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Development Control Committee 
Tuesday 27 August 2015  

7.00pm in the Council Chamber, The Cube, Corby 

 

Present: Councillor Latta – Chair 

 Councillors Brown, Butcher, Caine, Eyles, Goult, Petch, Riley, Rutt & Watt 

6. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Addison, Cassidy and Sims. Councillor 
Eyles was present as a substitute for Councillor Cassidy, Councillor Butcher for Councillor 
Addison and Councillor Watt for Councillor Sims.  

7. 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. Councillor 
Butcher declared a personal, non prejudicial interest in Little Stanion S106 report in relation to 
school provision as she was also a County Councillor. 

8. Minutes of the Previous Meeting 

RESOLVED that:- 

The minutes of the meeting held on the 21th July 2015 copies of which had been circulated to 
Members, be received, and agreed as a correct record. 

9. 04/0442/OUT - Proposed variation Section 106 Agreement at Little Stanion, land south 
of Longcroft Road. 

The Planning Consultant explained that he would not go through the report in detail as this had 
been done at the previous meeting.  He therefore drew Members attention to Section 7 of the 
report which set out the Officer recommendations. Some of these would be familiar but some 
were new and he believed they represented a better balance between securing the public 
infrastructure that people understandably wanted but also improving overall scheme viability. 

The repayment of the primary school construction costs to the County Council would still be 
pursued through a charge against the development of the Burbank and TATA Steel sites 
which he pointed out on the plans displayed. 

Recommendations b. to e. were all about the new community facility and how this would be 
secured.  Under Option 2, the ownership of the original land proposed to accommodate the 
facility would be transferred to the Council, at no cost, as security against further market 
pressures affecting the development. 

The developer was required under recommendation c. to submit a Planning Application to 
include a community facility of not less than 400 sq m, a little larger than Great Oakley 
Community Centre. The developer would also be required to construct the facility under a legal 
agreement. A shop would also be provided but there was some flexibility on the exact location 
of both facilities which may benefit from a roadside entrance. 

Recommendation d. dealt with the timing of the construction which should be completed prior 
to 25% of the housing being built.  On completion, the community facility would be transfered 
to the Council.  This was considered to be a robust approach to secure these facilities 
regardless of outside forces. 

Recommendation f. was about the landscaping and open spaces.  Steps would be taken to 
secure improvements such as quality standards to strengthen the existing legal agreement.  It 
was not proposed to adopt the open spaces as they were already catered for.  All proposed 
play areas would be implemented. 



Development Control Committee  27 August 2015 

     6

The woodland access route (pedestrian/cycle) from Little Stanion to Oakley Vale was covered 
under recommendation g. and recommendation h. dealt with the reduction in sports pitches 
and removal of changing rooms with alternative provision to be sought through an open space 
design and management review.  It was confirmed that the development of open space on the 
western side was not being pursued. 

Items j. to l. proposed that the Water Cycle Strategy, CCTV and public art requirements be 
removed. 

Scheme viability would be kept under constant review to secure further financial contributions 
should circumstances allow.  The remaining recommendations dealt with removal of the 
secondary school and highway contributions together with conditions which would need to be 
met before the variations were finalised.  The County Council had indicated that they 
supported Option 2 proposals but pointed out that they would be foregoing significant financial 
contributions and these would take long time to recover.  

Mike Reid attended the meeting and addressed Committee.  He stated that Stanion Parish 
Council objected to the proposal to amend the original S106 Agreement on the following 
points: 

 Reduction of community facilities to a inferior specification; 

 The proposed increased development of up to 250 additional houses, some of which 
would be outside the village confines; 

 Unsustainable development with a larger number of households without adequate 
school facilities, leaving most primary and possibly all secondary education taking 
place elsewhere; 

 Reduction in police cover to one PCSO for Stanion and Little Stanion; 

 Potential loss of public open space and green space if this remained unadopted; if all 
public open space was in private hands indefinitely, as seemed to be the case, it could 
be a target for further development; 

 Roads and sewers could be completed either via Highways Act S37/38 or the 
Advanced Payment Code S219-225.  Clarification that such agreements were in place 
had been sought from CBC and a response was awaited; 

 Stanion Parish Council had used the Electoral Register to carry out an opinion poll, the 
results being 179 in favour of Option 1 (retaining original S106 Agreement) and 41 in 
favour of Option 2, showing the majority of residents wished to wait for promises to be 
delivered rather than see them destroyed. 

