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Stanion,  Land South Of Longcroft Road, Stanion By  JME Civils 
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1. Purpose of Report 

This report seeks authority to approve an application made under section 106A of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 to vary the existing ‘section 106’ planning legal agreements 
dated 4 July 2006, 28 July 2008 and 6 September 2010  (‘the s106 agreement’ or ‘s106’) 
currently in place on the Little Stanion site. This application has been made as a 
consequence of then developer Silentpride Limited (“Silentpride”) going into administration.  

An identical duplicate application was simultaneously made to Northamptonshire County 
Council; the County Council has transferred authority to this Council to determine that 
duplicate application also. For the avoidance of doubt the authority which the County Council 
has transferred to this Council includes authority to approve the duplicate application. The 
County Council has stated that it has no objection to approval of the application or the 
duplicate. This report also seeks delegated authority to approve the duplicate application 
accordingly.       

A formal application to vary the section 106 agreement was lodged in February 2016 by:    

(i) the owner of Silentpride; together with (ii)  the company's administrator as joint applicants. 

 The present submission is a formal application under section 106A of the Planning Act made 
by both the joint applicants (including the administrator which currently controls Silentpride)  , 
while the previous approach was one of informal negotiation  initiated by only one of them 
(JME Civils Limited). One consequence of this new concerted   approach is that if the current 
application is refused, or not decided, it will create a right of appeal to the Secretary of State 
(whilst last year's submission did not). 

The Council’s web site front page has a link to background information. A full background 
report is also attached as Appendix 1. 

2. Summary Report 

The current proposal is a much modified and improved scheme and is recommended for 
approval. The current proposal, as revised, achieves much the Council’s key demands, and 
in substance has been improved by negotiation since submission in February 2016.  

In broad terms, improved scheme viability is secured with the development of an additional 
40 homes above the 125 previously permitted houses (not built). These will possibly be to a 
lower density than previously permitted so additional land is needed (without which the 
scheme will not be viable). The required additional land is found on previously proposed (but 
not provided) open spaces. Less than 10% of the previously planned open space will be lost 
if this approach is supported. Such loss of open space is not critical in this particular instance 
as the estate as a whole has been built to higher standards of open space than would 
currently be required. 

Planning applications will be needed for the new development and this will allow for detailed 
review of the planning merits of the new proposals at a future date. A decision to support this 
approach will not fetter the council’s decisions on subsequent planning applications. 

New key areas now offered that were absent from the 2006 agreement are: 

1. Infrastructure provision - Completion of roads, street lights and sewers to adoptable 
standards. The developer is to use reasonable endeavours to obtain adoption of the 
roads by Northamptonshire County Council (NCC), as Highways Authority. 
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2. New public open space quality standards with binding performance standards on 
management. 

3. Shops - a requirement to build and market with a minimum gross external floorspace of 
400m2 

 Areas that are variants of the previous agreement are: 

4. Recreation facilities - new consultation on updated play area provision, playing field 
relocation (the value of this is assessed by CBC at approximately £750,000). 

5. New community building - provision of a Village Hall by the developer, co-located with 
the new shops in a single building with minimum external floorspace of 400m2 (the value 
of this is assessed by CBC at a construction budget of £593,000). By comparison, the 
present Welcome Centre is 90m2. 

6. Alternative use of land intended for other purposes – the site of the Welcome Centre and 
part of the original community centre site are (if granted planning permission) to be used 
for housing to provide revenue. These areas are shown in Appendix 7 – the ‘key 
diagram’ - as Sites B & J. 

The challenging financial environment means there are changes or losses relative to the 
previous s106 agreement, and these are: 

7. Land for a community building (0.45ha/1 acre) was to be gifted to the Council.  Part of 
this will now be used for the new community building and shop, another larger part for 
new housing. Previously £30,000 was to be given as a one-off running cost dowry, but 
not in the new proposal. The running costs for the new Village Hall would be generated 
by its operators. 

8. Alternative provision of a playing field.  This was to be built to the rear of the school but 
is now (subject to consultation and a planning application) offered as a larger more 
useable facility elsewhere in the Little Stanion at ‘Top Meadow’ off Arden Close, on 
existing open space. A useable area can only be provided with loss of a small area of 
woodland buffer land (outside the adjacent ancient woodland). 

9. Areas of planned open space will be used to provide additional housing land. These 
sites are shown as Areas D, E, & F in Appendix 7. This report provides an assessment 
of the loss noting that the applicant wants to provide only 40 houses on top of the 125 
previously permitted, the overall context that Little Stanion is provided more open space 
than current standards require, and the loss is less than 10% of currently provided or 
planned open space. 

 10. Repayment of cost of school. The school has been built but not paid for. Education 
investment re-imbursement will be limited to an initial £1.8m (£4.5m is owed for the 
school and associated roads). 

11. Further payments may materialise. If the financial environment improves over the next 
few years then profit levels may be found to be greater than presently estimated (e.g. 
where land values are found to rise faster than building costs), the Council will then 
receive a one –third share and any such payments to be dedicated by the Council to 
Little Stanion.    

Extensive work and negotiation has been carried out by the Council’s Consultant Valuer 
(White Strategic Land Strategies). The financial review is attached as Appendix 5.  Since this 
review was undertaken further discussions have taken place between the Council’s Valuer 
and Aspinall Verdi, the Applicant’s viability consultants.  As a result, a balance has been 
struck between allowing a reasonable return to the developer yet ensuring that contributions 
are secured for community benefits. So the key areas above are to be funded as follows: 

a. A S106 payment of £1.8m (ie. £11,000 per unit based on 165 units) payable to NCC for 
the school.  

b. the New Community Building (NCB) is to be built by the developer (assessed build cost 
as approved by the Council’s Consultant Valuer of £593,000). 
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c. Open space and recreation facilities are to be funded by the developer   (for which the 
assessed cost as approved by the Council’s own Consultant Valuer is  £750,000). 

d. A share of additional profit will result if sales values exceed an agreed a threshhold 
(subject to a cap in that once the total sums recorded in the 2006 s106 agreement due 
to the Council or the County Council had been fully paid off no more would be payable 
to the Council).   

e. The trigger point in d. above is subject to a review to reflect the actual build and 
infrastructure costs that are incurred, given that the financial evaluation is based on 
estimates. This review may result in the trigger point being reviewed upwards 
depending on the actual costs incurred. The more that house prices exceed projected 
build costs then greater the community returns that will result. 

It is stressed that none of the above can be held to fetter the Council’s discretion concerning 
any future planning applications. As many of the above actions are subject to planning 
applications being successful, then the arrangements will of course be adjusted downwards if 
permission is not granted.  

Consultation has been carried out with all households in Little Stanion (approximately 750) 
and Stanion (500).  A report on the consultation exercise is attached as Appendix 2.  Overall, 
1250 households were notified representing a population of some 3000 people of all ages.  
52 individual replies were received - most (86%) of which were opposed to the proposal.  
Members are encouraged to review the full comments that are available via a link on the 
front page of the Council’s web site. 

The comments made are understandably similar to those raised last year and have resulted 
in the applicant making changes to the terms of the application since its submission in 
February 2016 to reflect  the clear views on the importance of securing a community facility, 
shop, and completion of roads and open spaces. The present proposal, agreed with the 
applicant, is believed to achieve most of the key priorities identified by the Parish Council and 
Little Stanion Village Association.  

A key area popular with respondents that  has not been pursued  is transfer of the ownership 
of the open spaces to CBC or another nominated body such as a community interest 
company (an issue addressed in full in Appendix 1f). This option is considered impractical 
and has not been pursued for several reasons: 

(i) the Council and the joint applicants have no legal right  to ‘unpick’ the hundreds of 
separate legal agreements between the residents and the Little Stanion Farm 
Management Company;  

(ii) payment of the required commuted sum (in excess of £1m) has not been budgeted for 
in the recovery plan and were it to be required it is believed it would make the scheme 
unviable. 

Discussions with the applicants have, however, secured a concession in that the varied 
section 106 agreement would for the first time impose an open space maintenance 
specification and performance measures. 

Finally, the developer has advanced the possibility of further funding being made available to 
NCC as Education Authority via the development of Tata Steel land (a triangle of farmed land 
between the site and the ByPass, to east of school). That is only a possibility and does not 
form part of the present decision making.    

3. Planning Policies and guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework March 2012:  

“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-
making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the 
scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of 
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To 
ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as 
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requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other 
requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and 
mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to 
enable the development to be deliverable.” (Paragraph 173) 

"Where obligations are being sought or revised, local planning authorities should take 
account of changes in market conditions over time and, wherever appropriate, be 
sufficiently flexible to prevent planned development being stalled." (Paragraph 205) 

One Corby Policy Committee 11.09.12 – Policy for Deferred Developer Contributions. This 
agreed an option of deferral of developer contributions if supported by a financial appraisal. 

National Planning Practice Guidance: 

"..where the deliverability of the development may be compromised by the scale of 
planning obligations and other costs, a viability assessment may be necessary.  This 
should be informed by the particular circumstances of the site and proposed development 
in question. Assessing the viability of a particular site requires more detailed analysis than 
at plan level." (Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 10-016-20140306) 

"In making decisions, the local planning authority will need to understand the impact of 
planning obligations on the proposal. Where an applicant is able to demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the local planning authority that the planning obligation would cause the 
development to be unviable, the local planning authority should be flexible in seeking 
planning obligations." Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 10-019-20140306 

4. The Proposed New Legal Agreement 

The following provides a review of components of the s106 agreement as proposed to be 
modified by the s106A application. The summary is grouped as follows: 

A. Roads, street lighting  & sewers 

B. Open space 

C. New community building (NCB) & shop 

D. ‘Residual’ land and financial tariff 

E. Other matters: Cycle  and pedestrian access westward towards Oakley Vale/Tata Steel 
land 

All timescales in the recommendation in section 6 below are from the ‘Unconditional Date’ 
(UD). This is the time when the s106A application is formally approved and Silentpride 
comes out of Administration. 

A. Roads, Street Lighting  & Sewers 

1. Completion of the relevant roads to an agreed specification. 

2. Completion of sewerage infrastructure 

3. Reasonable endeavours to secure adoption by NCC 

Comment:  

The above requirements have been a priority from the start and are not secured in the 
present s106. This is commonly the case as developers would usually negotiate directly with 
the highways authority to secure adoption, however the financial difficulties at Little Stanion 
interrupted this process. All on-site roads, sewers and street lights would be brought up to 
current standards if the s106A application is approved. 

The process is to commence inside 3 months of a start date, and completion will be in 
accordance with a timetable. Reasonable endeavours will need to be made for the applicant 
to enter agreements with the County Council (under s38 of the Highways Act 1990 and s104 
of the Water Industries Act 1990).  

It should be noted that neither the CBC nor the applicants can compel the county to adopt 
the roads as that will be the subject of NCC/applicant discussions.   
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B. Open Space 

1. Revised open space masterplan to be submitted and approved covering  all open      

space including ecological and recreational areas 

2. A public consultation process will begin to secure public priorities and detailed 
design. 

3. A planning application for works to the public open space would be prepared and   

submitted (i.e. new play areas and seats etc.) 

4. Works to the public open space would be carried out. 

5. New quality and performance standards introduced.  

Comment: 

Representations identified this as a top issue to resolve. A masterplan will now be 
developed, subject to consultation. Stress will be given to open space protection where the 
open space has been provided and is of acknowledged value. Undeveloped land, primarily to 
the south of the school, is proposed for development and this will first have to be promoted 
through a planning application.   This concerns sites B, D, E, F, J in Appendix 7 of this report 
– a key diagram that shows areas of prospective change. 

Play areas will be required on open spaces as presently exist. It should be noted that there 
will be some scope for improving play area designs (last visited in 2008). New planning 
permissions would need to be first sought with the fundamental principle that any alternative 
provision would be at least as good as that currently on offer. 

A playing field was once proposed behind the school but this was a small facility on a poorly 
shaped triangular area of land.  

The present s106 requires: 1 football pitch, 1 youth pitch, a mini football pitch and 1 informal 
kick about area. Land for a youth pitch is already provided as part of the school development. 
It is proposed to remove a specific requirement for a small football and mini sports pitch to be 
provided on a poorly shaped triangular area to the rear of the school (site F in Appendix 7).   
Its loss here could, subject to consultation, be offset with creation of a new larger team sport 
field elsewhere (at ‘Top Meadow’ off Arden Close). The space available at Top Meadow is 
greater. 

The provision of a changing facility associated with the new playing field will be further 
explored during consultation. If still desired its cost will have to be met from any additional 
funding that may follow from increased profitability arising from land sales.  

Many residents wanted all open spaces to be taken into the control of the Council, a trust, or 
a community interest company. It is not recommended that this be pursued for several 
reasons as have been stated in Section 2 above (summary), and in greater detail in 
Appendix 1f. 

C. New Community Building (‘NCB’) & Shop 

1. A master plan for the new central area to be submitted inside 6 months. Planning 
permission is also to be applied for inside six months. 

2. Delivery inside two years. NCB 400m2 in size. Precise design and location to be 
resolved. Constructed by the developer and leased to Council. 

3. Shop planning permission applied for inside 6 months  

4. Up to 4 shop units (minimum gross external size 400m2) provided. 

5. Once built, shops to be marketed for 1 year. 

Comment: 

The applicant’s first proposal to co-locate a new community building with the Welcome 
Centre is now not pursued.  This is in favour of locating the facility near to the school, as part 
of a new central area with new shops. The development of sites near the school will require 
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initial agreement on the interrelationship between uses – present school, new community 
building (NCB), new shop and new housing. Shared parking and access is logical and the 
important matter of facilitating school drop-off space will be resolved. This can all be 
developed with masterplan development and associated planning application submissions.   

It is now proposed:  

 The owner delivers a community building (400m2. gross external area) and a shop of 
equal size. By comparison, the present Welcome Centre is 90m2 in size. 

 The community facility is to be transferred to the Council on a long lease.  

 The present Welcome Centre is to be retained until such time as a replacement 
community facility has been transferred to the Council. 

 The original concept of changing facilities associated with the community centre is 
proposed to be removed These were originally part of a community facility yet are 
now physically detached from the sports fields they would have served.  

D:    ‘Residual’ Land and Financial Tariff 

1. Permissions to be sought for up to 165  dwellings mostly to the south of  the school 
in accordance with revised Master Plan (noting that 125 houses were previously 
approved on part of the land presently proposed) 

2. Permission for first phase applied for within 6 months 

3. £11,000 paid per house permitted for school repayment. 

4. A Deferred Developer’s Contribution securing, above a defined threshold,  a third of 
additional profit for the benefit of future community benefits at Little Stanion 

Comment: 

This section concerns the undeveloped land where new housing is expected. Any proposal 
for development should not be taken to fetter the Committee’s discretion when considering 
any future planning applications. If members accept the recommendation in this report, it is 
still possible that planning permission could be refused. In such an eventuality, financial 
returns to community projects may be reduced. 

Land to be developed for new housing 

Undeveloped land suitable for additional housing is mostly to the south of the school. 
Permission has already been granted for 125 units on land measuring some 2.61ha.  Present 
agreed Master Plan provisions for this area are housing, community centre, shops, and 
playing field use. 

Total prospective open space land that may be lost to housing is 1.34 ha. To this may be 
added the 0.162ha Welcome Centre site (once no longer needed), and part of the 1 acre site 
previously identified for the Community Centre.  

All land areas to be developed for new housing total an estimated 3.62 ha (8.95 acres). The 
figure is estimated as new site surveys need to be carried out.  

The overall amount of open space loss and impact on Little Stanion character  

Landscape work and play equipment of course remains to be completed. The different types 
of open space includes woodland edge, managed landscapes, waterside areas (balancing 
ponds and earthworks) and recreation areas and kickabout areas/sports pitches. 

Some 70% of the open space has already been provided. The final amount was to be 15.09 
hectares (37.3 acres) of open space of various types.  This is far in excess of what would 
usually be required for open space to support new housing development. The high level of 
open space was originally pursued to ensure a high standard self-contained environment 
with substantial structural planting to screen the development.  Current planning standards 
would actually require less.  
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Sites D, E & F (see key diagram at Appendix 7) were due to have been open space but have 
not yet developed as such.  They are now proposed to be developed for housing. This would 
lose 1.34ha of the previously planned open space - under 10% of the  open space total  
across Little Stanion. In the context of the large amount of open space actually provided, the 
loss is not a significant amount.   

Deferred developer’s contribution  

The new developments may yield higher profits than are presently apparent. In this 
eventuality, a ‘deferred developer’s contribution’ will  form part of the legal agreement. This 
will secure, above a defined threshold, a third of additional profit for the benefit of future 
community benefits at Little Stanion. 

E: Other Matters 

i. Cycle  and pedestrian access westward towards Oakley Vale 

This is a low key cycle and pedestrian route westward towards Oakley Vale and has always 
formed part of key planning objective to reduce the isolation of Little Stanion.  

It will offer a recreational route into mature woodland, and will need to be designed in a 
manner as to respect ecological and woodland value. It is owned by Tata Steel (not the 
applicants) but Silentpride Limited has accepted that if it were ever to acquire ownership of 
the Tata Land it would seek to deliver it. No change is proposed and its provision is to be 
sought as a continuing obligation on Tata Steel who are bound by the 2006 legal agreement. 

ii. Tata Steel  land – triangular open land site between the school and the 
Bypass 

Finally, the developer has advanced the possibility of further funding being made available to 
NCC as Education Authority via the development of Tata Steel land (a triangle of farmed land 
between the site and the Bypass, to east of school). That is only a possibility if the developer 
acquires the Tata Steel land and it should not form part of the present decision making.    

5. Legal Implications 

Planning obligations can be renegotiated at any point, where the local planning authority and 
developer wish to do so. Where there is no agreement to voluntarily renegotiate, and the 
planning obligation predates April 2010 or is over 5 years old, an application may be made to 
the local planning authority to change the obligation where it “no longer serves a useful 
purpose” or would continue to serve a useful purpose equally well in a modified way (see 
Section 106A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990).  

The applicants are saying that the present s106 does not serve a useful purpose as viability 
considerations suggest otherwise. Further they argue the agreement is no longer 
enforceable.   Officers accept viability considerations are valid but it is also noted that the 
point on enforceability may well need to be settled by litigation. 

6. RECOMMENDATION 

Members approve the section 106A application to modify the existing s106 agreements so as 
to substitute their terms with the replacement terms contained in an application dated 
February 2016 as amended, which are summarised below: 

Roads, street lighting & sewers 

a. completion of the roads, streetlight and sewer infrastructure to adoptable standards 

Open space 

b. an open space masterplan, implementation of open spaces, and new quality and 
performance standards  

c. removal of  a specific planning requirement for sports pitches to be provided within 
the existing site boundary on the triangular area to the rear of the school (Site F in the 
key diagram) 
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New community building (‘NCB’) & shop 

d. a retail area and community facility, built by the applicant, and in accordance with a 
timetable 

e. a Master Plan based on the undeveloped areas on the key diagram attached as 
Appendix 7 to this report be delivered inside 1 year 

f. the construction of the community centre with a minimum gross external floorspace of 
400m2, with specification to be agreed, and to be transferred at no cost to the Council 
inside two years from the UD.  

g. submission of a planning application (whether as a stand alone application or as part 
of a wider application) for the construction of retail floorspace with a combined 
minimum gross floorspace  of 400m2, and marketing for one year 

h. removal of the previous requirement for the gift of land (0.45 ha/1 acre) to the Council 
for the construction of a Community Centre and monies for its construction budget 

i. changing rooms associated with the community centre be no longer required.  

‘Residual’ land  

j.   the development of a Masterplan for areas where new development is proposed 

k.   applications for housing on  undeveloped areas – on sites B, D, E, F, and part of J 

l.   a first application to be made inside 6 months 

m.  if permission is granted for housing, then a tariff of £11,000 per house will be payable 
to the County Council as an Education payment 

n.   a Deferred Developer’s Contribution securing, above a defined threshold,  a third of 
additional profit for the benefit of future community benefits at Little Stanion 

Cycle and pedestrian access westward towards Oakley vale 

o. the pedestrian and cycle  connection westwards towards Oakley Vale should be 
provided in accordance with a specification to be agreed with the Council if 
Silentpride Limited were to acquire the Tata Land. An implementation programme is 
to be agreed. 

Tata land 

p. acknowledgement  that the developer may choose to bring forward further land as a 
future planning application, and that it will be an extension integral to Little Stanion 
and not a stand-alone development 

Officers to contact: 

Planning: Gordon Smith                                     Legal: Richard Iliffe 

 

Appendix 1  Background report 

Appendix 2 -  Report of consultation 

Appendix 3 -   Summary table,  Present s106 

Appendix 4 -   Summary table , New s106 

Appendix 5 -  Viability assessment – reports of the applicant’s 
consultant (Aspinall Verdi) and the Council’s consultant (White Land)  

Appendix 6 -  Site Plan 

Appendix 7-  Plan showing areas of prospective change.  
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APPENDIX 1 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

1. Background. 

1.1. JME Civils Limited (“JME”) is a civil engineering company which – amongst other 
things - constructs road and drainage infrastructure for residential developments. JME 
owns the sole share in Silentpride. 

 
1.2. JME itself is not in administration but Silentpride is.  Deloitte LLP (“the Administrators”) 

were appointed  administrators by the Court on 10 October 2013. Having consulted 
with JME and other interested parties, the  Administrators consider it to be in the best 
interests of the creditors for the present application to be progressed in the terms 
proposed by JME.   

1.3. This Application proposes a mechanism for resolving the difficult planning issues which 
the local community, CBC as the local planning authority and JME (being  the only 
company having the potential to solve the key problems posed by those issues) have 
been grappling with throughout 2015/16. 

1.4. Silentpride does not have the resources to complete both the physical infrastructure 
(the roads, sewers and street lighting), and also provide the various items promised in 
the Section 106 agreement. As a result of being unable to meet its obligations the 
company was put into administration in April 2013. 

1.5. Although CBC does not, strictly speaking, have a legal liability to assume responsibility 
for ‘unsticking’ a stalled development it clearly has an interest in seeing Little Stanion 
function successfully as an Urban Extension. Further, there is an expectation by a large 
part of the public that the Council will act to remedy the situation whatever the legal 
position may be. In addition, the Councils, (CBC and NCC), have an obvious interest in 
securing 106 obligations that were contracted for by Bela/Silentpride. 

1.6. At its meetings on 21 July 2015 and again on 27 August 2015, the Committee 
considered options presented by JME   to get Silentpride out of administration and the 
development completed. To do this, the company's liabilities would have been reduced 
and greater profitability sought by increasing the number of houses to be built. The 
Councils' expectations under the 106 agreement would have been reduced to a 
minimum, but by doing this, and by increasing housing numbers, it was hoped that the 
development would be completed with the roads, street lights, and sewers adopted and 
thus not falling to be maintained by local residents. 

1.7. The Committee disagreed and decided to not make amendments to the current Legal 
Agreement placed on the development.  Officers were instead instructed to initiate 
action towards securing all outstanding S106 liabilities through the courts although this 
would not have secured the completion or adoption of the roads, street lights and 
sewers.  The action was to pursue repayment of money already expended on the 
primary school, payments toward secondary education, highways works, completion of 
the open spaces and play areas, provision of playing fields and changing rooms, and 
construction of a community centre. Completion of the developments’ roads, sewers, 
and streetlights were outside this legal agreement.  

1.8.  The instructions were carried out promptly and in accordance with pre-actionprotocol 
required by the Court in order that unnecessary litigation may be avoided if practicable  
those parties potentially liable  were notified accordingly. This has resulted in the 
following new circumstances arising : 
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a. JME and the Administrators have worked together to bring forward for the first 
time a co-ordinated application made by them jointly.  

b. The Councils have the reassurance that both the person controlling Silentpride 
Limited now (the Administrators) and the person expected to do so in the 
future if it were released from administration ( JME) both approve and promote 
the package of public benefits now being put forward.  

c. That package now for the first time takes the form of an application under 
section 106A which attracts the right of appeal to the Secretary of State 
(whereas last year’s submission did not); the package now put forward is more 
robust and has the potential to deliver more financial benefits more quickly 
and with greater certainty than last year’s submission; and 

d. the advice of specialist Counsel has confirmed that litigation would not in any 
event afford a simple and quick means of recovering outstanding sums due 
under the 2006 s106 agreement. Indeed, one of the interested parties has set 
out grounds for questioning whether   that legal agreement could now be 
relied upon by the Council at all. .  

Consultation has now been carried out and the full results of that are in Appendix 2. 
Key consultation points from residents are included in that Appendix, but all of the 
residents’ original comments are also accessible via the Council’s web site (a link is 
found on the front page to ‘Little Stanion Consultation’). 

2.  The Applicants’  Position 

2.1 Shortly after JME acquired Silentpride in 2013 as settlement of a debt, a Bank 
appointed administrators over Silentpride’s affairs. JME itself therefore : (a) has no 
liability even in theory under the existing s106 agreements,, but (b) has no current 
legal right to take remedial action in the interests of the community in respect of the 
‘Residual Land’ (undeveloped land near the school and along the eastern face of the 
site). The positon is complex and is as follows:  

a. The Bank would only : 
i. release Silentpride from administration; and 
ii. release the funds in the Deposit Account for use in completing roads/sewers,  

 if the House-builders were to release the Bank from the Bank Indemnity; and 
 
b. the House-builders would in turn only release the Bank from liability under the 

Bank Indemnity if the House-builders were released entirely from liability 
under the Planning Obligations; and 

 
c. CBC and NCC would in turn only release the House-builders (if at all) from 

liability under the Planning Obligations if some level of acceptable part 
performance of outstanding obligations itself were to be secured ; but 

 
d. JME cannot perform such outstanding obligations itself because it lacks the 

cash resources to do so / could not prudently introduce additional cash of its 
own in view of its current exposure as above, and cannot generate value from 
the ‘Residual Land’ (the undeveloped land on the site) because its land-
owning subsidiary –Silentpride –has been placed into administration by the 
Bank. 
 

2.2 Having regard to the existing s106 obligations, further development would not be viable. 
The viability issue has been the subject of a separate assessment and review by Aspinall 
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Verdi (for the applicants) in November 2015. This report, and a conclusion from the 
Council’s valuation consultant (White Land) is attached as Appendix 5. 

 
3. Description of Area 

3.1 Little Stanion is an urban extension with 970 houses permitted. 707 houses (73% ) are 
recorded at April 2016 as  being completed by the 4 housebuilders:  Taylor Wimpey, 
Avant Homes, Lagan Homes and Bovis.  

3.2 None of these agencies have responsibilities for the common parts including open 
spaces, roads, streetlights and sewers. That obligation rests solely with the Silentpride, 
currently controlled by the Administrator).   

3.3 A primary school (and its access roads) has also been built by the County Council on the 
basis that the cost be recovered by the present s106 agreement. 

4. Site conditions  

a. Roads and street lights 

4.1 Roads are only partially constructed –and have not been adopted by NCC. The local 
highway authority therefore has no statutory responsibility to maintain those roads nor to 
exercise relevant powers under the Highways Act 1980 e.g. gritting in winter, maintaining 
effective surface water drainage for water on the carriageway to any greater extent than 
for any other private street. 

4.2 The condition of the carriageways is that they have been built to base course only –
leaving a surface which lacks any wearing course and as a consequence contains raised 
ironworks. There is a significant risk of surface degradation and of accidents to local 
residents and others using these private streets accordingly. In particular the consequent 
health and safety risk should be acknowledged. 

4.3 Accidents have occurred on these unadopted / non-maintained streets in 2015. The risk 
of such harm will increase cyclically due to weather conditions and seasonality but there 
will also be a general upward trend in risk-level because the estate roads are not being 
actively maintained by any private management company or public sector body nor is 
anyone contractually liable to do so.  

4.4 The powers which NCC does have to call upon funds to pay for this work under the  
Highways Act 1980 include the power under the private street works code within that Act 
to level, pave, light a private street and so on, and then to re-charge the costs to the 
frontagers. Whether or not NCC would exercise that power in that way is not known 

b. Sewers.  

4.5 It is reported that these have been constructed and a communication with the existing 
downstream public sewerage network has been effected such that this also is understood 
to be operational.  Sewers have not been adopted by the Undertaker; and are not being 
actively maintained either. 

c. Open spaces 

4.5 These are being maintained by the Little Stanion Farm Management Company . The land 
is owned by Silentpride in Administration. 
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5 Site History 

a. Planning permissions 

5.1 The site has Outline Planning Permission for 970 dwellings and associated 
development under reference 04/0442/OUT. This permission has been implemented 
but it is now too late to make further applications for reserved matters approval under 
it.  Reserved Matters approvals have been granted which allowed for a maximum of 
890 dwellings shared between 4 house builders (Taylor Wimpey/ Bovis/ Lagan 
Homes/ Ben Bailey Homes).  

5.2 The County Council has also approved a Primary School on land close to the 
proposed (but not built) Local Centre. The school has been built by the County 
Council at a cost to it of approximately £4.5 million plus the costs of the road access, 
and is currently operating at close to capacity. The County was and is seeking to 
recover the entirety of this sum through the section 106 agreement. 

c. Legal agreement. 

5.3  A legal agreement dated 04.07.2006 committed the site owner and developers of this 
site to a range of matters including affordable housing. Other topics covered CCTV, 
play areas, playing fields and open spaces, maintenance, community building, water 
management, cycle routes, schools, and woodland management. Members are 
referred to Appendix 3 for details of the current section 106 'asks'. 

 
5.4 The majority of the affordable housing, (79% of the originally required total), has been 

provided although this committee previously agreed a variation of the agreement in 
January 2015, resulting in the removal of the remaining 21% of the affordable housing 
obligation. The decision in January was taken following viability evidence being 
submitted (that the Council had externally verified), to the effect that providing the 
additional affordable units would render the development unviable for those builders. 

 
5.5 The current proposal to reduce/eliminate contributions is not that of the original 

developer. As is explained below; the original developer, Bela  Partnership, has been 
replaced by a different company, JME Civils Limited (JME), who had nothing to do 
with giving the original undertakings. The current developer be considered 
responsible for the financial problems that have given rise to the current proposal to 
further vary the section 106 agreement. On the contrary, JME accepted the land 
instead of a cash repayment of a debt, only for the land-owning company (Silentpride) 
to go into administration shortly thereafter due to matters entirely pre-dating its 
acquisition of that company  . It was  put into administration on the grounds that its 
liabilities – to finish the physical works and satisfy section 106 obligations - exceeded 
its assets.    
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5. Background Report 

 

5.1 The following present key information on: 
 

a. The involvement of the Administrator 

b. The present financial status of Silentpride 

c. Preliminary issues to be resolved before enforcement can proceed 

d. Present viability: insufficient money to compete the roads, street lights, sewers     

  and s106 requirements 

e. Future decision making routes: legal action/planning appeal/negotiation 

f. Other matters: Management agency for open spaces/ Types of play area to be 
provided/Road adoption. 

 

 

a. The involvement of the Administrator 

5.2 The original developer of Little Stanion was Bela Partnership Ltd, operating through a 
wholly owned subsidiary, Silentpride Ltd. The Council became aware in about late 
2011 that the development at Little Stanion had stalled due to financial difficulties on 
the part of Bela. Although some of the estate roads and sewers had been constructed 
and four house building firms, (“the Builders”), were active and were building out the 
northern portion of the site, insufficient money remained to complete the necessary 
physical infrastructure works, (primarily the roads and sewers), or to meet 
outstanding section 106 obligations. All infrastructure work ceased in about early 
2012 and has not recommenced four years later. 

 
5.3 The form of development being pursued at Little Stanion was that the house builders 

purchased ‘fully serviced’ land from Bela/Silentpride. This meant that in return for the 
builders paying a higher up-front land purchase price they would have primary 
infrastructure delivered to the edge of their development plots and they would be 
relieved of meeting 106 obligations, with payments towards this latter element having 
been paid into an account controlled by a bank. 

 
5.4 Early in 2013 the Council was contacted by the administrators of Silentpride Ltd. The 

ownership of Silentpride had changed from Bela to the current owner JME, a civil 
engineering company that had been active both on Little Stanion and Priors Hall. It 
wass understood that the change of ownership was in settlement of a debt owed by 
Bela to JME. Thus, though JME was familiar with the site and had physically 
constructed that portion of the physical infrastructure that exists,  As commented on 
above, immediately after the change of ownership the Bank applied for the company 
to be put into administration on the grounds that its liabilities – to finish the physical 
works and satisfy section 106 obligations exceeded its assets. 

 
5.5 Much of the intervening four years has been engaged in JME trying to get Silentpride 

out of administration, so that it can complete the works on-site and enable JME, 
finally, to realise some value from the company. 



APPENDIX 1 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

 

 6 

b. The present financial status of Silentpride 

5.6 Since April 2013 to date CBC has been engaged in discussions with the 
Administrators, the various house builders, Northamptonshire County Council and with 
JME itself to try and resolve the basic difficulty that the development has not been 
physically completed.  

 
5.7 CBC believes that  liabilities significantly exceed assets: Section 106 liabilities are 

approaching £6 million (the figure can only be expressed approximately, due to 
uncertainties involved in the application of indexation to original capital sums). 
Appendix 3 provides details of sums now due and owing. The cost of completing the 
remaining physical infrastructure is estimated at approximately a further £2 million. This 
is summarised as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.8 Scheme assets consist of bank balances to the tune of approximately £3.5 million and 

undeveloped land owned by Silentpride, (as distinct from the house builders), valued at 
approximately a further £2 million. The estimated deficit is thus in the region of £3.0 - 
£3.5 million. There is not enough money to go around. 

 

c. Preliminary issues  

5.9 Given that a formal application has now been received two preliminary issues need to 
be resolved before enforcement of the terms of the section 106 Agreement, as 
authorised by the Committee in 2015 can proceed:  

i. Legal challenge.  
5.10 A challenge has been raised by JME against the enforceability of the section 106 

agreement at all on the grounds, they argue, that the original document was flawed. 
The legal logic underlying this challenge is complex. Further, given that this issue is 
directly associated with possible legal action, CBC has decided to invoke legal 
professional privilege and is not at this time making public the detail of the legal 
advice it has received from a QC, but in outline the substance of this is that the 
applicant has an arguable legal case but that the Council has valid counter-
arguments to rebut that argument. This issue would need to be decided by a court 
before the terms of the agreement can be enforced.  

ii. Planning Appeal and Public Inquiry.  
5.11 Should the Committee again decide to reject a variation of the 106 agreement (or 

delay a decision) the applicants are expected to appeal to the Secretary of State; in 
this event enforcement of the terms of the existing section 106 would stop until the 
appeal is determined. Such an appeal would be decided by means of a Public Inquiry 
where both sides would have legal representation.  

Balance sheet in £millions- 
approximated 

 total 

S106 liabilities 6  
infrastructure 2 8 
   
assets 3.5  
land value 2 5.5 
   
estimated deficit  £2.5m 
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 d. Viability Summary  

5.12 The applicants argue that without changes to the 106 agreement the scheme is not 
financially viable. There is insufficient money in the scheme both to complete all the 
roads and sewers and to meet the existing 106 obligations and to enable a reasonable 
return to  be achieved.  

5.13 The National Planning Policy Framework requires the Council to take scheme viability 
into account when considering, among other things, an application to vary the section 
106 agreement. Viability is also an issue that will be taken into account by any planning 
inspector considering an appeal.  

5.14 The applicants have submitted an analysis of the financial viability of the development 
prepared by AspinallVerdi, a specialist property regeneration consultancy. The report is 
attached as Appendix 5. The Council has reviewed this with its own specialist 
consultants, White Land Strategies; their concluding report is also in Appendix 5.   

5.16 Key aspects of viability are: 

a. The current section 106 burden on the development is assessed by Aspinall at 
£5.9m/6m million. While that assessment of the 'headline' contributions required 
by the section 106 agreement is accurate, it should be noted that were CBC  to 
exercise an option to take over ownership of the Public Open Space contained 
in the 106 agreement, this could first require a further financial contribution by 
the developer of approximately £1.4 million.  

b. The Council’s viability consultants confirm the current lack of scheme viability. 
However they say that, due to improvements in market conditions, some 
additional viability above that identified by the applicant may exist. The fact and 
extent of this additional viability is currently being confirmed, but if confirmed  
the Councils will   benefit by taking a share of the additional profit calculated at 
the time the scheme is completed. A mechanism to deliver this is being included 
in the s106A arrangements now.   

c. Section 4 of the AspinallVerdi report concludes that if the current 106 
agreement is not amended the scheme is not viable on most sets of 
assumptions. For information, most planning inspectors routinely accept 20% 
profit on gross development value  is required to make a scheme 'viable'.  

d. Under the existing planning permission 125 additional dwellings may be built 
within the boundary of the site. The Aspinall Verdi report shows, at table 4.1, 
that the scheme only approaches this level of profitability when 110 dwellings 
have been sold and where the section 106 burden is reduced to zero.  

5.17  It is concluded the scheme only begins to generate a useful level of surplus if 165 
units, (the 125 already permitted plus 40), can be accommodated within the existing 
boundary. At this level of development, £1.8 million of S106 contributions, (or £11,000 
per house), would be generated. Favourably to the Councils, this assessment 
ascribed no value at all to the land itself; no deduction was made for land value within 
the calculation accordingly. According to the Aspinall Verdi analysis this would, 
however, also free up sufficient money to complete the roads and sewers to an 
adoptable standard  as well as generating the £ 11,000 per house towards S106 
deficit reduction.  
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 e.  General discussion  

5.18 Legal action. As noted above, before the terms of the existing 106 agreement can be 
enforced two preliminary issues need to be resolved. The first of these will be for the 
courts to rule on the fundamental enforceability of the existing section 106 agreement. 
Though neither the Council nor the applicant wants to see incurred the costs and 
delays of litigation albeit the Council has indicated their willingness to do so if forced. 
Such a case would be fought at first instance in the High Court. However, given the 
amounts of money at issue it would be unsurprising if the unsuccessful party  were to   
appeal to the Court of Appeal.   

5.19 Planning Appeal. It is not known exactly how a Planning Inspector would view this 
matter if it goes to appeal. Although the viability of a scheme is not the only factor 
which the Inspector would consider, both the National Planning Policy Framework, and 
previously decided appeal decisions indicate, that the lack of viability of the scheme 
would be given very considerable weight. Officers consider it very possible that some 
reduction of the 106 burden would be ordered, with a significant possibility being that 
106 liabilities would be reduced to the point that would allow the scheme to become 
viable.  

5.20 If an Inspector were to order that the 106 agreement to be varied more or less in line 
with the Aspinall Verdi report it is not clear how the reduced 106 take would be 
distributed: CBC might receive all and NCC nothing; the County might receive all and 
CBC nothing, or the reduced level of contributions received might be divided between 
both.  

5.21 Resolution by agreement.  As has been noted above there are uncertainties for both 
sides if this matter proceeds by litigation/appeal. In order to avoid that uncertainty, and 
in order to get Silentpride out of administration, the applicants , have indicated their  
willingness to accept that Silentpride might achieve only a lower level of profit and offer 
a higher contribution towards the section 106 agreement than the Council might be 
able to require from it by any other method. 
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f. Other matters  

i. Management agency for open spaces.  

5.22 Many  residents wanted all open spaces to be taken into the control of either the 
Council or a trust or a community interest company. It is not recommended that this 
be pursued.  

5.24 The present legal agreement envisaged the land being adopted by the Council but 
this option has not been pursued as essential financial and technical obstacles to the 
transfer have not been overcome.  First the open spaces need to be constructed to 
the approved standard and then a commuted payment would need to be made to the 
Council to allow for future maintenance of the open spaces.  

5.25 In the period since the original s106 agreement was completed in 2006 events have 
moved on: the original developer did not have the money either to complete the 
original landscaping to specification, or to make the commuted payment that were 
both preconditions to the Council adopting the open space.  

5.26 During this period it was necessary for essential maintenance to be done and so a 
management company, Little Stanion Farm Management Ltd, (LSFM), was set up to 
deal with open space maintenance issues, funded by a service charge levied on all 
the dwellings within the development pursuant to a deed of covenant imposing an 
obligation to pay the service charge, as a burden on the land. Members should note 
that this arrangement between residents and LSFM is not something over which the 
Council has any jurisdiction or ability to change. 

5.27 It is not considered practical to retain Council management of open space as a 
requirement for several reasons:  

(i) the Council, as already stated, has no legal ability to ‘unpick’ the agreement 
between the residents and LSFM and any attempt to try and do so would be 
extremely complex, time consuming, expensive and subject to legal challenge; 
and  

(ii) payment of the required commuted sum has not been budgeted for in the 
recovery plan and were it to be required it is believed it would make the 
scheme unviable. For the sake of illustration, the commuted sum required by 
the Council before it could adopt the open space will be in excess of £1m,  
and probably sufficient to wipe out the proposed level of developer profit thus 
removing any incentive for Silentpride to perform the works at all. 

5.28 A variant on the Council adopting the open spaces was proposed during the 
consultation whereby a trust or a community interest company would undertake this 
duty. The same difficulties identified in the preceding paragraph would apply to either 
of these options but added to these would be the following additional difficulties:  

(i) it would be necessary for a trust/community interest company (“third party 
body”) to be established;  

(ii) this in turn would require that individuals competent and willing to undertake 
the work be identified;  

(iii) the terms of reference of the third party body be agreed and finalized to the 
satisfaction of all residents/groups;  

(iv) the funding stream for the third party body would need to be identified and put 
in place. 

5.29 All of these steps are potentially complex and likely to prove impractical within the 
time and resources available. 
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5.30 Discussions with the owner have, however, secured a concession in that the varied 
section 106 agreement would impose an open space maintenance specification for 
the first time. This would provide a baseline against which either the Council, (in the 
event the open space were to be adopted), or the management company (in the 
event it were not adopted) would work. This would not require LSFM to become a 
party to the amended agreement but it would be a legally enforceable obligation. 

ii. Types of play area to be provided 

5.31 Designs for play areas were last approved in 2008 and ideas for suitable designs 
have changed since then. Consequently, the whole subject is to be reviewed.  The 
current proposal is now to develop a master plan in conjunction with the early 
submission of planning applications for new play areas. The current s106 requires 
certain provision as follows.  

5.32 The new play areas will be designed with regard to the following general criteria: 

 Local area 
for play 
(LAP) 

Local Equipped 
area for play 
(LEAP) 

Neighbourhood 
area equipped 
for play (NEAP) 

Prime user For ages up 
to 6, 

Children and 
young people  

For use by older 
children of relative 
independence 

Time from home in 
minutes 

1 5 15 

Ideal size (m2) 100 400 1000 

Ideal Buffer zone 
(metres) 

5 10 30 

iii. Road adoption. 

5.33 All roads are in private ownership and are not the responsibility of this Council nor the 
County Council. Queries have been received about whether or not this Council could 
have managed road adoption processes in a more robust manner. This question 
relates to the manner by which each road is put up for adoption as each phase of 
construction is completed. Road agreements are primarily a matter for NCC as the 
highways authority with CBC having no jurisdiction.  

5.34 After outline planning permission was granted and construction began the roads 
ceased to be a principal concern of Corby Borough Council with discussion being 
carried out directly between Silentpride and NCC.  

5.35 There is a planning condition (No 23 of permission 04/00442/out) that requires the 
roads to be built to appropriate standards but only if they are provided. This however 
is concerned with highway standards and is not a compulsion to build the roads in the 
first place –an issue would normally be picked up by NCC.  

5.36  The normal procedure would be for ‘section 38/278 agreements’ to be concluded 
between the developer and the Highways Authority. It is presently unclear the extent 
this has been done in the present case but in the case of large developments around 
the country it is not unusual for the actual execution of such agreements to lag well 
behind commencement once the appropriate road specifications have been agreed.  
This is a subject that will be addressed by the new s106 requiring roads streetlights 
and sewers to be built to adoptable standards (noting that CBC cannot compel the 
County Council to adopt infrastructure as that will be the subject of NCC/applicant 
discussions). 
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Little Stanion Village 
Proposed variation to the section 106 Agreement at Little Stanion land south of 
Longcroft Road 
 
REPORT OF CONSULTATION 29 February 2016- 10 April 2016  

 
 
 
1. Notification to all households 
 
 

• A public meeting was held on 14 March 2016 at Little Stanion Primary School. Some 
60 residents attended. A note of that meeting is attached. 

• Letters were distributed to every household in Little Stanion (approx. 750) and 
Stanion Village (approx. 500). A total of about 1250 addresses.  

• An A4 Public Notice was placed at 11 key locations across Stanion Village on 
29.02.16.  

• A newspaper Public notice was placed on 26.02.16  
• The letters sent out are were:  

 Letter 1 was distributed around 29.2.2016 to all household in Little Stanion 
(x750).  

 Letter 2 was distributed around 11.02.2016 to every household in Stanion 
Village (x500)  

 Letter 3 was distributed around 16.03.2016 to every household in Little 
Stanion (x750) – extending response time to 10 April.  
A meeting was held with Stanion Parish Council on 18 April 2016 

 
Replies were received from 52 individuals, the Little Stanion Village Association, and 
Stanion Parish Council. 
 
CBC web site. Site Information and a dedicated link in the Council’s web site contains 
further information; this includes all representations made and briefing notes. 
 
 
2. Summary of response from letters and emails received 
 
 
Main topics raised.  
 
Many of the letters raised considered comments in extensive free text that are not possible 
to summarise in this form. Members are referred to the Council’s web site where all 
letters have been published. The ‘number of times raised’ is merely an indicator derived 
from the responses, and should not be taken as weight to be given to that issue. The list 
overpage  is not in order of importance. 
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52 individual representations received making the following comments:   No. 

of 
times 
raised 

Support for the proposals   x7 

Objections X45 

  

Consultation inadequate for such a major decision & Information presented 
by Council inadequate or skewed 

3 

Council has failed community by not enforcing agreement or Highways Act 
provisions  sooner. 

4 

Enforce the agreement as already decided by the Committee. 2 
Enforce the agreement or it will be a precedent for other developers 1 
Developer's approach is cherry picking , is threatening, is unjust 3 
Developer's projected profits are excessive 21 
Silentpride - its troubles are the result of maladministration & dishonesty 19 

Silentpride/JME is not competent to manage new development. Too high a 
risk. 

1 

Community asks for more - it  is asked to make concessions but the 
developer is not 

4 

New approach needed - involve present housebuilders 1 
Applicant has failed to consult and understand local needs 1 
Additonal housing - will add to local problems, proposal is over-reliant. 
More homes with fewer facilites is not acceptable. 

