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Introduction 
 
This report explains the consultation that has been undertaken as part of the preparation of the 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and how comments that individuals and organisations 
have made have been taken into account and how they have influenced the document. 
 
Background 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to set out Corby Borough Council’s (the Council) approach to planning 
obligations when considering planning applications for development in the Borough. 
 
Planning obligations are negotiated between local authorities and developers in the context of 
granting planning permission. They provide a means to ensure that a proposed development 
contributes to the provision of necessary infrastructure, services and facilities required by national 
and local planning policies. 
 
The SPD supplements Policy 10 of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy which seeks to 
ensure the timely delivery of infrastructure, services and facilities to meet the needs of the Borough 
and support sustainable development. This SPD also provides detail on how other policies related to 
infrastructure provision in the Local Plan will be implemented.  
 
Public Consultation 
 
A draft Developer Contributions SPD was the subject of public consultation from 9th May 2014 to 20th 
June 2014. The consultation incorporated the following: 
 

 Notifying relevant stakeholders from the Councils consultation database; 

 Press release on the news page of the Councils website; 

 Press advert in the Northamptonshire Evening Telegraph; 

 Hard copies of the document were available to view in the Council’s One Stop Shop, and all 
libraries in the Borough, including the mobile library. 

 The consultation was promoted on the Council’s Twitter page. 
 
A total of 29 individual comments were received to the consultation from 19 respondents. A full 
schedule of responses to the consultation is included at Appendix A. 
 
Since that time there have been significant policy developments, namely the adoption of the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy in July 2016 and the Northamptonshire Planning Obligations 
Framework and Guidance in January 2015. In light of these policy developments, and the feedback 
received from the first consultation the SPD has been updated. As these changes overall are 
substantial to the document, it is necessary for the SPD to be subject to further consultation 
 
Initial, informal consultation was undertaken on an updated preliminary draft SPD at the start of the 
year. This was targeted towards various service providers, including Northamptonshire County 
Council, Northamptonshire Police, NHS and the Environment Agency. This informal consultation was 
an opportunity for internal and external stakeholders to submit their views on the emerging 
document. 
 
Following approval of the draft Planning Obligations SPD at Local Plan Committee on 8th March 2017 
the SPD will be subject to a further six weeks public consultation.  
 



Appendix B – Schedule of response to the original draft SPD subject to public consultation in May/June 2014. 
 

Name Organisation Comments Our response and proposed action 

David Cooper Kettering 
Environmental 
Forum 

No comment. Noted. No action required. 

 Anglian Water I would not expect there to be provision within the CIL for 
wastewater infrastructure. In general, wastewater 
treatment infrastructure upgrades to provide for 
residential growth are funded by Anglian Water through 
our Asset Management Plan. Network improvements (on-
site and off-site) are generally funded/part funded 
through developer contribution via the relevant sections 
of the Water Industry Act 1991. 

Noted. No action required. 

Angela 
Atkinson 

Marine Management 
Organisation 

No comment. Noted. No action required. 

Roslyn 
Deeming 

Natural England Natural England generally supports the approach that the 
SPD has taken and considers that it provides useful 
information on securing contributions from developers. 
We particularly welcome the sections on Green 
Infrastructure and Biodiversity as they will help to ensure 
that the natural environment is fully considered within the 
planning process. 

Support noted. No action required. 

Claire Berry West 
Northamptonshire 
Joint Planning Unit 

No comment. Noted. No action required. 



Sean Bell Northamptonshire 
Police 

The Force’s policy is to request funding for Police 
Community Support Officers (PCSO) for a period of three 
years to provide an immediate police presence on any new 
developments. 
 
For residential developments the threshold for requesting 
an obligation will be to provide funding for one PCSO for 
each five hundred homes.  For commercial or mixed 
residential/commercial developments, each application 
will be considered according to its potential impact on the 
Force. 
 
The following amendments to the SPD are requested: 

 Table 1 in section 3.6 is amended to add Police 
Community Support Officers shown as being funded 
through S106. 

 Paragraph 10.5 is amended to include reference to the 
provision of PCSO’s to provide a short term police 
presence. 

 Paragraph 10.6 includes reference to the thresholds 
for determining the need for PCSO funding. 

In the 2014 draft consultation document Table 1 under 
paragraph 2.6 showed the links between S106 and CIL. 
This included some police requirements but not specific 
reference to PCSOs. 
 
In this updated version of the document for consultation 
in 2017 reference to CIL, and therefore Table 1 has been 
removed. In this updated version Section 2.8 was 
introduced as a list of broad areas for which obligations 
can be sought where they are required. This has been 
expanded to include the police. 

Sean Bell Northamptonshire 
Police 

Additional provision for CCTV will continue to be 
considered on a case by case basis as stated in the SPD. 

Noted. No action required. 

Mark White English Heritage We note that there is no reference in the Developer 
Contributions DPD to Heritage; the SPD should include 
confirmation that heritage assets in Corby will continue, 
for the present, to be eligible for s106 contributions; the 
important issue will be to ensure that this aspect is not 
vulnerable to being sacrificed as the last call on a 
prospective developer’s financial contributions. 

In the 2014 draft consultation document Table 1 under 
paragraph 2.6 showed the links between S106 and CIL. 
This did not include any reference to heritage 
 
In this updated version of the document for consultation 
in 2017 reference to CIL, and therefore Table 1 has been 
removed. In this updated version Section 2.8 was 
introduced as a list of broad areas for which obligations 
can be sought where they are required. This has been 



expanded to include the historic environment. 

Steve Beard Sport England In Corby, the latest evidence in respect of open spaces is 
the Open Space, Recreation and Sport Study produced by 
PMP in 2006 on behalf of the Council. The report is not 
considered to be robust and up to date having regards to 
paragraph 73 of NPPF particularly with regard to a Playing 
Pitch strategy needs and evidence. 

Paragraph 2.5.2 states that the Council is currently 
updating the evidence base in respect to open space, sport 
and recreation to meet the requirements of the NPPF. 
Until that evidence base is updated, the Council will 
continue to determine the level of planning obligations for 
the provision of open space, sport and recreational 
facilities using national standards and the Open Space, 
Sport and Recreations Study as a starting point for 
negotiations. 

Steve Beard Sport England Care should be taken that only 5 projects can fund 
proposals under section 106 from April next year, the 
wording of the 106 must be specific to the project, general 
terms such as ‘contribution to formal open space’ in a 
legal agreement will mean that only 5 contributions can be 
taken for that type. 

Noted and agree. No action required. 

Steve Beard Sport England Paragraph 9.13 Sport England does not have national 
standards. This methodology will not in our opinion meet 
the S122 Tests. 

In the 2014 draft consultation document paragraph 9.13 
outlined the approach that would be taken for indoor 
facilities. 
 
Paragraph 2.5.2 states that the Council is currently 
updating the evidence base in respect to open space, sport 
and recreation to meet the requirements of the NPPF. 
Until that evidence base is updated, the Council will 
continue to determine the level of planning obligations for 
the provision of open space, sport and recreational 
facilities using national standards, where applicable, and 
the Open Space, Sport and Recreations Study as a starting 



point for negotiations. 

Steve Beard Sport England The wording in the 123 list bared any other contributions 
for improvements to sports facilities 

Not applicable to the SPD 

Steve Beard Sport England It is assumed that the standards in appendix  1 relate to 
the provision for new development on site off site 
contributions would not in our opinion meet the S122 
tests 

Appendix 1 in the 2014 draft consultation document 
contained the standards for open space, sport and 
recreation. 
 
Appendix 1 was deleted in this updated version of the 
document. 

Heather Webb Nene Valley Nature 
Improvement Area 

The figures in Table 2 on page 20 are incorrect. 
 

Table 2 in the 2014 draft consultation document repeated 
the figures contained in a Northamptonshire County 
Council document. 
 
In this updated version table 2 has been deleted. 

Heather Webb Nene Valley Nature 
Improvement Area 

Section 9 regarding green infrastructure refers repeatedly 
to the Open Space, Recreation and Sport Study produced 
by PMP. This document appears not to be available online, 
which I believe it should be if it is to be used as evidence. 

The executive summary is currently on our website and a 
hyperlink has been added.  However the file size of the 
whole document was too large therefore we have made it 
available on request. However we are currently reviewing 
our web pages so will look to upload the document if 
possible. 

Ben Hunter Northamptonshire 
County Council 

Revise paragraph 5.7 in light of comments relating to the 
draft R123 list to read: 
The CIL will fund the wider cumulative impacts arising 
from incremental growth. Examples of new infrastructure 
and improvement projects which will be funded by CIL 
include Corby Northern Orbital, Corby Walk and Corby Rail 
Bridge. 

Section 5 in the 2014 draft consultation document related 
to highways, access and transport. 
 
Due to the changes made to the document this comment 
is no longer applicable. 



Ben Hunter Northamptonshire 
County Council 

The County Council’s latest pupil generation survey has 
revealed that affordable/social rented dwellings are twice 
as likely to generate school aged children as market 
dwellings. Accordingly NCC doesn’t agree with most of 
paragraph 6.8 and would like to see the information 
relating to possible discounts for affordable removed. 
Delete everything after “affordable housing” on line two 
of paragraph 6.8. 

Paragraph 6.8 related to education contributions from 
affordable housing. This has now been deleted.  

Ben Hunter Northamptonshire 
County Council 

The rest of the education background is agreed. Support noted. No action required. 

Alice Kirkham Persimmon 
Homes/Charles 
Church (Midlands) 

It is considered that some of the contributions listed in 
Table 1 do not comply with the statutory test of being 
necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms, namely Skills, Training & Employment and 
Public Art. 

