
Open Decision Item 
 

 

117  1 

Full Council 16th January 2019 
 

Local Government Reorganisation – Response to the Secretary of State’s 
Consultation 

 
SYNOPSIS BOX 

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 this report is for Members to consider options relating to 
responding to that consultation paper on behalf of Corby Borough Council. 

1. 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 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 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 will be protected. To date, much of the discussion has related to 
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governance structure rather than service delivery and medium term financial strategy; the 
main reason for this is time pressure. 

The transition from eight authorities to two unitary authorities needs 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 is 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) has been reduced significantly. 

2. Report 
The consultation paper requests 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? 
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 is given at Appendix 2. 
 
Essentially in the recommended response the Council’s position has not changed in that it 
continues to want to remain as a distinct principal local authority, and it does not support the 
submission made by the other seven principal authorities in the county. 
 
The benefits from current and future joint working arrangements can 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, 
wishes to recommend to Parliament his proposed reorganisation of local government in 
Northamptonshire then this Council requests that the current proposed vesting day of 1 April 
2020 be reconsidered.  
 
The delays experienced in the reorganisation process so far results 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, is there a pressing need for an April 2020 launch with sub-
optimum services a possibility.   
 
Indeed the, suggested ‘Evolutionary Model’ given in Appendix 3 if  adopted could 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 builds upon 
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the successful shared services models already in existence.  The suggested timescale is in 
line with Max Caller’s comment that to change the culture and organisational ethos and 
balance would take of order of 5 years. 
 
The model also better enables the new authorities to build on good practice with clear 
elected member direction and involvement as also commented upon in the Caller report. 

3. Key options to be considered  
1. Reaffirm the previous Full Council decision of 30th August 2018 and restate the 

Council’s previous concerns on the proposal and submit Appendices 2 and 3 in 
response to the Secretary of State’s Consultation.  

2. Support the LGR Proposal submitted by seven principal authorities to the Secretary 
of State on 31st August 2018;  

3. Submit alternative consultation responses and proposals. 

4. Issues to be taken into account:- 
Policy Priorities  
Corby Borough Council is committed to ensuring that local citizens receive value for money 
services with local accountability protected. Corby has worked with partners from other local 
authorities for a number of years to develop joint service delivery options. These options are 
mutually beneficial whist protecting the concept of local decision making. 

Financial  
Full Council at its meeting of 30th August 2018 agreed to set aside £500k towards the LGR 
programme. Adoption of the “Evolutionary Model” should result in savings being achieved 
across all councils in the medium/longer term with possibly less money required to fund a 
central Implementation Team. 

Risk 
RISKS – Unitary Proposal (as submitted by seven local authorities on 31st August 
2018): 

i. Loss of local decision making. 

ii. Loss of local accountability. 

iii. Local priorities and key plans/strategies not met. 

iv. Reduction in local spend. 

v. Loss of local civic & community identity. 

vi. Fails to meet the key financial pressures facing service delivery, especially adult 
social care and children’s services. 

vii. Disruption to local service delivery. 

viii. Low morale among staff and service providers. 
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RISKS - Continue with current proposed timetable (Vesting Day 1st April 2020): 
 

i. Concern that “Shadow Period” is insufficient to meet deadline and allow for continuity 
of services and the smooth transition of services. 

ii. Concern that authorities unable to compile and agree Council Tax and associated 
budgets in the timescale (by 28th February 2020) for 2020/21. 

iii. Concern that other events i.e. snap General Election, second BREXIT referendum, 
etc will further divert staff & resources from LGR project and lead to 
Parliamentary/Government delays in critical decision making. 

iv. Significant workload pressures on key officers across the local authorities. This may 
lead to the need to “backfill” posts, potentially utilising external consultants etc 
resulting in increased costs. 

v. Insufficient time to allow for the proper disaggregation of County Council services. 

vi. Insufficient time to allow for the formulation of a Medium Term Financial Strategy for 
the new authority from 1st April 2020. 

vii. Inability to meet key objectives of transition and transformation programme within 
current timetable. 

