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BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL AND MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL  
 

FROM: JOINT MEMBER 
IMPLEMENTATION BOARD REPORT NUMBER: K201 

TO:  BABERGH STRATEGY 
COMMITTEE AND  

DATE OF MEETINGS:  
10 FEBRUARY 2011 and 

 MID SUFFOLK EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE 14 FEBRUARY 2011 

 
BABERGH AND MID SUFFOLK STAFF AND SERVICE INTEGRATION 

AND THE CREATION OF A SINGLE COUNCIL: THE NEXT STEPS 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1 To consider a comprehensive set of recommendations from the Joint 
Member Implementation Board that seek to obtain all necessary 
Committee and Council approvals that will enable key information to be 
placed in the public domain prior to a local poll in May 2011; and 
thereafter to move key elements of this project forward in the event of 
obtaining public support through the poll for the creation of a new 
Council from April 2013. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Business Case 

2.1 That the key changes to the updated business case, as set out in 
Appendix (a), to reflect the revised date of April 2013 for the creation of a 
single Council; the consequential timing of the Chief Executive/Senior 
Management appointments; the revised assumptions on the timing and 
level of service integration savings and transitional costs and notification 
of RIEP funding be approved 

2.2 That the updated Business Case, including the information set out in 
Appendix (a) on costs and savings relating to integration and the creation 
of a single Council be externally validated; that the updated Business 
Case be publicised, and that key aspects relating to the Local 
Government Boundary Commission for England’s (LGBCE) value for 
money test be communicated to the public prior to a local poll 

2.3 That the information contained in Appendix (a) on the potential impact on 
the public and levels of future Council Tax income of equalising Babergh 
and Mid Suffolk Council Tax levels at the mid-point be communicated to 
the public prior to a local poll 

2.4 That Option 2b, as set out in Appendix (a), be accepted in principle as a 
fair and equitable way forward for Council Tax equalisation in the event of 
a single Council being created  

2.5 That Members and Officers of both Councils work together to develop a 
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joint approach to Information Technology (IT) and Human Resources 
(HR) strategies 

Implementation Plan 

2.6 That the contents of the Implementation Plan, as set out at Appendix (b), 
be noted 

Vision 

2.7 That the summary Vision at Appendix (c) be adopted, and placed in the 
public domain prior to a local poll, with further detailed work being 
undertaken to develop a shared set of priorities that a new Council would 
be seeking to deliver 

Council Size and Constitution 

2.8 That the submission on Council size and constitution, attached at 
Appendix (d), be sent as soon as possible to the LGBCE, together with 
all other relevant information, to seek a decision as to whether the 
LGBCE is minded to undertake a Principal Area Boundary Review, 
subject to evidence of public support 

Locality Arrangements 

2.9 That the following elements of the proposed approach to the further 
development of locality working arrangements be approved, as set out in 
Appendix (e): 

Á The linking of parish areas into groups or clusters for specific, on-going or 
time-limited projects 

Á The building on and development of the existing constituency role for 
elected Members to serve as an advocate for the local community and as 
a pivotal link for information flow between the community and the Council 

Á The provision of appropriate locality staffing support for elected Members 
in delivering their constituency role 

Á The review of information sources and access channels to ensure that 
residents and community based organisations are better informed and 
able to influence service delivery decisions 

Á The development of closer working relationships with County Councillors, 
the Police and the NHS so that any new locality arrangements are co-
ordinated with other public service providers 

Á Agreement that the principle of service redesign and transformation be 
informed by the locality work to date and that the principles outlined at 
Appendix (e) and its own linked Appendix B are taken into account 
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Local Poll 

2.10 That a local poll be conducted over a four week period commencing 9 
May 2011 to seek the views of residents of both Council areas on the 
possible creation of a new single District Council for the Babergh and Mid 
Suffolk areas from April 2013 

2.11 That Electoral Reform Services be employed, at a cost to be reported to 
this meeting, to undertake the local poll on behalf of both Councils 

2.12 That, subject to suitable testing, the draft poll question be agreed as set 
out in para 8.58 of this paper and Appendix (f), with delegation to the 
Joint Solicitor and Monitoring Officer to agree any minor amendments as 
necessary to this in consultation with JMIB Members 

2.13 That the ground rules for interpretation of the poll results, as set out in 
paras 8.59 – 8.60 of this paper,  be agreed and placed in the public 
domain prior to the poll being held 

Communications and Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

2.14 That the Communications and Stakeholder Engagement Plan to support 
this project, attached at Appendix (g), be noted 

The Strategy and Executive Committees are asked to make 
recommendations to their respective Full Councils on the above 
matters.  

 
3. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

3.1 As set out in the revised Business Case. 

4. RISK MANAGEMENT 

4.1 The risks are as previously reported and set out in the various 
Appendices to this paper.  

5. CONSULTATIONS 

5.1 As set out in this paper and Appendices. 

6. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPACT 

6.1 As previously reported and set out in the various Appendices to this 
paper. 

7. SHARED SERVICE / PARTNERSHIP IMPLICATIONS 

7.1 This report deals specifically with the proposed partnership between 
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils to achieve full staff and 
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service integration and the possible creation of a new single District 
Council from April 2013. 

8. KEY INFORMATION 

8.1 Over the course of their last two meetings, on 14 December 2010 and 
20 January 2011, the Joint Member Implementation Board (JMIB) has 
considered all the key issues that need to be addressed by the two 
Councils and placed in the public domain prior to a local poll.  The 
JMIB has also considered the conduct of the poll itself, including its 
timing and ground rules. 

8.2 The JMIB developed a set of recommendations on these issues, and 
shared these at a Joint Member Workshop on 27 January 2011.  The 
purpose of the workshop was to share with all Members of both 
Councils the considerations that had been taken into account in 
reaching these recommendations, and to take soundings from all 
Members on the recommendations as drafted.  The JMIB then met 
immediately after the joint workshop to consider whether any 
amendments should be made to the recommendations as drafted in 
the light of feedback received at the workshop.  Where appropriate, 
feedback from the workshop is referred to in this paper under the 
relevant headings, together with a response to the points raised. 

8.3 The key issues upon which JMIB recommendations are now put 
forward are 

(i) The updated Business Case, Council Tax Equalisation and 
Value for Money assessment 

(ii) The Implementation Plan for staff and service integration and 
the possible creation of a single Council 

(iii) The Vision for a new single Council 

(iv) The Size and Constitution of a new single Council 

(v) The Locality arrangements for a new single Council 

(vi) The conduct of and ground rules for a Local Poll 

(vii) The Communications and Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

(i) Updated Business Case 

8.4 Attached at Appendix (a) is the paper considered by JMIB at its 
meeting on 20 January 2011, as now amended to reflect additional 
information that was conveyed to Members at the meeting. 

8.5 The financial sections of the detailed Business Case, as presented to 
both Councils in September 2010, are currently being updated to 
reflect the revised figures in the JMIB report (Appendix (a)) and will 
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accompany the report to both Councils in February, as an addendum to 
the detailed Business Case. 

8.6 The main need for revisions to the original business case was the 
change from an assumed creation of a new Council from April 2012 to 
April 2013.  Consequential changes to assumptions about the date of 
appointment of a single Chief Executive and the subsequent senior 
management appointments; revised assumptions on the timing and 
level of service integration savings and transitional costs, and external 
funding for the project also affected the original business case. 

8.7 In summary, following the necessary adjustments, the business case 
remains sound and easily passes the Value for Money test of the Local 
Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) i.e. that all 
transitional costs be met within a payback period of four years.  On that 
basis, the JMIB had recommended that the revised business case be 
approved; that it now be subject to external validation and that it be 
placed in the public domain prior to the local poll. 

8.8 This paper also considered the potential impact on future Council Tax 
levels of equalising Babergh and Mid Suffolk Council Tax levels at the 
mid-point, as set out in Appendix (a).  JMIB accepted that equalising at 
the mid-point, described as “Option 2b” in the business case, was the 
most equitable and cost effective way forward for a new Council and 
agreed to recommend acceptance in principle of this option. 

Joint workshop feedback on the business case 

8.9 At the joint workshop, a number of queries were raised on the business 
case.   

8.10 It was clarified that the external RIEP (Improvement East) funding of 
some £360k had been allocated on an assumption that the two 
Councils were looking to the creation of a single Council, and it was 
unlikely that such a large sum would have been allocated if the project 
were for staff integration alone. 

8.11 It was not possible to give an answer at this stage on the total number 
of staff reductions but savings on staffing costs were expressed in the 
business case as a percentage of overall staff budgets.  Concerns 
were expressed that redundancies would have a significant adverse 
long term impact on the pension fund.  It was explained that any costs 
to the pension fund would be met as they were incurred (i.e. the 
transitional costs as reflected in the business case), and thus there 
would be no adverse impact on the pension fund. 

8.12 It was acknowledged that both Councils had to make very substantial 
savings over the next few years.  Integration and the creation of a 
single Council would make an appreciable contribution to these 
savings, but they would not provide a total solution.  Service cuts, staff 
cuts and increased charges for some services were inevitable in the 



 6

face of the savings needed, but this project would make those impacts 
considerably less severe than they would otherwise have to be. 

8.13 Information Technology (IT) was seen as being of significant 
importance in reducing overall costs.  Equally, a common approach on 
Human Resources (HR) policies was agreed as being critical to the 
success of this project.  It was agreed at the workshop that Members 
and Officers from both Councils should work together on joint IT and 
HR strategies, and this is now added as a JMIB recommendation to 
this paper. 

(ii) Implementation Plan  

8.14 Attached at Appendix (b) is the paper considered by JMIB at its 
meeting on 20 January 2011.  Please note that this paper as submitted 
to JMIB has its own Appendix 1: “BMI – Project Implementation Plan 
Overview – January 2011”. 

8.15 As outlined at the joint workshop, the Implementation Plan has been 
prepared in the context of the need to identify savings of £2.5 – 3m for 
2012/13 across both Councils.  Phase 1 of the Plan aims to identify 
£1m of staff savings and efficiencies towards that 2012/13 savings 
target.  This will involve identifying 10% staff savings and efficiencies 
across all service groupings plus additional savings from non-staff 
budgets.  In addition, Officers and Members will need to find ways of 
meeting the remainder of the savings target through, for example, 
service reductions; further savings on staff budgets linked to those 
service reductions and the introduction or increase in charges for 
specific services.  Some of the proposed savings from staff savings 
and efficiencies will need to be implemented in 2011/12 to contribute to 
an £80k saving projected in the revised business plan from service 
integration (over and above savings to be achieved at senior 
management level). 

8.16 The milestones in the Plan will be monitored by JMIB, and can be 
scrutinised by the Joint Scrutiny Committee. JMIB request that the 
content of the Implementation Plan be noted. 

Joint workshop feedback on the Implementation Plan 

8.17 There was a query concerning the continued use of the two offices for 
the time being.  It was confirmed that neither HQ had the capacity to 
accommodate all staff from both Councils.  Therefore, for the 
foreseeable future there was likely to be a staff presence in both 
locations, albeit with likely integration of particular staff groupings in 
one location or the other.  

(iii) Vision for a New Council 

8.18 JMIB members considered a graphical, summarised presentation of 
the key elements of a vision for a new Council, as agreed in the original 
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business case.  JMIB felt that this summary should be revisited at the 
joint workshop to test out whether Members were still comfortable that 
this was the vision to which we should be aspiring. 

Joint workshop feedback on the Vision 

8.19 It was suggested, and supported, that the vision should make 
reference to citizens rather than customers.  Otherwise, it was 
considered that the summary shared at the workshop was a good 
representation of how Members would want citizens, Members and 
staff to see the vision and ethos of a new Council.  The summary 
attached at Appendix (c) was endorsed as a statement that should be 
included in the information placed in the public domain prior to a local 
poll.  It was acknowledged that work should now progress to further 
develop a shared set of priorities that the new Council would be 
seeking to deliver. 

(iv) Size and Constitution of a new Council 

8.20 Attached at Appendix (d) is the draft submission to the LGBCE, which 
was revised from the original draft following discussion at the JMIB 
meeting on 20 January. 

8.21 This submission has been drafted in order to seek an initial “minded to 
review” decision from the LGBCE (subject to evidence of public 
support), prior to a possible formal request for a Principal Area 
Boundary Review following the outcome of the local poll. 

8.22 This submission must include the justification for a proposed size (i.e. 
number of Members) of a new Council.  That justification needs to be 
based on the proposed constitution of a new council i.e. its decision-
making processes; its scrutiny arrangements; quasi-judicial processes 
and the representational role of Members. 

