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1 Outcome 

1.1 The Pharmacy Appeals Committee (“Committee”), appointed by NHS Resolution, 
quashes the decision of NHS England and redetermines the application. 

1.2 The Committee determined that the application should be granted. 

1.3 The Committee remits the matter back to NHS England to take appropriate action in 
accordance with Regulation 50. 
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11 December 2020  
 
REF: SHA/23367 
 
APPEAL AGAINST NHS ENGLAND MIDLANDS AREA 
TEAM, NHS COMMISSIONING BOARD ("NHS 
ENGLAND") DECISION TO REFUSE AN APPLICATION 
BY MR MUHAMMED AHMED PANDOR OF MAP 
PHARMA LTD, FOR INCLUSION IN THE 
PHARMACEUTICAL LIST OFFERING UNFORESEEN 
BENEFITS UNDER REGULATION 18 AT LAND OFF 
KESTREL ROAD, PRIORS HALL PARK, CORBY, NN17 
 

1 A summary of the application, decision, appeal and representations and observations are 
attached at Annex A.  

2 Preliminary Consideration and Site Visit 
 
2.1 The Pharmacy Appeals Committee (“Committee”) appointed by NHS Resolution had 

before it the papers considered by NHS England, together with a plan of the area 
showing existing pharmacies and doctors’ surgeries and the location of the proposed 
pharmacy. 

2.2 It also had before it the responses to NHS Resolution’s own statutory consultations. 

2.3 The Committee held an oral hearing to determine the application. Due to the Covid-19 
pandemic, the site inspection took place on Thursday, 22 October 2020. The oral 
hearing was held remotely on Monday 9 November 2020. The Committee comprised 
of # (Chair), # and #. 

2.4 Map Pharma Ltd was represented by # accompanied by #. Also in attendance were #, 
representing Well Pharmacy, # representing Northamptonshire LMC and # 
representing Studfall Medical Centre, accompanied by #. # of Boots UK, # of Primary 
Care Appeals and # of Primary Care Appeals attended as observers. 
 

2.5 At 12:30 pm, on 22 October 2020, the Committee met at Priors Hall Park (PHP), Corby 
at the roundabout on Kestrel Road at what is described as the social hub or centre of 
the development. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the Committee travelled separately, 
in their own vehicles, throughout the inspection. 
 

2.6 The Committee was able to see the Priors Hall Learning Community, a community 
centre and the Enterprise Centre. The Busy Bees nursery was under construction and 
appeared to be nearing completion. There was an area being developed, behind 
boarding. There was no signage to indicate what else was being built but it appeared 
to be commercial rather than residential. The Committee noted that the Civic and Urban 
management offices and the Good Bean Café were in the centre of the development.  
The Committee observed that there was a completed residential development around 
the centre. The Committee noted that there were people pushing prams and walking 
dogs in the central area. The Good Bean Café had some customers, but it was not full. 
  

2.7 The Committee travelled by car to the residential area currently being developed and 
drove around the edge of the development. It observed that this was a substantial 
development, residential accommodation ranged from flats to large detached ‘luxury’ 
homes. There was substantial occupation, but there was also new building works 
ongoing, by numerous companies. There did not appear to be an obvious centre to this 
part of the development which covered the Rockingham Gate, Gretton Valley and 
Weldon Lakes areas. 
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2.8 The Committee was unable to find the location of the Sainsbury’s store, but it did see 

what appeared to be several commercial developments in progress. Given the Covid 
19 pandemic, the Committee did not make enquiries at the site offices, but it did get a 
good sense of the scale of the development by driving round it. 
 

2.9 The Committee then travelled to Weldon village. It was a five-minute drive from the 
edge of the development to Weldon village. The Committee observed that much of the 
route between the development and Weldon did not have footpaths alongside the road. 
The A43 was a busy road but there did not appear to be any pedestrian crossing points. 
The Committee considered it would be difficult to walk from the development to the 
village, particularly if the patient either had to push a pram or was disabled.  
 

2.10 Weldon was a large village with a mix of old stone cottages and newer properties. The 
Committee noted the High Street had many retail outlets, although these were all 
relatively small units. These included, a hairdresser, a convenience store and a number 
of takeaways. There was on street parking along the length of the High Street. There 
were some spaces available at the time of the visit. 
 

2.11 The Committee walked along the High Street to the Weldon branch surgery at 11A 
High Street. It noted that the surgery was located in a stone cottage. There was a 
tarmac area to the side of the entrance of the surgery that was occupied by a large car. 
There was no signage indicating that there was a doctor’s surgery present but there 
were NHS stickers on the window. There was a notice on the main door saying that the 
surgery was closed. There was a very narrow door into the dispensing area which was 
not wide enough to admit a wheelchair or a pushchair. There were steps down into the 
dispensing area. It was closed at the time of the visit.  
 

2.12 Signage indicated that the dispensary was open 10:30 am to 12:00 pm Monday, 
Thursday, Friday and on Tuesdays it was open 4:30 pm to 6:00 pm. The dispensary 
door was opened by an employee, the Committee identified themselves and the 
purpose of the visit. The Committee was then met by the doctor resident at the surgery, 
who explained that the car parked outside the surgery was his and that he did not 
normally park on that spot. The Committee identified themselves and explained the 
purpose of the visit but did not discuss the application itself with the doctor or the 
dispensary worker.  
 

2.13 The Committee noted that there were two bus stops near to the surgery for the X4 to 
Peterborough. There was no route or timetable at the bus stop, but a poster on the side 
of the bus indicated that the X4 ran every 30 minutes during weekdays.  
 

2.14 The Committee then drove into the centre of Corby and located the Phoenix Parkway 
pharmacies and the Oakley Road pharmacy. 
 

2.15 #, the pharmacy member went into the pharmacies prior to commencement of the 
Committee inspection and made the following observations: 
 

Tesco, Oakley Rd 
 

2.15.1 This was a large instore Tesco with considerable car parking space.  
 

2.15.2 It had a 100-hour pharmacy which was located at the back of the shopping 
aisles. 

 
Willow Place Town Centre Pharmacies 

 
2.15.3 There was free street parking for 30 minutes only between 9 am and 5 pm, 

Monday to Saturday, otherwise no restrictions outside those time periods.  
 

2.15.4 Both the pharmacies were within a pedestrianised shopping centre. 
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Mr Pickfords Express Pharmacy 

 
2.15.5 This was a 100-hour pharmacy.  

 
2.15.6 Its opening hours were 8 am to 11 pm Monday to Saturday, 10 am to 8 pm on 

Sunday. It also had a late-night dispensing hatch. 
 

Boots,44 Queen Street 
 

2.15.7 This was a large department store with pharmacy. Its opening hours were 9 
am to 5.30 pm Monday to Saturday and 10 am to 4 pm on Sundays. 

 
Phoenix Parkway Pharmacies 
 

2.15.8 These were both in large stores with considerable car parking: 
 

Asda  
 

2.15.9 The pharmacy was just inside the store which made it easily accessible. 
 

2.15.10 The opening hours were not available, but it was open 7 days a week. 
 

Boots 
 

2.15.11 The opening hours were 9 am to 8 pm Mondays to Fridays, 9 am to 6 pm 
Saturdays and 10 am to 4 pm on Sundays. 

 
2.16 All the pharmacies visited had consultation rooms and spacious premises apart from 

Mr Pickfords where there was a sign indicating that only four persons were allowed in 
the pharmacy at any one time. 

2.17 A summary of the above observations was provided to those in attendance. They were 
invited to comment upon them or indicate if any of the observations appeared to be 
inaccurate.  

2.18 No such comments or observations were made. 

3 Oral Hearing Submissions 

# for Map Pharma Limited  

3.1 # said this was not a reserved location therefore the prejudice test was not applicable 
to the GP services in this case.  

3.2 He said that Priors Hall Park (PHP) was physically and geographically separated from 
the rest of Corby. At one time, this would have been a rural area and now it was 
effectively a new town that was being developed to the east of Corby. In planning terms, 
it is called a new district.  

3.3 There was another development to the South of the A43 in Weldon, currently under 
construction, which would contribute another 1000 homes. He estimated that 273 out 
of 1000 of those homes would be completed by December of 2020. This was relevant 
as the demand generally across Corby was increasing at a phenomenal rate.  

3.4 He said there would be an additional population of 15,000 to 18,000 people, if you 
included Weldon, once the development was complete.  

3.5 PHP was intended to have its own district centre together with local centres. It had two 
secondary schools, four primary schools, and 4,000 children would be attending those 
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schools once the development was complete. There was a business academy and an 
enterprise centre, he said it was a very large centre.  

3.6 # referred to part of his written submission, at paragraph 3.6, ‘The Council’s latest (2019 
emerging) Core Strategy notes that there are proposals for the town to increase its 
population to 100,000 by 2030. The 2011 Census found Corby to have a population of 
about 60,000 and it currently stands at about 70,800. The Council states that Corby 
has seen “phenomenal growth in its population in recent years” (Part 2 Local Plan for 
Corby Publication Draft ((Pre Submission)) para 2.9). The population of the town has 
grown from about 52,800 in 2001 and as such in the last two decades Corby has grown 
by about 18,000 people (+34%)’.  He noted that Corby was an area with higher than 
average deprivation and poorer health outcomes. 

3.7 He said that despite this phenomenal increase in the size of Corby, there had not been 
a new pharmacy opened since 2008 when there was a new development at Oakley, to 
the south of Corby. That development was significantly smaller than PHP today. The 
point of the Regulations was to recognise that where there is a changing circumstance 
because of growth, new pharmacies could be opened. The new PHP development was 
ongoing and would become even larger.  

3.8 He said that the grant of planning permission allowed for: 

3.8.1 Up to 5,100 residential dwellings; 

3.8.2 Up to 14 ha of employment land; 

3.8.3 1 District Centre; 

3.8.4 2 Neighbourhood Centres; 

3.8.5 Schools (1 secondary and 3 primary); 

3.8.6 Hotel; and 

3.8.7 Formal and informal open space. 

3.9 He noted that the Committee had seen that part of the commercial development 
including the Good Bean Café, and the new commercial development would have 10 
new units, one of which would be Sainsbury’s. Another of the units would be a dental 
surgery and the dentist was already seeking new patients, using Facebook. He said 
that 50 businesses are currently based in the enterprise centre.  He said that no one 
denied the scale of the development – for example, the LPC described it as a new 
neighbourhood in its own right. 

3.10 # said that the Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment of 2018 (the PNA) revealed that 
approximately 28% of patients in the Corby area access a pharmacy on foot but only if 
it was within a 15-minute walk, which was approximately 1 km. He said that a pharmacy 
could not be accessed from PHP on foot by a 15-minute walk.  He noted that the PNA 
acknowledges that PHP is one of the largest housebuilding projects in the UK. 

3.11 He said there was no census data on car ownership at PHP but car ownership in the 
Corby area was relatively low, being in the region of the national average - 25% had 
no access to their own vehicle, and 40% of families only had access to one vehicle, he 
argued that this was likely to mean that over 60% of residents would not have access 
to a car during weekdays.  

3.12 He said that, # could only dispense prescriptions to those who were registered with him 
as patients at Weldon. The opening hours were very restricted as it was intended it 
would service the village not PHP. The dispensary could only dispense, it could not 
offer any of the services a pharmacy could provide. 



 

5 

 

 

3.13 # said that access was a critical issue. PHP was intended to be inward looking. It was 
required to provide both a district centre and local centres. Such a site did not expect 
occupants to use services elsewhere in Corby. There were other large housing estates, 
but they did not have a central hub in the way PHP did.  

3.14 The nearest Boots and Asda pharmacies were 2.3 miles away. Tesco was 3 miles 
away. This was not reasonable choice. # argued that weekly shops were not something 
people did anymore, local services were far more relevant. The pharmacies in the large 
stores were designed to attract people to the store, not provide pharmacy services. If 
you looked at the services that were provided by these pharmacies, such as MUR's 
and NMS, they had not actually been provided, even though there was capacity. 
Tesco's had provided no NMS and MURs were very rarely provided - there was one 
month when 10 MURs had been provided but other than that there were none.  

3.15 The town centre pharmacies were not relevant to this determination. In effect, patients 
would have to go to a completely different area that they would otherwise have no 
reason to visit. Much of the town centre was pedestrianised. A patient travelling by car, 
would have to park and then walk to access a pharmacy. Parking is difficult in most 
towns but in Corby it had become an issue because of the phenomenal growth of the 
area. A Council study of 2019 found there was insufficient car parking to meet demand. 
The Council had recognised that it would need to look at providing parking away from 
the town centre.  

3.16 Bus route 2 went from PHP passing the Asda and on to the town centre. He argued 
that very few people choose to use buses to access pharmacies, unless it was for long 
term medication, but it was not likely they would get on a bus to go to the town centre, 
if they were ill or accompanied by a sick child. This was not reasonable. It was not 
sufficient for an entirely new district and it was not reasonable to not have a pharmacy 
for a district because there was a bus to a pharmacy some miles away.  

3.17 It is intended that 12,000 to 15,000 people will be in the hub and there are already 
3,000 people using the centre. There are already 1,400 children in the school.  

3.18 There was a requirement that 20% of all the housing at PHP was affordable housing. 
It was not just people who could afford a car or bus fares who lived at PHP. 

3.19 # said that there was simply not reasonable choice. The purpose of the Regulations 
allowing such hearings was to enable them to look again at circumstances and see if 
a pharmacy was required. The Regulations required such hearings to look at the needs 
of those with a protected characteristic.  

3.20 He then referred to evidence from the patients. These demonstrated the difficulties for 
people who shared a protected characteristic. They included correspondence from a 
working mother with school aged children, from those who worked at the enterprise 
centre, from someone who was forced to use a taxi or a black cab to access 
pharmaceutical services, and the disabled. The correspondence demonstrated the 
difficulties people had in accessing a local pharmacy, and an explanation that local 
pharmacies were not meeting the requirements of the new district.  

3.21 # said this was not the first application, but the last decision was made five years ago 
when the development was very different. At that time, only 200 to 300 homes had 
been completed. At that time, it was a very small development, there were not enough 
people living at PHP to make section 106 requirements ‘kick in’. He said that 
commercial providers such as Sainsbury's did not actually build their outlets until the 
footfall is sufficient to make commercial centres profitable. Generally services are not 
developed until there was a school. The commercial developments will soon be 
opening as there is sufficient footfall. 

3.22 # argued that the Committee could take account of the development that was about to 
take place. He referred to the cases of Lloyds Pharmacy v National Appeal Panel and 
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FHSAU v Boots the Chemist ex parte Moss 1999. He said that these cases were 
brought under different regulations but would still apply to this case.  He said that in 
liquor licencing cases, it is possible to take into account everything that is going to be 
developed.  

3.23 In response to questions, he said the fact that the PNA had taken into account that 
there would be a development of this scale when it was produced in 2018, was 
irrelevant. He said that the application met the test to be brought under Regulation 18.  

3.24 He said that the responses from the patients had not been ‘cherry picked’, his client 
had advertised and asked for responses. The redactions in the responses were purely 
to protect personal data.  

3.25 He said that at the current time, patients from PHP went to GP practices all over Corby, 
not just Weldon. He said that there had been difficulty in attracting a GP to PHP and 
people who had lived in Corby and moved to PHP had tended to stay with their own 
GP. There were plans to build a GP surgery at PHP but there had been difficulty in 
persuading a doctor to move to the site.    

3.26 # said that there was planning permission for a 60 to 62 bed care home but this had 
not yet been developed.  

3.27 # said that # was the Superintendent Pharmacist of MAP Pharmacy. MAP had 
canvassed the neighbourhood by putting out a Facebook notice and meeting with the 
Neighbourhood Patients Association, but he confirmed they did not go to Weldon. It 
was confirmed that although the details were redacted, there was no letter from a 
resident in Weldon in the bundle. 

