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Appendix 1 
Representations to the Locations for Waste Development DPD Submission Consultation  

Paragraph 3.17 
Paragraph 3.17 states that the integrated waste management facilities would have a capacity 
of no less than 400,000 tonnes per annum. This would equate to total of 1,200,000 tonnes 
per annum for the sites listed under policy W1. This would equate to an overprovision in line 
with the strategic requirements of policy CS1 of the Core Strategy, which would further be 
exacerbated if the local/sub regional facilities and sites within industrial areas came forward.  
Therefore two integrated waste management facilities are not required in Corby to meet 
provision targets.  

This is an objection against the effective test as set out in PPS12 as the proposals outlined in 
3.17 are not consistent with the Core Strategy.  

Officers also have concerns that the document does not conform to the Core Strategy and in 
turn does not satisfy the legal requirements set out in PPS12. 

Paragraph 3.18 
Paragraph 3.18 states that “apart from Northampton these sites already have a waste 
management use or planning permission for such a use (as at the start of 2006)”.  This is 
incorrect as site WS3 does not have a waste management use or planning permission for 
such a use as at the start of 2006. This is an objection against the justification test as set out 
in PPS12 as the evidence gathered is incorrect and not relevant to the place in question.  

Policy W1 
Plan CS4 of the Core Strategy preferred options envisaged that three integrated waste 
management facilities would be dispersed across a central spine, with an area of search 
created to serve the highly populated central element. This approach was endorsed by Corby 
Borough Council as it would support a sustainable distribution pattern across the county and 
ensure that waste is treated close to where it had been generated (the proximity principle).   

In relation to individual site proposals, the preferred options document of the Locations for 
Waste Development DPD identified 8 ‘sub-regional’ sites with a 30-50 mile radius, two of 
which were in the Corby borough. These two sites were the Corby Wastewater Treatment 
Works marked as an ‘advanced treatment facility’ and the Corby Landfill Site marked as an 
‘integrated waste management facility’.  There was an additional 3 local sites with a radius of 
30 miles proposed for Corby. This approach was consistent with the Core Strategy, 
supported by detailed site assessments and Corby Borough Council broadly supported this 
approach through it’s response to the consultation. 

The submission version now identifies both the Corby Wastewater Treatment Works and the 
Corby Landfill/Weldon Compost site as integrated waste management facilities with regional 
catchments areas. The Wastewater Treatment Works has changed from the designation as 
an ‘advanced treatment facility’ to a significant ‘integrated waste management facility’. By 
redefining the catchments areas, the two Corby sites within policy W1, as with the preferred 
options, still have a radius of up to 50 miles but are now classified as ‘regional’.  However the 
other sub-regional sites that were listed have been ‘downgraded’ to a maximum of 30 miles, 
previously 30 miles was the minimum for these sites.  

By changing the radius of Local Sub Regional facilities from 30-50miles to ‘up to 30 miles’ 
and by now concentrating two regional facilities in Corby, this effectively alters the overall 
approach to the distribution of facilities envisaged in the preferred options.  In turn this 
undermines the previous assessment work and participatory procedures already undertaken.   

This is an objection against the justification test as set out in PPS12 as the proposals have 
not been carried forward in a sound manner. This is a new approach to the classification and 
distribution of facilities that has not previously been evaluated or consulted upon.  The 
treatment of waste falls disproportionately on Corby, which is contrary to the spatial 
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distribution of waste development embodied in the submitted Core Strategy. Therefore the 
document does not meet the effective test of PPS12.  

Policy W1/W2/W3 

Policy CS2 of the MWDF Core Strategy advocates a distribution of waste management 
facilities across the county’s ‘urban spine’. Within Corby, two significant integrated waste 
management facilities, two Local/sub regional facilities, and four industrial areas (where 
waste management would be agreed in principle) are now being proposed.  This does not 
reflect an even distribution across the spine. The broad spatial development strategy for 
waste in Northamptonshire should reflect as far as possible the main growth points of the 
county as set out in policy CS2 of the Core Strategy. Therefore, the focus should be on the 
larger urban areas including the highly populated central element of Kettering and 
Wellingborough.   

This is an objection against the effective test as set out in PPS12 as the proposals outlined in 
W1/W2/W3 are not consistent with other relevant plans in particular the Core Strategy.  

In addition, officers are concerned document does not conform to the Core Strategy and in 
turn not comply with the legal requirements.  

Policy W3 
Within Policy W3 ( and detailed on the relevant Proposals Map) the extent of the industrial 
area for WL15 Oakley Hay and WL17 Weldon Road are incorrect. This error was highlighted 
at the preferred options consultation stage. Plan WL15 Oakley Hay has discounted industrial 
land behind the Spread Eagle public house, and the WL17 Weldon Road plan has included a 
parcel of land that is not industrial in nature or part of the industrial estate, indeed it is 
identified for housing in the Corby Local Plan and emerging Local Development Framework. 
Two amended plans, which show the extent of the industrial estates, are attached as part of 
this objection.  

This objection is against the justification test as set out in PPS12. To be justified the 
document needs to be based upon a robust and credible evidence base, be relevant to the 
place in question and up-to date. The two plans for Oakley Hay and Weldon Road are not 
based on the evidence that is available therefore not relevant to the place in question. 

This objection is also against the effective test as set out in PPS12. To be effective the 
document needs to be consistent with other relevant plans and strategies relating to 
adjoining areas. In this case, the inclusion of land at Weldon Road conflicts with the Local 
Plan and emerging Local Development Framework for Corby.  

 
 

 

 

 

 


