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04/0442/OUT Proposed variation to the section 106 Agreement at Little 
Stanion,  land south of Longcroft Road, Stanion   

1. Background 

1.1 This report seeks agreement to vary the existing ‘section 106’ planning legal agreement (‘the 
s106 agreement’) currently in place on the Little Stanion site. This is as a consequence of 
then developer Silentpride Ltd. going into Administration. The previous report to the 
Committee and full background is attached at Appendix 1. The Council’s web site front page 
has a link to background information.  

1.2 At its last meeting on 21 July 2015, the Committee decided to defer a decision pending 
consultation with residents. This was carried out promptly, and the response to this 
consultation is attached as 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). 

2. Description 

2.1 Update to attached report: Little Stanion is an urban extension with 970 houses permitted. As 
at June 2014, 620 houses (64% total) were either under construction or built. A primary 
school has also been built by the County Council on the basis that the cost be recovered by 
the present s106 agreement. 

3. THE OPTIONS IN SUMMARY 

Full comment is found in Appendix 1 (the previous report to the Committee). 

Option 1  

Under the terms of the s106 agreement liability to meet various obligations falls on ‘the 
owners’. The owners are the present four house builders, and Silentpride (unless it is 
dissolved). The obligation can be enforced through the courts.   

This option would probably secure the outstanding s106 liabilities – a repayment of money 
already expended on the school, completion of the open spaces and play areas and 
construction of a community centre. There are no guarantees, also the recovery of these 
sums would probably not be quick   

It is estimated that this option might take a minimum of 2-4 years to resolve; it is possible it 
might take significantly longer. 

The downside of this option is that it will not recover any monies to secure the completion or 
adoption of the roads, sewers or streetlights. Overall site management might also suffer 
although it is understood that the Management Company, Little Stanion Farm Management 
Ltd would not be effected by Silentpride being dissolved and would continue in place.  

Further, other items not secured by the existing s106 agreement such as the provision of a 
shop will not be secured.  

There is also no guarantee that the remaining houses would be built out. This is  because a 
Bank would hold on to the residual land until it was worth enough to satisfy the balance of the 
remaining liabilities. The undeveloped part of the site would, in the words of the 
Administrator, probably be mothballed. 
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Option 2. 

This option is to work with Silentpride, the County Council and the Builders to secure 
completion of all physical infrastructure – roads, sewers and open space and play areas - 
with a contribution being made to secure key parts of the s106 agreement. This option is 
based upon the fact that there is not enough money to deliver both physical infrastructure 
and the full section 106 burden. 

Silentpride has been exploring with the Council whether any potential exists for additional 
development beyond that already approved on land within the site near the School (the 
‘Berbank’ site).  A further injection of resources could come from the inclusion of additional 
land for housing to the east of Little Stanion (the Tata land). Both areas will require a planning 
application and will be subject to separate consultation.   

It is proposed that contributions towards recovering the cost of the school by the County 
Council will be by means of a ‘roof tax’ or levy on each new house sold. 

Option 2 would require that the s106 agreement be varied to secure one or more shops to be 
constructed within the district centre area to a specified timetable and that a community 
facility to an agreed specification be provided.  

Contributions via a revised s106 agreement that will not be secured include the community 
facility and land as originally planned, secondary education contributions in the approximate 
sum of £1 million; and some highways works. Smaller items that would also not be provided 
would be contributions towards CCTV, Corby Water Cycle Strategy payments and Public Art. 
A separate community facility on a smaller parcel of land would however be delivered. 

It is proposed, however, that a further assessment of actual scheme viability will be 
undertaken towards the end of the development build-out. This will aim to secure possible 
further additional financial contributions towards the previously identified s106 projects. 

4. Response to Consultation 

4.1 A report on the consultation exercise is attached as Appendix 2. The views expressed are 
varied but have been grouped for ease of review.  Overall, whilst many respondents appear 
to reject Option 2, this does not mean that they necessarily support Option 1. Members are 
encouraged to review the full comments that are available via a link on the front page of the 
Council’s web site. 

4.2 The comments made have resulted in changes to the recommendation, particularly as a 
result of clear views on the importance of securing a community facility, shop and protection 
given to open space, especially the green edges of the existing development. The changes 
also arise from an objection raised by the local Wildlife Trust about prospective development 
on sensitive open land adjacent to valued Ancient Woodland.  

4.3 It is proposed that the original recommendation in favour of Option 2 be amended as follows 
and for the reasons advised.  

1. Securing a Community Facility 

4.4 The previous report submitted to Committee recommended that the requirement for the 
original Community Centre to be built on 0.45 hectare site (just over 1 acre) which would be 
transferred to the Borough Council be dropped. Instead an alternative, much smaller 
(approximately 180 m2 internal area), community centre would be co-located on land which 
would also host a community shop. Following the consultation and further discussions with 
the owner a more advantageous proposal is before the Committee. 

4.5 It is now proposed:  

 That the Council would receive the originally identified 1 acre site as security against 
the owner delivering a somewhat larger (400 sq.m. internal area) community facility, 
and a shop. 

 Upon the owner completing the replacement community facility to an agreed 
specification, title to the community facility would be transferred to the Council for nil 
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consideration and the original community centre land being held by the Council as 
security would be returned to the developer also for nil consideration.  

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

The recommendation has therefore changed to include new items 1b – e below. 

4.6 New recommended item 1b - 

the Council will not require the cost of the Community Centre but will require land to the 
extent of 1 acre on substantially the site previously identified to house the community 
centre be transferred at no cost to the Council at the earliest opportunity. 

4.7 New recommended item 1c –  

The developer will at the earliest opportunity submit a planning application (whether as 
a standalone application or as part of a wider application) for the construction within the 
existing site boundary of a retail facility and a  community facility to  specifications to be 
agreed with the Council but with the community element being not less than 400 sq. 
metres gross internal area.  

The developer shall construct the retail and the community facilities in accordance with 
any planning permission, and will transfer the completed community facility to the 
Council for nil consideration for use by the community. Once the community facility is 
substantially completed the acre of land previously transferred to the Council will be 
returned to the Developer at nil consideration.  

4.8 The reasons for the provision above are two-fold: first, to allow the freedom for the Council to 
independently advance its own ideas and implementation plan for securing a community 
facility if the owner is unable to advance their own proposals. It is also to secure provision of 
a commercial shop. 

4.9 New recommended item 1d –  

Development on the Berbank site shall not commence until such time as a planning 
application has been submitted and approved for a Community Facility with a minimum 
internal floor space of 400m2 , and a shop, both to a specification to be agreed with the 
Council.  The Community Facility and a the shop will be substantially completed prior to 
25% of the housing permitted on the Berbank site being occupied  

4.10 This provision provides an incentive for completing the community facility linked to success in 
sale of houses on the Berbank site. This item is intended to assure the Council and local 
residents that the replacement retail and community facility will be provided while assuring 
the owner of essential cash flow from house sales. 

4.11 Further, upon the owner completing the replacement community facility they will transfer title 
to this to the Council for nil consideration. Title to the acre of land originally earmarked for the 
Community Centre, and which would be transferred to the Council as in recommendation 1b, 
will be transferred back to the Owner for nil consideration: 

4.12 New recommended item 1e – 

That upon practical completion of the Community Facility the owner will transfer title to 
this to the Council for nil consideration. That upon the Council receiving title to the 
community facility it will return title to the original Community Centre Land to the owner 
for nil consideration. Further only at that stage will the present Welcome Centre be 
closed for use as a meeting and events space. 

4.13 New recommended item 1.h –  

Changing rooms for sports fields be dropped.  

These were originally part of a community facility yet were physically detached from the 
sports fields they would have served. Given new item 1g.  below (sports field reduction), 
there will be less demand in this location.   
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2. Protection of existing open spaces and provision of play areas but reduction in 
formal sports field provision 

4.14 Stress will be given to open space protection.  This means that the s106 will not be altered 
as it relates to the provision of open space and play areas. Play areas will be required on 
open spaces as presently exist. The owner has now agreed not to promote development on 
the woodland edge sites (shown as items a, b, c in Appendix 3 of this report). 

4.15 It should be noted that there may be some scope for improving play area designs (last visited 
in 2008), so it is possible the current provision will be revised to secure improvements, but 
only following a strategic review of all play provision. If locations were to change then a new 
planning permission would need to be first applied for but the fundamental principal that any 
alternative provision would be at least as good as that currently on offer would be of 
paramount importance.  No changes to the legal agreement are required. 

4.16 The present s106 requires 1 adult football pitch, 1 youth pitch, a mini football pitch and 1 
informal kick about area. Land for a sports pitch is already provided as part of the school 
development (but not yet built out). It is proposed to remove a specific requirement for a 
youth and mini sports pitch to be provided within the existing site boundary on the triangular 
area to the rear of the school and lying approximately between the Berbank Site and the Tata 
Land.   

The Council would instead seek to require the provision of alternative sports provision as part 
of the open space design and management review referred to above. This is either within the 
existing site area or within a larger site in the event that the site area is extended to include 
the Tata site. Best endeavours will be used but reinstatement of these elements is not 
assured 

4.17 New recommended Item 1h –  

To remove a specific requirement for a youth and mini sports pitch to be provided 
within the existing site boundary on the triangular area to the rear of the school and 
lying approximately between the Berbank Site and the Tata Land.   

4.18 Matters relating to access to future school facilities are not part of the present discussions. 

 

4.19 For information – any proposal for development in the above  is not a concrete 
proposal and should not be taken to fetter the committee’s discretion when 
considering any future planning applications.  

The purpose of new item 1h above  is to release land for possible additional residential 
development to the rear of the unbuilt Berbank site (an estimated additional 30 or so units). 
This will be the subject of a future planning application that may or may not be approved but, 
if approved, would inject essential additional viability to the scheme. The triangular area of 
land identified as the possible site of additional development is assessed as having the least 
impact on existing residents being most remote from existing dwellings while being of the 
greatest value to the owner, being located on the boundary between the Berbank Site and 
the Tata land.  

3. Management of open spaces.  

4.20 Some residents wanted all open spaces to be taken into the control of either the Council or a 
trust or a community interest company. The present legal agreement envisaged the land 
being adopted by the Council but this option has hitherto 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.  
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4.21 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. 

4.22 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. 

4.23 Although the Council remains willing to adopt the land as originally envisaged, and it is not 
proposed to remove this possibility from the varied s106 agreement, it is not considered 
practical to retain this 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, it is thought that the scheme as currently 
proposed under option 2 will deliver the owner a modest profit at the end of the day between 
£200,000 and £400,000. The commuted sum required by the Council before it could adopt 
the open space will be considerable,  and probably sufficient to wipe out the proposed level 
of developer profit thus removing any incentive for Silentpride to perform the works at all. 

4.24 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 in the 
time that exists before the 9th October deadline 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. 

4.25 All of these steps are potentially complex and officers therefore judge this option is 
impractical within the time and resources available. 

4.26 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 require LSFM to become a party to the amended agreement but would be a 
legally  enforceable obligation. 

4. Woodland and pedestrian access westward towards Oakley Vale 

4.27 Amendment of recommendation g - 

the pedestrian and cycle  connection westwards towards Oakley Vale should be 
designed in the light of updated  ecology and woodland studies  

5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

Discussed in Appendix 1 (previous report)  

6. CONSULTATION  

See Appendix 2 & 3 
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7. RECOMMENDATION 

1. That members approve the following variations to the existing section 106 obligations 
outstanding for the development: 

a. Primary School costs.  Repayment of the school construction cost be secured 
against a first charge on undeveloped land ( existing Berbank area plus possible Tata 
land) and repaid by means of a payment from each additional property constructed on 
the land controlled by Silentpride and the land controlled by Tata Steel ; 

b. Community Facility land held as security. The Council will not require the cost of 
the Community Centre but will require land to the extent of 1 acre on substantially the 
site previously identified to house the community centre be transferred at no cost to 
the Council at the earliest opportunity, and in any event before 31st December 2015 

c. Community Facility and Shop Built - The developer will at the earliest opportunity 
submit a planning application (whether as a standalone application or as part of a 
wider application) for the construction within the existing site boundary of a combined 
retail/community facility to a specification to be agreed with the Council but with the 
community element being of not less than 400 m2. gross internal area. The developer 
shall construct the retail and community facility in accordance with any planning 
permission, and will provide the completed facility for use by the community on terms 
to be agreed with the Council. Once the shop and the community facility are 
substantially completed the acre of land previously transferred to the Council will be 
returned to the Developer at nil consideration.  

