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Full Council (Special) 
Wednesday 17th July 2013  
At 7:00 pm in the Council Chamber, The Cube, George Street, Corby. 
 

Present:- Councillor Caine (Mayor), Dady, T Beattie, Addison, Beeby, Brown, P Beattie, 
Butcher, Eyles, Ferguson, Forshaw, Heggs, Kettle, Latta, McDade, McEwan, 
McGhee, McKellar, Noble, Petch, Rahman, Riley, Sims & Stanbra. 

(Also in attendance Mr N Bellamy & Mr T Croote from the external auditors KPMG) 

31.  Apologies 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Lilley, Pengelly, Goult, Chaudhury & 
Bromhall. 

32.  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 the 
interest and whether they intended participating in the relevant agenda item. No declarations 
were made. 

33. Audit Report 

The purpose of the report before Full Council was for Members to have the opportunity to 
discuss the recently released “The Council’s Arrangements for Managing Capital Projects 
2010/11”.  This had been prepared by the Council’s external auditors KPMG (formerly the 
Audit Commission).  The report was required to be considered by Full Council in public 
session.  In addition, the Council through the Chief Executive, had prepared an update for 
Members on actions taken as a consequence of issues arising from the outcome of the 
capital projects under review, together with suggested actions going forward now the final 
Audit Report had been published. 

The Audit Report had been released by KPMG on 18th June 2013.  The Report focussed on 
the Council’s management of four regeneration projects within the Borough: - the Corby 
Cube, Kingswood, Rockingham Triangle and the sale of land at St James Industrial Estate. 

The Report had been issued in the Public Interest under s.8 of the Audit Commission Act 
due to the scale of the cost involved, the significance of the findings and the high level of 
public interest in the subject matter. 

The Report had been publicly circulated and was accessible via the Council’s website. 

The Report had been critical of the Council’s arrangements for managing four of its major 
regeneration capital projects.  It was suggested that procedures and processes that existed 
to alert the Council to potential failings in these projects did not operate as they should have 
done or were not properly utilised.   

The Report indicated that the Council may have as a consequence made decisions contrary 
to law as well as its own policies and procedures.  The Council had subsequently taken 
external legal advice on the specific issue of the disposal of the land at St James at an 
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undervalue contrary to s.123 of the Local Government Act 1972.  This external advice had 
been circulated to Members.  

The Report concluded by indicating a number of recommendations that the Council should 
take to improve its governance arrangements. These include:- 

• How Members fulfil their role; 
• The way the responsibilities of statutory and senior officers are fulfilled; 
• Compliance with legal requirements; and 
• Compliance with the Council’s own policies and procedures. 

 
The Report did however acknowledge that the Council had improved during 2012/2013 in 
that:- 
 

• Its external loan debt had reduced to £37.9 m from a high of £47 m in 2011/2012; 
and 

• The Council had taken action to improve arrangements i.e. acting on The Cube 
Scrutiny Review, commissioning an external financial health check, an external 
review of the Kingswood scheme and setting-up voluntarily an Improvement Board 
(which included external professional advice). 

 
The Chief Executive recognised that the four projects reported upon had brought real benefit 
to the Borough’s residents and had contributed greatly to the Council’s regeneration agenda.  
The Report indicated however, that in these cases the projects had progressed “at the 
expense of good corporate and financial governance”. 
 
The Chief Executive concluded by stating that difficult lessons had been learnt by the 
Council and that further work needed to be progressed.  A number of improvements had 
already been put in place and if agreed the outstanding recommendations contained within 
the report would be actioned. 
 
The Chief Executive stressed that the Council was committed to progressing the 
regeneration and growth aspirations of the Borough within robust governance arrangements. 
 
Mr Bellamy briefly introduced the Audit Report, explaining the background to the Report and 
the reasons for the investigation and conclusions.  Mr Bellamy recognised that the Council 
had already taken steps to address a number of issues.  The Report contained clear 
criticism of the Council in relation to the management of these four capital projects.  The 
Report provided clear recommendations for the Council to consider and it was important that 
the Council learnt from the Report’s findings and strengthened arrangements. 
 
Mr Bellamy indicated that he expected the Council’s Audit & Governance Committee to have 
a key role in ensuring there was progress on the recommendations and this would be 
monitored over future external audits. 
 
