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Full Council (Special) 
Tuesday 16th January 2007 
At 7.00 pm in The Council Chamber, Grosvenor House, George Street, Corby 

 
Present: Councillor J O’Neill (Mayor) 

Councillors Addison, Beattie, Beeby, Boyd, Bromhall, Fawcett, 
Forshaw, Gordon, Harley, Heggs, Hogston, Howard, Jackson, Kane, 
Latta, Massie, McEwan, Noble, Pengelly, Rodden, Rutt, Scott, 
Stanbra and Woolmer 

Before undertaking the business of the meeting, Full Council observed a minute’s 
silence in respect of former councillor and Mayor of Corby Jane Field who had died 
recently. 

68 Apologies for Absence 
 Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Torrie and Wade. 

69 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.   

Both Councillors Kane and Heggs, as Northamptonshire County Councillors, 
indicated that they would listen to all of the arguments and debate but would reserve 
judgement on their decision until later. 

 

70 Motions 
No Motions had been received. 
 

71 Local Government White Paper – Strong and Prosperous Communities 
The purpose of the report before Members was to further develop the Council’s 
thinking and response to the Local Government White Paper and in particular, to 
determine how the Council responded to the Government’s invitation to submit 
proposals for either a Unitary Council or radically enhanced form of two tier working.   

The Council considered its initial response to the Local Government White Paper at 
the One Corby Policy Committee meeting on 14th November 2006.  Having 
considered the full range of options to enhance the “voice and choice” for local 
people, streamline and provide better quality & more cost effective public services 
the Council recognised the need to respond positively and proactively.  Given 
Northamptonshire County Council’s clear determination to pursue the case for 
structural change in the form of either a single Unitary Council for Northamptonshire 
or a radically enhanced two-tier pathfinder.  Corby Borough Council expressed a 
preference for the latter, albeit one which gave a significantly greater role to 
Boroughs and Districts. 

The County Council had since developed its proposals further in consultation with 
management consultants and had worked up proposals based on its original criteria 
i.e. full Unitary or radically enhanced Two Tier with the following characteristics: - 

• Single back office for the County 

• Single front office and identity for the County 
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• Single integrated service structure 

• Single Cabinet with a County Council majority 

• Single Leader 

• Single Chief Executive 

• Single budget 

Copies of the two documents prepared by the County Council had been placed in the 
Members Room for inspection.   

In response to the preference expressed by all seven Borough/District Councils, 
Chief Executives had established a joint project team of seconded Officers, working 
with experienced consultants to formulate proposals for an evolutionary form of 
radically enhanced two tier which would incorporate many of the benefits of the 
County Council’s proposals without the inherent risks of a big bang approach. 

The proposal from the Districts was attached at Appendix 1 for detailed consideration 
by Members. 

Members noted that unlike the County Council the Borough Council had held a major 
consultation with partner organisations from the public, business and voluntary 
sectors through the Corby Local Strategic Partnership to sound out their views and 
opinions on the White Paper and its potential implications for Corby.   This had been 
facilitated by external consultants who were heavily involved in the preparation of the 
Local Area Agreement for Northamptonshire, together with some of the Council’s 
own Member/Corporate Development work.  The outcome of these discussions was 
attached as Appendix 2 to the report. 

Officers considered this to be of particular significance because of the Government’s 
requirement that any proposals for structural change had broad stakeholder support. 

The report before Members gave a brief overview of each of the issues contained 
within the White Paper, chapter by chapter. 

Under Chapter 2, it was suggested that the Council may wish to look at ways of 
devolving decision making to local communities.  The White Paper gave various 
options to Councils which included the possibility of establishing Urban Parishes.  
Further discussions would be held on this and a report brought before Members for 
consideration. 

In relation to Chapter 3, whilst it was noted that Fourth Option Councils were not 
required to instigate any of the suggested proposals within the White Paper, the 
Chief Executive suggested that the Council may wish to at least consider the 
possibility of establishing a protocol that the Leadership of the Council be elected for 
a four year term.  This would enable greater stability both for the Council Members 
and Officers.  The decision was ultimately that for Members to decide.   

The report then briefly discussed the other issues raised within the White Paper 
document. 

The Chief Executive stressed to Full Council that the White Paper made clear that 
status quo was not an option.  However, the Council was not under any Government 
compulsion to bid for Unitary or Pathfinder status.  Nevertheless, given the County 
Council’s determination to press ahead with the Pathfinder proposal or full Unitary 
Council bid, it was important that the District Councils were in a position to respond if 
necessary with alternative proposals that more clearly met District/political 
preferences and the views of the local stakeholder organisations within our Local 
Strategic Partnership. 



Full Council   16 January 2007 

 39

It was stressed that District Councils were still seeking to engage the County Council 
in a collaborative radically enhanced two tier pathfinder proposal and would report 
further progress on this. 

The Chief Executive then explained the basic principles behind the “Enhancing Local 
Government In Northamptonshire “ (ELGIN) bid. This was the proposal developed by 
the District Council’s Chief Executives and consultants which was being put forward 
as the district’s alternative bid for the future governance of the County. 

The proposal intended to lead to enhanced governance, improved service and lower 
costs.  Milestones for project completion were included within the document.  It was 
envisaged that firstly, there would be a single County-wide back office, shared IT 
system and delivery, that there would be piloted projects in relation to community 
engagement with Town and Parish Councils, the third sector and business groups. 

