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Supplementary Document to Item 3: Site Specific Preferred Options- Summary of
Support and Objections

3.1 Preferred Options – Economy and Employment
Introduction Section- Paragraphs 3.1-3.5
6 representations were made regarding the introductory section of the preferred options
document, 50 % of which were in support. The importance of a balanced approach to
employment was well received.  However within the objections it was noted that the
document should be updated to include reference to North Northants Development
Company and that the Roger Tym study is no longer the most up to date evaluation of the
available land suitable for employment use. Further more one objection emphasised the
danger in mixing industry and housing together, and suggested we should learn from
previous instances where problems have occurred from similar situations.

EMP1 Preferred Option for the range of employment uses
Overall there was positive feedback to this preferred option with a total of 22 individual
representations received and only one objection contained within this.  Positive remarks
varied however support for mixed use is evident and the benefits of Corby’s close proximity
to London noted. Concerns were raised even within responses supporting the overall option
regarding the type of employment suggested.  One respondent highlighted that whilst the
aspiration of the option is desirable, it is not supported by the evidence in table 3.1 which
already indicates an oversupply of office space. Other representations suggest that the
focus seems to be biased toward low skilled jobs in distribution and warehousing. The one
objection states that it is considered that to reflect the MKSM Sub-Regional Strategy and to
focus employment growth at key locations, employment provision in the LDD should be set
out predominantly by job figures.

EMP2 Preferred Option for New Employment Development
32 individual representations were made regarding this preferred option. 50% of
respondents supported the proposals as a whole but still had concerns regarding certain
areas. These include preferring to see B1 & B2 increased to 40% to maintain Corby's history
of manufacturing and that there needs to be further work on a clear and effective control
mechanism to ensure that B8 development is kept in balance with take up of land for B1 and
B2.  Objections were mostly concerned with 70% for B8 being too high, with people feeling
that this figure needs to be reduced substantially to allow a significant increase in B1 & B2
type developments to aid improvement of the overall professional stance of the town.

EMP3 Preferred Option for the distribution of land between employment uses
62% of the 29 representations received object to this preferred option. In some instances
comments of objection are contradictory with some feeling B8 allocation is too high, and
others too low. One objection states that although the plan provides some justification that
there is a lack of B8 uses in the areas, and this proposed oversupply redresses the balance,
it does not justify why the other allocations remain.  Out of the 38% representations of
support few people made individual comments, however in comments received it was once
again the B8 allocation that caused the most concern.

EMP4 Preferred Option for the location of new employment development
The majority of respondents disagreed with the preferred option EMP4. Out of total 59
comments received, 40 of these objected to the proposals. Varying reasons for these
objections were given, often relating to individual sites within the plans. However cases were
made against the high allocation of distribution land due to the fact that it provides the least
jobs per m2 of all land use, making it the least efficient use of land.  It was suggested that
unless there is hard evidence of a clear need for this use in this area with a stronger case
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than other more socially valuable uses, then distribution should not be favoured above other
uses, to be in line with the stated aims of this framework.

EMP5 Preferred Option for car storage land
Out of a total of 16 responses, 15 of these were in support of the preferred option stating the
importance of urban extensions containing mixed land use, and the welcoming of car
storage land being retained for employment uses. 1 objection raised the concern that this
could potentially not be a viable option due to the option to purchase land once a rent
agreement expires.

EMP6 Preferred Option for the development of new employment sites
75% of individual representations supported this preferred option with the importance of
mixed land use within urban extensions being highlighted once again, and the need to
ensure details of traffic implications are included within the plans. Objections covered varied
areas with two representations emphasising the need to identify what other options were
considered before reaching this decision, and that the council should include a policy that
would depart in some degree from national or regional policy in order to meet a clearly
identified and fully justified local need.

3.2 Preferred Options – Housing

H1 Preferred Option for housing allocations
83 individual representations were received regarding housing allocations, 53% of these
were against the proposals. Objections varied across the preferred options however
examples of these include apprehension from Rutland County Council on the impact the
development will have on the their area, particularly the effects of additional traffic on the
highway network. One other objection was concerned that the identification of new housing
sites and the calculation of residual housing numbers are based upon an inaccurate
assessment of the likely contribution from existing permissions or allocations and urban
capacity.  Representations of support were often made with no comment however support
for Oakley Vale is evident, and it was noted how this option corresponds with the preferred
option for North Northants in focusing development in a sustainable location related to the
existing community of Corby.

H2 Preferred Option for the rate of housing development
63% of respondents supported the preferred option however the following concerns were
raised within this support.