 

RISKS – Evolution Model: 
 

i. Undeliverable timetable/project plan agreed. 

ii. Failure to hit key deadlines. 

iii. Insufficient staffing resource dedicated to project. 

iv. Confusion among public and partners if communication inadequate. 

v. Potential financial risks to some local authority partners if unitarisation delayed. 

vi. Inadequate support from key partners and stakeholders 

 
Legal & Data Management 
The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government is utilising powers 
under the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007, supplemented by 
the Cities and Local Government Devolution Act 2016. 

Any proposal to reorganise local government within Northamptonshire would require a 
Structural Change Order to be made in Parliament. A draft Structural Change Order (S10) is 
currently being collated by the County Monitoring Officer Group in advance of a final decision 
by the Secretary of State. If the Secretary of State indicates that he is minded to accept the 
unitary proposal, this draft would be submitted to Government civil servants, following local 
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determination, for consideration; the final decision on the contents of any Order rests with the 
Government but may be influenced by local representations. 

Performance Information  
None specific 

Best Value 
As current examples of shared services demonstrate, proper planning and implementation 
can result in savings, efficiencies and service improvements being achieved. The 
“Evolutionary Model” if adopted, would allow key components such as ICT, Human 
Resources etc to be addressed in a co-ordinated manner, minimising impact on customers, 
staff and partners. Examples from elsewhere in the United Kingdom have shown that 
allowing local authorities to combine/merge in an orderly fashion is preferable to external 
imposition.  

Human Rights 
None specific. 

Equalities 
None specific to this report. Any future changes to service delivery would need to be properly 
assessed at the appropriate time. 

Sustainability 
Ensuring that services are amalgamated within an orderly and managed project plan will 
increase the potential for savings whilst protecting standards and meeting the objectives of 
the Transformation Agenda. Currently, given the tight timescales it is likely that only minimal 
progress will be made by the current Vesting Day and projected savings and improvements 
in service delivery are unlikely to materialise in the short/medium term. 

Community Safety 
None specific. 

5. Conclusion 
It is 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 is 
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 is for local decision making to be retained 
locally, however if the unitary proposal is 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. 

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 pays for continue to be managed in an appropriate fashion with improving 
standards and value for money achieved. 

The “Evolutionary Model” is not a “soft” option and will require adherence to a clear project 
plan and key milestones. A small Implementation Team will co-ordinate activities with 
existing staff able to maximise their input and local expertise to ensure the “finished product” 
is fit for purpose and can easily be transferred into a new unitary body. 

6. Recommendation 
i) To send a response to the Secretary of State’s consultation as given in Appendix 2. 
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 Background Papers 
MHCLG Consultation Paper – The proposed reorganisation of Local Government in 
Northamptonshire. 

External Consultations 
None 

List of Appendices 
Appendix 1 - Response to the Secretary of State (31st August 2018) 

Appendix 2 - Recommended response to consultation questions  

Appendix 3 - Evolution Model 

Officers to Contact 
Norman Stronach – Chief Executive, T:  01536 464156 

Paul Goult - Monitoring Officer, T:  01536 464013 



The Corby Cube 
Parkland Gateway, George Street 
Corby, Northamptonshire, NN17 1QG 
Tel:  01536 464000 
Web:  www.corby.gov.uk 

           Working together to deliver PRIDE in Corby 

 
 
 

 
   Date: 31 August 2018 

  Our ref: 142-24Aug18 
  Contact: Cllr Tom Beattie 
  Phone: 01536 464648 
  E-mail: tom.beattie@corby.gov.uk 

 
The Rt Hon James Brokenshire MP 
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government 
Department for Communities and Local Government 
2 Marsham Street 
London 
SW1P 4DF 
 
 
Dear Secretary of State 
 
Proposal for Local Government Reform in Northamptonshire 
 
Further to the invitation of your predecessor on 27 March 2018 to submit a proposal for 
Local Government Reform in Northamptonshire, Corby Borough Council decided at its 
Full Council meeting on 30 August 2018 not to join other Northamptonshire local 
authorities in submitting a joint proposal, nor to submit its own proposal. 
 