The Mayor then invited the Leader of the Council to address Members.  Councillor T Beattie 
welcomed the Report’s issue.  He too had been frustrated by the delay in its issue but 
recognised the complexities in producing the Report and the need for the external auditors to 
take time in compiling their conclusions.   
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Councillor Beattie recognised that the Report indicated clear failures in process and 
procedure.  The regeneration of Corby was recognised as a success but the Report 
evidenced failings in the way that these four projects were managed.  Councillor Beattie 
accepted his responsibility as an elected member in this; there was evidenced a collective 
failure.  It was important that all elected members, officers etc worked together to take the 
recommendations forward within a spirit of co-operation.   
 
The Council had voluntarily created an Improvement Board with the assistance of the LGA, 
which brought in expertise from within the local government community.  Members of the 
opposition groups sat on that Board.  A review had been undertaken on the Kingswood 
Project at Councillor Beattie’s request; this was an example of a failing project which had 
now recognised a higher than anticipated capital receipt. 
 
Councillor Beattie recognised that “checks and balances” had not operated as they should 
over that period and was sorry for the mistakes made.  It was important the Council sought 
to learn from these errors going forward as it was important that the regeneration agenda 
continued. 
 
In relation to whistleblowing, he was determined to ensure openness and transparency and 
to ensure whistleblowers were not penalised in any way.  Staff would be encouraged to bring 
issues to the attention of Senior Managers. 
 
Councillor Beattie commented that the political balance on the Council at the time of these 
projects was far more equitable than now.  Members across parties had failed to scrutinise 
and question sufficiently, but recognised that the primary responsibility lay with the 
administration.  Councillor Beattie again hoped that opposition Members would assist in 
progressing the recommendations and improving things.   
 
Councillor Sims welcomed the Leader’s apology and accepted that many of the Members 
sat around Full Council were relatively new to the Council. Members had legal obligations 
when decisions were made and he hoped that the Leader meant what he said and the 
Council would learn from the mistakes made. 
 
Councillor Sims agreed that the regeneration projects had brought benefits for residents but 
questioned the financial cost.  Future generations in Corby would still be paying the cost for 
these projects and he blamed the current administration for their failure. 
 
Councillor Sims stated that the administration had presided over some good ideas but the 
majority of these projects had been mismanaged and cost too much. 
 
Councillor McKellar felt that an apology from the administration was overdue and he stated 
that the local public were angry at the turn of events.  Councillor McKellar quoted the highly 
critical elements from the Audit Report.  He felt that the Council had let the public down. 
 
Councillor Stanbra felt that clearly the administration were responsible for the present 
situation, given their control over all aspects of the Council’s political management.  
Councillor Stanbra felt that the administration needed to demonstrate through its actions its 
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commitment to openness and transparency.  He welcomed the recent appointment of an 
Opposition Group Member as Chair of the Overview & Scrutiny Panel.  Councillor Stanbra 
suggested that the administration could involve Opposition Group Leaders in the 
performance review of the Chief Executive in future and consider sharing the position of 
Mayor across the parties as was done elsewhere. 
 
Councillor McGhee recognised the legitimate criticisms within the report and that the 
suggested recommendations needed to be supported, however he felt it was equally 
important not to lose sight of the positive aspects that the regeneration programme had 
given to Corby and its residents.  It was clear that there was collective responsibility for the 
errors made but the Council now had new strong leadership and many improvements had 
already been instigated. 
 
The Mayor went through the Audit Report section by section in order that Members could 
comment as appropriate. 
 
Councillor McKellar raised a number of issues regarding the recommendations before 
Members.  Councillor McKellar suggested that the recommendations were inadequate. He 
raised concerns that the Improvement Board was poorly attended and met in secret. 
 
Councillor T Beattie pointed out that the recommendations emanated from the external 
Auditor.  The Improvement Board was not a public meeting but its minutes were posted on 
the Council’s website, leaders of the Opposition Groups attended together with 
representatives of the LGA and other external professional partners. 
 
The Mayor proceeded to go through the recommendations drawn-up by the Chief Executive 
based upon those of the external Auditors. 
 
Under Recommendation 1, Councillor McKellar suggested that a new role of Lead Member 
(Special Projects) be created.  He duly MOVED this suggestion; it was SECONDED by 
Councillor Sims. 
 
