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Full Council 
Wednesday 16th January 2019  
At 7:00 pm in the Council Chamber, George Street, Corby 
 
Present:- Councillor Rahman, Ferguson, Addison, P Beattie, T Beattie, Beeby, Butcher, 

Cassidy, Colquhoun, Dady, Elliston, Eyles, Goult, Keane, Latta, McEwan, 
McGhee, McKellar, McNab, Pengelly, Reay, Riley, Watt & Watts. 

 
50.  Apologies for Absence 

 
Apologies were received from Councillor Sims, Rutt, Caine & Brown. 
 

51.  Declarations of Interest 
 
Members were asked to declare any personal interests they may have in the business to be 
discussed and/or indicate whether this was prejudicial or non-prejudicial, the nature of any 
interest, and whether they intended participating in the relevant agenda item.  

No declarations were made. 
 

52.  Minutes of the Previous Council Meeting 
 
The minutes of the Full Council meeting held on 13th December 2018 had been circulated. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 
The minutes of the Full Council meeting held on 13th December 2018 be approved. 
 

53.  Mayor’s Announcements 
 
The Mayor reminded Members that tickets were available for a Civic Lunch to be held on 
Sunday 24th March 2019. 
 

54.  Petitions 
 
No petitions had been received. 
 

55.  Public Question Time 
 
No public questions received. 
 

56.  Minutes of Committee & Panel Meetings 
 
56.1 One Corby Policy Committee 
 
Councillor Tom Beattie presented the minutes of the One Corby Policy Committee meeting 
held on 18th December 2018. 
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RESOLVED that:- 
 
The minutes of the One Corby Policy Committee meeting of 18th December 2018 be 
received. 
 
56.2 Overview & Scrutiny Panel 
 
Councillor Bridget Watts presented the minutes of the Overview & Scrutiny Panel meeting 
held on 4th December 2018. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 
The minutes of the Overview & Scrutiny Panel meeting of 4th December 2019 be received. 
 
56.3 Local Plan Committee 
 
Councillor Anthony Dady presented the minutes of the Local Plan Committee held on 5th 
December 2018. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 
The minutes of the Local Plan Committee meeting of 5th December 2018 be received. 
 
56.4 Grants Committee 
 
Councillor John McGhee presented the minutes of the Grants Committee meeting held on 
12th December 2018. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 
The minutes of the Grants Committee meeting of 12th December 2018 be received. 
 

57.  Report – Local Government Reorganisation – Response to the Secretary of State 
 
On 29th November 2018 the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 
published a consultation paper entitled “The proposed reorganisation of Local Government 
in Northamptonshire”. The purpose of the report before Members was to consider options for 
responding to that consultation paper on behalf of Corby Borough Council. 
 
The report provided relevant background details. Following concerns regarding the financial 
management of Northamptonshire County Council, on 9th January 2018 the Government 
appointed Max Caller to undertake an independent review of the authority and its Best Value 
duties. In the final report published on 15th March 2018, Mr Caller recommended that “the 
problems faced by NCC are now so deep and ingrained that it is not possible to promote a 
recovery plan…that could bring the council back to stability and safety in a reasonable 
timescale.” He recommended that “a way forward, with a clean sheet, leaving all the history 
behind is required”. It was Mr Caller’s recommendation that local government in 
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Northamptonshire should be reorganised into two unitary councils, but he did not preclude 
other more innovative solutions. 

In response to the inspection report, the Secretary of State announced that an invitation 
would be issued to the county council and the seven district and borough councils to come 
forward with proposals for the creation of unitary councils in place of the existing two-
tier structure. 

The eight principal authorities considered its response to the Secretary of State invitation. 
Seven of the authorities submitted a collective proposal to the Secretary of State on 
31st August 2018 supporting the abolition of the eight principal authorities and their 
replacement with two unitary authorities from April 2020. Corby Borough Council at its Full 
Council meeting on 30th August 2018 agreed not to “sign up” to this proposal but recognised 
the continuing need to work with partners on the local government reform programme within 
Northamptonshire. 

