
 

 

Our Ref: NCO/SD 
Your Ref: KET/2018/0965 
 
Mr K White 
National Planning Casework Unit 
5 St Phillips Place 
Colmore Row 
Birmingham B3 2PW 
 
 
26 March 2019 
 
 
 
Dear Mr White 

OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION BY DB SYMMETRY LTD FOR UP TO 214,606 SQUARE METRES GROSS 
EXTERNAL AREA FOR B8 WAREHOUSING AND DISTRIBUTION, ANCILLARY B1(a) OFFICES, WITH 
ASSOCIATED ACCESS, INTERNAL ROADS, PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND DRAINAGE. LAND AT KETTERING 
SOUTH (OFF A509 NORTH OF ISHAM), KETTERING 
 
I refer to my previous letter dated 5 February 2019 and your email of 12 March in connection with the 
above planning application, which was considered by the Borough Council’s Planning Committee on 19 
March 2019. In light of the resolution by the Planning Committee to approve the development, there is 
now, as confirmed by your correspondence, an opportunity for the application to be called-in for 
determination by the Secretary of State. 
 
I write on behalf of Isham Parish Council to request that the application is called-in for determination. I set 
out the reasons below. 
 
In my letter to you on 5 February 2019, I set out a number of reasons why I considered the application 
should be determined independent of the Borough Council. These reasons remain valid but in light of the 
recent resolution by the Planning Committee, and in particular the matters reported to them in the officer’s 
report, I consider a number of other factors are relevant to your consideration. 
 
I believe that the planning context for the decision has materially changed in the last twelve months and 
that the Council’s officers have not allowed a proper or fair debate on this change in circumstances with 
all main parties, and that the report to the Planning Committee misled Members on the implications for 
the current Development Plan and its supporting evidence. It is very relevant to your consideration that 
the absence of funding of an Isham Bypass is material to the proposal, as the implementation of this vital 
road infrastructure, required and expected by the Inspector at the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) Examination, 
is the basis and clear evidence which led to the allocation of the application site in the adopted Joint Core 
Strategy.  
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The main points can be summarised as: 
 

• The JCS and allocation of Kettering South was based upon evidence which indicated that the Isham 

Bypass was to be provided and represented key infrastructure required to provide for the growth 

and spatial strategy identified in the JCS. This evidence base informed and supported the direction 

and preparation of the JCS and was presented to the Inspector at the Examination on the JCS in 

order to show that the Core Strategy and its policies and proposals were sound. 

 
A number of documents show this and I enclose the relevant extracts: 
 
(i) North Northamptonshire JCS Infrastructure Delivery Plan January 2015 

 
  Identifies the Isham Bypass to be delivered 2016-2018 
 

(ii) North Northamptonshire JCS Infrastructure Delivery Plan November 2015 Update 
 
  Identifies the Isham Bypass to be delivered 2016-2018 
 

(iii) North Northamptonshire JCS Infrastructure Delivery Plan updated September 2017 
 

  This identifies the investment “essential” and “key” required to allow growth to take 
  place without placing substantial pressure on the road network. On page 31, Isham  
 Bypass broad phasing 2018-21 
 
(iv) Inspector’s Report JCS Examination 2016 

 
 I note that the Officer in his Report to Committee quotes from the Inspector’s Report, 
however, he has not quoted whole sections or indeed the relevant conclusion the 
Inspector indicates on infrastructure. The quote given to us relates to whether the sites 
identified are sufficient to meet the number of jobs sought. The quote provided by the 
Officer (page 46 of the report) is from paragraph 86 of the Inspector’s Report. However, 
the Officer makes no reference to paragraph 140 of the Inspector’s Report, and I 
summarise: 
 
“taken together with the Government’s provision of funds for a joint delivery unit to 
oversee implementation of the plan’s policies, I am satisfied that the relevant policies and 
existing commitments are sufficient to conclude that public and private sector funding to 
deliver necessary infrastructure is likely to be available , accordingly the policies and 
proposals are also sound in this respect including in terms of the overall viability of the 
necessary schemes and they should prove to be deliverable over the plan period”. 