3.28 He confirmed that the business centre was the same entity as the Enterprise Centre.  

3.29 # said that the PNA had mentioned PHP but at the time it was produced, there were 
only 600 dwellings occupied. He said that it was incorrect to say that this case would 
not fall under Regulation 18 simply because  the development had been mentioned in 
the PNA. There were similar cases where this had been discussed at reference 
SHA/19956 and SHA/19882. It was an established principle. The only way that the 
development would not qualify under Regulation 18 would be if there was a list of 
specific services that had been taken into account which were the same as those in the 
application. This was not the case and he had only seen one case of this in his career.  

# representing Well Pharmacy  

3.30 # said he didn't understand how PHP could be mentioned in the PNA of 2018 and yet 
an application be brought under Regulation 18. It should be dismissed.  

3.31 He noted that of the local residents who had sent letters, 10 people had private 
transport, it was not clear if two others had transport or not and therefore only two out 
of 14 had no transport. There were bus services which gave access to pharmacies in 
Corby. On that basis, he argued that a pharmacy at PHP would be a convenience 
rather than a necessity. Everyone would like a pharmacy near to their home.  

3.32 In response to questions, he rejected the suggestion that although people may have 
access to a car some of the time, they may not have access to a car when they needed 
to access a pharmacy.  

3.33 He stressed that in his opinion it was more about inconvenience. He did not feel that 
the requirement for a pharmacy met the regulatory test. The patient letters spoke about 
convenience.  

# representing Northamptonshire LMC 
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3.34 She agreed the application was very different to the one brought 5 years ago. Her 
concern was that it was proving very difficult to get GPs to move to the PHP area and 
Corby in general. She did not want there to be a loss of a surgery, if this application 
were to be granted. 

3.35 In response to a question about the effect on dispensing rights, she agreed that not all 
the dispensing rights would be lost. 

# representing Studfall Medical Centre 

3.36 He agreed that it might be convenient to have a pharmacy at the PHP, but this was not 
a basis for granting the application. He rejected # submissions that 60% of residents 
would have no access to a car during the day. He said that people would not choose 
to live in such a remote place unless they had access to a car as they would need it for 
day to day living. If they did not have access to a car they would think very carefully 
before buying a home there. He said that when his dispensary was not open, people 
could go to the local convenience store which sold painkillers etc. 

3.37 He said that although there were only limited opening hours at Weldon, people could 
always come to the main surgery in Corby. The Weldon surgery was somewhere where 
people could be seen face to face. He would triage patients and decide whether they 
should be seen at Weldon or Corby.  

3.38 He said that if the pharmacy was allowed to open at PHP, he would lose his rights to 
dispense to most of his dispensing patients. It would jeopardise his patients’ rights and 
his branch surgery could close. It could speed up his retirement in an area where GPs 
were already in short supply.  

3.39 # said that surgeries in Corby were struggling to meet the requirements of the influx of 
patients. He said that people who were registered at Great Oakley surgery were being 
removed from the list and he was taking them on. Great Oakley was resisting taking on 
new patients from PHP. They either tried to refuse new patients or gave them two 
weeks’ notice to find an alternative surgery. 

3.40 In response to questions, # said he did not know how many patients he had from PHP 
but he did have some.  

3.41 In respect of refurbishments at Weldon surgery, he said that the non-dispensing side 
of the surgery was accessible but the site in Corby was far more accessible than 
Weldon. He said he had made substantial changes. He had removed the carpeting and 
replaced it with laminate flooring, he had redecorated and  installed new lighting. He 
had spent £# to make the interior better to deliver better quality care.  

4 Consideration 

4.1 The Committee had regard to the National Health Service (Pharmaceutical and Local 
Pharmaceutical Services) Regulations 2013 (“the Regulations”).  

Regulation 31 

4.2 The Committee first considered Regulation 31 of the regulations which states: 

(1) A routine or excepted application, other than a consolidation application, must be 
refused where paragraph (2) applies. 

(2) This paragraph applies where -  

(a) a person on the pharmaceutical list (which may or may not be the applicant) 
is providing or has undertaken to provide pharmaceutical services ("the 
existing services") from -  
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(i) the premises to which the application relates, or 

(ii) adjacent premises; and 

(b) the NHSCB is satisfied that it is reasonable to treat the services that the 
applicant proposes to provide as part of the same service as the existing 
services (and so the premises to which the application relates and the existing 
listed chemist premises should be treated as the same site). 

4.3 The Committee noted that in Part 5 of the application form (reference to regulation 31) 
the Applicant had stated: “No other pharmacy in same or adjacent premises so not 
applicable”. The Committee further noted NHS England’s decision letter states: “The 
PSRC agreed that it was not required to refuse the application under the provisions of 
Regulation 31 as the proposed pharmacy will not be adjacent to an existing pharmacy 
premises and there are no existing pharmacies operating from the proposed best 
estimate location.” The Committee having regard to the above information, and noting 
that it had not been disputed on appeal, was not required to refuse the application 
under the provisions of Regulation 31. 

4.4 The Committee noted that, if the application were granted, the successful applicant 
would - in due course - have to notify NHS England of the precise location of its 
premises (in accordance with paragraph 31 of Schedule 2).   Such a notification would 
be invalid (and the applicant would not be able to commence provision of services) if 
the location then provided would (had it been known now) have led to the application 
being refused under Regulation 31.  

Regulation 18 

4.5 The Committee noted that this was an application for “unforeseen benefits” and fell to 
be considered under the provisions of Regulation 18 which states: 

"(1) If— 

(a) the NHSCB receives a routine application and is required to determine 
whether it is satisfied that granting the application, or granting it in 
respect of some only of the services specified in it, would secure 
improvements, or better access, to pharmaceutical services, or 
pharmaceutical services of a specified type, in the area of the relevant 
HWB; and 

(b) the improvements or better access that would be secured were or was 
not included in the relevant pharmaceutical needs assessment in 
accordance with paragraph 4 of Schedule 1, 

in determining whether it is satisfied as mentioned in section 129(2A) of the 
2006 Act (regulations as to pharmaceutical services), the NHSCB must have 
regard to the matters set out in paragraph (2).  

(2) Those matters are— 

 
(a) whether it is satisfied that granting the application would cause 

significant detriment to— 

(i) proper planning in respect of the provision of pharmaceutical 
services in the area of the relevant HWB, or 

(ii) the arrangements the NHSCB has in place for the provision of 
pharmaceutical services in that area; 
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(b) whether, notwithstanding that the improvements or better access were 
not included in the relevant pharmaceutical needs assessment, it is 
satisfied that, having regard in particular to the desirability of— 

(i) there being a reasonable choice with regard to obtaining 
pharmaceutical services in the area of the relevant HWB 
(taking into account also the NHSCB’s duties under sections 
13I and 13P of the 2006 Act (duty as to patient choice and duty 
as respects variation in provision of health services)), 

(ii) people who share a protected characteristic having access to 
services that meet specific needs for pharmaceutical services 
that, in the area of the relevant HWB, are difficult for them to 
access (taking into account also the NHSCB’s duties under 
section 13G of the 2006 Act (duty as to reducing inequalities)), 
or 

(iii) there being innovative approaches taken with regard to the 
delivery of pharmaceutical services (taking into account also 
the NHSCB’s duties under section 13K of the 2006 Act (duty to 
promote innovation)), 

granting the application would confer significant benefits on persons in 
the area of the relevant HWB which were not foreseen when the 
relevant pharmaceutical needs assessment was published; 

(c) whether it is satisfied that it would be desirable to consider, at the same 
time as the applicant’s application, applications from other persons 
offering to secure the improvements or better access that the applicant 
is offering to secure; 

(d) whether it is satisfied that another application offering to secure the 
improvements or better access has been submitted to it, and it would 
be desirable to consider, at the same time as the applicant’s 
application, that other application; 

(e) whether it is satisfied that an appeal relating to another application 
offering to secure the improvements or better access is pending, and it 
would be desirable to await the outcome of that appeal before 
considering the applicant’s application; 

(f) whether the application needs to be deferred or refused by virtue of any 
provision of Part 5 to 7.# 

(g) whether it is satisfied that the application presupposes that a gap in 
pharmaceutical services provision has been or is to be created— 

(i)  by the removal of chemist premises from a pharmaceutical list 
as a consequence of the grant of a consolidation application, 
and 

(ii)  since the last revision of the relevant HWB's pharmaceutical 
needs assessment other than by way of a supplementary 
statement. 

(3) The NHSCB need only consider whether it is satisfied in accordance with 
paragraphs (2)(c) to (e) if it has reached at least a preliminary view (although 
this may change) that it is satisfied in accordance with paragraph (2)(b)." 
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4.6 The Committee considered that Regulation 18(1)(a) was satisfied in that it was required 
to determine whether it was satisfied that granting the application, or granting it in 
respect of some only of the services specified in it, would secure improvements, or 
better access, to pharmaceutical services, or pharmaceutical services of a specified 
type, in the area of the relevant HWB. 

4.7 The Committee went on to consider whether Regulation 18(1)(b) was satisfied, i.e. 
whether the improvements or better access that would be secured if the application 
was granted were or was included in the PNA in accordance with paragraph 4 of 
Schedule 1 of the Regulations. 

4.8 Paragraph 4 of Schedule 1 requires the PNA to include: “a statement of the 
pharmaceutical services that the HWB had identified (if it has) as services that are not 
provided in the area of the HWB but which the HWB is satisfied (a) would if they were 
provided….secure improvements or better access, to pharmaceutical services… (b) 
would if in specified future circumstances they were provided…secure future 
improvements or better access to pharmaceutical services…” (emphasis added). 

4.9 The Committee considered the Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment ("the PNA") 
prepared by Northamptonshire County Council  Health and Wellbeing Board, conscious 
that the document provides an analysis of the situation as it was assessed at the date 
of publication.  The Committee bears in mind that, under regulation 6(2), the body 
responsible for the PNA must make a revised assessment as soon as reasonably 
practicable (after identifying changes that have occurred that are relevant to the 
granting of applications) unless to do so appears to be a disproportionate response to 
those changes.  Where it appears disproportionate, the responsible body may, but is 
not obliged to, issue a Supplementary Statement under regulation 6(3).  Such a 
statement then forms part of the PNA. The Committee noted that the PNA was dated 
March 2018 and that no supplementary statements had been issued. 

4.10 The Committee noted page 173 of the PNA under the heading ‘15 Conclusions for the 
purpose of schedule 1 to the NHS (Pharmaceutical and Local Pharmaceutical 
Services) Regulations 2013, as amended’ includes:  

4.10.1 “The pharmaceutical needs assessment has considered the current provision 
of pharmaceutical services across the borough and specifically the 
demography and health needs of the population. It has analysed whether 
current provision meets the needs of the population of Northamptonshire and 
whether there are any potential gaps in pharmaceutical service provision either 
now or within the lifetime of the document. 

4.10.2 Northamptonshire has 131 pharmacies (three of which are distance selling 
premises) and three dispensing appliance contractors, all providing the full 
range of essential services. Many provide advanced and enhanced services 
as commissioned by NHS England, and some provide services commissioned 
by Northamptonshire County Council. There are no Local Pharmaceutical 
Services contractors within the county. 23 of the GP practices dispense to 
eligible patients from 26 sites across the county. 

4.10.3 Overall, access to pharmaceutical services in Northamptonshire is good due 
to the spread of premises across the county and the times at which they are 
open. 

4.10.4 Redistribution of premises, for example the clustering of pharmacies around 
GP practices, may impact negatively on the arrangements that are currently in 
place which in turn may lead to access being worsened, however this will very 
much depend on the local situation. The Health and Wellbeing Board notes 
that when considering relocation applications from pharmacies NHS England 
is required to have regard to, amongst other factors: 
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4.10.4.1Whether “the location of the new premises is not significantly less 
accessible” for the patient groups that use the existing premises, and 

4.10.4.2Whether the relocation would “result in a significant change to the 
arrangements that are in place for the provision of” pharmaceutical 
services. 

4.11 If NHS England is satisfied that the location of new premises is significantly less 
accessible, or the relocation would result in significant change, then it can refuse the 
application. 

4.12 Northamptonshire has a population of approximately 733,000. The projected 
population changes and housing developments identified may consequently impact on 
the type of services required and the number of people accessing pharmaceutical 
services within the county. However, given the current population demographics, 
housing projections, the distribution of pharmacies across Northamptonshire and their 
capacity to meet increases in demand, it is anticipated that the current pharmaceutical 
services providers will be sufficient to meet local needs.” 

4.13 The Committee noted that the Applicant seeks to provide unforeseen benefits to the 
patients of Priors Hall Park, Corby. 

4.14 The Committee noted the PNA includes the reference to Priors Hall Park on page 106: 

4.14.1 “There are three major housing developments in this locality, (Corby) namely 
Priors Hall Park, Weldon Park and Corby West. 

4.14.2 Priors Hall Park is one of the UK’s largest home building projects, creating 
5,100 new homes by 2031 and is part of the North East Corby Sustainable 
Urban Extensions. As of April 2017 approximately 600 dwellings had been built 
and it is estimated that approximately 676 more dwellings will be built during 
the lifetime of this pharmaceutical needs assessment.” 

4.15 The Committee noted that the improvements or better access that the Applicant was 
claiming would be secured by its application were not included in the relevant 
pharmaceutical needs assessment in accordance with paragraph 4 of Schedule 1. 

4.16 In order to be satisfied in accordance with Regulation 18(1), regard is to be had to those 
matters set out at 18(2).  The Committee's consideration of the issues is set out below. 

Regulation 18(2)(a)(i) 

4.17 The Committee had regard to:  

“(a) whether it is satisfied that granting the application would cause significant 
detriment to— 

(i) proper planning in respect of the provision of pharmaceutical services 
in the area of the relevant HWB” 

4.18 The Committee noted that in its decision letter NHS England had stated: “PSRC 
determined that if the application was granted and a pharmacy opened within Priors 
Hall Park the ability of NHS England to plan for the provision of services would not be 
significantly affected.”  

4.19 On the basis of the information available, the Committee was not satisfied that, if the 
application were to be granted and the pharmacy to open, the ability of the NHS 
England thereafter to plan for the provision of services would be affected in a significant 
way. 



 

12 

 

 

4.20 The Committee was therefore not satisfied that significant detriment to the proper 
planning of pharmaceutical services would result from a grant of the application. 

Regulation 18(2)(a)(ii) 

4.21 The Committee had regard to:  

"(a) whether it is satisfied that granting the application would cause significant 
detriment to— … 

(ii) the arrangements the NHSCB has in place for the provision of 
pharmaceutical services in that area" 

4.22 The Committee noted the comment by NHS England’s in its decision letter that: 
“…granting the application would not cause significant detriment to the arrangements 
currently in place for the provision of pharmaceutical services.” had not been disputed 
on appeal. 

4.23 The Committee was therefore not satisfied that significant detriment to the 
arrangements currently in place for the provision of pharmaceutical services would 
result from a grant of the application. 

4.24 In the absence of any significant detriment as described in Regulation 18(2)(a), the 
Committee was not obliged to refuse the application and went on to consider 
Regulation 18(2)(b). 

