
 

 

 

 

 

Mr I Kemp  
PO Box 241 
Droitwich 
WR9 1DW 
  

Email – idkemp@icloud.com 

 

Dear Mr Kemp    

 

HEARING STATEMENT – MATTER 3 

CORBY PART 2 LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION  

Harris Lamb Planning Consultancy has been instructed by Wulff Asset Management Limited to 

submit this statement in relation to Matter 3.  This should be read in conjunction with the 

representations that Harris Lamb submitted on behalf of Tata Steel (UK) Limited to the 

consultations undertaken by the Council.  Wulff Asset Management Limited have reached an 

agreement with Tata Steel (UK) Limited in relation to a number of their land interests, include those 

in Corby Borough Council for which we have submitted representations previously.  Consequently, 

whilst there is a change in client from our previous representations, the landowner remains the 

same. 

 

We start by answering the relevant questions.  We then set out the changes that we think are needed 

to address these.  We have set these changes out in a separate section at the end of the Statement.   

 

1. Does the Plan provide sufficient deliverable housing sites to meet the housing 

requirements of the borough to 2031? Does it accord with the spatial distribution set out in 

the JCS?  

 

There are certainly question marks about the ability of the sites identified to meet the basic housing 

requirement.  The reason for this is set out in more detail below.  The Council’s latest position 

provides a 23% buffer over the base requirement and they are heavily reliant on a small number of 

sites to achieve this.   

 

Question 2. Is the Housing Trajectory outlined in the 5 Year Housing Land Supply 

Document Nov 2019 (EB-HOU1) realistic? Are the assumptions about delivery and build out 

rates justified by the available evidence?  
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We have previously raised our concerns about how realistic the assumed delivery rates are on the 

larger SUEs of Prior’s Hall and Corby West.  Rather than rehearse these again here, we wanted to 

flag the change in the overall supply figures from the Submission Version to the Publication Version 

of the plan.   

 

The overall supply has dropped from 12,044 between 2019/20 and the end of the plan period to 

11,324 dwellings.  A drop of 720 dwellings.  This change is almost exclusively due to a reduction in 

the predicted completions on Priors Hall and Corby West.  This is not the first time that we have seen 

the Council change the predicted delivery rates on these sites over the years.  On one occasion we 

even saw the predicted delivery rates reduce to an average of 160 a year on Priors Hall for the five 

year period being discussed at that time, which reflected the evidence we had submitted to that 

appeal and resulted in the Inspector concluding the Council were not able to demonstrate a five year 

housing land supply.   

 

The implications of the drop in the predicted supply is that the Council are now presenting a position 

where they can meet the housing requirement with a 23% buffer.     

 

Despite the reduction in the predicted completions on these sites by the Council, we still consider 

that these are not justified by the evidence.  Priors Hall has been delivering housing completions for 

8 years, with the completions in the last 4 years coming from up to eleven housing outlets operating 

at any one time.  The average delivery in these years was 181 dwellings per annum.  These figures 

are in the context of no competition from Corby West and is well below the completions predicted by 

the Council going forward on both of these sites whether considered individually or collectively.   

 

The Council have also submitted NLP’s Start to Finish: How quickly do large-scale housing sites 

deliver? – Exam ref. EB-HOU10.  This document concludes that sites over 2000 dwellings delivered 

at an average rate of 161 dwellings per annum over their lifetime and that sites with less affordable 

housing (like Priors Hall and Corby West) delivered at a much slower rate.   

 

At present the Council have yet to provide any convincing evidence that the completions predicted 

will be delivered in practice.   

 

 

4. The Rural Housing Needs Survey identifies a need for more housing in several villages. 

How is this addressed in the Plan, is the plan effective? 