4 

Original estate ideals have been neglected . Unjust 1 
Welcome Centre - not possible to build new community building (NCB) 
alongside. No cost assessment.  

3 

Welcome Centre- poor location for new NCB given traffic hazards, insufficient 
parking 

3 

New community building (NCB) needs to be near school 4 

NCB need chnaging rooms 1 
Viability - development is viable as housing is still being built, no need to 
reduce s106 

21 

Viability - arguments are speculative and theoretical, given them no weight 3 
Infrastructure and services are all necessary  to provide a balanced 
community,  must be provided as first promised 

3 

Tata Site - use to increase service (provide shops and pub) 1 
Tata Site - too uncertain given planning policy or company sale 3 
New building land - should avoid current open spaces 3 

More housing opposed 6 
Open space - need improvement. Some are very poor quality. Guarantees 
needed for completion 

8 

Open space - transfer to community management company, or Council, or 
Parish Council. Will be self-financing. Farm Management Co. (LSFMC) is 
poorly run and not transparent. 

36 

Open space - CBC could accept reduced commuted payment to assist viability 1 
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Recreational facilities needed for growing number of young people 24 
Playing fields - should be required 5 

Shops - want new services. Require as part of s106  3 
Street Lighting - installation can already be required by Council 1 
School area - congested at times and dangerous 1 

 1 
Link to Oakley Vale - not wanted. Will encourage motorbikes  
Road adoptions  - CBC should have acted to require Advance Payment 
Codes by the developer. The County council has thereafter  failed to secure 
road adoption agreements 

3 

Road improvements - needed on Long Croft Road and at ByPass junction 1 
Road improvements - funds are already there to complete. If not then action 
could be taken against the Administrator.  

3 

Roads near school should be opened up, will take load off Roman Road 2 
Health & safety issues  - arising from uncompleted roads 1 
Planning policy is not being adhered to 1 

Education contributions - should be required 1 
School - preserve for locals  
Ancient woodland - management  plan needed 1 
Cycle access to Oakley Vale - needed 1 
Cycle access to Oakley Vale - not needed 1 
Council tax - should be reduced 4 

  

 
 
 
 
3. Other Consultation replies 
 
Stanion Parish Council: key points. 
 
The full letter is attached as an Appendix. 
 

“The Parish Council met in Special Extraordinary Session last night to receive the 
results of the ballot on the “s106a Amendment” acceptance or rejection and, to 
consider what further action could be taken to find a speedy agreed resolve to this 
situation concerning the “RESIDENTS” of Little Stanion Village. 
  
Firstly, I am asked to inform you of the result of the ballot. 
  
                In favour of accepting the s106a:   38 
  
                In favour of rejecting the s106a:   131 
  
These obviously means that the Parish Council will have to reject the amendment at 
the DCC Public meeting” 
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Little Stanion Village Association (LSVA) 
 
As background,  LSVA state they were  established to ensure that residents of Little Stanion 
had a central point to receive information, share their views and have their questions 
answered. The primary purpose of the LSVA is to have an official organisation chaired by an 
elected committee; that can take the village forward and represent the views of villagers with 
other local organisations such as Stanion Parish Council, Corby Borough Council, as well as 
the builders and management companies involved in developing and maintaining the village. 
The LSVA is staffed by volunteers running activities and supporting the village. The 
Management Committee comprises up to 10 persons  and meets bi-monthly at the Welcome 
Centre, Little Stanion NN18 8FZ.It has a website at www.littlestanion.net 
 
Their full comment is attached as an Appendix; a key extract follows -.  
 

“LSVA has recently sought views from all Little Stanion residents on their perceived 
priorities from the outstanding list of s106 and other items.  A total of 306 responses 
were received and the top six priorities are: 
 

1. Completion of roads and footpaths 
2. Completion of street lighting 
3. Transfer of public open space to CBC 
4. Completion of landscaping/open space 
5. Provision of play areas 
6. Provision of community centre and changing facility” 

 
4. Response from external organisations & consultees 
 
 
Northamptonshire County Council 
To follow 
 
Environment Agency. 
 
Made reference to the need to ensure both foul and surface water arrangements were 
resolved if changes are made to the previously approved scheme.  
 
The following were also consulted but no replies received:  
Police/Wildlife Trust/Anglian Water/Avant Homes/Taylor Wimpey/Lagan Homes/ 
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Modification of s106 agreement 

Description of public consultation  

GS 18.04.2016 

 

 

A public meeting was held on  14 March 2016 at Little Stanion 

Primary School. Some 60 residents attended. 

Letters were distributed to every household in Little Stanion 

(approx. 750) and Stanion Village (approx. 500). A total of 

about 1250 addresses. 

An A4  Public Notice was placed at 11 key locations across 

Stanion Village on 29.02.16. 

A newspaper Public notice was placed on 26.02.16 

The letters sent out are attached: 

 Letter 1 was distributed around 29.2.2016  to all 

household in Little Stanion (x750). 

 Letter 2 was distributed around 11.02.2016  to every 

household in Stanion Village (x500) 

 Letter 3 was distributed around  16.03.2016 to every 

household in Little Stanion (x750) – extending response 

time. 

Replies were received from 47 individuals, the Little Stanion 

Village Association,  and Stanion Parish Council (49 letter total). 

These are now being reviewed.    
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To all residents in Little Stanion 
 
 

 
 

 
 
29 February 2016 

Our ref: Little Stanion –s106  
Contact: Gordon Smith 
 01536 464664 
 gordon.smith@corby.gov.uk 

     

Dear Resident 

Little Stanion – Proposed Variation of Planning Legal Agreement 
 

As you may recall, in July and August 2015, Corby Borough Council engaged in a 
consultation exercise with residents concerning the future of the development at Little 
Stanion. This letter provides an update and invites comments on new proposals by the site 
owners. For clarity, the proposal has not been made by the present house builders but by 
Silentpride Ltd. in Administration and JME Civils Ltd. 

Since 2013 the Borough Council has been in discussion with various parties to move forward 
following the developer of Little Stanion, Silentpride, being placed in Administration. The 
Council has sought to secure completion of the development as close to the original 
proposals as possible.  
 
In August 2015, a proposal was put to the Development Control Committee of the Borough 
Council that the terms of the development agreement (‘the Section 106 Agreement’) in place 
between the Developer and the Borough and County Councils be varied.  After listening to 
the representations received the Committee decided to reject the recommendation to vary 
the agreement, and committed the Council to securing outstanding S106 liabilities. This 
included the repayment of money already expended on the primary school, payment towards 
secondary education, highway works, completion of the open spaces and play areas, 
provision of playing fields and changing rooms, and construction of a community centre.   

This legal enforcement exercise has started, will have an uncertain outcome, and the current 
application is the site owners’ response to that action.  

The Council is now again in the position of having to decide what variations to the planning 
legal agreement it agrees to or not. We attach a short briefing note on the submission from 
the owners. Your comments are requested. The submission is that of the owners and not the 
Council. 
 
You are also encouraged to view the submitted material found via the front page of our web 
site: www.corby.gov.uk under the heading Little Stanion consultation. Paper copies are 
available for inspection at the Library at The Cube.   
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Important dates: 
• Friday 25 March. It is important you let us know what you think as soon as 

possible but certainly by this date so we can advise Councillors of your views.  
 

• Monday 14 March.  A Public meeting will be held at 6.30pm -8.00pm on in the 
Council Chamber at the Cube.  Please come along to listen and make your 
views known.  

 
• Tuesday 12 April. The Council hopes to take a decision on the application at its 

Development Control meeting. Please check our web site for updates and the 
outcome of the meeting- 

 
Please ensure that any response we receive has your name and address, and also note that 
any correspondence we receive will be publically available. We may not be able to answer 
all your questions personally but will ensure our Councillors are well informed on what you 
think.  
 
 

Yours faithfully 

 
 
Iain M Smith 
Head of Planning and Environmental Services 
 

Background information may be viewed on  http://publicaccess.corby.gov.uk/publicaccess/ 
Follow links to ‘Little Stanion’, or application reference ‘04/00442/out’ and view the 
Documents tab 
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1. The present difficulties.  
 
An Administrator was appointed to determine if Silentpride went into receivership or a rescue 
package could be devised. The control of Silentpride is no longer with Bela, but JME Civils 
Ltd. – this is a civil engineering company with direct experience of the site.  
 
Although some of the estate roads and sewers have been constructed and four house 
building firms are active, insufficient money remains to complete the necessary physical 
infrastructure works (primarily the roads and sewers), or to meet outstanding obligations for 
community facilities. All infrastructure work outside the active housing sites ceased in 2012 
and has not recommenced.  
 
Construction by the four Builders – Ben Bailey, Taylor Wimpey, Lagan and Bovis – continues 
at variable speeds. But they are also dependent on common parts – roads and sewers – 
being completed.   
 
2. What Corby Borough Council has been doing  
 
Since April 2013 CBC has been engaged in discussions with the Administrators, the various 
house builders, Northamptonshire County Council and JME Civils Ltd to try and progress 
physical development. This discussion included completion of various facilities and services 
that were originally proposed but not provided, such as the open space enhancement, play 
areas, community centre, and shops. The agreement of all house builders, Silentpride and 
the Administrator has to be sought before we had a sufficiently certain scheme on which to 
consult residents.  
 
Last summer the Council consulted you on options for moving forward. In August 2015, we 
decided to reject a recommendation to vary the agreement, and committed the Council to 
securing outstanding S106 liabilities which include the repayment of money already 
expended on the primary school, payment towards secondary education, highway works, 
completion of the open spaces and play areas, provision of playing fields and changing 
rooms, and construction of a community centre.  Solicitors have been instructed but this will 
all take a good few years to resolve, and could result in no action in the meantime on 
unadopted sewers, road surfaces, and street lights. Overall site management may well 
continue to suffer. Further, not all items were secured by a legal agreement – for example 
the provision of a shop may not occur. We have always stressed that the outcome of 
enforcement against the owners will be uncertain. 
 
The present option has been presented by the site owners to avoid the cost, uncertainty and 
complexity of the Council’s enforcement. A decision will be made by the Development 
Control Committee on 12 April 2016 (date to be confirmed). Following present consultation, 
the outcome could be either 

• agreement,  
• refusal (in which case the applicants may submit an appeal to the Secretary of State 

and a decision taken by a Planning Inspector),  or 
• variation sought to the terms.  

 
3. The applicant’s current proposal in their words 
 
The following is taken from the applicant’s summary that may be viewed on our web site.   
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Their submission “Identifies costs, threats and dis-advantages faced by the local community 
at Little Stanion if the key problems are not addressed as soon as reasonably practicable (in 
particular the threat to the health, safety and well-being of local residents occasioned by the 
unfinished and  unadopted status of the roads and sewers and the consequent risk that they 
themselves would be faced with apportioned financial liability to contribute towards the costs 
of completing that infrastructure to an adoptable standard if no ‘planning-led’ resolution to 
the current impasse could be put into place within a sensible timeframe).” 
 
It explains “a fundamental legal issue which …would prevent the enforcement of the existing 
section 106 agreement in any event due to circumstances pertaining to when it was first 
created in 2006 “. 
 
It outlines how the proposed replacement terms would address “the key problems (and 
establish a general framework within which the possibility of generating additional value by 
further development can be sensibly explored … but without fettering the future exercise of 
CBC’s lawful discretion as a local planning authority and without seeking to define in specific 
detail what can or should be done by way of future planning application(s) because to 
attempt to express that in legal drafting terms will in our respectful view be so difficult that it 
will prevent the urgent resolution of the key issues).” 
 
Specific measures proposed include 
“1 : Road and Sewer infrastructure 
… the finishing of the relevant road and sewerage infrastructure. That would address the key 
issues affecting the health, safety and well-being of local residents and their visitors. It would 
include the completion of street lighting. 
2 : Public Open Space 
… A planning application for works to the public open space would be prepared and 
submitted. Works to the public open space would be carried out in accordance with such 
further planning permission as may be granted and the public open space would be placed 
under the control of a properly funded management body.  
3 : Further Planning Applications 
JME / Silentpride make further planning applications including: 
An application for outline planning permission for up to 165 houses on the Residual Land (in 
which respect the Valuation Assessment indicates that circa £11,000 per unit could be 
available to meet section 106 requirements); (subject to acquiring an option or equivalent 
conditional contract rights over the land to the east of the Residual Land – currently owned 
by Tata) – an application for outline planning permission for up to 125 units on the Tata land 
would be brought forward; to the extent that the same may not benefit from extant planning 
permission already an application for full planning permission for 4 shop units. 
4 : New Community Building 
…JME / Silentpride would provide and transfer for a nominal consideration to CBC a 
Community building of 300/400 m2 on the site of the existing Welcome Centre. The existing 
Welcome Centre would continue to be made available until the new building were 
completed. 
5 : Cycle Route to Oakley Vale 
…JME / Silentpride would also seek to complete the cycle route to Oakley Vale. A legal 
framework for these requirements would be put into place if the current s106A application 
were to be approved…” 
“The abovementioned future planning applications would naturally afford to local residents a 
full opportunity to participate in the planning process to the extent currently provided in law, 
policy and practice. Granting the current section 106A application would not prejudice their 
future opportunity to express their views on the specific merits of such applications. The 
potential value of the replacement planning obligations has been addressed in the Viability 
Report prepared by Aspinall Verdi in November 2015, a copy of which has previously been 
provided to CBC and accompanies this Application.” 
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Gordon Smith        Mrs Sue Cook  
Planning & Environmental Services    Clerk to Stanion Parish Council  
Deene House       3 Church Walk  
New Post Office Square     Weldon 
Corby        Northants 
NN17 1GD       NN17 3JX 
 
 
7th April 2016 
 
 
Dear Mr Smith  
 
Re:  04/00442/OUT 

Stanion Parish Council wish to formally lodge an objection in response to the recent s106a 
variation application in respect of Little Stanion.  
 
On Sunday 3rd April 2016 a ballot took place in Stanion Parish along with a proxy vote for 
those unable to attend. Residents of the parish were asked whether they wished to support 
the s106a variation application and the results were as follows:  
 
Yes 38    
No 131   
 
We urge you to take the opinions of residents into consideration before reaching a decision 
in respect of this application.  
 
Stanion Parish Council understands that the situation in respect of the s106 agreement in 
Little Stanion is one of significant frustration and concern for residents. Furthermore Stanion 
Parish Council accepts that protracted and contentious legal proceedings, either in pursuit of 
the original s106 or any appeal process, will have significant cost and resource implications 
for both the applicant and CBC.  
 
Stanion Parish Council respectfully suggests that the Aspinall Verdi report submitted in 
support of this application does not provide an accurate account of viability and thus does 
not accurately reflect the level of s106 liabilities which could in fact be met by the applicant.  
The market value of property adopted by the report is not reflective of the prices currently 
advertised by the house builders in Little Stanion. Furthermore any costs associated with the 
provision of the proposed shops should not be a burden upon the s106 funds nor considered 
a cost when assessing viability. Any shops will be a commercial development which will 
provide a long term lease income for the applicant and therefore the cost for providing such 
should be discounted from the viability assessment. Stanion Parish Council believes that 
there is scope for the applicant to provide a higher level of s106 liabilities than currently 
proposed and for the scheme to remain viable. 
 
The objection to this application is primarily based upon the elements detailed below. It is 
believed that if the applicant were to submit an amended application, taking account of the 
suggestions made below, then such could potentially constitute an application which 
residents would accept. Stanion Parish Council would however wish to reserve its position in 
respect of any amended application until a review of the application has been undertaken 
and potentially a further ballot of residents. 
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1. Public Open Space (‘POS’) transferred to CBC  
 
It is unacceptable for the s106 to be amended in so far as the POS will no longer 
transfer to CBC and instead transfer in ownership to Little Stanion Farm 
Management Company (‘LSFMC’). It is unacceptable that POS will essentially be 
held in the hands of a private landlord and that residents will indefinitely have to pay 
LSFMC maintenance costs with no ability to hold them accountable or replace them if 
they are not providing a satisfactory service.  
 