Regulation 18(2)(b) 

4.25 The Committee had regard to:  

"(b) whether, notwithstanding that the improvements or better access were not 
included in the relevant pharmaceutical needs assessment, it is satisfied that, 
having regard in particular to the desirability of— 

(i) there being a reasonable choice with regard to obtaining 
pharmaceutical services in the area of the relevant HWB (taking into 
account also the NHSCB’s duties under sections 13I and 13P of the 
2006 Act (duty as to patient choice and duty as respects variation in 
provision of health services)), 

(ii) people who share a protected characteristic having access to services 
that meet specific needs for pharmaceutical services that, in the area 
of the relevant HWB, are difficult for them to access (taking into 
account also the NHSCB’s duties under section 13G of the 2006 Act 
(duty as to reducing inequalities)), or 

(iii) there being innovative approaches taken with regard to the delivery of 
pharmaceutical services (taking into account also the NHSCB’s duties 
under section 13K of the 2006 Act (duty to promote innovation)), 

granting the application would confer significant benefits on persons in the area 
of the relevant HWB which were not foreseen when the relevant 
pharmaceutical needs assessment was published" 

Regulation 18(2)(b)(i) to (iii) 

4.26 The Committee had visited the site and noted the large scale of the development and 
the high rate of occupancy. It had also noted the commercial development around the 
centre of the development. #, for the Applicant suggested that in the region of 1,300 
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homes had been developed. He had also stated that Corby Business Academy which 
opened in 2018 had 1,000 students and Priors Hall – A Learning Community Primary 
School and nursery could cater for 420 children, although he did not say how many 
pupils were currently registered at the primary school. He stated that Corby Enterprise 
Centre was the base for some 50 businesses. There were also workers at the Good 
Bean shop and café and the Urban and Civic Management offices, travelling into the 
district centre. 

4.27 The current scale of the development and the indication that a significant number of 
workers and pupils would be accessing the district centre on a daily basis, in addition 
to the residents occupying in the region of 1,300 homes, was not contested by any of 
the interested parties and seemed likely, based on the Committee’s own observations. 
The Committee considered that people visiting the district centre might be reduced 
during the current pandemic but schools were remaining open and people were 
permitted to travel to work if they could not work from home, however those remaining 
at home during the week day may well be greater than usual. It was apparent to the 
Committee both from its observations and from the evidence submitted that this 
development was now a self-contained district and that many people would live and 
work in this district and would be accessing services in PHP. 

4.28 Although there was no census data for PHP itself, it was apparent that the area was 
designed to attract those with young families, particularly given the schools already in 
use at PHP. This was borne out to some extent by the letters submitted in support. 

4.29 The Committee considered the accessibility of existing pharmacies. The Committee 
noted that the Weldon surgery could dispense prescriptions but only to its own patients 
and could not offer any pharmacy services. Although the nearest source of dispensing, 
it was not suggested by any of the parties that it was accessible on foot from PHP. This 
accorded with the Committee’s own view having visited the site. There was no 
suggestion that the pharmacies at Phoenix Park Retail Park, 2.3 miles from PHP and 
in Corby town centre some 3 miles from PHP are accessible on foot. 

4.30 The Committee noted that in 2011 the Census shows that car ownership in Weldon 
was higher than in Corby and the National average with 36.4% of residents have 
access to 2 cars compared with only 23.5% in Corby.  

4.31 # suggested that given that it was a requirement that 20% of the development consisted 
of affordable housing, the figure at PHP would be similar to that of Corby, whilst # 
suggested that no-one would move to what he described as a ‘remote’ location, without 
having a car. The Committee was of the view that not everyone would have access to 
a car, and some may not have access to a car at the time at which they needed to 
access pharmacy services, as described by some of the writers of letters in support of 
the application. Given the size of the development, even if there was a higher level of 
car ownership, similar to that in Weldon, a significant number of people would not have 
access to a car to travel to a pharmacy at the time they needed those services. The 
Committee noted that it had been suggested that those who only had access to a car 
at evenings and weekends should wait until a vehicle became available and access 
pharmacy services from one of the two ‘hundred hour’ pharmacies. The Committee did 
not find that this suggestion would be a reasonable choice. 

4.32 The Committee noted that there was a bus service to the town centre and to the 
Phoenix Parkway. The Applicant contended that people would not access services in 
this manner, particularly mothers with young children or the elderly and disabled. This 
was not challenged by the interested parties. The Committee noted that one of the 
letters in support was from a mother of four children under four who did not have access 
to a car in the daytime and she reported using taxis to access pharmacy services. 
However, the Committee considered that for those without young children, or with a 
disability, pharmacies could be accessed by bus. 
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4.33 The Applicant suggested that the current pharmacies could not cope with existing 
demand but there was limited evidence in support. One writer indicated that there were 
queues for prescriptions. The Committee noted that in the Part 2 Local Plan for Corby 
Publication Draft (Pre Submission) published in 2019 by Corby Borough Council it 
referred to the “phenomenal growth in its population in recent years”. It also noted that 
the PNA of 2015 had consulted the 14 pharmacies in Corby as to their ability to cope 
with the increased demand on their services. Not all pharmacies had responded but six 
did respond positively and one pharmacy felt that it could make changes to 
accommodate the increase. The Committee was not in a position to determine if the 
point at which pharmacies in Corby could not cope with the increased demand had yet 
been met on the limited evidence before it. 
 

4.34 It was suggested that the desire for a pharmacy at PHP was because it would be more 
convenient and certainly some of the letters in support did suggest that.  # in his written 
submissions and the Northamptonshire LMC conceded the benefit for patients of a 
pharmacy at PHP. The objections stemmed primarily from the impact a pharmacy may 
have on the income from the dispensary at the Weldon surgery and that this may lead 
the branch surgery to close. # had not put forward any evidence to support this 
speculation but in any event, it should be noted that as per  Mr Justice Carnwath in the 
1996 case of R –v- North Yorkshire FHSA ex parte Dr. Wilson and Partners  “It is not 
part of the scheme of those regulations or indeed of the statute that pharmaceutical 
services should be relied upon to provide financial underpinning for medical services 
which are intended to be financed in other ways”. The Committee noted that in any 
event as the application did not relate to a controlled locality, the prejudice to proper 
provision test was not applicable.  

 
4.35 The Committee had been asked to consider the recent adverse findings from the CQC 

in respect of the Weldon surgery but did not find these relevant to its decision. 
 
4.36 The Committee noted that steps had been taken to try to persuade a doctor to open a 

surgery at PHP but thus far had been unsuccessful. Several of the letters in support 
indicated that a pharmacy at the centre of the residential area, close to the school and 
at the centre of the development would be a useful source of advice on minor ailments 
and signposting and could provide an alternative to a visit to a GP surgery. The 
Committee agreed that a pharmacy within PHP would be a valuable source of 
opportunistic health advice for the residents but in particular for parents of young 
children.  

 
4.37 Taking into account the distance to travel to the nearest pharmacies, and the difficulties 

in accessing those pharmacies for those who did not have access to a car, together 
with the development of a self-contained district at PHP, the number of residents now 
at PHP, the Committee concluded that the residents of PHP did not have a reasonable 
choice of accessible pharmacies.  

 
4.38 For these reasons, the Committee concluded that residents and visitors to PHP did not 

at present have a reasonable choice of accessible pharmacies and that the Applicant's 
proposed pharmacy would provide a significant benefit, by way of physical access to 
such persons.  

 
4.39 The Committee had also been asked by the Applicant to consider the future 

development that would take place of a care home and more residential and 
commercial development. However, it was clear that the current residents of PHP did 
not have reasonable choice of pharmacies now and therefore it was not required to 
consider future development. 

 
4.40 On the information available, the Committee was of the view that there was not 

reasonable choice with regard to obtaining pharmaceutical services in the area of the 
relevant HWB and that granting the application would lead to significant benefits based 
on choice.  



 

15 

 

 

4.41 The Committee then noted that the onus was on the Applicant to demonstrate how 
those persons showing a protected characteristic would have difficulty in accessing the 
existing pharmaceutical services and as such would derive significant benefit from the 
granting of this application.  

4.42 In considering Regulation 18(2)(b)(ii) the Committee reminded itself that it was required 
to address itself to people who share a protected characteristic having access to 
services that meet specific needs for pharmaceutical services that are difficult for them 
to access. The Committee was also aware of its duties under the Equality Act 2010 
which include considering the elimination of discrimination and advancement of 
equality between patients who  share protected characteristics and those without such 
characteristics.  

4.43 The Committee accepted that there were many families with young children living on 
the estate and that this group of residents together with those residents who were less 
mobile by reason of a disability for any reason shared a protected characteristic and 
required consideration by the Committee.  

4.44 There was only limited evidence put forward by the Applicant, but based on its own 
observations, the Committee was of the view that parents with young children and 
those with mobility problems, who did not have access to a car would find it more 
difficult to access pharmaceutical services using public transport than those who did 
not share those protected characteristics.  

4.45 The Committee was therefore satisfied that, having regard to the desirability of people 
who share a protected characteristic having access to services that meet specific 
needs for pharmaceutical services that are difficult for them to access, granting the 
application would confer significant benefits on persons. 

4.46 In considering Regulation 18(2)(b)(iii) the Committee had regard to the desirability of 
innovative approaches to the delivery of pharmaceutical services. In doing so, the 
Committee would consider whether there was something more over and above the 
usual delivery of pharmaceutical services that might be expected from all pharmacies, 
some ‘added value’ on offer at the location. 

4.47 The Applicant has not submitted that innovative services will be offered if the 
application is granted. 

4.48 The Committee was not satisfied that, having regard to the desirability of there being 
innovative approaches taken with regard to the deliverability of pharmaceutical 
services, granting the application would confer significant benefits on persons. 

Regulation 18(2)(b) generally 

4.49 The Committee was of the view that there was no information provided to support a 
finding that pharmaceutical services are not currently provided at such times as 
needed. However the Committee was mindful of its conclusion above regarding 
physical access to existing pharmaceutical services and therefore concluded that 
granting the application would confer significant benefits.  

4.50 The Committee was of the view that in accordance with Regulation 18(2)(b) the 
granting of this application would confer significant benefits on persons in the area of 
the HWB which were not foreseen when the PNA was published. 

Other considerations 

4.51 Having determined that Regulation 18(2)(b) had been satisfied, the Committee needed 
to have regard to Regulation 18(2)(c) to (e) and found that there were no other 
applications or appeals to be considered at the same time as the current application.  
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4.52 No deferral or refusal under Regulation 18(2)(f) was required in this case. 

4.53 The Committee had regard to Regulation 18(2)(g) and found that the circumstances 
envisaged in that provision would not apply as no consolidation applications had been 
made in the area.  

4.54 The Committee considered whether there were any further factors to be taken into 
account and concluded that there were not. 

4.55 The Committee was satisfied that the information provided demonstrates that there is 
difficulty in accessing current pharmaceutical services such that a pharmacy at the 
proposed site would provide better access to pharmaceutical services. 

4.56 The Committee had regard to Regulation 19(6) which states: 

(6) If the NHSCB is satisfied as mentioned in regulation 18(2)(b), it may grant the 
application not withstanding that the improvements or better access were or was not 
included in the relevant pharmaceutical needs assessment. 

4.57 Pursuant to paragraph 9(1)(a) of Schedule 3 to the Regulations, the Committee may: 

4.57.1 confirm NHS England’s decision; 

4.57.2 quash NHS England’s decision and redetermine the application; 

4.57.3 quash NHS England’s decision and, if it considers that there should be a further 
notification to the parties to make representations, remit the matter to NHS 
England. 

4.58 In those circumstances for the reasons given above, the Committee determined that 
the decision of NHS England must be quashed.  

4.59 The Committee went on to consider whether there should be a further notification to 
the parties detailed at paragraph 19 of Schedule 2 of the Regulations to allow them to 
make representations if they so wished (in which case it would be appropriate to remit 
the matter to NHS England) or whether it was preferable for the Committee to 
redetermine the application. 

4.60 The Committee noted that representations on Regulation 18 had been sought from 
parties by NHS England and representations had already been made by parties to NHS 
England in response.  These had been circulated and seen by all parties as part of the 
processing of the application by NHS England.  The Committee further noted that when 
the appeal was circulated representations had been sought from parties on Regulation 
18. 

4.61 The Committee concluded that further notification under paragraph 19 of Schedule 2 
would not be helpful in this case. 

4.62 The Committee had regard to Regulation 50(1) which states:  

Discontinuation of arrangements for the provision of pharmaceutical services by 
doctors 

In circumstances where the NHSCB has arrangements (whether they were made under 
these Regulations or were made under or continued by virtue of the 2012 Regulations) 
with a dispensing doctor (D) to provide pharmaceutical services to a person (P), if… 
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D must terminate the provision of pharmaceutical services to P, subject to any 
postponement of the discontinuation by the NHSCB in accordance with paragraphs (2) 
to (6). 

4.63 Regulation 50(3) states: 

This paragraph applies where— 

(a) the NHSCB grants a routine or excepted application, the result of which is 
the inclusion in a pharmaceutical list of pharmacy premises that are not 
already listed in relation to an NHS pharmacist; . 
 

(b) the pharmacy premises to which that application relates are not distance 
selling premises but— . 

 
(i) are in a controlled locality, or 

 
(ii) are within 1.6 kilometres of a part of a controlled locality in 

which patients of a dispensing doctor reside and those 
patients are being provided with pharmaceutical services by 
that dispensing doctor; and 

 
(c) granting the routine or excepted application, in the opinion of the NHSCB, 

results in a significant change to the arrangements that are in place for the 
provision of pharmaceutical services (including by a person on a 
dispensing doctor list) or local pharmaceutical services in any part of a 
controlled locality. 

4.64 Based upon information provided on appeal, the Committee noted that the proposed 
pharmacy premises, may be within 1.6 kilometres of a part of a controlled locality in 
which patients of a dispensing doctor reside and those patients are being provided with 
pharmaceutical services by that dispensing doctor.  

4.65 The Committee noted NHS England having refused the application, did not consider 
gradualisation in accordance with Regulation 50. Given that the Committee has now 
granted the application on appeal, it has considered that this matter should be remitted 
back to NHS England to assess whether there are any patients who might be affected 
following the granting of the application and if so, to consider gradualisation in 
accordance with Regulation 50. 

5 DECISION 

5.1 The Pharmacy Appeals Committee (“Committee”), appointed by NHS Resolution, 
quashes the decision of NHS England, for the reasons given above, and redetermines 
the application. 

5.2 The Committee determined that the application should be granted. 

5.3 The Committee has considered whether the granting of the application would cause 
significant detriment to proper planning in respect of the provision of pharmaceutical 
services in the area covered by the HWB, or the arrangements in place for the provision 
of pharmaceutical services in that area and is not satisfied that it would; 

5.4 The Committee determined that the application should be granted on the following 
basis: 

5.4.1 In considering whether the granting of the application would confer significant 
benefits, the Committee determined that – 
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5.4.1.1 there is not already a reasonable choice with regard to obtaining 
pharmaceutical services; 

5.4.1.2 there is evidence of people sharing a protected characteristic having 
difficulty in accessing pharmaceutical services; and 

5.4.1.3 there is no evidence that innovative approaches would be taken with 
regard to the delivery of pharmaceutical services; 

5.4.2 Having taken these matters into account, the Committee is satisfied that 
granting the application would confer significant benefits as outlined above that 
would secure improvements or better access to pharmaceutical services. 

5.4.3 The Committee remits the matter back to NHS England to take appropriate 
action in accordance with Regulation 50. 

 
Committee Chair 
 
A copy of this decision is being sent to: 
 
Rushport Advisory LLP – on behalf of the Applicant 
NHS England  
Boots UK Ltd  
Studfall Medical Centre 
Well Pharmacy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annex A  
 
REF: SHA/23367 

Arena Point 
Merrion Way 

Leeds 
LS2 8PA 

 
Tel: 0203 928 2000  
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APPEAL AGAINST NHS ENGLAND MIDLANDS AREA 
TEAM, NHS COMMISSIONING BOARD ("NHS 
ENGLAND") DECISION TO REFUSE AN APPLICATION 
BY MR MUHAMMED AHMED PANDOR OF MAP 
PHARMA LTD, FOR INCLUSION IN THE 
PHARMACEUTICAL LIST OFFERING UNFORESEEN 
BENEFITS UNDER REGULATION 18 AT LAND OFF 
KESTREL ROAD, PRIORS HALL PARK, CORBY, NN17 
 

1 The Application 

By application dated 8 October 2019, # of MAP Pharma Ltd (“the Applicant”) applied to NHS 
Commissioning Board (“NHS England”) for inclusion in the pharmaceutical list offering 
unforeseen benefits under Regulation 18 at Land off Kestrel Road, Priors Hall Park, Corby, 
NN17.  In support of the application it was stated: 

1.1 In response to Part 5 of the application form (reference to Regulation 31) the Applicant 
stated: “No other pharmacy in same or adjacent premises so not applicable.” 

