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A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils (‘the Councils’) have prepared this
business case to test the option of creating a new, single district council in central
Suffolk to replace Babergh and Mid Suffolk.
2.
The proposal has arisen out of the Councils’ longstanding commitment to
shape the arrangements for local government in the heart of Suffolk in the best possible
way, in order to support our residents and business communities to achieve their
ambitions and face the changing and challenging future for local government over the
next decade.
3.
The Councils have a long shared history and award winning1 fully shared
service partnership that has created ongoing savings in excess of £13 million in staff
and other costs since 2011.
4.
Appendix (a) to the business case tests the following six options for further
transformation of the Councils’ partnership working, against the Government’s criteria
for considering changes to local council structures.
Options
1. Do ‘more of the same’ under the existing ‘Working Together’ partnership
arrangements;
2. Expand the existing partnership to include other councils;
3. Create a new, single district council to replace Babergh and Mid Suffolk
District Councils;
4. Seek to create unitary council arrangements to replace Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District Councils;
5. Create a combined authority for the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area; or
6. Seek to establish a mutually owned company to deliver all public services in
the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area.
Government criteria for council ‘mergers’
•
•
•

The proposal is likely to improve local government in the area concerned.
The proposal commands local support, in particular that the merger is
proposed by all councils which are to be merged and there is evidence of a
good deal of local support.
The proposed merged area is a credible geography, consisting of two or more
existing local government areas that are adjacent, and which, if established,
would not pose an obstacle to locally-led proposals for authorities to combine
to serve their communities better and would facilitate joint working between
local authorities.

1

Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils were awarded the Municipal Journal award for
‘Shared Services’ in 2013 and iESE silver awards for ‘Working Together’ and ‘Council of the
Year’ 2018
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5.
The options appraisal in Appendix (a) shows that options 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 would
either generally have a negative impact for the delivery of local services, council
finances and democracy; and / or are highly unlikely to be deliverable in the
foreseeable future.
6.
It concludes that a new, single district council to replace Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District Councils would bring the greatest benefits for local businesses and
communities, including:
•
•
•
•
•

better value for money, financial savings and self-sufficiency;
more simplicity;
greater democratic accountability;
broader influence; and
deeper resilience.

7.
Central to the proposal to create a new, single council is the desire to ensure
that we can continue to meet the challenges that we are facing and take advantage of
opportunities in our area. For example, we are ambitious to go further in our role of
enabling communities, growing our local economy further, and putting citizens and
communities at the heart of everything we do.
8.
We also want to move forward with new forms of local government, for
example: putting decision making and services at the most local level possible,
investing in prevention rather than crisis interventions, maximising our assets, and
integrating with the rest of the public sector system.
9.
All of this will require strong leadership from elected ward Councillors. Both
Councils are already undergoing electoral reviews of the number of councillors each
Council has and their respective ward boundaries. This is being conducted by the
Local Government Boundary Commission for England and will come into force from
our next scheduled elections in May 2019. So, whatever happens, the make-up of the
Councils will be changing in the coming years to reflect changes in the districts over
the last 15 years and changes in how local government works.
10.
Despite these strategic changes, there will be no change to the things that are
currently valued by our communities and deemed most important by our Councillors:
locally delivered services, good customer access and strong connections between
local Councillors and their communities (as set out in Appendix (c)).
11.
As the financial section of the Business Case makes clear, the main financial
driver of the proposal to become a single council would be to protect the over £2m per
year savings already achieved and to maximise the organisation’s efficiency to address
future challenges. There would be some immediate additional cashable savings of
around £0.6m per year and £0.4m non-cashable efficiencies and extra capacity. The
proposal would also ensure resilience and sustainability of much-valued local council
services across the whole area, enabling us to continue to support businesses and
residents.
12.
A new single council would have a single level of council tax after a period of
harmonisation. Section F of the Business Case sets out how this might be achieved,
building on the existing commitments and requirements for changes in council tax over
the medium term.
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13.
A public engagement exercise started with the announcement of the options
appraisal and proposal in October 2017, and concluded in February 2018. Appendix
(c) describes the engagement undertaken, and demonstrates public support for the
proposal, from our residents, key partners, stakeholders and staff.
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B. INTRODUCTION
14.
Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk District Council are committed to
shaping the arrangements for local government in central Suffolk in the best possible
way, in order to support our residents and business communities to achieve their
ambitions and face the changing and challenging future for local government over the
next decade. Our belief is that the best option to achieve this is through the creation
of a new, single district council to replace Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk
District Council from May 2019.
15.
Our proposal to create a single council is shaped by our commitment,
enshrined in our Joint Strategic Plan, to create the environment where, and ensure
that, individuals, families, communities, and businesses continue to thrive and flourish
– meeting their full potential. The Councils are committed to achieving this through a
focus on:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

more of the right type of homes, of the right tenure, in the right places
a strong and growing economy, with increasing investment in skills,
infrastructure, innovation and productivity;
strong, healthy, active, safe, and self-sufficient communities;
respecting, protecting and enhancing our environment;
financially self-sufficient and resilient local government;
using our commercial approach to invest back into our communities; and
efficient, effective services, offering value for money.

16.
This document gives further detail on what creating a single district council,
replacing Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk District Council, would entail and
compares it to the other organisational options available to the Councils. The Councils
combined population would be 189,512, which would make it one of the five largest
district councils in England.

About our area
17.
The two district council areas, in the heart of rural Suffolk, have a lot in common,
with aligned environmental, economic, social and cultural strengths, that have drawn
the Councils together administratively; and is reflected in the continuing strong will
amongst both authorities to work ever more closely together. This partnership has led,
over the past 7 years, to the formation of joint strategic plans and objectives, and a
fully shared officer structure. At a Councillor level, the Joint Strategic Plan and work
towards adopting a Joint Local Plan has emphasised a growing leadership role to
create strong, empowered communities.
18.
The districts of Babergh and Mid Suffolk cover an area of over 1,400 square
kilometres (540 square miles). They are predominantly rural in nature, with 190 parish
and town councils, and thriving market towns. The area also has 6,400 listed buildings,
60 conservation areas and 2 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
19.
Mid Suffolk was recently identified as the 3rd happiest district in England, based
on the ONS’s headline estimates of personal well-being. The latest Halifax Rural
Areas Quality of Life Survey identifies that Babergh is 24th and Mid Suffolk is 46th. The
results of our recent independent survey undertaken by ComRes highlight that a large
majority of residents in both districts are happy with the place where they live (Appendix
(c)1).
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20.
According to growth forecasts, the population in Babergh will grow by 8% to
96,931 and that of Mid Suffolk by 11% to 112,174 by 2036. The highest level of
increase will be those aged over 65 (an increase of 20% of the current over-65
population in Babergh and 27% in Mid Suffolk). By 2036 the number of people aged
over 85 is expected to double in both districts.2
21.
The two districts are marked by their similarities, not their differences. Similar
proportions of residents live in urban and rural areas; there are similar levels of
deprivation in the two districts, and residents and businesses in the two districts face
similar challenges and opportunities for the future; for example, increasing the supply
of affordable homes, securing infrastructure improvements, and supporting an
increasingly ageing population.
22.
An assessment of our governance structure will enable us to review how we
can work more effectively to support these common challenges, without losing our
strong community relationships.

About the Councils
Babergh and Mid Suffolk Councils are adjacent district councils in the heart of Suffolk, a
county with two-tier governance (Suffolk County Council plus 7 district & borough
councils). The Councils are members of the New Anglia Local Enterprise Partnership and
are not part of any current or proposed future combined authorities.

Babergh
Mid Suffolk

Population
(2016)
89,498
100,014

Number of
Councillors*
43
40

Revenue budget
(2018-2019)**
£39.0m
£38.4m

*Both Council are currently subject to a Further Electoral Review which will take effect from May 2019. This
will result in a reduction in the number of Councillors representing each Council but this work has not yet been
finalised by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
**Gross budget including Housing Benefit payments but excluding the Housing Revenue Accounts

2

ONS projections (2017)
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C. ‘WORKING TOGETHER’ - LOCAL GOVERNMENT TRANSFORMATION IN
BABERGH & MID SUFFOLK
23.
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils are proud of our track record of
sharing services and formulating joint plans and initiatives. Both Councils have been
at the forefront of transforming local government to better support and deliver high
quality services and improved outcomes for our local communities.
24.
We have made ongoing savings in excess of £13 million in staff and other costs
since 2011 through our fully shared service and management partnership
arrangements; and continue to save £2m year-on-year. This has enabled us to sustain
our services and support our communities to shape their futures.
25.
In light of local government funding reforms, in 2011 the political and
managerial leadership of the Councils recognised that unless we took a different, more
strategic, shared approach to achieving community outcomes, both faced a bleak
future of continuous and unsustainable service cuts.
26.
The emergence of national policies, in particular those encouraging localism
and rewarding the delivery of economic growth, were also recognised as opportunities
to re-engineer the Councils’ business and better align the delivery models across the
districts to achieve those outcomes.
27.
Under the guidance of a cross-party Joint Member Integration Board we
developed and implemented a major change programme based on emerging shared
priorities and outcomes for Housing, Economy, Environment and Communities. We
developed a new delivery model for local government integrating management and
staff, encouraging a more flexible and collaborative culture to deliver optimum
outcomes with reduced resources, whilst maintaining the democratic integrity of each
Council.
28.
The Councils appointed a joint Chief Executive in 2011 and then created a new
integrated shared management team with a clear strategic remit based on the themes
of ‘People’ and ‘Place’. The integration of corporate management provided additional
senior capacity to drive and deliver award winning organisational change and
transformation.
29.
The broad themes and approach to our integration and transformation
programme were:
Structural: a single delivery organisation, with reduced staffing and tiers of
management, adopting a pragmatic range of delivery models (‘what works’) for
the two sovereign councils with more external shared working to achieve
Housing, Economy, Environment and Communities outcomes.
Systems, policies and processes: aligned and integrated systems,
structures and approach at a service level to minimise differences in
operational procedures. Adopting ‘Working Together’ as our default approach
unless a clear business case dictated this was not possible or politically
desirable.
Customer focused: identifying the optimal way to deliver services to our
customers, evaluating how our customers interacted with our services through
our Public Access Strategy, and through business process re-engineering,
rationalising our approach to improve performance - ensuring customers
receive a consistent experience and approach across both Councils.
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Cultural: creating political and managerial relationships based on trust.
Developing and empowering people to be self-leaders attuned to the political
priorities of the two Councils, less reliant on management intervention and
ultimately increasing the clarity of purpose and delivery of outcomes.
30.