CBC are urged to consider a reduction of the £11 per m2 commuted sum upon 
transfer of the POS. The applicant is urged to consider whether payment for the 
reduced commuted sum could be met and as such the POS transferred to CBC as 
originally planned.  
 
Alternatively if the commuted sum cannot be reduced by CBC and/or cannot be met 
by the applicant then it is proposed that the POS and the benefit of the LSFMC 
covenants are transferred to a resident managed not for profit organisation. This 
organisation could then take responsibility for the collection of resident covenant fees 
and maintenance of the POS until such a time as enough monies were available to 
pay the commuted sum. It is envisaged that the POS could then be transferred to 
CBC as planned and the resident covenant fees could be discontinued. This is a 
cost neutral solution for both CBC and the applicant.  

 
2. Completion of Public Open Space (‘POS’) 

 
Whilst the applicant has submitted plans to undertake a consultation about the POS it 
is contended by Stanion Parish Council that the consultation needs to be completed 
and a proposal of intended works contained in the application. It is not acceptable to 
ask CBC to accept this application based upon a completely unknown outcome and 
position. The applicant needs to provide guarantees of how the POS will be 
completed based upon s106 fund availability.  
 
Stanion Parish Council particularly wants detail upon the applicants intended 
provision of:  
 

o Play Areas 
o Playing Pitches  
o Completion of landscaping  

 
To ensure that the community is sustainable then both play areas and playing pitches 
must be included by the applicant.  

 
3. Community Centre  

 
Stanion Parish Council does not believe that the proposal to build the community 
facility upon the site of the existing Welcome Centre is viable. It would be impossible 
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to provide an adequate parking provision on this site. Furthermore the community 
facility would be adjacent to a busy roundabout that provides a route for HGV’s to 
access the industrial estate. There are serious safety concerns. It is contended that 
the originally intended site of the community facility in close proximity to the school 
and planned shops is far more appropriate and acceptable. It is expected that the 
playing pitches would remain in close proximity to the community facility.  
 
Stanion Parish Council are also concerned that the scope of the community facility 
being proposed by the applicant is inferior to that which was originally indented. 
Specifically there are concerns that the meeting room and changing facilities will not 
be provided. The applicant is therefore asked to provide a facility as close to the size 
and scope of that which was provided for in the original s106. Specifically the 
applicant is asked to examine if a changing facility and meeting room could be 
provided in addition to the main facility. 
 
In the event that funds are not available to provide a community facility to the size 
and scope of that which was originally intended then the applicant is asked to provide 
the best facility possible and to make provision of 1.1 acres of land (as originally 
intended) on which the community facility is built.  
 
Stanion Parish Council would then intend to work with the community to seek funding 
to provide an extension of the community facility to ensure that the originally intended 
changing facilities and meeting room are provided.  

 
Residents are keen to see a solution reached and ultimately the completion of Little Stanion 
and therefore both CBC and the applicant are urged to explore the suggestions made by 
Stanion Parish Council. The applicant should be motivated to make concessions in respect 
of profit and CBC in respect of its own s106 asks if such ultimately leads to an accepted 
application which avoids costly legal proceedings. However notwithstanding any concession 
it is stressed that some of the suggestions made are cost neutral for both CBC and the 
applicant.  
 
Stanion Parish Council would welcome a meeting with both CBC and the applicant to 
discuss the content of this submission and the possibility of an amended application.  
 
Lastly you are placed on notice that it is the intention of the Chairman of Stanion Parish 
Council to make representations to the Development Control Committee at any meeting 
arranged to discuss this application.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Sue Cook 
 
 
Mrs Sue Cook  
Clerk & RFO to Stanion Parish Council  
  
cc Robert Waite, Gateley Plc 
 Tom Pursglove MP 
 Julie Riley Ward Councillor 
 William Colquhoun Ward Councillor  
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Little Stanion section 106 Variation Proposal 
Views of Little Stanion Village Association (LSVA) 
 
LSVA does not support the proposed s106 variation currently put forward by JME Civils. 
 
LSVA understands that there has been a considerable change in the economic climate since 
the s106 agreement was signed in 2006 and that it may be very difficult at the present time 
to deliver the original terms in full.  However those original terms had regard to the principles 
of sustainable development within the National Planning Policy Framework and as such 
should be enforced as closely as possible. LSVA does not consider that the “offer” currently 
put forward is an acceptable deal for the residents of Little Stanion. The proposal represents 
a considerable reduction in public and community amenities and is over-reliant on plans for 
additional housing development that will put an additional strain on a growing community 
that is already struggling to cope.  More homes with fewer facilities is not an acceptable way 
forward. Also, the recent news that Tata Steel is to dispose of its UK assets must throw into 
doubt the proposed acquisition of their land adjacent to the A43. 
 
Appropriate safeguards appear initially to have been put in place at the outset to ensure that 
the agreement could be delivered in the event of an economic downturn and/or the 
developers going into administration.  The problem seems to be that monies have been 
withdrawn from the “escrow” account with no reasonable explanation given. The new owners 
of Silentpride took on the company knowing its liabilities but had (and still have) no means of 
meeting those liabilities.  
 
The s106 liabilities were initially appropriately funded but questionable business decisions 
have been a major factor in getting us to the current position. The fact that a considerable 
sum has “disappeared” from the “escrow” account, and that CBC appears to have failed to 
ensure that appropriate procedures were put in place under the Highways Act 1980 to 
ensure that Advanced Payment Codes were made for the development (and subsequent 
adoption) of roads, is no fault of the residents and they should not be made to suffer for the 
failures of others. 
 
The obligations included in the s106 agreement were considered necessary at the time to 
make the application acceptable in planning terms and LSVA does not believe it has been 
demonstrated that these obligations “no longer serve a useful purpose”; nor does LSVA 
believe that the new proposals, if implemented, will “continue to serve a useful purpose 
equally well”. 
 
LSVA has recently sought views from all Little Stanion residents on their perceived priorities 
from the outstanding list of s106 and other items.  A total of 306 responses were received 
and the top six priorities are: 
 

1. Completion of roads and footpaths 
2. Completion of street lighting 
3. Transfer of public open space to CBC 
4. Completion of landscaping/open space 
5. Provision of play areas 
6. Provision of community centre and changing facility 

The voting for these top six items puts them way ahead of the other outstanding issues with 
the top two “head and shoulders” above all other items thereby demonstrating the strength of 
feeling among the local population. The current variations proposed appear to address 
adequately only the top two priorities. Whilst these items are extremely important it is not 
acceptable that other vital issues have been given a “back seat”. Adequate community and 
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recreational facilities are of paramount importance and there is no clarity in the proposals as 
to what level of provision will be made for these. The proposed reduction in the size of the 
community building is disappointing, and the suitability of its proposed relocation is 
questionable. 
 
Stanion Parish Council has recently balloted residents from the whole Parish posing the 
question “Do you support the current s106 variation proposals – “Yes or No”.  The result was 
an overwhelming “No” with 78% of voters choosing that option. 
 

The views of the residents are very clear and LSVA supports those 
views and opposes the variation proposal as it currently stands. 
However LSVA believes that residents would be willing to consider 
a compromise on the original ”Option 1” if it reflects their priorities 
and adequately meets the concerns expressed in this submission. 
 
 
A particular area of concern to residents (voted priority No.3) is the failure, in accordance 
with the original terms, to transfer the Public Open Space (POS) to CBC. The terms of the 
proposed transfer of the POS to Little Stanion Farm Management Company (LSFMC) is not 
acceptable to LSVA. LSFMC is neither accountable to residents, nor is it transparent in its 
activities. It also has an open-ended contract giving residents no choice but to use, and pay 
for, their services in perpetuity. This would seem to fly in the face of current Government 
guidance on procurement processes and is at odds with the way management companies 
operate on similar developments elsewhere in the country where annual accounts are made 
available and residents have a direct input into the specification and delivery of services. 
 
LSVA asks CBC to consider seriously whether it feels the transfer of POS to LSFMC is in the 
best interest of Little Stanion residents. Viable alternatives could be to use the Little Stanion 
Community Interest Company which has recently been established by residents (Company 
No. 10098773) or management of the contract by the Parish Council. 
 
 
 
 
LSVA 
 
6   April 2016 
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Note of Meeting: Little Stanion Consultation on legal agreement changes 

Date:  14 March 2016, 6.30pm – 8.25pm at Little Stanion Primary School 

Present:  

 Norman Stronach (NS) CBC Chief Executive 
 Iain Smith (IS)   CBC Head of Planning & Environmental Services 
 Richard Iliffe (RI)   CBC Legal Services 
 Rob Temperley (RT) CBC Planning 
 Gordon Smith (GS)   CBC Planning 
 Robert Waite (RW)   Agent for joint applicant, JME  and Deloitte. 

Approximately 60 residents attended 

The following notes are designed to broadly record the range of issues raised by 
residents. It is not a transcript. Given the large number of comments raised, some 
individual comments have been merged to ensure the issue is captured.  

Introduction (GS and RI) 

GS advised approx. 700 houses built up until now. Referred to part of the undeveloped 
site already having planning permission - the undeveloped ‘Berbank site’ around the 
school where permission for 125 houses had been granted.  Using slides GS pointed 
to areas where the applicant sought housing development (where previous plans 
anticipated either housing, community centre or playing fields). 

RI Referred to viability summary – submitted by the developers’ consultants 
Aspinall Verdi– section 4 in particular1.  This shows that the developer makes no profit 
until they exceed 110 units. The Council is reviewing these figures with its own 
consultant BNP Paribas. 

The developer wants to secure an additional 40 houses within the current development 
area (Sites ‘D, E & F’) added to the 125 already permitted on current permissions 
around the school2.  Further planning applications are proposed on adjoining Tata land 
(Site H) to generate additional funds - a further 125 houses.Government policy and 
planning policy states that such schemes should be viable – so an allowance is made 
for normal profit margin of about 20-25%. On an appeal this is what a planning 
inspector will take into account.  

1  Post meeting note - This is available on CBC’s website – see paragraph 4.3  of document entitled 

‘Report’ . 

2 This means about 165 houses proposed on the ‘residual land’ around the school, also known as the 

Berbank site.  
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Open Forum – Comments, Questions and Answers (Comments and Questions 
given first and replies follow) . 

Will the Council ensure the buyers are told about issues with roads when buying 
houses – disgusting that purchasers are not told of problems by housebuilders? 

38 & S278 agreements not entered into by Council – why not enforced into by Council?  

Reply: RI advised this was a County responsibility. Technical 
specification agreed but agreements not entered into and monies not 
available.  

Viability- When the development was given approval it was viable – why not viable 
now and where has money gone?   Previous developer took monies out of scheme –
a contingency sum should have preserved monies.  Feel that more information needs 
to be given as to why we have arrived at position we are in now. 

New Homes Bonus (NHB)? – is there opportunity to tap into this fund to compensate 
development and to provide infrastructure. 

Reply: NS - NHB review – presently this money going to support general 
budget of the Council i.e. all services provided across the Borough. 

Viability only went downhill when £6m taken out of scheme – i.e. exchange of company 
for debt.   This development should not pay into this debt – should be provided against 
those responsible.   Told by developers that money was paid up front by developers – 
sufficient so should chase money through courts. 

Reply: RI - S106A application means must consider application and 
consider viability. 

Was there ever a S106 Monitoring Officer for site? 

Reply – RI - Yes CBC monitors this site and payment of monies.  

When did we first become aware there were  problems with S106 payments? 

Reply:  RI - 2008.  But it was not until 2011 that CBC became aware of 
how big the problem was. Initial reaction was to look where we could 
reduce scheme cost  with facilities being provided by developer at a 
cheaper price. Later JME Civils company position became a problem.  
JME was owed £1.85 m debt by BELA – judgement settled debt by giving 
the company Silentpride  to JME as BELA did  not have cash. 
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Want Council to protect residents and not allow Silentpride to build more houses, to 
lose POS and not build community facility. 

Resident reported they were sold house on basis of fact – but roads not adopted, no 
facilities – why in 2013 did CBC allow development to continue when knew there were 
problems with developer payment of bills? 

Problems with maintenance - £250 per year to Little Stanion Farm Management 
Company (LSFM)– not good value for money.  

Reply – RI - Residents advised an option is open to make a case to 
Lands Tribunal. 

JME – Silentpride – application to transfer all of POS in Little Stanion to LSFM – why 
is that necessary and why cannot transfer to CBC as is meant to – what does this 
mean for maintenance of POS?.  

Reply  RW for applicant– under S106 arrangements it is a standard 
method to place POS into hands of management company.  Various 
ways this can be done: 

a. Can go to CBC with dowry to allow Council to look after it. 

b. Management company to look after POS to required standard. 

Within original S106 land to be transferred to CBC – why not allow this to happen and 
paid for in Council Tax.   

Reply RW – maintenance currently funded by service charges from 
properties, no intention under current proposal to give dowry. 

Who owns land considered for POS? – 

Reply by RW – land owned by Silentpride in administration but controlled 
by Deloittes. 

In what form does LSFC exist ? 

Reply by RW –limited company with contractual commitment to  

residents.  

RI – LSFMC and Silentpride are separate companies  at Company 
House but same individuals. (LSFM – Mrs Moore & JME Civils – Mr 
Moore) 

Was there a separate transfer of Silentpride and LSFM from BELA?  

Reply - RI– yes 
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Do LSFM own assets? 

Reply: No – but can realise maintenance costs via agreement with 
residents. 

RI confirmed that Council would wish to see verifiable maintenance 
standards and governance arrangements . 

Why do residents have to fund grounds maintenance.  Other developments don’t.  

Reply: RI - yes they do. 

Example given by GS of recent completed Strata Homes scheme next 
to West Glebe Park. 

Did original S106 state should transfer land with dowry to LA? – decision taken in the 
past to ensure maintenance put in place to ensure POS not overgrown. 

Residents want land, sewers, streetlights handed over to the Council.    

Community building of 400m2 on land occupied by existing Welcome Centre – but no 
maintenance cost = £30k now removed from this arrangement.  

Reply RW. No maintenance fee in the current arrangement  

JME accepted land in place for debt by BELA and seeking to find solution to benefit of 
majority. 

What is safeguard to ensure doesn’t happen again if monies secured by JME civils –   

Reply RW.  2 applicants Deloittes & JME Civils – no connection between 
– JME – Lagan Homes.    Release of monies for correct purposes woud 
be overseen by independent surveyors.  

RI – roads would be delivered via agreement 
administrators/Housebuilders + Administrator – out of administration - 
£1.2 m into accounts will not be released until signed off by independent 
Quantity Surveyor. 

What is difference from last year?  Difference is as explained – several months have 
passed, costs have been incurred by Silentpride– so offer not as attractive as was 
previously. 

Residents supporting transfer of land to Council and transfer sewers, drainage and 
roads to Council. Feel LSFM failing and not happy to put more land in their ownership 
in maintenance. 
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Where is faith in  JME Civils to deliver given what went on previously?. 

If agreement does not go ahead residents could be found liable for costs of sewers, 
roads etc ? 

Reply RI – Residents not responsible for S106 agreement – if roads, 
sewers not adopted – residents may have to pick up shared costs. 

Who signed off S106 agreed by Development Control Committee who responsible – 
in 2006 – 

Reply – RI -Council are responsible. Agreement never reached with 
NCC over adoption of roads/sewers. 

A management company normally has fixed term contracts with providers for five 
years – the present arrangements are not accountable, not transparent and no 
opening of accounts. 