1.2 Priors Hall is a large mixed use development at the outskirts of Corby. In total, the 
development will comprise over 5,000 new homes from multiple house builders and is 
a new community in its own right. 

1.3 The development contains significant facilities for day to day living including:  

1.3.1 Pre-school – The Parks new outside nursery, attached to the Primary School. 

1.3.2 Primary School – The first primary school for up to 420 pupils is located directly 
adjacent to the Academy. 

1.3.3 Secondary School – Corby Business Academy  - 995 pupils. 

1.3.4 Priors Hall Park Community Centre (opened August 2017)  -  in the heart of 
the Park which provides a focus for social, cultural and commercial activity – 
offering a diverse range of clubs, societies and organised activities throughout 
the week and over the weekend. 

1.3.5 The District Centre is allocated (sic) within the Priors Hall Park development. It 
is proposed to consist of a Children’s nursery, Medical centre, Care home and 
Retail units. The proposed layout is shown on a diagram (provided).  

1.3.6 At present the residents mainly use Weldon to access services and this means 
crossing over the A43 to a different community area.  

1.3.7 Approving this application will therefore secure both  improvements and better 
access to pharmaceutical services.  

1.3.8 In addition to the residents, of Priors Hall Park, there is also a significant influx 
of workers every day to the Business centre who would also see significant 
benefits in being able to access pharmaceutical services where they work and 
at a time that allows them access to pharmacy services that they might not 
otherwise be able to access. 

1.3.9 At present there is no Medical centre or Pharmacy at Priors Hall Park and this 
means that there is no access to healthcare advice or provision for residents 
and visitors alike. Discussions are ongoing to bring a Medical centre to the 
development and land has been allocated for the Medical centre if it is 
approved by the CCG.   
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1.3.10 The Applicant is aware that another application to open a Pharmacy at this 
location was refused several years ago, but that application was submitted 
when the development was at a much earlier stage and significant progress 
has been made at the development since that time.  

1.3.11 The Applicant therefore asks NHSE to reconsider the position now, and look 
at how the area has developed since the last application was refused. 

1.4 The Applicant intends to provide the following services: 

1.4.1 Essential services 

1.4.2 Advanced and Enhanced Services 

1.4.3 NMS 

1.4.4 MUR 

1.4.5 EHC 

1.4.6 Smoking cessation  

1.4.7 Chlamydia screening  

1.4.8 Flu vaccinations  

1.4.9 Other screening services 

1.4.10 Services under PGD 

1.4.11 Needle & Syringe exchange  

1.4.12 Supply of gluten free products 

1.4.13 Supervised self-administration  

1.5 The application form further includes: 

1.5.1 The Applicant intends to provide all commissioned services and will ensure 
that all pharmacists employed are accredited to provide these services. The 
premises will also be accredited. In addition, the Applicant intends to provide a 
number of services that are not currently being commissioned and will seek to 
work with local GP practices to develop joint working on the provision non-
commissioned services.  

1.6 The Applicant intends to provide the following core opening hours: 

Mon to Fri 9am to 5pm 

Sat   - 

Sun    - 

1.7 The Applicant intends to provide the following total opening hours: 

Mon to Fri 9am to 5.30pm 

Sat   9am to 1pm 
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Sun    - 

2 The Decision 

NHS England considered and decided to refuse the application. The decision letter dated 17 
April 2020 states: 

Covering letter 

2.1 NHS England has considered the application and is writing to confirm that it has been 
refused. Please see the enclosed report for the full reasoning. 

Decision report 

Application for inclusion in a pharmaceutical list: Routine application offering  to 
secure unforeseen benefits - MAP Pharma Ltd, Land off Kestrel Road, Priors Hall 
Park, Corby, NN17.   

2.2 NHS England (Midlands) has considered the application and is writing to inform the 
Applicant of the decision.   

2.3 NHS England (Midlands) Pharmaceutical Services Regulations Committee (PSRC) 
first considered Regulations 31 of the NHS (Pharmaceutical & Local Pharmaceutical 
Services) Regulations 2013. The PSRC agreed that it was not required to refuse the 
application under the provisions of Regulation 31 as the proposed pharmacy will not 
be adjacent to an existing pharmacy premises and there are no existing pharmacies 
operating from the proposed best estimate location and therefore, under this provision, 
Regulation 31 would not cause the application to be refused.  

2.4 PSRC then considered Regulations 18.  

2.5 Regulation 18(1) if (a) the NHSCB receives a routine application and is required to 
determine whether it is satisfied that granting the application, or granting it in respect 
of some of the services specified in it, would secure improvements, or better access, 
to pharmaceutical services, or pharmaceutical services of a specified type, in the area; 
and (b) the improvements or better access that would be secured were not included in 
the relevant Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment, in determining whether it is satisfied 
the NHSCB must have regard to the matters set out in paragraph 18(2).   

2.6 PSRC noted that this application has been made for an area where there is currently 
no community pharmacy. Post code NN17 3FD being close to the best estimate 
proposed location was used to establish the interested parties to be consulted on this 
application. There are 13 pharmacies within 4 miles radius of NN17 3FD all in the town 
of Corby including a dispensing practice in Weldon,1.1 miles.  

2.7 PSRC further noted that the Applicant has stated that they intend to provide all 
commissioned services outlined in their application form as well as other services 
currently not provided however the Applicant has not listed these services. The 
services listed in the application form are already being provided by pharmacies in the 
Corby area. The Applicant has not outlined the benefits that granting the application or 
granting it in respect of some of the services specified in the application form would 
secure improvements, or better access, to pharmaceutical services, or improvements 
or better access would be secured which were not included in the relevant 
Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment.  

2.8 The application states that the reason for opening a pharmacy is to secure 
pharmaceutical services for the residents at Priors Hall Park who are using the Weldon 
dispensing practice which they have to cross the A43 to access, and also the significant 
workers at Priors Hall Park however, the Applicant has not provided any evidence that 
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residents are having difficulty in accessing pharmaceutical services or the workers in 
the area need to access pharmaceutical services.  

2.9 Taking the above information into account, PSRC determined that this section of 
Regulation 18(1) should cause the application to be rejected.  

2.10 In order to be satisfied in accordance with Regulation 18(1), the criteria set out in 
Regulation 18(2) was considered by PSRC;  

2.11 Regulation 18(2)(a) whether it is satisfied that granting the application would cause 
significant detriment to (i) proper planning in respect of the provision of pharmaceutical 
services in the area of the relevant HWB; or (ii) the arrangements it has in place for 
provision of pharmaceutical services in the area.  

2.12 PSRC determined that if the application was granted and a pharmacy opened within 
Priors Hall Park the ability of NHS England to plan for the provision of services would 
not be significantly affected. Furthermore, granting the application would not cause 
significant detriment to the arrangements currently in place for the provision of 
pharmaceutical services. Therefore, this part of Regulation 18 would not cause the 
application to be refused.  

2.13 Regulation 18(2)(b) whether, notwithstanding that the improvements or better access 
were not included in the relevant PNA, it is satisfied that, having regard to the 
desirability of;  

2.13.1 (i) there being reasonable choice with regard to obtaining pharmaceutical 
services in the area of the relevant HWB;  

2.13.2 PSRC noted that there are 13 pharmacies within a 4-mile radius of the 
proposed best estimate location identified by the Applicant offering the same 
pharmaceutical services and extended opening hours.  

2.13.3 (ii) people who share a protected characteristic having access to services that 
meet specific needs for pharmaceutical services that, in the area of the relevant 
HWB, are difficult for them to access;  

2.13.4 PSRC noted that under this section the Applicant should provide details of 
groups sharing protected characteristics that are having difficulty accessing 
pharmaceutical services in the area. The Applicant has not provided any 
evidence regarding such groups.  

2.13.5 (iii) there are being innovative approaches taken with regard to the delivery of 
pharmaceutical services PSRC is required to consider whether the Applicant 
is proposing new or innovative approaches for the delivery of pharmaceutical 
services in the area.  

2.13.6 PSRC noted that the Applicant does not identify any specific innovative 
approaches and, therefore provided no evidence that the application should be 
granted on this basis.  

2.13.7 PSRC determined that the lack of evidence for the above sections of 
Regulation 18(2) should cause the application to be rejected.  

Regulation 65  

2.13.8 PSRC noted that the Applicant is proposing to provide the required 40 core 
opening hours and therefore Regulation 65 should not cause the application to 
be rejected. 

Regulation 50  
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2.13.9 Having determined that the application does not meet the requirements under 
Regulation 18, PSRC did not consider Regulation 50 in regard to 
gradualisation for dispensing GP practices in the area.  

2.13.10 PSRC concluded that the Applicant has not outlined the benefits that granting 
the application or granting it in respect of some of the services specified in the 
application form would secure improvements, or better access, to 
pharmaceutical services, or improvements or better access would be secured 
which were not included in the relevant Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment.  

2.13.11 The Applicant has not identified any additional, unique or innovative 
approaches with regard to the delivery of services that they intend to provide.  

2.13.12 The Applicant has not outlined that individuals sharing a protected 
characteristic are currently having difficulty in accessing pharmaceutical 
services. The application fails to make any reference to individuals sharing 
protected characteristics in their application form.  

2.13.13 PSRC noted the above points and rejected this application. 

3 The Appeal 

In a letter dated 22 April 2020 addressed to NHS Resolution, Rushport Advisory LLP appealed 
on behalf of the Applicant against NHS England's decision.  The grounds of appeal are: 

3.1 Rushport enclose a detailed report which forms the basis of this appeal and the 
Applicant requests that the Committee determines this appeal by way of oral hearing 
as a site visit is the only way to fully appreciate the scale of the development and 
ongoing development in Priors Hall Park in recent years. 

3.2 Other than quoting the number of pharmacies within a 4 mile radius of the application 
site, whilst providing no rationale for the use of such an arbitrary radius and then 
repeating the various parts of the legal test, the decision letter from NHS England does 
not provide intelligible reasons for refusing the application. Given this the Applicant 
requests that the Committee considers the detail of the report (provided) alongside the 
numerous letters from patients (copies provided) which support the opening of the 
pharmacy and provide specific reasons for doing so. 

PHARMACY NEEDS REPORT  

Applicant: MAP Pharma Ltd  

Location: Land off Kestrel Road, Priors Hall Park, Corby NN17 

INTRODUCTION  

3.3 This Pharmacy Needs Report considers an application for a new pharmacy at land off 
Kestrel Road, Priors Hall Park (PHP), Corby, NN17. 

3.4 This Report is submitted on behalf of the applicant MAP Pharma Ltd 

Structure of the Report 

3.5 This Report provides :- 

3.5.1 the background to the application in particular the previous decision on the 
application in Section 2; 
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3.5.2 a description of the general area of the proposal and its surroundings at 
Section 3; 

3.5.3 comments on the statutory tests at Section 4; 

3.5.4 comments on the Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment of Northamptonshire at 
Section 5; 

3.5.5 details of the health care provision in the area at Section 6; 

3.5.6 information on proximity and accessibility of existing pharmacies in Section 7; 

3.5.7 a consideration of other matters relevant to need in Section 8; 

3.5.8 a response to objections in Section 9; 

3.5.9 the conclusion in Section 10. 

3.6 Representations have been made on this application from Boots Pharmacy, Well 
Pharmacy, the Local Pharmaceutical Committee, Northamptonshire Local Medical 
Committee and Studfall Medical Centre. 

BACKGROUND TO THE APPLICATION 

3.7 This application has been submitted following consideration of the decision of the 
previous Pharmacy Appeals Committee (Committee) to refuse an application Ref: 
SHA/18425 for a pharmacy in the vicinity of the Future Centre, PHP in October 2016. 
That application was originally submitted in October 2014. This application is some 5 
years after the original application was submitted and the eventual decision on this 
application will at best be taken later this year, and as such it will be at least some 4 
years since the previous decision was taken. 

3.8 Reviewing the previous decision the following is noted: 

3.8.1 Paragraph 8.3 notes that the Committee considered it was not necessary to 
hold an oral hearing. Given the scale of development located at PHP and the 
significant distances involved it is surprising that the Committee did not hold 
an oral hearing. Such a hearing would have avoided the Committee 
misunderstanding the case being presented by the Applicant. In this case the 
Committee is encouraged to hold an oral hearing to ensure it understands fully 
the case presented by the Applicant and allows the opportunity for cross 
questioning of Applicant, objectors and interested third parties; 

3.8.2 Paragraph 8.6 notes that the Committee determined that it was not required to 
refuse the application under the provisions of Regulation 31;  

3.8.3 Paragraph 8.10 notes that the Committee considered that Regulation 18(1)(a) 
was satisfied in that it was required to determine whether it was satisfied that 
granting the application, or granting it in respect of some of the services 
specified in it, would secure improvements, or better access, to pharmaceutical 
services or pharmaceutical services of a specified type, in the area of the 
relevant HWB. The Applicant does not consider this to be the correct lawful 
approach. The Committee have treated Regulation 18(1)(a) as a direction to 
the other parts of the legislation. It is the Applicant’s view that Regulation 
18(1)(a) is the central aspect of the statutory test. The Committee in the 
previous decision in the Applicant’s view misdirected itself in respect of the 
statutory test. 

3.8.4 Paragraphs 8.11-8.17 notes that under Regulation 18(1)(b) the Committee 
found that the improvements and better access that the applicant was claiming 
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would be secured by its application were not included in the relevant PNA in 
accordance with paragraph 4 of Schedule 1 of the Regulations; 

3.8.5 Paragraph 8.19-8.22 found that under regulation 18(2)(a)(i) the Committee was 
not satisfied that significant detriment to the proper planning of pharmaceutical 
services would result from a grant of the application; 

3.8.6 Paragraph 8.23-8.26 found that under 18(2)(a)(ii) in the absence of any 
significant detriment as described in Regulation 18(2)(a), the Committee was 
not obliged to refuse the application; 

3.8.7 Paragraph 8.28 - 8.34 in respect of Regulation (18)(2)(b)(i) to (iii) the 
Committee found that: 

3.8.7.1 that people living in PHP would not wish to make the journey to the 
nearest pharmacies at Asda and Boots (over 2.5 miles away) on foot 
(paragraph 8.38); 

3.8.7.2 The Committee had limited information on car ownership, but had no 
information to suggest car ownership was below average, and the 
Committee considered the development would be aimed at those who 
are mobile, and that those with their own vehicle the distance to the 
existing pharmacies is not excessive (paragraph 8.29). The PHP is a 
sustainable mixed community. It is not designed for a “mobile” 
population. It has been designed as a sustainable development where 
all daily needs can be met without long car journeys to other shops 
and services; 

3.8.7.3 The Committee considered that there was no information to suggest 
that bus services X4 and bus 2 between Corby Business Academy and 
Phoenix Park Way were not available or not being used to provide 
people with reasonable access to existing pharmacies (paragraph 
8.30); 

3.8.7.4 The Committee therefore found that granting the application would not 
confer significant benefits by way of physical access on persons 
(paragraph 8.30);  

3.8.7.5 The Committee found that there was likely to be people in the area 
with protected characteristics, but the applicant had not provided any 
information to show persons in the area with a protected 
characteristics and with specific needs for pharmaceutical services 
that are currently difficult for them to access (paragraph 8.33); 

3.8.7.6 The Committee noted Dr Sumira’s objection, however the Committee 
was mindful that as the application is not in a controlled locality, the 
prejudice to proper provision test was not applicable. Further, the 
Committee was mindful that any closure of the branch surgery would 
require agreement from NHS England (paragraph 8.36); 

3.8.7.7 6000 dwellings were planned for PHP and further land proposed for 
development east of Weldon. The Applicant estimated the (sic) 
between 280 and 360 dwellings were completed. However, the 
Committee found that there was no evidence that current providers 
could not cope with the demand (paragraph 8.37). The Committee 
misdirected itself in this analysis. The test is not whether existing 
pharmacies can cope, it is whether the proposal will secure 
improvements or better access. In any event as shown below some 
pharmacies have confirmed in the PNA that they are not able to cope 
with the exponential growth; 
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3.8.7.8 The Committee noted the services in the area, and that there is no 
doubt such services and amenities that are available are likely to be 
used by persons during the course of their everyday lives. However 
the Committee found the range to be limited and that it is likely that 
persons will travel elsewhere for some of the requirements and in 
doing so, will have reasonable access to existing pharmacies in the 
area (paragraph 8.38). This logic does not stand scrutiny, as no area 
is fully closed, and there is always a need to leave an area. What the 
Committee should be considering is what people will do during their 
normal daily lives. If that question is answered it will be seen that the 
population uses the services in Prior’s Hall Park daily and that the 
pharmacies in Corby do not form part of their daily patterns of 
movement; 

3.8.7.9 The Committee found that the proposal would not confer significant 
benefits on the HWB area which were not foreseen when the PNA was 
published (paragraph 8.40).  