Corby Borough Council felt that the proposal had been effectively “imposed” on the principal 
authorities and that the core problems faced by the County Council should be resolved by 
other means. Members felt that the proposed unitary system penalised district and borough 
councils, would erode local democracy and local accountability and would not in itself 
resolve the longer term issues, particularly around adult social care and children’s services. 

The district and borough councils were providing value for money services, meeting the 
needs of local residents, were actively exploring other income streams (to make them less 
reliant on central government) and engaging in the Government’s house building and 
development agenda. Importantly local democracy and accountability would be eroded 
should a unitary option be taken.  The full response to the Secretary of State is shown at 
Appendix 1. 

It is recognised that seven authorities agreed to the two unitary proposal being submitted. 
Corby Borough Council‘s senior officers and senior Members have been working 
constructively with partners since the submission, to try to ensure that the local priorities and 
needs of local residents would be protected. To date, much of the discussion has related to 
governance structure rather than service delivery and medium term financial strategy; the 
main reason for this was time pressure. 

The transition from eight authorities to two unitary authorities currently needed to be 
completed by 1st April 2020 to comply with the timetable set by Government. This timetable 
was challenging as previously set. Given subsequent delays it was now unlikely, should the 
Secretary of State be minded to support the unitary proposal that legislation would be in 
place until Spring 2019. Effectively, if progressed, the “Shadow Period” (the period leading 
up to the creation of the unitary authorities) had been reduced significantly. 

The consultation paper requested responses to five specific questions: 

i. Is the councils’ proposal likely to improve local government and service delivery 
across Northamptonshire? Specifically, will it give greater value for money, generate 
savings, provide stronger strategic and local leadership and create more sustainable 
structures? 

ii. Taken in the round, do you support the proposals from the councils? 
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iii. Do the unitary councils proposed by the councils represent a credible geography? 
iv. Is there a different reorganisation which would, in your view, have complied with the 

Secretary of State’s invitation and which would have been preferable to the 
reorganisation proposal put forward by seven of the eight councils in 
Northamptonshire? If you consider there would have been, please give your reasons. 

v. Do you have any other comments with regards to the proposed reorganisation of 
local government in Northamptonshire? 

 
A recommended response to these specific questions was given at Appendix 2 
accompanying the report. 
 
Essentially in the recommended response the Council’s position had not changed in that it 
continued to want to remain as a distinct principal local authority, and it did not support the 
submission made by the other seven principal authorities in the county. 
 
The benefits from current and future joint working arrangements could be accrued without 
unitarisation. Also with the County Council’s financial position and outlook having 
dramatically improved, via Government intervention, a large part of the original reasoning for 
the proposed reorganisation must be brought into question and doubt. 
 
If however, the Secretary of State, having considered all the responses to his consultation, 
wished to recommend to Parliament his proposed reorganisation of local government in 
Northamptonshire then the Council requested that the current proposed Vesting Day of 1 
April 2020 be reconsidered.  
 
The delays experienced in the reorganisation process so far resulted in far less time than 
originally considered necessary for a successful launch of the proposed two new unitary 
authorities.  As discussed elsewhere with the financial imperatives now apparently resolved, 
or in the process of being so, was there a pressing need for an April 2020 launch with sub-
optimum services a possibility.   
 
The suggested ‘Evolutionary Model’ given in Appendix 3 accompanying the report if  
adopted, would maximise the potential benefits of a unitary authority and allow for the 
transition and transformation phases to be properly managed via a phased project-planned 
approach which built upon the successful shared services models already in existence.  The 
suggested timescale was in line with Max Caller’s comment that to change the culture and 
organisational ethos and balance would take in the order of 5 years. 
 
The model also better enabled the new authorities to build on good practice with clear 
elected member direction and involvement as also commented upon in the Caller report. 
 
