
E-mail Address
(where relevant)

 

Part B - Please use a separate sheet for each
representation
Name or Organisation: Lucas land & Planning

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

t_l

No

No

No

5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or
is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

Yes

Yes

Yes

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is r

4.(1) Legally compliant

4.(2) Sound

4 (3) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate

Please tick as appropriate

Firstly, It is quite clear that the plan does not conform to the 2019 National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) with respect to housing land supply (NPPF 67 (a). Secondly, in terms of the housing market
this Part 2 plan is reliant on a 4.7 - 4.8 year old market assessment-this is already time related and
almost out of date and will be out of date when the plan is approved. Thirdly, the plan appears to be
applying a specified limitation on the rural housing market with a figure of 120 dwellings over a 20
year period or 5 dwellings in the rural area per year- this is contmry to the NPPF and taken with the
above three points we find the plan unsound.

The figure of 120 dwellings is derived from an historic document which has not been updated and
might be said to disregard Paragraph 78 of the NPPF. There is an inherent inflexibility in paragraph 8.3
of the Part 2 Plan and we question the current validity of the 120 unit figure? Any such policy position
needs to be based on Parish Health Checks and wider community needs-not on an historic figure -
flexibility is a fundamental policy requirement.

It appears certain that no such Parish Health Checks have been implemented in this Part 2 Plan-these
should be essential considerations, developed where appropriate with residents and any
Neighbourhood Plan groups so there is some policy'sense checkingLallowing housing and employment
growth where necessary and essential for the retention of services and community needs.

We are not talking about villages as'museum pieces'but as part of a living countryside and dynamic
rural areas. As such the rural policies should be forward thinking and fonrard looking- in this plan they
appear to be relegated to no more than a mere footnote to Corby Town-

The idea of no development, that is we have already reached our 120 unit threshold, i5 not a
sustainable policy position and we are concerned about the application of this policy. Such a policy
stance goes against NPPF guidance and a plan which looks forward 15 years-how can that be a



Whilst we note the plans comments concerning Neighbourhood Plans we are concerned that the 120
unit figure might be used against the up to date Housing Needs Surveys which look at current housing
needs across the entire housing spectrum (or should do). Such rural housing surveys must be
comprehensive of all housing requirements not just affordable housing.

It seems logical to us that up to date and comprehensive Housing Need Surveys should be pre-
eminent in planning for housing and employment in rural communities - not some blanket historic 120
unit figure which in any case is more than highly questionable.

The absence of any rural plan settlement hierarchy is also not helpful in this context, which taken
together with the lack of Parish Health Checks is unfortunate.

Clearly some of the larger and more sustainable local settlements such as Gretton which were
previously defined as local service centres in the 1997 Local Plan have a range of services which
should be supported.

The plan aim should be a dynamic sustainable rural area-not a series of dying communities- all looking
to Corby To\,,rn for housing- that is not a sustainable position.

The need in this Part 2 Plan is for a range of small and medium sized sites (under t hectare) which can
be built out quickly to sustain housing needs in sustainable locations because this district has not
shown a minimum 5 year housing land supply for some years and the larger rural area settlements
appear to have been forgotten in this Part 2 Plan. The Part 1 Plan does allow development adjoining
settlements and such smaller sites should be welcomed as noted unde. Paragraph 68 (a) of the NPPF-
it is time to consider allocations in the sustainable rural settlements such as Gretton in agreement with
Neighbourhood Plan groups.

6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local
Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness
matters you have identified at 5 above. (Please note that non-compliance with
the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need
to say why each modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound.
It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of

or text. Please be as

Housing Need surveys in some parts of the rural area render the 120 units
restriction completely invalid.

Change the text to incorporate comments above and address the limiting 120 unit
figure which is not up to date and does not accord with the NPPF,

Enhance in this plan the text of Section 8- to include aspects of the above text:
after all this plan is not just about Corby Town but the whole borough area.

Propose as a matter of urgency a range of rural area smaller sites in sustainable
settlements such as Gretton to address housing needs and housing supply
limitations in accord with the NPPF as noted above,



(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

Please note In your representation you should provide succinctly all the
evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation
and your suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a
further opportunity to make submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination,

7.lf your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

No. I do not wish to
participate in
hearing session(s)

Yes, I wish to
participate in
hearing session(s)

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

You cannot go forward with a rural planning policy position which is does nor
accord with the NPPF and which is not an up to date, sustainable and valid poliry
position. The rural area despite being ignored in planning policy terms since 1997
is an important part of the Borough.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in
hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when
the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

9. Signature:




