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Full Council
Thursday 12th January  2006
At 7.00pm in The Willow Room, The Willows Complex, George Street, Corby

Present: Councillor R Beeby (Mayor)
Councillors O’Neill (Deputy Mayor), Beattie, Boyd, Bromhall, Fawcett,
Forshaw, Gordon, Harley, Heggs, Hogston, Howard, Jackson, Kane,
Latta, Massie, McEwan, Noble,  Pengelly, Rutt, Scott, Smith, Stanbra,
Wade and Woolmer

52. Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Addison, Ferns, Rodden and
Torrie.

53. 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.

Councillor Smith declared a personal and non-prejudicial interest in the relation to the
report to be discussed on the Joint Venture Partnership.

Councillor Smith drew Council’s attention to his declaration of interest made at the
One Corby Policy Committee on the 13th of December 2005, Paragraph 100.

Councillor Latta declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to any
discussion on Hackney Carriages or Hackney Carriage Licensing.

Councillor Woolmer declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to any
discussions that may occur relating to the Welfare Rights Centre or Woodnewton
School.

Councillor Pengelly declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to any
discussions that may arise regarding Rockingham Triangle Sports Complex,  or the
Council’ s Mobile Warden Service.  Councillor Pengelly also declared a personal and
prejudicial interest in relation to the One Corby Policy Committee Minutes of the 15th

of November 2005, Paragraph 97, Grants Policy Review.

Councillor Kane declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to any
discussion that may arise relating to the Rockingham Triangle Sports Complex.

Councillor Fawcett declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to any
discussions that may arise regarding care and repair as she was currently Chair of
that Organisation.

Councillor Rutt declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to any matters
that may arise regarding Grounds Maintenance of the Rockingham Triangle Sports
Complex.

Councillor Stanbra declared a personal and prejudicial interest in relation to the One
Corby Policy Committee Minutes of the 15th of November 2005, Paragraph 97,
Grants Policy Review.  In addition Councillor Stanbra declared a personal and
prejudicial interest in relation to any discussions that may arise regarding the
Danesholme Communicare Centre or the Beanfield Community Centre.
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54. Minutes of Previous Full Council Meetings
The Council was asked to confirm the minutes of the Full Council meeting held on
10th November 2005 as a correct record, copies of which were attached.

RESOLVED that:-
The minutes of Full Council meeting held on 10th November 2005 be agreed as a
correct record.

55. Mayor’s Announcements
The Mayor took the opportunity on behalf of the Council to extend his warmest
congratulations to Councillor Betty Wade following her recent appointment as Deputy
Lord Lieutenant of Northamptonshire.

The Mayor extended his thanks to fellow Councillors who had generously supported
the recent sponsored aerobic session held at Lodge Park Sports Centre and
indicated that over £1,300 had been raised for Charity following the event.

56. Petitions
No petitions had been received.

57. Public Question Time
No requests to address Full Council had been received.

58. Minutes of Committee and Panel Meetings
58.1 Development Control Committee

Councillor Latta presented the minutes of the Development Control Committee
meeting held on 22nd November 2005.

RESOLVED that:-
The minutes of the meeting be received.

58.2 Licensing and Regulation Committee
Councillor Beattie presented the summary minutes of the Licensing and Regulation
Committee meeting held on 6th December 2005.

RESOLVED that:-
The summary minutes of the meeting be received.

58.3 One Corby Policy Committee
Councillor Fawcett presented the minutes of the One Corby Policy Committee
meetings held on 15th November 2005 and 13th December 2005.  .

RESOLVED that:-
The minutes of the meetings be received.

58.4 Local Plan Committee
Councillor Kane presented the minutes of the Local Plan Committee meeting held on
9th November 2005.

RESOLVED that:-
The minutes of the meeting be received.

58.5 Parklands Gateway Committee
Councillor Pengelly presented the minutes of the Parklands Gateway Committee
meeting held on 28th November 2005.
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Under this item Full Council agreed an addition to the Parklands Gateway Committee
resolution (para. 36), in that the issue of Member(s) safety & security whilst
undertaking Council business (particularly Council surgeries) should be addressed.

RESOLVED that:-
The minutes of the meeting be received.

58.6 Overview and Scrutiny Panel
Councillor Noble presented the minutes of the Overview and Scrutiny Panel Meetings
held on 2nd November 2005, 8th November 2005 and 30th November 2005.

RESOLVED that:-
The minutes of the meetings be received.

59. Motions
The Mayor informed Full Council that no Motions had been submitted, however a
question to the Leader of the Council had been received under the urgency provision
11.4b of the Rules of Procedure.  The Mayor invited Councillor Smith to formally
submit his question to the Leader -

“Could the Leader please let me know what will be he effect on the youth service in
Corby of the County Council’s plans to privatise the youth service?  Does the Leader
agree with me and the local police that the youth service has a critical role in
supporting their partnership approach to tackle crime and anti-social behaviour?
Would the Councillor accept that the removal of this service is likely to see more
young people on the street, thus increasing the fear – particularly amongst the elderly
– of crime or anti-social behaviour, and possibly to exacerbate the incidence of youth
crime?  Has the Council yet had the opportunity to calculate how much extra it would
need to spend to replace the county youth service?  Is it not the case that if Corby
Borough Council takes on this responsibility the cost will still fall on the same
taxpayer so that the perceived “saving” to the taxpayer is nothing more than sleight of
hand by the Tory County Council.  Would the Council join me and a growing number
of Corby citizens in calling on the County Council to reconsider this decision, to then
reinstate the youth service and to ensure that such a service is properly resourced
and fit for purpose?”

The Leader of the Council thanked Councillor Smith for his question.  The Leader
stated that this was a subject which was of great concern to her.  The Leader felt that
the proposed cuts by the County Council were short sighted and could either directly
or indirectly exacerbate problems relating to anti social behaviour on the Estates in
Corby.  The Leader informed Councillor Smith that a meeting had been held with the
Local Member of Parliament and a representative of the Youth Service.  In addition
the Leader stated that she was in contact with the Unison Representative at County
Hall.  The Leader informed Councillor Smith it had been suggested to her that further
cuts in County Council Services were likely in the near future. A meeting with Mr
Andrew Saltwell was to be held with The Leader and the Chief Executive to consider
what potential impacts there may be on the Borough Council’s strategy for
developing Neighbourhood Services.  Members were reminded that it had been
envisaged that Youth Service would play an important role in the multi
functional/agency approach being developed for Neighbourhood Services in the
Borough.  In addition The Leader indicated that she had been in contact with the
Chair of The Overview and Scrutiny Panel who had agreed to review the Youth
Service provision in Corby as part of the Panel’s ongoing work programme.  The
Leader of the Council informed Councillor Smith that a petition had been started and
urged Councillors to sign the Petition protesting against the proposed cuts.
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Councillor Smith thanked The Leader of the Council for her response.

60. Report
           Creative Corby – A Regeneration Joint Venture for Corby

Mr Stronach (Corporate Director Operations) presented a report to Full Council in 
relation to a proposal to establish a Joint Venture Partnership to deliver Regeneration
and Redevelopment Projects within the Borough.  The report before Members 
included as an appendix a report submitted to The One Corby Policy Committee on 
the 13th of December 2005.  The Committee at its meeting had agreed in principle to 
the establishment of the Joint Venture Partnership.  A copy of the full minute from 
that meeting was included within the Full Council Agenda.  The purpose of the report 
before Full Council was to elaborate further on the process options and risks 
associated with the Joint Venture Partnership and to address issues raised by 
Members at and since The One Corby Policy Meeting.

The potential options available to the Council to progress its regeneration and 
redevelopments agenda were detailed within the report.  It was suggested that the 
basic option of taking no action could not be considered valid given the Council’s 
previous commitment to the Borough’s regeneration and growth. The Council had 
already made it clear that it wished to achieve a number of objectives in relation to its
assets particularly with respect to Arran Way and Kingswood.

The report indicated that the Council could try and develop and redevelop its assets 
by itself.  There was a growing variety and depth of skills within the Council which 
would enable it to do so to a degree, however, this would still leave the Council 
stretched and potentially vulnerable if key personnel were to leave which could result 
in projects and priorities being delayed.  It was suggested that by enhancing the skills
and business acumen of the private sector and by engaging with those identified as 
partners in the Joint Venture Partnership, there could be a better utilisation of the 
Council’s assets which should produce wider benefits for the Borough and its 
community.

The Council could seek other potential principle business partners in order to fully 
test the market and seek to maximise the returns to the Council, however, it was 
stated in the report that there was no legal requirement to do so.  The Joint Venture 
would be a partnership rather than a commercially based contract and as such did 
not require a competitive procurement process.

The report indicated that as individual projects were brought forward within the Joint 
Venture Partnership for implementation, these projects would go through an open 
and transparent tendering process in order to optimise the quality of development 
and the return generated.

The proposal which had been discussed with Corby Developments (CDL) was felt to 
be favourable to the Council.  The report indicated that it was difficult to envisage a 
more favourable option was currently available to the Council.  Corby Developments 
and its parent Bee Bee Developments had very significant land holdings in Corby 
and the wider north Northamptonshire growth area.  They had invested heavily in the 
area and had long term aspirations for its regeneration and growth which were in 
common with the Borough Council’s and the Governments.  The Company’s Prior 
Hall development which straddled the Corby Borough Council’s/East 
Northamptonshire Council boundary had recently been favourably been considered 
by East Northamptonshire Council which brought it in line with the decisions of Corby
Council for its development.  Priors Hall had an 18 year build out period throughout 
which Corby Developments would be involved.  Corby Developments/Bee Bee 
Developments had also bought Rockingham Motor Speedway and had permission to
further develop this as a Centre for holding major non motoring events and 
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exhibitions.  They had already attracted the biggest annual construction industry 
exhibition in Europe to relocate from Milton Keynes to Rockingham Motor Speedway 
from 2006.

It was felt that the interests and priorities of the Council coincided with those of Corby
Developments and the Company had already shown its commitment to Corby with its
involvement in and support of the current master planning work being undertaken in 
Kingswood. In addition they had been involved in the creation of the new Teen Café 
in Canada Square which had been carried out under their own volition and with their 
financial support.  The Company were also to financially support the proposed new 
Academy at the Prior Hall site.

At the One Corby Policy Committee Members had discussed a number of potential 
risks they foresaw in entering into a Joint Venture Partnership with Corby 
Developments.  Concerns had been expressed that the Borough Council may be 
open to challenge legally on the basis of the circumstances under which the Joint 
Venture was being entered into.  Members were informed that the Council had taken 
legal advice on this and Officers were satisfied provided the individual projects were 
properly procured through open tendering that the Joint Venture Partnership 
proposed was lawful.  The legal advice provided was summarised within the report.  
Officers were satisfied that a Joint Venture between the Council and Corby 
Developments could be structured so that it was within the Council’s power and that 
there were advantages to a limited liability partnership solution although there were 
uncertainties in setting up the Joint Venture as a limited liability Partnership for which 
opinion of Counsel would need to be sought. This opinion had been provided by 
Trowers and Hamlin.

Members of the One Corby Policy Committee had also considered that challenge 
could be made on the basis of how good a deal had been struck on the Joint 
Venture.  Members attention was drawn to the financial issues section of the report 
submitted to the One Corby Policy Committee.  It was considered for the reasons 
outlined that this was a "win win" situation for the Council, it guaranteed a minimum 
return, tested the market for every individual project and provided a vehicle to 
reinvest all residual profits in agreed extra regeneration activities which would assist 
in speeding up the pace of development and growth.

 Members had also raised the issue of the Joint Venture sitting on assets and Corby 
Development’s potential use of them.  Members attention was drawn to the draft 
Heads of Terms attached as an appendix to the report, where these issues were 
dealt with.  It was noted that assets could be withdrawn and revert back to the 
Borough Council who in any case retained ownership throughout.  Under the Heads 
of Terms Corby Developments only had the right to bid for assets if the Joint Venture 
was unable to secure a suitable delivery partner for a project.  If Corby Development 
was subsequently successful returns to the Joint Venture would be as per any other 
delivery partner with no preferential treatment to Corby Developments.  If not 
successful the assets reverted back to Corby Borough Council.

The Joint Venture would exist subject to the availability of funds until its business 
plan was completed or after a period decided by the Joint Venture Board.

  Concerns had also been expressed about potential planning conflicts but provided 
there was no overlap between Board Membership and the Development Control 
Committee/Local Plan Committee Membership this should not be an issue.

A number of issues had also been raised by Members around the Draft Heads of
Terms.  It was noted that the suggestion arising from the One Corby Policy
Committee was that the number of Board Members be increased from 6 to 8.  One of
these additional Board Members would be a representative of Catalyst Corby with
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the 8th Board Member being agreed jointly by the Borough Council and Corby
Developments.

A request had been made that the Borough Council’s Scrutiny Panel be given the
opportunity to review the Partnerships Business Plan.  It was confirmed that this
could be accommodated with comments made and fed back to the Joint Venture
Board by the Borough Council’s representative.

Clarity had been requested regarding the Borough Council’s own process of
identifying assets for inclusion in the Joint Venture.  Members were informed that this
would be the subject of a separate report to The One Corby Policy Committee in
February 2006.

A question had been raised about the costs in terms of how and who paid for an
external audit of the Joint Venture.  This was a standard business cost and process
that would be part of the on going running costs be offset against the profits of the
new Partnership.

Concern had been raised over the Corby Development’s potential use of Corby
Borough Council’s assets but as previously explained Corby Developments would
only be allowed to bid for such if no suitable delivery partners for an individual project
were found.  That bid may be successful or not and if successful the return to the
Joint Venture would be as per any other delivery partner.

A question had also been made about how the Board would operate and run.  This
was dependant ultimately on which form of delivery vehicle was used and which was
being worked on and developed as negotiations continued and as other potential
board partners input to the process.  It would part of the articles and memoranda
governing the operation of the new Partnership.  Details would be presented to
Members at a future date.

The Borough Council land be marketed through the Joint Venture Partnership which
would be subject to an independent valuation in current use.  Corby Developments
would guarantee an increase in value of at least 5% and would pay this amount as
an annual premium to the Council for each year the land was held.  Any receipts from
land disposal in excess of the base valuation plus 5% annual increase would be
retained by the Joint Venture Partnership for use in supporting regeneration projects.
This would enhance the initial £3M contribution from the Section 106 Agreement for
Priors Hall.

Members were given an example of this.  If a piece of land was initially valued at £1M
and was disposed of 2 years later for £1.2M the Borough Council would receive 2
payments of £50,000.  The surplus of a £100,000 on disposal would be utilised by
the Joint Venture for re-investment in other regeneration projects.  This example
assumed that the enhanced value of £1.2 was achieved due to the expertise from the
Joint Venture in bringing it to development for a premium value based on the quality
of presentation development know how and marketing expertise of the new
company.

Detailed work was currently being undertaken by one of the country’s top solicitor
practices to ensure that the new Joint Venture was properly constituted and to clarify
what the Company could or could not do.  Central to this were considerations of
procurement, taxation and governance arrangements, particularly for a limited liability
partnership which was still quite a new form of legal entity.

Councillor Smith (lead member for regeneration) then provided Full Council with
additional information.  Councillor Smith emphasised that should the Joint Venture
Partnership decide to proceed with any individual projects within their business plan,
that these projects would be subject to an open and transparent tender process.  It
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had been agreed that Corby Developments would not participate initially in any
tender process.  If the tender process for individual projects was unsuccessful then it
would be subject to a second round of tendering at which point Corby Developments
may participate.  No preferential treatment would be made for any Corby
Developments bid.

In addition Councillor Smith informed Full Council that discussions had been held
with the Local Member of Parliament.  The Local Member of Parliament had raised a
number of issues which had been addressed and supported the overall proposal to
assist in the Regeneration of the Inner Urban Area of the Borough.  Councillor Smith
wished to record his thanks to Officers of the Council for their hard work in preparing
the proposals for consideration by Members.

At this point in the meeting Full Council agreed to suspend the Rule of Procedure
14.5 to allow Members of Full Council to contribute more than once to the discussion
and debate.

Councillor Pengelly welcomed the proposal in principle, he noted that the Borough
Council should have addressed some of these Regeneration and Redevelopment
issues sooner, however recognised that the Council does not currently have in house
expertise and some form of partnership arrangement was therefore desirable.  He
requested confirmation of the legal advice received by the Council and that the
proposals as presented to Members could not be challenged.

Councillor Woolmer requested clarification as to the future of Catalyst Corby and the
role that it was intended to play.

Councillor Smith confirmed that the Council did not have the in house expertise to
progress all of the projects envisaged drawing on the capacity of the private sector
was a way forward for the Council.  Councillor Smith confirmed that external legal
advice had been sought regarding the proposal and he would request that the
Monitoring Officer address Full Council to clarify this.  In relation to Catalyst Corby
the organisation had never been responsible for inner estate regeneration therefore
the proposal would not conflict with the Urban Regeneration Company’s terms of
reference.

It was further noted by Full Council that a report was to be submitted to the January
2006 One Corby Policy Committee in relation to the future of Catalyst Corby.

Mr Stronach stressed that the Joint Venture proposal was seen as a delivery tool by
the Council working in partnership with the private sector.  The work of the Joint
Venture Partnership would compliment work being undertaken by Catalyst Corby or
any future regeneration company which included the Corby Borough area within its
remit.

Mr Aley (Monitoring Officer) confirmed that a copy of the legal advice received by the
Council would be deposited in the Members Room for inspection.  He stressed that
Officers could not guarantee that the Council’s approach on this matter would not be
subject to challenge, however the legal advice received gave Officers confidence that
any challenge was unlikely to be successful.  The Monitoring Officer stressed that
further work was being undertaken on the Heads of Terms that Counsels advice was
being sought.  The Monitoring Officer stated that whilst it was unusual for a Council
of Corby’s size to enter into any Joint Venture arrangements of this nature it was
within the Rules laid down by Government.

Councillor Rutt queried what the Borough Council’s responsibilities would be should
the Joint Venture Partnership arrangements fail.

Councillor Harley welcomed the proposal as he saw it as an opportunity for the
Council’s long held ambitions to regenerate certain areas of the town to progress.
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He had previously had concerns that inner areas of the Borough would be neglected.
Councillor Harley also raised the question as to whether shopping precincts within
the estates in Corby could be subject to regeneration and refurbishment as part of
the partnerships work programme.

Councillor Smith stated that most of the shopping precincts within Corby were within
the Council’s ownership.  A decision relating to which Council assets were to be
forwarded to the Joint Venture Partnership for inclusion in their work programme
would need to be made by Members.  He agreed that a number of the shopping
precincts within the town required refurbishment and regeneration work undertaken.
Councillor Smith also stated that the Borough Council would have joint ownership
and responsibility for partnership arrangement.  It would be possible for either partner
to decide to dissolve the arrangement; however, it was unlikely that either partner
would wish to dissolve the partnership until the completion of the agreed work
programme.

Mr Stronach informed Full Council that a more detailed report relating to potential
Council assets to be transferred to the Joint Venture Partnership would be submitted
to The One Corby Policy Committee in February in 2006 for Members consideration,
It was stressed that the decision as to which assets were to be transferred to the
Joint Venture Partnership would be made by Members of the Council.

Councillor Pengelly requested clarification as to future Member involvement in the
Joint Venture Partnership and its work programme.  He wished to have clarification
regarding governance arrangements and also any potential role to be played by
individual Ward Members as the work programme proceeded.

Councillor Boyd requested clarification as to whether the Joint Venture Partnership
would be time limited.

Councillor Smith responded by stating that the Joint Venture Partnership would exist
as long as both Partners felt that there was a need for it to continue.  The Borough
Council had previously agreed that the regeneration and redevelopment of part of the
town was a key priority.  Until this regeneration and redevelopment was complete it
was unlikely that the Council would wish to see the partnership dissolve.  In relation
to Corby Developments it was in their long term interest to ensure that the
regeneration and growth agenda for the Borough was successful.  Corby
Developments had a significant amount of money and resources tied up within the
Borough which was likely to produce medium to long term gains for the Company.
Councillor Smith felt that it was in the best interests of Corby Developments to
ensure that the Joint Venture Partnership was successful.

Councillor Smith confirmed that the Borough Council would decide on which assets
under its ownerships would be transferred to the Joint Venture Partnership.  These
transfers would result from decisions taken by Members.  In addition Full Council was
reminded that an elected Member would sit on the Joint Venture Partnership Board.
Membership of this would be decided by Council.  As had previously been stated it
was also intended that the Council’s Overview and Scrutiny Panel would review the
business plan for the Joint Venture Partnership and monitor progress against the
agreed plan.  In conclusion Councillor Smith reminded Full Council that any individual
projects requiring planning permission would need to be submitted to the Council’s
Development Control Committee.  Members on the Development Control Committee
would obviously have to consider any applications in the normal way subject to
planning considerations.  Councillor Smith agreed it was important where individual
projects were scheduled for completion in Wards that the relevant Ward Members
should be kept informed and involved as to the progress of those respected projects.
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Councillor Howard addressed Full Council on behalf of the Conservative Group he
stated that the Group supported the regeneration of the inner areas of the town.  He
agreed that the Borough Council did not possess the required skills in house in order
to successfully progress the agenda and welcomed the recognition that there was a
need for private sector involvement.  Councillor Howard felt that had the Council
decided to attempt to progress the regeneration agenda in house this may detract
from other priorities including the improvements required to the Council’s Housing
Service.  He agreed that the overall strategy was a good one and stressed that the
Group did not have any particular concerns in relation to the potential involvement of
Corby Developments.

Councillor Howard did however raise concerns in relation to the process that had
been followed up to this point.  Councillor Howard felt that it was important that
assurances could be provided that this was the best possible deal for the Council and
the Community.  He requested clarification from the Monitoring Officer if the
Monitoring Officer was satisfied with the process followed to date particularly in
relation to the selection of Corby Developments as our key partner.

Councillor Howard expressed concern that there had been no apparent open and
transparent selection process undertaken by the Council before bringing forward a
proposal to enter into partnership with Corby Developments.  He had concerns that
the proposal had not been fully market tested and wanted reassurance that this was
the best possible deal for the Council and the people of Corby.  It was important that
the Borough Council be seen to follow best practice and to demonstrate its
impartiality with regard to decision making.  The citizens of the Borough were
interested in ensuring that the projects progressed efficiently and effectively and that
the best possible deal was agreed by the Council as part of the Joint Venture
Partnerships arrangements.

Councillor Smith emphasised the amount of time and effort undertaken by Officers in
bringing these proposals together.  He stressed that any individual projects within the
remit of the Joint Venture Partnership would be open to a full open and transparent
process and would be subject to tendering procedures.

Corby Developments had a significant investment in the Borough and no other
developers active within the Borough had come forward to discuss with the Council
how they may be able to be of assistance in progressing the Council’s regeneration
and growth agenda. Members who had been involved in the ongoing discussions and
development of the proposal were satisfied that the recommendations before Full
Council were the best that the Council could currently achieve and were advocating
that Full Council supports the recommendations in full.

The Monitoring Officer agreed that the Council should always attempt to follow best
practice.  He reminded Council that the Section 106 Agreement obligations on Priors
Hall gave Corby Developments a significant stake in the Borough.  The reality was
that the Company were the largest private stake holders in the regeneration agenda
and that the Council should seek to work with them in order to progress agreed
projects.  As had been previously been stated procurement of individual projects
would be subject to a full open tender process.

The Chief Executive noted that Corby Developments had a considerable knowledge
and expertise in the area of development and regeneration.  The Chief Executive
believed that the proposal before Council would provide innovation and be held up as
an example of good practice for other local authorities to follow.  The Chief Executive
again emphasised to Members that procurement of individual projects would be
undertaken within all normal rules and regulations and would be available for
inspection.
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Councillor Jackson commented that he felt that Corby Developments whilst genuinely
having a desire to see the towns regeneration and growth agenda succeed was
doing so for commercial reasons.  He made the point that the more attractive the
Borough became the more likely it was that they would find a market for their own
property development schemes in essence Councillor Jackson suggested that Corby
Developments saw the Joint Venture Partnership as a mean of pump priming the
regeneration and growth agenda of the town thus ensuring that their own
developments were more marketable in the medium to longer term.

Councillor Harley stressed that he agreed that the Council does not currently have
the resources or expertise to undertake the projects discussed.  He felt that
partnership working was the way forward and would bring significant benefits to the
town.

Councillor Smith agreed that all of the organisations it was envisaged who would be
represented on the Joint Venture Board did have a vested interest in the town.  All
partners whether private or public sector could significant benefits in the Joint
Venture Partnership being successful.  The Council would see its regeneration
agenda progress which would result in improved assets being returned to the
Council.  Councillor Smith gave an example of the work that had been undertaken
with regard to the Kingswood Master Plan where the Community and Ward
Councillors had contributed fully to the master plans proposals.  He felt certain that
this approach if extended across the whole Borough would bring enormous benefits.

Councillor Woolmer enquired whether the Joint Venture Partnership would undertake
improvements and development within the Woodland Areas of the Borough.
Councillor Smith responded that if any Member wished to put forward suggested
schemes to the Board these would be considered as part of their work programme.
The Council had previously indicated that it was keen to see the woodland asset of
the town developed and opened up for greater public use and enjoyment.

The Chief Executive stressed that this was a Partnership with the Borough Council
and Corby Developments being equal partners.  The Council would not lose control
of its assets the Council would retain the land until the projects had been completed.
Dependant upon the particular project the land may be returned to the Council or
transferred to another body or sold to an external agency.  The Council would decide
which of its assets were transferred to the Joint Venture Partnership for inclusion in
the work programme and could if it wished attach certain criteria or conditions in
relation to those assets.

Councillor Howard again raised concerns regarding the finances of the Joint Venture
Partnership and why Corby Developments had been chosen as the particular
partner.  The Monitoring Officer drew Council’s attention to the fact that £3M
earmarked as Section 106 money resulting from Priors Hall was to be included within
the Joint Venture Partnerships remit.  This money was being contributed by Corby
Developments therefore there was certain logic to work with Corby Developments in
progressing the regeneration and growth agenda.

Councillor Scott welcomed the proposal and pointed out that money generated by the
work of the Joint Venture Partnership would be reinvested for use in future projects.

Councillor Rutt commented that Partnerships could sometimes become volatile and
that the people of Corby had had various promises made in the past by the Council
regarding developments.  He also raised concerns that certain projects such as
Oakley Vale had not yet been fully completed.

Councillor Kane indicated initially he had some reservations regarding the proposal
but was pleased with the additional information that had been provided to Members
prior to and during the Full Council Meeting.  Councillor Kane indicated that previous
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experience particularly with the County Council had illustrated that public/private
partnerships could be beneficial to the community.  Councillor Kane felt that if the
Partnership was to progress there would be resulting benefits to the local community
and these should be welcomed.

Councillor Smith acknowledged there would be medium to longer term benefits for
Corby Developments in relation to their own respective projects and developments
within the Borough.  They obviously had a vested interest that this was more
evidence that they would constructively with the Council in Partnership for mutual
benefit.  The main beneficiaries of the Partnership would be the local community.
Councillor Smith again commented that the Council would have full control of its fate
in the Partnership and of the Council owned assets.  Councillor Smith also indicated
that at The One Corby Policy Committee in December it was felt appropriate that if
agreed by Full Council future negotiations and discussions between the Council and
Corby Developments should be led by the Chief Executive in consultation with The
Leader of the Council and not himself.

Councillor Bromhall asked for clarification as to whether the £3M indicated in the
report was the total sum attributable from the Section 106 monies in relation to Priors
Hall and whether investing the full sum into the Joint Venture Partnership would in
any way handicap possible environmental developments and improvements on the
Priors Hall site itself.

Councillor Heggs asked for clarification of what the outcome would be if the Council
wished to withdraw from the Partnership or indeed Corby Developments wished to
withdraw from the Partnership.