8.23 The Council’s proposed broad constitutional arrangements need to be 
in the public domain prior to the local poll, although the LGBCE has 
asked that it be made clear in any public information that the ultimate 
size of a new Council would be determined by the LGBCE itself. 

8.24 When discussing this matter at their meeting on 14 December, JMIB 
members had requested that proposals be developed that sought to 
build on current best practice in both Councils.  In particular, JMIB 
members were seeking an inclusive approach that engaged all 
Members in meaningful roles and did not polarise particular roles. 

8.25 In this connection, it is important to be clear that, were a Council to be 
created now to serve a population of some 180,000 residents, it would 
be necessary to adopt one of the available forms of executive 
arrangement (i.e. Leader and Cabinet Executive or Directly Elected 
Mayor and Cabinet Executive).  The adoption of streamlined committee 
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arrangements would not be an option for a Council serving a 
population of that size. 

8.26 JMIB members were aware of proposals in the Localism Bill to permit 
Councils currently operating executive arrangements to revert to 
committee arrangements, and it is assumed that this might also 
therefore permit any new Council coming into being for the Babergh 
and Mid Suffolk areas to adopt streamlined committee arrangements. 

8.27 What is not clear is whether any of the current provisions in relation to 
executive arrangements will change e.g. the current requirement for a 
Leader to be elected for a four year term or for the Leader, rather than 
the Council itself, to determine the number and names of Cabinet 
members. 

8.28 Thus, the wording of any submission that might seek to make use of 
possible future legislative change must of necessity be cautiously 
worded. 

8.29 The original draft submission made a case for a Council of 52 
members.  JMIB members discussed this, but felt at this stage they 
would wish to retain a greater flexibility around overall Council size.  
They therefore requested that a range of 50-60 Members be referred to 
in the submission, in addition to the illustrative case for a 52 Member 
Council.   

8.30 The submission also indicates that it would be proposed that the new 
Council hold full Council elections every four years, as now, and that 
there be single Member wards as far as can be achieved. 

8.31 The submission goes on to detail how a 52 Member Council might 
operate in practice, whether under Leader and Cabinet arrangements 
within current legislative provisions, or either streamlined committee 
arrangements or alternative forms of Leader and Cabinet 
arrangements that might be permitted through future legislative 
changes.  Thus, the submission is not prescriptive at this stage as to 
the definitive form of constitutional arrangement that would be 
proposed. 

8.32 In relation to the representational role of Members, the following 
Council sizes would yield the following Member : Elector ratio for the 
current electorate of 146,000: 

50 = 1:2920; 52 = 1:2800; 55 = 1:2650; 60 = 1:2430 

Joint workshop feedback on the Size and Constitution of a new Council 

8.33 There were mixed views amongst Members, both in terms of Council 
size, and in terms of the best constitutional model for a new Council. 

8.34 The possibility of an elected mayor model was favoured by a small 
number of members.  The point made in the submission is that, in the 
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formative stages of creating a new Council, it would be particularly 
important to create an inclusive, level playing field across the two 
former Council areas, and that a directly elected Mayor model may not 
assist in this.  However, the submission makes it clear that this would 
not preclude the new Council from adopting such a model at a future 
date. 

8.35 It was commented that any portfolio responsibilities should be linked to 
agreed Council priorities, and should not be contrived to achieve any 
particular number of portfolios.  This point is already covered in the 
draft submission. 

8.36 In terms of the representational role of Members, it was considered that 
rurality and the dispersed nature of communities within a larger ward, 
as well as Member to Elector ratios were important considerations.  
This will be discussed with the LGBCE during the electoral review, 
although equality of vote is the principal issue taken into account in any 
such review.  Equally, it is anticipated that proposed locality 
arrangements might help Members to operate more effectively, even in 
an enlarged ward, and that additional officer support might offset some 
of the difficulties in dispersed, rural wards. 

8.37 Various views were expressed on the specific arrangements described 
in a 52 Member Council.  The arrangements for Development Control 
were discussed most fully with a range of views, some conflicting, 
about the best possible future arrangements.   

8.38 The proposals in the draft submission describe initial arrangements for 
Development Control that would have many parallels with the current 
arrangements in the two Councils. However, the draft submission 
indicates that in the longer term a new Council would probably move 
towards a single Development Control Committee within a single Local 
Development Framework.   

8.39 This draft submission would therefore provide the scope for some 
detailed work over the coming months, drawing on the expertise and 
experience of current Development Control members in each Council, 
to develop specific proposals for the DC arrangements in a new 
Council, whilst envisaging that the early stages of a new Council would 
not bring about too radical a change in this area.  Hopefully, the 
wording in the draft submission can accommodate the discussions that 
still clearly need to take place to reach final agreement on the 
proposals for Development Control in a new Council. 

8.40 It was suggested that more extensive service integration with other 
Councils would yield more savings than the creation of a single Council 
for the Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas.  However, the creation of a 
single Council would not preclude service integration with other 
Councils (as evidenced by the Revenues partnership with the two 
Councils and Ipswich Borough Council).  At the same time, most of the 
transitional costs highlighted in the business case relate to the costs of 
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staff and service integration.   If staff integration is going ahead in any 
case, the creation of a new Council can then yield appreciable 
additional savings with few if any additional costs. 

8.41 A question was raised about the possibility of a review triggering other 
boundary changes e.g. between Babergh and/or Mid Suffolk and 
neighbouring District/Borough Councils.  The draft guidance recently 
issued for consultation by the LGBCE, however, suggests that no such 
requests by third parties to add such issues as these to the review 
would be agreed without the agreement of the Council(s) who had 
submitted the original request for review. This would not rule out more 
minor tidying up of any boundary anomalies. 

8.42 In acknowledging that not all Members favour the concept of a single 
Council, JMIB members accepted that no submission was likely to gain 
the unanimous support of all Members. In all the circumstances, it 
appeared that most of the issues raised about the details of a possible 
single Council either were dealt with directly in the submission, or were 
points on which further consideration could easily be accommodated 
within the wording of the submission.  JMIB members considered, 
therefore, that no further changes were needed to the draft submission 
to the LGBCE, and that this should now be sent as soon as possible to 
obtain an initial indication of whether the LGBCE might be minded to 
undertake a review, subject to evidence of public support. 

(v) Locality arrangements for a new Council 

8.43 Attached at Appendix (e) is the paper considered by JMIB at its 
meeting on 20 January 2011.  Please note that this paper as submitted 
to JMIB has its own Appendices A and B, the latter of which, “Project 
Methodology, Research Data and Locality Questionnaire”, is included 
with this paper as background information. 

8.44 That Appendix B summarises the approach taken to the review to date.  
The key point to emphasise is that this is only the first stage of a 
detailed programme of stakeholder engagement that will lead 
incrementally to the development of locality proposals that meet the 
needs of stakeholders and which will help to support elected 
councillors in effectively fulfilling their local representational role in 
larger wards. 

8.45 From feedback received, principally from Town and Parish Councils 
and community organisations during a series of roadshow events, it 
appeared that there was general support for the principle of creating a 
single Council.  The concept of “parish clusters” was the most favoured 
of a range of options discussed for localities to engage with their district 
councillor and, through them, with the Council itself. 

8.46 Stakeholders recognised that both they and their district councillor 
needed additional support to effectively engage in new ways of 
working, and they welcomed the prospect of realigning staff resources 
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to support locality working arrangements.  They also welcomed the 
intention to better co-ordinate activities with other key partners e.g. the 
County Council, Police and the NHS to avoid unnecessary duplication 
in community engagement events. 

8.47 There were mixed views about the scope and capacity for meaningful 
involvement in service delivery, but there was a willingness amongst 
some to discuss this and develop ideas. 

Joint workshop feedback on locality arrangements 

8.48 There was mixed feedback on the stakeholder consultation undertaken 
to date.  Some Members felt it had been excellent whilst others felt that 
the process had been flawed due to various factors ranging from the 
number of meetings held and their locations through to the bad 
weather being encountered at that time. 

8.49 The concerns expressed are largely addressed by the assurance that 
this is only the beginning of the process and no stakeholder will be 
denied the opportunity for further input.  At this stage, there remain 
unanswered questions as to the degree of delegation/devolvement of 
budgets that there might be to locality level, and the extent to which 
any such arrangements which might lead to an erosion of the 
accountability of democratically elected councillors.  Again, these are 
important issues for further debate and development over the coming 
months. 

8.50 There were a number of comments on appropriate parish clusters for 
locality working and, again, these can be explored in the next phase of 
this work. 

8.51 Having taken account of the various comments at the workshop, JMIB 
Members considered that the recommendations they had made at their 
20 January meeting could amply accommodate further exploration of 
all the issues raised by Members.  They therefore made no changes to 
the recommendations that had been explained at the workshop in 
relation to taking forward work to develop detailed proposals for future 
locality arrangements. 

Local Poll 

8.52 Various aspects of this issue were discussed at the 14 December and 
at the 20 January JMIB meetings. 

8.53 It has been confirmed that there are no powers to hold a referendum 
for the purpose of establishing views on the possible creation of a new 
Council.  Reliance must be placed instead on S116 of the Local 
Government Act 2003 to hold an advisory local poll.  There are no 
statutory rules for the conduct of any such poll, with discretion for this 
resting with the Council(s) concerned. 
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8.54 JMIB had been advised at their 14 December meeting that Counsel’s 
advice made it clear that the local poll could not be combined with the 
district elections or the national referendum on 5 May.  Counsel further 
made it clear that he would not advise that the poll be held on that day, 
even if the process were ostensibly separate from those two electoral 
events. 

8.55 In considering the options for holding a local poll, JMIB Members had 
considered that too much momentum would be lost if the poll were 
deferred until after 5 May.  They therefore requested at their 14 
December meeting that Officers bring to the 20 January meeting a 
proposed implementation plan that took as its working assumption that 
the poll would be held before the 5 May.  They also recommended at 
that meeting that Electoral Reform Services be engaged to conduct this 
review on the two Councils’ behalf, since it was believed that they 
offered the best balance between costs, voting methodology choices 
and the security of the poll. 

8.56 Officers accordingly brought forward a paper, attached at Appendix (f), 
which suggested an implementation plan engaging Electoral Reform 
Services that would have closed a four week local poll period on 26 
April.  This was seen as providing adequate separation from the 
electoral process for the district elections and the national referendum, 
with minimal risk of any elector confusion, and a risk management plan 
in relation to that small risk of possible confusion. 

8.57 That paper also suggested a draft form of poll question that reflected 
Electoral Commission advice on the wording of referendum questions 
e.g. that they should be easy to understand; be unambiguous; avoid 
misleading voters; avoid jargon; use neutral language and avoid 
assuming anything about the voters’ views. 

8.58 The draft question, which was accepted by JMIB as a potentially 
suitable form of wording, reads as follows: 

“At present, Babergh and Mid Suffolk are separate District Councils. 
Should these Councils be replaced by one new District Council?” 
 

8.59 At the 14 December meeting, JMIB had considered the ground rules 
that should apply to the interpretation of the results of the poll.  
Members were mindful that the initial expectation was that a 
referendum would be held and, in any event, agreed that public support 
for the creation of a single Council was an essential pre-requisite to 
requesting a review by the LGBCE. 

8.60 JMIB therefore agreed to recommend that unless a majority (i.e. 50% + 
1) of those voting in each Council area were in support of the creation 
of a new Council, there should be no request for a review. 
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8.61 JMIB also further agreed that all their recommendations in relation to 
the conduct of a local poll should be shared with Members at the joint 
workshop on 27 January and soundings taken on these. 

Joint workshop feedback on local poll arrangements 

8.62 There was general support both for the draft poll question and for the 
suggested ground rules for interpretation of the poll results.  However, 
there was considerable concern about the recommendation to hold the 
poll before the 5 May, and a belief that this would cause unnecessary 
confusion for electors.  There was also a considerable body of opinion 
that these risks could be removed by committing to the poll in the 
current round of Council meetings, but holding the poll shortly after the 
5 May. 

8.63 The JMIB members convened at the end of the workshop to consider 
these views.  Whilst they were anxious not to lose momentum on this, 
they nonetheless wished to respond positively to the concerns 
expressed.  They therefore agreed that, subject to any subsequent 
officer advice that there would be any problems with the proposal, a 
four week polling period should open on 9 May.  Subsequent officer 
advice has confirmed that this proposal appears to cause no problems. 

8.64 JMIB accordingly now recommend this alternative later date for holding 
the poll, but with the same ground rules and draft poll question (subject 
to suitable “testing” of this question) as previously discussed.  Officers 
are currently seeking to confirm the costings for that poll, and further 
advice will be given at the meeting.  This will include further review and 
recommendations on the overall approach to communications with the 
public before the poll is held. 