In the 2014 draft consultation document Table 1 under 
paragraph 2.6 showed the links between S106 and CIL. In 
this updated version of the document for consultation in 
2017 reference to CIL, and therefore Table 1 has been 
removed. 

Alice Kirkham Persimmon 
Homes/Charles 
Church (Midlands) 

Affordable Housing should be calculated on the net rather 
than the gross number of dwellings to be provided. This 
would better reflect the viability considerations associated 
with developments involving the loss of a dwelling(s). 

Calculations based on gross in accordance with Policy 30 
of the Joint Core Strategy. 

Alice Kirkham Persimmon 
Homes/Charles 
Church (Midlands) 

It would be equitable if the calculation of the affordable 
housing was rounded up if resulting in 0.5 of a dwelling or 
more, but rounded down if resulting in between 0.1-0.4 of 
a dwelling. This would assist in ensuring the development 
remains financially viable. 

No change.  

Alice Kirkham Persimmon 
Homes/Charles 
Church (Midlands) 

It is considered that some of the proposed obligations do 
not meet the three tests, particularly those relating to 
Skills, Training & Employment, and Public Art. We would 
request that these sections are deleted from the SPD as 
they are not considered to be necessary to make 
development acceptable in planning terms. 

Requirements will be assessed on a case by case basis 
having regard to the evidence and tests set out in 
regulation 122 and 123 of the CIL Regulations. 



Alice Kirkham Persimmon 
Homes/Charles 
Church (Midlands) 

The need for the Council to be able to fully understand the 
viability considerations associated with the scheme needs 
to be balanced against the need for developers to be able 
to protect commercially sensitive information. We 
consider that an open book appraisal will not be necessary 
in every case. 

Paragraph 1.6.6 clarifies that due to Freedom of 
Information requirements and requests; if a viability 
assessment is submitted in relation to a valid planning 
application then the local planning authority will treat the 
submission as a public document, but will redact the 
commercially sensitive elements of the assessment. 

Alice Kirkham Persimmon 
Homes/Charles 
Church (Midlands) 

Any costs associated with independent valuation advice 
that is passed on to the developer would need to be 
reflected in the appraisal itself as a development cost. 

The Council considers that it is not necessary to address 
this issue within the Developer Contributions SPD. No 
action required. 

Abigail Jones Savills on behalf of a 
Landowner and 
Developer 
Consortium 

We would ask that CBC review the list of site specific 
infrastructure that would be sought through Section 106 
Agreements in light of Regulation 122 as we are of the 
view that certain items on this list do not meet these 
requirements 

SPD is clear that requirements will be assessed on a case 
by case basis having regard to the evidence and tests set 
out in regulation 122 and 123 of the CIL Regulations 

Sam Silcocks Harris Lamb on 
behalf of Tata Steel 

The relationship between CIL and s. 106 should be 
considered now to ensure there are no unnecessary 
debates through the planning application process. 
Highways, Access and Transport - both CIL and s. 106 have 
the potential to secure funding for road improvements 
and highway capacity improvements. Inevitably works to 
the highway to mitigate the impact of a specific 
development will have a wider benefit and it is not clear 
where CIL would finish and s. 106 would start. 

No applicable. 

Sam Silcocks Harris Lamb on 
behalf of Tata Steel 

The relationship between CIL and s. 106 should be 
considered now to ensure there are no unnecessary 
debates through the planning application process. 
Education - It is not clear why primary school contributions 
are being pursued by S106 whilst secondary education 
falls under the remit of CIL. 

Not applicable. 



Sam Silcocks Harris Lamb on 
behalf of Tata Steel 

The relationship between CIL and S106 should be 
considered now to ensure there are no unnecessary 
debates through the planning application process. Green 
Infrastructure - CIL is said to cover the maintenance and 
upgrading of play areas and open spaces. For smaller 
developments it is likely that any s. 106 contributions that 
might be sought in accordance with the Developer 
Contributions SPD would also be sought for the 
maintenance and upgrading of existing play areas and 
open spaces. An overlap is therefore likely. 

Not applicable. 

Sam Silcocks Harris Lamb on 
behalf of Tata Steel 

With regard to education, it is noted that contributions 
would be applied to all housing, including affordable 
housing. We would question the extent to which this 
applies with the statutory tests set out in CIL Reg. 122. This 
is evident from the justification in the supporting text 
which states that this 'may place additional demand for 
school places'. It is therefore difficult to reconcile how this 
contribution would be 'necessary' or 'directly related to 
the development'. We consider further work is required to 
understand what the implication on school places in 
relation to Affordable Housing actually is before this 
approach should be explored further. Furthermore, this 
approach appears to seek to bypass the exclusion of 
affordable housing from CIL charges. 

Paragraph 2.3.4 refers to Planning Obligations Framework 
and Guidance Document published by Northamptonshire 
County Council.  
 

 


