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Grants Committee  
Wednesday 14 September 2016 

7.00pm in Council Chamber, The Cube, Corby 

Present: Councillors Latta, Goult, McGhee, Addison, Reay, McKellar and Watt  

1. Election of Chair  

Members were invited to submit nominations for the position of Chair of the Grants 
Committee for the remainder of 2016/17.  The nomination of Councillor John McGhee was 
duly MOVED and SECONDED.    There were no other nominations. 

 RESOLVED that:- 

Councillor McGhee be elected Chair of the Grants Committee for the remainder of 
2016/2017. 

2. Appointment of Vice Chair 

Members were invited to submit nominations for the position of Vice Chair of the Grants 
Committee for the remainder of 2016/2017.  The nomination of Councillor Jean Addison 
was duly MOVED and SECONDED.    There were no other nominations. 

RESOLVED that:- 

Councillor Addison be appointed Vice Chair of the Grants Committee for the remainder of 
2016/2017. 

3. Apologies for Absence 

There were no apologies for absence. 

4. Minutes of the Grants Sub Committee 

Members were asked to note the minutes of the Grants Sub Committee meeting held on 
13 July 2016. 

RESOLVED that:- 

The minutes of the Grants Sub Committee held on 13 July 2016 be noted. 

5. Declarations of Interests 

Members were asked to declare any personal interests they may have in the business to 
be discussed and/or indicate whether this was prejudicial or non-prejudicial, the nature of 
the interest, and whether they intended participating in the relevant agenda item. Cllr Watt 
was an active member of Friends of Coronation Park so declared a personal, prejudicial 
interest and indicated he would not take part in any discussion related to the group.  Cllr 
Reay declared a personal, prejudicial interest in Safe Haven as he was on their 
committee. 

6. One Corby Grants  

The Principal Leisure Officer presented a report to update Members on the Core and 
Devolved Organisations and to consider the Small, Arts and Health & Wellbeing Grant 
applications. 

Core Organisations – Safe Haven and the Wildlife Trust had now submitted the 
outstanding information and grant payments were therefore being released. 

Devolved Organisations 

The Old Village Community Centre was still being operated by Council staff while efforts 
were made to establish a new management committee. The Constitution and one year 
Business Plan would be submitted to the Charity Commission in due course.  The 
previous committee had passed funds held in reserve to the Community Foundation and 
this may be subject to legal challenge. 
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Members asked what course of action would be taken if a management committee could 
not be established and if closure of the centre was a possibility.  The Head of Culture & 
Leisure explained that all options would need to be considered and a report taken to One 
Corby Policy Committee but he hoped that volunteers would come forward.  If the centre 
was taken in-house there would be significant costs but it was emphasised that closure 
would only be considered as a last resort. 

Queries were raised in relation to the reserves and Community Foundation.  It was 
understood the amount was around £40k.  The legal position was being explored.  
Community Foundation was an organisation which was operating County-wide under 
Northamptonshire County Council to distribute grant funding.  It was not clear how the 
decision to hand over the funds had been made. 

Small Grants 

One Small Grant application (White Ark music festival) had been awarded under 
delegated authority due to the timescale for the event. 

An application received from Corby Netball League was appended to the report for 
Members’ consideration. 

Arts Grants 

An application from Corby Community Band was appended to the report for consideration.  

Health & Wellbeing Grants 

Two applications for a Health & Wellbeing Grant had been received from Corby Dodgeball 
Club and Corby Youthie.  These were appended to the report for consideration.  These 
grants were joint funded by the Council and Corby Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG). 
The CCG supported the application from Corby Dodgeball Club.  Corby Youthie’s 
application did not meet grants criteria at this time as they had received grant funding in 
2015/16.  When grants were refused, organisations were signposted to other potential 
funding sources. 

RESOLVED that:- 

White Ark Music Festival – the award of £484 under delegated authority be noted. 

Corby Netball League – award of £500 be approved. 

Corby Community Band – award of £750 be approved. 

Corby Dodgeball Club – award of £915.50 be approved. 

Corby Youthie – grant be refused at this time as the application did not meet the criteria.  

(Cllr Watt left the meeting for the following item having declared a personal, prejudicial 
interest.) 

Corby Halloween Event - A late application had also been received from Friends of 
Coronation Park for £500 to hold a Halloween event.  This was approved. 

7. Community Grants – Internal Audit Report 

Members received a report setting out the result of a recent audit of Community Grants. In 
summary, the grants process was found to be fair and transparent and a rating of 
Sufficient Assurance had been given. The full audit report had been circulated. 