Communications and Stakeholder Engagement 

8.65 JMIB Members endorsed the Plan attached at Appendix (g), and invite 
Members to note this. 

9. APPENDICES  

Title Location 

(a) JMIB meeting 20 January 2011 – 
agenda item 5: Update on Key 
Financial Matters – as amended (see 
para 8.4) 

Attached 

(b) JMIB meeting 20 January 2011 – 
agenda item 9(b): Project 
Implementation Plan Overview 

Attached 

(c) Summary of the Vision for a new single Attached 
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Council 

(d) JMIB meeting 20 January 2011 – 
agenda item 4: Council Size and 
Constitution  - as amended (see para 
8.20) 

Attached 

(e) JMIB meeting 20 January 2011 – 
agenda item 3: Proposed Locality 
Working Arrangements 

Attached 

(f) JMIB meeting 20 January 2011 – 
agenda item 6: Local Poll 
Implementation Plan (now superceded 
– see paras 8.62 – 8.64)  

Attached 

(g) JMIB meeting 20 January 2011 – 
agenda item 7: Communications and 
Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

Attached 

 
10. BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 
10.1 JMIB papers 14 December 2010 and 20 January 2011. 

10.2 Presentation slides for Joint Members’ Workshop on 27 January 2011. 

 
Authorship: 
Pat Rockall 01473 825710 
Chief Executive, Babergh District Council pat.rockall@babergh.gov.uk 
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BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL and MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
FROM:  Director of Finance 

(BDC) and Chief 
Financial Officer 
(MSDC) 

AGENDA ITEM  5 

TO:  Joint Member 
Implementation Board DATE OF MEETING 20 January 2011 

 
 
Integration and Merger – Updated Business Case 
 

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 This report covers 3 key matters: 

• Updated Business Case - Key changes to reflect merger in April 2013 
not 2012, the timing of CE/Senior Management appointments, 
revised assumptions on the timing of service integration savings and 
transitional costs, notification of RIEP funding and, specifically, how 
this compares with the original detailed business case approved by 
Members in September 2010. 

• Advisory Poll - Information on costs and savings relating to 
integration and merger (under the Boundary Commission’s VFM 
criteria) and that the key aspects that should be communicated to the 
public in relation to the advisory poll.   

• Council Tax Equalisation – The potential impact on the public and 
levels of future Council Tax income of equalising BDC/MSDC Council 
Tax at the mid-point and communication of this also to the public in 
relation to the advisory poll. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 That the key changes to the updated business case to reflect merger in 
April 2013, the timing of CE/Senior Management appointments revised 
assumptions on the timing of service integration savings and 
transitional costs and notification of RIEP funding be approved. 

2.2 That the information set out in the report on costs and savings relating 
to integration and merger (under the Boundary Commission’s VFM 
criteria) be communicated to the public in relation to the advisory poll.  
Further, that the updated detailed business case is externally validated. 

2.3 That the information set out in the report on the potential impact on the 
public and levels of future Council Tax income of equalising 
BDC/MSDC Council Tax at the mid-point be also communicated to the 
public in relation to the advisory poll. 
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2.4 That, in relation to the above, both Councils indicate their preference, 
in principle, to see Council Tax equalised in accordance with Option 2b 
as described in the report. 

3. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

3.1 The report updates Members on the estimated savings and costs in the 
detailed Business Case that was approved in September 2010. The 
main change is in 2012/13, where savings are reduced compared to 
the original detailed Business Case but this is mitigated to some extent 
by a revised working assumption that, in the light of the Government’s 
grant settlement, more savings will have to be achieved from staff and 
service integration below Senior Management/Service Head level. 

3.2 There are also changes and increased savings in 2013/14 as a result 
of revised assumptions on the service integration savings being 
delivered more quickly. 

3.3 The impact on Council Taxpayers of Council Tax Equalisation under 
different options are set out and Members will note that it is 
recommended that Option 2b from the original detailed Business Case 
is approved, in principle, as the preferred approach of both Councils.  

3.4 The Business Case allows for the cost of external validation of the 
updated detailed Business Case. 

4. RISK MANAGEMENT 

4.1 This report is most closely linked with risk numbers F2 and F3 on the 
BMI project risk register.  Please note that 1 is low and 3 is high: 

Risk Description Likelihood Impact Mitigation Measures 

Financial milestones 
are not achieved, 
leading to savings 
not being realised. 

1 3 
 

Key actions as per the 
project implementation 
plan. 

Critical Member 
decisions are not 
made in the 
timescale consistent 
with the business 
case assumptions 
including the council 
tax equalisation 
plan. 

3 3 Clear time plan for 
council tax equalisation 
including early 
engagement with 
Members around key 
options and issues.  
Early setting of public 
expectations re the 
impact of council tax 
equalisation. 
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4.2 The risk scores for likelihood and impact are taken from the risk 
register approved in September 2010. Clearly, Members are being 
asked to make certain decisions on the business case related to the 
second risk. However, many more key milestones are to come and 
further critical decisions will be needed, hence the ‘high’ risk ratings. 

 
5. KEY INFORMATION 

Updated Business Case 
 
5.1 The original detailed business case approved by Members in 

September 2010 has been reviewed and updated to reflect: 
 

• The agreed merger date of April 2013. 

• Timing of the proposed CE and senior management structure 
appointments. 

• Updated transitional costs and anticipated RIEP funding towards 
these. 

 
5.2 The differences compared to the original business case are 

summarised below (integration and full merger, excluding potential 
Council Tax equalisation costs from 2012/13): 

 
 Original 

£000 
Revised 

£000 
 

585 – 1,255 
 
 
 

733 - 748 

 
578 -1,352 

 
 

910 - 925 

1,318 – 2,003 
- 

1,488 – 2,277 
-361 

1,318 – 2,003 1,127 – 1,916 

 

271 
1,219 
1,568 
1,838 
1,790 
1,790 

 

288 
905 

1,922 
1,851 
1,803 
1,803 

8,476 8,572 

Costs 
CE and senior management -
Redundancy & Pension costs 
(Best/Worse case scenarios) 
 
Other one-off and transitional 
costs 

Less: RIEP funding 
 
 
Savings* 
2011/12 
2012/13 
2013/14 
2014/15 
2015/16  
2016/17 onwards 
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 * Net of estimated potential annual ICT revenue costs, which increase 
gradually from 2012/13 and amount to £304k by 2015/16. 

 
5.3 Based on the above, the key differences and impacts are: 
 

• Increase in costs to the Council of around £0.17m to £0.27m 
before receipt of the RIEP funding.  If the RIEP funding is 
included there is a net reduction in costs of around (£0.09m to 
£0.19m.  See paragraphs 7.4 and 7.5 below for further 
information about the RIEP funding. 

• Reduced savings in 2012/13 – the revised merger date from 
April 2012 to 2013 reduces the level of savings in 2012/13, but 
this has been partially offset by revising the working assumption 
in that year for savings from staff/service integration below 
Senior Management/Service Head level to around 5% of 
controllable costs. 

• Higher savings in 2013/14 - on the assumption that full service 
integration, resulting in a 10% saving on controllable costs, will 
be achieved. 

• Overall savings up to 2016/17 will be very similar to those set 
out in the original detailed Business Case. 

• Both Councils will still, therefore, have to make significant 
additional savings or generate additional income in other ways in 
2012/13 (and beyond). This has been made worse by the 
severity of the Government grant cuts announced for 2012/13 
specifically. 

Further explanations of the changes and current key assumptions are 
set out in Appendix A. 

5.4 The Councils have been informally notified that the bid for funding to 
the RIEP has been successful and an allocation of £306k has been 
made.  With approximately £55k remaining from the original allocation 
of £90k from RIEP, £361k has been built into the revised figures shown 
in the table in 7.2 above. 

5.5 The size of the allocation from RIEP was dependent on the merger 
aspect of the project.  Members should therefore be mindful of the fact 
that there may be an obligation to pay back all or some of this funding 
in the event that merger does not proceed. 

5.6 In relation to 2012/13, additional net savings of between £0.3m and 
£0.5m are forecast (after one-off/transitional costs).  The draft MTFS 
savings forecasts for both Councils indicates that combined savings or 
additional income of around £2.5m or perhaps more may be needed in 
2012/13. Hence, after the estimated integration savings, around £2m 
would still have to be found by both Councils. 
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5.7 In summary, therefore, even before capitalisation of up to around 
£750k of redundancy/pension costs, there will: 

 
• Be a very significant saving up to 2016/17 of between £6.7m and 

£7.4m (allowing for the RIEP funding). 

• Ongoing annual savings of £1.8m thereafter. 

5.8 Even if Council Tax is equalised at BDC levels from April 2013 (but 
this is not the recommended option), the cost up to 2016/17 of £1.1m 
would reduce the savings up to 2016/17 by around 15% to 16%.  
However, the ongoing ‘cost’ of this would be £0.4m a year, reducing 
the ongoing annual savings to £1.4m a year. The recommended option 
will actually generate £0.3m more in additional Council Tax income 
between 2013/14 and 2015/16. 

5.9 Both Councils were notified towards the end of December 2010 that 
the capitalisation applications for one-off staffing costs in 2010/11 had 
been approved in the sum of £185k for each Council.  Whilst this is a 
reduced amount from the application, due to a national over-
subscription, the total sum of £369k is sufficient to cover the 
anticipated pension fund contribution costs from the Chief Executive 
posts.  The redundancy costs were not eligible for capitalisation and 
will have to be funded from other resources e.g. reserves.  A further 
application will be submitted in 2011/12 for the other senior 
management severance costs. 

Boundary Commission VFM Criteria - Merger 

5.10 Value for Money is one of the key Boundary Commission criteria. It is 
based on a clear payback within four years.  The RIEP funding has 
been excluded from the VFM assessment, so that it can be 
demonstrated that the project meets the criteria without any external 
funding assistance. 

5.11 The original business case indicated a potential payback well within 4 
years (although the timing was based on the period 2011/12 to 
2014/15, a year prior to merger).  With merger moving back a year, the 
VFM period is now 2 years later than was shown in the original 
business case i.e. 2013/14 to 2016/17. 

5.12 The Boundary Commission has advised that the four year VFM test 
should be based on the additional costs and savings arising from both 
integration and merger and that the additional costs/savings of merger 
should also be clearly indicated to the public.  Both views of the 
financial position, based on this financial assessment are presented to 
Members in the tables below. 

5.13 The first table below shows the additional costs and savings resulting 
from merger.  A lot of the costs shown in the business case related to 
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integration and not merger.  Effectively, therefore, these are ‘sunk’ 
costs that have not been reflected in what is shown. 

 
Merger costs and savings Amount 

£000 

3,223* 
324 – 532 

2,691 – 2,899 

Savings  
Costs 
Net Savings 
 
Payback < 1 year 

(During 2013/14) 

  * This equates to 37% of the total integration/merger savings 
 
5.14 The table below shows the total costs and savings for integration 

through to merger. 
   

Combined Integration/Merger costs and savings Amount 
£000 

8,572 
1,488 – 2,277 

6,295 – 7,084 

Savings  
Costs 
Net Savings 
 
Payback < 1 year 

(During 2012/13 
or 2013/14) 

 
5.15  Again however, the cost of Council Tax equalisation would affect the 

position.  With a potential cost of £1.1m over the four years, that would 
reduce savings/increase costs. There are clearly more than enough 
savings to pay for this but, of course, it would be more beneficial 
financially to retain as much of the savings as possible. 

5.16  It is understood that the Council Tax equalisation cost is a separate 
issue that does not form part of the Boundary Commission criteria in 
terms of the ‘pure’ VFM test, although this needs to be clarified with 
them.  Even if the maximum potential costs of £1.1m were included (or 
savings reduced) the VFM test would still be achieved, as the payback 
would still be just less than 2 years. 

5.17 Independent validation of just the merger costs and savings should be 
straightforward and relatively low cost and it is recommended that the 
whole updated business case is externally validated.   
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Council Tax Equalisation 

5.18 The position on this has not changed since the original business case 
(other than a year’s delay in merger). 

 
5.19  Three options were considered and included in the business case: 
 

• Option 1 – Equalise at BDC Council Tax level, with MSDC 
residents benefiting from a £12 or 8% reduction over 4 years. 
Loss of Council Tax income of £0.6m in the three years from 
April 2013 and ongoing ‘cost’ of £0.4m a year. 

• Option 2a – Equalise at mid-point between the two current 
Council Tax levels, with a £6 or 4% rise over 4 years (1% a 
year) for BDC residents and an equivalent reduction for MSDC 
residents.  No loss of income. 