• 18 years to complete Priors Hall is totally unacceptable in terms of infrastructure
provision and is unsustainable.

• The planning and phasing of the urban extensions would need to incorporate the
provision of affordable housing, amenities and facilities at the appropriate stage in
the development to create sustainable communities.

37% of objections once again covered various aspects of the preferred option, with the main
concerns focusing upon the realistic completions for Priors Hall and the need to ensure
infrastructure is in place to support the number of houses proposed to be built. References
against the identification of 115 dwellings to the site south of Copenhagen road were also
recorded.

H3 Preferred Option for major urban extensions to Corby
41 representations were received for this preferred option with 22 of these in support.  Once
again concerns were raised among this support.  These concerns included that additional
housing should only be built if there is a demand and this should be put in as part of the
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criteria for land release. Objections were identified to the western urban extension. One
respondent suggested that land in sector C6 to the north of the proposed A43 link road is a
more sustainable option for the delivery of additional housing in the period to 2021. Another
expressed how they are worried that another large scale release of land will be needed in
only 8 years time.

H4 Preferred Option for housing quality, type and mix
Overall there was a mixed response to this preferred option, with 56% in support and 44% in
objection.  Much reference was made to affordable housing with representations of support
stipulating that a more robust use of the Section 106 agreement is needed to facilitate this
affordable housing, and that the Council should seek to deliver affordable housing on new
sites.  Objections also centred around the provision of affordable housing with one
respondent feeling Corby already has a sizeable stock of this type of accommodation and
therefore felt that it is inappropriate to seek affordable housing as part of new housing
schemes.

H5 Preferred Option for long term housing requirements 2031
20 individual representations have been recorded for this preferred option with 13 of those in
support of the proposals. Comments included that the areas to the south and east are
appropriate locations for new housing. Objections focused on the location and supply of
housing. One respondent felt that the provision of additional housing should be lead by need
not targets. This need should be specific to Corby Borough, not the county as a whole.

H6 Preferred Option for the regeneration of housing areas
Out of the 15 respondents, many did not make additional comments to their representation.
However one statement made within the 14 of support highlighted that Kingswood,
Danesholme and Arran Way have all suffered from similar problems of high density and lack
of road access and this should be considered among any future plans. One objection stated
that areas in addition to Kingswood and Danesholme within the Creative Corby partnership
should also be recognised as priorities for regeneration.

H7 Preferred Option for traveller sites
24 representations regarding this preferred option were received with 58% of those
supporting the plans.  These identify the need for further traveller sites and that these should
be designated in such a way as to not compromise the continuing use of footpaths and
public access. Objections focused on the need for a countywide approach for this issue and
questioned why both sites are on the same side of Corby? Will this not cause problems
between different groups?

3.3 Preferred Option- Villages and Rural Areas

V1 Preferred option for village confines
70% of the 40 representations supported this preferred option. Many agreed with the
proposal for no extensions to the existing boundaries of villages and that only limited
development opportunities should be permitted within these boundaries. Objections stated
that the preferred option should make it clear that it is intended to define ‘village confines’
rather than implying that they are already defined.

V2 Preferred Option for rural exception sites for affordable housing
Overall there was a positive response for this preferred option with 79% of representations
supporting the proposals.  Comments of support included that affordable housing should be
included within the villages so that younger residents do not have to leave. The comment
was also made that the Council need to ensure this proposal has no implications to the
existing village boundaries. Objections stated that for rural affordable housing, there needs
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to be incentives to offer such land.  A more flexible approach would greatly assist in the
supply of land for these rural affordable exception sites.  Alongside this, policy in the LDF
should be set alongside a robust and clearly defined affordable housing strategy to prevent
‘house blocking’.

V3 Preferred Option for conversion of rural buildings
11 of the 13 responses received supported the proposals and very few suggestions or
changes were made alongside this. Objections focused on the fact that there is no
requirement for agricultural buildings to be derelict before they can be considered for
conversion in PPS7. Concerns were raised as this could result in the conversion of a ruin in
open countryside which is not intended by the policy. Also it was suggested that ‘worthy of
retention’ is so subjective that it becomes meaningless in a policy.

V4 Preferred Option for provision of small scale retail development and other facilities
to meet local need.
81% supported this option and believe it should be encouraged as long as it does not spoil
the character of the village.  There was the suggestion that the possibility that provision
beyond local needs will draw in greater numbers of visitors providing important additional
revenue.

