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Development Control Committee 
Tuesday 9th September 2014  
7.00pm in The Council Chamber, The Cube, Corby 

 
Present: Councillor Latta – Chair 

 Councillors Butcher, Brown, Caine, Eyles, Riley, Goult, Petch and Heggs 

15. Apologies for Absence 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Addison, P Beattie, Sims and Stanbra.   

16. 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. 

17. Applications for Planning Permission 
17.1 14/00137/COU     Alterations and first floor extension to provide 3No. Ground floor 

units – Use Classes A1, A2 and nail parlour (sui generis) 4 No. 
Studio flats at first floor and associated works at 95 Rockingham 
Road, Corby for Prospect Brigstock Ltd 

 A site visit had taken place at 4pm and only those Councillors who had attended would be able 
to vote on this application. 

The Planning Officer presented the report to Committee briefly highlighting concerns that had 
been raised at the site visit and advising that there had been amendments to the plans with 
those who had made representations being notified and giving them 10 days to comment. 

This application had been before Committee on the 12 August 2014 and adjourned for a site 
visit which was why it had been brought back at Committee. 

The officer concluded there were several aspects to the application but following detailed 
discussions with the Agent, Environmental Health, Highway Authority and the Police and 
Crime Prevention Design Advisor the development in its amended form was considered to be 
acceptable subject to a range of conditions to protect highway safety, visual and residential 
amenity. 

Mrs Wylie attended the meeting and addressed Committee, she had lived in Stockwood Drive 
for 56 years, her main concern was the flats, some houses already had 2/3 cars and this 
would add further vehicles. The nail bar was open until 9.39pm some nights, clients at the 
restaurant close by parked in the street; a child was knocked down recently. Vehicles working 
at the site would cause chaos so please don’t let this happen. 

Mrs Sawford attended the meeting and addressed Committee; she lived at No. 16 and 
appealed to the Committee to reject the application. Her property would be overshadowed, the 
reason she choose the property was because it was not overlooked but this application would 
mean the stairs overlooked her property, there would be satellite dishes, the bins backed up to 
her fence and the flats were not suitable. 

Mrs McFadyen attended the meeting and addressed Committee, she believed the application 
should be rejected, she did not oppose the shops but said the area looked like a shanty town. 
There was no consistent signage and free standing notices got blown around, the hair 
dressers dries towels outside in the street, sui generis implies the Nail Parlour is special when 
it isn’t. Mrs McFadyen said that at the last meeting Mr Whitmore did say some areas were 
unsightly and that it would be made nice and safe and all occupiers would adhere to times of 
opening. 

Councillor Goult attended the meeting and addressed the Committee as Ward Councillor; she 
explained that all three Ward Councillors were against this application. The houses were built 
before most families had a car and this application would make the street worse with all the 
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extra vehicles, there was still no bin strategy, where would all the cars park, highway safety 
needed to be considered, visual impact of the area and loss of privacy, the development was 
wholly unsuitable. 

Mr Whitmore attended the meeting and addressed the Committee as Agent for the applicant, 
he explained that since the last meeting further amendments had been made, a number of 
changes had happened since the application was first submitted. The changes were 
considered to be acceptable and fully accorded with policies which encouraged better 
buildings and use of land including making them sustainable etc. 

Mr Gough also attended the meeting and addressed the Committee as the applicant, he said 
he had lived in Corby all his life and had bought the building 20 years ago to run his business 
from, the business had out grown the building and although the Nail Bar was running without 
planning permission this application would remedy that and although the building was not 
pretty to look at he had done everything that had been asked of him with regard to this 
application. 

Members raised several points including the fact that the flats were being marketed as 
affordable and to be rented out and also in relation to fire safety. 

Having been on a site visit Members were concerned about the parking arrangements, in the 
evenings if businesses were still open then the spaces could not be used for those living in the 
flats. Cllrs also felt that they could not support the application until sufficient information 
regarding the affordable criteria was made available. 

Officers explained that the specification or standard for the flats in relation to affordable 
housing would not be a material consideration nor would fire safety as these would be 
approved under the Buildings Regulations. 

Members moved to reject the application on grounds of Safety due to insufficient parking and 
that the specification for the flats would not be appropriate for affordable housing. 

RESOLVED that:- 
The application be refused on the grounds of: 

• Insufficient parking with subsequent impact on safety 
• Flats would not meet an appropriate specification/ standard for affordable housing 

 

17.2 14/00303/REG3     Replacement of flat roof to pitched at 99 Dorking Walk, Corby for 
Corby Borough Council 

The Planning Officer presented a report to install a pitched roof over an existing flat roof on a 
side extension, the new roof would be mono pitch and would attach to the first floor rear 
elevation of 69 Dorking Walk. 

All relevant policies had been considered and neighbour notifications had been sent with no 
representations being received. 

The property was Council owned and the new pitch roof would be a visual improvement and 
would harmonise with the character and appearance of the application property and visual 
amenity of the surrounding area. 

Members briefly discussed the application and agreed that it would be an improvement on the 
existing flat roof. 

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. 
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2. The external finishes of the development hereby permitted shall match those of the existing 
building in material, colour, style, bonding and texture unless otherwise agreed in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority in advance. 

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. 

Reasons for Approval:  
The proposal to install a new pitched roof on the council-owned property is considered to 
represent an acceptable form of development. The proposal would be acceptable in terms of 
its siting, design and would visually improve the appearance of the area. The application 
proposal would not have an adverse impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the 
neighbouring properties. The proposal is therefore considered to be in accordance with 
‘Saved’ Policies P1(E) and P10(R) of the Corby Borough Local Plan, 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 would have required the 
involvement of the applicant. 

18. Close of Meeting 
The meeting closed at 7.50pm. 