• Option 2b – As Option 2a for BDC residents but MSDC 
residents paying the same until 2016/17 when their Council Tax 
would reduce to BDC levels (by £6 or 4%).  This would actually 
generate £0.3m more in Council Tax income for the new single 
Council over the 3 years 2013/14 to 2015/16 and enable the 
new Council to plan for the reduction on Council Tax income of 
around £0.2m a year in 2016/17, which would be very 
manageable. 

 
5.20 The favoured approach of JOB is Option 2b in the business case - this 

would be for BDC residents to pay the increases as per Option 2a but 
with MSDC Council Tax staying the same until 2016/17 and then 
reducing as per Option 2a. 

5.21 The extra cost for Babergh residents will be more than offset, however, 
by savings of between 6% and 7% a year that will feed into each 
Council’s Budget as a result of integration/merger.  Without these 
savings, Council Tax would need to increase by more than the 1% a 
year or service cuts would be more severe 

 
5.22 Although the actual approach can only be determined by the new or 

shadow Council, given the huge financial pressures the two Councils 
are facing, it would clearly be helpful if the income that would be lost if 
Council Tax were equalised at BDC levels could be avoided. 

 
 Summary and Key Conclusions 
 
5.23 The following key conclusions summarise the position: 
 

• The updated business case still shows a very strong financial case 
for both integration and merger. Overall net costs (before savings 
but allowing for the RIEP funding of £0.4m) are lower than the 
original business case. 
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• Savings in 2012/13 are reduced due to the revised merger date of 
2013 but more savings are now assumed in 2013/14. It is likely, 
however, that each Council could still have to find around £1m each 
in further savings on top of this in 2012/13. 

• Very significant total net savings up to 2016/17 of between £6.7m 
and £7.4m are still estimated, very similar to the original business 
case, with ongoing annual savings remaining at £1.8m for full 
integration/merger, as per the original business case. 

• Allowing for all estimated integration costs and savings prior to the 
proposed merger in April 2013, the net financial benefit and ongoing 
savings very clearly exceed the Boundary Commission ‘VfM test’ of 
a payback within 4 years.  Estimated payback is less than one year. 

• Purely in relation to additional costs and further savings from 
merger, the estimated net savings are around £2.8m (or 37% of 
total forecast integration and merger savings) over the four years 
from April 2013, with again a payback period of less than one year. 

• There is, therefore, a very clear and strong case for merger 
financially. This is due to the vast majority of costs being linked to 
integration, not merger. 

• On Council Tax equalisation, given the huge financial pressures the 
two Councils are facing, it would clearly be helpful if the income of 
£1.1m between 2013/14 and 2016/17 and the ongoing £0.4m a 
year that would be lost if Council Tax was equalised at BDC levels 
could be avoided. 

• Gradually equalising at a mid-point (Option 2a in the original 
business case) on a phased basis over 4 years would avoid this, 
with BDC residents (Band D) paying £1.52 or just over 1% each 
year extra (for 4 years from 2013/14) and Mid Suffolk residents 
paying equivalently less. 

• However, Option 2b in the business case is seen as a more 
equitable approach, with BDC residents Council Tax increasing as 
per Option 2a but with MSDC Council Tax staying the same until 
2016/17 and then reducing as per Option 2a. 

• The increase for Babergh residents will be more than offset by 
savings of between 6% and 7% a year that will be achieved as a 
result of integration/merger.  Without these savings, Council Tax 
would need to increase by more than the 1% a year or service cuts 
would have to be more severe. 

6. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

6.1 An Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) is not appropriate or necessary 
for this report. Any impact of integration/merger will be across the 
whole area of the two Councils and an EqIA is being considered for the 
whole project. 
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7. APPENDICES  
 

A – Explanation of changes in the Business Case  

8. BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 

High Level and Detailed Business Cases – September 2010. 
 
 

 
CONTACT:  
 
Babergh - Barry Hunter, E-MAIL: barry.hunter@babergh.gov.uk 
  Director of Finance 
 
Mid Suffolk – Katherine Steel E-MAIL: Katherine.Steel@midsuffolk.gov.uk 
      Chief Financial Officer 
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Appendix A 
 
Explanations for Changes in the Updated Business Case  
 
1) Most of the senior management costs reduce under the best and worst 

case scenarios, as the timing of these appointments is now expected to 
be slightly later than the assumption made in the detailed business 
case.  This has however been offset, in the worst case scenario, by the 
delay to merger resulting in a Director of Finance becoming eligible for 
their pension by April 2013.  This has increased the worst case costs 
by £97k. 

 
2) The increase in the other one-off and transitional costs of £177k is 

related to a reassessment of the management of change costs 
resulting from the one year delay in merger.  Delaying the merger 
means that the length of the project is extended from 18 months to two 
and a half years with additional costs being incurred for project 
management and the backfilling of staff that will be working on the 
project.  The change in worst case transitional costs is shown in the 
table below: 

 
      
Transitional Costs Original Revised 
  £000 £000 
      
     
Election Costs 150 150 
Management of Change 138 305 
Accommodation Remodelling 50 50 
Contract Novation 25 25 
Communications / Corporate Identity 25 15 
Relocation Travel Costs 60 60 
Training and Development 60 45 
Local Poll (Including Public 
Engagement) 50 95 
External Validation of Business Case 20 10 
Recruitment Costs 30 30 
Parallel Running ICT Costs 2014/15 140 140 
     
  748 925 
      

 
3) 2011/12 savings increased by £17k – The slightly later timing for senior 

management appointments, than in the detailed business case, has 
reduced the savings in 2011/12, but this has been more than offset by 
a change in the assumption that the number of Directors is reduced 
during 2011/12 rather than at the end of that year.  Savings have 
therefore increased slightly. 

 



Appendix (a) 

 11

4) 2012/13 savings decreased by £314k – Moving merger back one year 
reduces the savings on areas like Members, single Director of 
Finance/CFO, internal and external audit etc, but the timing of the 
service integration savings has been reviewed in light of the recent 
grant settlement and a more aggressive timetable with higher savings 
in 2012/13 is now being proposed, so that service integration will 
contribute more towards the budget shortfall in 2012/13. 

   
5) 2013/14 savings increased by £354k – This is mainly due to the 

revised and more aggressive timetable to achieve service integration 
than originally assumed in the detailed business case.  This has been 
partly offset by a reduction in savings from Member costs resulting 
from the one year delay in merger because these savings will not now 
be achieved in full until 2014/15. 

 
6) 2014/15 savings increased by £13k – The recent decision by the two 

Councils on the salary range for the new Chief Executive post has 
resulted in additional savings compared with the detailed business 
case.  This explanation also applies to the increased savings seen in 
2015/16 and 2016/17. 

 
Current Key Assumptions 
 
1) Creation of new single council from April 2013. 
 
2) Elections for new council in May 2013. 

 
3) New Chief Executive in post from June 2011. 
 
4) Salary of Chief Executive reduced to maximum of salary range agreed 

by the two Councils. 
 
5) Directors in post from August 2011 (reduced by one). 
 
6) Heads of Service in post from October 2011. (reduced by four) 
 
7) Further reduction in Director/CFO in April 2013 on merger 
 

 
 
 
100211-MSDC-BDC Joint Report - Integration and Merger - Updated Business Case - App A.doc 
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BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL and MIDSUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
FROM: Joint Officer Board AGENDA ITEM  9(b) 

TO: Joint Member Implementation Board DATE OF MEETING: 20 Jan 2011 

 
BABERGH / MIDSUFFOLK INTEGRATION AND MERGER (BMI) –  
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN OVERVIEW  
1. Purpose of Report / Main Issues 

1.1 In September 2010, Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils agreed to integrate 
the staff and services across the two Councils during 2011, and to merge the two 
Councils into one new Council in 2013, the latter being subject to the outcome of a 
public poll and agreement by the Secretary of State. This report provides Members 
with a brief overview of the implementation plan for the project, and the funding 
support that has been secured from the Regional Improvement East Partnership 
(RIEP). 

2. Recommendations 

2.1 That Members note the implementation plan report and consider any additional information 
required, or any specific recommendations to be made to the Executive / Strategy 
Committees. 

3. Financial Implications  

3.1 These are summarised within the report. The figures have been produced by the 
Councils’ Chief Finance Officers.  

4. Risk Management and Legal Issues 

4.1 Both Councils have included the integration project as an item on their corporate 
Risk Registers, and there is a joint Risk Register being managed for the project. 

5. Consultations 

5.1 None 

6. Equality and Diversity Impact 

6.1 Equality and Diversity is an integral part of the implementation plan. 

7. Key Information 

7.1 The details of the implementation plan overview are in the attached Appendix.  

8. Appendices / Background Documents 

Title Location 
(a) Appendix 1  BMI – Project Implementation Plan 

Overview – January 2011, v2, 14/1/2011 
Attached 

(b) BMI Detailed Business Case, Sep. 2010 Published in Sep.2010 
Authorship: Paul Banjo, joint Programme Manager (Interim) 
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Appendix 1     BMI – Project Implementation Plan Overview – January 
2011 
 
1. Background 
 
In September 2010 Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils agreed to integrate the staff 
and services across the two Councils during 2011, and to merge the two Councils into one 
new Council in 2013, the latter being subject to the outcome of a public poll and agreement 
by the Secretary of State. This document gives a brief overview of the implementation plan 
for the project. 
 
2. Key Outcomes and Timeline 
 
The Babergh – Mid Suffolk integration and merger programme seeks to deliver benefits 
and savings arising from economies of scale, sharing of assets and resource in teams, 
sharing of senior managers, pooling of scarce skills and expertise, increased capacity and 
resilience to deliver services to the community, and reductions in the cost of democracy. In 
summary: 

• Efficiency savings 
• Increased resilience 
• Increased performance 
• Increased (local) strategic capacity 
• A new model for locality working 

 
Both Councils agreed that value for money for council tax payers should be the paramount 
objective, and that any programme of strategic integration should aim to achieve a jointly 
agreed balance between financial savings and future resilience in all aspects of service 
delivery. 

The implementation programme can be viewed as a number of broad phases, and key 
outcomes, namely: 
 
Implementation 
Phase 

Key Outcome / Benefits 

Phase 1A Management and staff integration across two councils. 
Benefits: Savings, resilience, capacity 

Phase 1B Establishing external support (local, LGBCE, CLG) for the creation of a 
single district council (One Council). 
Benefits: Ability to proceed to implementation of One Council 

Phase 2A Implementation of One Council  [subject to successful Phase 1B] 
Benefits: Increased savings, resilience, capacity, performance and 
opportunity for new models of locality working. 

Phase 2B Service transformation and optimisation, Business Process 
Improvement (BPI), and alternative delivery models, etc. 
Benefits: Further efficiencies, improvement, revenue opportunities, and 
innovation in delivering services to citizens 

 
These phases are illustrated very broadly below: 
 
Approx Timeline:   
     2010           2011                                          2012                                          2013                               
 
 
 

Phase 1A (Staff Integration) 

Phase 1B (Merger support) Phase 2A (Implement merger) 

     Phase 2B  (Transform)      Č 
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In relation to what was in the Business Case published in September 2010: 
• ‘Scenario 2’ (management and staff integration) in the business case, corresponds to 

‘Phase 1A’ and part of ‘Phase 2B’ 
• ‘Scenario 3’ (full merger) in the business case, corresponds to ‘Scenario 2’, with 

‘Phase 1B’, ‘Phase 2A’ and part of ‘Phase 2B’ 
 
It must be emphasised that this project will not achieve in full the scale of savings needed 
as a result of the comprehensive spending review. Service integration will achieve 
minimum savings of £1m p.a. and the creation of a single council will achieve minimum 
savings of £1.8m p.a.  Service cuts over the next four years will remain inevitable. 
 
Overall outputs from the integration and merger programme are: 

(i) Integrate the staff of both Councils into a single management and staffing structure: 

• Senior Management – Appointment of single Chief Executive, joint Management 
Team and Heads of Service producing an estimated ongoing saving of £379k a 
year by the end of 2011.  This would form part of ‘Phase 1A’ as described above. 

• A minimum saving of £636k a year through integration of staff and service delivery. 
This will be a phased approach, covering both Phases 1 and 2 as described above. 
The business case assumes integration complete by 2014/15. In Phase 1 the 
emphasis is on bringing the teams together in 2011, providing capacity and 
resilience to mitigate the impact of cuts in vacant posts in each Council.  Savings 
will then be realised through service transformation in particular during Phase 2. 