d. Community Facility size, shop and timing.  Development on the Berbank site shall 
not commence until such time as a planning application has been submitted and 
approved for a Community Facility with a minimum internal floor space of 400m2.  The 
Community Facility and the shop will   be substantially completed prior to 25% of the 
housing permitted on the Berbank site pursuant to any planning permission being 
occupied.  

e. Community Facility transfer to the Council. That upon practical completion of the 
community facility the owner will transfer title to this to the Council for nil consideration. 
That upon the Council receiving title to the community facility it will return title to the 
original Community centre Land to the owner for nil consideration. Only at that stage 
will the present Welcome Centre be closed for use as a meeting and events space. 

f. Completion of the landscaping of the open spaces and the provision of 
Children’s’ Play areas (1 NEAP, 4 LEAPs and 11 LAPs) -  No change to the legal 
agreement but a strategic review of the subject be required including a revised 
maintenance regime.  

g. Woodland access.  Secure a scheme to provide pedestrian and cycle access 
westwards towards Oakley Vale; informed by updated ecology studies. 

h. Sports pitches reduced. Remove a specific requirement for a youth and mini sports 
pitch to be provided within the existing site boundary on the triangular area to the rear 
of the school.  The Council would seek to require alternative sports  provision as part 
of an  open space design and management review either within the existing site area 
or within a larger site in the event that the site area is extended. 

i. Changing rooms - Changing rooms for sports fields dropped. These were originally 
part of a community facility yet were physically detached from the sports fields they 
would have served.  

j. Corby Water Cycle Strategy -  the requirement for a contribution towards the 
payment be dropped; 

k. CCTV coverage -  the requirement for further payment be dropped 

l. Public art  - the requirement for payment be dropped  



7 

064 

m. Scheme viability – a further assessment be undertaken towards the end of scheme 
build-out and, if viability is assessed to have significantly improved, a further financial 
contribution be secured to be applied to or towards community projects/ facilities at or 
in the vicinity of Little Stanion 

2. That Members note the County Council will be urged to drop a requirement for secondary 
school contributions, and further highways contributions other than those necessary to 
support further development on the Tata site 

3. That the above variations only be finalised upon the Head of Planning Environmental 
Services being satisfied that: 

a. Any development of the Tata Land secures agreement of a levy for the benefit of  
Little Stanion as a whole (such agreement only effective if permission is granted). 

b.  That Officers have concluded that, on a balance of probabilities, JME/Silentpride has 
adequate resources to carry the scheme through to completion including specifically 
securing agreement with Tata Steel to make an outline planning application for 
additional housing on their Land; 

c. That the County Council has also agreed to release the Builders and the Bank from 
any future liability under the s106 agreement and to vary the s106 agreement. 

Officers to contact: 

Planning issues: Gordon Smith                                     Other issues: Richard Iliffe 

Appendix 1 -  previous report to the Committee 

Appendix 2 -  report of recent consultation 

Appendix 3 –  site plan  showing key elements. 
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04/0442/OUT Proposed variation to the section 106 Agreement as it relates to 
the Corby Water Cycle Strategy, CCTV and the onsite Community 
Facility at Little Stanion land south of Longcroft Road 

 
BACKGROUND 

This report relates to a proposal by Silentpride Ltd, the developer at Little Stanion, to vary the 
existing section 106 Agreements currently in place on the site. 

The result of the variation, if permitted, would be to eliminate certain elements of contribution 
currently due, notably towards the Corby Water Cycle Strategy, CCTV and, most 
significantly, the cost of providing a Community Facility onsite. 

Northamptonshire County Council would also have to agree to eliminate certain 106 
contributions, most significantly in the context of Secondary Education. A breakdown of the 
value if the current section 106 heads of terms appears in table form at Appendix 1. 

The justification of making the change is that, if agreed, the variation represents the best 
chance of completing the development including the adoption of the roads, sewers, streets 
and lighting, completing the landscaping of the public open space, provision of children’s play 
areas and the recovery by the County Council of the costs it has incurred in providing the 
primary school. 

It is hoped, but cannot absolutely be assured, that the scheme as now proposed will continue 
to deliver one or more shops and a community room on site. 

DESCRIPTION 

Little Stanion is an urban extension with 970 houses permitted. As at May 2014, 414 houses 
(43% total) were either under construction or built. A primary school has also been built. 

A site plan is attached as Appendix 1 and this gives some idea of how far the development 
has progressed on the ground. 

SITE HISTORY 

a. Planning permissions 

The site has Outline Planning Permission for 970 dwellings and associated development 
under reference 04/0442/OUT.  

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). 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 £3.5 million 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. 

b. Legal agreement. 

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 1 for details 
of the current section 106 'asks'. 
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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. 

Members should note, however, that 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, who had nothing to do 
with giving the original undertakings. Nor can 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. 

REPORT 

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 – early 2012 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 three years later. 

The form of development being pursued at Little Stanion was that the house builders 
purchased ‘fully serviced’ land from Bela/Silentpride. In summary 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 
escrow account controlled by a bank. 

Early in 2013 the Council was contacted by the administrators of Silentpride Ltd. Early in 
2013 the ownership of Silentpride had changed from Bela to the current owner, James 
Moore, the operator of JME Civils, a civil engineering company that had been active both on 
Little Stanion and Priors Hall. It is 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, JME cannot be 
held responsible for the financial problems afflicting the scheme. 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. 

Much of the intervening two years has been engaged in JME trying to get Silentpride out if 
administration, so that it can complete the works on-site and enable JME, finally, to realise 
some value from the company. 

The fundamental problem 

Since April 2013 to date CBC has been engaged in discussions with the Administrators, the 
various house builders, Northamptonshire County Council and, latterly, with JME itself to try 
and resolve the basic difficulty that the development has not been physically completed and 
various facilities/services that were originally promised, such as the open space, the 
community centre, shop, and the play areas had not been provided. Residents of the scheme 
were understandably very unhappy. 

The basic problem, however, is that, just as the application to put Silentpride into 
administration claimed, liabilities significantly exceed assets: Section 106 liabilities amount to 
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approximately £6.5 million, (the figure can only be expressed approximately, due to 
uncertainties involved in the application of indexation to original capital sums; Members are 
referred to Appendix 1 for more precise details of sums now due and owing). The cost of 
completing the remaining physical infrastructure is estimated at approximately a further £2 
million. 

Scheme assets consist of bank balances, (the escrow account mentioned above), 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. To sum up: there simply is not enough money to go 
around. 