Reply RI – one of reasons why in revised S106 want to see governance, 
agree specification, maybe disclosure of accounts. 

If this terrible proposal gets pushed through what is timetable – to get houses built vs 
timetable of delivery of S106 delivery (i.e. timetable to deliver roads and public open 
spaces/park) 

Reply RI – one was done last year – a new S106 would have to be done 
for this proposal. 

Planning applications – what assurance that once agreed S106 variation – JME might 
renege on agreement?  

Reply RI: would be series of agreements in background to address this 
ie – infrastructure delivery arrangements with developers, administration 
& JME – a side agreement – with triggers to deliver.  If JME did not put 
in planning application,  and/or defaulted or didn’t deliver – 
housebuilders step in to do infrastructure works. 

Would JME consider land coming to community to be brought up to adoptable 
standard and then passed to Council? 

Community don’t want to continue paying LSFM forever and a day. 

Community Building – proposal on site of current Welcome Centre (400m2) proposing 
to put building  400m2 on this site.   Won’t fit. Concerned about busy roundabout 
junction with Eurohub – attract more footfall – what highways/safety concerns 
considered and proposal for parking.   

Reply RW: – no planning application submitted – this level of detail would 
be incorporated in planning application.   Present application is about 
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changing framework of decision making for consideration of S106 
requirements. 

Residents feel community facility should be near school as proposed Welcome Centre 
site is not safe nor a suitable location. 

£1.2 M into accounts – Faithful & Gould Report  - £2.4 million (administrator) (regards 
cost of infrastructure works), where is shortfall – discussion between housebuilders 
and JME Civils – identified could be done for less and agreement reached. 

JME £850k in debt – not much left in administration account.  Where would money 
come from to develop TATA site. 

Housebuilders paid extra to secure land – why did this money not get paid money into 
a safe account –  

Reply RI: we don’t know why. 

Why is Council not liable from outset if S106 not enforceable – if it is unenforceable – 
why missed million pounds of payments – is incompetence , misappropriation, fraud. 

Resident – lulled onto estate with false sense of security – why school now already full 
– when will school be extended?  Why  do we have to sign document with LSFM before 
can purchase  house  

Reply: NS – All housebuilders went away from meeting last time to 
address how houses could be marketed with better information. 

Q – Are there plans to extend school soon on basis of houses to be sold and future 
housing   

Reply NS –Not just presssure here. There is backdrop of countywide 
demand  pressure for school places. 

Went to all meetings last year and most of objections made by Committee not taken 
into account by applicant.  Last year agreement that Council would enforce S106 and 
builders would have to address roads/sewers/lighting   

Reply RI – builders could build to the correct standard – specifications – 
walk away and have no ongoing liability for roads for maintenance. 

At moment mud on roads – Council – not really their problem – go into Bovis site office.  
Advice previously given that residents should go into Bovis Sales Office and speak to 
them   

Reply GS – not really sales office problem – better to approach Site 
Manager. 
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LSFM – Part of LSFM fee is to maintain roads mud free.  If they hand over POS to 
Council they would lose out as would not get ongoing fee from householders ie lose 
opportunity to continue to rake money in.   

Reply RW – not intention of  LSFM maintain roads – intention roads put 
up for adoption under S38 

Under existing agreement not happy with LSFM – no control, no transparency, no sight 
of accounts (poor governance)  

Reply RI – no mechanism to force them to do that. 

Why does Council need ownership of POS and dowry – why do need dowry if we let 
contractor do work. Residents could pass money directly to Council to do maintenance 
work. 

LSFM – said fee was about maintaining car parks behind properties and communal 
lighting on flats but not maintenance of roads per se. 

Reply RI – Under agreement can spend money on roads/lighting/etc but 
does not specify what they should do.  Residents, as persons party to 
contract, can collectively challenge contract with LSFM.  

Immediate concern re lack of lighting in development – unmade roads – perfect storm. 
Potential for injury, can we find money to turn lights on in development? 

Can CBC solicitor help residents with advice on LSFM – to help with residents’ 
concerns? 

Reply RW – want to progress planning led solution to whole problem. 

Why J Moore acting on behalf of LSFM as he is not part of it?.  

  Meeting concluded. 
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Appendix 3 

Present 2006 Legal agreement  
 

 Topic Amount or action still due 
July 2006 values quoted. 
 

a Primary Education £3,206,000 
b Secondary Education £900,000 
c Additional  Education £50,988 
d Accident  investigation 0               (£25000 paid to NCC) 
e School highway access £250,000 
f.  Other school highways £50,160 
g Highways outside the site 0              (£1,789,000 paid to   

NCC) 
h CCTV £130,000  (£65000 paid to 

CBC).  
i Community  Centre  and 

changing facility 
£945,000 

j Community Centre 
maintenance. 

£30,000 one-off payment 

k Community Centre site Minimum of 0.45Ha/ 1.1acre 
h Cycle Route £40,000 
i Water Cycle Strategy £133,760 
j Public Art £20,000 
k Monitoring 0              (£9000 paid to CBC) 
l Play Areas to be provided by 

Master Builder 
1 large neighborhood play area, 
4 local play areas 

m Playing pitches 1 adult football pitch, 
1 youth football pitch, 
1 mini football pitch and 1 
informal play/kickabout area. 

n Other Developer's Play Areas 11 small toddler type areas 
o Play Areas/pitch 

maintenance 
£11 per m2 transferred to the 
Council  

p 20% affordable housing DC Committee agreed to review 
subject to viability 03.03.15 

q Green Travel Plan Surveys   at   400th     and   
800th   unit .  Outstanding. 

r Completion of 
landscaping/open space 

Ongoing 

s Ancient Woodland 
management and new 
access routes 

To be implemented 

t Public Open Space 
maintenance 

£11 per m2 if transferred to the 
Council 
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Appendix 4 
SUBSTANCE OF SILENTPRIDE’S CURRENT 2016 PROPOSAL.  
Summary is  by CBC.  
 

Item  Topic  Notes  
All timescales are from the  ‘Unconditional date’ (UD) = the time when the legal agreement 
is completed and Silentpride comes out of Administration. 

 
A.   ROADS, STREET LIGHTING  & SEWERS 

1.   Completion of the relevant roads to an 
agreed specification.  

• Not in the present s106. 
• Process starts inside 3 months 

of UD.  
• Timetable for completion 

introduced. 
• Built to adoptable standards but 

decision to adopt is NCC’s  

2.   Completion of sewerage infrastructure.  
3.   Best endeavours to secure adoption by       

NCC 

 
B.    OPEN SPACE & ECOLOGY &  RECREATION 

1.   Revised open space masterplan  
submitted and approved covering  all 
open space including ecological and 
recreational areas 

Open space matters advanced 
ahead of other development 
issues. 

2.   A public consultation process will begin 
to secure public priorities and detailed 
design  

Open spaces remain in ownership 
of Silentpride/ Little Stanion Farm 
Management Company Ltd. 

3.   A planning application for works to the 
public open space would be prepared 
and submitted (i.e. new play areas and 
seats etc.) 

 

4.   Works to the public open space would 
be carried out.  

Maintenance Fund  per new house 
same as present .  

5.   New quality and performance standards 
introduced. 

Monitored and enforced by CBC 

 
C.  NEW COMMUNITY  BUILDING (NCB) & SHOP 

a. Concept Plan/Design Brief  for new buildings near to school 
1  Master plan submitted inside  6 months  

of UD. Planning permission also sought 
inside same period. 

Will provide context for new 
buildings and public consultation 

b. New Community Building (NCB) 
2  Delivery inside 2 years of UD. Leased 

to Council. 
400m2  in size . Precise design and 
location to be agreed. 

By comparison, present Welcome 
centre is 90m2  
Welcome Centre remains until 
NCB available. 

c. Shop 
3  Planning permission applied for inside 6 

months 
 

4  Provided within 2 years. 
Up to 4 shop units (minimum combined  
lettable floorspace 400m2) 

 

5  Once built marketed for 1 year.  
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D. ‘RESIDUAL’ LAND 
1  Permissions to be sought for up to 165  

dwellings near  the school in 
accordance with revised Master Plan 

• This is the undeveloped land 
mostly near the school. 
Permission previously granted 
for 125 houses, so an additional 
40 are proposed. 

• Present agreed Master Plan 
provisions  for this area are 
housing, community centre,  
shops, and playing field use. 

• Success is dependent on new 
planning permission being 
secured 

2  Permission for first phase applied for 
within 6 months 

 

Education Payments 

3  £11,000 paid per house permitted for 
school repayment or other local 
projects. 

Minimum of £1.8m  if 165 houses 
allowed. 

Deferred Developer’s contribution 
4  A Deferred Developer’s contribution 

securing, above a defined  threshold,  a 
third of additional profit for the benefit 
of future community benefits at Little 
Stanion 

Review mechanism will allow 
increased  payments for local 
community projects 

 
E. OTHER MATTERS 

i.  Cycle connection to Oakley Vale 
1  To  be provided by the applicant if they 

acquire an interest in the land, 
otherwise  as a continuing obligation on 
Tata Steel. 

. 

ii   Tata land 
    Acknowledgement  that the developer 

may choose to bring forward further 
land as a future planning application, 
and that it will be an extension integral 
to Little Stanion and not a stand-alone 
development 
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LITTLE STANION, CORBY 
VIABILITY ASSESMENT SUMMARY 

FOR: CORBY BOROUGH COUNCIL 

JUNE 17, 2016 

Little Stanion - valuation reports Appendix 5

2



Viability Assessment SummaryLittle Stanion, Corby      

  

  1 
 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 OBJECTIVES 

The objective of the commission was to maximize the S106 contribution arising from new development 
being brought forward through JME Civils’ residential use planning application to contribute to historic 
unpaid S106 monies due towards the construction of the local school and other community projects 
following the original company, Silent Pride’s fall into administration. 

The above S106 contribution was considered a higher priority than the provision of affordable housing. 
The expectation was that the Applicant would submit a scheme for 100% open market housing thereby 
maximizing the receipt the Local Planning Authority.  

 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

Within the original Planning Application, the Council approved a Primary School within the 
development and a Local Centre (not built). 

The school has been built by the County Council at a cost of approx. £3.5m (plus the cost of road access 
it funded) and it is currently operating close to capacity. The County is seeking to recover the entirety of 
this sum through the Section 106 agreement.  

The full outstanding Section 106 monies including other community projects amounted to £5.69m 
including the school. 

The applicant submitted a viability appraisal indicating that, due to viability concerns, the development 
could not contribute the full, S106 contribution monies outstanding.  

The initial report was undertaken by Chris White at BNP Paribas real Estate and subsequent negotiations 
via Chris White at White Land Strategies Ltd. 

 

2.0 INITIAL ASSESSMENT 

The initial report submitted by Aspinall Verdi on behalf of the Applicant showed that c£1.8m could be 
afforded as the S106 contribution. 

The initial assessment by BNPPRE found that, between the time of the viability assessment being 
undertaken and the application being submitted the market in Corby had improved considerably. 

Research showed that sales values had risen above the applicant’s assessment. In addition, it was 
considered that infrastructure costs estimates may be too high but no additional evidence was available 
to corroborate one way or another. 

The assessment showed that additional S106 monies payable was possible.  
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  2 
 

3.0 INITIAL NEGOTIATIONS 

During negotiations the applicant pointed out that their initial assessment was submitted on 
unfavourable terms to themselves in order to maximize payments to the Council, as follows: 

 Build costs were below national benchmarks; 
 No land value return was allowed for to the Applicant 
 Risk on infrastructure costs 

 
The applicant considered that they were penalising themselves by not receiving any land value and by 
submitting lower build costs than they considered may be required and that the actual S106 monies 
available were likely to be lower than their initial offer. 
 

4.0 NEGOTIATED POSITION 

In order to retain equality in the assumptions a number of iterations were considered. The area where 
the Applicant considered that they were due return was in the land value. It was agreed therefore that 
the Applicant, as landowner, should receive land value associated with the redevelopment. 

It was agreed however that the Applicant should not receive 100% of the land value owing to the fact 
that historic S106 monies remained outstanding. The base position with respect to the land value is that 
this land will be sold to a national housebuilder who will pay serviced land values, therefore surplus 
monies could be made available by sharing in the value of the land. 

 

5.0 THE OFFER 

The initial offer was £1.8m S106 contribution: 

The revised offer was improved to the following: 

1. S106 payment of £1.8m (i.e. £11,000 per unit).  
2. Community Building to be developed at circa £593k (based on BCIS costs) 
3. Open space works to include changing facilities of £750k 
 

In addition to the core costs above a  legal agreement  is to be entered into where the scheme is to be 
re-appraised at the time of the housebuilder submitting detailed housing plans at Reserved Matters 
stage. 

This re-appraisal will allow for an overage payment to contribute to the outstanding S106 monies to be 
placed on the housebuilder. A trigger point for the overage is set at £187 per sqft of average sales 
values, assuming the current model cost/value balance. 

In recognition that the current model is based on cost estimates for items such as the infrastructure, at 
the point of appraisal the evidenced costs of the infrastructure, open space and recreation and 
community building will be required in order to update the current model.  
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It is suggested at this stage, (subject to legal drafting), that the cost to value differential will be 
maintained and that the appraisal update will have an upward or downward impact on the trigger rate. I 
would also expect if there is substantial time lag between the outline consent and detailed consent an 
indexed based mechanism such as the BCIS cost inflation rate could be used if appropriate in the 
absence of a QS schedule. 

A sales value average of £187 per sqft has been arrived at as it equates to land value model whereby 
the applicant will receive 75% of the net serviced land value and the Council benefits from the uplift 
created thereafter. 

The cost review may go up or down by the time of Reserved Matters are submitted, so the trigger rate 
may go up or down relative, but the gap equal to the 75% of land value should be maintained.  

The overage payment following the trigger being reached is for a share to all parties i.e. CBC, The 
Applicant and the housebuilder each receive a third share of the uplift. 

 

6.0 IN SUMMARY 

The negotiated position achieves a fair balance between all parties’ risks. 

The Applicant receives a proportion of land value, CBC achieve the open space/changing facilities and 
the community centre and the County Council are in receipt of £1.8m.  

The overage top up would be available, if and when the housebuilders achieve over £187 per sqft. 

The additional overage share to the Council would further contribute to S106 monies due to the CBC for 
local projects. 
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1 Introduction 
 AspinallVerdi has been instructed by JME Civils Limited (JME) to prepare an economic viability 1.1

report in respect of the proposed residential scheme at Little Stanion, Corby. The consented 

scheme comprises 66 units and 4,000 sqft of retail (local) floorspace. 

 JME (referred to as the Applicant for the purposes of this viability assessment) owns the sole 1.2

share in Silentpride Limited (SPL), a company currently in administration. JME acquired SPL 

from Bela Partnership Limited in 2013 in settlement of a debt of £1.85m owed by Bela to JME.   

 The intention of this assessment is to demonstrate that the current scheme is unviable and that 1.3

the requirements of the existing S106 agreement cannot be met.  An alternative solution needs 

to be secured to enable the scheme to be developed, whilst seeking to maximise the level of 

S106 costs that can be properly borne by the scheme. This report sets out detailed financial 

appraisals for the proposed development in order to indicate the potential for S106 contribution 

(excluding affordable housing) within the existing site area (land parcel J – the Berbank Site) 

and by including additional land within the masterplan area but not allocated for residential land 

(parcels D, E and F), please refer to Appendix 1 for site plan. 

 The following sections explicitly set out and identify the assumptions relating to the residential 1.4

scheme and how this has been financially assessed. Please note that the financial appraisals 

are based on potential unit numbers and proposed density mix rather than actual scheme 

drawings.   