 

Greater flexibility is needed to allow for the current needs to be met and for future needs as they 

are identified.  Housing Needs Survey’s can be updated every 3-5 years and the existing surveys 

are almost 3 years old already.  So flexibility needs to be built into the plan to allow for the needs to 

be met as they arise.     

https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf
https://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf


 

 

 

 

5. Does the Plan provide a 5-year supply of deliverable housing? Is the reliance on the 

SUE’s to deliver a significant proportion of the 5 yhls justified based on the available 

evidence of past delivery?  

 

The Council have struggled to deliver a 5-year housing land supply over the years.  The 

Publication Plan sets out that the approach toward identifying sites is to secure a higher 

percentage of numbers of Growth Town/SUEs and reduce the percentage in the Villages.  

However, this does not acknowledge that smaller sites in both Corby and the Villages have played 

an important role in the five-year housing land supply position.  Additional smaller / medium sites 

can only be a positive in this regard.      

 

QESTION 7  

Whilst acknowledging that the JCS commits to a partial review if the SUE’s deliver less than 

75% of projected housing completions in three consecutive years, is the P2LP sufficiently 

flexible to ensure the JCS housing requirement and the 5yhls is met? Should additional 

small and medium size sites which can be delivered more quickly be allocated in the Plan?  

 

On the first point raised about the monitoring targets in the Core Strategy, we note that this trigger 

is not actually monitored by the Council and they appear to be ignoring it.   

 

We also note that the latest housing trajectory predicts this trigger to be met in the first three years, 

with 70%, 50% and 46% of the figures in the Core Strategy predicted for the SUEs in 2019/20, 

2020/21 and 2021/22 respectively to be delivered.  We acknowledge it is not within the remit of the 

Part 2 Plan to rectify this by fundamentally changing the strategy; however, the requirement for an 

immediate review of the JCS could be included to rectify this.   

 

In support of a review, we also note that the Core Strategy will be 5 years old in July 2021 and the 

Council are yet to make any public announcements that a review has commenced.  The requirement 

to assess whether a review is needed every 5 years is set out in Paragraph 33 of the Framework 

and is a legal requirement for all local plans (Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012).   

 

In terms of the second part of the question, yes, more small to medium size sites should be identified.  

At present, it is predicted that no small to medium sites will come forward in the last 4 years of the 

plan and no more housing will be delivered in the rural area after 2023/2024.  This works against 

small / medium sized developers, in favour of the large developers able to access the SUEs.  

Furthermore, it will not deliver on the housing needs of the rural area.   

 



 

 

 

8. Does the Plan deliver the affordable housing requirements of the JCS?  

 

We are not clear on the answer to this.  However, we do note that even in meeting the affordable 

housing requirement in the JCS, the full need will still not be met.  We also note that more small / 

medium size sites will help boost affordable housing, because these tend to deliver the full policy 

requirement.  In the Rural Area the numbers would be boosted further still because the policy 

requirement is higher.   

 

9. Table 7 (as amended) illustrates a shortfall in the delivery of the JCS Strategic 

Opportunity 2011-2013. Should this be addressed in the Plan?  

 

It is not clear why this is not addressed in the plan.  All the numbers from the Corby West, the site 

allocated to deliver the Strategic Opportunity, are now going to meet the Housing Requirement (with 

a reasonable buffer).  It is unlikely that this matter could be addressed in full in the Part 2 Plan, but 

all the more reason for an immediate review of the JCS.   

 

Changes to the Publication Plan to Address the Matters Raised Above 

 

• The requirement for an immediate review of the JCS should be included.   

• More small to medium sites should be identified.  We would welcome the opportunity to 

discuss the sites owned by Tata Steel in any subsequent Hearing Sessions 

• More sites in the villages should be allocated.  These sites can be delivered without 

undermining the Core Strategy and would add to the range of sites available, provide 

opportunities for small to medium sized developers, and deliver much needed affordable 

housing.   

• Settlement boundaries should not be designated for the villages to provide flexibility for the 

local housing needs to be delivered.  This point also relates to Matter 7.   

  

Yours sincerely 

 

Sam Silcocks BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI  
Director - Planning 
sam.silcocks@harrislamb.com  


