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HEARING STATEMENT – MATTER 7 

1. Introduction 

1.1 This statement sets out the response of Corby Borough Council to the following 

questions raised by the Inspector relating to Matter 7 of the examination into the Part 

2 Local Plan for Corby (the Plan). 

1.2 References used in this statement (e.g. JCS1) relate to documents held in the 

Examination Library available on the Council’s website on the Evidence Base 

Documents webpage1. 

1.3 The following additional documents have been added to the examination library 
following reference within this statement. 

 

 The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough, February 2019 (CD-NA3) 

 Kettering Site Specific Part 2 Local Plan – Submission Plan, May 2020 (CD-NA4) 

 Inspectors Report on the Examination into the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy, June 2016 (JCS-SD-EB5) 
 

2. Response of Corby Borough Council to the specific issues and questions 

relating to Matter 7 – Villages and Rural Areas 

Policy 17 – Settlement Boundaries 

 Q1. Is the basis for defining settlement boundaries objective, consistent, and 

justified with robust evidence? Why are they necessary, what is their purpose? 

2.1 The purpose of defining settlement boundaries is to interpret whether sites are within 

or adjoining the main built up area of the settlement and to determine whether land is 

defined as open countryside. Definition of settlement boundaries on the Policies Map 

will provide helpful certainty and clarity for the development management process and 

assist in the consistent application of Policy 11 (The Network of Urban and Rural 

Areas) and Policy 13 (Rural Exceptions) of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 

Strategy (the JCS) (JCS1).  

2.2 Settlement boundaries have been a key element of planning policy in Corby for many 

years and are supported by Development Management officers as an effective tool to 

clearly differentiate between the main built up area of the village and the open 

countryside, and are the basis for consistent and transparent decision making on 

individual planning applications. 

2.3 It is appreciated that Policy 11 (The Network of Urban and Rural Areas) of the JCS 

(JCS1) does not specifically require the designation of settlement boundaries and that 

Regulation 20 representations from Lucas Land & Planning (0006) considered that 

Neighbourhood Plan groups must be allowed to decide what is appropriate for their 

communities. However, paragraph 2.20 of the Part 2 Local Plan explains that the 

definition of settlement boundaries within the Part 2 Local Plan are considered 

necessary in the event that the respective Neighbourhood Plans are not progressed 

or fail referendum. This will ensure there are no policy gaps that leave the Borough 

vulnerable to speculative development proposals. Paragraph 2.21 goes on to confirm 

that if Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in the future and include site allocations or 

                                                           
1 https://www.corby.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/plan-making/local-plan-
examination/evidence-base-0  

https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/The%20Plan%20for%20the%20Borough%20of%20Wellingborough%2C%20adopted%20February%202019.pdf
https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/Kettering%20Site%20Specific%20Part%202%20Local%20Plan%20-%20Submission%20Plan%2C%20May%202020.pdf
http://www.nnjpu.org.uk/docs/NN%20JCS%20Exam%20Final%20Report%2022-06-16(1).pdf
http://www.nnjpdu.org.uk/site/assets/files/1086/joint_core_strategy_2011-2031_september16_final.pdf
https://www.corby.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/plan-making/local-plan-examination/evidence-base-0
https://www.corby.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/plan-making/local-plan-examination/evidence-base-0
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alterations to the settlement boundaries, these neighbourhood plans will supersede 

this Plan for their respective designated areas.  

2.4 Furthermore, the Council received Regulation 20 representations to amend the 

settlement boundaries to include sites that are located adjacent to the boundaries 

drawn on the Policies Map (SubD7e). As set out in the Council’s response to the 

Inspector’s Initial Questions (EXAM1A), the methodology to assess and define 

settlement boundaries was outlined in Table 9 of the Part 2 Local Plan – Emerging 

Draft Options (PMS-EDO1a). This followed the first Regulation 18 Scoping 

Consultation incorporating Issues and Options (PMS-1O1) which set out the proposed 

criteria to define settlement boundaries, where it posed a question as to whether the 

criteria listed was appropriate for assessing settlement boundaries or whether we need 

to change the criteria. The Council did not receive any representations seeking 

changes to this criteria or any representations to suggest the criteria is inappropriate. 

The Council therefore considers the criteria to define the settlement boundaries to be 

robust and that the drawn boundaries illustrated on the Policies Map are consistent 

and objective. The evidence that underpins the approach to the identification of 

settlement boundaries is further set out in the Rural Strategy (CD-CSF4). 

2.5 It should be noted that Policy 17 is similar to Policy SS1 in the Plan for the Borough of 

Wellingborough (CD-NA3), which was adopted in February 2019. A similar approach 

has also been taken by Kettering Borough Council set out in Policy LOC1 of the Site 

Specific Part 2 Local Plan (Submission Plan) (CD-NA4), which was submitted in May 

2020 and the Examination Hearing sessions are scheduled for October 2020. Both the 

Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough and the Kettering Site Specific Part 2 Local 

Plan share the same strategic policy framework, the adopted Part 1 Local Plan (JCS1). 

 Q2. Is the approach of defining settlement limits too restrictive? Is it consistent 

with the objective of promoting sustainable development in rural areas, being 

responsive to local circumstances and supporting housing that reflects local 

need?  (Framework Paras 77 and 78). 

2.6 Policy 17 sets out settlement boundaries which are shown on the Policies Map, within 

which development would be acceptable in principle.  