 This report has been prepared by Parm Dosanjh MRICS MRTPI, Regional Director of 1.5

AspinallVerdi.  

Site Location and Description 

 The site is located in Little Stanion, Corby, which is an urban extension with 970 houses to the 1.6

south east of Corby, adjacent to the A43. As at June 2014, 620 houses (64%) were under 

construction or built.  The Little Stanion Primary School has also been built.  
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Figure 1.1 – Location Plan (Google Maps, 2015) 

Proposed Scheme 

 As mentioned above no actual scheme plans have been drawn up for the site and this viability 1.7

analysis is based on assessing unit numbers / mix / density and extent of the site area. Please 

refer to Appendix 2 for proposed unit mix.  

Report Structure 

 We have taken an open book approach to the viability analysis and have been explicit in the 1.8

assumptions that we have adopted. We have structured the viability report in the following 

sections: 

 Section 2 – Property Market Analysis 

 Section 3 – Financial Appraisal Assumptions 

 Section 4 – Viability Conclusions 
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2 Property Market Analysis 
 In this chapter, we examine the residential property market values in Little Stanion and Corby. 2.1

We have reviewed the sold prices and asking prices in the property market at the time of 

preparing this report (October 2015). We have reviewed the asking and sold values of both new 

and second-hand residential properties in the Corby area to provide appropriate and evidenced 

values to use within the financial viability appraisal. 

Sold Values 

 The average house price in Corby is approximately £147,243 for all property types. This is 2.2

approximately £40,000 below the average within the region of Northamptonshire. Figure 2.1 

demonstrates the average house price for all property types within Northamptonshire compared 

to Figure 2.2 which demonstrates the average values in Corby where the subject site is located. 

Figure 2.1 - Average Northamptonshire House Values (Source: Zoopla, 2015) 
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Figure 2.2 – Average Corby House Values (Source: Zoopla, 2015) 

 The subject site falls within the NN18 8 postcode area. 2.3

Figure 2.3 – Postcode Map (Ordinance Survey, 2015) 
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 Table 2.1 below presents the average sold prices for both old and new property values. The 2.4

older second-hand properties can place downward pressure on the average values presented. 

We have analysed postcode areas NN18 8 (Little Stanion) and NN17 2 as well as average 

figures for Corby and Northamptonshire. 

Property Type Corby NN17 2 NN18 8 

(Little Stanion)  

Northamptonshire 

Detached £244,605 £292,111 £218,152 £312,412 

Semi-Detached £138,994 £136,752 £138,065 £179,878 

Terraced £116,738 £113,721 £115,472 £148,553 

Flats £89,372 £91,251 £88,766 £120,102 

Table 2.1 – Average Current Values (Zoopla, 2015) 

 Table 2.1 above indicates average values in Corby (NN17 1) are lower than average values in 2.5

Northamptonshire, with average values with NN18 8 (Little Stanion) below the Corby average. 

 The heat map below displays that the area of Little Stanion is medium to low value but yet is 2.6

bordered by some areas of mid to high value to the South and East, these are primarily rural 

areas. 

 
 

Figure 2.4 Corby Heat Map (Source: Zoopla, 2015) 
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 Figure 2.5 below displays the value trends of different property types in Corby. Values for 2.7

terraced, semi-detached and flats have remained relatively static from 2010 onwards whilst the 

values of detached dwellings have consistently changed and gradually increased since 2013. 

 
Figure 2.5 - Property Value Trends (Source: Zoopla, 2015) 

 Little Stanion consists of 2,3,4 and 5 bedroom tradition elegant homes located on Long-Croft 2.8

Road to the south west of the Northamptonshire town of Corby. The development forms part of 

the new, distinctive village of Little Stanion. The scheme comprises of a vast range of housing, 

and below we tabulate some of the sold values of the scheme over the last 12 to 18 months. 

Address Property Type Sold Value Transaction Date 

20 Cotswold Close Detached £245,000 17th May 2015 

11 Cotswold Close Terraced £130,000 16th January 2015 

30 Cotswold Close  Detached £208,000 7th February 2012 

32 Cotswold Close Detached £299,995 10th March 2014 

6 Chiltern Road Terraced £160,000 29th August 2014 

7 Chiltern Road Flat/Maisonette £95,000 30th April 2015 

54 Chiltern Road Flat/Maisonette £109,050 3rd May 2015 

55 Mendip Way  Semi-detached £164,995 30th June 2014 

84 Mendip Way  Detached £189,995 24th April 2014 

27 Epping Road Semi-detached £229,950 1st July 2014 

29 Epping Road Semi-detached £190,000 10th October 2014 
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23 Epping Road Semi-detached £160,000 7th July 2014 

Table 2.2 – Sold Values (Land Registry, 2015) 

Asking Prices 

 To gain a better understanding of potential housing values for the proposed development, we 2.9

have undertaken a review of new properties currently available in the Corby area. It must be 

recognised that sold values are likely to below asking prices, particularly in a weaker market.  

Location Type Beds Asking £ Agent Description Image 

Lake View, Priors 
Hall Park 

Semi 3 £164,995 Highly sought after 
development, consisting 
of a broad mix of styles 
and sizes, ideal for first 
time buyers and 
downsizers (Barratt 
Homes) 

 

 

Detached 
4 £238,995 - 

£279,995 

5 £317,995 

Bluebelle, 
Rockingham 
Gate, Priors Hall 
Park 

Terrace 3 £169,995 
Set in Priors Hall Park 
which will feature a new 
nursery, primary school, 
lake, community centre, 
cycle paths, walking 
routes, and recreational 
areas (Taylor Wimpey) 

 

 

Semi 
3 £209,995 

4 £239,995 

Detached 4 £269,995 – 
£314,995 

Parklands, Priors 
Hall Park Detached 

4 £249,995 - 
£295,995 

Superb development 
surrounded by open 
countryside (David Wilson 
Homes) 

 

5 £321,995 

The Gateway, 
Priors Hall Park Detached 

4 £225,995 - 
£290,995 

Beautiful development 
where a community is 
quickly becoming 
established. Convenient 
commuter links and top 
performing schools (David 
Wilson Homes) 

 

5 £375,995 - 
£412,995 

The Woodlands, 
Priors Hall Park 

Semi 3 £154,995 - 
£162,995 Breath taking countryside 

and a popular 
development (Barratt 
Homes) 

 

Detached 4 £236,995 - 
£244,995 
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Location Type Beds Asking £ Agent Description Image 

Long Croft Road, 
Little Stainton 

Semi 

2 £124,950 

Flexible living space with 
elegance, surrounded by 
open countryside (Ben 
Bailey) 

 

 
 

 

4 £224,995 - 
£240,995 

Terrace 
2 £139,995 

3 £168,995 

Townhouse 3 £169,995 

Detached 

4 £214,995 - 
£224,995 

5 £259,995 - 
£279,995 

Lyveden Fields, 
Oakley Vale Detached 

4 £224,995 - 
£230,995 

Beautiful development 
which comprises 
detached homes and 
open space (Barratt 
Homes) 

 

3 £196,995 

Table 2.3  – Corby New Homes (Zoopla, 2015) 

Summary 

 Based on our market analysis above, we have adopted the following values within our 2.10

appraisals. 

Property Type Private Resi Value 
Per Unit (£) 

1 Bed Apartment £80,000 

2 Bed Apartment £95,000 

2 Bed House £125,000 

3 Bed House £160,000 

4 Bed House £230,000 

5 Bed House £290,000 

Table 2.4 – Proposed Sales Values 
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3 Development Appraisal Assumptions 
 AspinallVerdi have prepared a financial development appraisal for the scheme using industry 3.1

standard Argus Developer software.  We have initially undertaken an appraisal of the proposed 

scheme on the Berbank Site (i.e. 66 units) based on the need to secure a S106 payment of 

£5.69m (please refer to breakdown of the S106 figure at Appendix 3).  A copy of the 

development appraisal is provided at Appendix 4.   

 The information contained within the appraisal comprises a number of sources which we set out 3.2

below. It is our intention to be explicit in terms of our appraisal. 

Sales and Transfer Values 

 The proposed unit mix and sales values for the dwellings is based on up to date market 3.3

information and analysis, please refer to Table 3.1 below. We have also received advice from 

developers active in the area on the proposed development mix. Please refer to Appendix 2 for 

a detailed breakdown of unit numbers and sizes.  

Unit Type and 
Size 

No 
Units 

%  

Mix 
Sales Value 

2 Bed House 8 12% £125,000 

3 Bed House  37 56%  £160,000 

4 Bed House  18 27% £230,000 

5 Bed house  3 5% £290,000 

Table 3.1 – Proposed Unit Mix & Average Private 
Residential Sales Values 

 The above asking sales values equate to £160 psf, we have discounted this figure by 5% to 3.4

£152 psf to reflect the fact that actual sales values achieved are likely to be below the asking 

price.   

 We understand that viability issues surrounding the delivery of affordable housing have been 3.5

previously agreed with the Council and therefore our development appraisals have been 

undertaken on the basis that no affordable housing is to be provided as part of this scheme.  

 With regards to the retail element of the scheme (4,000 sqft), we have assumed a rent of £15 3.6

psf, an investment yield of 7% and a rent free period of 3 months.  
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Phasing, Sales Rate and Finance 

 The proposed scheme is yet to secure planning permission, and therefore for the purpose of 3.7

the appraisal we have assumed a 12 month preconstruction period in which to secure planning 

(6 months) and site mobilisation/enabling infrastructure works (6 months).  

 We have assumed a 22 month construction period.   The first house sale is assumed to take 3.8

place in month 9 of the 22 month construction period (i.e. build rate of 3 units per month).  This 

9 month period allows for the some early construction of the houses and some off plan sales.  

 The sales rate then continues through the construction period at a rate of 3 dwellings per 3.9

month.  We consider that this sales rate is realistic given current market circumstances. 

 In order to assist the cashflow (i.e. viability) we have assumed that the S106 payments are only 3.10

made when the residential units are sold. 

 We have assumed that the retail units are let and sold on completion. 3.11

Finance Rate 

 The Bank of England base rate has been substantially reduced to 0.5% since March 2009 and 3.12

although the economy is improving, the rate has remained the same although increases are 

expected next year. We have applied a finance rate of 6.0%. In normal circumstances the 

finance rate is dependent upon the standing and track record of the developer and is normally 

1.5% to 2.5% above the Bank of England Base Rate, which as mentioned above currently 

stands at 0.5%. However, due to the fact that the rate remains low we have applied 5.5% above 

the Base Rate to reflect the rate that banks may be willing to lend at in the current market.  

Construction Costs 

 The construction costs for dwellings at this development have been ascertained from the Royal 3.13

Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) database 

(lower quartile figures), and have been rebased to the Corby market area over the last 5 years. 

Unit Building Costs BCIS Costs (£) Build Costs including 
Externals @ 10% (£) 

Residential £882 psm / £82 psf £971 psm / £90 psf 

Table 3.2 -  BCIS & External Construction Costs 

Little Stanion - valuation reports Appendix 5

18



Little Stanion, Corby 
Viability Report 

November 2015 

11 

 The above BCIS figure includes preliminaries; however, it excludes costs associated with 3.14

external works. We have therefore allowed for external works at 10% of construction costs. 

 With regards to the retail element we have adopted a build rate of £1,668 psm / £155 psf. 3.15

Other Development Costs 

 There are a range of other costs which are associated with this development which have been 3.16

included within our appraisal and are based on industry standards. We tabulate these costs 

below. 

Fixed Costs Amount (£) 

Planning Application Fees (Planning Portal) £24,194 

Infrastructure Costs £600,0001

Contingency 3% 

Table 3.3 - Other Costs 

Professional Fees 

 An allowance of 7% for professional fees has been made, in respect of the design team which 3.17

includes architect, planning, engineers and other consultants. We have also allowed for a 1% 

development management fee.  Professional fees can range from 8% up to 12% and therefore 

we have adopted a conservative figure.  

Marketing and Sales Costs 

 We have assumed a marketing cost of 1% which provides a budget towards show home, 3.18

website, advertisement and other marketing initiatives (e.g. white goods).  We have also 

allowed for sales agency fees at 1.0% and legal fees at 0.5%.  

 With regards to the retail element we have allowed for a letting agency fee at 10% and letting 3.19

legal fee at 5% of the first years rent.   

Developer’s Profit 

 In the current economic and housing market environment, housing developers and funders are 3.20

seeking returns based on a target profit level between 20% and 25% on GDV (Gross 

Development Value).   

1 Infrastructure costs have been provided by JME Civils.  These cost rise to £1.25m for the 165 unit scheme which is tested in 
Section 4. 
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 The applicant is targeting a 20% profit on GDV. This figure reflects the fact that the applicant 3.21

has incurred significant costs and risk (due to administration issues) in bringing the scheme 

forward.  Also, as we discuss below the Applicant has not included a land value for its current 

interest in the site and is seeking to secure this via a profit return.  

 Furthermore securing debt funding – real estate funding availability is still difficult and where 3.22

available requirements for equity and fees remain onerous. It also important to note that 

mortgage availability whilst improving it can be difficult to access due to lending criteria and the 

costs involved.    

Land Value  

 As mentioned above, JME owns the sole share in SPL, a company currently in administration. 3.23

JME acquired SPL from Bela Partnership Limited in 2013 in settlement of a debt of £1.85m 

owed by Bela to JME.  The debt represents that the costs that the Applicant has incurred in 

acquiring this site. However, in order to improve the scheme viability and secure a positive 

planning outcome the Applicant is prepared to move forward on the basis that no land value is 

included within the appraisal and that the Applicant will seek to secure its return from a share of 

profits. We reserve our position in respect of this issue.  
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4 Viability Conclusions 
 Based on the assumptions on values and costs set out in the previous section, we have run a 4.1

development appraisal using Argus Developer. The scheme based on 66 units and a S106 

payment of £5.69m generates a deficit of circa £3.0m (equating to -24.64% Profit on GDV).  

Please refer to Appendix 4 for summary appraisal. Clearly the scheme as proposed generates 

a significant deficit, it is unlikely that a developer will be prepared bring forward a scheme on 

this site and therefore we have considered a number of potential options to help in improve the 

scheme viability whilst seeking to maximise the level of S106 that the scheme can afford to pay.   

 Given the sales values that we have adopted reflect current market conditions and the build 4.2

costs adopted are at the lower end of the spectrum, we have sought to change two other 

variables, firstly the level of the S106 payment and secondly the size (units and area of land) of 

the proposed scheme.  In terms of the scheme size we have firstly considered the number of 

unit numbers that could be delivered in respect of the existing site i.e. 110 units scheme on the 

5.93 acres; in this option we have assumed a higher density scheme which includes an element 

of apartments. The second option that we have tested is for a 165 units scheme based on 

additional land within the masterplan area being developed for residential (i.e. development 

parcels D, E and F). Please refer to Appendix 5 for the proposed unit mixes that we have 

adopted for each option.  Please refer to Appendix 6 for summary development appraisals for 

each option.  

 We summarise in the table below the key outputs of the above options analysis: 4.3

Option Profit on 
GDV % 

Profit on 
GDV £ 

S106 £ 
S106 per 
Resi Unit 

66 Units & Existing S106  -24.64% -£2,996,620 £5,690,004 £86,212 

66 Units & Reduced S106 20.05% £2,437,639 £500,000 £7,576 

 

110 Units & Existing S106 -22.04% -£3,487,639 £5,825,004 £52,955 

110 Units & Reduced S106  17.94% £2,838,156 £0 £0 

 

165  Units & Existing S106 4.99% £1,359,855 £5,825,004 £35,303 

165 Units & Reduced S106   20.07% £5,750,447 £1,800,000 £10,909 

Table 4.1 – Viability Outputs  

 
 The above analysis demonstrates that neither the existing nor the extended schemes can afford 4.4

the current S106 costs of £5.69m and therefore for all options the S106 costs need to be 

reduced to an affordable level.  Increasing the number of units on the existing site doesn’t help 
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to improve the viability of the scheme. In fact under this option the scheme fails to achieve its 

target rate of return of 20% Profit on GDV or make any S106 payment.  The primary reason for 

the viability issue associated with this option is due to the fact that the additional units are 

apartments; as a result the average sales value drops from £152 psf down to £145 psf. 