V5 Preferred Option for Policy and Guidance for rural areas
93% of representations supported the preferred option with the majority of representations
referencing Parish Plans and the weight they should carry.

3.4 Preferred Options- Town Centre and Retail

TC1 Preferred Option for the town centre boundary
15 of the 18 respondents supported this option stating the need to define a set boundary
and suggesting that a tighter town centre boundary increases the potential for it becoming a
focus for regeneration and growth. Objections focused on omissions from this boundary
including the Parkland Gateway Area, Hazel/Thoroughsale Woods, and the train station. If
the train station is to be excluded from the boundary it has been argued that it will require its
own AAP.

TC2 Preferred Option for ‘town centre first’ retail provision
15% of respondents objected to these proposals stating that important sites have been
missed from the plans, for example the district centre of Priors Hall, and the likelihood that
residents to the North East of the Urban Extension are likely to shop elsewhere.

TC3 Preferred Option for the retail expansion
13 of the 20 respondents agreed with this preferred option. Key themes within all
representations focused predominately on retail floor space allocations and how this is
distributed.

TC4 Preferred Option for a town centre masterplan
94% supported this option highlighting the need for a masterplan and the importance of first
impressions of Corby to improve community pride.

TC5 Preferred Option for mixed use development
13 out of 13 respondents support this proposal emphasising the need for a 24hour town and
the importance of town centre residential to accomplish this.
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TC6 Preferred Option for access and movement
The majority of representations agreed with the preferred option (85%) however objections
were similar in that concerns were raised over the pedestrianisation of George Street. Ideas
suggest that it should instead be the subject of managed car access, for instance allowing
evening access to facilitate patronage of restaurants. It is also believed that this option his
requires careful thought, if you make parking difficult people will go elsewhere.

TC7 Preferred Option for parking
85% supported this preferred option, with safety being the key issue arising through
individual comments.

TC8 Preferred Option for the retail hierarchy
71% supported this option and favour a variety of shops that serve various aspects of the
community. It was also recommended that the definition of a hierarchy centres should reflect
just that and the Phoenix Retail Park is an out of centre facility and does not benefit from
any allocation or reference to it being a centre in PPS6 terms. The hierarchy proposed is
contrary to PPS6 and should be amended.

TC9 Preferred Option for retail warehousing
Out of 13 individual representations 8 of these supported the option. Within the remaining
objections, the main apprehension fell with figure 3.15 stating that the figures in this table
are insufficient to meet demand for retail warehousing and should not bind the council.

TC10 Preferred Option for new local centres
77% of respondents supported this preferred option. Objections focused upon the possibility
that local centres will be inappropriate locations for large scale new developments, and that
the plans should consider setting an indicative upper limit for the scale of developments in
centres. It was also emphasised that the option should stipulate upper floor space limits to
ensure that they are of an appropriate scale to serve the new housing developments
proposed and not detract from the retail regeneration of the town centre.

TC11 Preferred Option for other forms of retailing
There was 100% support for this option with no comments of concern or amendments
made.

TC12 Preferred Option for street markets
Once again there was 100% support for this option, however emphasis was made on the
need to ensure this move will actually increase trade, and to ensure it will be an integral part
of the new town, not tucked out of the way.

3.5 Preferred Option- Open Space, Sport and Recreation

OS1: Preferred Option for open space, sport, recreation.
This preferred option gained mixed responses, however the majority of the comments
supported the option.  Accessibility issues were raised along with the belief that open
spaces should be retained and enhanced at every opportunity. Objections focused on the
following;

• The link needs to be established between the provision of open space and green
infrastructure, as such detailed proposals are one element of the delivery of the
green infrastructure corridors

• If a SPD is subsequently prepared then it must also include guidance as to how to
achieve the delivery of both Green Infrastructure delivery and the county's BAP
targets.
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• Object to the inclusion of the site to the south of Copenhagen Rd, Bamburg Close,
and Bede Close. This designation conflicts with the housing allocation and should be
omitted to be delivered for sensitive residential development.

3.6 Preferred Options- Community facilities/Services

CF1 Preferred Option for policy for developer contributions
62% of representations received supported this preferred option. The 11 objections focused
upon relating this option to the North Northants Core Strategy and that there needs to be a
link between the statement made in ENV2 which indicates that developer contributions
should be made available for green infrastructure and CF1 and 2.

CF2 Preferred Option for infrastructure
Most comments received on this preferred option were in agreement with the plans with only
8 objections in 25 representations. Objections highlighted issues such as the need for
clarification of the S106 Agreement, how this will be achieved and who would deliver. It was
also suggested that the document could do more to identify the sites for water cycle related
infrastructure required to support Corby's growth to 2021, and the land required for Sewage
Treatment Works.

