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Development Control Committee 
Tuesday 3rd March 2015  

7.00pm in The Council Chamber, The Cube, Corby 

 

Present: Councillor Latta – Chair 

 Councillors  Addison, Brown, Butcher, Eyles, Goult, P Beattie, Stanbra, Heggs 
and Petch 

41. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Caine and Sims.   

42. 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.  

Cllr Heggs declared a personal non prejudicial interest in 15/00027/DPA Removal of existing 
canopy and replacement with brick built front extension at 28 White Post Court, Corby as he 
knew the applicant, and 14/00135/OUT Outline application (with all matters reserved) for the 
proposed development of 11 dwellings (single storey and storey and a half), access, 
landscaping and associated works at Church Piece, Willow Lane, Stanion as he had 
discussed the application with the applicant. 

Cllr Addison declared a personal prejudicial interest in application 15/00027/DPA Removal of 
existing canopy and replacement with brick built front extension at 28 White Post Court, Corby 
as she was the applicant. 

43. Minutes of Previous Meeting 

The minutes of the meeting held on the 20th January 2015 copies of which had been circulated 
to Members, be received, and agreed as a correct record. 

44. Applications for Planning Permission 

44.1 14/00135/OUT     Outline application  (with all matters reserved) for the proposed 
development of 11 dwellings (single storey and storey & a half), 
access, landscaping and associated works, Church Piece, Stanion. 

 The Principal Planning Officer presented a report on an application site known as Church 
Piece located to the south of Willow Lane, Stanion, the site was Greenfield with a public right 
of way and was currently used for agricultural purposes. 

All relevant planning policies had been considered and consultation had taken place with 
Environmental Quality, Environment Agency, Housing Strategy, Natural England, Crime 
Prevention Design Advisor, Stanion Parish Council, Ramblers Association, Landlord Services 
Manager, Anglian Water, Wildlife Trust, Highway Authority, County Archaeological Advisor and 
Local Plans, all comments were contained within the report. 

Site Notices had been posted, a public notice had been placed in the ET and neighbour 
notifications had been sent. A summary of the responses was included in the officer’s report. 

The application had been put before Committee due to the level of responses it had 
generated. 

The Officer explained that at the heart of the NPPF was a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. The ‘saved’ policies in the Corby Borough Local Plan dated back to 1997 
therefore had limited weight if any.  The reason for this was that the policy assessment 
process was now very different in particular because of the adoption of the North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy 2008 and the introduction of the NPPF in 2012. 
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With regard to the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy (NNCSS) Policies, Policies 
1, 9 and 10 would set the overall spatial strategy for the Borough which in this case referred to 
limited development in villages and restricted development in the open countryside. 

Environmental Impacts – the application site had generally poor access to services compared 
to higher order settlements. The proposal would increase reliance on private transport to meet 
a number of daily needs, with particular emphasis on employment, shopping, education and 
leisure. The development would also result in encroachment into the open countryside and 
would result in the loss of a Greenfield site. 

Economic Impacts – in terms of the economic role there would be a short term benefit from 
employment during construction phase. The unsustainable nature of the site’s location was 
increasing the reliance and travel distance for workers to the site. There was no evidence that 
village services would benefit or that this proposal would make a difference.  

Social Impacts – the scheme provided 3 affordable properties, this was only proposed during 
the course of the submission of the application and delivered the policy requirement of 30%, 
and whilst this would provide some benefits it still did not outweigh the clear environmental 
harm. 

The Principal Planning Officer concluded that the benefits of the proposal included some 
housing and some social and economic benefits. It was considered however, that the modest 
benefits were outweighed by the environmental harm which was contrary to NNCSS which 
sought to focus growth to the more sustainable locations. 

The proposal did not consider protecting the form and character of the village and would erode 
the rural setting of the village; the access to the site would be dominated by the introduction of 
a full width access road which would further adversely impact the rural setting. 