 The ideal scenario in terms of improving scheme viability and maximising the S106 requires the 4.5

Applicant not only to develop on parcels D, E and F but also reduce the S106 requirement from 

£5.69m (circa £35k per unit) down to £1.8m  (circa £11k per unit). The Applicant is confident 

that if these changes can be agreed by the Council then a viable scheme can be brought 

forward enabling the Little Stanion scheme to be finally completed.  
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Appendix 1 – Site Plan 
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Appendix 2 – Proposed Unit Mix & Floorspace Schedule   

 
  

No of units 66

Hectares 2.4

Density 28 dph

Housing Mix 

House Type No. 

Units

Approx GIA 

Sq M

Approx GIA Sq 

Ft

% mix Private Resi 

no of units 

Private Resi 

(Sqm)

Private Resi 

Value per 

Unit)(£)

Total Private Resi Value 

(£)

1 bed apartment 0 50 538 0 0 0 -£                  -£                                        

2 bed apartment 0 70 753 0 0 0 -£                  -£                                        

2 bed house 8 80 861 12 8 640 125,000£         1,000,000£                           

3 bed house 37 100 1076 56 37 3700 160,000£         5,920,000£                           

4 bed house 18 120 1292 27 18 2160 230,000£         4,140,000£                           

5 bed house 3 140 1507 5 3 420 290,000£         870,000£                               

Total 66 100 66 6,920                     11,930,000£                         

Private Sqm 6,920                     £ psm 1,724£                                   

Sqft 74,459                  £ psft 160£                                       

152£                                       Discount by 5%
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Appendix 3 – S106 Breakdown  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion - 66 Units  
 £5.8m S106  

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential  1  74,459  £152.00  £11,317,768  11,317,768 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Retail Units  4  4,000  £15.00  £15,000  60,000  60,000 

 Investment Valuation 
 Retail Units 
 Market Rent  60,000  YP  @  7.0000%  14.2857 
 (0yrs 3mths Rent Free)  PV 0y 3m @  7.0000%  0.9832  842,767 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  12,160,535 

 NET REALISATION  12,160,535 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Town Planning  24,194 

 24,194 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Retail Units  4,000  £155.00  620,000 
 Residential  74,459  £82.34  6,130,954 
 Totals  78,459  6,750,954  6,750,954 

 Contingency  3.00%  202,529 
 202,529 

 Other Construction 
 Infrastructure Costs (Roads)  600,000 
 Externals  10.00%  613,095 

 1,213,095 
 Municipal Costs 

 S106  5,690,004 
 5,690,004 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  7.00%  514,567 
 Development Manager / Promoter  1.00%  73,510 

 588,076 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  113,178 
 Letting Agent Fee  10.00%  6,000 
 Letting Legal Fee  5.00%  3,000 

 122,178 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  1.00%  121,605 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  60,803 

 182,408 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.00% Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Land  0 
 Construction  284,364 
 Other  99,352 
 Total Finance Cost  383,716 

 TOTAL COSTS  15,157,154 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151002 Little Stanion_Existing Site Area and S106_66 Units.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion - 66 Units  
 £5.8m S106  

 PROFIT 
 (2,996,620) 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  (19.77)% 
 Profit on GDV%  (24.64)% 
 Profit on NDV%  (24.64)% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.40% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 

 N/A 

 Rent Cover  -49 yrs -11 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  N/A 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151002 Little Stanion_Existing Site Area and S106_66 Units.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion - 66 Units  
 Reduced  S106  

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential  1  74,459  £152.00  £11,317,768  11,317,768 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Retail Units  4  4,000  £15.00  £15,000  60,000  60,000 

 Investment Valuation 
 Retail Units 
 Market Rent  60,000  YP  @  7.0000%  14.2857 
 (0yrs 3mths Rent Free)  PV 0y 3m @  7.0000%  0.9832  842,767 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  12,160,535 

 NET REALISATION  12,160,535 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Town Planning  24,194 

 24,194 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Retail Units  4,000  £155.00  620,000 
 Residential  74,459  £82.34  6,130,954 
 Totals  78,459  6,750,954  6,750,954 

 Contingency  3.00%  202,529 
 202,529 

 Other Construction 
 Infrastructure Costs (Roads)  600,000 
 Externals  10.00%  613,095 

 1,213,095 
 Municipal Costs 

 S106  500,000 
 500,000 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  7.00%  514,567 
 Development Manager / Promoter  1.00%  73,510 

 588,076 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  113,178 
 Letting Agent Fee  10.00%  6,000 
 Letting Legal Fee  5.00%  3,000 

 122,178 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  1.00%  121,605 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  60,803 

 182,408 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.00% Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Construction  139,461 
 Total Finance Cost  139,461 

 TOTAL COSTS  9,722,895 

 PROFIT 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151013 Little Stanion_ 66 Units & Reduced S106.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion - 66 Units  
 Reduced  S106  

 2,437,639 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  25.07% 
 Profit on GDV%  20.05% 
 Profit on NDV%  20.05% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.62% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 

 59.47% 

 Rent Cover  40 yrs 8 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  3 yrs 9 mths 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151013 Little Stanion_ 66 Units & Reduced S106.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  

Little Stanion - valuation reports Appendix 5

31



  Little Stanion, Corby 
Viability Report 

November 2015 
 

  
19 

 
 

Appendix 5 – Alternative Options Unit Mix & Floorspace Schedule  

 
110 Unit Scheme  
 

 
 
165 Unit Scheme  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
  

No of units 110

Hectares 2.4

Density 46 dph

Housing Mix 

House Type No. 

Units

Approx GIA 

Sq M

Approx GIA Sq 

Ft

% mix Private Resi 

no of units 

Private Resi 

(Sqm)

Private Resi 

Value per 

Unit)(£)

Total Private Resi Value 

(£)

1 bed apartment 20 50 538 18 20 1000 80,000£           1,600,000£                           

2 bed apartment 24 70 753 22 24 1680 95,000£           2,280,000£                           

2 bed house 8 80 861 7 8 640 125,000£         1,000,000£                           

3 bed house 37 100 1076 34 37 3700 160,000£         5,920,000£                           

4 bed house 18 120 1292 16 18 2160 230,000£         4,140,000£                           

5 bed house 3 140 1507 3 3 420 290,000£         870,000£                               

Total 110 100 110 9,600                     15,810,000£                         

Private Sqm 9,600                     £ psm 1,647£                                   

Sqft 103,296                £ psft 153£                                       

145£                                       Discount by 5% 

No of units 165

Hectares 4.43

Density 37 dph

Housing Mix 

House Type No. 

Units

Approx GIA 

Sq M

Approx GIA Sq Ft % mix Private Resi 

no of units 

Private Resi 

(Sqm)

Private Resi 

Value per Unit)(£)

Total Private Resi Value (£)

1 bed apartment 0 50 538 0 0 0 -£                          -£                                            

2 bed apartment 0 70 753 0 0 0 -£                          -£                                            

2 bed house 36 80 861 22 36 2880 125,000£                 4,500,000£                               

3 bed house 76 100 1076 46 76 7600 160,000£                 12,160,000£                             

4 bed house 45 120 1292 27 45 5400 230,000£                 10,350,000£                             

5 bed house 8 140 1507 5 8 1120 290,000£                 2,320,000£                               

Total 165 100 165 17,000             29,330,000£                             

Private Sqm 17,000             £ psm 1,725£                                        

Sqft 182,920           £ psft 160£                                           

152£                                           Discount by 5% 
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Appendix 6 – Alternative Options Development Appraisals  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion  -  110 Units  
 Reduced S106  

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential  1  103,296  £145.00  £14,977,920  14,977,920 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Retail Units  4  4,000  £15.00  £15,000  60,000  60,000 

 Investment Valuation 
 Retail Units 
 Market Rent  60,000  YP  @  7.0000%  14.2857 
 (0yrs 3mths Rent Free)  PV 0y 3m @  7.0000%  0.9832  842,767 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  15,820,687 

 Purchaser's Costs  5.76%  (48,564) 
 NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE  15,772,122 

 NET REALISATION  15,772,122 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Town Planning  25,949 

 25,949 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Retail Units  4,000  £155.00  620,000 
 Residential  103,296  £82.34  8,505,393 
 Totals  107,296  9,125,393  9,125,393 

 Contingency  3.00%  273,762 
 273,762 

 Other Construction 
 Infrastructure Costs (Roads)  1,250,000 
 Externals  10.00%  850,539 

 2,100,539 
 Municipal Costs 

 S106  5,825,004 
 5,825,004 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  7.00%  726,277 
 Development Manager / Promotor  1.00%  103,754 

 830,031 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  149,779 
 Letting Agent Fee  10.00%  6,000 
 Letting Legal Fee  5.00%  3,000 

 158,779 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  1.00%  157,721 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  78,861 

 236,582 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.00% Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Land  0 
 Construction  567,289 
 Other  116,433 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151013 Little Stanion_110 Units & S106 @ £5.8m.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion  -  110 Units  
 Reduced S106  

 Total Finance Cost  683,722 

 TOTAL COSTS  19,259,761 

 PROFIT 
 (3,487,639) 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  (18.11)% 
 Profit on GDV%  (22.04)% 
 Profit on NDV%  (22.11)% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.31% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 

 N/A 

 Rent Cover  -58 yrs -2 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  N/A 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151013 Little Stanion_110 Units & S106 @ £5.8m.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion  -  110 Units  
 Reduced S106  

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential  1  103,296  £145.00  £14,977,920  14,977,920 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Retail Units  4  4,000  £15.00  £15,000  60,000  60,000 

 Investment Valuation 
 Retail Units 
 Market Rent  60,000  YP  @  7.0000%  14.2857 
 (0yrs 3mths Rent Free)  PV 0y 3m @  7.0000%  0.9832  842,767 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  15,820,687 

 Purchaser's Costs  5.76%  (48,564) 
 NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE  15,772,122 

 NET REALISATION  15,772,122 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Town Planning  25,949 

 25,949 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Retail Units  4,000  £155.00  620,000 
 Residential  103,296  £82.34  8,505,393 
 Totals  107,296  9,125,393  9,125,393 

 Contingency  3.00%  273,762 
 273,762 

 Other Construction 
 Infrastructure Costs (Roads)  1,250,000 
 Externals  10.00%  850,539 

 2,100,539 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  7.00%  726,277 
 Development Manager / Promotor  1.00%  103,754 

 830,031 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  149,779 
 Letting Agent Fee  10.00%  6,000 
 Letting Legal Fee  5.00%  3,000 

 158,779 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  1.00%  157,721 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  78,861 

 236,582 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.00% Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Construction  182,931 
 Total Finance Cost  182,931 

 TOTAL COSTS  12,933,966 

 PROFIT 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151013 Little Stanion_110 Units &  Reduced S106.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion  -  110 Units  
 Reduced S106  

 2,838,156 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  21.94% 
 Profit on GDV%  17.94% 
 Profit on NDV%  17.99% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.46% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 

 43.55% 

 Rent Cover  47 yrs 4 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  3 yrs 4 mths 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151013 Little Stanion_110 Units &  Reduced S106.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion - 165 Units  
 S106 at £5.825m   

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential  1  182,920  £152.00  £27,803,840  27,803,840 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Retail Units  4  4,000  £15.00  £15,000  60,000  60,000 

 Investment Valuation 
 Retail Units 
 Market Rent  60,000  YP  @  7.0000%  14.2857 
 (0yrs 3mths Rent Free)  PV 0y 3m @  7.0000%  0.9832  842,767 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  28,646,607 

 Purchaser's Costs  5.76%  (48,564) 
 NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE  28,598,042 

 NET REALISATION  28,598,042 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Town Planning  32,389 

 32,389 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Retail Units  4,000  £155.00  620,000 
 Residential  182,920  £82.34  15,061,633 
 Totals  186,920  15,681,633  15,681,633 

 Contingency  3.00%  470,449 
 470,449 

 Other Construction 
 Infrastructure Costs (Roads)  1,250,000 
 Externals  10.00%  1,506,163 

 2,756,163 
 Municipal Costs 

 S106  5,825,004 
 5,825,004 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  7.00%  1,185,214 
 Development Management /  Promotor  1.00%  169,316 

 1,354,531 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  278,038 
 Letting Agent Fee  10.00%  6,000 
 Letting Legal Fee  5.00%  3,000 

 287,038 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  1.00%  285,980 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  142,990 

 428,971 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.00% Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Land  0 
 Construction  399,499 
 Other  2,511 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151012 Little Stanion_Additional Site Areas 165 units and S106 at £5.8m.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion - 165 Units  
 S106 at £5.825m   

 Total Finance Cost  402,010 

 TOTAL COSTS  27,238,187 

 PROFIT 
 1,359,855 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  4.99% 
 Profit on GDV%  4.75% 
 Profit on NDV%  4.76% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.22% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 

 12.47% 

 Rent Cover  22 yrs 8 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  0 yrs 10 mths 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\151012 Little Stanion_Additional Site Areas 165 units and S106 at £5.8m.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion  - Additional Site Areas 165 Units  
 Reduced S106  

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential  1  182,920  £152.00  £27,803,840  27,803,840 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Retail Units  4  4,000  £15.00  £15,000  60,000  60,000 

 Investment Valuation 
 Retail Units 
 Market Rent  60,000  YP  @  7.0000%  14.2857 
 (0yrs 3mths Rent Free)  PV 0y 3m @  7.0000%  0.9832  842,767 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  28,646,607 

 Purchaser's Costs  5.76%  (48,564) 
 NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE  28,598,042 

 NET REALISATION  28,598,042 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Town Planning  32,389 

 32,389 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Retail Units  4,000  £155.00  620,000 
 Residential  182,920  £82.34  15,061,633 
 Totals  186,920  15,681,633  15,681,633 

 Contingency  3.00%  470,449 
 470,449 

 Other Construction 
 Infrastructure Costs (Roads)  1,250,000 
 Externals  10.00%  1,506,163 

 2,756,163 
 Municipal Costs 

 S106  1,800,000 
 1,800,000 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  7.00%  1,185,214 
 Development Manager / Promotor  1.00%  169,316 

 1,354,531 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  278,038 
 Letting Agent Fee  10.00%  6,000 
 Letting Legal Fee  5.00%  3,000 

 287,038 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  1.00%  285,980 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  142,990 

 428,971 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.00% Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Construction  36,422 
 Total Finance Cost  36,422 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\150923 Little Stanion_Additional Site Areas and Reduced S106.wcfx 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  ASPINALLVERDI 
 Little Stanion  - Additional Site Areas 165 Units  
 Reduced S106  
 TOTAL COSTS  22,847,595 

 PROFIT 
 5,750,447 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  25.17% 
 Profit on GDV%  20.07% 
 Profit on NDV%  20.11% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.26% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 

 71.20% 

 Rent Cover  95 yrs 10 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  3 yrs 9 mths 

  File: C:\Program Files (x86)\ARGUS Software\ARGUS Developer\Data\Aspinall Verdi Appraisals\Parms Appraisals\1509 Little Stanion, Corby_JME Civils\150923 Little Stanion_Additional Site Areas and Reduced S106.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 5.00.005  Date: 13/10/2015  
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