(ii) Dependent on Secretary of State approval, to create a single district council from April 
2013.  This covers Phase 1B and Phase 2 as described above.  Phase 1B is an essential 
phase in which costs will be incurred in establishing the mandate to proceed with 
implementing a single council. Following this, the actual implementation of a single council 
will commence, with the associated savings and service improvement benefits. 

• Senior Management – Further senior management savings of £83k. 

• Additional savings of £232k a year on further integrating management, staff and 
service delivery. 

• Estimated savings of £273k on Member and democratic processes. 

• Additional savings of £200k a year on corporate activities resulting from one 
council, e.g. external audit. 

 
3. Work Breakdown Structure 
 
The programme to bring together the two councils is structured around a number of key 
focus areas or ‘workstreams’.  Each workstream has lead officer(s) from the Joint Officer 
Board along with dedicated implementation resource and shared programme / project 
management support. The workstreams are as follows: 
 

(Phase 2B early stage) 
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Key Area Lead Officer(s) Joint Officer 
Board lead(s) 

Key deliverables 

Organisational and 
Cultural Alignment 

Jeanette Bray / Faye 
Hendin 

Andrew 
Hunkin / Nick 
Gowrley 

- Shared vision / culture 
- Joint organisation 
framework/policies 

- Change Management 
training 

Senior Management 
Team and Staff 
Integration / HR 

Kathryn Saward / 
Jeanette Bray / Faye 
Hendin 

Andrew 
Hunkin / Nick 
Gowrley 

- Plans for CE and Dir 
appointments 

- Pay harmonisation 
arrangements 

- Workforce planning 
Local Poll, 
Governance & the 
Constitution 

Ray Amesbury / Phil 
Tallent 

Pat Rockall / 
Andrew Good 

- Focus group / testing 
- Publicity 
- Finalise question, hold 
ballot 

Locality 
Arrangements for 
One Council 

Jonathan Free / Tim 
Mutum 
Richard Thurlow / 
Chris Foti 

Mike 
Hammond / 
Chris Fry 

- Options / costs report to 
Joint Constitution 
Workgroup 

- Successful stakeholder 
engagement: good 
understanding / buy-in 

Financial Matters Barry Hunter / 
Katherine Steel 

Barry Hunter / 
Katherine 
Steel 

- Council tax equalisation 
plan 

- Updated business case 
figures to reflect 2013 
merger 

Service Integration Heads of Service 
and Team Leaders 

M Hammond, 
A Hunkin, C 
Fry, N 
Gowrley 

- Immediate proactive 
engagement in various joint 
service teams to achieve 
benefits of joint service 
delivery 

- Alternative service 
mechanisms 

Engagement and 
Communications 

Paul Simon / Vicky 
Smy 

Pat Rockall / 
Andrew Good 

- Targeted engagement with 
key stakeholders, internal 
and external 

- Alignment of various 
engagement activities 

Enabling 
Infrastructure 

David Cleary / Ivan 
Norris / Kevin Peck / 
Andy Reed / Ryan 
Jones / Stephen 
Clarke / Peter Quirk 

Nick Gowrley / 
Andrew 
Hunkin 

- ICT infrastructure, identify 
key requirements and 
application audit 

- Accommodation review 

 
In addition there are seven ‘service specific workstreams’ based around provisional service 
groupings, and with responsibility from the unit head / head of service from each council. 
This is indicative, and does not represent an agreed final organisational structure. These 
provisional groupings are set out below:  
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Landlord Services 
Local Authority Housing Stock : Management, Repairs, Rents, 
Private sector housing availability 
Housing Strategy, Housing Enabling, Right to Buy, Supported 
Housing, Housing Advice, Homelessness, B&B, Community 
Alarms 

Leads:  
Martin King (MSDC)  
Ryan Jones and David 
Clarke (BDC)  
Chris Foti (BDC) 

Community Development 
Arts, Sports, Leisure/Health Improvement, Community Youth 
Programme, Community Safety, Countryside Service (Community 
facing), CYP, Tourism, TIC, Economic Development and 
Regeneration 

Richard Thurlow (MSDC)  
Paul Little (BDC)  
Dave Benham (MSDC) 
 

Environmental Enforcement 
Environmental Health – Safety, Food Safety, Noise and 
Nuisance, Pollution Control, Dog and Pest Control, Licensing, 
Planning Enforcement, Housing Standards in private sector,  

John Grayling (MSDC)  
John Rainer (BDC)  

Natural Environment 
Open Space/Grounds Maintenance including Countryside 
maintenance, Waste Management, Street Scene, Car Parks, 
Environmental Management (CRED), Public Conveniences 

Terry Willington (MSDC)  
Malcolm Firth and Ryan 
Jones (BDC)  

Built Environment 
Development Management: Planning Control, Building Control, 
Planning Policy 

Peter Burrows (MSDC) Nick 
Ward and Richard Cooke 
(BDC)  

Governance, Corporate Support and Customer Services  x2 
Elections, Legal, Monitoring Officer Complaints, FoI, Policy, 
Performance Management, Audit, Human Resources and 
Organisational Development, IT, Finance (Revs & Bens client 
role),Contracts and Property 

Jonathan Free and Phil 
Talent (MSDC) 
Andrew Hunkin and Barry 
Hunter (BDC)  

 
 
4. Key Milestones / Gantt: 
 
Indicative key milestones associated with the various workstreams are illustrated in the 
attached Table and Gantt chart at Annex 1. 
 
 
5. Implementation Costs: 
 
The original detailed business case approved by Members in September 2010 is being 
reviewed and updated to reflect: the agreed merger date of April 2013, timing of the 
proposed Chief Executive and senior management structure appointments, updated 
transitional costs, and funding awarded by the Regional Improvement and Efficiency 
Partnership (RIEP). The updated project implementation cost estimates (subject to 
confirmation) are as summarised below (integration and full merger, excluding potential 
Council Tax equalisation costs from 2012/13): 
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 Original 
£000 

Revised 
£000 

 

585 – 1,255 
 
 
 

733 - 748 

 

578 -1,352 

 

 
910 - 925 

1,318 – 2,003 

- 

1,488 – 2,277 

-361 

1,318 – 2,003 1,127 – 1,916 

 
271 

1,219 

1,568 

1,838 

1,790 

1,790 

 
288 

905 

1,922 

1,851 

1,803 

1,803 

8,476 8,572 

Costs 
CE and senior management -
Redundancy & Pension costs 
(Best/Worse case scenarios) 
 
Other one-off and transitional costs 

 

Less: RIEP funding 

 
 
Savings* 
2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

2015/16  

2016/17 onwards 

 
  

 * Net of estimated potential annual ICT revenue costs, which increase gradually from 
2012/13 and amount to £304k by 2015/16. 

 
 
6. RIEP Funding 
 
Funding support for project implementation has been received from the Regional 
Improvement East Partnership (RIEP). 
 
An initial grant of £90k was awarded in April 2010, the scope of which was enabling the 
business case production and implementation of management and staff integration during 
2010 and through to June 2011.  During this period we achieved the High Level Outline 
Business Case in July 2010, the detailed Business Case in September 2010, and Council 
merger key decision in September 2010. Only very high level service-specific feasibility 
work has been done so far. Greater emphasis has been put on merger related business 
case work.   Management and Staff integration implementation will now follow slightly later 
than previously estimated, but consistent with the business case. Service integration will 
now be implemented in a staged manner, as the optimised solution for One Council will be 
different from that for shared services across two Councils. A final decision on moving to 
One Council will not be known until towards the end of 2011.   
 
A subsequent funding request was made to RIEP in November 2010, for support for the full 
merger implementation project as described in this document.  The milestones in the 
second application will logically follow on from / supersede the outstanding milestones from 
the original grant, and the balance (approx £55k) of the original £90k RIEP grant will be 
directed towards this.  
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The second funding application was extensive and ambitious in scope, and the request to 
RIEP was for funding support as follows: 
 
Key milestones Target date Spend Period 

• Interim stage of Phase 1B: Local Poll 
completed. 
Interim Stage of Phase 1A: Management 
and Staff Integration. 

• Phase 1B completed: External support for 
One Council. 
Early / Interim Stage of Phase 2B: 
Transformation. 
Phase 1A completed: Management and 
Staff integration across two Councils 

• Interim stage of Phase 2A: implementing 
One Council. 
Further Interim Stage of Phase 2B: 
Transformation. 

• Phase 2A completed: implementing One 
Council. 
Phase 2B completed: Transformation. 

• End-May 2011 
 
 
 
• End-Dec 2011 

 
 
 
 
 
• End-Sept 2012 

 
 
 

• End-Jun 2013 
 

• Approx £186k 
revenue 
 

 
• Approx £90k 

revenue and £30k 
capital 

 
 
 
• Approx £87k 

revenue and £23k 
capital 

 
• Approx £138k 

revenue and 
£246k capital 

 
Of the above, RIEP have offered to grant funding (subject to formal confirmation) to support 
just ‘Phase 1’, ie. the work during 2011/12, totalling £306k. The scope of this is 
management and staff integration, and achieving external support from the 
public/LGBCE/CLG for creation of a single council.  (This is shown in normal font in the 
table above; the text in italics is not within scope of the RIEP grant). This is a very large 
amount of funding support from RIEP, and they have stressed that the focus on merger is a 
key and innovative aspect of this project.  They expect that the learning from this project 
will be shared widely with other councils that are also looking to implement full merger in 
the future. 
 
 
 
V2a 14/1/11 
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Annex 1 - Outline Project Plan Key Milestones (Provisional) 
 
ID Task Name Start Finish 
  KEY MILESTONE: ‘Phase 1A’ - SMT and Staff integration completed   31-Dec-11 
  KEY MILESTONE: ‘Phase 1B’ - External Support for One Council   28-Dec-11 
  KEY MILESTONE: ‘Phase 2A’ - Implementation of One Council   01-May-13
  KEY MILESTONE: ‘Phase 2B’ – Transformation   31-Oct-13 
1 Organisational and Cultural Alignment 06-Dec-10 31-Oct-13 
1.1 Shared vision / culture - shorter version 27-Jan-11 17-Feb-11 
1.2 Shared vision / culture - detailed for One Council 27-Feb-12 30-Jun-12 
1.3 new single corporate plan & budget for One Council 28-Jun-13 31-Oct-13 
1.4 Joint organisation framework/policies 06-Dec-10 26-Sep-11 
1.5 Workforce Development and Training 01-Feb-11 21-Nov-11 
2 Senior Management Team and Staff Integration / Human Resources 13-Dec-10 10-Sep-12 
2.1 Design of organisation structures 15-Mar-11 26-Sep-11 
2.2 Plans for Ch.Exec. and Dir and other appointments 13-Dec-10 25-Apr-12 
2.2.2 Chief Executive in place 14-Dec-10 21-Jun-11 
2.2.3 Directors in place 14-Dec-10 12-Oct-11 
2.2.4 Third Tier officers in place 22-Jun-11 15-Feb-12 
2.2.5 Develop detailed staffing structures below Third Tier level 03-Aug-11 25-Apr-12 
2.3 Pay harmonisation and job evaluation arrangements 14-Dec-10 10-Sep-12 
3 Referendum/Local Poll, Governance and the Constitution 06-Dec-10 01-May-13
3.1 Demonstrate Public Support / Hold a Successful Local Advisory Poll 06-Dec-10 11-May-11 
3.2 Review by LGBCE  03-Jun-11 30-Nov-11 
3.3 Secretary of State Approval 01-Dec-11 28-Dec-11 
3.4 Governance of the Project 13-Dec-10 13-Dec-10 
3.5 Constitution of New Council 26-Jan-11 30-Jun-12 
3.6 Plan for Elections to new Council 15-Nov-12 01-May-13 
4 Locality Arrangements for One Council 06-Dec-10 30-Dec-12 
4.1 Engage with external stakeholders to develop proposals 06-Dec-10 14-Dec-10 
4.2 Engage with internal stakeholders – Members and staff 04-Jan-11 31-Jan-11 
4.3 Analyse & summarise proposals, to use with Local Poll 01-Feb-11 30-Mar-11 
4.4 Develop structure and skills to operate in locality based approach 01-Mar-11 30-Nov-11 
4.5 Further work (through 2012) following LGBCE / SoS recommendation 08-Oct-12 30-Dec-12 
5 Financial Matters 06-Dec-10 01-Jun-13 
5.1 Updated Financial Info for Feb Council Mtgs & Poll/LGBCE 06-Dec-10 30-May-11 
5.2 Joint Medium Term Financial Strategy,  and alignment of future budget 

priorities, policies and other plans 
06-Dec-10 10-Dec-11 

5.3 For merger, establish a work plan for combining two Statement of 
Accounts into one and onto one financial system. 

01-Mar-12 01-Mar-13 

6 Service Integration 10-Dec-10 31-Oct-13 
6.1 Immediate proactive engagement in various joint service teams 10-Dec-10 31-Mar-11 
6.2 Joint services pre One Council: 04-Mar-11 04-Aug-11 
6.3 CO-LOCATION – Target to achieve 30% collocation of staff 31-Jul-11 31-Jul-11 
6.4 Joint services post One Council: 29-Dec-11 17-Apr-13 
6.5 Transformed Services / New means of Delivery 01-Mar-11 31-Oct-13 
7 Engagement and Communications 02-Nov-10 31-Jan-13 
7.1 Targeted engagement with key stakeholders, internal and external 02-Nov-10 31-May-11 
7.2 Websites development 09-Mar-11 31-Jan-12 
7.3 Branding development 04-Jan-13 31-Jan-13 
8 Enabling Infrastructure (Workstream) 29-Nov-10 01-Jun-13 
8.1 ICT (interim/pragmatic enablers + longer term solutions) 07-Dec-10 30-Mar-11 
8.2 Facilities and Contract Alignment 27-Mar-12 01-Jun-13 
8.3 Implementation Programme Governance and Team / Resources 06-Dec-10 04-Mar-11 
8.4 Project Review and Shared Learning, as required by RIEP 03-Jan-11 01-Jun-13 
8.5 Equality and Diversity, applied to all aspects of the work 31-Mar-11 30-Mar-12 
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[Associated 2-page Gantt chart attached, below] 
 