There were some issues to be addressed but it was pleasing that no major failings had 
been identified.  Four recommendations had been made, three being low priority and one 
medium.  Arrangements had already been put in place to tighten up the application and 
monitoring process.     

In relation to annual accounts held on file that were not signed copies, the Principal 
Leisure Officer explained that these had been received from organisations before going to 
their AGMs in order to meet with our timescales.  This had been agreed with Audit but they 
needed to be replaced with signed accounts when available. 
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RESOLVED that: 

The contents of the Community Grants Audit Report be noted. 

8. Appeals Procedure - Grants Committee 

The new Grants Committee had been created by Council at its meeting on 25 August 
2016.  It was suggested at the time that it may benefit from having an Appeals Procedure 
in place.   

In drawing-up the draft Appeals Procedure appended to the report officers were mindful of 
the following factors:- 

 This service was discretionary; 
 The Grants Budget was finite and may not be able to meet all of the requests it 

received; 
 That decisions reached by Committee were made in an open, public meeting 

and subject to public scrutiny; 
 The Committee operated within an approved Grants Policy, which was set by 

another independent body (One Corby Policy Committee); 
 That any appeal submitted under the Appeal Procedure should be about process 

and based on objective criteria.  

In drawing-up the draft Procedure, officers had considered what criteria the Local 
Government Ombudsman would use to determine whether a Council decision was 
potentially “unsafe”. They would focus on process and that any approved Council policy 
had been adhered to in reaching a decision. It would not be their role if, for example, there 
was £1,000 in the budget, that Organisation A was awarded it, that Organisation B was 
awarded it, or indeed that the £1,000 was divided equally. Their concern would be that the 
decision reached was open and transparent, that due process had been followed and that 
Policy had been adhered to. It would not be their role to supplement themselves as 
decision makers. 

In quasi-judicial functions there were alternative decision makers, e.g. for planning the 
Planning Inspectorate, for licensing the Magistrates’ Court. The award of grants was 
discretionary and as long as its decision making was “safe” then the Council was free from 
successful challenge. 

The proposed Appeal Procedure suggested that the Monitoring Officer be the recipient of 
any submitted appeal. It would be his/her role to assess the grounds of the appeal against 
the agreed criteria for appeal included within the Procedure. If it was determined that the 
original decision was “unsafe” then a re-run of the application could be implemented. A 
successful appeal under this procedure would not guarantee a different outcome, 
however, clearly something would need to have been ignored, misinterpreted or breached 
Council policy or process for an appeal to be upheld. 

Members were asked to consider whether to continue without a formal Appeals 
Procedure, support the adoption of the Appeals Procedure circulated or seek an amended 
procedure. 

The Chair felt that the current process was fair and open and a formal Appeals Process 
was not necessary.  Where organisations were unhappy with a recommendation/decision 
they were given the opportunity to put their case forward to the Committee.  They could 
also take the matter to the Local Government Ombudsman. 

The legal requirements had been queried prior to the meeting and a response had been 
provided to the Member concerned and the Head of Culture & Leisure who summarised 
the position for Members.  In essence, there was an argument for having an appeals 
process on the grounds of ‘procedural impropriety’ but not on the grounds of ‘merit’ as 
there was no requirement on the Council to provide community grants and the service 
could be withdrawn at any time.   

Comment was made that the proposed arrangements were satisfactory in relation to 
procedural issues. It was arguable, however, that there was a right to be heard on natural 
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justice grounds on the issue of merit even if such an appeal was unlikely to be successful. 
It was therefore asked that if a ‘merits’ appeal came forward that this be dealt with on an 
ad hoc basis by a separate body as it would not be appropriate for the Monitoring Officer 
or the Grants Committee, having made the original decision, to hear such an appeal. The 
absence of an appeals procedure could also be an issue so it was best to have this safety 
net in place. 

It was emphasised that if the Local Government Ombudsman was asked to look into a 
complaint, he would only be able to look at the technical process and it would be very 
difficult for him to give any opinion on of the decision of the Committee as this was at the 
Committee’s discretion. 

Members felt that an Appeals Process would provide an additional level of reassurance 
and the proposed process was adequate. The Chair also asked that the Appeals 
Procedure be reviewed on an annual basis to see what difference it was making.  

RESOLVED that: 

The Appeals Procedure appended to the report be recommended to One Corby Policy 
Committee for approval and incorporation into the Grants Policy. 

9. Close of Meeting 

The meeting closed at 8 pm.  

 

 

 