What ‘Working Together’ has achieved:
Smaller: We have reduced the number of management posts by over 50% and
all our services are now delivered by one workforce on behalf of both councils,
saving tax payers £2m per year.
Smarter: Our teams are closely aligned to our Joint Strategic Plan and deliver
their services across both districts, regardless of the boundary between the
two.
Swifter: increased capacity and capability for specific services has allowed us
to focus our resources on areas where there is higher demand.

31.
Creating a Joint Strategic Plan was an important part of ensuring continuous
improvement within our ground-breaking operational and strategic partnership. This
involved the harmonisation of our strategic approach and policies – developing
common goals and aspirations, sharing risks and rewards in delivery. This also
included the formulation of a Joint Medium Term Financial Strategy.
32.
We refreshed the Joint Strategic Plan in 2016 to wholly align our long-term joint
ambitions and to reflect our determination to push the boundaries of what we can
achieve together. The refreshed Joint Strategic Plan also marks a fundamental shift
for our Councils – moving from ‘Working Together’ as partners, to actually sharing a
single vision and approach, delivering the same high-level improvements for the
residents of both districts.
33.
This has been further reinforced by the adoption, and ongoing roll out, of the
joint Public Access Strategy. Similarly, the agreement to both move from the
committee system to a Leader and Cabinet style of governance from May 2017, and
to a single public-sector hub with Suffolk County Council and Clinical Commissioning
Groups in Endeavour House in Autumn 2017, has enabled even greater levels of
integration, efficiency, and mirroring of governance.
34.
We have integrated our systems, structures, policies and approach; and
completed the transition to a single-officer structure, on a single payline, with shared
single terms and conditions, and working from the same headquarters.
35.
In addition to evaluating service delivery, opportunities arose to evaluate the
way in which our Councillors worked on a collaborative basis, to share knowledge,
insight and resources. Councillors in Babergh and Mid Suffolk already work on a joint
basis, for example through Joint Committees and working groups, simultaneous
Cabinet meetings, joint administration briefings and shared induction, learning and
development programmes. Our councillor body consists of 83 members (43 in
Babergh and 40 in Mid Suffolk). Both Councils are currently Conservative-led, and
each has had its own Leader and Cabinet arrangement since May 2017. Both Councils
currently set separate council taxes and budgets, even where used to fund jointly
delivered services.
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36.
Sharing services has allowed the Councils to remain strong in the face of recent
challenges, and to support communities and deliver services in spite of ongoing cuts
in funding. However, there is a sense that the limits have now been reached of what
the shared services model and traditional transformation and efficiency saving
approaches can achieve in terms of making savings and creating a resilient
organisation to face future challenges. Like several other councils, locally and
nationally, the Councils are therefore considering taking the next step.
37.
The financial business case (Section F) identifies that should both Councils not
elect to become a single council, additional costs are likely to be incurred in supporting
the divergent positions that both Councils may be obliged to take. However, more
fundamentally, becoming a single Council provides the best opportunity to protect the
savings that have already been achieved, and avoid a division between both Councils
which may put these savings at risk of being undone.
38.
Our move towards financial self-sufficiency is described in the five high level
themes of the Councils’ Joint Medium Term Financial Strategy (‘MTFS’), as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Maximising income and one-off/temporary/ongoing incentivised funding;
Using ‘one-off’ money to generate ongoing funding and income streams or to
reduce our costs;
Exploring and seizing new opportunities and ventures that are innovative and
will deliver a rate of return on investment that supports the MTFS;
Being more commercial, using prudential borrowing and other available funding
to deliver ‘profit for purpose’ and new income streams; and
Ensuring that all our activities are cost-effective and efficient.

39.
The Councils’ joint response to the challenges we face, and the opportunities
we need to grasp, are based on five key actions:
•
•
•
•
•

Aligning resources to the Councils’ refreshed strategic plan and essential
services;
Continuation of the shared service agenda, collaboration with others and
transformation of service delivery;
Behaving more commercially and generating additional income and
considering new funding models (e.g. acting as an investor);
Encouraging the use of digital interaction and transforming our approach to
customer access; and
Taking advantage of various forms of local government finance (e.g. new
homes bonus, business rates retention) by enabling sustainable business and
housing growth.

40.
Our communities need a local democratic system that is strong and influential
in the face of radical change in the public sector and society more widely. These
challenges include supporting an ageing population while driving growth in the local
economy and in the context of reduced funding.
41.
Working as two organisations builds in additional administration and costs that,
under a new approach, could be removed – for example, production of two statement
of accounts which both require auditing. Having harmonised our strategies, policies
and approach to working, the next logical step is to evaluate how our structure of
governance can be re-assessed to most effectively support us to achieve the outcomes
we seek, and avoid duplication in our democratic structures.
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42.
In formulating the proposal for our future governance, consideration has been
given to the following six options:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Do ‘more of the same’ under the existing ‘Working Together’ partnership
arrangements;
Expand the existing partnership to include other councils;
Create a new, single district council to replace Babergh and Mid Suffolk District
Councils;
Seek to create unitary council arrangements to replace Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District Councils;
Create a combined authority for the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area; or
Seek to establish a mutually owned company to deliver all public services in
the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area.

43.
Based on the options appraisal at Appendix (a), we have developed the option
of creating a new district council to replace Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils,
as set out in the remainder of this document.
44.
Our belief is that creating a new, single district council in the heart of Suffolk
will give us the best possible opportunity to continue to deliver the very best services
for our residents, at the lowest possible cost; and secure our future as a viable
organisation that is able to deliver the services our residents, businesses and
communities need and want.
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D: BENEFITS OF CREATING ONE COUNCIL TO REPLACE BABERGH & MID
SUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCILS
45.
We are committed to ensuring that the two districts are in the best possible
position to respond to these challenges and to grasp new opportunities. We believe,
for the reasons described below, that this will be best achieved by becoming one
district council in the centre of Suffolk.
46.
A single district council to replace the existing Babergh and Mid Suffolk District
Councils would support the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local
Government’s (‘MHCLG’) broad, non-statutory principles for local government
reorganisation. These principles have been adopted for considering proposals for
changes in local governance, in advance of their being submitted to the Secretary of
State for approval. It should be noted that these benefits, indeed the business case as
a whole, remain the same in the event that for reasons beyond the Councils’ control,
implementation of a single council was not able to take place in May 2019 and was
delayed to May 2020.
47.
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils are further advanced in our ‘Working
Together’ transformation journey than many other district councils. As such, several of
the criteria have already been achieved in the context of our shared services and wider
transformation programme as described in Section C. In allowing the Councils to
further develop and pursue an ambitious agenda around inclusive growth and
supporting communities, the creation of a single council would allow us to go above
and beyond the criteria set by MHCLG as follows, thereby achieving national, subregional and local objectives:
Greater value for money and significant cost savings
i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

As set out in more detail in the financial business case below, becoming a
single council is estimated to generate a further £0.6 million of annual
cashable savings, £0.4m non-cashable savings and protect the annual
shared services savings of £2 million that we have already achieved by
‘Working Together’.
Becoming a single council would also mean releasing some capacity that
is currently absorbed by serving two organisations, for example, through
requiring two Committee meetings to independently make the same
decisions. This would enable us to focus more on enhancing business
areas to generate new income to support services and invest in
communities. It would also mean doing the best for residents in terms of
maximising the resources directed towards achieving outcomes, rather
than spending time on complex or duplicated processes.
New income opportunities and savings will continue to be realised when
contracts and system requirements come up for review, and dual
arrangements can be replaced with a simpler, cheaper, single contractual
relationship.
Achievement of i) – iii) above would provide a stronger basis from which to
build a more financially self-sufficient organisation.

Better local/public services
v)

Becoming a single council could be seen as a natural continuation of the
shared service journey. By removing the remaining red tape and
complexities inherent in serving two bodies, the organisation would be
simpler to run and manage, especially when considering new delivery
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vi)

vii)

viii)

models, investment and commercial opportunities. Financial systems would
be simpler, with single reporting requirements, removal of ring-fences and
the need for reconciliation between different council budgets when running
a shared operational service. Working in these more efficient ways would
provide the councils with more capacity and would protect funding so as to
allow greater focus on high quality service delivery to our families and
communities.
Specific examples of where becoming a single council would directly
improve service delivery can be found in our approach to providing homes
for our communities. On the one hand, a single local plan would give a
broader view of infrastructure and housing need; while on the other hand,
individuals in housing need would be offered a wider range of potential
accommodation without having to apply to neighbouring councils.
Becoming a single council would also have benefits for our partnership
working. Having seen the benefits that collaboration and clear leadership
can bring to communities, some of our key service delivery partners have
also joined together, so a single council would mean a simplification of the
decision making and service delivery relationships operating within
partnership relationships in local government and associated sectors.
Delivery of services within local government and associated sectors has
become increasingly fluid, with partners transferring responsibilities or
working together more closely to deliver services. With increased fluidity, a
single democratic decision-making structure would support other systems
established to support fast and efficient service delivery, meaning this
proposal should be to the benefit of our key delivery partners.