THE PROBLEMS AND OPTIONS OPEN TO THE COUNCILS 

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. 

Option 1: 

Under the terms of the section 106 agreements liability to meet the various obligations falls 
on ‘the Owners’. These, in turn, are defined as being anyone, (not being an individual house 
owner), who owns any of the land within the original red line. 

As such, the four house builders are ‘Owners’ and are both individually and together liable 
along with Silentpride, to meet the totality of the 106 obligations. This is an obligation that 
can be enforced through the courts. 

There are difficulties, however, with the Councils taking this approach: 

1. As a matter of simple justice, the house builders have already paid into the escrow 
account to meet section 106 liabilities and it is seen to be unfair to make them pay 
again for a failure that is not their fault; 

2. Quite apart from considerations of justice, it is understood that if the Councils seek 
to enforce their debt against the builders, the builders will avail themselves of an 
indemnity underwritten by the bank to recover this money and the bank will take 
possession of the builders’ remaining interests in the land. The bank will also take 
possession of the escrow account and all if the liquid assets of the scheme. This in 
turn would have consequences:  

• Almost certainly, physical completion of the development will be put on hold for 
a period in excess of two years – the bank is not itself a developer and is not set 
up to build houses, so it will try and sell its interest in the land to a third party for 
the best return it can achieve.  

• By any appreciation this would be a difficult sale for a variety of technical 
reasons, not least the fact that the bank/third parties would not control the land 
necessary to complete the physical infrastructure of the site – thus the estimate 
of a further two-year-plus period of no development on site. It is impossible to 
assess just how long the delay in recommencing development would be; 
officers cannot believe it would be less than the two years current negotiations 
have taken to get to this point but it might easily be much, (several years), 
longer. 

To sum up: if the Councils elected to pursue Option 1, they would probably secure the 
outstanding 106 liabilities – a repayment of the money already expended on the school, 
completion of the open spaces and play areas and construction of a community centre. 
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They would not, however, secure provision of the shop (an element shown on the masterplan 
but not secured by the current 106 agreement), nor would the remaining houses be built out, 
or the roads and sewers be completed or adopted. Ongoing management would also 
become untenable given the absence of a motivated agency to manage partially completed 
roads and sewers. 

If not completed in the relatively short term the roads are likely to begin breaking down, 
forming a continuing source of worry to local residents and their future maintenance a moral 
(if not legal) burden on the authorities 

Option 2:   

The option Officers have chosen to pursue, and which is recommended by this report, is to 
work with JME/Silentpride, the County Council and the Builders, to achieve a solution with 
which everyone can live, if not something that any of the parties considers ideal or without 
risk. 

Ideally, Silentpride should recommence building the physical infrastructure of the site within 
the next few months, with the roads and sewers being completed and adopted by the County 
Council. The Builders should construct the remainder of the houses and the Councils will 
achieve their ‘bottom line’, (if not their ideal), 106 asks. 

In the case of CBC the bottom line is assessed to be the completion of the open-space 
landscaping and the construction to specification of the children’s play areas; for the County 
Council it would be the recovery of the approximately £3.5 million it has spent on the school. 

For the above to be achieved, however, Silentpride needs to come out of administration; for 
this to happen, the bank needs to withdraw its objections to that happening, and before that 
will happen the bank will need to be released from its liability under its indemnity to the house 
builders to meet section 106 liabilities. 

The first necessary step, if this option is to be pursued, is, therefore, for the Councils to 
release the Builders from their liability under the section 106 agreement and, at the same 
time to provide the bank with adequate assurance that such a claim will not rematerialise at 
any time in the future. In such an event both the house builders and the banks have agreed 
they will withdraw their objection to Silentpride coming out of administration. 

The second step towards achieving the Councils' high-level goals would be to ensure that 
JME/Silentpride have sufficient capital to complete the physical development of the site, by 
agreeing the release of the money currently held in the escrow account, so that the roads 
and sewers can be completed, to secure other necessary land in the vicinity and hold 
sufficient funds to make necessary planning permissions.  

This second step would, however, require the Councils to give up their potential claim to the 
moneys contained in the escrow account, (approximately £3.5 million). The bulk of this 
money (£2.4 million) would immediately go into other separate escrow accounts and be 
committed to specified parts of the necessary infrastructure works but approximately £1.1 
million would be made available to JME Silentpride to carry forward with works to achieve the 
Councils ‘bottom-line’ asks. 

Obviously even a cursory examination of the numbers above shows that insufficient money 
will remain to JME/Silentpride to secure the Councils' asks, but what has been proposed 
offers a reasonable prospect, (although certainly not a certainty), that this will be achievable 
in the medium term. 

JME/Silentpride retains ownership of a large plot of undeveloped land within the existing red 
line, (the Berbank Site), which benefits from outline planning permission for 125 dwellings. 
This has an assessed market value of between £1.6 and £2.0 million. Members are referred 
to the attached plan. 

Members are cautioned that the following paragraphs in this section are intended only 
for information purposes and MUST NOT be considered as a concrete proposal for 
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planning permission, or as anything fettering or effecting the Committee’s future 
discretion when considering any future applications for planning permission 

JME/Silentpride has been exploring with CBC Planners whether any potential exists for 
additional development value to be realised through permission being granted for extra 
houses above and beyond those permitted on the Berbank Site. 

Planners’ estimate that there is a limited potential for such enhancement within the existing 
red line though that potential is severely constrained by the fact that some of the unbuilt land 
is in proximity to ancient woodland, is allocated for open space, has access issues or is 
assessed as inappropriate for development in order to protect existing householders’ 
amenity.  

Much more significant, however, has been the proposal that if JME/Silentpride can gain 
control of an adjacent parcel of land currently owned by Tata Steel, a fresh outline 
application might be made for permission to construct a substantial additional number of 
houses on an enlarged site. 

This could inject enough additional value to the scheme to secure the Councils' ‘asks’ and 
generate a small (circa £200,000 - £400,000) profit for Silentpride. 

Pre-application discussions, (using conservative assumptions of land values and likely 
densities of development), suggest that the combined sites could accommodate between 
200-250 additional houses above those that may already be built on the Berbank Site within 
the existing Outline Permission. 

