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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by NJL Consulting, on behalf of Peel 

Investments Properties Ltd (‘Peel’), in respect of 

• Part 2 Local Plan for Corby: Matter 9 – Town Centres and Town Centre Uses. 

1.2 It follows previous submissions to earlier stages of the Local Plan process, and these 

previous submissions remain relevant when considering this Hearing Statement. The 

following responses to Matter 9 should be read in conjunction with Peel’s comments on 

previous versions of the Plan.  

1.3 This Hearing Statement is structured such that only the relevant Inspector’s Pre-Hearing 

Questions (10th July 2020 and 30th July 2020) (included in bold) are responded to. 

1.4 Peel wish to attend and participate in Matter 9 at the Local Plan Hearings. 

Background to Peel’s interests in Corby 

1.5 Peel, as a leading land and property developer and manager, developed Corby Retail 

Park and has actively managed the asset for well over twenty years. In that time Peel 

has worked with the Council to deliver a retail facility which is firmly established as a 

significant and integral element of the town’s retail offer. Accordingly, it retains jobs, 

investment, expenditure, and shopping trips in Corby. 

1.6 The retail park has a gross floorspace of 114,423sqft (10,630sqm), across a range of units 

and tenants from food retailers (M&S Simply Food and Iceland), to fashion (Next, Sports 

Direct and Matalan), and bulkier/electrical retailers (Currys PC World and The Range). 

1.7 There are no restrictions on the use of the units. The units can therefore be used for any 

retail purpose and, following use classes changes coming into force on 1st September 

20201, the units could be used for a range of retail, leisure, and commercial purposes. 

1.8 The retail park performs an important retail function in Corby by providing a range of 

units, with convenient servicing and parking arrangements, which cannot ordinarily be 

provided within a town centre. It is an established part of Corby’s retail offer (the 

‘hierarchy’) and has a complementary role to the town centre by providing residents 

and workers in Corby with an alternative to retail park type destinations outside the 

 
1 Town & Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 
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town (e.g. Rushden Lakes). This is evidenced by the fact the town centre and retail park 

continue to perform well, and, importantly, there is no evidence of retailers moving 

from the town centre to the retail park.  

1.9 There is also an extant planning permission for a 949sqm retail unit (unrestricted 

commercial use)2 which replaced a lapsed consent for a larger retail unit3. There is a 

further separate safeguarded consent for a coffee shop4 elsewhere on the retail park. 

Development at the retail park has therefore been approved by the council in full 

knowledge of town centre investment plans, and officers concluded development at 

the retail park would not adversely affect town centre performance. 

1.10 The areas surrounding the retail park are generally formed of a mix of commercial uses, 

with residential areas beyond to the west. It has been accepted by the Council in the 

granting of the most recent planning permission at the retail park (see footnote 2) that the 

park is a contributor to the offer of the surrounding employment areas and thus 

provides jobs, economic growth, and development potential which is consistent with 

wider local economic aspirations5 for Corby as a whole. 

1.11 The plan submitted with Peel’s Regulation 19 consultation comments shows the retail 

park within this wider context and demonstrates the range of uses within a short walking 

distance of the retail park. Of note, the plan shows desirable (400m), acceptable 

(800m) and preferred maximum (1,200m) walking distances from the retail park. Large 

residential and commercial areas and Corby railway station are all within this walk-in 

catchment, showing the importance of the retail park in meeting local need. 

Future development at Corby Retail Park 

1.12 There is limited scope for major expansion at the retail park owning to the site 

configuration and land ownership. Any major expansion would require additional land 

outside Peel’s control and/or result in the loss of much of the retail park car park which 

is neither desirable nor practical. Future development beyond the current extant (see 

footnote 2) and safeguarded (see footnote 4) planning permissions is likely to only involve minor 

extensions of existing units or the addition/reconfiguration of mezzanine space. 