Stronger and more accountable local leadership
ix)

x)

xi)

A single council would mean the retention of a democratically sound model,
but with an end to the need for joint decisions by the Councils. Continuing
with joint, but separate, decision-making could over time create a perceived
‘democratic deficit’, as joint decisions may be seen as blurring
accountability, especially as financial pressures will differ over time.
Residents would also benefit from a renewed democratic relationship with
a new body. This would complement the opportunity of forging new
relationships with communities, an issue that was raised as a priority during
the public engagement in autumn / winter 2017.
A larger council, with a bigger population, local economy and GVA (Gross
Value Added) would allow us more influence on the regional or national
stage. The new district council would have a population of over 189,512
(using 2015 estimates), rising to 209,000 in 2039. This would take the
Councils from being 120th and 144th largest non-metropolitan
district/borough councils in England (out of 201) to one of the top 5 largest
when combined – with a bigger voice among our peers, funders,
infrastructure providers and central Government.
In particular, a larger council would be a more significant organisation to
support our partners in delivery, when pursuing integrated working. This
would be especially important when it comes to services such as health and
social care where, as a council small enough to have strong local working
relationships and knowledge, but large enough to deliver complex services
competently, we could have a real impact on the lives of our residents and
families.
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xii)

By creating a single council, we would be keeping pace with other areas
where similar activities are taking place, such as East Suffolk and West
Suffolk, thereby allowing us to take advantage of being in the vanguard of
transformation and reform.

Sustainability in the medium to long term
xiii)

xiv)

xv)

A single council will be a more resilient organisation than two smaller
councils and therefore better able to face the significant changes and
challenges that local government will experience in the remainder of this
decade and into the next. The current governance arrangements, which
date back to 1974, are likely to come under challenge in the longer term,
particularly from the point of view of the potential for each individual
Council’s financial strategies to diverge in the future, in light of some of the
different financial pressures and opportunities facing each one. These
pressures relate especially to those arising from changes to local
government funding, such as the cut in government grants, 2017 business
rates valuations, as well as significant changes expected around New
Homes Bonus and 75% Business Rates Retention from 2019-20. All of
these changes will put pressure on shared service delivery and therefore
the cost-sharing model that supports them. This is explored further in the
financial section later in this document. The small size and rural nature of
the Councils, also raises questions about vulnerability in the medium term.
The financial assessment of both Councils, as set out in Section F, shows
that the Councils have some differences in their finances that could impact
on their individual long-term sustainability. Babergh District Council has
challenges in relation to the General Fund balance (which funds most
council services) but has a strong Housing Revenue Account (which
supports council housing). By contrast Mid Suffolk District Council has
challenges in relation to its Housing Revenue Account but a healthy
General Fund. Combining these positions as one council would achieve a
stable financial position and allow for investment in much needed affordable
housing, higher quality services and allow the council to capitalise more on
commercial opportunities.
Our engagement work confirmed our view that a clear priority for local
residents is providing long term financial stability to be able to protect the
services that are most important to residents. Becoming a single council
would give us the financial stability, savings, efficiencies, and resilience to
help protect and improve our existing services across the area, and make
sure we continue to design future services tailored to residents’ needs.

18

E: THE ROLE AND VISION OF A NEW COUNCIL
Building on our success – shared ambitions
48.
At the heart of the proposal to create a new, single council is a desire to
continue to deliver against our Joint Strategic Plan priorities and to make a difference
for our residents, communities and businesses - to create the environment where, and
ensure that, individuals, families, communities, and businesses continue to thrive and
flourish – meeting their full potential.
49.

Our joint priorities are:
•
•
•
•

Housing
The Economy and our Environment
Strong and Healthy Communities
The Councils are committed to achieving this through a focus on delivering:

•
•

More of the right type of homes, of the right tenure, in the right places.
A strong and growing economy, with increasing investment in skills,
infrastructure, innovation and productivity.
Strong, healthy, active, safe, and self-sufficient communities.
Respecting, protecting and enhancing our environment.
Financially self-sufficient and resilient local government.
Using our commercial approach to invest back into our communities.
Efficient, effective services, offering value for money.

•
•
•
•
•

Looking ahead
50.
As we look towards the next decade, we want to build on the Councils’
successes so far, by driving forward progress. The heart of Suffolk is a thriving and
dynamic part of the world, with vibrant market towns, strong village communities and
beautiful countryside as well as being a significant ‘keystone’ to unlocking the future
prosperity for the whole of Suffolk. It has a broad-based economy, with a diverse range
of small and medium sized enterprises, significant food and agricultural sectors and
enterprise zones, as well as some major employers. Tourism is a major asset, and new
businesses are attracted to the area due to our relatively affordable housing (compared
to other regions), safe local areas, and good strategic and international transport links.
51.
However, we remain aware that some people in our communities can be left
behind and do not enjoy these benefits. We therefore want to bring about inclusive
growth and support our communities in making sure everyone has the opportunity to
fulfil their potential and overcome challenges to their social, financial and physical
wellbeing. In doing so, we will be reflecting the priorities of the Government’s industrial
strategy, by for example, developing skills, upgrading infrastructure, supporting
businesses to start and grow, and cultivating world-leading sectors.
Our vision for a new council
52.
When a new single council, fundamentally different from our existing councils
(which have diligently served their communities for the past 40 years), becomes a
reality then we would expect it to build its own vision through engagement with its
councillors and, through them, its communities and local businesses.
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53.
In addition, a new single council would present an opportunity to put in place
many of the new ways of working and constitutional and corporate changes that
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils have been moving towards in recent years,
and do the best possible job in terms of supporting residents. From the outset, the new
organisation could develop these ways of working further, for example:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

place-shaping on a wider scale than we do now, championing our localities and
shaping them for the future;
having the capacity to grow our own economy further, and reinvesting the
benefits into supporting our local area;
putting families and communities at the heart of everything that we do by
engaging them in service delivery and reducing the need for some services;
making sure things are done at the right level (subsidiarity), including a greater
role for town and parish councils in truly local matters;
using our community links to support our customers to access services in the
best way;
investing in prevention, not crisis interventions;
integrating with the rest of the public-sector system;
maximising our assets;
behaving more commercially; and
ensuring financial stability.

Council Governance
54.
Critical to the success of a single council would be the leadership role of ward
Councillors, who would be at the frontline of our engagement with communities and
integral to our ways of working, championing their localities, and providing local
leadership, including liaising with town or parish councils.
55.
Both Councils are already subject to Electoral Reviews by the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England (‘LGBCE’) before the 2019 elections,
as a result of historic growth in different areas that has unbalanced the existing
wards. So, whatever happens, the make-up of the two councils will be changing in the
coming years to reflect growth in the districts that has happened and the further
changes that are anticipated in the next 6 years. These will also reflect changes in
how local government works, including both Councils’ decisions in May 2017 to change
to a Leader / Cabinet model of governance.
56.
Should the Councils proceed with the creation of a single council, Councillors
from both authorities would need to submit a proposal to the Secretary of State for the
size and governance arrangements for the new council. As with the existing planned
reviews, this would need to include the number of councillors needed for effective
representation of our communities and strategic decision-making, but in relation to a
single council rather than two separate ones. The proposal would then inform the work
of the LGBCE who would carry out an Electoral Review of the new council following
the agreement of the Secretary of State to the proposal. The proposals for the size of
the new council would need to reflect the guidance from the LGBCE on how many
councillors are needed in 21st century councils.
57.
If the Councils do proceed with the creation of a single council a steering group
of Councillors from both councils will review the potential role, governance
arrangements and size of a future council, and make recommendations to full Council.
This group’s considerations will include the need for local leadership, for the council to
effectively appraise the way it works to ensure fairness across the different rural and
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urban areas a new council represents, for local members to have a strong, powerful
role in a single council, and for the governance arrangements to support the executive
in influencing on a broader scale.
58.
Whilst it is recognised that there may be scope for efficiencies in the way
Councillors work as a result of creating a single council (for example, having one
Cabinet rather than two), it is vitally important to ensure future Councillors have the
capacity to deliver the “21st Century” role – being strong local members, and
knowledgeable and empowered decision makers. With this in mind, it is a working
assumption in this Business Case that creating a new council will not result in a
reduction in the total number of Councillors for the new council following the current
Electoral Reviews.
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F. THE FINANCIAL BUSINESS CASE