 
 
 
 

100211-MSDC-BDC Joint Report - BMI Implementation Plan - App B.doc 

BMI_110111.pdf



A Bright Future Vision

Needs

Living within
our Means

Valued Services

Citizens & 
Communities

Future Council: 
Responsive & 
Innovative 
Solutions

Staff and Councillors 
see:
• tailored services for our 
citizens
• more joint working with 
the Voluntary Sector
• different ways of 
engaging with Parish & 
Town Councils and 
Business Sector
• flexible, local devolution 
of power 
• modern, progressive and 
flexible use of technology 
• a focus on community 
issues

They feel: 
• empowered and 
accountable 
• supported to deliver on 
community leadership 
• supported to manage key 
risks
• positive about change 
and the future

Citizens and 
Communities see a 
Council that:

• listens to their needs
• gets it right for citizens
• provides affordable 
access to services
• Is open and trustworthy
• protects vulnerable     
people
• talks, and listens, to 
you about key issues 
• takes action on things 
you’ve said to us
•checks that things are 
being done properly 
• looks after the 
environment 
• spends money wisely
• is easy to do business 
with

A
ppendix (c)
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JOINT MEMBER IMPLEMENTATION BOARD 20 JANUARY 2011: APPENDIX 
TO PAPER 4 

 
 

PRINCIPAL AREA BOUNDARY REVIEW OF BABERGH AND MID SUFFOLK 
DISTRICT COUNCILS 

 
COUNCIL SIZE AND CONSTITUTION 

 
SUBMISSION TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION 

FOR ENGLAND (LGBCE) 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1  Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils believe there are clear financial 

and other benefits to residents in seeking to create a single new district 
council to replace the two current District Councils from April 2013.  The 
business case to support that proposition is available for public viewing 
(link etc). 

 
1.2  Throughout 2010, the two Councils have been working to achieve greater 

integration of their services and workforce, and set up a Joint Member 
Board (JMB) to lead and oversee that work.  The JMB was also tasked 
with responsibility to evaluate the merits of taking the further step of 
merging the two council areas under the administration of one, new district 
council. 

 
1.3 The business case for integration of the staffing structures of the two 

councils into a single structure under a single Chief Executive has been 
agreed, and the process of recruitment to the Chief Executive position is 
underway.   

 
1.4 The two Councils have also agreed in principle to seek the creation of a 

new district council from April 2013, subject to the outcome of a local poll 
of all local government electors in the Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas 
(date).   

 
1.5 In the event of the local poll indicating majority support amongst those 

taking part in each area, the two Councils will seek a Principal Area 
Boundary Review by the Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England (LGBCE).  The objective of that request for Review would be for 
the LGBCE to then make recommendations to the Secretary of State 
leading to the creation of a new district council to serve the current 
Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas from April 2013. 
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1.6 The JMB has now become the Joint Member Implementation Board 
(JMIB) to oversee the implementation of all aspects of this major project 
on behalf of both Councils. 

 
1.7  It is considered that a council of some 50 – 60 members would be able to 

provide efficient and effective overall political leadership and management 
of the council whilst also providing adequate capacity for all councillors to 
fulfil their local representational role in their own ward.    

 
1.8 This paper illustrates how a new council of 52 Councillors might be 

structured to carry out the various member roles. The two Councils are 
seeking an indication from the LGBCE as to what size of council it might 
be “minded to adopt”, subject to a local poll to determine the actual level of 
public support for a single council.    

 
1.9 The purpose of this submission is also to inform residents prior to the local 

poll taking place of how a new council might operate and make decisions.  
It must be emphasised that, if the proposal to create a new council is 
accepted, it will be the role of the LGBCE to determine the size of 
that council, and the proposals in this paper should be seen in that 
context. 

 
 
2. COUNCIL SIZE 
 

Calculating Council Size 
 

2.1  This is the number of councillors required to deliver effective and 
convenient local government (choosing the appropriate number of 
members to allow the council and individual councillors to perform most 
effectively). 

 
2.2  The number of councillors will subsequently determine the average 

number of electors to be represented by each councillor across all wards 
of the new authority, those wards to be reconfigured at a subsequent 
stage of the process. The number is reached by dividing the electorate by 
the number of councillors on the new council and is sometimes called the 
“electoral quota”. 

 
2.3  It is recognised that all proposals on council size should be justified and 

evidence must be provided in support of the proposal. 
 

Guidance on Calculating Council Size 
 

2.4  In the recent consultation document issued by the LGBCE, it is 
recommended that the following issues be considered when developing 
a proposal for council size: - 
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• The decision-making processes of the local authority. 
e.g. What decisions, taken where, and how is the process 
managed? The model will impact upon the workload of councillors 
and the working practices of the council, and will therefore have an 
effect on the number of Councillors required. 

 
• The scrutiny process 

What is scrutinised and how is the total scrutiny workload 
managed? 

 
• Quasi-judicial processes – e.g. planning and licensing; what is 

the workload and how is it managed?  
 

• The representational aspect of the elected member’s role 
How will the elected Member provide community leadership, 
engagement and representation? 
 

2.5  Other issues that have been considered in relation to the workload of 
councillors are the area’s rural aspect and the number of Town and Parish 
Councils. 

 
2.6 Taken together, these considerations have led the two councils to 

conclude that a new council of some 50 – 60 members could effectively 
and efficiently discharge all its functions of political leadership and 
community representation. 

 
2.7  Each of these issues is considered in this submission, which sets out how 

a new district council of 52 members might be constituted to serve the 
current Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas.  
 

3. MODEL OF LOCAL GOVERNANCE 
 
3.1  The Local Government Act 2000 fundamentally altered the political 

management of local authorities by requiring the adoption of one of a 
limited number of constitutional arrangements that separated executive 
(i.e. decision-making) functions from non-executive functions.  In most 
cases, councils chose to adopt a “Leader and Cabinet” form of executive 
arrangement.  Currently, 331 councils operate under these arrangements.  
The main form of alternative executive model currently available is the 
directly elected Mayor and Cabinet executive, which at present operates in 
12 councils.   

 
3.2 The White Paper, “Modern Local Government: in touch with the people” 

that underpinned the Local Government Act 2000 described these 
executive arrangements as follows:  

  
“The executive role would be to propose the policy framework 
and implement policies within the agreed framework. The role of 
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backbench councillors would be to represent their constituents, 
share in the policy and budget decisions of the full council, 
suggest policy improvements, and scrutinise the executive’s 
policy proposals and their implementation.” 

 
3.3 However, councils below a population size of 85,000 on 30 June 1999 had 

the option to adopt “streamlined committee” arrangements instead of one 
of the prescribed forms of executive arrangements, albeit still reflecting 
key characteristics of the executive models. Babergh District Council 
chose to operate within streamlined committee arrangements and so, 
technically, did Mid Suffolk District Council, which created a Leader and 
Executive Committee but without giving individual Members any delegated 
powers.  Currently, 56 councils operate under these arrangements. 

 
3.4  For all councils, Full Council sets the broad policy and budgetary 

framework.  Much of the decision-making within that agreed framework is 
then delegated to the Cabinet or Committees.  This rests with the Strategy 
Committee at Babergh and with the Executive Committee at Mid Suffolk.  

 
3.5 Babergh’s Strategy Committee and Mid Suffolk’s Executive Committee 

operate under political proportionality rules that reflect the overall political 
balance of their Council.  Decisions made by those Committees are then 
open to scrutiny and call-in by politically balanced Overview and Scrutiny 
Committees.  

 
3.6 Both Councils believe that in the light of experience their own adopted 

governance models are streamlined, efficient and effective, even though 
they are not full executive arrangements and, in particular, there has been 
no delegation to individual Councillors.  Crucially, the arrangements are 
seen to be inclusive and have not led to strong polarisation between the 
“decision-making” and other roles of councillors, as has been seen in 
some other councils operating executive arrangements.   

 
3.7 Babergh and Mid Suffolk councils are mindful that an increased size of 

council will bring new demands for efficiency and effectiveness, and that 
what has worked well for each of them may not work quite so well for a 
larger council.  In any event, in the absence of any changes to current 
legislation, a new council serving a population of some 180,000 would 
have to operate within one of the available forms of executive 
arrangements, and the adoption of committee arrangements would not be 
a permitted option.   

 
3.8 Were a new council to be created within the current legislative framework, 

it is considered that during those formative stages of creating a 
successful, cohesive new council for the Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas, it 
would not be desirable to adopt an executive model predicated on strong 
individual decision-making that may create, or give the impression of 
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creating, an unlevel playing field either amongst individual councillors or 
across the two former council areas. 

 
3.9 For those reasons, the two Councils believe that a directly elected mayoral 

executive model would not be an appropriate or adequately consensual 
basis from which to build a new single council for the two former council 
areas and should not be pursued further at this stage.  Subject to 
legislation, this would not, of course, preclude a new council from 
considering such an option in later years. 

 
3.10 It is therefore proposed that, in the absence of any changes in legislation, 

proposals should be developed for a new council to operate Leader and 
Executive Cabinet arrangements, albeit there are some reservations about 
the modifications introduced in 2007 legislation to the original Leader and 
Cabinet model. It is felt that these changes (i.e. a Leader elected for four 
years who then decides the number of Cabinet members and who those 
members should be) could again polarise particular councillor roles at the 
very time that a more consensual approach would better serve the growth 
and development of a new council. 

 
3.11 However, if permitted by future legislative changes and as an alternative 

to the currently available Leader and Executive Cabinet model, the two 
councils would propose to build on the successes of their own current 
arrangements in developing their proposals for the constitutional model of 
a new, larger single council. 

 
3.12 The councils have concluded that this could be best achieved either by a 

more inclusive form of Leader and Cabinet arrangement (akin to the 
original Leader and Cabinet model) or a streamlined committee system.  
Any opportunities created by legislative changes to achieve such an 
arrangement would accordingly be warmly welcomed.  The two councils 
would intend to use any such provisions to the fullest possible extent to 
carve out a constitutional arrangement for a new council that took the best 
features of both Leader and Cabinet and streamlined committee 
arrangements.  The objective would be to create an efficient, effective and 
inclusive constitution for a new council that reflected the shared 
democratic values of both existing councils.  In effect, this would be a 
hybrid system of governance that reflects current best practice at both 
councils. 

 
3.13 Whatever the detailed constitutional arrangements, the councils propose 

that any new council should operate on the basis of full council elections 
every four years, and that there be single member wards unless, by 
exception, electoral equality requirements unavoidably dictate otherwise in 
specific wards. 

 
3.14 In considering the detailed constitutional arrangements for a new council, 

the two councils are aware that, even if permitted by future legislative 
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changes, the adoption of traditional committee arrangements for a new 
council would be out of kilter with other councils of similar population size, 
notwithstanding possible opportunities for those councils themselves to 
revert to committee arrangements if and when the Localism Bill passes 
into law.  Therefore, if committee arrangements were to be adopted, these 
should continue to be as streamlined and cost-effective as possible.   