Councillor Smith responded by saying that Corby Developments could pull out of the
Joint Venture Partnership if they wished to as could the Council.  However, it would
not be in the interests of either party if this was done before significant improvements
had been undertaken to the sites to be identified in the business plan.  Councillor
Smith commented that the investing of £3M from Section 106 monies into the Joint
Venture Partnership would not hamper the proposed developments at Prior Hall nor
have a negative impact on the environmental or landscaping issues associated with
that site.

Mr Stronach confirmed to Council that the Joint Venture Partnership proposal would
not result in a negative impact on the Priors Hall development all of the issues in
relation to Priors Hall that needed to be addressed would still need to be fully
addressed regardless of the establishment of the Joint Venture Partnership nor the
investment of £3M of Section 106 monies in it.

Councillor Woolmer again requested confirmation in relation to the future proposals
for the woodlands within the Borough.

Councillor Stanbra raised concerns regarding the process that had been followed to
date in relation to this matter.  Councillor Stanbra noted that the draft Heads of Terms
circulated with the Full Council Agenda were the same as those circulated at the One
Corby Policy Committee and requested clarification as to whether amendments were
to be made to these.  Councillor Stanbra also queried the issue of valuation of sites
and whether the valuation would be based on current usage and he was concerned
as this may under value the sites.  Councillor Stanbra also queried whether it could
be evidence that this was the best financial proposal that the Council could have
obtained.

Councillor Smith informed Full Council that a scrutiny review had taken place in
relation to the woodlands within the Borough.  Councillors were reminded that if they
had any specific proposals in relation to the woodlands these could be drawn up and
submitted to the Joint Venture Partnership Board.  The Councillor emphasised again
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that the Council were keen to ensure that the woodlands were improved and
developed as part of the overall regeneration programme.

Councillor Smith informed Council that the Heads of Terms were still being
developed and amendments had been made and would continue to be made where
necessary.

The Chief Executive stated that there may be a need in certain cases to consider
possible applications for change of use to certain sites or properties identified for
inclusion in the Joint Venture Partnership work programme.  Those decisions would
be made on a case by case basis.  The Chief Executive stated that the proposal
should produce enormous benefits for local citizens and it was in the best interests of
both the Council and Corby Developments for the Partnership to be successful.

Councillor Jackson asked for clarification in relation to the structure of the Board
given that the Council were contributing 50% of the Partnership yet would only have
1 Board Member.  In response Councillor Smith explained that the Management
Team which would run the Partnership would be made up jointly of the Borough
Council representatives and Corby Development representatives.  The Partnership
Board would sit underneath this and would be responsible for delivering projects
identified by the Management Team.  Therefore it was true that the Council would
only have 1 Partnership Board Member however, they would have joint responsibility
with Corby Developments on the Management Team.

Councillor Rutt commented that he had prepared a report in relation to the
Woodlands which had been submitted to Officers sometime ago and enquired
whether this had been taken into account by the Council in relation to its future
proposals for the woodlands.  Councillor Smith confirmed that the report prepared by
Councillor Rutt had been included within the considerations of the Overview and
Scrutiny Panel Review.

Under Rules of Procedure 17.5 a recorded vote was duly requested and agreed.

RESOLVED that:
i. The Borough Council establish a Joint Venture in line with the detail 

contained with the report to Full Council and that within the report to
The Corby Policy Committee of the 13th of December 2005.

ii. The Delegated Authority to enter into the Joint Venture be given to the
Chief Executive in consultation with The Leader of the Council.

iii. Subject to the recommendation contained within the report an
additional 2 Board Members be established, one of which would be for
Catalyst Corby and the other to be decided jointly by the Borough
Council and Corby Developments

(those voting in favour of the Resolution Councillors Beattie, Fawcett, 
Forshaw, Gordon, Harley, Kane, Latta, Massie, McEwan, Pengelly, 
Scott, Wade, O’Neill and Beeby)

. (those voting against the Resolution Councillor Stanbra)

(those abstaining Councillors Boyd, Bromhall, Heggs, Hogston, 
Howard, Jackson, Rutt and Woolmer)

(Councillor Smith did not participate in the vote)

61. Close of Meeting
The meeting closed at 9.30pm.


