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Development Control Committee 
Tuesday 21st July 2015  

7.00pm in The Council Chamber, The Cube, Corby 

 

Present: Councillor Latta – Chair 

 Councillors Addison, Brown, Caine, P Beattie, Goult, Petch, Riley, Rutt & Sims 

1. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Cassidy. Councillor Eyles substituted.  

2. Declarations of Interest  

Members were asked to declare any personal interests they may have in the business to be 
discussed and/or indicate whether this was prejudicial or non-prejudicial, the nature of any 
interest, and whether they intended participating in the relevant agenda item. No such 
declarations were made. 

3. Minutes of the Previous Meeting 

RESOLVED that:- 

The minutes of the meeting held on the 28th April 2015 copies of which had been circulated to 
Members, be received, and agreed as a correct record. 

4. Little Stanion S106 – proposed variation as it relates to the Corby Water Cycle Strategy, 
CCTV and on site Community Facility land south of Longcroft Road. 

The Principal Solicitor presented a report relating to a proposal by Silentpride Ltd (the 
developer at Little Stanion) to vary an existing S106 Agreement. Little Stanion was an urban 
extension with permission for 970 dwellings being permitted, currently around 600 properties 
had been completed or were under construction and the primary school had been built. 

If permitted the variation would eliminate certain elements of the current S106, the most 
significant being the Community Centre. NCC would also have to agree to the loss of certain 
contributions, most significantly a contribution to Secondary Education. 

The variations represented the best chance of completing the development including adoption 
of roads, sewers, street lighting, completing the landscaping in public open spaces, provision 
of children’s play areas and recovery by the County Council of the costs incurred for the 
primary school. 

It was hoped that the scheme as proposed would be able to provide one or more shops and a 
community room on site. 

Outline Planning Permission had been granted in 2004 with 4 builders sharing the building 
permission, the county Council had built the school at a cost of £3.5m which was operating at 
close to capacity, the County was seeking to recover the whole sum through the S106 
Agreement. 

A legal agreement signed in 2006 allowed for affordable housing to be built with the inclusion 
of play areas, CCTV, playing fields, maintenance, schools, cycle routes and community 
building. 

Around 79% of the affordable housing had been completed and the Development Control 
Committee agreed in January 2015 to vary the S106 to remove the remaining 21% of the 
obligation. Members were asked to note that the current proposal to eliminate/reduce 
contributions was not with the original developer, JME Civils had nothing to do with the original 
undertaking, nor could they be held responsible for the financial problems that had given rise 
to the current proposals to further vary the S106. 

The Council became aware in 2011/12 that the development had stalled due to financial 
difficulties and in 2013 the Council was contacted by administrators advising change of 
ownership to JME Civils. 
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The intervening two years had seen JME engaged in trying to release Silentpride from 
administration, this would allow for works on site to be completed and allow JME to realise 
some value in the company.  

The Council had been in discussions with the administrators, house builders, 
Northamptonshire County Council and latterly JME to try and resolve the basic difficulties of 
the development. S106 liabilities amounted to approximately £6.5m the cost of completing the 
remaining physical infrastructure was estimated at approximately another £2m. 

 The Borough Council did not have any legal liability to assist in helping to get the 
development back on track but it was clearly in the Councils interest to see Little Stanion 
completed and functioning as a successful Urban Extension, there was also an expectation by 
the public that the Council would act to remedy the situation whatever the legal position might 
be. 

The Principal Solicitor had compiled two options for the Committee to consider, under the 
terms of the S106 liability to meet certain obligations fell with the ‘Owners’, the definition of 
which was ‘anyone who owned the land within the original red line (not home owners)’.  

The builders were the ‘Owners’ and were individually and jointly liable along with Silentpride to 
meet the S106 obligations in full, this obligation could be enforced through a court order. 

If it was decided to pursue Option 1 the following outstanding obligations would probably be 
secured: 

 Repayment of monies already spent on the school 

 Completion of open spaces and play areas 

 Construction of a community centre 

Provision of the following would not however be secured: 

 Provision of a shop (not currently secured in a S106 Agreement) 

 Remaining houses would not be built out 

 Roads and sewers would not be completed or adopted 

 Ongoing management would become untenable given the absence of a motivated 
agency to manage partially completed infrastructure 

Option 2 was the preferred option of Officers which was to work with JME/Silentpride, County 
Council and the Builders to achieve a solution which would suit everybody but was not ideal or 
without risk. 

It would ideally allow Silentpride to recommence building the infrastructure within the next few 
months with the roads and sewers completed and adopted by the County Council. The 
builders would construct the remainder of the dwellings and the Councils would achieve their 
‘bottom line’. 

The Borough Council would accept completion of the open space landscaping and 
construction to specification of the children’s play areas, the County Council would recover the 
£3.5m spent on building the school. 

This would only be achieved once Silentpride were out of administration and for that to take 
place the bank would need to withdraw its objections and be released from its liability under 
the indemnity to the house builders to meet S106 liabilities.  

The following steps would be required: 

 The Councils would have to release the Builders from their liability under the S106 
agreement and provide the bank with adequate assurance that such a claim would not 
happen in the future, at this point both the bank and builders would withdraw their 
objection to Silentpride coming out of administration 

 Ensure Silentpride/JME had sufficient capital to complete the physical development by 
agreeing the release of the money currently held in the escrow account, allowing the 
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completion of roads and sewers, to secure other land in the vicinity and hold sufficient 
funds to make necessary planning permissions 

JME/Silentpride retained ownership of a large plot of undeveloped land within the existing red 
line which benefitted from planning permission for 125 dwellings. JME/Silentpride had been 
exploring with CBC Planners the possibility for potential additional development value to be 
realised through permission being granted above that already permitted.  