2.7 The context for the definition of settlement boundaries is provided by policy 11 (The 

Network of Urban and Rural Areas) of the JCS (JCS1) that provides a strategic 

framework for focusing the majority of new development over the plan period in the 

Growth Town, whilst limiting development in rural areas and providing some scope for 

small scale infill development within villages. Paragraph 5.18 of the JCS (JCS1) 

emphasises that village boundaries can provide a tool to prevent ad-hoc encroachment 

into open countryside, particularly for villages close to larger settlements where 

coalescence is a concern, and paragraph 8.3 of the Part 2 Local Plan (SubD7a) reports 

sufficient sites have been identified to meet the requirement for the rural area and will 

continue to be delivered under the provisions of the JCS2 (JCS1). In this context the 

approach to defining settlement boundaries is not considered too restrictive. 

2.8 The definition of settlement boundaries will assist in the application of strategic policies, 

in particular policy 11 (The Network of Urban and Rural Areas) and policy 13 (Rural 

Exceptions) of the JCS, that provide a positive policy framework promoting sustainable 

                                                           
2 The total number of dwellings delivered in the rural area is set out in Table 1 of the North 

Northamptonshire Authorities Monitoring Report (EB-MON2a). 

http://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/Appendix%205%20-%20Policies%20Map%20%28Submission%29%2C%20December%202019.pdf
file:///C:/Users/tbegl/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/PP8XPLX0/Independent%20Examination%20of%20https:/www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/Inspectors%20Letter%20280220_Redacted.pdfthe%20Part%202%20Local%20Plan%20for%20Corby%20-%20PW%20draft.docx
https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Part%202%20Local%20Plan%20for%20Corby%20-%20Emerging%20Draft%20Options%20Consultation%20Document.pdf
http://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Reg%2018%20Scoping%20Document%20031116.pdf
https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Rural%20Strategy%20april%202009%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/The%20Plan%20for%20the%20Borough%20of%20Wellingborough%2C%20adopted%20February%202019.pdf
https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/Kettering%20Site%20Specific%20Part%202%20Local%20Plan%20-%20Submission%20Plan%2C%20May%202020.pdf
http://www.nnjpdu.org.uk/site/assets/files/1454/18-19_amr_final-1.pdf
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development in rural areas, being responsive to local circumstances and supporting 

housing that reflects local need in accordance with paragraphs 77 and 78 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (the NPPF) (CD-UK2). The opportunity for 

sustainable development outside the settlement boundaries to support the vitality and 

diversity of rural communities may also be supported in accordance to other policies, 

including Policy 25 (Rural Economic Development and Diversification) of the JCS and 

Policy 13 (Single Plot Exception Sites for Custom and Self-Build) of the Part 2 Local 

Plan, as well as through the production of a Neighbourhood Plan. 

2.9 The Council received mixed responses throughout the plan making process, showing 

both support to the approach to define settlement boundaries and concern that 

boundaries unnecessarily restrict development in the rural areas (SubD4, PMS-PD4). 

However, as noted above the current policy framework provides sufficient flexibility to 

support sustainable development. Furthermore, the Inspector for the JCS examination 

concluded at paragraph 20 of his report (JCS-SD-EB5) that ‘an alternative strategy of 

reliance on a significantly more dispersed pattern of growth across the Market Towns 

and Rural Areas would not be more sustainable or even more realistically deliverable, 

having regard to national policies in the NPPF and relevant local constraints’. 

Policy 18 Restraint Villages 

 Q3. Is this Policy effective and consistent with the Framework and the JCS? 

2.10 Policy 18 recognises the unique and sensitive character of East Carlton and 

Rockingham by clearly and effectively setting out that development in Restraint 

Villages will be strictly managed. 

2.11 Designation of East Carlton and Rockingham as Restraint Villages flows directly from 

Table 1 on page 74 of the JCS (JCS1) that states that Part 2 Local Plans may identify 

villages that have a sensitive character or conservation interest, in which new 

development will be strictly managed. Policy 18 also supports the objectives of Policy 

2 (Historic Environment) that seek to protect, preserve and, where appropriate, 

enhance the distinctive historic environment.  

2.12 Policy 18 is consistent with the NPPF (CD-UK2), in particular policies supporting the 

conservation and enhancement of the historic environment and paragraph 9 that states 

that ‘planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding development 

towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into 

account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area.’ 

 Q4. What is the justification for the lack of a defined settlement boundary for 

these villages? 

2.13 Restraint villages have been identified for East Carlton and Rockingham villages that 

have a sensitive character or conservation interest, whereby conservation of the entire 

settlement is a priority over development. The policy approach for the identified 

Restraint Villages is that future development would only be considered in exceptional 

circumstances, similar to the open countryside, to meet specific local needs, such as 

those identified in a Neighbourhood Plan or Community Right to Buy. Evidence to 

support this approach is set out in the Rural Strategy (CD-CSF4), which states that the 

restraint village approach does not require settlement boundaries to be drawn because 

it is accepted that further development would be severely limited in these areas, and 

therefore the boundary would not be a determining factor for development. As such, it 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
https://www.corby.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/plan-making/local-plan-examination/evidence-base-0
https://www.corby.gov.uk/sites/default/files/files/Summary%20of%20Representations%20and%20Officer%20Response.pdf
http://www.nnjpu.org.uk/docs/NN%20JCS%20Exam%20Final%20Report%2022-06-16(1).pdf
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is considered appropriate that settlement boundaries have not been defined for these 

villages. It is therefore considered to be justified. 

 