 
2 Planning permission 20/00121/DPA 
3 Planning permission 14/00128/DPA 
4 Planning permission 13/00192/RVC 
5 Planning permission 20/00121/DPA – Officer Report pages 1, 5, 6 and 7 
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1.13 Therefore, future ‘development’ will simply involve good asset management practice 

in making more efficient use of existing retail park space and ensuring the retail park 

offer remains suitable and relevant to consumer and occupier market requirements. 

1.14 In that respect, there is no real risk, at this stage, of the retail park providing major 

redevelopment which could challenge the position of Corby Town Centre at the top 

of the retail hierarchy. It also means future development could be encouraged, as per 

the approach taken by officers in approving the recent additional small retail unit, to 

deliver jobs, additional local GVA, investment, and opportunities. 

Relevance of past and future development 

1.15 Fundamentally, there is no evidence of significantly adverse effects on the town centre 

because of previous development at the retail park. Indeed, the reverse is true, as 

officers have accepted the fact the retail park has an important role in the town’s retail 

offer. Given the relatively small-scale opportunities which remain at the retail park it 

would be rational to create a clear policy position which supports a range of 

permissible uses and small-scale development within the retail park overall, without 

requiring supporting assessments that would be disproportionate to the limited scale of 

development which is likely. 

1.16 Peel consider the retail park should be recognised as part of the retail hierarchy (Matter 

9), with economic (Matter 8) and retail (Matter 9) policies then worded accordingly. 

Local Plan Part 2 for Corby – process matters 

1.17 Peel welcome the Inspector’s conclusion that changes to the Local Plan Part 2, made 

after the Publication Plan consultation (Regulation 19) but before Submission to the 

Secretary of State (Regulation 22), should not be accepted at this stage and therefore 

the Hearings are to progress based on the Publication Draft plan6. 

1.18 Peel consider the Council’s proposed early modifications7 are not necessary to make 

the Plan sound, rather their proposed changes would then make the plan unsound. 

Furthermore, the suggested changed undermine the plan making process having 

been suggested by the Council without any form of consultation whatsoever. They 

should not be considered unless they have first been the subject of full consultation.  

 
6 Inspector’s Examination Guidance Note (10th July 2020) – paragraph 7 
7 Local Plan Part 2 examination document EXAM1A (dated 28th February 2020) 
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2. Matter 9 – Town Centres and Town Centre Uses 

Policy 19 Network and Hierarchy of Centres 

1. Is the Retail hierarchy proposed supported and justified by robust evidence? 

2.1 Peel consider the proposed retail hierarchy is not supported or justified as current 

evidence 8, 9 & 10 shows the importance of Corby Retail Park in meeting local retail needs 

which would otherwise be met by retail facilities outside of Corby which offer the same 

types of business models and facilities (e.g. Rushden Lakes). 

2.2 As set out in Section 1 of this Statement, Corby Retail Park has an important function in 

providing a range of units which cannot ordinarily be provided within a town centre. It 

is an established part of Corby’s retail offer (‘hierarchy’) and has a complementary role 

to the town centre by providing residents and workers in Corby with an alternative to 

destinations outside the Borough (e.g. Rushden Lakes). This is evidenced by the fact the 

town centre and retail park continue to perform well, and, importantly, in recent times 

there is no evidence of retailers moving from the town centre to the retail park.  

2.3 The retail park already meets local needs for retail park type business models and 

facilities and will continue to do so in the same way the town centre will continue to 

meet customer needs which underpin a ‘traditional’ centre. Further investment at the 

retail park is likely to include minor unit extensions, mezzanines, and general 

refurbishment of units as there is limited scope for major expansion (as detailed in 

Section 1 of this Hearing Statement). 

2.4 The Council’s ‘Assessment of Retail Network & Hierarchy’ accepts the retail park 

performs a specific and necessary function in meeting needs, yet the paper dismisses 

the opportunity to designate or formally identify the retail park simply because it is an 

out of centre location with no other justification provided. The paper fails to assess the 

role and function the retail park already performs within the local retail offer. 