An external valuation and assessment of the scheme’s ability to bear the proposed level of 
costs to achieve the Councils ‘asks’ has been performed by BNP Paribas. This exercise has 
tentatively confirmed that sufficient value would be generated, (albeit with some degree of 
uncertainty given that no formal application for additional planning permission has yet been 
submitted), to assure the Councils' bottom-line goals. 

SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 

The specific proposal that forms the subject of this report is that the existing 106 agreement 
be modified to exclude the Builders from the definition of ‘Owner’ and thus relieve them of 
possible liability under the terms of the agreement. 

Further, the obligations of Silentpride under the agreements be modified to reschedule the 
repayment of the school construction costs; as well as dropping: 

a. the requirement for a £975,000 payment to CBC for the provision of a Community 
Centre and the non-provision of a 1 acre site on which that centre was to have been 
located; 

b. approximately £60,000 towards the Corby Water Cycle Strategy; 

c. £65,000 for CCTV; 

d. £40,000 for a cycle route; 

e. £20,000 for Public art; 

f. The requirement for approximately £950,000 contribution to future provision of 
Secondary/further Education within the Borough; 

g. The requirement for additional highways works in the vicinity of the development. 

Retained would be the completion of the open space landscaping and provision of several 
children’s play areas and sports pitches; construction of these areas would be completed 
early in the build programme. 

Payment to the County Council of the approximately £3.5 million paid by it for construction of 
the school will be recovered by means of a ‘roof tax’ of around £12,000 additional property 
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constructed and sold on the enlarged site, with the totality of the debt being secured against 
a first charge over the land until sold.  

The modified agreement would also, for the first time, require that a shop be constructed 
within the district centre area to a specified timetable and that a community room, albeit on a 
much more restricted scale than the formerly contemplated Community Centre, be provided 
within a longer time period, (the timetable and exact specification for this is yet to be decided 
and would need to be agreed by officers). 

At the end of the scheme a further assessment of its viability would be undertaken. If this 
showed significantly more profitability then a further contribution would be sought that would 
be applied to community facilities in the vicinity. 

DISCUSSION: RISKS AND NECESSARY HURDLES. 

The proposed scheme does not promise everything that the previous agreement sought to 
achieve. Nor is it without risk to any of the parties involved. Officers consider, however, that it 
offers the most realistic prospect of achieving a result everyone can accept as identified so 
far after nearly two years of work. 

If the scheme is to proceed, it needs to be recognised that there are certain things each of 
the parties must achieve. If this is not assured for all parties then the scheme cannot 
proceed since any of those involved can render it impossible for the others to move ahead.  

In the case of JME/Silentpride, the scheme must offer a certain degree of profit or they will 
not undertake the work at all. The incentive for them to take part is that without some sort of 
rescue scheme backed by all of the other parties, the company will have no value and 
represents a loss in the region of £2.0 million to Silentpride. 

The builders need the roads and sewers to be completed or they will be unable to sell the 
houses they build, except, possibly at a loss. The viability evidence submitted by Ben Bailey 
and Lagan Homes in the context of the January 2015 application to remove the remaining 
affordable housing burden suggested that this is already occurring. The Builders' cooperation 
is required because unless they release the bank from the terms of their indemnity, 
Silentpride will remain in administration. 

For the County Council, an uncompleted scheme leaves them several million pounds out of 
pocket with respect to the cost of the school that they built but for which they have not been 
paid. The County's active support is essential because, as a signatory to the original 
agreement, the 106 cannot be varied, and without such a variation, the company cannot 
come out of administration. 

For Corby Borough Council the development cannot be considered to represent a functioning 
community.  Many local residents are unhappy and several elements of the agreed 
infrastructure package have neither materialised nor have any immediate prospect of coming 
into being. 

The area is relatively detached from the main town of Corby requiring greater self-
containment to allow it to function as a community. Physical access improvements are still 
important to better connect the settlement with Corby; it is hoped that in the context of a fresh 
outline application, a cycle link connecting the development with Oakley Vale may be 
achievable. 

The risk for the Builders is that the resources JME/Silentpride is proposing to put into escrow 
to secure completion of the physical infrastructure may, by some estimates, be inadequate. 
Independently assessed estimates, commissioned by the Administrators, suggest that this 
risk is small, but in any event, the Builders have agreed to accept this risk by agreeing to the 
proposals outlined in this report 

For JME/Silentpride the risk is that if costs are higher than estimated, or sale prices lower, 
they may not realise any profit at all. Based on the independent cost estimates referred to 
above JME/Silentpride has also agreed to accept this risk. 
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For the Councils there is some risk that even their ‘bottom line’ section 106 asks may not be 

delivered simply because the scheme proves less viable than is currently estimated. The 
following paragraphs outline steps officers consider prudent to manage that risk. 

A series of hurdles have been identified which need to be traversed, only after which it is 
proposed, the section 106 agreement would be modified as outlined in this report. 

1. The builders, JME/Silentpride and the Bank should enter a binding agreement 
formalising what each expects of the others and apportioning known assets to 
particular descriptions of works. This agreement has now been signed but is itself 
contingent on the Councils agreeing to release the Builders and the Bank from 
liability under the section 106 agreement. 

2. JME/Silentpride must convince CBC Officers that the resources remaining to it are 
sufficient to provide sufficient cash flow for the scheme to have a better than even 
chance of being carried through to completion. At the time of writing, meetings with 
JME had been scheduled but had not yet taken place; it is anticipated that members 
will be updated on the outcome of these discussions at the meeting of the 
Committee. 

3. JME/Silentpride need to obtain control, probably in the form of an option agreement 
to acquire the Tata land. Without control of this additional land the scheme is 
assessed to have inadequate chance of success/offer inadequate security to the 
Councils that their ‘bottom line’ asks will actually be delivered. CBC has facilitated 
introductions between JME/Silentpride and Tata, but the outcome of these 
discussions is not yet known. Officers hope to be able to update the Committee on 
these at the time of the meeting but in any event the recommendation that the 
proposed variations to the section 106 agreement be agreed are contingent on 
JME/Silentpride actually securing control of the Tata land.  