Key consideration for the Council in its deliberations were: 
 

 the Corby public’s emphatic vote in favour of retaining the Borough Council as a 

discrete entity; 

 the loss of local accountability for key service provision, a democratic deficit, the 

two unitary proposal would bring; 

 the likelihood that the new authorities would not be financially viable from their 

inception, despite the draconian cuts to services and staffing levels the County 

Council will have to make in order to achieve a balanced budget, and all the related 

problems created by that, including; 

 the resultant inability of the new unitaries to bring about the wider 

transformation and delivery of public sector reform, and; 

 the generation of savings and service improvements that can be made 

without unitarisation through increased joint working and joint 

commissioning of services, between existing authorities. 

 
 
 

Appendix 1 
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The Council did however also resolve that at their invite it would work with the other local 
authorities in the proposed North Northamptonshire Unitary area.  This is in order to help 
shape and secure future service provision in Corby and to ensure that current Corby 
Borough Council staff are not disadvantaged when new service structures are designed and 
implemented. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Councillor Tom Beattie 
Leader of the Council 

 
 Copy to:  Tom Pursglove MP 
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1.  There is no guarantee that the proposal from the other seven local authorities in 
Northamptonshire will provide the improved local government and service 
delivery etc as the proposal aspires to. 

  
 The proposal will however lead to a loss of local strategic decision making at the 

current District and Borough level.  The proposed unitary council will be more 
distant to those they serve.  This Council and the people of Corby do not want 
that. 

  
2.  Corby Borough Council did not support the proposal when it was submitted and 

still does not support it for the reasons given at the time and for those given in 
this response to the Secretary of State’s consultation.  

  
3.  In respect of North Northamptonshire, it is a credible geography because of the 

voluntarily entered into joint working arrangements for the area. Its population 
have benefitted considerably from these, eg the Joint Planning and Delivery Unit 
both of which report to Joint Committees comprising of Members from the 
constituent Districts and Boroughs and the County Council. 
 
There are other beneficial joint working arrangements in place or are in the 
process of being finalised irrespective of Unitarisation, eg  
 

• Corby Borough Council/Kettering Borough Council - Shared Streetscene 
Service; 

• Corby Borough Council/East Northants Council/Borough Council of 
Wellingborough - Shared Human Resources Service; 

• Corby Borough Council/Kettering Borough Council - Shared Property 
Services; 

• Borough Council of Wellingborough/Kettering Borough Council - Shared 
Legal Services; 

• Corby Borough Council/East Northants Council – “EnCor” (inc. 
accountancy, payroll, treasury management etc); 

• Corby Borough Council/East Northants Council / Kettering Borough 
Council/Borough Council of Wellingborough - Licensing Unit. 

 
The advantages from those shared services in terms of eg, value for money, 
savings generated and service delivery; can be accrued without need for 
Unitarisation. 

  
4.  It is of no value to ask a question about a ‘different reorganisation’ when the 

Secretary of State’s guidance was so worded that there was only one proposal 
that could be submitted, and was so by the other seven local authorities in the 
county.  

  
5.  The Secretary of State’s agreement for the County Council to utilise capital 

receipts to cover that Council’s historic and current revenue overspend, the 
County’s Stabilisation Plan, and the County’s new found confidence in balancing 
this years and next year’s budget, must call into question a large part of the 
reasoning for local government reorganisation in Northamptonshire. 

  
 Such a reorganisation is not guaranteed to be successful but it will cost a 

significant sum, ie millions of pounds; and may still result in key current County 
Council services, ie Child and Adult care; being delivered not by the proposed 
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two unitaries, but separate county-wide bodies which will be as remote now to the 
public they will serve and possibly as expensive as now.  
 