2.5 The retail park, as the only retail location of its type in Corby, should be included in the 

retail hierarchy as a commercial location, and this could be set in such a way that does 

not harm the balance of centres in the hierarchy (i.e. Corby Town Centre would remain 

 
8 Local Plan examination document EB-RT1  
9 Local Plan examination document EB-RT2a 
10 Local Plan examination document EB-RT3 
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at the top of the hierarchy). Peel recognise the retail park has a different type of offer 

to ‘traditional’ centres and hence the designations should be set accordingly. 

Relevance of retail capacity and needs 

2.6 JCS policy 12 requires minimum net increase of 12,500sqm comparison shopping 

floorspace in Corby town centre by 2031. This was set to ensure Corby, as a town, can 

compete with other destinations in the area (e.g. Rushden Lakes and Kettering). 

2.7 Peel accepts this figure is based on previous retail study evidence11 and it is highly likely 

the floorspace requirement will have changed (i.e. reduced) since JCS adoption due 

to shifts in the retail market (before, and caused by, the COVID19 pandemic). It is 

realistic to conclude there is less demand for new floorspace and therefore it may not 

be necessary to meet the full JCS policy 12 net increase in full. 

2.8 It would still be prudent for the council to take a proactive approach to meeting needs 

as they arise. Therefore, in addition to identifying Corby Retail Park as a commercial 

centre in the hierarchy (see above), a proportionate level of floorspace could be 

directed to Corby Retail Park as an existing key retail location which is complementary 

to the town centre. Development at the retail park could be of a scale which, when 

combined with identifying the retail park in the hierarchy, supports policy objectives of 

meeting retail needs in Corby. This would be a rational and logical solution to retaining 

customer expenditure and economic growth in Corby. 

Suggested policy amendment 

2.9 Peel consider that Policy 19 should be amended to insert the following, after the list of 

‘Local Centres’: 

‘Corby Retail Park is an identified Commercial Centre which forms part of the 

retail hierarchy, reflecting the role and function of the retail park. The following 

approach shall apply: 

i. Within the defined retail park boundary, town centre uses development 

which does not result in more than 2,500sqm (gross) additional floorspace 

will be supported and shall not be subject to the town centre uses policy 

tests as set out in Policy 19 and in national policy (or subsequent 

replacement policies). 

 
11 North Northamptonshire Retail Capacity 2014 Update 
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ii. Within the defined retail park boundary, new town centre uses, which result 

in more than 2,500sqm (gross) additional floorspace, shall be subject to 

sequential and impact assessments, as described elsewhere in Policy 19 

and in national policy (or subsequent replacement policies). 

iii. New town centre uses proposed in locations which are out of centre and 

outside the defined retail park boundary will be subject to town centre uses 

policy tests, as described elsewhere in Policy 19 and in national policy (or 

subsequent replacement policies). In addressing the sequential approach, 

proposals must demonstrate there are no suitable and available sites within 

or on the edge of Corby town centre and no suitable and available sites or 

units within the defined retail park boundary.’ 

2.10 A boundary can be drawn around the retail park to provide clarity on the extent of the 

‘commercial centre’ and then edge of centre development. The current Framework 

threshold would then be used to assess development at the retail park. 

2.11 That way traditional centres in Corby retain their significance and Corby town centre 

would remain at the top of the retail hierarchy, but the retail park remains effectively 

and efficiently managed to ensure it continues to meet local needs. This is an inherently 

more sustainable approach than unplanned retail development on unallocated sites 

elsewhere in the town which will disperse existing travel patterns and expenditure in an 

unsustainable manner. 

2. Is the proposed retail impact threshold consistent with the Framework and the JCS? 

2.12 Notwithstanding Peel’s position that Corby Retail Park should form part of the hierarchy, 

Peel consider the proposed retail impact threshold is unsound and inconsistent with the 

Framework and the Joint Core Strategy (‘JCS’). 

