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CORBY BOROUGH COUNCIL PART 2 LOCAL PLAN: 
MATTERS ISSUES AND QUESTIONS RESPONSE: 
MATTER 7 VILLAGES AND RURAL AREAS: 

Policy 17 Settlement Boundaries: 
Question 1: Is the basis for defining settlement boundaries objective, consistent and justified with 
robust evidence? Why are they necessary, what is their purpose? 

Background / Context: 
The publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2012 represented a ‘sea 
change’ in Government Planning Policy and Guidance.  

The NPPF incorporated relevant elements of the Localism Act of 2011, which introduced 
Neighbourhood Planning-allowing local areas to plan their communities. Taken together the NPPF 
and the Localism Act were radical aspects of change.  

Since then of course the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) of 2016 or the Part 1 
Strategic Plan has had to incorporate and respond to these fundamental Government planning policy 
reforms-that plan is already over 4 years old and now needs to be seen in the context of the 2019 
NPPF. 

It is useful also to remember that the last detailed local level planning or the Part 2 Plan was the 1997 
Corby Borough Local Plan adopted 23 years ago. Since then plan policies have undergone significant 
changes-nationally and locally. 

Response: 
The basis for defining settlement boundaries is historic and we think unsound for the following 
reasons. As part of the context to this matter reference is made to the following points. 

1.In response to the initial questions set by the inspector Corby Borough Council (CBC) in their letter 
of 28.2.20 refer to a document called The Rural Strategy, which was produced 11 years ago. The 
document refers to village confines- which effectively meant settlement boundaries.

The Rural Strategy states that “the areas within the confines show where development would be 
considered for permission and areas outside the confines would normally be subject to strict 
development restraint policies.” The confines plans define rural settlement boundaries. 

The CBC strategy as drafted then goes on to note that the new policies in the LDF have to be soundly 
based on robust and credible evidence in-line with Government guidance.  

This rural confines policy was used by successive Northamptonshire County Council Structure Plans 
over many decades (and followed by respective District Councils) to implement what were purely 
restrictive rural settlement policies - it is an historic policy outdated and not in conformity with 
Government rural planning policy guidance. 

This sort of policy approach if simply applied (and it generally was) lacks a nuanced approach to 
individual rural settlement policy planning: the approach is essentially restrictive and has lacked 
detail, with little or no profiling of individual settlements. 
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2.The 1997 Corby Borough Local Plan was more nuanced in approach to rural settlement planning 
which included a defined settlement hierarchy, clarity on local needs, itemised commitments, and 
included housing allocations.  
 
Since then of course in the ensuing 23 years there has been no detailed rural area planning-purely a 
reliance on the Part 1 Plans (Core Strategies).  
 
3.The approved Core Strategy (JCS) of 2016 does of course have references to rural planning but 
these as expected in a Strategic Document are limited   
 
In the JCS of 2016 Paragraph 5.13, POLICIES 11 and 13 are noted and include references to 
Neighbourhood Plans, sites both within and on land adjoining villages to meet rural housing 
requirements – which are useful to note as part of this response to Matter 7. POLICY 25 of the JCS 
refers to rural economic development and diversification and paragraphs 9.20 and 9.22 of the JCS 
note the scope for further rural housing to address local needs and opportunities. 
 
4. However, this current Part 2 Plan is the first time the LPA have updated rural planning policies. In 
this respect the following should be noted. 
 
Current Government guidance in paragraphs 77 and 78 (Rural Housing) of the NPPF 2019 is quite 
clear. The following phrases stand out “responsive to local circumstances, support housing 
developments that reflect local needs, opportunities for villages to grow and thrive especially 
where this will support local services.”  
 
These are words and phrases which give support to a living countryside, dynamic rural areas and an 
approach which looks for sustainable growth.  
 
This is now the basis of rural plan policy making, this is the guidance on which the Government 
expects LPA’s to follow not the very negative wording in documents like the 2009 Rural Strategy, 
which apparently as stated by CBC “underpin the approach to the identification of rural settlement 
boundaries” used for the current Part 2 Plan. 
 
To have had to rely on a Plan from 1997 as saved local plan policies, particularly for the rural area, for 
a period of 19 years until the approval of the JCS in 2016 is remarkable. It reveals really a lack of 
positive interest and concern for the rural area, almost a generational gap in policy planning for the 
rural areas.  
 
Given this background it is hardly surprising that a significant majority of rural communities in Corby 
Borough (Gretton, Weldon, Stanion and Cottingham), are looking to advance Neighbourhood Plans 
to allow them to decide their future growth and to make appropriate polices for their localities. 
 
In answer to the question, we make the following comments: 
 

• Is the Policy basis objective: No, it is inherently subjective, a top-down approach: 
 

• Is the policy consistent: No, there are too many flaws-no need to put a line on a plan: 
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• Is the policy justified with robust evidence:  There has been little if any robust evidence since 
the 1997 Local Plan (23 years ago). There is no reason to define a settlement boundary on a 
plan, any land outside a village is countryside. All that is needed is a policy written into the 
plan. There has never been any robust evidence put forward as there has been no detailed 
village policy planning for individual villages since the 1997 plan, no Parish Health Checks, no 
detailed village appraisals or village profiles reviewing form and function of each settlement-
no real rural planning at all. It is useful to note Paragraph 5.13 of the JCS. 

 
• Is the policy necessary? No: To put it simply a settlement boundary on a plan is not necessary 

and is now overtaken by Neighbourhood Plans and community planning to allow villages to 
grow in a sustainable manner in accord with the majority views of residents-not ‘top down’ 
planning but planning from the ‘bottom-up’ in line with what residents want for their areas. 

 
Therefore, the policy as applied is not justified, it is not positive and is not consistent with National 
Policy and should be removed-it is simply unnecessary. 
 
Policy 17 
Question 2: 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 needs? 
 
In response we make the following observations - the plan as drafted on this matter is unsound for 
the following reasons. The drawing of a line on a plan for the rural settlements is simply not needed- 
it is inconsistent with national policy; it is not positively prepared and not justified. 
  

• The larger rural settlements in Corby Borough are progressing Neighbourhood Plans to plan 
ahead for their own requirements and to develop their own policies for their communities. 

 
• The feeling persists that the Borough Council still want to exert control over the rural area 

despite what is stated in paragraph 8.7 of the submission local plan: there is an element of 
restrictive thinking here which does not really equate to Government guidance in Paragraphs 
77 to 78 of the NPPF(which we note in the response to question 1 above).  

 
• The planning authority really ought to allow Neighbourhood Plan Groups the liberty to plan 

for their own village requirements-even a line on a plan is a form of ‘top-down’ control, even 
if the line is to be removed. We draw attention to paragraph 8.16 of the Emerging Draft 
Options Consultation on this aspect. 

 
The reason this particular point is mentioned is that some 25-30 years previously in the emergent 
Local Plan the preferred allocation site at Gretton (the respondents current site was removed by CBC 
without any valid and sound planning reasons)- hence a concern that history might be repeated 
despite the site being the preferred residential allocation site in the draft Neighbourhood Plan 
process. 
 
Stephen Lucas MRTPI 
LUCAS LAND & PLANNING 
             Moulton Park Business Centre Redhouse Road Moulton Park Northampton NN3 6AQ 
                                                                      info@lucasland.co.uk 
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