Mr Bailey attended the meeting and addressed Committee saying that he was speaking not 
only on behalf of himself but other residents in the village. He had several points to raise 
including: 

 Outline for 11 dwellings on a site which meant a departure from the development plan 
as the land was greenfield and in open countryside, 

 Development adjoining village boundaries only justified where it involved use of current 
buildings and conserved and enhanced the village, new urban development outside 
sustainable urban extensions would be strictly controlled, limited development in 
villages and restricted in the countryside, 

 Saved Policy P2 V – residential on small scale and within confines of the existing 
village, 

 Policy P 13 V – in order to conserve village environment development would not 
normally be on open land of particular significance to protect the form and character of 
the village. This proposal was not considered to protect and develop and would be 
significantly detrimental to the natural boundary, 

 Could not be considered sustainable because of impact on environmental harm or 
outweighed by economic or social benefits and conflicted with additional housing in the 
Core Spatial Strategy, 

 Loss of greenfield site with no justification for exception site, 

  No evidence this proposal would make a difference to sustainability 

 93 letters of objection, for a village the size of Stanion this was considerable and this 
was throughout the village not just around the site, 

 Open Countryside needed to be protected, if granted this would be a dangerous 
precedent for future development around the village, 

 Parish Council have supported villagers and hosted well attended meetings 
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 The public footpath was well used and an access from the village into open 
countryside, 

Mr Bailey concluded that there was no clear justification to demonstrate as required, the 
proposals were contrary to the NPPF and he asked that the Committee go with Full Councils 
motion as agreed on the 21 August 2014 to retain villages as rural areas and protect them 
from development following the report recommendation. 

Parish Councillor Gouldson was present at the meeting and addressed Committee, he read 
out a statement previously given at a Public Meeting with regard to the application at Church 
Piece. There were three main reasons for the Parish Council rejecting the application; 

 Views of the residents of Stanion – 2 public meetings had been held on the 9 May and 
14 May 2014, both were well attended and a vote was taken at the second meeting 
where it was agreed that the village was against the application. The Parish Council 
had a responsibility to let the Planning Authority know the views of the village when 
placing its objection, 

 Special Landscape Area 

 Outside of village confines – Councillor Gouldson explained that there were a number 
of other reasons that could be mentioned but these three constituted the most 
significant. 

Mrs Williams attended the meeting and addressed Committee in favour of the application at 
Church Piece. Mrs Williams stated she was born and brought up in Stanion and had relocated 
back to the village 7 years ago. The village had seen many changes with some development 
on what was green space but now blends in, Mrs Williams said she had known Mr Spencer the 
land owner of Church Piece all her life and was well aware of the problems he had 
encountered with his land. The footpath from Stanion to Brigstock commenced at Church 
Piece but because of the abuse and misuse by residents this 3 acre plot was no longer 
suitable for grazing, all land should show a return but this land had not. 

Mrs Williams said in May 2012 the Parish Council had an open meeting with Smiths Gore 
where the application was agreed in Principle and in July 2012 Smiths Gore received an email 
with approval, Smiths Gore then met Corby Borough Council in August and as a result went 
ahead with the application. Mr Spencer had worked for many years for the good of the village 
and especially the Church; this was just infill between the Village Hall and the Borough Council 
garages. Government Policy from the Department of Communities suggests that there should 
be an increase in the number of homes built, bungalows were required and these would be 
custom designed targeting the elderly, the village could not stand still, everyone had a duty to 
recognise the growing need for housing, in future the demand would be greater resulting in far 
larger housing developments than that at Church Piece and so she asked the Committee to 
look favourably on the application. 

Mr Richards attended the meeting and addressed Committee as the agent for the application. 
Mr Richards stated that Corby Borough council could not demonstrate a five year housing plan 
and Para 49 of the NPPF stated that ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 
considered up to date’ this meant that Policies 1, 9 and 10 of the Core Spatial Strategy which 
sought to restrict were out of date. 

Mr Richards stated that planning guidance said that ‘all settlements could play a role in 
development so blanket policies restricting housing development in some settlements and 
preventing some from expanding such as 1, 9 and 10 should be given little weight. NPPF 
required authorities to grant permission for residential development unless any adverse 
impacts in doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, permission 
should be granted for sustainable development. 