2.13 The Framework allows locally set thresholds only where the threshold is proportionate12. 

Planning Practice Guidance then identifies measures by which a local planning 

authority can set a local threshold13 and these are repeated in the Council’s evidence 

base14. The JCS does not set a threshold nor does it expressly require constituent 

authorities to set a threshold in future local plans. 

 
12 National Planning Policy Framework – paragraph 89 
13 Planning Practice Guidance – Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 2b-015-20190722 
14 Local Plan examination document EB-RT3 – paragraph 2.3 
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2.14 Our response to Question 3 sets out why we consider the proposed threshold to be 

inconsistent with policy and unjustified. 

3. Has the ‘Threshold for Retail Impact Testing’ Background paper been prepared in line 

with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)? What is the basis for the thresholds at which 

impact assessments will be required and are they appropriate and justified by the 

evidence? 

2.15 The ‘Threshold for Retail Impact Testing’ identifies, at paragraph 2.3, relevant PPG 

regarding setting local thresholds for impact assessments. Then follows a broad 

assessment against PPG regarding matters of centre vulnerability, investment plans, 

etc. It is telling that, in concluding on the centres, the background paper states15: 

‘In general, the existing centres within Corby Borough are in adequate health, 

with most providing a good variety of town centre uses and providing 

adequate levels of off-street parking. Some centres do suffer from poor quality 

or dated public realm, however; these are often located within Corby town, 

and are prone to turning off potential investment and expenditure.’ 

(NJL Consulting emphasis) 

2.16 The threshold appears, therefore, to be based on existing average unit sizes in the town, 

district, and local centres16, with a threshold slightly larger than average unit sites. Yet 

no evidence is provided to show the current threshold (i.e. the Framework threshold of 

2,500sqm)17 & 18 has resulted, or will in future result, in significantly adverse effects on 

centres in the hierarchy. 

2.17 The emerging evidence base19 claims the mere presence of out of centre retailing in 

Corby impacts the viability and vitality of town centres, yet no evidence is presented 

which shows how these out of centre developments have affected the centres. It 

cannot be correct that the mere presence of out of centre retail on its own would have 

such significant effects that merit the proposed threshold. 

2.18 Peel consider, in their opinion based on over 30 years’ experience in delivering town 

centre and out of centre development, the simple presence of out of centre retailing 

does not in itself result in adverse impacts. Rather, out of centre retailing can be of 

 
15 Local Plan examination document EB-RT3 – paragraph 3.5 
16 Local Plan examination document EB-RT3 – paragraph 4.3 
17 National Planning Policy Framework – paragraph 89 
18 North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy – Policy 12 
19 Local Plan examination document EB-RT3 – paragraph 4.5 
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benefit to the town by providing types of retailing which cannot be accommodated 

in a typical town centre. For example, it would not be realistic to expect a large 

foodstore operator to locate to a town centre if there is no available land or the land 

in question does not meet their operational requirements. In that instance, out of centre 

retail would not only meet an operator’s needs but would also prevent the loss of 

customer expenditure to other areas where the operator in question could locate to. 

2.19 This is particularly evident in Corby where the town centre and Corby Retail Park have 

operated in the same retail market for over 20 years and in that time the town centre 

has continued to grow and adapt. 

2.20 It is telling the local plan evidence base20 advises, in reviewing Corby Town Centre, the 

key regeneration focus should be to secure a larger convenience retail offer (although 

no sites or delivery mechanisms are identified) and make improvements to public 

realm. There is no reference to out of centre development having an impact on the 

ability to deliver either of these ambitions, nor should significantly more onerous 

thresholds be imposed to manage out of centre development. 

2.21 As we have identified in this Hearing Statement, the retail park has operated alongside 

the town centre for over 20 years and both retail locations have grown in that time. 