If however, Silentpride could gain control of an adjacent piece of land currently owned by 
TATA Steel a fresh outline application could be made for permission to build an additional 
number of dwellings. This might provide additional value to the scheme securing the Councils 
‘asks’ and generate a small profit for Silentpride. 

Certain aspects of the S106 Agreement would be modified to meet the repayment of the 
school construction costs and there would be a loss of some obligations including: 

 CCTV £65k 
 Payment to CBC of £975k for provision of a Community Centre 
 Public Art £20k 
 Contribution of approximately £950k towards secondary education within the Borough 

The County Council would receive payment of approx. £3.5m which Silentpride would raise by 
means of a ‘roof tax’ on any new construction on the enlarged site. The modified agreement 
would include a shop (to a specified timetable) and a Community Room. 

At the end of the scheme a further assessment of viability would be carried out, any significant 
increase in profitability would require Silentpride to make further contributions; these would be 
applied to community facilities. 

N Douglas attended the meeting and addressed Committee, she said that Option 2 was 
based on financial viability; it was an unmitigated risk, to be viable Silentpride needed 250 
more homes, more residents had not been a consideration on community facilities. The school 
was oversubscribed and the development was only just over 600 homes, 250 homes could be 
1,000 more residents.  

Land adjacent to school was proposed for new homes this would mean the school could not 
expand; the report did not consider medical facilities in the area and whether they could cope, 
S106 liability to secondary schools had gone, they were likely to require additional funding, 
who would take the financial burden on? Silentpride might not make a profit, CBC may not 
secure bottom line. 

Richard Iliffe and James Moore attended a meeting without invitation, Mr Iliffe advised that 
completion could not be guaranteed, he said 75% would be completed, 75% was his 
estimation the plan would work so approving this option meant there was a 25% chance of 
there being more housing and more residents. This also meant there was a 25% chance of not 
getting the money to complete and the village being in the same position it is now but with 
more residents. 

The Committee was being asked to make a decision with a 25% failure rate, this was not a 
plan with mitigated risks to approve would be reckless; the Committee were urged to defer and 
seek full consultation with residents and explore whether any other options existed. 

R MacAllister attended the meeting and addressed Committee, A group of Little Stanion 
residents met to discuss the proposals in the report, it was decided to gauge the opinions of 
residents and a petition was delivered with 318 responses being received, all within 24 hours. 

This was an incredible result and surely had to be taken into account when considering the 
officers proposal, not one person who was approached refused to sign the petition this 
included someone who had moved in 3 days previously and was sold the village dream. 

Silentpride were not invited to the meeting but attended anyway, this made people 
uncomfortable and some left, this showed a lack of respect on behalf of Silentpride. There had 
been a lack of consultation and LSVA were only informed of the changes the previous 
Thursday and let residents know on Saturday. 

It was an insult not to be informed before, some people had paid a premium to live on the 
edge of the village with green areas, it was not fair it was not the residents fault, other than the 
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financial benefits to Silentpride and the Councils she was struggling to see a positive to this. 
Option 1 needed more exploration, not sure all options had been explored.  

R MacAllister strongly opposed the changes and the petition showed just how many residents 
felt the same. 

D Muir attended the meeting and addressed Committee, he was concerned about the 
environmental and ecological impact on the village, he had a large amount of paperwork which 
he had tried to go through relevant to the report and S106, he said he was asking that the 
Committee deferred the recommendation; a discussion should be had on what was wanted. 

He said he did not want to be sarcastic or cynical about Mr Iliffe’s report but words like about, 
perhaps, I guess were not helpful, he appreciated what the Council were trying to do but hard 
facts were what was required to put an argument together. The builders had paid the S106, he 
had no intention of pursing the builders, it was the residents money, it had been placed in a 
bank and someone had lost it, that he said sounded illegal. 

Mr Muir said he had bought into a village, ethically sound, morally responsible, social 
awareness with environmental and ecological boundaries. The areas in the middle was called 
the meadows and residents cared enough to find out what swales were, they provide the open 
drainage to take the water to the lake then to the river etc., what would 300 more properties do 
to this infrastructure. 

Defer the report and have an adult conversation, everyone wanted the same thing ultimately, a 
working community, residents bought into a village not an urban sprawl. 

H Travers-Dade attended the meeting and addressed Committee, she said she represented 
the LSVA but was also a Parish Councillor for Stanion and unlike the Parish Council LSVA had 
no funds, no clerk, the group was made up of people who gave their time voluntarily to help 
make the village a better place to live. 

Having been invited to attend a briefing with CBC and Silentpride a proposal was put forward, 
the one in front of you tonight and LSVA had just 4 days to try and communicate the facts to 
residents and gauge the views of the 650 families who lived in the village. Many questions and 
concerns were raised and people were exasperated by the short timescale to prepare. 

LSVA were keen to see the benefits that would come from seeing the village completed in a 
timely fashion but wanted time to consult and understand the proposals provided and give 
appropriate support. We therefore formally request that a decision on these proposals be 
postponed to enable the views of all interested parties including the residents of Little Stanion 
and our Parish Council to be considered before the Committee make a final decision. 

At this point the Chair of Committee proposed a third recommendation: 

The decision be deferred with no legal but a moral obligation to go through a consultation 
period of 3 weeks starting on the 22 July 2015 when a revised report would be brought to the 
Development Control Committee on the 25 August 2015 after which there would be no further 
deferral. 

Members of the Committee voted and  

RESOLVED that:- 

The decision be deferred with no legal but a moral obligation to go through a consultation 
period of 3 weeks starting on the 22 July 2015 when a revised report would be brought to the 
Development Control Committee on the 25 August 2015 after which there would be no further 
deferral. 

5. Close of Meeting 

The meeting closed at 8.35pm. 