Mr Richards said the officer’s view that the site was unsustainable was totally at odds with the 
NPPF, it did not seek to restrict development outside of settlement boundaries. The proposal 
provided the benefit of single storey and one and a half storey dwellings which were much 
needed in Stanion where many long standing elderly residents would like the opportunity to 
trade down into more manageable properties. Provision of three affordable dwellings was also 
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a significant social benefit. The proposal was small and eleven low rise dwellings in a modern 
part of the village, entirely residential in nature was in keeping and the application had been 
submitted following positive responses from the Parish Council and the Local Authority at pre 
application stage. Mr Richards respectfully requested that the Committee approve the 
application. 

Members discussed issues relating to the indicative layout and whether there were good 
community amenities, officers said there was limited scope with regard to community facilities. 

RESOLVED that:- 

1. The proposal is for residential development in the open countryside, without any clear 
justification demonstrating that there are exceptional circumstances or it is required in 
order to meet local needs. The proposal is unsustainable which results in significant 
environmental harm which cannot be outweighed by economic or social benefits that 
may result from the proposed development. The proposal is therefore contrary to the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Policies 1, 9, 10 and 13 of the North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy. 

2. The proposal is not considered to protect the form and character of the village and 
compromises uninterrupted panoramic views over the countryside which will erode the 
rural setting of the village. The vehicular and pedestrian access to the site will dominate 
views from Willow Lane and will further adversely impact the rural character of the 
area. The proposal is therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework and 
Policies 1, 9, 10 and 13 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy. 

Councillor Addison left the meeting for the following item. 

44.2 15/00027/DPA     Removal of existing canopy and replacement with brick built front
   extension at 28 White Post Court, Corby for Mrs J Addison 

The Principal Planning Officer presented a report on an application to replace the existing front 
canopy with a brick built extension to incorporate a downstairs toilet; the application was 
before Committee as the applicant was a Borough Councillor. 

Relevant consultation had taken place and neighbour notifications had been sent, a site notice 
had been posted and a public notice placed in the Evening Telegraph.   

The proposed extension would project forward of the existing dwelling but would not be 
dominant, other properties in the street had similar extensions and so it would be visually 
acceptable. 

Overall due to the nature of the proposal the development did not have a detrimental impact 
on neighbouring amenity or visual impact in the street scene. 

 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. The external materials to the proposed extension shall match those of the existing dwelling in 
material, colour and style unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

    Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual amenity and to 
preserve the character and appearance of the dwelling in accordance with Policy 13 
of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy and guidance within the 
National Planning Policy Framework 

Reason for Approval: 

The proposed works are limited in nature and subject to the use of appropriate materials as 
specified on the application form, are considered to preserve the appearance and character of 
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the dwelling and the surrounding area. Due to the nature of the proposal there would be no 
detrimental effect on amenity. The works would complement the existing dwelling and 
surrounding area.  The proposal accords with Policy 13 of the North Northamptonshire Core 
Spatial Strategy and guidance within the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Statement of Applicant Involvement: 

The application raised no significant planning concerns which required the involvement of the 
applicant. 

44.3 04/00442/OUT     Variation of legal agreement as it relates to affordable housing – 
residential units and associated infrastructure works at Little 
Stanion, land south of Longcroft Road, Corby  

A report was presented to Committee relating to the outline planning permission for Little 
Stanion and the affordable housing requirements. Overall 142 affordable units had been 
provided across the site with two companies building out the full compliment and two further 
companies saying they cannot complete the remaining 37 affordable properties due to 
financial constraints. 

Reserved Matters had been granted allowing for a maximum of 890 dwellings shared between 
four developers, the County Council had approved a Primary School which had been built. The 
key overall permission had expired and a new permission would need to be sought for the 
scheme as a whole, there were a range of other detailed or minor planning submissions 
addressing design changes and drainage. 

The Legal Agreement committed the site owner and developers to a range of matters including 
affordable housing. The four current developers had been sold ‘serviced land’, this meant the 
land was ready for development and purchased at a higher price as off-site commitments, the 
S106 requirements were covered by the original developer. The original developer remained 
responsible for the creation of serviced development parcels and common parts such as 
roads, drainage, open spaces, community buildings, shops and schools. 