2.22 Hence, the threshold, set at 400sqm in relation to development outside Corby Town 

Centre is disproportionate. 

2.23 Peel consider that, in order to enable active asset management of the retail park 

(bearing in mind there is only limited development potential at the retail park and 

certainly no large scale development) it would be entirely appropriate to apply the 

default Framework threshold to Corby Retail Park. This approach is notwithstanding 

Peel’s position that the retail park should be recognised in the retail hierarchy.  

4. What is the justification for setting a lower threshold for District/Local Centres? Is there 

local evidence that these centres are under pressure for the development of larger 

retail units over the proposed threshold? Does this place an unnecessary burden on 

small schemes? 

2.24 Peel has no specific comments on this question. 

 

 
20 Local Plan examination document EB-RT3 – paragraph 3.4 
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Policy 20 Change of use of shops Outside the Defined Centres 

5. Is this Policy effective and consistent with the Framework and the JCS? 

2.25 Peel consider that Policy 20 should be amended such that it does not apply to Corby 

Retail Park, as the continual churn of tenants is to be expected and therefore the exact 

identity or detail of incoming tenants is often not known until late in the process. 

6. Is it clear to decision makers, developers, and the community how the policy would 

be applied? How is ‘walking distance ‘defined and what is meant by a balance’ to the 

number and type of units. 

2.26 Peel consider that Policy 20 should be clarified such that it would not apply to Corby 

Retail Park. Furthermore, the policy must be specific in setting a realistic walking 

distance (which should not be a simple linear distance) and should be limited to the 

consideration of similar types of retail within the agreed walking distance. 

6a. Does Policy 20, or associated reasoned justification, need to be modified to reflect 

the changes to the Use Classes Order that will come into effect on 1 September 2020? 

2.27 Peel currently has no comments to make in response to this question. 

Policy 21 Primary Shopping Areas 

2.28 Peel currently has no comments in response to questions related to Policy 21. 

Policy 24 Corby Town Centre Redevelopment Opportunities 

10.The Policy allocates four sites for mixed use redevelopment which must include a 

contribution to the provision of comparison shopping floorspace requirements. In light 

of the Council’s response to my initial Question 14 (May 2020), should this be applicable 

to all of the town centre opportunity sites? 

2.29 Peel consider the identified town centre sites can only meet a small fraction of retail 

needs in Corby. Further detail on the implications of this, in terms of meeting retail 

needs, is set out in greater detail in this response to Matter 9 questions 1, 2 and 3. 

11.The Plan identifies two existing town centre car park areas as having potential for 

mixed use redevelopment (Policies TC3 and TC4). The Corby Town Centre Car Park 

Study found that there was insufficient capacity to meet demand on a Saturday. Is the 

Plan effective in addressing car parking needs in the town centre? 
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2.30 Peel currently has no comments in response to this question. 

The following questions apply to Policies TC1 – TC4  

12. What evidence is there that the site will be available, sustainable, viable and 

deliverable within the plan period?  

2.31 Peel currently has no comments in response to this question. 

13. Are the site design principles appropriate and justified? *  

2.32 Peel currently has no comments in response to this question. 

14. Is it clear to a decision maker, developer, and the community how much 

comparison retail floorspace should be provided? 

2.33 Peel consider that Policy 24 and the associated policies for sites TC1 to TC4 should 

recognise that only limited amounts of retail floorspace can be provided. 

15. How have site densities been determined? Is the specified number of dwellings to 

be provided appropriate having regard to the character of the surrounding area and 

context of the site? 

2.34 Peel currently has no comments in response to this question. 
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2.35  

 
This report takes into account the particular instructions and requirements of our client.  It is 

not intended for and should not be relied upon by any third party.  Any such party relies on 

this report at their own risk. 

 

© Report copyright of NJL Consulting 

 

www.njlconsulting.co.uk 