3.8.8 In short the original application considered in this case was not robustly 
presented. However the Applicant did not benefit from an oral hearing, the 
Committee narrowed the issues to the fact that no one will walk to alternative 
pharmacies, the area is affluent and people can drive to existing pharmacies 
and those without a car can take the bus. The Committee set aside the 
significant population and services in the area and weighed in favour of the 
proposition that people look outside the area generally for their needs.  

3.8.9 2.4 Having reviewed the decision, it is clear that it was not soundly based and 
there is good grounds to reconsider the need for a pharmacy in this area again 
under the current application. 

SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 

3.9 Corby is a large town in Northamptonshire centrally located within England and with 
strong links to nearby major urban areas. It is located about 30 miles southeast of 
Leicester and 23 miles northeast of Northampton. It is located on a main rail line with 
services to Kettering and many continuing onwards to London. 

3.10 The railway line bisects Corby from east to west. The town has strong links to the steel 
industry which was a major source of employment in the town until the late 20th 
Century. The layout of the town has been influenced by the designation of Corby as a 
New Town in 1950. The town centre and the majority of Corby housing is located west 
of the railway line while the industrial areas are located to the east. 

3.11 Corby has a number of clearly definable areas of development including the town 
centre, which is encircled by Westcote Way, Elizabeth Street, Alexandra Road and 
George Street. The residential areas of the town are west of the town centre and 
encircle the central parkland which includes Corby Lake. 

3.12 East of the railway line the lands of the former steel industry have been redeveloped 
as Willow Brook Industrial Estate, St James Industrial Estate, Phoenix Parkway 
Industrial Estate, Weldon North Industrial Estate and Weldon South Industrial Estate. 
North of the town is the Earlstrees Industrial Estate. In the 1980s to compensate for 
loss of jobs in the steel industry large parts of Corby benefited from relaxed planning 
controls on industrial development as parts of the town were designated as a simplified 
planning zone to try and boost employment in the area. 

3.13 Also notable in the northeast of Corby is the large Rockingham Motor Speedway which 
is now being used as a centre for automotive logistics. 

Corby’s Phenomenal Growth 
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3.14 Corby is an established area for growth. The Council’s latest (2019 emerging) Core 
Strategy notes that there are proposals for the town to increase its population to 
100,000 by 2030. The 2011 Census found Corby to have a population of about 60,000 
and it currently stands at about 70,800. The Council states that Corby has seen 
“phenomenal growth in its population in recent years” (Part 2 Local Plan for Corby 
Publication Draft ((Pre Submission)) para 2.9). The population of the town has grown 
from about 52,800 in 2001 and as such in the last two decades Corby has grown by 
about 18,000 people (+34%). 

3.15 The Council also note the following:- 

3.15.1 Like the rest of Northamptonshire, the area is facing significant demographic 
change through increased growth in the number of older households; which 
will continue to be a key driver throughout the plan period.  

3.15.2 Corby has higher than average levels of deprivation and poor health issues, 
with high rates of smoking related deaths, early cancer deaths, alcohol abuse 
and low life expectancy for men and women. 20% of children in the area live 
in low income families and 20.6% of children in Year 6 are classified as obese.  

Northeast Sustainable Urban Expansion – PHP 

3.16 To achieve the ambitious expansion of Corby the Council designated Sustainable 
Urban Expansion areas to the northeast and west of the town. To the northeast, this 
involved an area of around 395 hectares of land (268 ha in Corby Borough and the 
remainder in East Northamptonshire). In 2004 outline planning applications were 
submitted to both Corby Borough Council (04/00240/OUT) and East Northamptonshire 
for a mixed use urban extension to Corby comprising: 

3.16.1 Up to 5,100 residential dwellings; 

3.16.2 Up to 14 ha of employment land; 

3.16.3 1 District Centre; 

3.16.4 2 Neighbourhood Centres; 

3.16.5 Schools (1 secondary and 3 primary); 

3.16.6 Hotel; and 

3.16.7 Formal and informal open space. 

3.17 Corby Borough Council approved the outline application in March 2007 and East 
Northants Council approved it in February 2012. Following the submission and granting 
of a number of reserved matters applications development has commenced on site and 
the first houses at what is now known as PHP was completed in 2010. 

3.18 PHP would be classed as an urban village which is a large self-contained area with 
multiple residential character areas built in phases, by a number of different house 
builders. With the provision of about 5,000 homes and perhaps a population of 12,500 
people with all shops and services provided alongside employment and recreation, 
PHP would be larger than many English towns which already provide a pharmacy.  

Progress of PHP 

3.19 In the last decade while significant numbers of houses and services have been 
provided the developers of PHP have also been making adjustments to the overall 
scheme layout. Below is the latest masterplan layout for the area (diagram provided). 
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Retail Approval 

3.20 An application for reserved matters (19/00071/REM) was granted on 8 November 2019 
for the construction of a 4,500 sq ft foodstore (A1), 10 commercial units (A1-A5, D1 
and B1) ranging in size of between 450 sq ft and 1200 sq ft, a 6500 sq ft gym (D2) and 
associated works. The layout for this development is below (diagram provided) where 
it can be seen that the scheme provides 90 car parking spaces and cycle spaces.  

Prior Hall Commercial Premises 

3.21 This development has commenced on site and is expected to open later in 2020. 
Sainsbury’s and Busy Bees day nursery are committed tenants of the units and as a 
consequence of the opening of this centre residents, workers and visitors to the area 
will have no need to leave the area for the shopping purposes. 

The District Centre 

3.22 The commercial development outlined above fits into the wider District Centre for PHP. 
The District Centre masterplan is set out below (diagram provided) where it can be 
seen that either side of the commercial area is a children’s nursery (which has been 
built), a proposed Medical Centre and Care Home. 

3.23 In September 2018 the 1000th house was sold in PHP. Today Prior’s Hall has circa 
1300 dwellings constructed. This is a stark contract to the 2016 estimates provided in 
the previous appeal decision that there was 360 dwellings completed. The previous 
application was submitted towards the end of the period of economic downturn 
following the 2008 credit crunch. The housing market had not fully recovered. Since 
2016 the housing market has improved and builders, the government and all 
stakeholders are working to significantly boost housing supply throughout England. As 
such it is unsurprising that the number of houses at PHP has dramatically increased 
since the last decision and this trend needs continue for the next decade to provide 
sufficient homes for the growing population of Corby. 

Characteristics of PHP 

3.24 PHP is a modern development of mixed tenure housing in a suburban setting with good 
access to the nearby countryside.  

3.25 Within these areas house builders (Barratt Homes, EDG Properties, Etopia Corby, 
Francis Jackson, Jelson Homes, Keir Living and Larkfleet Homes) are building out 
housing estates known as Etopia, Heartlands, Lakeview, The Fairways, Gretton Valley, 
Bluebelle and Willowhurst. The management company for this development is Urban 
and Civic. The fact that there are no fewer than seven house builders on site is 
illustrative of the scale of development at PHP. 

3.26 The scale of the development can be appreciated by the fact that it covers an area that 
extends to about 1 mile (1.6km) from north to south and from 0.73 miles (1.2km) east 
to west. It is a massive area. The main access into the area is from the A13 Stamford 
Road. Levatts Way leads to The Avenue and London Road which are the main roads 
of the first phase of PHP where various housing areas are provided at Weldon Lakes, 
Town Gardens. North of Town Gardens is the District Centre of the development where 
community uses are located and beyond this to the north is Rockingham Gate.  

3.27 The District Centre of the development is centred on Kestrel Way. Around this area is 
Corby Enterprise Centre (photographs provided) which has 38 offices and 15 studios 
accommodating a variety of businesses. Across the road is The Good Bean shop and 
café which provides for local people and workers daily needs. Beside The Good Bean 
Café is Urban and Civic Management offices. Opposite is the Community Centre 
(opened in 2017) which has a large sports hall and bistro area. The Community Centre 
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accommodates different community groups including dance, singing and yoga classes, 
scouts, church and care groups. 

PHP Community Centre 

3.28 Corby Business Academy opened in 2018 and has 1,000 students and Priors Hall – A 
Learning Community Primary School and nursery can cater for 420 children. These 
facilities have developed since the previous decision. As part of the schools there are 
outdoor sports pitches. 

3.29 Also in the area is local parks and areas of open space for children to play and adults 
to relax and enjoy the surroundings. 

3.30 As mentioned above, this hub of the PHP area is continuing to develop with the works 
on the new District Centre underway.  

3.31 The overall scale of PHP can be further illustrated by the fact that it not only has a 
District Centre been approved but there will also provide two separate Local Centres 
and a further 2 more primary schools. These facilities are significant and are needed 
given the sheer scale of population growth that PHP is accommodating. 

Surrounding Area 

3.32 Northeast of PHP is the Rockingham Speedway site, and east is the large areas of 
industrial estates with Morrisons Regional Distribution Centre and RS Components 
Factory and warehouse buildings abutting PHP. East of PHP is the open countryside 
and Priors Hall Golf Course.  

3.33 South of PHP across the A43 is Weldon. This is a small settlement which is centred on 
High Street. It has a Londis shop and Post Office, The George Pub, Village Hall, a Hair 
Salon, café and a Branch Surgery. It has Weldon Church of England Primary School 
which has 202 children. 

Weldon Park 

3.34 Immediately east of Weldon and south of PHP is Weldon Park which is part of the 
Sustainable Urban Extension of Corby. This site was granted outline planning 
permission for a mix of uses of up to 1,000 dwellings, a local centre, employment, 
primary school and associated works. This area could accommodate a further 2,500 
people. Permission Homes are the developer of this site. By the end of 2020 there is 
likely to be 273 houses developed on this site with a population of about 673. Again, 
this is a development that was not considered in the previous decision (map provided). 

3.35 Immediately south of Weldon Park, a second secondary school site for 1200 students 
and 300 sixth form pupils at Oundle Road has been identified. 

3.36 Overall combining PHP, Weldon Park and Weldon, the resident population of this area 
could be around 15,000-18,000 when works are complete. The 2 secondary schools 
and 4 primary schools could be accommodating in the region of 4,000 children and 
students. 

The Application 

3.37 Details of the proposal are set out in the application forms. The proposal is for a 
pharmacy at Kestrel Road. While premises have not been secured yet, there are 10 
separate shop units being constructed as part of the District Centre, any of which would 
be suitable for a pharmacy. It can be noted that the proposal will open 9am to 6pm 
Monday to Friday and 9am to 1pm on Saturday a total of 49 open hours. It will provide 
40 core opening hours. Between 9am to 5pm Monday to Friday. 
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STATUTORY TESTS 

3.38 The statutory tests are set out under “The National Health Service (Pharmaceutical and 
Local Pharmaceutical Services) Regulations 2013” (the “Regulations”). In particular the 
application should be assessed under Regulation 18. 

3.39 The first test is whether an application for the improvements for people living in PHP 
and north east Corby that have been identified by the Applicant has been considered 
under the Pharmaceutical Needs Assessment for Northamptonshire (the “PNA”). A 
review of the PNA confirms that the benefits of a pharmacy at Kestrel Road are not 
considered in the manner set out in the Regulation. As such in the same manner that 
the previous application was not foreseen in the PNA, equally this application is an 
‘unforeseen’ application and Regulation 18 applies to its assessment. Rushport discuss 
the PNA further below. 

3.40 Other aspects of the Regulations are Regulation 18 (2)(a)(i) whether significant 
detriment to proper planning in respect of the provision of pharmaceutical services in 
the area of the relevant HWB would occur and Regulation 18(2)(a)(ii) whether 
significant detriment to the arrangements the NHSCB has in place for the provision of 
pharmaceutical services in that area would occur. There is no evidence that granting 
the application would cause significant detriment to proper planning or the 
arrangements for provision of pharmaceutical services. As such neither grounds arise 
in this application. 

3.41 The other aspects that an Applicant can ground their application on includes Regulation 
18 (2)(b) (ii) and (iii) being that a proposal will support the needs of people who share 
a protected characteristic and innovative approaches are being taken. Innovation is not 
be relied upon in this case. Protected characteristic is justification for this application 
as shown later, where it is shown that the large local community of PHP (which is 
growing) includes between 1000-1500 children as well and mothers with children that 
have no access to a pharmacy in their area. 

3.42 The Regulations have been in place for 5 years and are well understood. They have 
been distilled into the central issue of whether a proposal will provide better access to 
pharmaceutical services (Regulation 18(1)(a)) and whether there is reasonable choice 
of pharmaceutical services (Regulation 18(2)(b)(i). The Regulations provide no 
guidance as to what is “better access” or “reasonable choice”, such matters are 
determined by the facts of the case. 

3.43 Better access and reasonable choice cannot be met by arbitrary figures provided in 
documents such as the PNA of being able to drive to a pharmacy within a radius of 5-
20 minute drive time. Such an arbitrary approach does not reflect the characteristics of 
a growing area where patterns of movement may not bring people within close 
proximity of existing services or in cases where a significant percentage of the 
population have no access to a car during the day. 

3.44 However it must be a relevant consideration if an area has experienced significant 
population growth in recent years which is set to continue and that population has 
currently no access to any health care provision whatsoever. This must be a significant 
factor in favour of a new contract and clearly applies in this case. 

THE PHARMACEUTICAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

3.45 The Northamptonshire PNA 2018 considers pharmacy provision in localities of the 
borough and includes consideration of Corby as a standalone locality. 

3.46 The PNA provides some helpful background information. It notes the following:- 

3.46.1 Surveys of existing patients for the HWB area found that about 28% of people 
walked to their pharmacy. 
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3.46.2 Provided - Figure 7  - Headed: ‘If you go to the pharmacy by yourself or with 
someone, how do you usually get there? (Graph extracted from Northampton 
PNA). 

3.46.3 About 2 thirds of people take more than 5 minutes to get to their pharmacy, 
with 55% taking between 5-15 minutes. 

3.46.4 Figure 8  - graph entitled ‘How long does it usually take to get there?’ (Extract 
from Northampton PNA). 

3.46.5 The PNA recognises the scale of growth in Corby with a 33% increase in the 
last 30 years, greater than the England average. In the period between 2006 
and 2016 the Corby population grew by 20.1% compared to 7.6% in England. 

3.46.6 Figure 9 – Estimated population growth within the last 30 years (Source: Office 
of National Statistics) (Extract from Northampton PNA). 

3.47 The PNA applies the extremely crude assessment of proximity to pharmacies by a 
distance of 20 minutes drive time. This is a wholly arbitrary assessment that takes no 
account of people’s daily travel patterns. 

