email to consultation database 

From: Joanne Christopher 

Sent: 07 September 2015 16:04 

To: Localplans Consultation 

Subject:Consultation on the draft Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area  

Appraisal and Management Plan SPD 

Attachments: Cottingham & Middleton Conservation Area Appraisal and Management  

Plan SPD Consultation draft.pdf 

 

Dear consultee, 

 

Public consultation in accordance with Regulation 12 of the Town and Country Planning  

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and Section 71 of the Planning (Listed  

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

 

Corby Borough Council are seeking your views on the draft Conservation Area Appraisal and  

Management Plan Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for Cottingham and Middleton. 

 

A review of Cottingham and Middleton conservation areas has been undertaken and has resulted in 

proposals to join the two areas to become one larger conservation area. An appraisal and 

management plan in the form of a draft SPD has been produced to accompany and justify this 

change. 

 

The public consultation period will run for six weeks from Monday 7th September until Monday 19th 

October 2015 and the Council welcomes your representations. The documents can be viewed on the 

Council’s website http://www.corby.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building-control/planning-

policy/planning-policy-consultations and will be available to view in hard copy at the Council’s 

libraries and One Stop Shop. 

 

A consultation event is also being held where you will have an opportunity to view the proposals, 

listen to a presentation about the document and have any queries answered. The consultation  

event is being held on Monday 14th September at 7pm in Village Hall Annex, next to  Cottingham C 

of E Primary School, Berry Field Road, Cottingham, LE16 8XY. 

 

Any representations should be sent by email to localplans.consultation@corby.gov.uk or posted to 

Local Plans, Deene House, Old Post Office Square, Corby, NN17 1GD and received before 5pm on 

Monday 19th October 2015. 

 

If you no longer wish to be consulted regarding planning policies at Corby Borough Council,  please 

reply to this email indicating so. 

 

Regards, 

 

 



D. Publicity in Northamptonshire Evening Telegraph 

 

 
 

  



      

 

  



E. Publicity on CBC Twitter page 

 

  



F. Poster displayed in Cottingham and Middleton 

 

  



G. Additional publicity by Cottingham and Middleton News 

 

 



 

 

  



H. Email to consultation database 

 
  



I. Publicity on CBC website 

 
 



 
  



J. Publicity on CBC Twitter page 

 



 

K. Statutory Notice 

 



L. Cottingham and Middleton News, February/March 2016 

 

  



M. Evening Telegraph 

 

  



Appendix 5 

Response from Environment Agency 

From: Nolan, Sharon [Sharon.Nolan@environment-agency.gov.uk] 

Sent: 09 April 2015 16:44 

To: Joanne Singleton 

Subject: RE: SEA Screening Report Consultation-Cottingham and Middleton 

Conservation Area SPD-Corby Borough Council 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Flagged 

 

Dear Joanne 

 

We agree with your initial finding that a SEA of the Cottingham and Middleton Conservation Area 

SPD in not required as there will be no significant environmental effects as a result of the SPD. 

If I can be of any further assistance please do not hesitate to contact me on the number below. 

Kind regards, 

Sharon Nolan 

Planning Advisor  

 

Lincolnshire and Northamptonshire Area 

Environment Agency 

Nene House, Pytchley Lodge Road, Kettering, NN15 6JQ  

750 5229 (internal) 

01536 385229 (external) 

sharon.nolan@environment-agency.gov.uk 

www.gov.uk/environment-agency 

 

  

mailto:francesca.guglielmi@environment-agency.gov.uk
file://Corby.Gov.UK/Data/Common/planning/Local%20Plans/Conservation%20Areas/Conservation%20Areas/Cottingham%20and%20Middleton/SEA%20Screening/www.gov.uk/environment-agency


Response from Natural England 

 

From: Plan Cons Area Team (Essex, Herts, Beds, Cambs, Northants) (NE) 
[Consultations.Essex_Herts_Beds_Cambs_Northants@naturalengland.org
.uk] 

Sent: 23 April 2015 10:21 
To: Joanne Singleton 
Subject: RE: 2015-05-07 149395  SEA Screening Report Consultation-Cottingham 

and Middleton Conservation Area SPD (Corby Borough Council) 
 
Dear Jo 
 
Thank you for consulting Natural England on this SEA Screening Report. We are in 
agreement with the conclusion that no SEA is required to support the Conservation Area 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for Cottingham and Middleton. 
 
I trust this is helpful. 
 
Kind regards, Ross 
 
Ross Holdgate 
Lead Planning and Conservation Adviser 
Essex, Herts, Beds, Cambs & Northants Area Team  
Eastbrook, Shaftsbury Road, Cambridge, CB2 8DR 
 
Tel: 0300 060 4657 
  



Response from Historic England 

 

 
  



  



 