Both options seemed to be a gamble which was disappointing but the Committee was urged to 
support the residents in asking the developers to honour the original agreement and deliver 
what was promised. 

Rachel Macallister attended the meeting and addressed Committee specifically in relation to 
the public open space. Firstly, she said the Committee should understand that the public open 
space was owned by Little Stanion Farm Management Company (LSFM) and not Silentpride.  
This was not explicit in either of the reports presented which were misleading on this point.  

Public open space being left in private ownership was simply not acceptable and transfer 
would not impact on the viability of the rescue plan proposed under Option 2.  The transfer 
should therefore be retained without amendment and leaving the open space in private 
ownership provided no incentive to the owner to improve the land to adoptable standard and 
left residents to pay a premium with no end date. The Council could be accused of collusion in 
this matter if it was allowed to continue.  Residents were unlikely to accept this situation and 
would likely consider legal routes to challenge both LSFM and the Council.  The stipulation in 
the report that residents did not have a suitable vehicle to take over the management of the 
open space or competent individuals to manage this was not correct. The residents were 
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perfectly capable and willing to set up a Community Interest Company (CIC) and this did not 
have to be in place immediately. 

Finally, the report stated that adoption of the open space may not be practical as the 
commuted sum requirement had not been factored in and may affect the viability of Option 2. 
The question was why had this not been factored in and was it a further attempt to mislead the 
Committee on the viability of Option 2.  LSFM took approximately £120,000 per annum from 
residents which could rise to £250,000 with additional housing development and there was 
nothing stopping the Council pursuing LSFM for a commuted sum.  The Council could also 
adopt the land at a reduced specification with a reduced commuted sum but the public open 
space simply had to be adopted. 

Simon Turner addressed the Committee and said the recommendations before Members 
represented significant concessions and compromise on the part of the Borough and County 
Councils and Little Stanion community. The question was what compromises were Silentpride, 
JME and the house-builders making.  It seemed that they were making none at all and 
therefore the decision made in respect of varying the S106 agreement should not result in any 
loss to the community in Little Stanion. 

The 1.1 acre site of community land should have been transferred to the Council for £1 shortly 
after the first resident moved in and the Council had failed to enforce this clause at that time. It 
was unacceptable to now suggest that this requirement should be removed and adequate 
explanation of this position had not been provided. The need for community facilities was likely 
to increase if further housing development took place and the retention of this land by the 
Council was therefore vital. 

It had previously been stated that Option 2 was viable on the basis of development of the 
TATA and Burbank sites alone so it was unnecessary for the community land to be transferred 
back to the owner.  It was also unacceptable to expect the community to accept a smaller 
community facility without changing facilities and with reduced sports pitches which would 
impact on the health and wellbeing of local people.   

The proposal in relation to a shop incorporated within the community facility was not part of the 
original S106 Agreement and should not influence the decision.  It was simply a vehicle for the 
owner to create a rental income.  A retail development should be left to the commercial sector 
to pursue in conjunction with the Council.  Residents had already set up a wider facilities group 
and had begun work on approaching parties who may be interested in providing a retail facility. 

Before reaching a decision the Committee should consider whether the reduction in 
community facilities represented a breach of planning guidelines and conditions and whether 
the variation to the S106 required ratification by amendment of the original planning 
permission to be legal.  The Committee was urged not to accept any reduction in community 
facilities which would allow the community of Little Stanion to flourish. 

Stuart Nash addressed the Committee and referred Members to the section of the report 
which dealt with management of open spaces. Community Interest Companies (CICs) were 
social enterprises which managed their profits and assets for the good of the community.  
They were easy to set up, taking a matter of weeks and incorporated special features to 
ensure they were working for the good of the community.  This was needed in Little Stanion to 
address issues with LSFM.  This company collected approximately significant revenue from 
residents and there was no evidence where this money was used, other than grass cutting.  
There was also no transparency in relation to the accounts and when details had been 
requested they were not provided.  

A CIC would be able to achieve the requirements in paragraph 4.20 in an open and 
transparent manor.  Paragraph 4.21 in relation to the developer’s ability to deliver the 
requirements was irrelevant while 4.22, stating that the Council had no control over LSFM, 
was exactly the issue and this was the same for the residents.  In relation to paragraph 4.22, 
Mr Nash stated that there was nothing for the Council to ‘unpick’ and that LSFM were not 
being asked to make any payments. 
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There was no deadline in relation to 4.24 as the land was going nowhere and a CIC could be 
established in two to three weeks.  A CIC required only one director and Rev Simpson had 
volunteered and had relevant experience.  LSFM was operating without any accountability and 
residents were unhappy with this.  A CIC would be funded in exactly the same way as LSFM.  
There was nothing complicated about these arrangements and setting up the CIC only 
required some minor modifications to the S106.  In relation to paragraph 4.26, LSFM was 
already legally bound by the S106 Agreement. There would be no controls over the site 
management charge under the Option 2 proposals and this would not satisfy residents. 