Executive Summary
59.
The projected direct financial savings to the Councils of creating a new council
are approximately £600k per annum. These would be generated in full, following a
one-year transition period. In addition, further ‘non-cashable’ savings of approximately
£400k per annum are anticipated from an increase in officer capacity.
60.
These are prudent financial assumptions and as such the Councils can expect
these to be the minimum level of cashable and non-cashable savings that would be
delivered. It is anticipated that the actual total savings will exceed £1m per annum.
61.
The one-off costs required to achieve the change and the level of cashable
savings indicated have been assessed over a two-year period at £610k and include an
allowance for redundancy costs. From these figures the pay-back period, of investing
the one-off costs, from cashable savings would be in the middle of year 2 of the new
arrangements. If reductions in staffing were managed without the need to incur
redundancy costs, then the pay-back period would be right at the end of year 1. Both
scenarios are strong business cases for this type and level of change.
62.
More significantly, however, this change would also provide the new council
with a stronger and much more sustainable combined financial position for both the
General Fund and Housing Revenue Account. This would reduce the financial risk to
the Councils from a range of 6-9 to 4 and ensure that the projected combined budget
gaps in the Medium Term Financial Plan (as at February 2018) reduce from a
combined total of £2,100k to £1,500k.
Background
63.
Through ‘Working Together’ the Councils have already achieved a high degree
of integration and savings in the management and delivery of services. Further actions
are also underway through the Enabled and Efficient strand of the Joint Strategic Plan
that will deliver additional savings.
64.
The Councils originally considered proposals to establish one new council in
2011. These were not taken forward at that time but the Councils did proceed with a
programme of sharing officers and integrating services. This resulted in total savings
of over £2m per annum across the two councils being achieved by 2014/15. ‘Working
Together’ has therefore delivered many of the same savings that would otherwise have
been made through establishing one new council.
65.
‘Working Together’ also includes several other ongoing transformation projects
e.g. the current electoral review, which will reduce the number of councillors across
the two councils; the move to a single headquarters; and the public access
transformation. Savings from these activities are therefore excluded from this
assessment, but will add further to the cashable savings of approximately £600k
resulting from one new council, as described below.
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Financial Savings
66.
The further savings that could be generated arise from removing the costs
associated with operating as two councils rather than as one. No assumptions have
been included for either additional costs or savings resulting from resolution of current
policy differences between the two councils e.g. locality budgets and short-term car
parking charges. Table 1 below is an assessment of the Ongoing Savings / Costs and
One-off Transition Costs with the creation of a new authority. The sections below
provide further details of these estimates, which are predominantly based on 2018/19
budgets.
Table 1
Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk District Council - Indicative Costs and Savings
Implementation
Costs
£'000

Year 1
£'000

Year 2
£'000

Year 3
£'000

Year 4
£'000

Year 5
£'000

Ongoing Costs / Savings (-)
Members Allowances
External Audit & Treasury Management Adviser
Subscriptions
Leadership & Support Service Savings
- Leadership Team
- Finance
- Commissioning & Procurement
- HR, OD and H & S
- Information Management & ICT
- Internal Audit & Risk Management
- Democratic Services
- Business Improvement
Sub-total Leadership & Support Service Savings

-60
-60
-35

-60
-60
-35

-60
-60
-35

-60
-60
-35

-60
-60
-35

-50
-35
-10
-25
-30
-5
-30
-10
-195

-120
-70
-20
-50
-60
-15
-60
-20
-415

-120
-70
-20
-50
-60
-15
-60
-20
-415

-120
-70
-20
-50
-60
-15
-60
-20
-415

-120
-70
-20
-50
-60
-15
-60
-20
-415

Total Ongoing Costs / Savings (-)

-350

-570

-570

-570

-570

0

0

0

0

-570

-570

-570

-570

One-Off Transition Costs
Contract Novation
Branding / Signage etc
Advisory costs
Shadow Authority
ICT & Systems
Direct Service Costs / Project Management
Termination Costs
Total One-Off Transition Costs

255

25
30
280
355

Total Costs / Savings (-)

255

5

20
80
20
10
75
70

67.
In addition to the direct financial savings set out above and described below,
an extremely important element of any new council, would be the gain in efficiency and
capacity that would be released. Particularly at Senior Leadership Team level, serving
two authorities generates a considerable level of diseconomy, especially in attending
committee meetings, briefing members, report writing, etc. In these areas, a new
council would create a high-level of efficiency savings that, whilst not immediately
cashable, would create “headspace” for management and increased effectiveness.
This is prudently anticipated to generate a 20% efficiency gain for Senior Leadership
Team (SLT), and a 10% efficiency gain for other Extended Leadership Team (ELT)
Corporate Managers. In financial terms this is equivalent to around £400k per annum
(approximately £210k at SLT and £190k at ELT.
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Members Allowances
68.
As outlined above the current electoral review will create some savings from a
reduction in the total number of councillors from the elections in May 2019. The
anticipated reduction of councillors from 83 to 66 would result in a reduction of Basic
Allowances of approximately £70k. At this stage it is not possible to provide a firm
financial figure for this as the Councils will carry out a further Independent
Remuneration Panel review of the Member Allowance Scheme prior to 2019 which
could reduce such savings. Any such savings have therefore been excluded from this
assessment.
69.
Dissolving the current Councils to form a new single council would also result
in a reduction in the total number of Councillors with Special Responsibility Allowances,
as there will only be one Cabinet, set of Portfolio Holders, and Chairman and ViceChairman of the various committees. Although, as described above, there may be a
small increase in these allowances to reflect the additional responsibility of a larger
council, it is not anticipated that this would remove all of these savings in allowances.
The figure in Table 1 is therefore a prudent assessment (based on a current average
between the two councils - £45k for BDC and £75k for MSDC in 2017/18) of the
minimum reduction in Special Responsibility Allowances that can safely be assumed
from establishing one new council.
External Audit and Treasury Management Adviser
70.
Savings can be anticipated on external audit fees because of the need to only
audit one set of accounts, statements, etc. and it would only be necessary to have one
contract with an external treasury management adviser. The figure shown is an
average between the two councils’ current costs (£68k for BDC and £56k for MSDC).
Subscriptions
71.
The Councils have annual subscriptions to a number of bodies as individual
authorities e.g. the Local Government Association (and East of England), District
Councils Network, Rural Services Network, New Anglia LEP, National Fraud Initiative,
New Local Government Network, Local Government Information Unit etc. Whilst deals
have been done with some organisations, when both Councils have signed up, there
would be further savings from only subscribing once.
Further Service Integration / Savings
72.
A very cautious approach has been taken to estimates of further savings
generated specifically because of becoming one council. These have been confined
to those support service areas where the authorities being separate bodies and
running substantially separate committee systems generates a degree of additional
work, plus a reduction of posts in the leadership team
73.
In practice, in the event of establishing one new council and full integration,
some further savings might also reasonably be expected in the management and
delivery of direct services. In Table 1 above, a savings level of 10% on direct staff
expenditure has been assumed from the key support services, with these savings
coming on stream in the middle of year 1. Public access has not been included in this
because of the separate work already in place to transform the Councils’ approach.
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74.
We expect that staff efficiencies could be seen in the following areas and these
could be driven out as cashable savings by reducing the number of staff employed:
•
•
•

Officer support to multiple Council meetings, preparation of reports, briefings
and meeting attendance;
Simplified invoicing / charging / billing arrangements with only one budget and
statement of accounts and no recharges between the two authorities;
Opportunities to further review and streamline operating practices.

Transition Costs
75.
Estimates of one-off transition costs have been developed, largely based on
the business case that was prepared by the two councils in 2011, but also considering
other potential transition costs as set out below.
76.
Contract Novation - Allowance has been made for contract novation costs of
£20k, but this could be minimised if most of the affected contracts are identified within
the Order that the Secretary of State would lay to establish the new council.
77.
Branding / Signage - Costs will be incurred by changing the identity of the
existing two councils to one new council including signs, notices, staff uniforms,
vehicles, Civic office and insignia, the website and intranet etc, but these could be
phased to coincide with renewals rather than incurring additional costs for all aspects.
An allowance of £80k has been included to cover these costs.
78.
Advisory Costs - There could be some advisory costs that are incurred, for
example the external auditor needing to undertake additional work to audit the closing
balances of the old Councils and review the opening balances of the new council. £20k
has been included for these costs.
79.
Shadow Authority Costs – In the year before commencement of the new council
a shadow authority would be established and would incur some costs associated with
administration and meeting expenses. An estimate of £10k has been included for this.
80.
ICT and Systems – Whilst significant work has been done in recent years to
move the Councils on to the same software in each service area, there is likely to be
further one-off costs associated with setting up new databases for the new council. An
estimate of £100k has been included.
81.
Direct Service Costs (including Project Management) – There is a range of
work that will need to be undertaken internally to prepare for the establishment of a
new council. This will cover:
•
•
•
•
•

Modifications to systems and processes;
Communication to external parties including suppliers, customers and partners;
Project and programme management of the transition;
Specific advice from HR, finance, ICT, legal and procurement;
Leadership and programme oversight.

82.
Whilst it is likely that the majority of this will be managed within existing staff
resources, there could be some need for staff time to be back-filled, so an allowance
of £100k additional costs has been included.
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83.
Termination Costs - Most of the savings in leadership and support services
relate to reductions in staffing. To achieve staffing savings of £415k this would require
a reduction of approximately 10 fte (2 in the Leadership Team and 8 in Support
Services) at a current average cost of £38k per fte. within the support services. Any
termination costs could reasonably be estimated using a flat rate of £28k per member
of staff covering both redundancy and pension costs. Implementation would not take
place however until the new council is established and would be managed carefully to
maximise natural wastage and finding suitable alternative employment. The figure in
Table 1 of £280k therefore represents the worst-case position.
Financial Strength
84.
The Councils have some differences and some similarities in their financial
profiles that have an impact on their financial sustainability going forward. The current
Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) figures and reserve levels show that BDC
has challenges in relation to the General Fund (GF) and MSDC in relation to the
Housing Revenue Account (HRA). Combining these positions therefore presents the
best opportunity to achieve a stable medium term financial position for the residents in
both areas.
85.
The Joint MTFS document, approved in February 2018 shows the projected
cumulative budget gaps for the two Councils up until 2021/22 for three different
financial scenarios around New Homes Bonus. One new council would benefit from
the savings shown in Table 1 above. Table 2 below shows the effect of such a
combined position using the minimum New Homes Bonus figure if the new council
came into operation from April 2020.