Silentpride Ltd had been declared insolvent as their liabilities exceeded funds and 
Administrators were appointed in April 2013. The Administrators role was to seek a better 
result than would arise from the liquidation of the Company but they had yet to finalise 
decisions. 

The financial circumstances of the two developers who had requested a freeze on affordable 
housing had been independently reviewed by BNP Paribas for the Council. BNP Paribas had 
followed national advice for reviewing viability with a report for Lagan Homes being completed 
in early 2014 and Ben Bailey Homes in January 2015. 

The Council’s options ranged from: 

 No agreement to varying affordable housing delivery – the developer would challenge 
the Council via a new appeal route,  or 

 Seeking a future deferred developer’s contribution as the scheme neared completion 
with payment toward off-site provision for affordable housing based on assessment of 
sales values. 

The scheme could not justify further affordable housing contributions and the Council had 
received independent advice showing marginal viability for the two developers in question. 
Both developers had however provided 55 affordable homes between them leaving a shortfall 
of 37 homes, in context of the site as a whole 16% of affordable housing had been provided 
leaving a shortfall of 4%. There was no change to the Councils policy of seeking to maximise 
affordable housing on this or other sites. 

In such complex circumstances officers were endeavouring to offer certainty to conclude 
outstanding issues where possible, affordable housing was one of those areas, the area of 
affordable housing was outside the remit of the Administrators. 

Officers agreed viability was a serious issue but concluded that complete removal was not 
presently acceptable given the possibility albeit remote that future market conditions could 
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probably change. The recommendation was to vary the legal agreement expectation of 
affordable housing provision enabling the possibility of a deferred developer contribution 
assessed on the value of the scheme once it approaches completion. 

Members discussed their concerns regarding allowing another developer to fall short of the 
Councils required provision for affordable housing, a deferred developer contributions would 
be acceptable but this could not continue to be the way forward. Members asked how often 
the Council would re-assess viability the builders had an obligation to Corby. 

RESOLVED that:- 

1. To agree that Lagan Homes and Ben Bailey Homes need not provide any further on-site 
affordable housing, and 

2. To authorise the Head of Planning and Environmental Services in consultation with the 
Chair of Development Control, at an advanced stage of completion of both schemes, to 
again review viability and to agree a deferred developers contribution based on sales 
values 

39.4 154/00042/COC     Section 73 Application to amend Condition 30 of the planning  
consent NCC Ref: 13/00079/WASFUL to extend the waste catchment 
area Energy Recovery Centre at Willowbrook Industrial Estate, 
Shelton Road, Corby. 

The Planning Officer presented a report on an application seeking consent to amend Condition 
30 ‘Catchment Area’ to enable the delivery of the consented energy recovery centre. Relevant 
policies had been considered and consultation had taken place.  

The proposed amendments to the catchment plan and condition would significantly increase 
the size of the catchment area from the original permission. The original plan was based on 
HGV travel times with the outer boundary being drawn at a 30 minute drive. The proposed 
amendments were for a catchment area that disregarded the HGV travel times and 
incorporated areas such as London, Birmingham and Nottingham. 

The only matter for consideration was the catchment area for the waste collection as the 
principle of the development had previously been agreed. 

RESOLVED that:- 

The Committee object to the Section 73 application and that:  

the Head of Planning and Environmental Services write a letter of objection to 
Northamptonshire County Council to the amendment of the catchment area plan and variation 
of the condition on the basis that the proposed condition would result in unsustainable 
development as is road dominated distribution and does not incorporate more sustainable 
methods of distribution and raising concerns that the proposed condition does not meet the 
tests for planning conditions.  

In addition no evidence has been submitted with the planning application to show how the 
extended catchment area meets principles of sustainability including managing waste close to 
its source. There is also no evidence submitted to show there are no other waste management 
facilities already in operation across this catchment that could take on this capacity of waste 
and avoid waste travelling unsustainable distances 

 

45. Close of Meeting 

The meeting closed at 8.20pm. 