3.48 The PNA Section 8 looks specifically at Corby Borough Council area. It notes the 
following :- 

3.48.1 Corby has had the highest population growth in the county and is expected to 
have the greatest population growth over the next 10 years, and the fastest 
growing population in England outside London and 5th highest in England; 

3.48.2 Corby has the highest fertility rate; 

3.48.3 It has the lowest under 65 levels of population and highest under 16 population 
in the county; 

3.48.4 It will have the highest increase in new homes in the county (+32.5%); 

3.48.5 4 Super Output Areas in Corby are among the top 10% most deprived areas 
in England and Corby is the 46th (out of 326) Local Authorities in England; 

3.48.6 Average earnings in Corby are lowest in the county; 

3.48.7 It has the lowest life expectancy in the county; and 

3.48.8 Preventable deaths in Corby are significantly higher than the national average. 

3.49 The graph below (Figure 43 entitled ‘Car ownership in Corby’ provided) shows Corby 
has low car ownership when compared to the England average. It has above average 
when single cars are considered, but below average in categories of more than 1 car. 
This illustrates that many families have no car, and those families that do, many only 
have a single family car, and hence when the car is used during the day by one of the 
parents at work, the other parent is less likely to have a second car when compared to 
the England average. 

3.50 The PNA does note that PHP is one of the largest home building projects in the UK, 
and it estimated that 676 dwellings had been built by April 2017 and by the end of the 
PNA period (2021) a further 676 dwelling would be built. 180 dwellings are predicted 
to be built by 2021. That equates to 1,516 dwellings in north east Corby by 2021. 
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3.51 Again the PNA relies on the statement that all residents in the locality can access a 
pharmacy by car within 20 minutes. This plainly does not take account of people with 
no access to a car or the daily patterns of movement of people. 

3.52 While the PNA notes the housing developments, it does not have complete evidence 
that the existing pharmacies are capable of accommodating what has been and will 
continue to be a phenomenal increase in population in the coming years. As shown 
below (extract from Northampton PNA provided) only 6 (43%) of 14 existing 
pharmacies have confirmed that they have capacity to cater for the increase in demand. 
While the Applicant is unaware whether these 43% of pharmacies are actually aware 
of the sheer scale of growth predicted, it is clear from the PNA that 57% of pharmacies 
have not confirmed that they have capacity. The Committee will also note that long 
waiting times are commented on in the letters of support from patients (provided). 

3.53 The PNA also notes below that it relies on the fact that walking to a pharmacy is a 
realistic option for many. The PNA has failed to note that the 2016 decision for PHP 
found that pharmacies are not within walking distance (extract from Northampton PNA 
provided). 

3.54 While the PNA find a general conclusion that it does not see any need for addition 
pharmacies, plainly has not foreseen that a pharmacy at PHP will have for the 
significant and growing population given the inaccessibility of existing pharmacies. 
Indeed this proposal will provide benefits and services that are unforeseen in the PNA. 
There is abundant information in the PNA that objectively supports a new pharmacy 
contract at PHP. 

HEALTHCARE PROVISION IN THE AREA. 

3.55 There are no pharmacies in the immediate area of PHP. 

3.56 Studfall Medical Centre Weldon Branch Surgery, 11A High Street, Weldon is 
located about one mile (1600m) southeast of the proposal site. It has 2,034 registered 
patients albeit some of these may be registered in the Studfall Court surgery. # 
objection letter implies that if his branch surgery failed, 500-600 local patients would 
lose access to the village dispensary. This dispensing surgery in the last 12 months 
dispensed on average 1,409 items per month. 

3.57 This surgery opens 10am-12 pm Monday, Thursday and Friday and 4pm to 6pm on 
Tuesday. It plainly offers a somewhat restricted service to the local population. Access 
to this surgery is across the busy A43 road. There is no footpath and no pedestrian 
crossings over this road. As such there is little if any prospect of residents from PHP 
accessing this surgery on foot. 

3.58 There is no other health care service within 2 miles of the application site. 

3.59 The proposal will therefore provide a new health care service in the very large urban 
village of PHP and give the people that reside in, and resort to, this area a health care 
service for the first time. 

3.60 The Committee is asked to note that # practice in Weldon has been placed into 
special measures by the Care Quality Commission. The practice was closed 
down in September 2019 and displayed the sign shown below (photograph 
provided). 

3.61 The CQC agency inspectors said they had been forced to act to protect the safety of 
patients.  

3.62 After the inspection the local CCG said; 



 

33 

 

 

3.62.1 Any patients who normally go to the closed Weldon surgery are being asked 
to ring the practice at Studfall Medical Centre in Corby for any enquiries 
regarding consultations or prescriptions. The number is 01536 401371. 

3.62.2 If patients need to be seen or to collect a prescription, they will need to go to 
the Studfall site. Anyone who was collecting their prescribed medication from 
Weldon surgery will be able to do so from local pharmacies. 

3.63 Following the closure of the practice, the CQC inspected the practice again in October 
2019 and gave it an overall rating of “inadequate”. This is the latest inspection report 
and is relevant at this time. 

3.64 Overall rating for this location Inadequate ––– 

3.64.1 Are services safe? Inadequate 

3.64.2 Are services effective? Inadequate 

3.64.3 Are services caring? Good 

3.64.4 Are services responsive? Requires improvement 

3.64.5 Are services well-led? Inadequate 

3.65 The areas where the provider must make improvements are: 

3.65.1 Ensure patients are protected from abuse and improper treatment. 

3.65.2 Ensure premises and equipment used by the service provider is fit for 
use. 

3.65.3 Establish effective systems and processes to ensure good governance 
in accordance with the fundamental standards of care. 

3.65.4 In addition, the provider should: 

3.65.4.1 Review the process in place for the storage of medicines at the 
branch surgery to ensure they remain safe. 

3.65.4.2 Ensure all staff have training relevant to their role. 

3.65.4.3 Continue to review the staff training requirements for 
dispensers and source regular update training. 

3.65.5 The practice was put in special measures in October 2019 and will remain 
in special measures. 

3.65.6 The CQC report is provided with this appeal for reference and the report is 
relevant as local people rely on the service to obtain prescription medication 
from the surgery. The report is freely available on the CQC website and is 
openly published. Additional comments in the CQC report are shown below. 

3.65.6.1 The provider did not have an effective system for safeguarding adults 
and children from abuse and 

3.65.6.2  improper treatment. 

3.65.6.3 There was not safeguarding registrar. 
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3.65.6.4 We were not able to work out what circumstances made the patients 
vulnerable. For example, it did not identify which children were subject 
to a child protection plan, which children were a looked after child etc. 

3.65.6.5 Not all staff had received the level of safeguarding training relevant 
to their role. 

3.65.6.6 No safeguarding meetings had taken place. 

3.65.6.7 There was no process in place to ensure staff were aware of relevant 
and current guidance, such as, NICE guidance. 

3.65.6.8 The practice did not have an effective system in place for the 
management of high risk medicines. 

3.65.6.9 We found a large number of high priority reminders on the patient 
records. 

3.65.6.10 The practice did not have a clear system for the recall of 
patients with long term conditions to ensure they were reviewed in a 
timely manner. 

3.65.6.11 There was no standardised template used for patients with 
long term conditions to ensure a systematic consistent approach by 
recording accurate and complete information. 

3.65.6.12 On the patient electronic record there were no personalised care and 
support plans and you did not use a risk stratification tool to identify 
vulnerable old people, high risk patients or those needing end of life 
care to ensure they received care and treatment appropriate to their 
needs 

3.65.6.13 The practice did not have an effective system for ensuring that 
Medicines & Healthcare products Regulatory Agency (MHRA) and 
patient safety alerts were received and actioned appropriately. 

3.65.6.14 There was no programme of continuous audits in place to 
monitor quality and to make improvements. 

3.66 THE EVIDENCE TABLE (ALSO ATTACHED HERE) MAKES THE FOLLOWING 
COMMENTS 

3.67 Following this inspection, the Care Quality Commission carried out urgent enforcement 
action which, prevented # from carrying out any regulated activities from the branch 
surgery at Weldon from 6th September 2019 until further notice and this included the 
dispensing of medicines. 

3.68 At the inspection on 10 October 2019 we found that there had been no changes to the 
dispensary as, it had been closed since 6 September 2019. We were told by the 
practice manager that enquiries had been made for update training for the dispensers. 
They had not been able to find any update training relevant to the staff but would 
contact the primary care network to see if a clinical pharmacist would be able to be able 
to provide annual updates. 

PROXIMITY & ACCESSIBILITY OF EXISTING PHARMACIES 

3.69 The only pharmacies east of the railway line in Corby are Asda and Boots both located 
at Phoenix Park Retail Park. Both pharmacies are over 2.3 miles (3.7km) away. The 
Phoenix Park development is a large car dominant retail location. It has large retail 
shops that attract customers from across the borough. The shops are not specifically 
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designed to cater for the everyday need of the residents and workers in PHP 
(photograph provided). 

3.70 It has already been accepted in the previous decision that it would not be likely that 
residents of PHP would be able to walk to these pharmacies. This demonstrates an 
immediate issue in relation to access that the proposal will remedy. Many local people 
in PHP and workers in the area, as well as parents with young children will have a 
general desire to easily access a pharmacy as part of their daily patterns of movements, 
and there is no reasonable prospect that they can use these Retail Park pharmacies. 

3.71 In the last 12 months ASDA (photograph provided) dispensed on average 7,538 items 
from 3,568 forms, had 25 MURs, 0 NMS and had a 74% EPS take up. In November 
2019 4,458 of the items it dispensed (about 59%) were from Lakeside Healthcare on 
the west side of Corby. 4% (295) of the items it dispensed were from # practice. Asda 
are providing a service across a wide geographical area that more than likely reflects 
the large catchment of the Asda shop. 

3.72 It is a different type of pharmacy to that provided in the heart of local communities which 
is what the application is proposing. 

3.73 In the last 12 months Boots (photograph provided) dispensed on average 2,679 items 
from 1,136 forms, had 21 MURs, 1 NMS and had a 90% EPS take up. In November 
2019, 2035 of the items it dispensed (about 76%) were from Lakeside Healthcare on 
the west side of Corby. 3% (73) of the items it dispensed where from # practice. Like 
Asda, Boots are providing a service across a wide geographical area that more than 
likely reflects the large catchment of the Boots shop and the Phoenix Retail Park. Again 
it is a different type of pharmacy to that provided in the heart of local communities which 
is what the application is proposing. 

3.74 Tesco, Oakley Road is about 3 miles (4.8km) southwest of the proposal site (route 
map provided).  It has an in store pharmacy. Again this is well beyond walking distance. 
This is a major superstore and is a car dominant location. There is no likelihood for 
residents from PHP to regularly walk to this pharmacy. 

3.75 In the last 12 months Tesco dispensed 5,458 items from 2,735 forms, 32 MURs, 5 
NMS and 78% EPS take up. In November 2019 2,655 (49%) of items dispensed at this 
pharmacy were from Lakeside Healthcare and 1056 (19%) items dispensed were from 
Great Oakley Medical centre in south east Corby. Only 138 items (2.5%) dispensed in 
this pharmacy were from #. Again it is clear that this pharmacy is meeting the needs of 
the Corby population that live west of the railway. 

3.76 All other pharmacies in Corby are beyond 3 miles from the proposal site. They can be 
grouped into three categories:- 

3.76.1 Boots, Queen’s Square, Thursfields, Corporation Square and Mr Pickfords, 
Spencer Court are all located in the town centre which is a pedestrianised area 
and as such accessing these pharmacies is not possible by car and patients 
would have to park in a public car park and walk to the pharmacy. 

3.76.2 The Council undertook a Car Parking Study for the Town Centre in May 2019 
(copied provided) and the following is the conclusion – there is insufficient car 
parking in the town centre to meet forecast increase in parking demands and 
the Council will have to seek to encourage use of parking areas away from the 
town centre. 

3.77 The other pharmacies such as:- 

3.77.1 Well, Forest Gate Road beside the Forestgate Surgery; 

3.77.2 Healthlines close to Studfield Partnership Surgery; 
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3.77.3 Well beside Woodsend Medical; 

3.77.4 Boots located at Corby Urgent Care and Lakeside Healthcare; and 

3.77.5 Well Pharmacy beside Great Oakley Medical  

are all pharmacies linked to medical centres very close by. 

3.77.6 Pitched Court Pharmacy and Boots Greenhill are a pharmacies in a local 
centres with other shops and services catering for the needs of the local 
neighbourhood populations of Corby. 

3.78 It is notable that there is a pharmacy in the new urban village to the south of Corby at 
Oakley Vale. Oakley Vale has developed over 12 years and provides 2,000 new 
homes. It is 10 minutes from the centre of Corby and is linked by bus routes to the town 
centre. The fact that Oakley Vale pharmacy operates from a similar development (albeit 
smaller than PHP) it would be inconsistent for the Committee to refuse this application 
unless there are clear differences to support such a decision. 

3.79 Given the forgoing all pharmacies are well beyond a reasonable walking 
distance. 

3.80 In terms of public transport from PHP, bus route 2 runs from the town centre to PHP 
and runs passed Asda. It runs roughly every half an hour (Bus route map provided). 

3.81 The bus stop at PHP is at the heart of the area. It is the hub of daily activity where 
people come to work, bring their children to school, attend for the social activity, have 
a coffee or buy lunch and will soon be the place where people will do their shopping. If 
this application is refused the Committee will be essential requiring the large population 
of PHP to bypass its own District Centre in favour of the out of town centre retail 
developments at Asda. 

3.82 It is notable however, from the PNA very few patients use public transport to access 
their pharmacy. Many more walk. As such while the bus route may be available, it adds 
financial burden and takes time out of a patient’s day to make what is likely to be two 
hour journey to visit their nearest health care provider. Given the size of PHP, many 
people will walk to the District centre, perhaps 500m-800m which is manageable and 
will be beneficial for their health. However to then have to get a bus to their pharmacy 
is unreasonable.  

3.83 While the medical centre is not yet available at PHP, in future when it is provided the 
requirement for patients to leave their neighbourhood to visit a pharmacy elsewhere in 
the town will be highly undesirable.  

3.84 The fact that the Asda and Boots are located in a retail park and separated from PHP 
by large industrial estates creates the perception that the developments are distinct 
and separate areas. The Phoenix Retail Park has a specific use, catering for long 
distance car borne shoppers. While Boots and Asda provide pharmaceutical services, 
they are provided to complete the offer of their shops and are not predominantly 
designed for a regular local community needs. 

3.85 Given the foregoing, the Applicant considers that accessibility to pharmacies in this 
area is limited. Indeed the proximity to pharmaceutical services is below any 
reasonable standard, which is made worse given :- 

3.85.1 the substantial scale of population growth in PHP and Weldon; and 

3.85.2 the fact that the District Centre will be a focal point for community services in 
the area and the ongoing increase in services in the area will increase 
demands for pharmaceutical services there. 
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MATTERS RELEVANT TO NEED 

Locally Provided Services 

3.86 This District Centre will be the hub of the community of between 12,500-15,000 people. 
It already is the location that is attracting 3,000 people and about 1,400 children. The 
inclusion of this District Centre as part of this large urban extension area is to ensure 
that the population have access to services and facilities that they would require on a 
daily and weekly basis. As part of a major regeneration project, provision of services 
such as a pharmacy will be a major boost for the area and the local population. 

3.87 A local pharmacy can have a significant positive impact on community spirit and 
community identity. It provides a local meeting place for people to stop and meet their 
neighbours. 

3.88 It is contrary to the aims of good planning and sustainable living to require the entire 
population of an urban village like PHP to travel unnecessarily to a large retail park to 
use that for their local services in order to obtain pharmacy services. Such an approach 
undermines the viability of the local shops in the PHP project, undermines the efforts 
to foster a sense of community spirit in PHP and places an unnecessary burden on 
people to make long journeys to large Retail Parks rather than visit their local 
pharmacist. For those that have access to cars it increases traffic congestion on roads. 
In planning terms there are no good grounds to require the population of PHP to leave 
their community to travel elsewhere for a pharmacy. 