 
Clearly this is not the position at present and it is right that such a change is assessed as 

the JCS requires it to be (see paragraph 11.10 of the JCS document) 
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(v) Pre-submission JCS 

 

The Officer provides a further quote in his report to Committee, this time from an earlier 

stage in the preparation of the JCS, saying that the allocated site would contribute to the 

bypass and he says the site is not conditional on the bypass. There is no way such a 

conclusion can be made from this as clearly at that time the bypass was considered 

deliverable at an early stage of the Core Strategy plan period. It is a major conflict that the 

evidence used to support the pre-submission comments on the site is at this point 

undermined and that the bypass delivery is uncertain. The fact that the Officer considers 

this point was “carried forward into policy 37 of the JCS” avoids proper reference to the 

reason why it may have. The evidence is now flawed. 

 

(vii) North Northamptonshire Joint Committee April 2018 (on the Authorities Annual 

 Monitoring Report 2016-17) 

 

Again, the Officers here report on the progress made on the JCS policies and proposals 

and the “delivery of the spatial strategy which requires specific items of infrastructure”. 

“The Infrastructure Development Plan (it says) was prepared alongside the JCS (important 

point ignored by the Officer) and developed to assess quantum and distribution of 

development to ensure the needs of development are supported and delivered in a 

sustainable way”. 

 

The report indicates progress on key elements/funding will be monitored. Appendix 2 to 

the report says “completion of Isham Bypass in 2018-21” 

 

So, this also informed recent decision making and the refusal of the previous application 

(now subject of an appeal). 

 
It is my view that circumstances have materially changed and the development is now in conflict with the 
JCS and requires careful and open assessment. I also refer to the following matters: 
 

(a) Table 8 of the JCS which identifies the bypass completion as 2019 

 

(b) Paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is relevant which 

recognises the issue of prematurity. The principle is the same in decision making. The 

context for the development has changed. To approve it now is in conflict with the JCS 

strategy.  

 

(c) Paragraph 11 of the NPPF indicates development which accords with the Development 

Plan is approved. However, paragraph 12 identifies not approved when in conflict with the 

Development Plan (JCS). The proposal is in conflict as is evident from the above references. 
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(d) Paragraph 11.10 of the JCS indicates: 

 

If monitoring identifies that a policy is not working, key policy targets are not being met 

or the context has changed, then remedial action may include: 

 

• working with developers to produce viable and suitable scheme 

• seeking to identify additional sources of finance or alternative programmes for the 

 delivery of infrastructure 

 

In relation to the proposal, the adopted JCS is clear that relevant bodies should consider the actions 

necessary to review and seek the resources or a shortfall in monitoring the plans and its strategy. 

 

I consider that the previous reason for refusal (appeal application) remains relevant but due to the change 

in circumstances should be strengthened to take account of the material change. 

 
In summary, I am of the view that all the evidence which led to, and was considered to run alongside the 
preparation of the JCS, shows that the delivery of the Isham Bypass was a key element on support of growth 
identified in the JCS and necessary to support the allocation of the application site for employment. The 
proposal is contrary to a number of its policies and the change in circumstances means that development, 
if allowed to proceed without this key element, will cause unacceptable harm to local communities and is 
in clear conflict with the strategy set out in the JCS. 

 
The JCS relates to the period 2011-2031 and as set out in paragraph 11.10 of the document, the authorities 
and relevant bodies (and applicants and landowners) should work together to ensure that the proposal 
conforms with the JCS and its strategy. The proposal, currently is unsustainable. 
 
On behalf of the Parish Council, the application should be called-in for determination due to its clear 
implications for the planning strategy in the JCS. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Nigel C Ozier BA (Hons) MRTPI 
Managing Director – Planning Division 
Nigel.ozier@argroup.co.uk 
 
Enc 
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