4. The County Council and CBC must both determine, at corporate level, if they are 
willing to cross indemnify the Builders/the Bank against any future claims under the 
section 106 agreements. That decision on the part of CBC (since it is a financial 
decision, albeit one that does not actually commit the Council to any expenditure) 
will be dependent on OCPC resolution, but that resolution is, in turn, considered to 
be dependent on the resolution to this Committee to authorise the variation of the 
106 agreements. In the event that the County Council did not agree to offer such a 
cross-indemnity to the Builders/Bank then, once again, the scheme could not 
proceed and no variation of the 106 agreement would/could be executed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That members approve the following variations to the existing section 106 obligations 
outstanding for the development: 

(a) repayment of the school construction cost be secured against a first charge on 
the land (the existing application site plus the Tata land) and repaid by means of 
a ‘roof tax levied against each additional property constructed on the land 
controlled by Silentpride as it is sold; 

(b) the requirement for the cost of a Community Centre, on a 0.45ha site,  to be 
constructed on the site to be paid to the Borough Council be dropped; 

(c) the requirement for a contribution towards the Corby Water Cycle Strategy to be 
paid to the Borough Council be dropped; 

(d) the requirement that a further payment towards the provision of CCTV coverage 
at the development to the Borough Council be dropped; 

(e) the requirement for public art be dropped; 
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(f) that a revised schedule for the completion of the landscaping of the open spaces 
and the provision of Children’s Play areas be agreed with the Borough Council 
and that the scheme be provided in accordance with this; 

(g) that best endeavours are used  to improve pedestrian and cycle access including 
westwards towards Oakley Vale; 

(h) that the developer be required to provide a community shop and a community 
room of specified sizes and to an agreed schedule be imposed; 

(i) that a further assessment of scheme viability be undertaken towards the end of 
scheme build-out and, if viability is assessed to have significantly improved over 
that currently pertaining, a further financial contribution be secured to be applied 
to or towards Community projects/ facilities at or in the vicinity of Little Stanion. 

2. That the above variations only be finalised upon the head of Planning & Environmental 
Services being satisfied that: 

(a) JME/Silentpride has secured control of the Tata Land; 

(b) that Officers have concluded that, on a balance of probabilities, JME/Silentpride 
has adequate resources to carry the scheme through to completion including, 
specifically, securing control of the Tata Land and making a fresh Outline 
Planning Application for additional housing thereon; 

(c) that the County Council has also agreed to release the Builders and the Bank 
from any future liability under the 106 agreements and to vary the Section 106 
Agreements as outlined in this report. 

Officers to contact: 

Planning issues: Gordon Smith 464058 

Other issues: Richard Iliffe 464209 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 1 - Little Stanion – Remaining s106 and other requirements 
July 2015. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Item Topic Primary 
Agency 

Amount or action still dueJuly 2006 
values quoted 

 

1 Primary Education NCC £3,206,000 

2  Secondary Education NCC £900,000 

3  Additional Education NCC £50,988 

4 Accident  investigation NCC 0 

5  Highways outside the site  NCC £50,160 – Being reviewed 
6  CCTV CBC £65,000  

7  Community Centre and     changing 
facility 

CBC £945,000 

8 Community Centre maintenance. CBC £30,000 

9  Community Centre site CBC Minimum of 0.45Ha/1.1acre 

10 Cycle Route CBC £40,000 

11 Water Cycle Strategy CBC £133,760 

12 Public Art CBC £20,000 

1 3  Monitoring CBC 0 

14 School access 
 

NCC £250,000 (tbc) 

15 Condition 24 - Off site highway 
works, Longcroft Road extra lanes 

NCC Being reviewed 

16 Play Areas to be provided by Master Builder  CBC 1 large neighborhood play area,  4 local play 
areas 

1 7  Playing pitches CBC 1 adult football pitch,  
1 youth football pitch,  
1 mini football pitch and 1 informal 
play/kickabout area.  

1 8  Other Developer's Play Areas CBC 11 small toddler type areas 

1 9  Play Areas/pitch  maintenance NCC £11 per m2 transferred to the Council -  

20 Completion of roads and footpaths 
 

 Being reviewed 

21 Completion of 'on site' street lighting NCC Being reviewed 

   22    20% affordable housing  CBC DC Committee agreed to reduce 03.03.15 

23 Green Travel Plan NCC Surveys   at  400th  and   800th unit .  N o t  

d o n e  
24 Completion of landscaping/open 

 space 
CBC Being reviewed 

25 Tata land – Ancient Woodland 
management and new access routes 

CBC To be implemented 

26 Public Open Space maintenance CBC £11 per m2 transferred to the Council 

27 Planning Conditions - Surface water 
drainage system 

NCC/CBC Being reviewed 
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Site Plans 
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Little Stanion s106 - Report of consultation 
Development Control  Committee 27.08.15 

1 

Little Stanion Village – Proposed variation to the section 106 Agreement at Little 
Stanion land south of Longcroft Road 

REPORT OF CONSULTATION 23 JULY – 14 AUGUST 

At its meeting on 21July 2015 , the Committee decided to defer a decision on a proposal to 
vary a planning legal agreement pending consultation with residents. This was carried out 
promptly, and the response to this consultation is summarised. All of the resident’s original 
comments may be viewed on the Council’s web site (a link is fund on the front page).  

The following records recent consultation and other relevant events in date order. 

1. Petition
Prior to the consultation starting on 21 July, a petition comprising 319 individual copy 
letters was received (this was at the time the matter was last considered, but deferred, 
by the Development Control Committee). This stated  

“I wish to formally lodge my objection in respect of the above application for further 
development and to alter the existing S106 Agreement, as listed in the bullet points 
below: 

• Loss of green space since original agreement which was a factor in choosing to
live in Little Stanion

• Strain on community facilities - the already established school is designed on the
original planning consent

• Potential damage to ancient woodland
• Objection to there being increased revenue for Little Stanion Farm Management

with less green space to maintain
• Lack of enough communication with the already established Little Stanion Village

Association”

2. Notification to all households

Letters. X 650 were hand delivered by CBC staff to all households in Little Stanion on 23 
and 24th July. The letter is attached. 

Public Notices  A newspaper notice was also published on 29 July, and some 12 public 
notices were placed around the estate. 

CBC web site. Site Information and a dedicated link in the Council’s web site contained 
further information; this included a detailed questions and answers sheet based on questions 
raised by the Little Stanion Village Association. 

1
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3. Public Meeting on 03 August 2015

This was arranged by the Little Stanion Village Association on the night of 03 August, at the 
Little Stanion Primary School. It was attended by some 100 persons, ran to nearly 2 hours,  
and questions were put to The Chief Executive,  Planning Officers, and the owner of JME 
Civils.  