3.89 On the contrary, good planning would actively encourage a pharmacy in PHP as it 
would reinforce the services in the District Centre, support the needs of the local 
community, make access to a pharmacy easier and more sustainable encouraging 
people to walk to local shops, and combining a visit to the pharmacy as part of their 
day to day activity. 

3.90 Given the cross-cutting nature of the NHS Regulations with national policy in terms of 
retailing, services, sustainability and seeking to improve access and give reasonable 
choice to people to a pharmacy, it must follow that should planning policy encourage a 
pharmacy on these grounds, it would be wholly consistent for the NHS to accept this 
principle also. 

3.91 The Committee is also asked to note the content of the letters of support that have 
been received from local residents (provided). These letters both confirm and form the 
basis for the submissions made in this appeal that; 

3.92 Accessing alternate pharmacies is not reasonable. 

3.93 The lack of a local pharmacy is having a detrimental impact on patient’s health (e.g. 
missing medication for several days as per support letters). 

3.94 Cost of public transport is a factor in determining whether existing access is reasonable 
or not. 

3.95 There are letters of support from patients who share protected characteristics that limit 
their ability to travel. These all support this application and are evidence of patients 
who share protected characteristics have difficulty accessing existing services. 

3.96 Specific services have been noted as missing in the area by patients who share 
protected characteristics. Not only dispensing of prescriptions, but also support for self-
care and signposting is mentioned in the letters. 

3.97 Long working hours and multiple jobs mean that working patients have additional 
difficulty accessing pharmaceutical services. This is mentioned in more than one of the 
letters. 
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3.98 Patients who have provided letters have also consented to the letters being shared with 
NHS / Primary Care Appeals but we request that their names and addresses are 
redacted. 

Benefits of Locally Accessible Healthcare in PHP 

3.99 The Department for Health has the objective of pharmacies providing a wider range of 
services and to have a stronger role in the local community. It would encourage the 
provision of NHS services from a pharmacy to complement peoples current lifestyles 
and needs, where prevention of medical conditions can be achieved and where people 
can become educated in medical conditions so that they are better engaged in taking 
care of their own health and well-being. 

3.100 With the closest pharmacy located outside PHP, and a 5 mile return trip away from 
many living in this area, a material consideration is the benefits of having a pharmacy 
in PHP. A pharmacy can provide a private consultation room and provide immediate 
access to a pharmacist who can help diagnose health conditions, provide medication 
and sign post patients to GP and other health services. It is a fundamental aspect of 
the health services provided throughout the UK. It is the frontline of health care and 
has the clear benefits of relieving pressure on GPs. 

3.101 The immediate proximity of the proposal site close to the local new Sainsbury’s store, 
the schools, Enterprise Centre and the Community Centre will encourage people to call 
in with the pharmacist rather than delay seeking treatment because existing 
pharmacies are out of sight or inconveniently located elsewhere in Corby and are 
inaccessible and are outside the daily travel patterns of the population. The very fact 
that this proposal site is in the heart of the community means for many people, a 
pharmacy will be located as part of their daily patterns of movement. 

Accessibility on Foot 

3.102 In order to discuss accessibility on foot objectively, it is important to understand what 
an acceptable walking distance is. Two documents are of guidance. The “Manual for 
Streets” (produced by the Communities and Local Government and Department for 
Transport) advises (para 4.41) that ‘Walkable neighbourhoods are typically 
characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 minutes (up to 800m) walking 
distance of residential areas which residents may access comfortably on foot’. The 
Institution of Highways & Transportation provides “Guidelines or Providing for Journeys 
on Foot”. It states (para 3.30) that ‘Approximately 80% of walk journeys and walk stages 
in urban areas are less than one mile. The average length of a walk journey is one 
kilometre (0.6miles). This differs little by age or sex and has remained constant since 
1975/76’. It suggests that an acceptable walking distance in an area such as the PHP 
would be 800m, though 400m would be desirable and the preferred maximum would 
be 1200m. 

3.103 With both guidelines identifying 800m to be acceptable it is a reasonable position to 
adopted 800m/10 minute walk as a guide for this report. Based on this guidance as 
shown above neither the Boots, Asda or Tesco are accessible on foot (table showing 
distances provided). 

3.104 As shown earlier the Council’s views is that the population growth of Corby has been 
phenomenal. The population of the area around PHP in 2011 was 487. (Diagrams 
provided). 

3.105 With ongoing housing development in the area as shown earlier the population has will 
quickly grow. Below is an extract of the Council’s 5 Year housing land supply (Table 18  
- Housing Trajectory provided) 

3.106 This shows that between 2011/12 and 2019/20 there were 1300 dwelling completions 
in PHP. This will have delivered a population of about 3,250 to the existing population 
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of 486, giving the area a population of 3,737. For the next 4 years there will be another 
942 houses built giving the area a population total of about 6,000. By 2030 there will 
be 3,992 houses built in PHP with a population of about 10,500. [N.B this relates to 
lands only in Corby District Council area. Additional lands are in East 
Northamptonshire). 

3.107 Immediately south of this area with the development of Weldon Park there has been 
the development of 269 dwellings giving a population of 673. Adding this to the 
population of PHP indicates the area has a current population of about 4,410. Adding 
the 992 dwellings at Weldon Park that will be built by 2030 indicates the overall 
population of this area would be 12,800.  

3.108 For completeness, as stated earlier there is permission for a further 1000 dwellings at 
PHP outside Corby’s boundary which would add a further 2,500 residents to this area 
bringing the resident population to around 15,000 and when the rest of the Weldon 
population is added in along with the student population and workers that come into 
the area the population that is in this north eastern area of Corby extends to around 
20,000. 

Socio Economic Characteristics of the PHP Population and Corby Population 
Generally 

3.109 Given the rapidly growing nature of this area, and the fact that there has not been a 
Census of the area since 2011, it is not possible to accurately reflect the full character 
of the PHP area. However, what can be noted is that urban extensions are designed 
to provide a complete local community, with a mix of house types providing for all 
groups of people. It will have family homes, apartments and homes for elderly people. 
The breakdown of house types are set out below. 

Type   Total Units    % 

Detached   1,530    30% 

Semi-detached  1,530    30% 

Terraced   1,530    30% 

Flats   510    10% 

TOTAL    5,100    100%   

3.110 In addition there will be a requirement to provide affordable housing. The Council are 
seeking that the developers provides 20% affordable housing which if provided would 
equate to 1,020 homes. 

3.111 What is perhaps more significant than simply considering the nature of the population 
at PHP, is the concerning comments that the PNA and Council have made (highlighted 
above) about the scale of deprivation in Corby. The more established housing areas in 
Corby have high levels of deprivation and the existing pharmacy network is located to 
cater for the high demands of these people. It is unrealistic to expect these same 
pharmacies to satisfy the significant demands from a further major housing area to the 
northwest of the town. It can also be noted that there is another urban extension to the 
west of the town which will provide a further 4,500 new homes, and a further 11,250 
people. It would be illogical to contend that the existing network of 14 pharmacies in 
the town which are meeting the needs of 71,000 at present can be expected to meet 
the needs of 97,000 in the next 10 years. That means that instead of an average of 1 
pharmacy per 5000 people, it will be one pharmacy for every 7,000 people. This is 
significantly above the England average. 
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3.112 What is further notable is that the PNA shows that only 6 of the existing pharmacies 
(43%) have confirmed that they have capacity to cater for the increase in demand. 
While it is unclear what the view of all the others are, one pharmacy has confirmed it 
does not have capacity to cope with the future growth. The Committee are unable to 
know whether 57% of pharmacies in Corby can actually cope with the scale of the 
increase in population that is taking place in the town now. 

3.113 Again, while the previous decision relied heavily on the potential car ownership of 
people to provide access to existing pharmacies, it is clear that for many (about 30% 
of people) there will be no accessibility to a car during the working day, either because 
the household has no car or the family car is being used for a work journey. At present 
there is therefore perhaps 1,000 people in this area with no access to a car. The PNA 
patient survey shows that very few people actually use public transport to visit their 
pharmacist. As such it would be concerning that patients with no access to a car and 
the limited public transport service at PHP, means that people are going without access 
to health care. 

3.114 In addition to this there is 1400 children at school in this area, and the proposal site will 
be in close proximity to them. Requiring parents with sick children to seek out a 
pharmacy over 2.3 miles away is not an adequate service and the proposal will make 
a significant improvement to the pharmaceutical services available to these parents 
and children. 

3.115 Similarly the workers that have spent their morning commuting to this area and perhaps 
face a long commute home, will not take time over their lunch to drive 2.3 miles to 
access a pharmacy. Having a pharmacy in the location where the buy and eat their 
lunch will be a significant improvement in access to pharmaceutical services for these 
people. 

Protected Characteristics 

3.116 The proposal will cater for people of protected characteristics, namely those people of 
a particular age, disability and as well as expectant mothers and mothers with very 
young children. The letters of support are from a cross section of the community and 
provide specific examples of patients who share protected characteristics that affect 
mobility stating clearly that they have difficulty in accessing existing pharmaceutical 
services and also stating that granting this application would remedy those problems. 

3.117 The population of PHP will be a fully mixed community and will have all cohorts of the 
population. There are currently 1400 children attending school and nursery in the area 
which are a group with protected characteristics. These people have no access to a 
pharmacy within the PHP area. The provision of pharmacy services in this area ensures 
the needs and rights of this groups are protected. 

Need for a New Pharmacy 

3.118 The need for a new pharmacy arises because: 

3.118.1 There are no other pharmacies that are reasonably accessible to the 
population of PHP; 

3.118.2 There are no pharmacies that offer the population of PHP a choice of 
pharmaceutical services; 

3.118.3 There are groups that share protected characteristics that will benefit from this 
proposal. 

3.119 To contend that the 4,400 residents of area of PHP and the Weldon and Weldon Park 
area have reasonable access to a pharmacy located in Phoenix Retail Park 2.3 miles 
away is nothing short of taking an overly optimistic view of this area. It would pay no 
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attention to the requirements of proximity that are inherent in the concept of reasonable 
choice and better access. 

3.120 The need to provide choice to the residents is equally clear. 

3.121 The opportunity to satisfy that need is matched by the accessibility of the District Centre 
which is the hub of the local community. The better accessibility to, and choice of, 
pharmacy services that a pharmacy located at Kestrel Road will provide in 
unquestionable 

RESPONSE TO THE OBJECTORS 

3.122 In response to the objections from :- 

3.122.1 Boots – the increased accessibility of this site, the development of the new 
District Centre, the fact that existing pharmacies are not shown in the PNA to 
be able to cope with the phenomenal growth in population are matters that are 
unforeseen and providing the proposal will be of significant benefit in this case; 

3.122.2 PHP is clearly physically remote from the rest of Corby. An understanding of 
the geographical layout of the town shows that the majority of the town’s 
housing is west of the railway, and PHP is physically separated from the town 
not only in terms of distance (about 3 miles) but also by the large industrial 
estates that form the intervening land use; 

3.122.3 The fact that the Council planners have required the provision of a District 
Centre and two local centres at PHP is evidence that the Council planners do 
not consider the town centre of Corby to be sufficiently accessible to meet the 
needs of the PHP population. The fact the distance between the two is over 3 
miles would suggest this is obvious.  

3.122.4 PHP was known in the previous PNA and the previous decision found the PNA 
did not envisage the exact benefits that that proposal would deliver. Similarly, 
while it mentions PHP the 2018 PNA does not foresee the actual benefits that 
a pharmacy at PHP would provide. 

3.122.5 Well :- The findings of the PNA do not address the specific needs for the PHP 
area and do not foresee the benefits of the proposal. 

3.122.6 LPC :- the LPC provide evidence of 2011 Census which is now 9 years old. 
The figures for car ownership cannot be accurate. The fact that the population 
has grown in this area exponentially will mean that regardless of the level of 
car ownership, the level of non-car ownership will have increased as well. If a 
third of households have no access to a car during the day, this means about 
1,000 people in this area have to rely on public transport to access a pharmacy 
over 2 miles away in a large retail park. 

3.122.7 The PNA does not state that the pharmacies are meeting the needs of PHP. 
The evidence is that some of the pharmacies are not able to cope with the 
growth that is occurring. The LPSC acknowledge that PHP is a neighbourhood 
in its own right. This being the case, alongside the provision of a District Centre 
at the heart of this community, illustrates a clear need for a pharmacy within 
the area and not to rely on pharmacies in other neighbourhoods. The fact that 
Oakley Vale has its own pharmacy reinforces the case that new 
neighbourhoods such as PHP need and can support a new pharmacy. 

3.122.8 Expansion of PHP is not speculation. The scale of a development of this size 
takes many years to complete, however PHP (and Weldon Park) as they stand 
are extremely large housing developments. The fact that commercial 
developers of Sainsbury’s have committed to open a new store at PHP s 
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illustrative that the area is now large enough to support local shopping and 
services and a pharmacy must fall under this consideration. The future growth 
is a government driven requirement and the fact that 10 house builders are on 
site is not mere speculation, it shows actual delivery occurring on a daily basis. 

3.122.9 Northamptonshire Local Medical Committee:- this shows that the number 
of residents in the reserved location have increased to 3,294. No context is 
provided into these figures and it would be helpful to show the scale of this 
growth. What is clear is that the LMC accept that the scale of population would 
change the reserved location. 

3.122.10 Studfall Medical Centre:- # accepts the population of this area is growing 
rapidly and accepts a pharmacy will ultimately benefit the people. # 
assessment of the difficult walk to Weldon from PHP is noted and it is 
consistent with the Applicant’s view that it is equally difficult to access 
pharmacies over 2 miles away. 

3.123 Nothing in the objections alters the Applicant’s conclusions that the proposal will 
provide choice and better access and improvements to pharmaceutical services for the 
population of PHP and the wider Weldon area 

CONCLUSION 

3.124 PHP is an area that does not have a reasonable choice of pharmacy services and is 
clearly in need of better access to pharmacy services. Following a critical assessment 
of the circumstances of PHP the applicant contends that the application is an 
unforeseen proposal that will satisfy the requirements of Regulation 18. 

4 Summary of Representations 

This is a summary of representations received on the appeal. 

Boots UK Ltd  

4.1 Boots support the decision made by NHS England to reject this application.  

4.2 Boots stands by its representations submitted to them on 18 December 2019 and have 
provided a copy for consideration.  

Boots copy letter to NHS England dated 18 December 2019 

4.3 NHS England will be aware of the previous applications in this location, and the 
outcomes.  

4.4 Whilst Boots accept that the application is based on benefits not foreseen when drafting 
the PNA, it is unclear from the information provided what elements of this application 
were ‘unforeseen’ during the preparation of the PNA.  

4.5 The Applicant has not provided any evidence of patients in this locality having difficulty 
accessing pharmaceutical provision. Boots do not believe that they have identified what 
specific health needs would be met by granting this application.  

4.6 In the previous decision, the deciding committee did not consider that Priors Hall Park 
was in any way isolated or remote. The Committee determined that it was reasonably 
easy for the residents of the Priors Hall Park to access Corby for employment or other 
facilities there.   

4.7 Priors Hall Park development has been known about and formed part of the 
consideration of housing developments when assessing pharmaceutical provision for 
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this locality in the previous PNA. It is also a mentioned in the latest Northamptonshire 
(2018) PNA where it states:  

4.7.1 Priors Hall Park is one of the UK’s largest home building projects, 
creating 5,100 new homes by 2031 and is part of the North East Corby 
Sustainable Urban Extensions. As of April 2017 approximately 600 
dwellings had been built and it is estimated that approximately 676 more 
dwellings will be built during the lifetime of this pharmaceutical needs 
assessment.  