 
3.15 Subject to the enabling legislative provisions referred to above coming into 

effect, it is therefore proposed  that there should be either a Cabinet 
consisting of a Leader and 9 other Members, or a key decision-making 
committee (akin to Babergh’s Strategy Committee and Mid Suffolk’s 
Executive Committee) with a Leader and a similar number of Members.  In 
either case, some or all Members of the Cabinet/Committee would have 
portfolio responsibilities but may or may not exercise individual delegated 
decision-making powers, depending on legislative provisions and the 
political will of the new council itself.  

 
3.16 Either arrangement would demand a significant time commitment for those 

Cabinet/Committee members as they would be responsible for having a 
thorough grasp of their individual portfolios and would be accountable for 
issues within that remit.  The number and nature of portfolios may change 
from time to time to reflect the priorities of the council. 

 
3.17 Although decision-making, within the budget and policy framework set by 

Full Council, would be in the hands of the Cabinet/Committee, appointed 
by Full Council, the councils recognise the importance of ensuring that 
Overview and Scrutiny is proactive and does not lapse into a mere 
monitoring role. It is suggested that an Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
of 12 Members be established, working alongside and mutually supporting 
a Policy Review Panel, to give the scrutiny and policy review functions the 
necessary profile and support. 

 
4. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF COUNCILLORS 
 

Full Council 
4.1 Babergh District Council currently has 43 Councillors and Mid Suffolk has 

40, in both cases being elected every four years at a single set of 
elections, with the next elections due in May 2011. 

 
4.2  All Councillors are members of Full Council. Under these proposed 

arrangements for a new council, and subject to the enabling legislative 
provisions referred to above, Council will be responsible for appointing the 
Leader and the Cabinet and/or committees of the Council and for setting 
the Budget and Policy framework on the recommendation of the Cabinet 
or main strategy/executive committee. 

 
4.3 The Full Council will meet on average 6 -7 times per year, on an eight 

week cycle. 
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Cabinet/Strategy or Executive Committee 

4.4 Subject to the appropriate enabling legislative provisions,  
 
Á the Cabinet/Committee will be responsible for most day-to-day 

decisions and will comprise the Leader, elected by the Council, and 
9 other Councillors appointed by the Council. 

 
Á Individual members of the Cabinet/Committee may also be portfolio 

holders and, if so, will be assigned a separate brief that reflects the 
Council’s priorities and key strategic objectives. Portfolio holders 
will lead on matters relating to their areas of responsibility at 
meetings of the Cabinet/Committee when decisions relating to their 
portfolios are to be taken. 

 
Á The Cabinet/Committee will meet to perform its collective executive 

function on a monthly cycle. The Councils are satisfied that this 
model will secure efficiency and accountability in decision-making 
whilst preserving the more traditional airing of alternative views at 
meetings of the decision-making body. The frequency of meetings 
is considered appropriate to combat any potential for delay for 
which consensus politics has sometimes been criticised. 

 
Á Portfolios for Cabinet/Committee Members will reflect the priorities 

of the new council.  It is appropriate that there should be one 
member of Cabinet/Committee with responsibility for each of those 
priorities. It is felt that a Cabinet/Committee of the Leader, Deputy 
Leader and 8 other members, some or all of whom would have 
portfolio responsibilities, will enable effective and convenient 
management of the Council’s business.   

 
Overview & Scrutiny and Policy Review 

 
4.5 The Local Government Act 2000 envisaged a process of scrutiny, which 

has evolved since then with various other pieces of legislation. 
 
4.6 Overview and Scrutiny at Babergh is currently undertaken by two 

Committees each with 9 members. Each of these committees has a 
specific remit as set out in the Babergh’s constitution, and has a policy 
formulation role in addition to a scrutiny role.  In Mid Suffolk, there is one 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee of 8 members. There are also two 
Policy Panels with 11 elected members on each, which exist to advise the 
Executive Committee. 

 
4.7 It is suggested that the new council should operate with one Overview 

and Scrutiny Committee comprising 12 members and that it should meet 
every eight weeks, with additional meetings if necessary to deal with any 
call-in of a Cabinet/Committee decision. 
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4.8 It is also suggested that there should be a Policy Review Panel comprising 

up to 12 members to undertake specific policy reviews. The Panel would 
be constituted as a Working Group and would be a ‘standing’ group which 
could develop expertise over a number of reviews on related subjects. The 
Policy Review Panel would normally meet in public. Membership of 
individual Panel meetings would not be set by full Council but would be 
drawn in appropriate numbers from a pool of 12 Members appointed by 
Council.  Logically, therefore, more than one Policy Review Panel could 
run concurrently to review different issues.  If necessary, other members 
with particular specialisms or other non-council members could be co-
opted onto the Panel for the duration of a particular review.  Alternatively, 
or in addition, ad hoc working parties or groups could be set up for a 
specified duration to review specific issues in detail. 

 
4.9 Scrutiny powers and the role of policy formulation and review extend to 

considering matters that may not be the direct responsibility of the District 
Council and both can depend on evidence and expertise from both inside 
and outside the Council. It is felt that these proposals provide a good 
indication of the number of Councillors that might be required in the future 
to deliver an effective Overview and Scrutiny function and to provide the 
necessary mix of skills and experience in undertaking policy formulation 
and review. 

 
Regulatory Functions  

 
4.10 Development/Planning Control Committee - The Development 

Committee of Babergh District Council comprises 15 Members and 
currently meets once every 4 weeks to determine planning applications 
and consider other planning issues. At Mid Suffolk the planning function is 
discharged by two Planning Control Committees each with 10 members 
and a Planning Referral Committee of 20 members, which can be 
convened to consider applications upon which there is disagreement 
between the Planning Control Committee and the recommendation of the 
Planning Officer. The Planning Control Committees meet every four 
weeks. 

 
4.11  The Councils agree that the new council should in principle move towards 

a single Development/Planning Control Committee as soon as practicable 
after 2013.  However, it is recognised that this may require incremental 
change rather than immediate radical change to reflect the prevailing 
position in both current council areas.   In order to maintain continuity and 
stability in this key area during a period of considerable change, it is 
therefore proposed that, in the first instance, the new council should have 
2 or 3 Development /Planning Control Committees.  These would 
comprise a Committee of 16 Members for the former Babergh area and 
either two Committees of 8 Members in each for the two former Mid 
Suffolk Planning Control Committee areas or a single Committee of 16 
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Members for the whole former Mid Suffolk area.  Membership would be 
drawn from the appropriate geographical area and each committee would 
meet once every four weeks. 

 
4.12 In order to encourage and support integration and assimilation of policies 

and practice across the two former council areas over a reasonable period 
of time, it is proposed that a Planning/Development Control Referral 
Committee, comprising 10 Members drawn equally from amongst other 
Development/Planning Control members representing the former Babergh 
and Mid Suffolk geographical areas, be set up to consider applications 
upon which there is disagreement between the relevant committee and 
the recommendation of the Planning Officers.  

 
4.13 It is anticipated that meetings may last on average about three hours.  No 

members would be permitted to serve on any of these committees without 
undertaking and keeping fully up to date with all necessary personal 
development and training. 

 
4.14 Licensing and Appeals Committee – In Babergh there is currently a 

pool of 12 Members from which membership of the Licensing and Appeals 
Committee and sub-committees is drawn. It is not uncommon to hear a 
number of cases on the same day. A similar arrangement is in place in 
Mid Suffolk, although the membership of the committee is larger at 15 
members.  

 
4.15 Hearings generally take 40 minutes and, as with planning, there is also a 

training requirement for Members. 
 
4.16 It is not anticipated that the structure of the Licensing and Appeals system 

needs to be changed in any way and the expectation is that one main 
Licensing and Appeals Committee of 10 members should be sufficient to 
cope with the workload. 

 
Other Responsibilities 

 
4.17 Audit Committee 

 
Neither Council currently operates with a stand-alone Audit Committee, 
with that statutory role falling within the constitutional remit of the relevant 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee. This has occasionally been criticised 
by auditors who have argued that there should be a separate audit 
committee.  It is proposed that the new Council should have an Audit 
Committee consisting of 6 Councillors who would meet quarterly to 
undertake the council’s statutory audit function. 
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4.18 Standards Committee 
 

It is noted that the national Code of Conduct is to be abolished but both 
existing constituent Councils believe that Standards Committees have 
been effective in improving behaviour and would wish to see the role 
continued. It is therefore proposed to create a Standards Committee 
comprising 4 members of the council and a number of independent 
members.  The presumption is that chairmanship of this council would be 
undertaken by one of the independent members.  Meetings would take 
place quarterly and would take on the role of promoting ethical conduct 
within the Council. It is not anticipated, however, that this committee would 
be involved in the assessment of complaints or conducting hearings. 

 
4.19 Ad hoc Working Parties and Working Groups – Ad hoc working parties 

and groups will be established if and when required to study specific 
issues or topics in a supporting role to the Policy Review Panel. These 
groups will generally have a limited life, but could represent a considerable 
short-term time commitment for those Councillors involved in them. 
Although not committees of the Council, they would be important meetings 
that contribute to the effective political management of the Council. 

 
4.20 It is anticipated that in the future, as the new Council considers a 

greater number of both transformational and localised projects, the need 
for these types of groups may increase. 

 
4.21  Such groups will meet with different frequencies, with some 

meeting, say, fortnightly for concentrated periods of time, whilst others 
would need to meet less frequently over a longer period of time.  

 
Cabinet/All Committees and Working Groups etc 
 

4.22 Unless there are sound and agreed reasons to the contrary, membership 
of Cabinet and/or all Committees and member groupings below Full 
Council should reflect a fair and balanced geographical spread of 
membership across the two former council areas. 

 
Representational Aspect of the Councillors’ Role 

 
4.23 Aside from the commitments and panels etc outlined above, the following 

are issues that will also be relevant for the role of members of the new 
authority -  
• Outside Bodies 
• Partnership Arrangements 
• Town and Parish Councils/Meetings 
• Locality and Neighbourhood Working Arrangements 
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4.24 Outside Bodies - There are currently 67 places on outside bodies for 
Babergh Councillors and 73 for Mid Suffolk councillors, some with the 
same organisations as each other.   Representation on outside bodies will 
continue to be an important function of members of the new council. 

 
4.25 Partnership Arrangements – Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils 

are each members of some 10 or so significant strategic partnerships, 
some of which are common to both councils.  Member representation on 
such bodies is an important feature of partnership working, and will 
continue to be an important function for members of the new council.  
 

Town and Parish Councils/Meetings  
 
4.26 The Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas are rural and extensively parished. 

There are currently 102 Parish Councils in Mid Suffolk and 20 Parish 
Meetings, and there are 66 Parish Councils in Babergh and 9 Parish 
Meetings. A reduction in the number of District Councillors will involve 
larger wards with more Parish Councils in each. 

 
4.27 Whilst it would remain their choice whether or not to do so, ward 

councillors with several Parish Councils within their rural wards could find 
that their workload would increase to possibly unacceptable levels if they 
continued to attempt to attend every monthly Parish Council meeting in an 
increased ward size. 

 
4.28 Given the likely impact that an increased number of Parish Councils within 

an increased size of district council ward could have upon the role of the 
local ward councillor, Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils have 
considered how neighbourhood and locality working could be achieved 
more efficiently (see below). If those arrangements are put in place, it is 
believed that the increased number of Parish Councils within each district 
council ward should prove manageable within a council of 50 - 60 
members. 

 
Locality and Neighbourhood Working Arrangements 

4.29 Consideration has been given to new ways of actively engaging with the 
community in the development of locality and neighbourhood working 
arrangements. 

 
4.30 This has involved discussion at stakeholder meetings where there was 

general support for the concept of “clustering” parishes into larger locality 
arrangements to deal with matters of common interest. Although Town 
and Parish Councils value the existing opportunities for individual 
engagement with their District Councillor(s) that the latter’s attendance at 
their monthly meetings afford, those attending the stakeholder meetings 
have expressed a willingness to work in different ways. 
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4.31 The new arrangements need not therefore substantially increase the time 
commitment of councillors in their traditional methods of engagement with 
their individual Town and Parish Councils.  However, it is envisaged that 
they will enhance their level of engagement overall with the Town and 
Parish Councils in their ward and with the community as a whole by 
putting in place formal arrangements for consultation and engagement 
that are broadly consistent across the District, whilst also retaining scope 
to respond flexibly to particular local needs. 

 
4.32 The purpose of these arrangements would be to provide regular 

opportunities that are clearly recognised by all stakeholders as the place 
where local people go to meet with councillors to determine priorities for 
improvement, raise issues and concerns and find out how to become 
involved in neighbourhood issues. 

 
4.33 Member involvement in community leadership and neighbourhood 

management would, in the main, be through the leadership they provide to 
these local forums and it is anticipated that councillors, from both the 
District and County Council would initiate and attend such events in their 
locality, supported as appropriate by council staff. 