The main points covered by those attending the Public meeting included: 

• Play areas - not yet provided; loss of prospective provision a concern given
proposals to lose open space

• Open space – did not  want it built on
• Ancient woodland - harm will result
• Predetermination of planning applications - the Council have presented an option

in favour of development on present open land (Tata Land)
• Solutions for financial shortfalls - alleged inconsistency between estimated new

house number possible on open land and whether it was sufficient to pay for financial
shortfalls

• Present traffic problems - these exist at present on Longcroft Road
• Future traffic problems - more housing will compound problem
• Silentpride -  Queries over identity. Unconvincing development partner for the

Council. Ability to deliver. History of company discussed (this was addressed by new
owner).

• Education – Present school is full. Will need expansion.
• Community provision  - Even more necessary for expanded village
• No faith that present solutions will stick – No trustor in proper  future financial

management.
• Tata Land – if no money how can Silentpride purchase it
• Roads completion – timescale queried

4. Summary of response from letters and emails received

The consultation letter is attached to this report 

51 letters received 

No times 
Options 

explicitly 
supported 

Option 1 -  enforce present obligations 13   (25%) 
Option 2 -  work with present housebuilders, 
additional land developed 7   (14%) 
OR - No option expressed  given insufficient 
information OR required more information OR 
opposed both options 31   (61%) 

Main topics raised.  
Many of the letters raised considered comments in extensive free text that are not possible 
to summarise in this form.  There are also overlapping issues where, for example, concern 
about infrastructure may also be taken as a concern about school provision. Members are 
therefore 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 is not in order of importance.   

2
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Topic and no. of times  raised 
Consultation inadequate for such a major decision. + Information presented by Council 
inadequate (e.g. no visuals) 6 
Consultation clear. Background reports good 1 
Speed of infrastructure provision -  stressed as important to remove uncertainty + 
instability 4 
Option 1 is more certain - so is preferred 2 
Option 2  too uncertain - will not offer speed as there are too many uncertainties, too 
much risk -  e.g. permission for Tata land 2 
Option 2 supported only if infrastructure put in first. 1 
New Option 3  - substantial detail given on variant of Option 2 2 
New Option 3 -  to only build on Tata and Berbank 1 
New Option 3 - presented detailed proposal based on creation of new community interest 
company 1 
Open space should be publically maintained, remove/reduce  service charge 3 
Open space maintenance - present service poor, not content with present problems 
employing funds from management fee 6 
Completion of estate  - not important if it results in undue growth 1 
Tata Land should not be developed 4 
Council tax should make up shortfall 1 
CBC/or a Community interest company  should manage open spaces - as required by the 
legal agreement, and to offer increased protection 2 
House builders will gain so should contribute more. Do not release them from obligations. 
Residents burden is high. 7 
Open Space loss - Option 2 will result in loss of more open space/general opposition to 
open space loss. 5 
Open space Loss, Woodland edge  -opposed to  woodland edge plots in various locations 7 
Open space loss - Ok with Tata Steel land being developed but not woodland periphery 3 
Countryside Gap with Stanion - important to maintain 3 
General harm from proposed new housing - amenity , character, loss of light, noise etc. 4 
Present designs are poor- don’t add to mistakes/too high a density 1 
Completion of the estate -  important  2 
Dissolution of Silentpride - not a problem/or not trusted 4 
Distrust  of present organisations- or Residents have been deceived 5 
Area is already overdeveloped - incl. housing too dense 2 
Traffic problems on Longcroft Road, and near School -  need resolving and will result from 
more housing 7 
Privacy loss from new housing 1 
Compensation - package sought   for residents if Option 2 agreed e.g. reduction in service 
charge/rates reduction 2 
Play areas, Shops, Community Centre - provision important 3 
Play areas, Shops, Community Centre - provision  not important 1 
Community centre capacity - queried 1 
Infrastructure - roads and sewers appear to be in place.  1 
Finance - secure funding from other sources, e.g. grants for play areas 1 

3
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Finance - CBC should underwrite all s106 matters 1 
Finance and viability - Questions about finance, & challenges to presented figures, 
concerns about accounting procedures  5 
Viability and financial security is secured just with Berbank and Tata development/land 
around Community Centre- so do not need Silentpride 1 
Viability - release from affordable housing should have been enough. Hold the house 
builders to commitments 1 
Viability - release from affordable housing should have been enough. Hold the house 
builders to their  undertakings. 1 
Schooling - only an issue for NCC not local residents 1 
School capacity issues 3 
Provide  services  -community pub & restaurant 1 
Dog walking - improve area around lake as a priority 1 
Community spirit is high -but will be damaged if community facilities are not progressed 3 
Meeting place for community wanted/ do not remove the Welcome Centre 3 
Opposition to '1000 additional homes' in Little Stanion - no reasons given 3 

Other known local briefings by other organisations 

Little Stanion Village Association.  Work was done by an active Committee to ensure their 
Facebook page was informative, with links to the Council’s web site. 

Stanion Parish Council.  On 7 August they carried out what they described as a ballot  with 
220 replies and the following reported outcome: 
For option 1 i.e. enforce present obligations - x179 votes (81%) 
For option 2 i.e. work with present housebuilders, additional land developed x41 votes (19%) 
Their full comments are presented on the web record. In summary, they object to further 
possible development and to changes to the s106. The reasons are: 

• Resultant reduction in prospective community facilities
• Increased number of houses far above previous approval
• Loss of green space
• Unsustainable development as the majority of schooling provision will be held outside

of Little Stanion.
• Reduction in policing, added to population increase  may lead to public safety

difficulties in the future.
• Potential damage to ancient woodland, if extra planning applications are required to

get the number of houses developed, as option 2.

Other substantial comments.  
These may be found on the web record. Some residents have advanced an Option 3, 
another has advanced a detailed model for alternative management of public open space. 
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Public meeting 12 August 2015, 7pm -9pm 
A further public meeting was held by the local MP Tom Pursglove on the evening of 12 
August. It was attended by some 70 persons, ran to nearly 2 hours,  and questions were put 
to The Chief Executive,  Planning Officers, Lagan Homes, Taylor Wimpey, Bovis, and the 
owner of JME Civils. The main areas covered included: 

• The Little Stanion dream was mis-sold by housebuilders, and is still being
incorrectly marketed by housebuilders

• Play areas - loss of prospective provision a concern
• Open space – did not  want it built on
• Future traffic problems - more housing will compound problem
• Silentpride -  Queries over ability to deliver
• Education – Present school is full. Will need expansion.
• Community provision  - The present Welcome Centre a key facility. Necessary for

expanded village. Information given by JME Civils about new idea for combined
Community facility/shop.