Improved governance arrangements including enhanced Member capacity and 
support for developing roles as community Champions, together with some initial 
savings.  This would be followed by a single countywide front office, drawing on best 
practice already in place within Districts.  Enhanced local governance at 
Ward/neighbourhood level would then be fully implemented. 

Finally, there would be shared services based on business cases on an opt-in basis.  
Options would be assessed to merge management structures at a later date by 
pairing up districts or more radically sharing senior management on a north & west 
Northamptonshire lines, depending on developing and emerging Member views. 

It was felt that the strengths of this proposal were that it retained and enhanced local 
governance, it improved customer services through developing one single front end, 
and it offered an opportunity to pilot County Council/District Council management and 
delivery of services.  Members felt that ELGIN represented a significantly reduced 
risk and would minimise the cost of change by working progressively and inter-
actively with stakeholders from 2007-2010. It would also meet the White Paper 
efficiency and value for money tests in securing high levels of savings from back 
office arrangements and joint service delivery. 

It was noted that the proposal would require challenging milestones and outturn 
promises and full commitment from all partners if genuine progress was to be 
achieved.  Whilst it recognised that change was essential, the change being 
proposed by the District Councils was felt more likely to be successful and produce 
the benefits envisaged by the Government’s White Paper. 

The Chief Executive stressed to Members that it was the belief of other districts that 
the ELGIN proposal for joint working was the way forward.  There was considerable 
concern relating to the proposals being developed by the County Council, which had 
little, if any, stakeholder support.  The Chief Executive expressed his regret that the 
Council had been drawn into a debate regarding structure when the White Paper 
gave ample opportunity to discuss other issues relating to service delivery and 
efficiency. 

The Chief Executive stressed that there were already good examples of joint working 
between districts, for example the Joint Planning Unit and the Licensing 
Administration Unit.  These were examples that may be replicated in other service 
areas. 

The Chief Executive also wished to have recorded his thanks to the Corporate 
Director (Resources) and other colleagues from around the Districts who had been 
working on the ELGIN proposal, and who would continue to do so in the immediate 
future. 
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Members discussed the ELGIN proposal and the situation relating to the County 
Council’s unitary bid.  There was general consensus among Members that a Unitary 
bid should be avoided and concern at the actions taken to date by the County 
Council, particularly senior Officers.  It was noted by Members that there was general 
District Council support for the ELGIN proposal and whilst recognising that many 
elements of this proposal needed further attention, the general principles contained 
within it, were supported by Members. 

It was noted that the most important issue relating to the White Paper was the impact 
on the citizen within the Borough.  There was a need to ensure that as a result of the 
White Paper and the subsequent discussions, that service improvements and cost 
efficiencies were achieved.  There was also the need to ensure that accountability for 
service delivery was retained locally and there were significant concern expressed by 
Members relating to the possibility of centralisation both of service delivery and 
governance arrangements in Northampton.   

Members agreed that the discussions should have been about improving services 
and not the structure of local governance arrangements.  The consultations 
conducted by Corby Borough Council with its local stakeholders were noted and 
contrasted with the relative lack of consultation conducted by the County Council in 
relation to its proposals. 

The report indicated that the Council’s own Medium Term Financial Strategy, as well 
as national drivers such as the Comprehensive Spending Review defined the need to 
make significant efficiency savings over the coming years.  It was being suggested 
that these could be achieved through the sharing of services set out in the ELGIN 
proposal.   

The White Paper would eventually lead to a new Local Government Act that would 
set out statutory requirements.  In the meantime, Officers needed to have the powers 
to proceed with the fundamentals of an enhanced two/three tier working 
arrangement.  The provisions and thinking behind the White Paper provided an 
opportunity to radically improve the quality of services in Corby and 
Northamptonshire, their responsiveness to citizens and their cost effectiveness.  
Alongside this, the financial pressures arising from the next Comprehensive 
Spending Review and in particular, the requirement to realise ongoing savings 
equivalent to those in Unitary Council areas underpinned the need to reduce costs 
and introduce more effective methods of joint working across the public sector.  It 
was felt this could be achieved through the innovative approaches proposed within 
the report and the ELGIN approach to pooled and shared services. 

In conclusion, Members were particularly concerned at the actions undertaken to 
date by the County Council’s Chief Executive.  A majority of Members felt that some 
form of  vote of No Confidence was required in the Chief Executive of the County 
Council who they felt had been responsible for the current poor relations between the 
County Council and District Councils.  Not all councillors felt that this was appropriate 
at this time. 

(Councillor Hogston left the meeting prior to the vote). 

RESOLVED that: - 
i) the preparation and submission of a Pathfinder bid, based around the 

ELGIN proposals noting that this must involve the participation of all 
seven Borough/District Councils and the County Council be agreed; 

ii) a short term working group be established comprising of Councillors 
Noble, Scott, Fawcett, Gordon, Howard, Boyd and Stanbra, which would:- 
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a) finalise and sign off the content of any bid on behalf of Corby Borough 
Council following consultation with the Chief Executive and; 

b) consider issues arising from Section 2 of the Chief Executive’s report 
proposals and consideration and formulate recommendations for 
future consideration by Full Council. 

 

The Council further RESOLVED: - 

i) a vote of No Confidence in the Chief Executive of Northamptonshire 
County Council. 

 

72 Close of Meeting 
The meeting closed at 8.34pm 
 