Some Members raised concern that Full Council should not create policy “on the hoof”.  The 
recommendations before Council had been circulated with the agenda; Members had been 
provided with the opportunity to consider these and read the supporting documentation.  It 
was suggested that Council should support the recommendations as written at this time, with 
Members considering their application and/or modification at committee level e.g. at Audit & 
Governance Committee. 
 
The proposal to create a Lead Member (Special Projects) role having been moved and 
seconded was voted upon.  The proposal fell. 
 
Under Recommendation 5, Councillor Stanbra queried whether the external legal advice was 
in the public domain.  The Chief Executive confirmed that the advice had been emailed to 
elected members the previous day and was available to press and public.  The advice 
suggested that the Council should not no further legal action should be taken at this time but 
this matter kept under review. 
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The Chief Executive indicated that the specific advice received was:- 
 

• Any attempt to renege on the land sale agreement on the basis that the Council had 
acted ultra vires would fail; 

• That there was no scope for the Secretary of State to intervene; 
• That no proceedings could be brought against the former Chief Executive due to the 

Severance Agreement; and 
• That redress for any criminal offence could be sought but this was a matter for the 

Police and the Crown Prosecution Service to pursue. 
 
Councillor McKellar raised concerns regarding what he perceived to be the inadequacies of 
the current Disciplinary and Grievance procedures; he felt that this required urgent review.  
This was noted and the Chief Executive agreed a review would be taken forward. 
 
Under Recommendation 10, it was AGREED by Full Council that “high risk” projects be 
reported quarterly to the Audit & Governance Committee. This was MOVED by Councillor 
Sims, SECONDED by Councillor McKellar. 

Under Recommendation 15, it was queried how this proposed register would operate.  The 
Chief Executive explained this would be the responsibility of Legal Services and that he 
envisaged the register would record what the advice was, who was giving it, the cost and 
whether the Council followed the advice or not.  This would be reported to the Audit & 
Governance Committee every 6 months. 

Under Recommendation 17, clarification was sought as to what was meant by this in relation 
to current officers.  The Chief Executive stated that he and the s.151 Officer were receiving 
external mentoring to provide continuous professional development.  It was not intended to 
be a punitive measure in any way but supportive.  This was an approach supported by the 
Leader of the Council. 

Members noted that this recommendation was taken straight from the Audit Report and its 
application was being supported. 

Councillor Sims queried whether the administration had confidence in the Council’s statutory 
officers.  The Leader rejected the suggestion that the Council did not.  The measures being 
suggested were supportive.  It was however important that Members were able to review 
performance and provide support where necessary.  The Leader was quite clear that this 
was not a punitive process. 

Under Recommendation 18, Councillor McKellar stated that the capital receipt was being 
reported as a “profit” but accepted that this was not the Council’s terminology.  He suggested 
however that the scheme [Kingswood] had actually made a loss as not all costs were taken 
into account.  The Chief Executive reminded Members that this matter had been reported 
and discussed at a previous Council meeting.  The site clearance had cost £4.2 m plus 
£100k for acquisition of property.  This had been the basis of the Kickstart bid and had been 
reported to Members.  A receipt to the Council of £2.2 m had been assumed however the 
final outcome was higher at £2.7 m. 
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Councillor McGhee strongly commended the Kingswood scheme which had been greatly 
welcomed by local residents.  Other Members echoed this sentiment.  Councillor McKellar 
agreed that regeneration schemes were not always about making profit but mismanagement 
of this particular scheme had impacted on the final outcome. 

Councillor T Beattie stated that “value” could be measured in many ways and clearly this 
was recognised.  Councillor Beattie accepted the point about the management of the 
scheme and that was why action had been taken to address issues when they were raised 
and a better than originally predicted outcome was achieved. 

The Mayor invited Group Leaders to conclude the debate before moving on to the 
recommendations.  It was noted that Recommendation 10 had been subject to an earlier 
agreed amendment. 

The recommendations contained in Appendix 2 (as amended) were MOVED by Councillor 
Noble, SECONDED by Councillor Eyles. 

RESOLVED that:- 

i) The actions recommendation contained in Appendix 2 (as amended) be 
approved. 

34.  Close of Meeting 

Meeting closed at 8:45 pm. 