• Historic monitoring of s106 by Council – not carried out to trigger land transfer nor
open space adoption

• Transfer of land for Community Centre – why didn’t it happen
• No faith that present solutions will stick – No trust in proper future financial

management.
• Council action -should underwrite outstanding labilities  to address problems
• Council tax rebate sought

5. Response from external organisations & consultees

The following  were consulted (comments summarised) 

Tata Steel (as owner of the land proposed for additional development): 
• Sympathetic to the sensitivities of the issue – recognise the need to balance

the needs of a growing community with the opinions of existing local
residents.

• The release of adjacent land may assist in facilitating the project's compliance
with Section 106 requirements, and enabling the project to go-ahead for the
benefit of all parties.

• Tata Steel is willing to work with relevant parties within our scope and without
compromise to our own business priorities. willing to engage with relevant
partners to assess development options

• We should include consideration of the Section 106 requirements and those
remaining legacy issues.

• Cannot yet commit Tata Steel to selling the land without agreement of heads
of term since, obviously, we have our own approval, legal and other
processes to administer. But  our planning teams should be able to make
some progress that will allow further discussion with the Council

The Local Wildlife Trust 
• Objects to any possibility of further housing  development into any of the open area

next to any part of the “South Wood” area, a Local Wildlife Site This is the very worst
place possible, in ecological and Green Infrastructure terms.

• Addressed the possibility of a footpath / cycleway connection provided through the
area of the “South Wood” Local Wildlife Site ( LWS ), linking the new residential area
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at Little Stanion with the industry and retail at Oakley Vale , they have the following 
comments  : 

o 2006 survey report suggests that it’s still a good Ancient Woodland /
Replanted Semi-Natural Ancient Woodland habitat site area; with a really
good woodland ride system.

o Public access will need restricting  to safegaurd wildlife value
o The woodland area would need to have some decent, quality, surfaced paths

created through it if residents are to use them, but the introduction of any
amount of new artificial lighting sounds like a very bad idea indeed. However,
if there is real pressure to create a lit cycleway / footpath route, then it is
possible that the precedent set by / the lessons to be learned by the ‘recent’
similar example at the nearby “Hazel and Thoroughsale Woods” LWS could
be usefully explored.

o In addition, the potential route / routes for any such cycleway / footpath link
connection through the “South Wood” LWS would need to be very carefully
scoped-out, surveyed ( including, importantly, ecologically; for the woodland
ride flora and fauna ) and evaluated well in-advance of the actual
commencement of constructing it.

• A new , lit, cycleway/footpath through the “South Wood” LWS would also need to be
informed by appropriate bat survey,  investigation and assessment field-work in order
to give a pretty strong supporting rationale and suitable methodology (and  mitigation
of any harm) for any such proposed scheme.

Overall notes the very disappointing and dis-spiriting situation of, apparently, at least 8 
years of non – management of the “South Wood” LWS the latest proposals to build more 
houses on the buffer / stand-off strips protecting the Ancient Woodland Habitats and the 
possibility of creating a, lit, cycleway / footpath connecting link through “South Wood”, all 
does not sound like a terribly good future prospect for this particular LWS / Ancient 
Woodland site area. 

Natural England 
No advice given as it was ‘not in their remit’. 

A number of other consultees were notified but no replies received from the Environment 
Agency, National Grid, Anglian Water.  

End of consultation report 
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23 July 2015 
Please ask for Gordon Smith 
01536 464 058 
Enquiries to gordon.smith@corby.gov.uk 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Little Stanion – Proposed  Variation of Planning Legal Agreement 

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.  

The Council is now in the position of having to decide what variations to the planning 
legal agreement it agrees to or not  (this is also called a ‘section 106’ agreement, and 
is attached to the original 2004 planning permission).  

We attach a short briefing note on the options. Your comments are requested. 

You are also encouraged to read the background ‘Committee Report’ . This is found 
via the front page of our web site: www.corby.gov.uk  under the heading Little 
Stanion consultation.  Please email the contact above if you would like a copy sent 
by email instead, or require a paper copy posted to you.  

It is important you let us know what you think as soon as possible but certainly 
by noon Friday 14 August so we can advise Councillors of your views . 

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 sincerely 

Iain Smith 
Head of Planning and Environmental Services 

COPY OF CONSULTATION LETTER
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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. (a civil engineering company with direct experience of the site). 
The acceptability of a package brokered by the Council will be key to influence the 
Administrator.  

Although some of the estate roads and sewers had 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.  

What we have 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 had to be sought before we 
had a sufficiently certain scheme on which to consult residents. 

So we now have 2 main options, other than taking no action. We would welcome your 
views. These options are outlined below but you are encouraged to read the 
‘Committee Report’ mentioned in the covering letter, as this contains more 
information. 
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Option 1 

Under the terms of the s106 agreement liability to meet various obligations falls on 
‘the owners’. The owners are the present four house builders , and Silentpride (unless 
it is dissolved). The obligation can be enforced through the courts.   

This option would probably eventually secure the outstanding s106 liabilities – a 
repayment of money already expended on the school, completion of the open spaces 
and play areas and construction of a community centre.  

This will all take an estimated 2-4 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 suffer. Further, not all items were secured by a legal 
agreement – for example the provision of a shop may not occur. 

Option 2. 

This option is to work with Silentpride, the County Council and the Builders to secure 
completion of all infrastructure – roads sewers and open space and play areas - with 
a contribution being made to secure key parts of the s106 agreement.  

Silentpride has been exploring with the Council whether any potential exists for 
additional development beyond that already approved on land near the School (the 
Berbank site).  . An injection of resources could come from the inclusion of additional 
land for housing to the east of Little Stanion as shown overleaf  in this letter (the Tata 
land). This will require a planning application and will be subject to separate 
consultation.   

Repayment to the County Council of the cost of the school will be recovered by 
means of a ‘roof tax’ per new house sold. 

It would require that a shop be constructed within the district centre area to a 
specified timetable and that a community room be provided.  

Notable losses will include the community centre and land, secondary education 
contributions, and some highways works.  

Further Options : Your ideas 
If you have new ideas, or want to pursue variants of the above, we would be pleased 
to receive them. 
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