
From: Orlando Holloway [mailto:Orlando.Holloway@42br.com]  
Sent: 20 March 2020 10:10 
To: Julie Riley <Julie.Riley@corby.gov.uk> 
Cc: pursglovet@parliament.uk; Anthony Dady <Anthony.Dady@corby.gov.uk>; Jean Addison 
<Jean.Addison@corby.gov.uk>; Tom Beattie <Tom.Beattie@corby.gov.uk>; Ann Brown 
<Ann.Brown@corby.gov.uk>; Bob Eyles <Bob.Eyles@corby.gov.uk>; Lawrence Ferguson - Do Not 
Delete <Lawrence.Ferguson@corby.gov.uk>; lozfromcorby@gmail.com; William Latta Snr 
<William.Latta@corby.gov.uk>; Matt Reay <Matt.Reay@corby.gov.uk>; dsimsonline@gmail.com; 
Kevin Watt <Kevin.Watt@corby.gov.uk>; Iain Smith <Iain.Smith@corby.gov.uk> 
Subject: Application to Postpone Meeting on 23.3.20 - Cowthick Plantation planning application 
reference 18/00817/OUT 

 
For the kind attention of: The Chief Executive – Corby Borough Council 

  

CC Development Committee – Cllr Latta, Cllr Dady, Cllr Brown, Cllr Ferguson, Cllr Eyles, Cllr 

Reay, Cllr Addison, Cllr Riley, Cllr Beattie, Cllr Watts, Cllr Sims 

CC Local Plan Committee – Cllr McNab, Cllr Dady, Cllr Beeby, Cllr Ferguson, Cllr Keane, Cllr 

Goult, Cllr Cassidy, Cllr Watt 

CC Overview and Scrutiny Committee – Cllr Caine, Cllr Rahman, Cllr Brown, Cllr Beeby, Cllr Dady, 

Cllr Reay, Cllr McNab, Cllr Watts, Cllr Watt  

 
 
Dear Councillor Riley,  
 
I write in advance of the Development Control Committee Meeting apparently still due to 
take place on Monday (23 March 2020). That meeting is due to consider the Application in 
respect of Cowthick Plantation 18/00817/OUT.  
 
I spoke to the Corby Planning Department earlier this week who told me that it is currently 
intended that Monday’s meeting will be going ahead despite the Covid 19 pandemic’s 
impact on the ability of those with objections to attend that meeting. When I expressed my 
surprise at this I was told I should email you about it.  
 
The purpose of this email is as follows:  

1. to request an adjournment of Monday’s meeting; 
2. to make objections to the application itself should the meeting, wrongly in my view, 

proceed.     

 
Adjourning Monday’s Meeting  
 
This development, were it to go ahead, would have a very significant impact on the lives of 
thousands of people living in the local area. A central plank of a fair planning process is 
giving the opportunity for those people to either address the Committee Meeting on 
whether or not the application should be granted, or at least attend that meeting.  
 
The effect of the Covid 19 Pandemic (and the Government’s guidance in respect of it) is that 
an increasing proportion of the population are in a period of self-isolation. Anyone who is 
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aged over 70, has an underlying health condition, has symptoms of the virus, or lives with 
someone who has exhibited such symptoms will not be attending the meeting. Others will, 
perfectly reasonably, not wish to take the risk of attending the meeting and the close 
proximity to others that it will entail. I was informed by the Corby Planning Department that 
no steps were being taken to allow anyone to join the meeting remotely notwithstanding 
these exceptional circumstances. 
 
To proceed with the meeting on Monday would:  

1. be a breach of the principles of natural justice and render the planning application 
procedurally unfair;   

2. be an act of indirect discrimination in that it would put those people over the age of 
70 and/or having a disability (as defined by s.6 of the Equality Act 2010) at a 
particular disadvantage (in that those groups are more likely to be self-isolating) 
when compared with those not suffering from those protected characteristics. That 
discriminatory impact cannot be justified when a simple alternative (an 
adjournment) is 
available.                                                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                                          
                                                                         In the above circumstance I ask for the 
meeting to be adjourned for a period of 3 months at which point the position can be 
reviewed. I ask for you to put this request to the committee in my absence.   