Even if these two services were provided at the unitary level they would be 
expensive, possibly more so than a county-wide body as both will require 
Directors and senior management teams.  This cost may well negate savings 
made elsewhere on reducing senior staff. 

  
 It is of interest that the Secretary of State chose to progress this reorganisation 

with legislation that requires none of the principal authorities affected to agree to 
whatever he decides, and not the legislation which from March 2019 requires all 
affected to agree his decision.  
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Evolution Model          Appendix 3  
 

 
It is suggested that an “evolutionary” model be adopted to work towards a unitary authority 
over the next 4 years. This accepts the principle of a unitary authority being created for North 
Northamptonshire (from 1st April 2023). This is in order to maximise the potential benefits 
and for the transition & transformation phases to be properly managed via a phased project-
planned approach, which builds upon the successful shared services model already in 
existence. This would also allow for the planned disaggregation of County Council services 
or alternative delivery models to be explored. It does not exclude the potential for some 
County Council services to be absorbed by districts in advance of Vesting Day e.g. trading 
standards. 
This would require a planned approach to the aggregation of district council services through 
shared service arrangements, which ultimately would allow for these to be absorbed into a 
new unitary authority. This would also allow for the majority of services to have been subject 
to review, ensuring that adequate staffing, ICT, management and other resources are in 
place, that customers have a consistency of service across North Northamptonshire and that 
policies & strategies are aligned or reviewed. 

The “evolutionary” model would be overseen by the principal councils of North 
Northamptonshire through a formal Joint Committee. This would be supported by a small 
Implementation Team. The advantage of this phased approach would be that existing district 
councils would retain ownership of the process, local priorities clearly identified and a 
significant and costly implementation bureaucracy avoided.  

Existing shared service provision provides examples of well-established (EnCor), recently 
agreed (Property Services) and pending (Human Resources & Street Scene). With the 
example of Street Scene it demonstrated the need for a proper project managed approach 
ensuring that opportunities were taken to improve standards, ensure adequate investment in 
systems and people and protect continuity of service. 

In addition, through such bodies as the County Licensing Unit, North Northamptonshire 
Safety & Resilience Partnership, Joint Planning Unit etc there are examples that can be 
developed further.  

It should be stressed, that if this “evolutionary” model is accepted there needs to be a clear 
project plan drawn-up, with realistic key milestones and appropriate resources to deliver. 
The role of the Implementation Team would be to co-ordinate this approach across all 
service areas within districts and the County Council. The Implementation Team would 
provide progress reports to the MHCLG.  

This is not a “soft” option but a “realistic & deliverable” option without the upheaval and 
disruption associated with the current LGR proposal. It should also reduce transitional costs 
associated with the currently favoured approach whilst ultimately achieving the same 
objective. 

The current proposal, within the timeline provided, is likely to result in only a limited number 
of services being addressed in the transition phase, with little time or resources to address 
the transformation agenda. The proposed “evolutionary” model will also allow more time, 
prior to Vesting Day, to address the needs and concerns of the public, partners and other 
stakeholders. It would also allow the County Council to ensure financially it is in a 
sustainable position and explore future service delivery options for its services with partners. 

It is suggested that the amalgamation of most services be completed by April 2022, so that 
when the Shadow Authority commences the majority of “building blocks” are in place and will 
have at least 12 months to run before Vesting Day. 
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The district council elections scheduled for May 2019 would take place. The next County 
Council elections (scheduled for May 2021) would be cancelled. Vesting Day would be on 1st 
April 2023 with elections for the new unitary taking place in May 2023. A Shadow Authority 
would have been established from 1st April 2022. 

 
Timeline 

May 2019 Local Elections (District & Borough Councils) 

May 2021 Cancellation of Local Elections (County Council – with terms of office 
extended for 2 years) 

April 2022 Deadline for amalgamation of services at district level 

 Establishment of Shadow Authority 

April 2023 Vesting Day for the new unitary 

May 2023 Elections to the new unitary 
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