Table 2
Medium Term Financial Position

Shortfall in funding (-) / Surplus funds - cumulative
Babergh
Mid Suffolk
Total both Councils
New Council (if from 2020/21)

2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

-838
-9
-847

-1,136
-318
-1,454

-1,169
-888
-2,057

-1,459

-1,482

Source: MTFS figures 2018/19 Budget reports

86.
With the change to how New Homes Bonus was allocated from 2017/18 and
the likelihood that further changes will be made as outlined below, both Councils,
beyond 2018/19, are facing the position of having a significant shortfall in funding to
support their core budget activities. This is a change for Mid Suffolk District Council
particularly, where budget surpluses have been achieved in recent years.
87.
A risk assessment has been undertaken of the current and projected financial
position for the GF and HRA for each Council and a projected one for the new council,
to understand the potential benefit of combining the positions. If the Councils remain
as two separate bodies, then they will need to make tough decisions as to how they
individually set balanced budgets in 2021/22 for both the GF and HRA. If they combine
their resources into one new council, then the savings identified in Table 1 will result
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in a lower impact on direct service delivery. This is supported by the information
presented in Tables 2 and 4. The risk assessment scores are shown in Table 3 below:

Table 3

Financial Risk Assessment
Likelihood

Impact

Total

Mid Suffolk - GF
Babergh - GF
New Council - GF

2
3
2

3
3
2

6
9
4

Mid Suffolk - HRA
Babergh - HRA
New Council - HRA

3
2
2

3
3
2

9
6
4

88.
It is currently unknown if or when councils may move into a 100% retention of
business rates system, although it has recently been announced that a 75% retention
scheme will be introduced from 2020/21, but even at the current 50% retention this is,
along with council tax, a main source of income for the Councils. Currently the income
from this source is not significantly different, £3.0m for MSDC and £2.9m for BDC in
2018/19 (baseline figure plus grants), but the revised assessment of need for the two
Councils (or one new council) will be crucial in the level of income to be retained in
future. This cannot currently be predicted with the information that has been shared
by MHCLG to date.
89.
By contrast, BDC currently has slightly higher Revenue Support Grant (RSG),
but the MTFS allows for this to have disappeared by the time that establishing one new
council might take place.
90.
To date, MSDC has attracted a higher level of New Homes Bonus (NHB)
payments by having greater growth in housing numbers and this is one of the factors
that has contributed to the more favourable GF position and higher GF reserves. In
2018/19 Mid Suffolk is receiving £1.5m and Babergh £0.9m. Government’s changes
to the NHB regime (primarily designed to shift more financial support into social care)
will significantly reduce the amount of NHB received by both districts (regardless of the
future levels of housing growth).
91.
For the HRAs, BDC has significantly more headroom within its borrowing cap
as at 31 March 2017 of £13m, compared with £4m in MSDC; and therefore, more
capacity to develop new social housing as part of the 30-year business plan. The level
of reserves is also higher for BDC than MSDC with the figures as at 31 March 2017
standing at £13.1m and £5.4m respectively.
92.
A new single authority would therefore have a significantly different profile to
the two current districts, being more sustainable in terms of the GF and HRA. Based
on 2019/20 MTFS forecasts, Table 4 below illustrates the comparative net GF budget
and reserves and balances position of the new authority compared with the existing
position. We also anticipate that combining the two HRAs will require re-basing of the
existing borrowing caps, creating the opportunity for additional headroom capacity for
the new council to build even more council houses.
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Table 4
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils
Net Budget Requirement and Reserves 2019/20

Babergh

Mid
Suffolk

New
Council

Council Tax
New Homes Bonus / Other
Business Rates Baseline
Business Rates S31 Grant
Rural Services Delivery Grant

£'000
5,460
1,700
2,148
797
182
10,287

£'000
6,032
1,431
2,322
764
347
10,895

£'000
11,492
3,131
4,469
1,561
529
21,182

Council Tax
New Homes Bonus / Other
Business Rates Baseline
Business Rates S31 Grant
Rural Services Delivery Grant

%
53%
17%
21%
8%
2%
100%

%
55%
13%
21%
7%
3%
100%

%
54%
15%
21%
7%
2%
100%

£'000
1,200
1,321
2,521

£'000
1,050
10,584
11,634

£'000
2,250
11,905
14,155

25%

107%

67%

Net Budget Requirement

Reserves
General
Earmarked
Total
Reserves as % of Net Budget
Source: MTFS figures 2018/19 Budget reports

93.
Table 5 below presents a summary merged balance sheet for a new single
authority based on the published 2016/17 Statement of Accounts. In broad terms, a
new single authority would benefit from increased financial resilience and opportunities
as the combined balance sheet is stronger when looking across both the General Fund
and Housing Revenue Account.
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Table 5

Combined Balance Sheet as at 31 March 2017
BDC
£'000
Long Term Assets
Current Assets
Current Liabilities
Long Term Liabilities
Net Assets

MSDC Combined
£'000
£'000

238,305 237,492
18,545
19,173
-12,676 -29,131
-110,388 -106,595

475,797
37,718
-41,807
-216,983

133,786

120,939

254,725

Usable Reserves
Unusable Reserves

-22,254
-111,532

-22,723
-98,216

-44,977
-209,748

Total Reserves

-133,786 -120,939

-254,725

Other Financial Considerations
Capital finance considerations
94.
There could be some potential to reduce the external borrowing requirements
that would normally be projected if a single treasury management function, with access
to greater volumes of cash and varying profiles, was available under a new council.
There could also in the short term be some potential reduction in the Minimum
Revenue Provision (MRP - annual allowance for the repayment of borrowing)
requirement as the single council would have access to a single capital receipt budget.
Based on an estimated borrowing of around £1 million a year, which results in a MRP
of around £40k (assuming a rate of 4%), with the use of capital receipts this revenue
impact could effectively be reduced. The cumulative effect of adopting this approach
would obviously be dependent on the availability of capital receipts or other nonborrowing resources.
95.
Further options that could be available to the new authority would be to
undertake repayment of, or not refinance, existing debt. However, this course of action
would also be dependent on the availability of resources and consideration of other
priorities. The option of making premature repayments of debt would also need to
consider any penalties associated with this.
96.
No allowance has been made at this stage in this financial summary for any
revenue savings arising from these possible revisions to capital financing policy. The
new council would need to fundamentally review its capital programme priorities and
funding and how this is financed would form an element of this.
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Status Quo Costs
97.
One of the risks of ‘status quo’ is the Councils could begin to diverge in their
financial strategies as they face different pressures due to their revenue profiles. This
could then begin to unravel the considerable financial and service delivery benefits of
shared services and so likely to add cost back into the system through additional
staffing capacity to deliver the diverging agendas. It is difficult to quantify this, but an
estimated £200k is expected to be saved under a single council model as this
additional capacity would not be required. Split between the two councils 50:50, this
equates to a council tax rise of approximately 2% for each Council.
98.
If there is a significant divergence of views between the Councils about whether
to proceed with one single council or not, then it could jeopardise the current
partnership and integration arrangements. If the Councils decided to discontinue these
arrangements, then both Councils would incur significant additional costs to ensure
that they each have a sustainable management structure. At present all management
costs are shared 50:50 with a saving of over £2m per annum having been achieved
from this arrangement. A significant sum would have to be reinvested by each Council,
which would reduce the resources available for front line services.
Council Tax Equalisation
99.
As part of creating a new single council it would be necessary to adopt the
same Band D council tax figure across all households within the boundaries of the new
council. The Band D figures for 2018/19 as approved in the Budget reports, are
£158.86 for Babergh and £162.78 for Mid Suffolk, a difference of £3.92. Work towards
reducing the difference between Band D figures is already underway, as the difference
was reduced by £4.19 in 2018/19.
100. Babergh’s tax base (number of Band D equivalent properties) is 32,822.09, and
Mid Suffolk’s is 36,337.39. The total council tax requirement of the two councils in
2018/19 is shown below.

Tax Base

Band D
£

Babergh
Mid Suffolk
Total

32.822.09
36,337.39
69,159.48

158.86
162.78

Council Tax
Income
£’000
5214
5915
11,129

101. A new council would need to decide at what level it wishes to set council tax,
but the current average level across the two councils (to achieve the same level of
income in 2018/19) is £160.92. The decision is likely to be based upon a combination
of the cost, what is deemed to be acceptable to the residents of the new council and
projections over the medium-term period.
102. A factor which may have an impact upon the level at which council tax is
equalised is the principle for local referendums for excessive council tax rises, which
is currently the higher of 3% or £5 for shire district councils. For the purposes of this
note, it is assumed that this limit would still be in place when the new council was
established.
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103. The difference between the two council taxes is such that it does not create a
significant financial risk around equalisation. Council tax equalisation does not have
to be achieved in one year, but a strategy would need to be adopted to achieve it over
a defined period. As part of the Suffolk Local Government Review work in 2008, it was
generally proposed that equalisation would be achieved over a four-year period.
104. If the Councils take the decision to form a new council, it would be beneficial if
they manage their council tax strategies over the next couple of years to achieve
equalisation in council tax levels. The current projections for council tax levels up to
2021/22, as per the February 2018 MTFS documents, are set out in Table 6 below:
Table 6

MTFS Assumed Council Tax Levels

Babergh
Mid Suffolk

2018/19
£

2019/20
£

2020/21
£

2021/22
£

158.86
162.78

163.86
163.85

168.86
165.74

173.86
168.64

105. If Babergh increases council tax by £5 in 2019/20 and Mid Suffolk increases by
£1.06 in 2019/20, as per the current MTFS proposals, then equalisation is achieved in
that year, but these decisions will be confirmed or changed as part of the budget setting
process for 2019/20.
106. Looking at the years beyond 2019/20, if the new single council decides to set
council tax at the projected Mid Suffolk level in 2020/21 and 2021/22 this will reflect a
saving to the existing residents of Babergh compared to what they would have
expected to pay under the approved MTFS.
107. The new council would have to decide whether this is affordable because the
reductions in council tax for existing Babergh residents would result in losses in income
in 2020/21 and 2021/22 of £102k and £171k respectively.
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G. IMPLEMENTATION
108. Becoming a single council represents an opportunity for both Councils, as
sovereign bodies, to come together to further improve community governance. In that
regard, we strongly support a shadow authority arrangement to implement the
proposals; this will enable consideration to what is the “best” approach to operation in
the future, and for both authorities to come together as equals.
109. It is anticipated that the Shadow Authority would become operational in the
Spring of 2019. It will adopt all necessary policies, appoint statutory officers and
determine its constitution in line with the draft Memorandum of Understanding
(Appendix (e)). Importantly, it would also agree an Implementation Executive to
oversee the planning of the transition arrangements.
110. Although it remains preferable to create the new council from April 2019 it has
been assumed that the earliest practical implementation would be 1 April 2020. From
implementation both current authorities would cease and the new council will take on
the powers and responsibilities of the former bodies. Elections to the new council
would take place in May 2020. This will mean that all necessary modifications to
systems and procedures will need to be implemented for April 2020 and on 1 April
2020, all staff TUPE transfer to the new Authority.