Objections to the Application  
 
Please consider the below alongside the objections contained in my email of 16 May 2019 
(copy below).  
 
I wish to raise the following further points.  

1. The scale of this development renders it inappropriate to deal with it by way of 
outline planning permission. This is made particularly plain by the number (and 
nature) of objections made to the application.  

2. The starting point for the application is the Development Plan. Whilst not always 
conclusive, ‘the determination shall be made in accordance with the plan unless 
material consideration indicated otherwise’ (s.26 Planning and Compensation Act 
1991). Determining the application in accordance with the Plan would lead to the 
application being rejected;  

3. The basis relied upon by your officer for recommending a decision contrary to the 
Development Plan appears to relate solely to the employment opportunities 
provided for by the proposed development. This is insufficient to rebut the 
presumption that the development plan will be followed particularly in 
circumstances where, as has been pointed out, Corby Borough Council’s 
Employment Land Review (May 2018) noted that quantitively the existing and JCS-
allocated supply of employment sites is roughly double the need for additional 
employment land in Corby Borough over the plan period to 2031;  



4. The broad assertions relied upon by your officer to approve the application contrary 
to the  Development Plan go beyond the remit of an outline planning consideration. 
Issues such as the development of particular sectors (8.40), the Council’s ability to 
influence the growth of those sectors (8.40), an alleged recent shift in national 
demand for ‘big box’ strategic distribution units (8.42) and so on, are matters which 
are properly to be considered in the context of an update in the Joint Core Strategy 
rather than matters for this application; 

5. This site is based a short distance (2.5km) from CBC’s boundary with East 
Northamptonshire Council (‘ENC’). Some of the areas that will be most negatively 
impacted upon by this development were it to go ahead (including Brigstock, 
Sudborough, Lowick, Islip, Slipton, and Thrapston) are within ENC. ENC ‘strongly 
objects’ to the application; 

6. This application will fall under North Northamptonshire Council in the near future. A 
development of this scope and location should be considered by North 
Northamptonshire Council, particularly in circumstances where part of that new 
authority (ENC) strongly opposes the application;  

7. The Northamptonshire Highways Authority have been consistently of the view (for 
over a year) that the applicant has failed to demonstrate a proposal that would not 
be detrimental to the Highway and that meets the LHA Standards and Policies. The 
applicant has had ample opportunity to rectify that failure, but have chosen not to 
do so. Importantly, the traffic flow estimates are derived from July 2018, before the 
Midland Logistics Park began operating. Neither is there any assessment of the 
impact of the likely impact of the Stanion/Deene Park Corridor. This failure by the 
applicant is telling. In the absence of any contrary evidence the universal concerns of 
those using the Highways in question (particularly the A6116) as expressed in 
individual objections and the letters from the parish council’s effected, must be 
given particular weight;  

8. As is explained by ENC, the possibility of approval based on a ‘monitor and manage’ 
approach for a development of this scale is not reasonable, this is given that it 
prejudges the acceptability of the development without knowledge of the probable 
impact;  

9. Assessment of the increased risk of flooding caused by the development fail to take 
into account recent flooding events emanating from Harpers Brook. The very 
significant recent flooding is, in part, due to developments such as the Midland 
Logistics Park. This development would lead to an increased risk of flooding to an 
already highly susceptible area.  
 
I agree with the point made by ENC that ‘the inadequacy of the applicant’s approach 
raises questions on the adequacy of the Environmental Statement as an off-site 
impact from possibly significant but unknown highway changes cannot be reliably 
assessed’.   
 
This application should be rejected for the reasons set out above.   

 
Kind regards,  
 



Orlando Holloway  
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Orlando Holloway 
Barrister 
42 Bedford Row, 

London,  

WC1R 4LL 

DX: 201 London 
 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/UI6ZCZP4I4gEvtzkxJU?domain=mailcontrol.com