4.8 It concludes; 

4.8.1 Access to pharmaceutical services for the residents of Northamptonshire 
is good and the main conclusion of this pharmaceutical needs 
assessment is that there are currently no gaps in the provision of 
pharmaceutical services. The pharmaceutical needs assessment also 
looks at changes which are anticipated within the lifetime of the 
document. These include the predicted population growth and changes 
in GP opening hours. Given the current population demographics, 
housing projections and the distribution of service providers across the 
county, the document concludes that the current provision will be 
sufficient to meet the future needs of the residents during the three year 
lifetime of this pharmaceutical needs assessment.  

4.9 Boots do not believe that there is a requirement for an additional contract in this locality 
and that the application by MAP Pharma Ltd has not identified any unforeseen benefits 
that a new contract will secure. Boots respectfully request therefore that the Area Team 
reject this application.  

Well Pharmacy 

4.10 Well Pharmacy believe that NHS England were right to refuse the application as the 
Northamptonshire PNA did consider the development in the Priors Hall Park (PHP) 
area. 

4.11 The appeal makes a number of specific points and Well Pharmacy would want to offer 
observations on some of these points: 

4.11.1 The Appellant looks at car ownership in the PHP area, taking statistics from 
the PNA. Those statistics come from the 2011 census. This is before building 
at PHP development had begun. Thus, extrapolation is only valid if the PHP 
area is identical in nature to the area covered in the census. A cursory 
examination of house prices in PHP relative to the rest of Corby suggest that 
house prices are higher in PHP and therefore the population of PHP is likely to 
be more affluent and thus have higher levels of car ownership, specifically 
multiple car ownership. The extrapolation of car ownership data from the 2011 
census to PHP is tenuous. Therefore, assumptions made by the Appellant 
about difficulties in access faced by mothers with small children are theoretical.  

4.11.2 Core opening hours at the proposed pharmacy will be for 40 hours. The two 
nearest pharmacies at Asda (100 hours) and Boots (70 hours) have far 
superior opening hours with a bus route from PHP passing by. 

4.11.3 The Appellant quotes the PNA in section 7.12 that, “very few patients use 
public transport”. However, as the district centre is not currently open, then 
residents of PHP do have to leave the area to meet their daily needs including 
their medical needs. This reinforces the conclusion that private transport is 
widely available at PHP. 
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4.11.4 A new pharmacy would be more convenient for some residents. However, 
improvements in convenience do not necessarily improve accessibility 
significantly or provide improvements in pharmaceutical services. In this case, 
Northamptonshire HWB considered the PHP development and concluded a 
pharmacy was not necessary during the lifetime of the PNA. 

4.12 In summary, Well Pharmacy contend that the Applicant has not fully satisfied the 
regulatory requirements by failing to demonstrate any unforeseen benefit. At best, the 
application is premature. Well Pharmacy maintain that the application should remain 
refused and the appeal dismissed. 

# Studfall Medical Centre 

4.13 Please find attached two previous letters with regard to the impact any new pharmacy 
provision will have on the services that # currently offers from his Weldon branch 
surgery.  

4.14 In addition to this may # state for the record that the planned refurbishment of the 
Weldon Branch Surgery (at considerable expense to the surgery) is now nearing 
completion. # would also like to mention that the temporary closure of the Weldon 
branch surgery by the CQC last year was in # mind flawed which he attributes to a poor 
understanding by the CQC inspector of current regulations. Following an application to 
take this case to tribunal the CQC quickly reversed their decision regarding the Weldon 
Surgery closure and #  according to his understanding of planning procedure. # is of 
the opinion that an expansion of such a significant development as the Priors Hall Park 
is subject to a Section 106 agreement in which the provision of medical care was 
included (namely a GP Surgery) as this has not materialised so far, it puzzles # why 
this development is allowed to continue to expand.  

4.15 # notes in the appeal documents inclusion of a variety of resident testimony as to their 
perceived need for a pharmacy in close proximity to their home. # just wonders if these 
residents are aware of his  presence in the centre of the village and wonder if this was 
brought to their attention by the Applicant. 

Studfall Medical Centre’s copy letter to the DMB dated 9 January 2020 

4.16 # had originally planned not to respond to this notification however is of the opinion that 
NHS England ought to be aware of how this proposal affects him.  

4.17 Briefly, # is a single handed GP with a main surgery site in Corby (Studfall Medical 
Centre) and also operates from a Dispensing Branch Surgery in the heart of the village 
of Weldon (11a High Street, Weldon, NN17 3JJ).  

4.18 #appreciates that the population in the vicinity of Weldon is growing rapidly and 
understand that a pharmacy may ultimately benefit the local population, however # is 
concerned about the impact that such a pharmacy may have on his dispensing 
practice, which in turn will threaten the viability of this branch surgery in the village of 
Weldon and negatively impact on patients who make use of this facility.  

4.19 Many of these patients are elderly and no longer drive, but do live within walking 
distance of this branch surgery from where they collect their prescriptions and seek 
medical care. The location of the proposed new pharmacy is some distance away from 
the village and access by foot would be very difficult for the elderly due to the need to 
walk up a rather steep incline and then of course back down again.  

4.20 As is often the case, the income and revenue generated by dispensing is vital to cover 
the expenses related to the provision of a branch surgery which ultimately is of great 
benefit to the local population as the vast majority of # patients who attend this surgery 
will testify.  
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4.21 Therefore, if # branch surgery was to fail due to the threat of a nearby commercial 
pharmacy, then in the region of 500 to 600 local patients would lose access to the 
village dispensing surgery and need to travel to Corby to seek medical care.  

4.22 # is aware that there are plans for a doctor’s surgery to be built on the Priors Hall Park 
Estate at some time in the future however, this has been the case for many years and 
as far as # is aware there is still no guarantee of this ever happening.  

4.23 As per your cover letter it seems that if the pharmacy application is granted and a 
pharmacy opens then # may lose his rights to dispense to patients within 1.6 km of the 
pharmacy, although in this circumstance # would hope that a prolonged period of 
“gradualisation” would be available for him and his surgery so as to lessen the impact 
of this change in circumstances on his current situation.  

4.24 At the moment # is in the process of finalising an interior and external refurbishment of 
the village branch surgery (at considerable expense) and he fears that this plan to 
improve the patient experience of attending the branch surgery may prove futile should 
it’s future be left in doubt.  

4.25 As stated earlier, this is a last minute response for which #apologises however in a 
nutshell the opening of a pharmacy as planned will no doubt have a significant impact 
on his ability to provide medical care for his patients in Weldon and the surrounding 
area.  

4.26 # feels that a pharmacy nearby, although providing some benefit for local patients may 
ultimately have a negative effect on the provision of medical services to the local 
population unless of course a compromise can be reached with regards to continued 
dispensing from the Weldon Branch Surgery.  

Studfall Medical Centre letter to NHS Resolution dated 30 August 2016 

4.27 First of all, may # briefly describes his interest in this matter. # is a “single handed” GP 
based at the main surgery site of Studfall Medical Centre in Corby. # also provides a 
wide variety of medical and dispensing services from a smaller branch surgery in the 
village of Weldon (situated in the centre of the village). This has been the case since 
1991 following on from his predecessor (Dr M), who also provided these services from 
the same premises prior to # arrival, although # is not aware of the precise date that 
the dispensing service was first introduced (# presumes that this was sometime during 
the 1980’s).  

4.28 # currently provides dispensing services from the Weldon site to approximately 400 
patients, the majority of whom are elderly and live locally within walking distance of the 
surgery, which they find very convenient and suits their needs. # gathers that the total 
population of the village of Weldon is in the region of 2000 people.  

4.29 At the present time the Priors Hall Park remains at an early stage of development and 
as far as # is aware there are no immediate plans for the provision of General Medical 
Services at  this site, however # is under the impression that there was to be a cap on 
the housing numbers should medical facilities fail to materialise and surely this would 
impact on the need for a pharmacy on this site, although # knowledge’s in this respect 
is limited and may not be complete.  

4.30 From # existing experience of residents who already occupy Priors Hall they tend to be 
mobile (they have their own transport) and are either young or late/middle aged. This 
is contrary to # knowledge of his existing patients at the Weldon village branch surgery 
who tend to be elderly and often access the surgery by foot.  

4.31 Furthermore should a pharmacy open on the Priors Hall site then # fears that the 
dispensing activities from the Weldon village surgery would be under threat, which in 
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turn would jeopardise the viability of this branch surgery and ultimately may result in its 
closure.  

4.32 If this proves to be the case then the Weldon patients who currently choose to use and 
enjoy using the village surgery would have to access medical and pharmaceutical 
services elsewhere, either in the town of Corby or at the Priors Hall site (assuming a 
Doctors’ surgery eventually exists there), this would mean a vehicular journey in both 
cases as neither Corby or Priors Hall are within easy walking distance of the village of 
Weldon.  

4.33 As stated previously patients who use the Weldon village surgery have chosen to do 
so and if this surgery were to close due to outside forces beyond its control then this 
choice will have been taken away from them.  

4.34 # has informally canvassed the opinions of fellow doctors in Corby and there does not 
appear to be an appetite to move to, or open a new surgery at Priors Hall Park. Similarly 
# own patients who I have spoken to have all been supportive toward the surgery and 
have voiced expressions of genuine horror and dismay as to how the new housing 
development to the north of the village could threaten the existing services that they 
enjoy using and are accustomed to.  

4.35 With specific regard to *** application in which it is clearly stated that the ‘residents of 
Priors Hall Park do not have easy access to pharmaceutical services’ and have to travel 
in excess of 2.5 miles to access existing pharmaceutical services. The presence of the 
Weldon village surgery is acknowledged but they fail to recognise that this is a 
dispensing surgery which is able to provide medical and dispensing services to local 
patients registered with the Studfall Medical Centre (main site) who fulfil the existing 
dispensing criteria, and although the Weldon surgery is indeed ‘part-time’ if demand 
increased for the services there in the future then it does have the capacity to expand 
its opening times to accommodate such a scenario.  

4.36 It has also come to # attention that there is a current national government proposal to 
reduce community pharmacy funding by 6%, which # assumes could impact on the 
viability and future of any new start up pharmacy which is intended to serve what at the 
present time is a small community. # presumes that if this application is granted and a 
pharmacy does indeed open at the Priors Hall Park site then they expect to reap custom 
from those  current dispensing patients who will no longer be able to access and benefit 
from the dispensing services at the village surgery.  

4.37 However, this is by no means guaranteed as they may choose to use local existing 
pharmacy services in Corby. Currently there are a few patients who have registered 
with the Weldon surgery for medical services but for their own convenience elect not 
to use the dispensing services available to them; patients can opt to use the electronic 
prescription service or attend a local pharmacy of their choice thus offering patients a 
diverse range of options to meet their needs.  

4.38 From a purely pragmatic perspective, the introduction of a new pharmacy on the Priors 
Hall Park site may benefit the new community living there but is the closure of an 
existing surgery nearby which already offers medical and dispensing services to the 
population of the village of Weldon an unforeseen benefit? # thinks not, however as 
can be appreciated, # views are biased toward the continuation of this surgery, the 
doctor patient relationship and the jobs of its staff.  

4.39 As mentioned previously, a few new patients now resident on the Priors Hall site have 
registered at the Weldon Branch Surgery, and they have elected to use the dispensary 
service provided from there. # therefore assumes that the remainder of existing Priors 
Hall residents have registered with surgeries elsewhere in the Corby area and obtain 
pharmaceutical services from the variety of dispensing chemists there, many of whom 
are situated either in or in very close proximity to existing doctors surgeries. Failing this 
the two chemists located within the two large supermarkets (both close to the 
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Weldon/Priors Hall area) area commonly used by both Corby and Weldon patients and 
presumably Priors Hall residents too, as no General Practice provision is likely to exist 
on the Priors Hall site for some years to come if ever. Also many of the Corby chemists 
already provide a delivery service which # assumes covers the Priors Hall site, making 
access to pharmaceutical services that much easier for those patients who may have 
difficulty accessing a chemist in person. # therefore sees no reason why a chemist 
facility on the Priors Hall site is necessary or indeed desirable. 

4.40 Weldon village surgery and Studfall Medical Centre are extensions of each other and 
patients and the organisation can benefit from the additional flexibility in terms of patient 
care/services and logistics that this offers; should Weldon surgery cease to exist this 
could have an impact on both sites in this regard.  

4.41 On a much more personal note, over the years # has developed a very close 
relationship with his patients both in Weldon and Corby. Being the smallest surgery in 
the Corby area the practice is well regarded by its patients as only a quick view of the 
NHS Choices website will show (looking at # rather than the Weldon surgery or Studfall 
Medical Centre entries) that the practice has received the highest possible ratings and 
rank in 1st place for patient views about the surgery when compared to all the other 
surgeries in Corby.  

4.42 # regards the Weldon village branch surgery as the ‘jewel in his crown’ and thoroughly 
enjoys working there, however if its future is threatened by this new pharmacy 
application on the  Priors Hall Park site, and closure proves to be inevitable then # 
would need to reconsider his position as an experienced GP in Corby and may 
ultimately decide to withdraw from General Practice in Corby in protest at the forced 
closure of the Weldon branch surgery by powers over which he has no control, i.e. 
should this application be granted.  

4.43 # could easily wax lyrical about his attachment to, and involvement with the Weldon 
village surgery and the wide range of services that are provided there however suffice 
it to say that he feels passionate about this issue as do his staff and the patients who 
he has spoken to about it. Whilst # is not familiar with all the regulations pertaining to 
this matter, he does wonder if  the opinions of local people ought to be sought and 
seriously taken into consideration before any decisions are taken ‘behind closed doors’ 
that may affect patient care in the future.  

4.44 Therefore, in summary, # fears that the opening of a pharmacy on the Priors Hall site 
would threaten the viability of the Weldon branch surgery to such an extent that closure 
may be the only option, which would leave the patients who choose to use this surgery 
without a local doctor and dispensary.  

5 Observations 

Observations were received by NHS Resolution in response to the representations received on 
appeal. 

Northamptonshire Local Medical Committee 

5.1 It is the LMC opinion that this appeal should be postponed until social distancing has 
been totally lifted for groups of people to gather either at a meeting or site visit. If it 
cannot be postponed the LMC would like to support the NHS Litigation Authorities 
original findings. There is no need for additional pharmaceuticals services in the area, 
but there is a risk to losing medical services if the application is successful 

Rushport Advisory Ltd on behalf of MAP Pharma Ltd (Applicant) 

5.2 Rushport act for MAP Pharma Ltd in the application and have been instructed to submit 
these final comments in response to the representations received on the appeal.  
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Studfall Medical Centre  

5.3 The Applicant notes that # claims that the CQC report and the enforced closure of the 
practice was “flawed”. The CQC reports submitted with the appeal remain current at 
this time and the practice is still rated as “inadequate”.  

5.4 # then describes the Priors Hall Park development as “such a significant development” 
and makes the case that medical provision is required within the development. The 
Applicant agrees with this and understand that the CCQ has failed to agree funding for 
a new doctor’s practice. The approval of the application would therefore provide much 
needed services to this area.  

5.5 # then appears to blame resident’s lack of knowledge of his surgery as a reason for 
their being so much support locally for the application. In fact, the letters clearly identify 
the reasons for providing their support to the Applicant. It would not assist to speculate 
on why local residents do not wish to use # practice, but it is clear that there may be 
many reasons for such reluctance. In any event, the practice is only permitted to 
provide dispensing and cannot provide any other pharmaceutical service to patients. 

Well  

5.6 The Applicant does do not dispute that the most recent census statistics are 
considerably out of date. They do however remain the most accurate information 
available about the area and Well cannot provide any alternate statistics. In addition, 
the statistics alone are not the key issue in this appeal and the appeal describes the 
area in considerable detail and provides support from local residents which sets out 
why allowing this appeal would secure significant benefits for those who share 
protected characteristics and have difficulty accessing existing services. 

5.7 Well discusses opening hours of other pharmacies, but none of these are readily 
accessible for the residents of and visitors to Priors Hall Park for the reasons the 
Applicant has set out in the report which accompanies the appeal. This is supported by 
the letters from local residents.  

 
 
 