CF3 Preferred Option for education
Many varying comments were made regarding this preferred option in representations of
both support and objection. The 68% of respondents supporting the option raised concerns
that the new academy is only replacing lost schools, not providing extra places for a growing
population, and although the support for new schools is evident, emphasis was made on the
need for these to be provided at the early stages of development, not as an after thought.
Within the objections, similar issues were raised and the closure, rather than redevelopment
of Corby Community College is not supported.

CF4 Preferred Option for transport.
The majority of respondents supported this preferred option with 72% representations
backing the proposed plans. Representations followed similar themes including;

• The importance of road infrastructure being implemented early on.

• Divert traffic away from the villages.

• Support the proposed rail station.

• Concern over timescales for widening of A43 and A6003, should be phased earlier
within the plan, although support in the recognition that this move is needed.

CF5 Preferred Option for prison development
The majority of respondents agreed with this preferred option and no additional
representations were made.

CF6 Preferred Option for burial land
100% support was received for this preferred option with the need for a crematorium evident
within representations.
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3.7 Preferred Options-Environment

ENV1 Preferred Option for nature conservation
26 representations were received in total for this preferred option with 61% of these in
agreement with the proposals.  Key concerns within the objections were centred around the
Stanion Lane Plantation and the impact the proposals for this area will create. Another
respondent also suggested that the plans should increase the number of areas to be
greened, rather than just a reference to the Stanion Lane Plantation.

ENV2 Preferred Option for green infrastructure provision
Overall, respondents were supportive of the preferred option with 79% in agreement with the
plans. Comments from across the option include:

• Indicated the Ise Valley green corridor running to the north of Desborough along the
railway line.  This corridor actually runs between Desborough and Rothwell and not
along the railway line.

• Supports the provision of new green infrastructure although is both surprised and
concerned that, as a major landowner and local stakeholder, it has not been
contacted in relation to the proposed Boughton Park to Titchmarsh Wood Local
Corridor.

• Support the concept of Green Infrastructure but are concerned about how new
Green Infrastructure might be brought about as the land where it is put will probably
be owned or farmed by our members.  Should not be against their will. New
designations must allow and not prevent sensible farm and rural diversification
projects in the countryside

• Object to 'Green Corridors for the Town'. Rockingham Rd is A6116, not A6003.
Corridors would allow residents of West Corby to access the town centre on foot /
cycle and they would also open up links from the town to open countryside for
residents which currently do not exist.

• The policy approach should also aim to ensure that links between corridors, green
spaces, and green infrastructure routes are enhanced, maintained and protected.
Should show green infrastructure on the proposals map. Should develop this policy
in line with the River Nene Regional Park Team.

ENV3 Preferred Option for the protection of the built environment
12 out of 13 representations supported this preferred option. One objection stated that this
section could be strengthened and broadened to encompass the remainder of Corby's
Historic environment.

ENV4 Preferred Option for design guidance
Once again, one objection was received for this option.  It was concerned that the document
only refers to conservation policies because the SPD is to be related to 'Building on
Tradition'.  The respondent feels that there is a void on design guidance emphasising that
there will be opportunity for new standards of urban design to be utilised, but the Preferred
Option document makes no reference to this opportunity.

ENV5 Preferred Option for conservation areas
Almost full support was received for this option with only one objection made.
Representations highlighted the need to protect conservation areas and the idea that
designation of new conservation areas should be compulsory alongside the continued
growth of the environment. One objection stated that they would like a more defined plan for
Weldon to be considered as soon as possible.



Appendix 1

086A 8

ENV6 Preferred Option for the provision of public art
Most of the comments received were in support of the preferred option and only a few
representations were recorded referencing the proposals. It was felt that the public needs to
be fully consulted on any choice of public art and there is also concern more generally in
what can be sought via developer's contributions within this area.

3.8 Preferred Option for sustainable development policies
SD1 Preferred option for sustainable development policies
Most respondents commented positively on the preferred option for sustainable
development with 2 objections within 14 representations. The two objections included:

• Discussions with developers are sought to identify what is relevant to Building
Regulations and what is relevant to development plan policies.

• This is inappropriately vague, in that it does not give a sufficiently clear indication of
the council's approach to issues such as sustainable construction etc. That approach
should not restrain the regeneration and growth of Corby, by imposing undue costs
on development and jeopardising its vitality.


