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CORBY BOROUGH COUNCIL PART 2 LOCAL PLAN: 
MATTERS ISSUES AND QUESTIONS RESPONSE  
MATTER 3 DELIVERING HOUSING: 
 
Delivery, distribution and 5-year housing land supply: 
 
Question 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? 
 
It is our contention that the answer is extremely doubtful, given the current issues of deliverability at 
Corby. 
 
There is important background to this issue as follows. In the recent past for the years 2013-14, 
2014-15, 2015-16 and 2016-17 there was a consistent under-provision of completions within the 
borough, hence the issues with the 5-year housing land supply-despite the borough pretending 
otherwise.  
 
There is still an under-provision. 
 
This under-provision must be seen in the context of Corby as an approved Growth Town and the 
Governments up to date planning policies to significantly boost the supply of homes. 
 
We make a number of points:  
 
Point1: Some sites noted as deliverable were not deliverable and did not conform to NPPF guidance 
on this aspect. Unfortunately, one of the issues with borough council policy makers has been a 
reluctance to address the need to provide a proper annual 5-year housing land supply document, 
which was of course part of the NPPF 2012 Government policy. What has been required for a 
number of years is a thorough, robust, and transparent year on year analysis of all assumed and 
identified housing sites with realistic site-specific information as part of a housing land supply 
document.  
 
The lack of this fully considered evidenced information is unfortunate. 
 
Given this background it has been extremely disturbing to find within site schedules (when one is 
made available) a range of sites which are not deliverable in the agreed context noted in the NPPF-
and which should have been removed from the listing schedules-the schedules were in any case 
‘bottom-drawer’ documents. 
 
Point2: Obviously, there is a fundamental need for realistic delivery rates from the listed sites.  
 
The NPPF requirements on housing land have meant that many local authorities now undertake 
quarterly housing land updates. The site-specific updates are generally detailed and clear as to likely 
problems, trends, and issues-the aim of course being to quickly assess and address any potential 
housing shortfalls-based on quarterly evidence. There is a transparency here which Corby should be 
required to initiate forthwith - this issue is simply too important to fudge. 
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Point3: Noting this background to housing land supply our concern over some years has been with 
the following sites: 
 
West Corby SUE:  4,500 units:  
This is an allocation site now with outline approval and a legal agreement dated 12.12.19. Previously 
the site was included in a range of Annual Monitoring Documents over many years to bolster the 5- 
year housing supplies despite no planning approval and with changing estimates of the ‘actual’ 
timing of the likely housing supplies. We need to know the current situation. 
 
Land South of Brooke Academy / Oakley Vale Phases 8-9:  
Outline planning approval was granted on the 7.6.18 for up to 530 units etc. – Where are we in terms 
of progress on this site? Where is the site tabulated in the Housing Trajectory? Are the supply figures 
realistic in terms of the 5-year housing supply?  
 
Silent Pride- Little Stanion 99 or 135 units (now 122?): 
There was an outline planning approval on 6.9.18- but as we understand it there are problems with 
the 106 agreement: what therefore is the situation now in terms of the 5-year housing land supply? 
 
Potential Allocation Sites: 
Reference is made to the November 2019 5-year Housing Land Supply document and the following 
sites are noted: 
 
Corby Railway Station 150 units: 
Outline approval was given on 3.6.19: there needs to be clarity required on the rate of development 
/ timing as apparently 75 units are to be provided within 6 months and 150 units within 18 months, is 
this realistic? 
 
Corby Road Weldon 37 units: 
There is no planning approval in place, but the site is included in the 5-year housing land supply 
figures-technically this should be removed from the schedule.  
 
Parkland Gateway 64 units (Brownfield Register) 
There needs to be clarity as to why the site will contribute 64 dwellings in the 5-year housing supply 
figure-formerly this was 80 units-where are we with this site?  
 
The 2019 Housing Land Supply is the first public housing document from Corby Borough (CBC) which 
lists individual sites and their potential contribution to the 5-year housing land supply.   As we have 
noted various site schedules (‘bottom-drawer’ documents, with officer comments) have been 
produced informally over the years by CBC which have included a number of unallocated sites and 
sites without planning permissions-but these should have been excluded from any 5-year housing 
figures. 
 
Therefore, in summary the jury is out as to whether this Part 2 Plan does provide sufficient 
deliverable housing sites, with the emphasis on the word deliverable because hitherto for a number 
of years and historically at Corby there has been an under-provision of deliverable housing. This is 
one of the reasons why the JCS Inspector inserted a 25% ‘trigger’ mechanism (MM24 Appendix 4 
Inspectors Report JCS) within the plan for each of the individual Local Planning Authority areas and 
that to be reviewed on an annual basis, hence the need for effective plan monitoring.  
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The reason why we have mentioned quarterly monitoring of all supply housing sites as being an 
effective and suitably detailed method of monitoring is the need to aim for rigorous, open, and 
transparent public information to address housing supply issues. 
 