 
 
5. CONCLUSIONS 
 
5.1  All councillors will be expected to carry out a community leadership, 

engagement and representational role within their ward, attend Full 
Council meetings and participate in locality and neighbourhood working 
arrangements. 

 
5.2 Councillors are also likely to be nominated to sit on at least one outside 

body.  
 
5.3  It is proposed that there will be a total of 72 permanent places available on 

Cabinet and/or committees of the new council. Appointments to these 
positions should reflect a fair geographical distribution across the former 
Babergh and Mid Suffolk areas.   

 
5.4 In total, it is anticipated that 18 Councillors would hold positions of 

individual leadership e.g. as Council Chairman/Leader/Chairs of particular 
meetings.  Members serving on the Cabinet/Committee or 
Planning/Development Control committees will also make an additional 
time-commitment owing to the frequency and/or length of meetings. It is 
considered, as a consequence, that it is preferable to have a Council of 
sufficient size to ensure that Councillors only have to fulfil one such role, 
with additional roles placing a lesser demand on them.  

 
A further 26 places will be available on other committees that meet with 
medium or low frequency, and it will be possible for Councillors to 
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combine places on these committees with positions on committees or 
other individual leadership roles requiring more commitment. 

 
5.5  In addition, a further 10 places will be available on the Policy Review 

Panel, together with up to 30-40 places on ad-hoc working parties and 
working groups at any given time. Such roles will be allocated to achieve 
reasonable political and geographical representation, broad equality of 
workload and inclusion of all members and to gain optimum benefit from 
individual strengths and talents.  

 
5.6  To reflect the representational role of members in their ward, the number 

of committee places that are available, and the additional time members 
spend on council business, either attending ad hoc working groups or 
participating in Councillor development activities, it is considered that 
a new council would deliver convenient and effective local government 
with a council size of 50 – 60 councillors. 
 

5.7  Each role represents a unique time commitment for members. However, 
this can be divided into three levels of commitment - high, medium and 
low (as outlined below). This provides an indication of the number and 
type of roles each councillor could reasonably be expected to undertake to 
ensure convenient and effective local government; effective community 
leadership and engagement in their own ward; an inclusive approach to 
the involvement of all members in the political management of the council 
and a fair distribution of overall responsibilities amongst all council 
members. 

 
 

Time Commitment Description Examples of Roles 
High Individual leadership and 

chairmanship roles; 
membership of Cabinet 
and/or committees that 
meet frequently and 
include substantial time 
commitment outside of 
the meeting. 

Council Chairman and Vice 
Chairman 
 
Council Leader and Deputy 
Leader 
 
Cabinet/Committee 
Members/Portfolio holders 
 
Committee Chairmen and 
Vice Chairmen 
 
Planning/Development 
Control Committee 
members 
 

Medium Committees that meet on 
more than a quarterly 
basis 

Overview & Scrutiny 
members 
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Policy Review Panel 
members 
 
Some ad hoc task groups 
 

Low Committees meeting 4 or 
fewer times a year  

Audit Committee 
 
Standards Committee 
 
Some ad hoc task groups 
 

 
 
5.8  The table on the following page outlines a governance model for a council 

with 52 Councillors. All would, of course, deliver their representational and 
community engagement roles and participate as members of the Full 
Council.  Each councillor would be allocated up to three of the places 
available on the Cabinet/Committee, other Committees of the Council and 
Policy Review Panel, having regard to the time commitment issues 
referred to above.  In addition, many will serve on outside bodies as 
appropriate and some on any ad-hoc working parties or groups that may 
be formed. 
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52 COUNCILLOR GOVERNANCE MODEL: KEY: - 
Blue - A Committee or commitment for all Members; 
Red - A role with high time-commitments and 
significant additional work; Yellow - A role with 
medium time-commitment and additional 
responsibilities; Green - A Committee with relatively 
low time-commitment and limited additional 
responsibilities 
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1. Chairman of the Council        1       1     
2. Vice Chairman of the Council        1         1   
CABINET/EXECUTIVE or STRATEGY COMMITTEE                         
3. Leader of the Council        1             
4. Deputy Leader of the Council        1             
5. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member     1                 
6. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
7. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
8. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
9. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
10. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
11. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
12. Cabinet/Executive/Strategy Cttee Member    1                 
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE                         
13. Chairman, Overview & Scrutiny Cttee        1     1     1 
14. Vice Chairman, Overview & Scrutiny Cttee     1     1     1 
15. Committee Member 

   
  1     1   1     

16. Committee Member      1     1     1   
17, Committee Member      1     1       1 
18. Committee Member      1     1       1 
19. Committee Member      1     1       1 
20. Committee Member      1     1       1 
21. Committee Member      1     1       1 
22. Committee Member      1     1       1 
23. Committee Member      1     1       1 
24. Committee Member      1     1       1 
OTHER CHAIRMANSHIPS                         
1. DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE                         
25. Chairman, Planning Cttee A        1           1 
26. Vice Chairman, Planning Cttee A        1           1 
27. Chairman, Planning Cttee B        1           1 
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28. Vice Chairman, Planning Cttee B        1           1 
29. Chairman, Planning Cttee C        1           1 
30. Vice Chairman, Planning Cttee C        1           1 
2. LICENSING AND APPEALS COMMITTEE                         
31. Chairman, Licensing & Appeals Cttee        1           1 
32. Vice Chairman, Licensing & Appeals Cttee        1           1 
3. AUDIT COMMITTEE                         
33. Chairman, Audit Cttee        1           1 
34. Vice Chairman, Audit Cttee        1           1 
4. POLICY REVIEW PANEL                         
35. Chairman, Policy Review Panel        1           1 
36. Vice Chairman, Policy Review Panel        1           1 
OTHER COUNCILLOR ROLES                         
37. Front Line Councillor      1   1     1     
38. Front Line Councillor      1   1       1   
39. Front Line Councillor      1   1         1 
40. Front Line Councillor      1   1         1 
41. Front Line Councillor      1   1         1 
42. Front Line Councillor      1   1         1 
43. Front Line Councillor      1   1         1 
44. Front Line Councillor      1   1         1 
45. Front Line Councillor      1       1 1     
46. Front Line Councillor      1       1   1   
47. Front Line Councillor      1       1     1 
48. Front Line Councillor      1       1     1 
49. Front Line Councillor      1       1     1 
50. Front Line Councillor      1       1     1 
51. Front Line Councillor      1       1     1 
52. Front Line Councillor      1       1     1 
   TOTALS 52 8 26 18 8 10 10 4 4 34 
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3. Stakeholder engagement  
 
3.1 A number of different methods were employed to engage key stakeholders in developing the 

potential locality arrangements. These included: 
 

a) A questionnaire (on-line and paper based) 
 
 This questionnaire covered the main themes of how the District Councillor will work at a 

community level with a particular focus on the interaction with the  Town and Parish 
Councils, Options for Town and Parish Councils to work collectively using the four 
locality models (as described above) to stimulate views on the scale, complexity and 
size of collective working arrangements. The questionnaire also tested respondent’s 
views and appetite for involvement in service delivery and finally the method by which 
they preferred to have contact with the organisation and its services. The questionnaire 
was used to collect information at the locality events and mailed to over 300 
organisations across the area as well as being made available on-line. 

 
b) Parish Liaison Meetings for both areas 
 

Briefings on the potential merger were provided at Parish Liaison meetings in Babergh 
and Mid Suffolk to advise attendees of the locality work stream and to encourage their 
participation in developing this work. 

 
c) Individual meetings with key stakeholders  

 
 Individual briefings were provided to the key Voluntary and Community Sector groups, 

statutory partners (i.e. Suffolk County Council) and a range of Town Council’s (e.g. 
Sudbury Town Council, Stowmarket Town Council and Needham Market Town Council).  

 
d) A series of Locality Road Show events across the two districts  

 
The purpose of these events was to commence a dialogue with Town and Parish 
Councils, voluntary groups, the business community and other local groups on the 
particular requirements and local needs in relation to:  

 
• The potential contact and engagement arrangements between district councilors, 

Town and Parish Councils and other public service partners, 
• The way in which services could be organised at a local level.  
• Lastly, as the delivery of public services change we would like to understand the level 

of interest in being involved in service delivery and the different ways in which this 
may be achieved. 

 
 Between November 17th 2010 and December 16th 2010 a series of eleven Locality Road 

Shows were delivered at various locations across the two districts. These events were 
aimed predominantly at the Town and Parish Councils as well as the Voluntary and 
Community Sector organisations. Participants were provided with a range of information, 
face to face discussion with staff and the opportunity to complete a short questionnaire 
capturing their views.  
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e) Staff and Elected Member engagement  
 

 Service representatives will also be providing their perspective on the emerging findings 
from this work stream along with potential access to services issues that will need to be 
considered by the new Council.  

 
 Councillors will also be considering the proposals and providing their views through the 

Joint Member Implementation Board and Joint Member seminar meetings in January 
2011. 

 
4. Analysis of the results  
 
4.1 This report provides an early opportunity to review the emerging findings from the locality 

work stream. However it is important to recognise that is the start of the engagement process 
and that further development of the principles into more detailed proposals will be required 
along with extensive engagement and consultation with stakeholders and residents. 

 
4.2 Many participants in the road show events expressed a desire for a fully formed model to 

comment on and there are concerns about how representative the results are given the size 
of sample (and the fact that many views are personal as opposed to the formal perspective 
of the Town and Parish Council or organisation).  

 
4.3 In addition, the initial engagement has not addressed in detail access to service issues, as 

Parish Councils have mainly considered aspects engagement with councillors and 
democratic governance arrangements. Service access is likely to be of significant concern to 
the wider population within the two districts, and will be the subject of further developmental 
work and consultation activity within this project. 
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5. Road show events  
 
5.1 The Road Show Events attracted over one hundred attendees (including representatives 

from forty six different parishes, and twenty other organisations (i.e. Suffolk Mind, Acre, 
Sudbury Society, Mid Suffolk Citizens Advice Bureaux, etc). In addition direct contact with 
another nine Parish and Town Councils (including Sudbury, Stowmarket and Needham 
Market). We have also met with Suffolk County Council representatives and commenced a 
dialogue regarding emerging locality work as part of the County Councils New strategic 
Direction project. Figure 2, provides an indication of the geographic range and coverage of 
the events and how representative the attendance has been. 

 
Figure 2. Locality Road Shows – Engaging with local communities 

 

 
 
6. Questionnaire  
 
6.1 We received forty nine responses to the questionnaire (fifteen electronic and thirty four hard 

copies), with a breakdown of the respondents as follows: 
Community groups     5 
Town & Parish Councils 28 
Suffolk wide groups    8 
Others    7 
 
Total  48 (two responses were received from 

Bramford Parish Council) 
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Whilst, most would prefer to see services delivered by the County and District Councils, there 
is a reluctant acknowledgement that some services, if they are to be maintained, may pass to 
Town and Parish Councils. The nature of the reaction to this seems to vary with the size of 
the Town and Parish Council. The larger councils see a greater potential role in service 
delivery but are extremely concerned about the potential financial implications of taking on 
services.  

 
12.4 The smaller Parish Councils are far more reluctant as far as service delivery is concerned. 

Skills and capacity are major concerns, as is the limited numbers of functions which are in 
the view of the Parishes are suitable to run at a very local level. There was slightly more 
interest assuming the Parish Cluster model is in place. This may allow joint service 
commissioning by parishes and has the potential for greater District Officer support or the 
option of parishes sharing a qualified clerk to administer any service contracts. 

 
12.5 The VCS had similar concerns regarding service delivery and capacity within existing 

organisational infrastructure.  
 
12.6 The final aspect covered as part of this engagement was to seek the views of the Town and 

Parish Councils and the VCS on the contact they require of a new larger local authority. The 
feedback on this was once again quite mixed. In summary the view was that the need for a 
local presence from services would vary from service to service. Not surprisingly from a 
Parish perspective planning is a key service. Concern was raised about planning officers 
having local knowledge and being able to develop a relationship with the local community. 
Some further concern was raised about the potential changes in the planning system and the 
need for a closer working relationship between the Parishes and the Planners including the 
potential for officer advice at a local level in the event of parishes determining planning 
decisions. 

 
12.7 Concern was also raised about the ability of people to be able to access services close to 

where they live. No firm opinion was raised on the need for local offices but some form of 
access point at a community level was seen as essential. Parishes themselves were in the 
main (with one or two exceptions) quite prepared to operate on a day to day basis via e-mail. 

 
 

 
. 

The Questionnaire 
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