To Spring 2019
Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District
Councils operate as
two separate,
sovereign Councils

To 1 April 2019
Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District
Councils continue to
operate, and
together form a
Shadow Authority to
establish the post2020 Council

From 1 April 2020
The new council is
formed from both
Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District
Councils. All staff
transfer to the new
Council. All
Councillors continue
to serve on until
elections in May 2020

111. Due to the level of integration between the Councils at present, work to create
the new Authority will be less significant than within authorities that do not have the
same level of harmonisation. In particular, due to staff operating on single terms,
conditions and pay, the TUPE requirements are more straightforward. Work
undertaken indicates that implementation at a service level should be achievable within
a concentrated, 6 month period.
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H. FUTURE CHANGES AND CHALLENGES
112. The Local Government world is continually changing and the Government is
committed to further public sector reform. Both Councils face a number of key local
challenges, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Providing long term financial stability in the face of reduction in grant from
central government and desire to maintain low council tax;
The need for investment in growth and infrastructure projects;
Addressing increasing housing demand and costs;
Growing employment opportunities and wages;
Improving education and skills; and
Being equipped to meet the needs of the growing numbers of older people
across our districts.

113. We believe that we therefore need to maximise the resilience of local
government in the heart of Suffolk in order to be able to achieve the ambitions set out
above, while responding intelligently to, and overcoming, the challenges facing our
communities and the councillors who serve them.
114. Any consideration of the proposal for creating a single council needs to be set
against this background of change. When comparing the ‘more of the same’ option
with the single council proposal, for example, we need to bear in mind that the context
in which both Councils will operate will be very different from the current position in five
to fifteen years’ time. Our thinking therefore needs to focus on which model will best
allow us to achieve our ambitions, give us the greatest resilience and financial selfsufficiency from 2020 onwards.
Examples of future changes and challenges
Behaving more commercially
The way councils are financed is changing and the main Government grant will end by
around 2020. This means looking at new investments which generate an annual return
and allow the councils to be more self-sufficient and therefore to protect public
services.
We have been bold with our investments so far. For example both Councils are
investing a total of £50m through their property investment company CIFCO which will
generate a gross return to each Council of approximately £1m in 2018/19.
Considering new funding models
The Councils have been taking new steps to develop our organisation, estate,
Councillors and staff. We are now looking at new ways to provide efficient services
which generate efficiency savings and build resilience into our services in the future.
One model being explored is the purchase of a local Enterprise Zone, Gateway 14 in
Stowmarket, and entering into a joint venture arrangement for the delivery of an
estimated £65m investment in the site. Becoming a single council would make the
process of forming joint ventures and partnerships more straightforward, enabling us
to drive forward this element of our commercial agenda.
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I. OUTCOMES OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
115. The Options Appraisal (Appendix (a)) was considered simultaneously by both
Cabinets at their meeting on 13th October 2017, and subsequently again by Babergh
District Council’s Cabinet on 7th December 2017. For the following reasons, the
Cabinets confirmed their preferred option of formally dissolving the two district
councils, and creating of a new, larger, district council:
Organisationally
•
•
•
•
•

Natural incremental extension of working together approach;
Previous informal comments from electorate to the effect of ‘why haven’t you
merged’ and specific (historical 2011) mandate from Mid Suffolk electorate;
Staff capacity – equivalent savings of approximately £400k per annum;
Additional efficiency and financial savings of approximately £600k per annum
generated from acting as a single Council – with one Cabinet, Constitution,
MTFS, Budget, Business Plan, Performance report etc;
Long term financial stability and resilience from combining the strengths of the
respective General Funds, Housing Revenue Accounts and Reserves.

For Communities
•
•
•
•

Opportunity to create a new council with stronger ‘localism’, engagement and
devolution arrangements with its local communities; which is highlighted clearly
through the ComRes telephone survey as being wanted by communities;
Equalisation and ‘protection’ from either future dramatic Council Tax increases
or service cuts through delivery of greater Value for Money, especially in
Babergh;
Greater alignment, through an electoral review, of ward boundaries of
Councillors to better reflect actual community identities rather than being
defined by historic local government boundaries;
Ability for Mid Suffolk area to benefit from becoming a more financially resilient
landlord, able to develop more council and affordable housing.

More broadly
•
•
•
•

Able to act in even more co-ordinated way for shared challenges including
infrastructure (especially A140, A14 and railway) and the wider economy;
Providing a more mixed / balanced economic focus overall to build on and
complement the strengths of both areas;
Better placed (as a larger district by population nationally) to take a leading role
in Suffolk, regionally e.g. with NALEP, and nationally e.g. with DCN; especially
on rural issues;
Better placed to be able to respond to Double Devolution – with the scale and
capacity to directly deliver some current county services and functions locally
ourselves, consequentially improving local services for our residents.

116. Informal public engagement began with the publication of the Cabinets’ report
in October 2017. The Cabinets’ decision formally triggered a period of formal public
engagement from December 2017. The engagement process was designed to inform
residents, businesses, partners, stakeholders and staff of the proposals as well as
giving people an opportunity to have their say if they wished. It also included an
independent and representative telephone survey which gave a 99% (+ or – 2%)
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confidence level. A high level of public awareness was generated through the public
engagement, as demonstrated by Appendix (c)8 and (c)1.
117. We have prepared a full report summarising the engagement exercise, the
outcomes and how we have responded to the feedback which is attached to this report
at Appendix (c). In summary:
•

Our engagement through the independent ComRes survey shows there is
support for the proposals – in fact, when provided with a little more information,
62% of residents were supportive towards it. Over 79% of residents are
supportive of:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

•
•
•

Providing long term financial stability to protect services
Delivering better services, more tailored to local need
Meeting the challenges facing local government
Maintaining low council tax
Creating better relationships with local communities
Strengthening residents’ voices
Cost savings and efficiencies
Providing a more effective housing and economic role

Sector stakeholders have shown particularly strong support.
Suffolk County Council, the Local Enterprise Partnership, Health partners,
Suffolk Chamber of Commerce and neighbouring District Councils are
universally supportive.
Feedback from our parishes, local communities and residents highlights that
the operation of our new council should be fair to all parts of our district,
recognising the unique nature and challenges that all parishes, towns and
communities face; and with enhanced methods for community engagement.

SERVICES

118. As Appendix (c) highlights, there are some concerns that have been raised via
our engagement activity regarding the proposals. We believe that we demonstrate
throughout this business case how we are addressing these concerns, but to provide
some further insight in relation to the most common concerns:

Local services provided by visible We expect to continue operating our
services at all current service
staff
locations, and in particular, will hold
meetings and deliver services across
our
three main
locations
of
Stowmarket, Sudbury and Endeavour
House (Ipswich).
Running services efficiently
As a result of having the ‘Working
Together’ approach since 2011 the
transition to one council will be
relatively straight forward – as
demonstrated
by
the
draft
Memorandum
of
Understanding
(Appendix (e)).
Benefits for residents
The services that residents have
already identified through public
engagement as being most important
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Accessible and effective customer
service