The residents of Little Stanion were not looking for handouts from the Borough Council but 
wanted a body they could have confidence in which they did not have in LSFM.  

David Oates addressed the meeting and explained that he was a Civil Engineering Consultant 
and had gained considerable experience in a Local Authority Planning department working on 
developer funded improvements, including S106 Agreements. 

Option 1 within the report allowed Silentpride to be liquidated and creditors to share any 
assets and claim any shortfall from the Surety.  The Council had stated that this route would 
not recover money for the completion of the roads and sewers.  In the short term liability would 
fall on the Administrator and, long term, money could be obtained from the Surety for the work. 

The Council asserted that under Option 1 works would not be completed for two to four years.  
Mr Oates was certain that timescales would be no shorter under Option 2.  It would take up to 
four years for the Burbank site to be built out and JME was a Civil Engineering firm, not a 
house-builder and would, therefore, only be selling land on for development.   

Option 1, the residents’ preferred option, guaranteed distribution of available funds and would 
draw on the Surety for missing monies, wiping the slate clean for the Council and residents.  It 
would cost £2 and represented no financial risk to the Council.   

Under Option 2, £2.2m would go to the house-builders, £1.1m to JME/Silentpride and nothing 
to the residents.  It would also discharge all of the S106 liabilities, equating to £7.4m loss to 
the wider Corby community.  The Council would also be underwriting all other liabilities which 
represented significant financial risk.  There was also the question of whether all post 
Agreement liabilities had been identified and costed and whether the risk of further default had 
been taken into account.  Any slow-down in the housing market would affect the timescale of 
Option 2 which provided no guarantee of a finished estate in a shorter time period and offered 
an unsatisfactory compromise on community facilities. 

The residents required all the requirements in the original Agreement in relation to the open 
space and community facilities to be kept in their entirety, allowing the Council to transfer 
these assets to the village and enabling the community to develop and flourish. 

Rev Colin Simpson addressed the meeting and thanked all those involved in the 
considerable efforts to develop and consult on the amended proposals being considered for 
the completion of Little Stanion.  Little Stanion Village Association’s (LSVA’s) intention had 
always been to remain impartial in respect of the options, focusing on finding out relevant 
information, sharing this with residents and facilitating an exchange of views aimed at getting 
the best possible outcome that could be achieved for Little Stanion and the wider community. 

The Council had recognised that consultation could have been handled better and Rev 
Simpson asked that the lessons learned be shared with the community along with how they 
would be incorporated into procedures for future developments. 

A lot had been said about the challenges facing those involved in completing the building of 
Little Stanion, particularly concerning the amount of money that is to be made or lost.  The 
LSVA sympathised with parties who may lose money but there was far more than money at 
stake here and the residents of Little Stanion would have to live with the consequences of the 
decision made long after other parties had moved on.  The delays in completing the village 
were already having a detrimental impact on the welfare of residents with children starting 
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school known to be behind in their development compared with those from other areas of the 
Borough.  Welfare should, therefore, be Members’ primary concern.  

The completion of the village was not the end of the issue as residents needed access to 
transport, medical and other services to connect them to facilities on which the modern world 
depended. 

Caroline Wardle was invited to address Members and explained that she worked for a 
consultancy engaged in enabling development, particularly on stalled sites and those with 
outstanding obligations resulting from current market conditions.  Mr Moore of JME Civils had 
accepted the land at Little Stanion in lieu of large scale debt owed to him by Bela but he fully 
intended to complete the development to ensure, as far as possible, that it delivered for all 
parties, including the community. 

When Wardle Evans had been engaged by JME Civils it had become apparent that there was 
insufficient money in the S106 pot to allow for all the items in the Agreement to come forward, 
thus making the development unviable.  Discussions were therefore commenced with the 
Borough and County Councils to renegotiate the S106 to enable to development to continue 
but these discussions ceased when Silentpride was put into Administration. 

The client could have walked away at this point but wanted to deliver the rest of the 
development and had continued to invest time and money in pursuing the right decision from 
the Administrator and pursuing a Planning decision on the Welcome Centre which had lapsed. 