In conclusion, the report recognised that Corby Borough Council’s preferred option would be 
to continue to work as a sovereign body with its county local authority partners to address 
the needs of local residents. Corby Borough Council consulted its local residents in 2018 
and the overwhelming response was for the independent status of Corby Borough Council to 
be retained. It was further recognised that the other seven local authorities in the county, 
albeit reluctantly, endorsed the unitary proposal submitted to the Secretary of State on 31st 
August 2018. 
 
Corby Borough Council’s continued preference was for local decision making to be retained 
locally, however if the unitary proposal was to be progressed then this should be undertaken 
in a manner which maximises the potential for it to achieve its objectives for the benefit of 
customers and partners and not subject to an arbitrary timescale imposed by Government. 
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Adopting the “Evolutionary Model” would allow for these objectives to be achieved in an 
organised, cost effective and timely manner. Local residents would rightly expect that the 
services it paid for continued to be managed in an appropriate fashion with improving 
standards and value for money achieved. 
 
The “Evolutionary Model” was not a “soft” option and would require adherence to a clear 
project plan and key milestones. A small Implementation Team would co-ordinate activities 
with existing staff able to maximise their input and local expertise to ensure the “finished 
product” was fit for purpose and could easily be transferred into a new unitary body. 
 
Officers confirmed that the recommendation to Full Council was that both Appendix 2 & 3 (as 
circulated) form the basis of the Council’s response to the Secretary of State’s 
recommendation. 
 
Councillor Tom Beattie stressed that Corby Borough Council’s preferred option was to allow 
the existing district councils to continue and for the Government to assist in stabilising the 
county council. It was unfair to propose that local decision making and accountability be 
removed and centralised within two new unitary authorities. 
 
It was clear that the Government favoured the unitary proposal and the other seven principal 
councils within the county had endorsed the two-unitary scheme as a way forward.  
 
Councillor Pengelly felt that the recommendations in the report represented a sensible way 
forward. Whilst Corby Borough Council was against the unitary option, if it was to be 
imposed then it needed to be introduced properly with services to the public protected. 
Councillor Pengelly felt that the local Members of Parliament had a role that any reform 
programme was rolled-out sensibly and in a properly managed manner. Corby’s recent 
experience with its partner in Kettering regarding Street Scene demonstrated the need to set 
realistic targets and ensure adequate resourcing for implementation. 
 
Councillor McKellar suggested there was a conflict in approach between Appendix 2 & 3. In 
one the Council were arguing their agreed position against the unitary concept, in the other 
there was tacit acceptance. Whilst accepting that given the weight of support from other 
authorities the unitary proposal may go ahead, Councillor McKellar felt uncomfortable 
regarding Corby Council stating anything in response that indicates agreement or 
acceptance of the unitary principle. 
 
Councillor McGhee agreed that Appendix 2 restates the view of the Council and the Corby 
public. With regards to Appendix 3, Councillor McGhee understood the sentiments in the 
comment made by Councillor McKellar but it was important that Corby continues to play a 
role in shaping any future process to ensure Corby’s interests were protected. 
 
RESOLVED:- 
 
i) To send a response to the Secretary of State’s consultation as given in Appendix 2 & 

3. 

(Councillor McKellar requested that his vote AGAINST the resolution be recorded) 

58.  Report – Corby Future Governance Options 
 
The report reminded Members that currently discussions were underway at local and 
national level regarding the future of local government within Northamptonshire. As a 
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consequence of this, should the current proposals submitted to the Secretary of State by 
seven of the eight principal councils within the county be enacted all existing principal 
councils would be dissolved on 31st March 2020. Two new unitary councils would be created 
from 1st April 2020; Corby Borough would be absorbed into the proposed “North 
Northamptonshire Council” 

Corby Borough Council at its Full Council meeting on 30th August 2018 opted not to sign-up 
to the unitary proposals, but agreed to work with partners on any future arrangements 
agreed by the Secretary of State. 