DISTANCE

Strong relationships and connections
to local communities

Transparent
Greater engagement and
communication

to them (see Appendix (c)) will be
protected by the creation of a single
council,
in
particular
through
generating an extra £600k of annual
savings. In addition, as described in
Section E, the new council will
develop stronger relationships and
locality working arrangements with
communities through local ward
Councillors and the increased officer
capacity created. This approach is
being developed through an emerging
Communities Strategy.
The Public Access Strategy adopted
by the Councils in 2016 has led to the
creation of two new and improved ‘one
stop shop’ customer facilities in
Sudbury and Stowmarket. All of the
Councils’ services can be accessed
from these sites (as well as online and
by phone). It is also part of the
Councils’ Public Access Strategy that
appointments with residents take
place in the districts rather than at the
Councils’ offices - although residents
can also access the Councils’ services
at
Endeavour
House
it
has
deliberately not been designed as a
full customer facility as it is located just
outside of both Councils’ boundaries.
A further refinement of the Public
Access Strategy is taking place during
2018 to ensure all services are easily
accessible.
The delivery of services by the new
council will continue from the same
locations and it is anticipated that the
new council will have the same
number of Councillors (following the
current Electoral Review). In addition,
as described in Section E, the new
council
will
develop
stronger
relationships and locality working with
communities through local ward
Councillors and the increased officer
capacity created.
The delivery of services by the new
council will continue from the same
locations. The current arrangements
for decision making through two
councils could be considered to be
undemocratic – with representatives
from one district influencing the
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Local decision making

decisions made by the other district.
Moving to a single cohort of local
Councillors will therefore strengthen
democracy and transparency. Ward
Councillors will continue to represent
their local area but through stronger
local arrangements enshrined by the
emerging Communities Strategy.
This is an important consideration
which Councillors took into account
when debating revisions to the
Council sizes (number of councillors)
of Babergh and Mid Suffolk under the
current Electoral Review.
The
Councils’ emerging Communities
Strategy and refreshed Public Access
Strategy will form a core part of the
way we expect the new council to
operate, supporting communities to
help themselves.
This approach
requires strong ward representation,
and as a result, we have approached
our
consideration
of
future
governance with the view that whilst
there may be opportunities to make
savings in decision making, strong
local representation must continue.
Currently there are over 1300 elected
representatives serving the two
districts. The current Electoral Review
of the Councils is likely to reduce the
number
of
Councillors
by
approximately 17.
No further
reductions to the number of
Councillors are planned. The political
make up of those Councillors will of
course be a matter for the electorate
on polling day.
If the Councils continue as they
currently are then there will be an
additional £1m that will either need to
be saved or generated through new
income in order to balance the
Councils’ budgets. The Councils have
a combined, cumulative, budget gap
of over £2m by 2021/22. Dissolving
the existing Councils and creating a
new single council will therefore
significantly reduce the need to find
other savings and / or income (Section
F). Residents of Babergh District
Council are therefore more likely to
have to pay a higher Council Tax and
incur new / higher fees and charges if

DEMOCRACY

Local representation based upon
local voices, people, places and
knowledge

Democratic, with appropriate
political governance

FINANCE

Minimising financial impacts for
residents

37

the Council is not dissolved. Section
F is clear that dissolving the Councils
would result in a reduction of Babergh
residents’ Council Tax.
Whilst finance is a key aspect of this
business case there are a number of
significant opportunities that would
arise from this proposed change, as
identified in Section D and elsewhere
within the business case.
Babergh District Council has not been
extravagant in its spending. The main
difference between the two Councils’
General Fund positions is as a result
of fewer new homes having been built
in Babergh than in Mid Suffolk; and so
less New Homes Bonus or Council
Tax being generated. As described in
Section F however Babergh has a
stronger Housing Revenue Account
position and less debt than Mid Suffolk
District Council.
As set out in Section F, the success of
‘Working Together’ since 2011 means
that the transitional costs of reorganisation will be extremely small. If
a new council is not created, with the
consequential savings, then greater
costs will need to be passed on to
residents through Council Tax and
fees / charges; or services cut.
Both Councils already have a shared
officer structure; however officer time
could be more effectively employed to
drive forward key initiatives rather
than supporting two Councils. As a
result, we propose to more effectively
utilise officer time available to the new
council; and there is no expectation of
redundancies arising, through careful
utilisation of natural wastage.

Value for money

Combining the Councils’ finances

Minimising any costs of transition

Avoiding redundancies

119. In summary, we believe that the outcomes of this engagement show broad
public support towards the proposals, and all concerns raised through the engagement
can be adequately addressed through this Business Case and the way that the new
council will operate.
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APPENDIX (a)

APPENDIX (a): OPTIONS APPRAISAL
1.
The Cabinets of each Council have considered six different options for further
transformation of the Councils’ partnership working and where relevant have assessed
them against the Government’s criteria for considering changes in local council
structures.
2.
In considering the Government’s first criteria of whether “the proposal is likely to
improve local government in the area concerned” the following factors have been taken
into consideration:
•
•
•
•
•

better local/public services;
significant cost savings;
greater value for money;
stronger and more accountable local leadership; and
sustainability in the medium to long term.

3.
The Cabinets considered the options at a simultaneous meeting of the two
Cabinets on 13 October 2017, and Babergh District Council’s (‘BDC’) Cabinet further
reviewed the options at a subsequent meeting on 7 December 2017. Both Cabinets
concluded that each of the options has some merit. A summary of the agreed potential
benefits and disadvantages of each option is set out below, followed by more detailed
analysis regarding each option.

Strong positive impact
Fairly positive impact
Fairly negative impact
Strong negative impact
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Future form of local government for Babergh and Mid Suffolk - Options Appraisal

More of the same

Form a unitary
council for the
area or a larger
area
Expand the
‘Working
Together’
partnership to
form a broader
partnership with
one or more other
councils

Better local/public
services

Significant cost
savings

Greater value for
money

Stronger and more
accountable local
leadership

Sustainability in the
medium to long term

Poor financial sustainability
puts at risk delivery of
services in the medium term.

Ongoing costs of
servicing two
sovereign bodies (i.e.
lack of opportunity to
make savings).

Little opportunity for
additional value for money
savings to be made on top of
the existing shared services
savings.

Some possibility of democratic
deficit as more and more joint
decisions are taken. Lack of
opportunity to refresh leadership
structures.

Risk of divergent agendas
between two councils could lead
to financial vulnerability.

In principle a unitary model
could enhance service
delivery.

Limited as would
include SCC budget
gap & higher
transitional costs.

Potential for additional value
for money savings.

In the light of the previous LGR
and the current context in Suffolk
this is not thought to be a viable
option. SCC has indicated support
for a single district council in the
centre of Suffolk.

It is uncertain whether the
Secretary of State would be open
to this prospect without wider
agreement within Suffolk.

Potential for
significant staff
savings but would
also inevitably
involve some minor
disruption.

Could generate greater
efficiencies and economies of
scale. However, for each new
partner the proportional
financial benefit to the
partners reduces and the cost
and complexity of the
management arrangements,
travel etc increases.

More opportunities for
democratic deficit as shared
decisions are taken by a wider
pool of members.

Significant risk of divergent
agendas between a wider number
of partner councils. Strong
political relationships would need
to be built and any
misperceptions addressed.

Increased scale could
enhance service delivery, but
complexity of arrangements
could reduce the speed,
efficiency and simplicity of
service delivery.
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Better local/public
services

Significant cost
savings

Greater value for
money

Stronger and more
accountable local
leadership

Sustainability in the
medium to long term
Most resilient form of local
government in the future due to
scale. It would also provide
overall long term financial stability
as a result of combining the
strengths of the respective
General Funds, Housing Revenue
Accounts and Reserves.

Create one single
district council

Opportunity of a new
streamlined and localised
council that can benefit from
economies of scale, better
tailor local services to its
areas, and use increased
capacity to enhance
community relationships.

Some transitional
costs due to formal
processes that need
to be followed, plus
harmonisation of
council tax levels.

Most efficient model of
working across the heart of
Suffolk plus better
opportunities for further
integrated working with public
sector partners.

Opportunity for both strong
strategic leadership and
enhanced local leadership by
councillors. It should also be
noted that electoral equality
across the two districts will
already have been achieved
through the current Electoral
Review of both districts.

Form a standalone mutual style
company

This option could potentially
bring about significant
integration between public
sector partners and improve
public services.

The initial set up
costs of this option
would be higher than
the other options.

This option would potentially
take the longest to show a
return on investment.

There would be less rather than
more democratic accountability
as service delivery would be one
step removed from the councils

This option potentially runs
counter to the recent devolution
agenda. It would also be a radical
change requiring significant
negotiation and legal advice.

A combined authority in itself
will not lead to better local
services.

Estimated to add
costs as a result of
additional
bureaucracy / layer of
governance.

Service benefits potentially
outweighed by additional
costs and bureaucracy.

This approach could potentially
involve a super Cabinet of the
respective council Leaders,
thereby achieving strong strategic
leadership, but would need to
ensure effective local
engagement.

This option is unnecessary to
enable joint decision making likely to achieve a smaller benefit
than the single district council
option but with increased
bureaucracy.