In terms of stalled and mothballed sites, this was a national issue and the Government 
recognised the importance of growth areas continuing to deliver housing as part of the Local 
Authority’s five year housing land supply.  They also recognised the difficulty of delivering all 
S106 obligations on Agreements made over five years previously.  The National Planning 
Authority Framework adopted in 2012 recognised the need for changes in market conditions 
over time to be taken into consideration and required Local Planning Authorities to be flexible 
enough, where appropriate, to prevent planned developments being stalled. 

Planning conditions had to be necessary, relevant, enforceable, precise and reasonable, 
otherwise there were grounds for appeal.  Wardle Evans had been appointed to undertake an 
assessment of the viability of the Little Stanion development in 2013 and this showed that over 
half of the S106 obligations could not be afforded or met.  At the same time Silentpride was 
forced into wrongful administration by the bank. 

Wardle Evans had seen all of the agreements between the parties and the closed accounts 
regarding the funds available to undertake and complete the infrastructure works.  JME would 
undertake this work as soon as Silentpride was out of Administration.  Wardle Evans’ role 
included submission of Planning Applications and they had been instructed by JME not to 
submit applications for the areas known as A, B and C on the plans appended to the report. 

A reduced S106 appeared to be the best solution and JME Civils and the house-builders 
would work collaboratively to deliver Option 2 should it be approved.  This options was in the 
best interests of all parties, including the community, to obtain the maximum benefits from 
what was clearly a financially challenged set of circumstances. 

The Chair thanked the speakers for their input and opened the floor for Members’ questions. 

A query was raised about future provision of secondary school facilities and it was confirmed 
that this would be reviewed in the light of further development and any improvement in the 
financial position.  The Government had brought in the requirement for Planning Authorities to 
consider scheme viability in recent years which presented difficult choices.  Any scope for 
increased contributions would be reported back to Committee at the appropriate time. 

Comments were made on the situation with sewer connections and the possibility that 
residents were paying for services they were not receiving.  The importance of proper facilities 
for education, health, leisure, etc, for an area the size of Little Stanion was also raised. It was 
recognised that there was no time for further deferral of a decision but the Council and 
residents should get together and reach an agreement about the minimum acceptable 
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requirements.  The Planning Consultant explained that the whole physical infrastructure of the 
area needed to be completed, including the facilities mentioned as well as sewers, roads, etc.  
This was a whole complexity of issues which the recommended approach was designed to 
address to provide a way to move forward.  He believed a balance had been struck and the 
aim had been to provide as much as possible. 

Questions were raised in relation to LSFM, the date and reason it was set up, when a charge 
was imposed on residents and what ability the Council had in relation to enforcement.  The 
setting up of a CIC was also queried in terms of its complexity/simplicity and how much time it 
would take.  It had been mentioned that Silentpride may come out of Administration and it was 
asked when this would happen.  Also losses/risk to the Council had been raised and it was 
asked if there was any such risk.  

In response to the final item, it was explained that the Planning Authority had no financial 
commitment in relation to Little Stanion and any loss was really about the aspirations for the 
area.  There was money in the legal agreement for the County Council but no cash payment 
that Corby was losing out on.   

LSFM had been set up after 2006 but there was no-one left now from that time.  It seemed, 
however, to have been set up in response to a looming financial problem, to take on 
ownership and care of the open spaces.  This left the issue of unpicking a private contract 
between the owners of the land and the residents.  Private ownership of open spaces within a 
development was not unheard of and other examples were given. In relation to setting up a 
CIC, the concern was that this may not achieve what was required and the revised Option 2 
included standards to be imposed on the existing arrangements.  With respect to Silentpride, a 
key date was coming where the Administrator would decide whether enough was happening to 
postpone an application to the court for the Receiver to be called in.  An exact date for 
Silentpride being brought out of Administration could not be provided. 

Comment was made that most residents supported Option 1 and this was MOVED and 
SECONDED. 

Members raised concerns about the removal of sports facilties and integration with primary 
school facilities as this had not worked well in other areas.  Lack of such facilities also 
increased the risk of anti social behaviour and other social issues.   

It was asked why the Council could not adopt the open spaces as it had elsewhere.  It was 
explained that adoption could take place but this would be subject to agreement with a private 
owner and would require the securing of monies to maintain the open space for a period of 
several years.  The normal rate for this was £11/sq m, a total of around £1.2m in this case.  
Clearly, there were insufficient funds in the coffers to achieve this.  Residents would also need 
to be released from the contract with LSFM to contribute to this fund along with the LSFM. 