During debate at Full Council, Members expressed concerns regarding the potential loss of 
community identity and local decision making as part of any unitary proposal. To assist in 
mitigating to a limited extent these concerns, Full Council was being requested to consider 
other potential options. 

Community Governance Review 

Currently a large part of the Borough (namely Corby town itself) was unparished. Subject to 
a Community Governance Review, the potential existed for a town/parish council to be 
created for Corby. It needed to be stressed that any future town/parish council would not 
have the same level of duties & responsibilities as the current Borough Council. It would be 
subject to decisions made by any new principal council but would provide a level of local 
community identity and representation.  

Any new council created following a Review could designate itself a “town council” and 
create a “Mayor of Corby” role. Existing village parish arrangements would be unaffected. 
Any new council would be able to levy a precept (as current parish councils do) to provide 
for its operation/function. Whilst some assets could be transferred from the Borough Council 
to any new council it should be noted that the revenue and capital expenditure associated 
with any assets would probably need to be met from a local precept.  

It was further noted that most statutory functions and ownership/management of the housing 
stock would remain with the principal council. In addition, given the need for any new 
principal council to be financially sustainable it was unlikely that assets generating a 
significant income would be transferred, but that was supposition. 

If assets were transferred then future liabilities would need to be met by local precept or 
where possible external grant funding. 

A Community Governance Review if undertaken would need to be completed within 12 
months. The Review would focus on the unparished area of Corby Borough only (see 
Appendix A). An initial public consultation would be conducted to gauge the level of interest 
in the creation of a town/parish council. Following this consultation, more detailed proposals 
would need to be approved by Full Council; these would also be subject to public 
consultation. 

Ultimately the decision rested with Full Council as to whether a town/parish council was 
created. Any town/parish council would have precepting powers. Elections to any 
town/parish council would likely be held on the same day as elections for the local principal 
council (combined elections). 
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The number of councillors and wards would be determined as part of the Review process, 
together with the potential transfer of assets and civic responsibilities. 

Any town/parish council would be subject to limitations both legal and financial on what 
duties and responsibilities it could undertake. 

If Full Council agreed for a Review to be undertaken a full report would be tabled at the Full 
Council meeting on 27th February 2019 to commence the Review and provide full Terms of 
Reference. 

Charter Trust Status 

This was a mechanism that could be utilised to preserve local civic traditions in the interim, 
prior to a Community Governance Review and future creation of a town/parish council. This 
mechanism was used extensively in the reorganisation of local governance in Cheshire in 
2008.  

Subject to a statutory Order, a Charter Trust could be created to include the unparished 
areas of Corby Borough. Charter Trustees would be drawn from those elected members 
representing in whole or part the unparished area. These Trustees would elect one of their 
number to the position of Mayor. The Trust may also levy a precept for the associated costs 
of running the Trust. 

At some point, a Community Governance Review would be conducted by the principal 
council. The Trust would cease to exist on the creation of a new town/parish council. 

If Full Council decided to agree the Charter Trust option officers would discuss this with 
Government civil servants as part of any future Local Government Reorganisation work 
stream. 

Full Council was requested to consider the options detailed in the report. These included 
commissioning a Community Governance Review for the unparished area of Corby Borough 
or requesting approval for the designation of Charter Trust status for the unparished area of 
Corby Borough or to take no action at this time. 
 
Councillor McGhee felt that if a Corby Town Council was progressed it should seek to work 
with any unitary authority on the possible devolution of services from the unitary. It was 
important that any future town council maximises the potential for local service delivery and 
accountability. 
 
Councillor Butcher agreed. The potential for devolving services and decision making i.e. 
planning, licensing etc to a town council should be explored. 
 
Councillor Pengelly supported the idea of a Review and a more comprehensive report being 
forwarded to Full Council. 
 