We find the plan unsound on this important aspect and therefore not consistent with national policy. 
 
The Spatial Distribution appears to accord with the 2016 approved Core Strategy but of course the 
JCS is due to be reviewed (as it is already over 4.5 years old). Therefore, effective, and detailed 
monitoring of housing completions and delivery will be a primary consideration to review how the 
plan has performed since approval and whether strategic changes are needed. 
 
Question 2. Is the Housing Trajectory outlined in the 5-year Housing Land Supply document Nov 
2019 realistic? Are the assumptions about build-out rates justified by the available evidence? 
 
We have already questioned the clarity and aspects of detail in the November 2019 5-year housing 
land supply document and previous housing land supply information. Clearly there may be other 
sites and allocations with issues, which is why (in our view) a detailed public quarterly update is 
fundamental.  
 
More information on the actual planning approvals (outline, reserved matters, details etc) should be 
provided and tabulated this makes the whole text clear, easy to use and transparent. 
 
Question 3. How does Appendix 1 of the Plan, Housing Site Schedule, relate to the Housing 
Trajectory referred to above? Should a Trajectory indicating the anticipated delivery of the 
proposed allocations, the SUE’s and other commitments contributing to the supply of housing over 
the plan period be included in the Plan? 
 
The two documents are different and have different base dates and details, which is confusing. 
Frankly, we do not find the Table 18 of the Housing Trajectory easy to read, it is too unwieldly. The 
schedule too simple and the Growth Town Additional Sources of Supply is included in both tables but 
there is no supply-what is this? Windfall information differs from other information we have 
received, the average we find is 8 not 16. 
 
A Trajectory should be included in the plan it is part of the requirements within the approved JCS 
upon which plan the plans housing supply assumptions has been based-this aspect taken together 
with  rigorous and detailed annual housing land supply information will help policy makers to assess 
how the plan is performing as required under the stipulations of MM 44 of the JCS. 
 
Question 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? 
 
It was essential for the plan to seek to provide rural housing after all this is a plan to 2031. 
 
Giving the opportunity to an independent organisation (Midlands Rural Housing) to initiate and 
complete surveys in each of the rural communities in the borough in 2017 was timely and is 
welcomed. However, it is worth noting that the survey results are already three years old, will need 
to ensure they look fully at housing requirements across the whole range and will need to be 
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updated to be valid. It is likely that the identified housing needs across the full range of housing 
requirements will be greater than in 2017. 
 
Some of the borough rural communities are now moving forward with Neighbourhood Plans-some 
more advanced than others-Gretton being a particular example of a plan at an advanced stage - this 
is to be applauded and entirely to be expected as it is clear that the LPA have really only been 
concerned with planning at Corby Town.  
 
The Part 2 Plan should not be too constrained by the 2016 JCS, which is already somewhat dated and 
reviewed housing needs information in 2015 - 5 years ago, which we note in the context of 
paragraph 33 of the NPPF. Up to date Part 2 policy making needs to accord with the 2019 NPPF.  
 
The 120 dwellings figure for the rural area from the 2016 JCS should not be seen as a cap on rural 
housing (paragraph 144 page 32 JCS inspectors report refers)-which of course is quite right. The 
impression in this plan is of restrictions-this is wrong. 
 
This plan which will replace the 1997 Local Plan is the first detailed planning document encompassing 
the whole borough for 23 years and it might have been expected that the rural component of the 
Plan would be more than 2 pages.  
 
It is to be hoped that the Neighbourhood Plans are progressive in outlook and will look to increase 
the vibrancy and diversity of the rural areas but clearly the perceived 120 dwelling figure of 
paragraph 8.3 (from the JCS of 2016) is a control limitation which needs to be reviewed and set aside. 
Rural housing provision should be based on the full range of housing requirements and opportunities 
for sustainable communities-not rural areas being museum pieces. 
 
With housing supply delivery problems already noted the plan needs to show maximum flexibility 
and undoubtably further smaller sites will be required to implement the current plan housing 
requirements in appropriate sustainable locations which of course could be within the rural areas. 
We have made further comments on this aspect in our response to Question 9 below. 
 
Question 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-year supply justified based on the available 
evidence of past delivery? 
 
Point 1: We have argued no, in the recent past this has not been the case-clear to us over the past 
few years there has been no real demonstrable 5-year housing land supply. 
 
Point 2: Sites have been included in the supply figures which were not truly available or deliverable 
and the delivery rates of some was questionable and not backed up by open transparent 
information.  
 
