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PLANNING POLICY STATEMENT Consultation Questions 
 
When complete, please email to economicdevelopment@communities.gsi.gov.uk or 
post to Richard Canovan, Planning for Business Team, Communities and Local 
Government, 1/J3 Eland House, Bressenden Place, London SW1E 5DU 
 
Name: 
Organisation:  Corby Borough Council 
Address:  Deene House, New Post Office Square, Corby, NN17 1GD 
Email Address:  

 
1. Do you support the consolidation and streamlining of national planning 

policy on economic development into a single policy statement? What do 
you think are the costs and benefits of the approach? 

 Yes  

 Comment:  The streamlining of national policy on economic development 
benefits all aspects of the economy - brought together are policy uses affecting 
the economy especially in town centres where uses other than retail need to be 
acknowledged. 

2. Does the draft Statement include all that you understand to be policy 
from draft PPS4, PPG5, PPS6 and PPS7? If not, please be specific about 
what paragraphs in any of these documents you feel should be included 
in this document? Please can you explain why this should be the case? 

 Yes   

 Comment:  The draft statement does appear to include all fundamental policy 
elements from draft PPS4, PPG5, PPS6 and PPS7 (although some concern 
regarding PPS7, see response to Question 10).  

3. Other than where specifically highlighted, the process of streamlining 
policy text previously in draft PPS4, PPS6 and PPS7 to focus on policy 
rather than guidance is not intended to result in a change in policy. Are 
there any policies which you feel have changed in this process? Please 
tell us what you think has changed and provide alternative wording that 
addresses your concerns. 

 No  

4. Does the structure of the draft Statement make it easier to understand 
what is required at different stages in the planning process? Are there 
any improvements you would like to see made?  

 First question, Yes and second question, No 

 Comment: The structure of the statement makes it easier to understand the 
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requirements of the planning process at different stages.  

5. Do you think the restructuring of the impact test from the consultation 
draft of PPS6 achieves the right balance and is it robust enough to 
thoroughly test the positive and negative impacts of development outside 
town centres? 

 Yes   

 Comment: Flexibility is supported in principle, but in practice, many of the 
impact factors, such as vitality or job creation are subjective and open to 
individual interpretation, therefore from a planning perspective there is the 
potential for more refusals (and appeals) based on the impact test. Other 
concerns include a potential increase in workload due to having to consider the 
results and reliability of impact tests. 

6. Should more be done to give priority in forward planning and 
development management to strategically important sectors such as 
those that support a move to a low carbon economy, and if so, what 
should this be? 

 No 

 Comment:  Support the idea of businesses taking advantage of low carbon 
economic opportunities; however, priority should not be given to one type of 
economy over another. If this approach were to be implemented then the 
impetus should be through Government action rather than through the planning 
process. 

7. Is the approach to the determination of planning applications set out in 
policy EC21 proportionate? 

 Yes  

 Comment: The approach whereby proposals that do not comply with the 
sequential test are refused is appropriate for dealing with ‘out of centre’ retail 
leisure uses.  

8. Do you think the requirement for regional spatial strategies to set targets 
for employment land targets for each district in their area should be 
imposed? Please give reasons for your view. 

 No 

 Comment:  Achieving targets is largely outside Local Authorities’ control due to 
market forces but it is possible to locally identify capacity for certain areas. It is 
the capacity for employment land growth that should be identified, rather than a 
specific target.  

9. Do you agree the policies do enough to protect small or rural shops and 
services, including public houses? If no, please explain what changes 
you would like to see. 



Appendix 1 - Consultation Questions & 
Corby Borough Council Proposed Response 

 

Corby Borough Council Proposed Response to Consultation paper on a new PPS4: Planning for Prosperous Economies 
Page 3 of 3 

 No 

 Comment: Policy EC12 does not protect the small or rural shops but 
encourages a flexible approach to their change of use and despite suggesting 
that this is where there is no likelihood of considerable harm, this may be 
difficult to assess in the long term. Additionally Policy EC13 enables council’s 
to take into account the importance of shops and services when assessing 
applications which would result in their loss and where appropriate protect 
existing facilities. But it does not effectively address matters which undermine 
attempts to protect facilities such as: 

• Permitted change from A5 (pubs) to A4, 3, 2 &1 under the Use Class 
Order, and in cases where the building is demolished, and the use is 
extinguished 

• There is also the potential for the poor management of services 
(specifically public houses) to undermine any previous or potential 
“community” value 

10. In response to Matthew Taylor, we have altered the approach to issues 
such as farm diversification. What do you consider are the pros and cons 
of this approach? 

 Comment: Policy EC9.2 supports farm diversification and does state “subject to 
recognising the need to protect the countryside” but this potentially does not 
provide sufficient protection of the open countryside. 

11. Do you think that the proposals in this draft PPS will have a differential 
impact, either positive or negative, on people, because of their gender, 
race or disability? If so how in your view should we respond? We 
particularly welcome the views of organisations and individuals with 
specific expertise in these areas. 

 No 

 Comment: It is most unlikely that the proposals will have any differential impact 
on people, because of their gender, race or disability. The concept of targeting 
and developing deprived areas in need of attention, and making provisions for 
small and medium enterprise and new business start-ups is key to boosting the 
local economy and is likely to improve equalities overall. 