Having been MOVED and SECONDED, Option 1 was put to the vote.   

RESOLVED that:- 

Option 1, retention and enforcement of the existing S106 Agreement, be approved. 

10. 14/00492/DPA – Erection of four units to rear of The Lodge, Weldon Road, Corby 

The application related to land to the rear of the existing former hostel on Weldon Road.  The 
main building was a former care hostel which had been partly converted to create a set of 
flats. Part of the building remained empty. 

The current proposal sought to create four new two storey units to the rear of the site, reduced 
from five in the original application.    These would be linked to the main structure via a single 
storey construction. 

The design of the units was functional but they would not be visible from the road and were 
sited on the edge of an industrial area.  The main concern had been around odour issues from 
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the nearby water treatment works but an odour assessment had been undertaken and 
indicated that levels were within acceptable standards. 

The level of car parking provision was queried and it was explained that there were currently 
14 dwelling units and 25 parking spaces which was considered adequate.  The site was also 
close to shopping areas and on a bus route. 

The provision for bin storage was queried and it was noted that this was covered under 
Condition 5. 

RESOLVED that: 

The application be approved subject to the following conditions: 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced no later than three years from the 
date of this permission. 

Reason: To comply with Section 91 (as amended) of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990. 

2. Before any construction commences, samples of all materials to be used in the external 
construction of this development shall be provided on site and details (including photographs) 
shall be submitted for the approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development 
shall only take place in accordance with the approved details.  

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual amenity and to comply 
with Policy 13 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

3. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any subsequent Order or statutory provision revoking 
or re-enacting the provisions of that Order), no extensions or alternations including windows, 
dormer window or doors shall be constructed or erected within the buildings hereby permitted 
without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason: In order to protect the character of the proposed development & residential amenities 
of nearby and future occupants and to accord with Policy 13 of the North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

4. This permission relates to the amended plans received by email 3 March 2015. 

Reason: In order to define the permission as amended.  

5. Prior to the commencement of the construction of the development, details including layout 
plans of the bin storage and collection locations shall be submitted for the written approval of 
the Local Planning Authority and thereafter shall be retained for the lifetime of the 
development.  

Reason: in order to ensure that appropriate provision for waste and recycling has been made 
for the site in the interests of sustainable development.  

6. No part of the development hereby permitted shall be brought into use until the vehicular 
access to the development has been upgraded in accordance with the submitted details and 
to incorporate the requirements below unless alternative details are submitted and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority in advance of any occupation. The access shall; 

 be no less than 3.7m in width for the entire length of the access between the road 
and the new structure 

 be hard-bound and surfaced for a minimum of 10m from the highway 
 have a gradient of no more than 1:15 
 be drained to prevent surface water entering the highway 
 not have any gates erected within it 
 be constructed to carry a 15 ton axle weight  
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and thereafter maintained. 

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and to ensure that emergency vehicles can attend 
the site and to accord with Policy 13 of The North Northamptonshire Core Spatial 
Strategy. 

7. The visibility splays of 2.0x 2.0m pedestrian vision splays at the junction with the public 
highway shall be maintained for the lifetime of the development.  

Reason: In the interests of highway safety 

8. Prior to the commencement of development full elevation drawings at a scale of 1:50 showing 
the precise details of all fenestration, external materials and balconies shall be submitted for 
the written approval of the Local Planning Authority and the development shall be completed in 
accordance with the approved details.  

Reason: In the interests of clarity and precision 

Informative 

The applicant is advised that the application has been assessed on the basis of the current 
odour situation on site and is reminded that there are proposed expansions and/or increased 
usage of the adjacent Corby Sewage Treatment Works which may have a different impact on 
future occupiers.  

 Reasons for Approval:  

The proposed units are located towards the rear of the site and have limited public visibility. 
The applicant has demonstrated an acceptable level of residential amenity for future occupiers 
in terms of the adjacent industrial units and the Corby Sewage Treatment Site. Subject to the 
conditions above the proposed units are considered to not adversely impact on the amenity of 
the existing occupiers or adjacent units and do not have an unacceptably adverse visual 
impact on the surrounding area. The proposal is therefore considered to comply with Policies 7 
& 13 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy and the requirements of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

Statement of Applicant Involvement: 

Discussions with the applicant have lead to the submission of amended plans and additional 
reports to address concerns relating to the amenity of future occupiers.  

11. Close of Meeting 

The meeting closed at 8.16 pm. 