Point 3: There was no proper Housing Land Availability exercise and the monitoring reports produced 
by the North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit were just that, general monitoring reports 
without full specific site information based on any robust local site assessments of supply etc. 
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As noted, the JCS inspector was rightly concerned on this issue hence the introduction of the 25% 
‘housing buffer’ to act as an early warning system and trigger for action to bring forward sufficient 
and deliverable housing sites under JCS POLICY 28. 
 
As to the second part of the question the SUE’s. Potentially this might be an issue for the future due 
to the sheer amount of housing allocated and approved in Corby Town and the slow progress of 
West Corby (4,500 units)- we need clarity as to why this has occurred and likely site issues. 
 
The nervousness about town development for the future might be the reason why the council 
approved on the 3.7.20 the application for 404,100 sqm of employment use by Mulberry 
Development Ltd on land to the east of Corby off the A43; planning application 18/00817/OUT 
refers. The approval site was not allocated for employment uses and was not supported in terms of 
planning policy and would roughly double the amount of employment land required over the period 
to 2031.  
 
The slowing down of both the national and local economy and concerns for future employment in 
the town might have given rise to this opportunistic approval which was contrary to plan policy. 
Clearly there might be danger signals ahead for the town-hence the need for effective and up to date 
housing monitoring and an early review of the JCS. 
 
Question 6. The Council applies a lapse rate of 5% on small sites. Would a lapse rate be justified on 
larger sites? 
 
We do not have any historic data on the large sites. 
 
Clearly the slow progress on West Corby is a concern and therefore robust reliable housing site 
delivery information is fundamental-if not a lapse rate needs to be considered for the larger sites. 
 
Question 7. Whilst acknowledging that the JCS commits to a partial review if the SUE’s deliver less 
than 75% of the projected housing completions in 3 consecutive years: is the Part 2 Plan 
sufficiently flexible to ensure the JCS housing requirement and the 5-years supply is met? Should 
additional small and medium size sites which can be delivered more quickly be allocated in the 
Plan? 
 
Reference is made to paragraphs 7.3 “strength of the local housing market “and paragraph 7.7 of the 
plan. The last paragraph of 7.7 refers to the Annual Monitoring Report, signalling a need for 
intervention and or plan review. However, there is no elaboration regarding the detail and level of 
monitoring and if the recent past is to be repeated without any changes then the current annual 
monitoring report is plainly insufficient for effective monitoring. This Part 2 without proper 
monitoring is demonstrably insufficiently flexible. 
 
The final part of the question:  Yes, additional sites required will be required in accordance with 
approved guidance in the NPPF (paragraphs 67, 68 and 69). 
 
Question 8. Does the plan deliver the affordable housing requirements of the JCS? 
We find no mention of this aspect in the plan. 
 



Lucas Land & Planning 
Page 6 

Question 9. Table 7 as amended illustrates a shortfall in the delivery of the JCS Strategic 
Opportunity 2011-2031. Should this be addressed in the Plan? 

The first point: 
Mention has already been made in 1 above concerning West Corby and the housing contribution in 
terms of the 5-year housing supply expected from this site over the years has been everchanging. 
The current November 2019 Housing Land Supply Report shows the site delivering 271 units within 
the present 5-year period. In this context it is useful to note the following comment from Corby 
Borough Council as part of a 2019 appeal hearing- the comment made entirely refers to West Corby. 

“The applicant expects to submit the first reserved matters application within two months of the 
outline consent being granted.” (Document 10 Statement of Common Ground: Planning appeal 
3218880-July 2019). Outline approval for West Corby was granted in December 2019 over 8 months 
ago. We have heard nothing further concerning site progress. 

In the context of this plan and a credible housing supply figure we need realistic evidence of delivery 
and complete clarity regarding any issues, which might affect implementation of this site. 

As the Strategic Opportunity represents an ambition for Corby Town (population 65,400)  to double 
the population of the town (paragraph 7.3 of the local plan) it is perhaps time now to reflect on the 
reality of that ambition and to question whether the local town housing market can sustain that 
ambition in the time frame of the plan. There needs to be a reality check as to whether that 
aspiration / ambition is now both appropriate and realistic. 

Second Point: 
West Corby is a Strategic Site and it is assumed this aspect must be dealt with in a part review of the 
JCS. 

However, it is the remit of this Part 2 Plan to significantly boost the supply of housing and meet the 
plans agreed housing requirements. Given the issues identified concerning housing supply and 
deliverability, this Part 2 Plan must provide sufficient housing flexibility to allow locations to grow 
sustainably. If that means a wider range of diverse and smaller sites, then that must be provided in 
this plan. 

Stephen Lucas MRTPI 
LUCAS LAND & PLANNING: 

  Moulton Park Business Centre Redhouse Road Moulton Park Northampton NN3 6AQ 
    info@lucasland.co.uk 
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