Councillor McKellar agreed that the potential devolution of services from any future unitary 
was a strong argument for the creation of a Corby Town Council and he welcomed the 
proposed Review. 
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Other councillors spoke in favour of a Review being conducted so the public’s reaction could 
be gauged. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 

i. This Council undertakes a Community Governance Review based on the currently 
unparished areas of the Borough, and that a further report be tabled at Full Council 
on the 27th February 2019 to formally commence the Review and agree Terms of 
References, and;  

ii. Apply for an Order to be implemented if necessary confirming Charter Trust Status 
be made to protect local civic traditions, e.g. the position of Mayor. 

 
59.  Motion 

 
The following motion had been received:- 
 
This Council notes: 

• That analysis of the 2018 Local Election results by the Fawcett Society found that 
only 34% of councillors in England are women, up 1% since 2017. Of the seats that 
were up for election in 2018, 38% went to women, up just 3 percentage points on 
2014 when these seats were last contested; 

• That across England, Labour has improved its representation since seats were last 
up for grabs, with 45% women compared with 40% in 2014, Liberal Democrat 
representation up from 34% to 36% whilst the Conservative Party saw a fall from 
31% to 29% in the share of its councillors who are female; 

• That as of the 2018 local elections, only 26 out of 119 Labour councils and only 33 
out of 130 opposition Labour Groups are led by women; 

• As of summer 2017, only 4% of councils in England and Wales have parental leave 
policies, according to research by the Fawcett Society; 

• That the equalities section of the Labour Party Democracy Review mandates all 
Labour councils and Labour Groups to introduce a parental leave policy for to cover 
their group and their council as applicable; 

• That the role of a councillor should be open to all, regardless of their background, 
and that introducing a parental leave policy is a step towards encouraging a wider 
range of people to become councillors, and is also a step to encourage existing 
councillors who may want to start a family to remain as councillors; 

• That parental leave must apply to parents regardless of their gender, and that it 
should also cover adoption leave to support those parents who choose to adopt. 

This Council resolves:   

• To adopt the parental leave policy drafted by the LGA Labour Group’s Women’s 
Taskforce to give all councillors an entitlement to parental leave after giving birth or 
adopting; 

• To ensure that councillors with children and other caring commitments are supported 
as appropriate; and 

• To notify the LGA Labour Group that this council has passed a motion at full council 
to adopt the parental leave policy. 
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The motion was MOVED by Councillor Colleen Cassidy and SECONDED by Councillor 
Anthony Dady. 
 
Councillor Cassidy in moving the motion felt that adoption of a policy to assist those 
councillors with parental responsibilities was long overdue. It would set a good example for 
other local authorities and provide support to both existing and future councillors. 
 
Councillor Dady in seconding the motion felt it was important that the position of councillor 
became more accessible. In addition, he felt it was important for Corby to adopt this policy to 
set an example for any future unitary council. 
 
Councillor Tom Beattie admitted he was surprised that a policy had not already existed. It 
was important that one was in place in order to assist in attracting a wider more diverse 
range of individuals to stand as candidates. Adoption of the proposed policy would assist in 
that objective. 
 
Councillor McKellar spoke in favour of the motion. It was important that a policy was in place 
to assist all councillors who were parents, and those wishing to stand as a councillor but who 
were concerned regarding the level of commitment required. 
 
It was suggested by Councillor McKellar that the proposer of the motion may wish to discuss 
the policy with the Council’s HR section, in order to see if any further enhancements could 
be made in the future. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 

i) the parental leave policy drafted by the Local Government Association (LGA) 
Labour Group’s Women’s Taskforce be adopted to give all councillors an 
entitlement to parental leave after giving birth or adopting; 

ii) To ensure that councillors with children and other caring commitments are 
supported as appropriate; and 

iii) To notify the LGA Labour Group that this council has passed a motion at Full 
Council to adopt the parental leave policy. 

60.  Questions to the Leader of the Council 
 
No questions had been received. 
 

61.  Close of Meeting 
 
Meeting closed at 8:20 pm. 
 
 


