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Development Control Committee 
Tuesday 8 April 2014 
7.00pm in The Council Chamber, The Cube, Corby 
 
Present: Councillor  –  Latta (Chair) 
 Councillors Addison, Brown, P Beattie, Beeby, Goult, Heggs, Stanbra & Sims  

49. Apologies for Absence 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Butcher, Councillor Eyles substituted.  

50. 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 Sims 
declared a personal, non prejudicial interest in Item 14/00066/DPA Change of use of single 
domestic garage to dog grooming salon (retrospective) at 31 Tower Hill Road, Corby. 

51. Minutes of the Previous Meeting 
Members were asked to confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 11 March 2014 as a 
correct record. 

RESOLVED that:- 
The minutes of the meeting held on 11 March 2014 be agreed as a correct record. 

52. Applications for Planning Permission 
52.1  13/00363/DPA Demolition, Redevelopment and Part Refurbishment to Provide a 

Cinema, Five Retail/Restaurant Units (Within Use Classes A1 And 
A3), New Access and Public Realm Improvements at Market Walk 
Level, Together with a Gym, Cycle Parking, Retail, Car Repairs and 
Mot Centre, Surface Level Car Parking, Landscaping and Access at 
Ground Level – Market Walk and Adjoining Land Elizabeth Street, 
Corby 

The Principal Planning Officer brought to Committees attention a change of recommendation for 
this application. There had been late objections which had caused the Planning Department to 
seek Counsel’s advice. This information had been received after release of the Agenda and so 
appeared on the late items list given to Committee at the start of the meeting. 

Legal opinion received stated that: 

 “It may be that it is possible that both these schemes can be delivered without a 
harmful impact upon vitality and viability but currently there is no real evidence before 
the Council to show this to be the case. By contrast there is evidence from the 
objecting Mulberry Developments which does show such an impact and indeed the 
officers own assessment of the scenario and recognises that is: 

 “that it is unlikely that two schemes of this nature will be delivered in the town centre 
and this will be left to the commercial sector to decide which scheme goes ahead” 

 The clear implication of this comment is that it is not viable to have another cinema. On 
the one hand it is not for the planning system to interfere or skew commercial 
decisions, on the other hand however a party with a valid planning permission is 
entitled to carry it out. In other words in looking at such matters as viability and vitality 
of town centres it is not appropriate to let the market place decide which particular 
development will go ahead”. 

In light of the advice received from Counsel a change of recommendation was proposed as 
follows: 
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Recommendation:  
Decision on the application to be deferred pending the submission of additional information 
relating to the impact of the proposed development on vitality and viability of the Town Centre. 
Following the receipt of the additional information the application be presented to a further 
meeting of the Development Control Committee for determination. In light of this advice there 
was no discussion on this item. 

The late items list also contained information on correspondence received in support of the 
application. 

RESOLVED that:- 
The application be deferred pending the submission of additional information relating to the 
impact of the proposed development on vitality and viability of the Town Centre. Following the 
receipt of the additional information the application be presented to a further meeting of the 
Development Control Committee for determination. 

52.2   14/00066/DPA Change of use of single domestic garage to dog grooming salon      
 (retrospective) at 31 Tower Hill Road, Corby. 

The Principal Planning Officer presented a report which had come about as a response to an 
enforcement investigation. The use had been present since 2005 and permission was needed 
as although small scale the use exceeded that normally associated with residential activity. 

Relevant policies had been considered and consultation had taken place with Environmental 
Protection and the Highway Authority, representations had been received and all comments 
were contained within the report. 

Planning Officers and Environmental Protection had visited the business and concluded that it 
was professionally run and was very low level and appropriate to the detached residential 
property. The use was noticeable to neighbours but the level of harm reported was considered 
to be overstated. It should be noted that the use had been there for nearly nine years with 
complaints only being received in the last year. 

Noise: some dogs when placed in strange surroundings are likely to suffer some initial distress 
especially due to the absence of their owners. There was less distress for a dog given the 
nature of grooming as they were returned to their owners on completion. 

Noise from drying equipment was similar to a household tumble dryer and although ran for a 
longer duration the continuity was not at such a level that a real nuisance was demonstrated. 

Traffic: The use would attract slightly more traffic than normal during day time hours, but the 
arrival and departure was not such a level that clear harm might be present. The street already 
had a high level of traffic due to the pub and school, the use of the grooming salon at busy 
times would not be noticeable. 

Mr Sweeney attended the meeting and addressed Committee, he said he had lived in Corby 
for over 25 years and had never had any problems with neighbours before. The business was 
run from home to assist with the requirements of his mother-in-law who needed assistance. 
Mrs Sweeney worked fulltime and Mr Sweeney part-time, they worked hard and had good 
relations with their neighbours some of whom were customers. 

Owners dropped their dogs off and were informed when they were ready to be collected, there 
were never more than two dogs on the premises at one time, no dogs were boarded and 
customers were encouraged to use the off road parking.  

Mr & Mrs Sweeney tried to ensure that no bookings overlapped school start and finish times, 
they provided bags for customers to pick up dog fouling. All shampoos etc were bio-
degradable. This was a small personal service which provided undue stress and loyal 
customers. 

RESOLVED that:- 



Development Control Committee  8 April 2014 

40 
 

The application be approved subject to the following conditions 

1.The use shall be limited to a single  garage area only. 

2. The use shall not take place other than between the hours of 0700 – 1900 hours Monday to 
Saturday, 0900 to 1300 Sundays and Bank holidays. 

Reason for 1 & 2: To prevent an over-intensive use of the site to prevent harm to the 
amenities of adjoining residents and to comply with Policy 13 of The 
North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy. 

Reasons for Approval: 
The use has been assessed against normal environmental standards and is held to be a 
suitable ‘working from home’ activity, of a scale and intensity that suits this detached 
residential property.  It is hereby consistent with Saved Policy P1(J) of the Local Plan, Policy 
13 of the Core Spatial Strategy, and paragraph 21 of the National Planning Policy Framework.. 

 
53. Close of Meeting  

Meeting closed at 7.18pm. 

 