Create a
Combined
Authority for
BMSDCs with or
without other
councils
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Do ‘more of the same’ under the existing ‘Working Together’ partnership
arrangements
4.
The existing partnership arrangements began in 2011 and have been expanded
since that time, such that now all of the Councils’ officers work on behalf of both
Councils in a single management structure. Part of the success of this partnership has
been the common basis that, for the majority of services, costs are split on a 50 / 50
basis. This, together with the Councils’ shared vision, has ensured the optimum
efficiency in the delivery of these services.
5.
The emerging and projected financial differences between each Council, as set
out in Section F of the Business Case, demonstrate however that it is becoming
increasingly difficult to manage and account for services in such a way. It is anticipated
therefore that if none of the other options outlined in Business Case are adopted then
the existing partnership will need to change to reflect the different service level
priorities and financial capacity of the two Councils. Whilst the joint high level vision in
the Joint Strategic Plan (‘JSP’) is likely to remain the same, the impact of these
changes will inevitably reduce the current efficiencies of various services and so
increase costs to both Councils. At a more political level there are concerns that having
a shared workforce and JSP, without any further evolution of the partnership, may not
be sufficient to continue to bind the working relationship between the sovereign
Councils. Mid Suffolk District Council’s (‘MSDC’) Cabinet has been clear that for them
‘status quo’ is not an option as they wish to see continuous improvement and
innovation in the delivery of services to their residents.
6.
Having now reached a ‘peak’ partnership position in terms of relationships and
efficiency, the combination of the effects described above may begin to pull the
partnership apart. This has been seen elsewhere in the country, most notably the triborough partnership in London. This may not be an immediate risk and could gradually
emerge. However, as can be seen from the effect that this had to the North Norfolk
District Council and Great Yarmouth Borough Council’s partnership (which related to
a much smaller number of officers) the impact can also be sudden, dramatic and
reputationally damaging.
7.
In this context it is perhaps important and beneficial to also consider whether,
after nearly seven years of the current partnership, BDC and / or MSDC would be able
to survive a ‘divorce’ (amicable or otherwise) and be able to go back to delivering their
services without each other.
8.
Each Council remains a sovereign body and therefore would lawfully and
democratically be able to go back to operating on their own. A prudent assessment of
any separation by the Chief Finance Officer, however, estimates that such a separation
(without taking any mitigating action) would reintroduce management costs alone of
between £0.53m and £1.06m per Council.
9.
The actual separation itself would also be far more detrimental to productivity as
the various officers and structures are teased apart. The added complexities of various
joint arrangements would also need to be addressed, which would create significant
risk, uncertainty and potential costs. These joint arrangements include: Endeavour
House, the touchdown points, the customer sites, call centre, website, IT infrastructure,
Shared Revenues Partnership, Legal Services Partnership, Building Services, BMS
Invest, CIFCO and the emerging Joint Local Plan.
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10. The Chief Finance Officer believes that whilst such an impact could potentially
be withstood financially within MSDC, as they have established a large Growth &
Efficiency Fund, it is clear from the current financial projections in Section F of the
Business Case that the impact upon BDC’s finances are likely to be catastrophic. Such
action may even require the Chief Finance Officer to implement a ‘section 114’ report
to the Council, which would put a freeze on all spending until a balanced in-year budget
position is achieved and a revised, robust Medium Term Financial Strategy adopted.
11. On balance the Cabinets determined that simply attempting to continue the
‘Working Together’ partnership in the long term could represent too great a risk to the
stability of the partnership itself and present a real risk of the partnership being broken
apart; with significant financial consequences for both Councils and catastrophic
budgetary impacts for Babergh District Council’s viability.

Expand the existing partnership to include other councils
12. It would be possible (subject to appropriate organisational / structural change) to
deliver a wider partnership. There does not appear, however, to be any particular
strategic benefit to the Councils of forming a wider partnership, at the district level, with
immediate neighbours or further afield.
13. The only significant benefit or reason to do so would appear to be if this could
deliver additional financial savings. The financial success of the current partnership
has been based upon two councils sharing half their costs. For each new partner that
is added the proportional financial benefit to the partners reduces and the overall cost
and complexity of the management arrangements, travel etc increases.
14. This option also relies upon there being a willing partner to join with. The
Councils’ experience of these discussions and negotiations appears to be the
‘exception to the rule’, as many potential council partnerships nationally have never
come to fruition. Similarly the Councils’ immediate neighbouring districts to the east
and west are currently focussed upon their own further integration.
15. On balance the Cabinets determined that expanding the ‘Working Together’
partnership to include other local authorities would provide limited, if any, benefits and,
in any event does not appear to be a practical reality in the medium term given the
changes being pursued by the other districts and boroughs in Suffolk.

Create a new, single district council to replace Babergh and Mid Suffolk
District Councils
16. This option is the most natural extension of the current ‘Working Together’
partnership. It is also the option that can most easily be combined with any of the other
options at a later date if the Councils wish to pursue further change. It should also be
noted that this is the only one of the options for change that is directly ‘within the gift’
of the Councils as it does not require the agreement of any other councils.
17. The Council’s Chief Finance Officer has estimated that this approach should
deliver a minimum level of cashable and non-cashable savings of £1m per annum,
without the need for any major organisational change. It would also provide overall
long term financial stability as a result of combining the strengths of the respective
General Funds, Housing Revenue Accounts and Reserves (see Section F of the
Business Case).
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18. Whilst this option would involve some political change to a single Leader and
Cabinet, electoral equality across the two districts will already have been achieved
through the current Further Electoral Review of both districts.
19. A single district council for both areas would become one of the largest district
councils by population in England, and remain on a par with the other four Suffolk
councils that recently received Secretary of State approval to become ‘East Suffolk’
and ‘West Suffolk’. This option would therefore ensure parity of influence for the area
within Suffolk and greater influence nationally and regionally.
20. On balance the Cabinets determined that dissolving the Councils and replacing
them with a new, single district council for their combined geographical area represents
the most effective and deliverable solution for their residents based upon the reasons
detailed in the Business Case.

Seek to create unitary council arrangements to replace Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District Councils
21. The potential benefits and pitfalls of unitary local government were considered in
detail previously through the Local Government Review (‘LGR’) of Norfolk and Suffolk,
and so have not been reproduced for this Business Case. Recent experience from
elsewhere, suggests that the Secretary of State may be prepared to reopen such
discussions, especially if there is some broader agreement within Suffolk. Unitary
arrangements could not be implemented without, at least, an impact upon Suffolk
County Council (‘SCC’). The Leader of SCC has recently commissioned work from
ResPublica to reconsider the issue of local government structures in Suffolk; although
all of the District and Borough Leaders have requested that this work be stopped and
that a full public sector review be commissioned instead.
22. Whilst therefore there are a number of Councillors in both Councils who would
support some form of unitary arrangements there does not appear to be any
consensus within the Councils or amongst other local authorities as to the number of
new unitary authorities that should be created and their respective boundaries.
23. This option has therefore been discounted by the Cabinets, at this point in time,
as being undeliverable. In addition, there is concern, based upon the experience in
Suffolk during LGR, that trying and failing to introduce unitary arrangements could
significantly damage the strong relationships that exist between all the different parts
of the Suffolk public sector family. The Suffolk family has been able to make significant
improvements to the lives of all Suffolk residents as a result of such strong
relationships, partnerships and collaborative working; as demonstrated by the work of
the Suffolk Public Sector Leaders Group and pooled business rate arrangements that
are in place.

Create a combined authority for the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area
24. The combined authority approach has emerged in recent years as a way of
similar councils, with shared interests, to come together to address larger issues. This
has, to date, tended to be in more metropolitan areas to focus, for example, on
transport and infrastructure.
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25. The combined authority model, with a directly elected Mayor, was the approach
that was proposed through the recent Devolution negotiations in Norfolk and Suffolk;
and which has now been implemented in Cambridgeshire. There has also been some
discussion in the past in Suffolk of adopting this approach through a new ‘Super
Cabinet’ of all the respective Leaders that would replace the more informal Suffolk
Public Sector Leaders Group arrangements that are already in place.
26. In principle this approach could be adopted by Babergh and Mid Suffolk District
Councils. However as this would be an additional layer of local government it is
unlikely to be able to deliver much, if any, of the financial benefits outlined in section F
of the Business Case. In addition, any benefits may even be offset and outweighed by
the additional bureaucracy that this approach would require.
27. On balance the Cabinets determined that creating a combined authority for their
Councils has no merit as joint decision making can already be achieved by the Councils
through simpler joint committee arrangements. The Cabinet did consider, however,
that a combined authority approach either across Suffolk or wider Local Enterprise
Partnership areas may have some advantages to enable greater change and delivery
for some specific services e.g. highways and infrastructure.

Seek to establish a mutually owned company to deliver all public
services in the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area
28. A mutual company option seeks to try to take most of the best parts of the other
options and combine them. This option is likely to only be worthwhile in co-operation
and agreement with other partners. In effect it would be forming a new company,
partially owned by BDC and MSDC (and other partners) together with some staff
shareholding.
29. This option does not fit with the recent devolution agenda and may even run
contrary to some of the devolution principles. It would however enable local
government (both tiers), police and health to come together as a single organisation
delivering solely for an area. In doing so there would be less, rather than more, direct
democratic accountability as the delivery of the services would be one step removed
from all three councils (more similar to the current Shared Revenues Partnership
model with Ipswich Borough Council).
30. Local politicians would retain significant strategic influence over the company but
it would be protected from radical changes arising from future local election results.
Each of the public sector partners would therefore take on more of a commissioning
role with the company.
31. The numbers of staff directly employed by each of the statutory organisations
would be dramatically reduced but the organisations and their respective overhead
costs of running those organisations would remain. This hybrid option would therefore
only be successful if it is able to bring about significant integration between the public
sector partners, drive out ‘waste’ and deliver far greater change in quality of life.
32. The initial set up costs of this approach would be much higher than all the other
options and it would take longest to see a return on that investment. It would also
require a radical shift in the role of Councillors who would become far greater
community leaders and enablers rather than decision makers. If successful however
this option has the greatest chance of the widest impact for the electorate and of
reducing the cost to the public purse.
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33. On balance the Cabinets determined that it would be highly unlikely to be able to
release all of the relevant public services in the Babergh and Mid Suffolk area needed
to form such a company, that the impact of doing so would create significant diseconomies of scale for other parts of the public sector, and would be a retrograde step
for local democracy.

46

APPENDIX (b)
APPENDIX (b): RISK MANAGEMENT
1.
In order to fully consider whether to proceed with the development of a new
single council to replace Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk District Council it is
important to take account of the risks of proceeding and of not proceeding, to ensure
that the benefits outweigh the risks.
2.
An assessment of the risks associated with proceeding with the creation of a new
council is set out below, covering the following risks and potential mitigations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Proposal is not approved by the Secretary of State
Insufficient time for Parliamentary processes
Creation of a new council is not implemented effectively
Confusion over new governance arrangements
Residents perceive the new council as more distant
Lack of understanding and support from the public
Resistance to change among staff and councillors
Lack of clarity on overall vision and outcomes
Changes in the external environment
Changing status results in unforeseen changes in funding
Different service standards or approaches
Predicted benefits are not realised

3.
There are also a number of risks associated with not proceeding with the creation
of a new council which need to be taken full account of. These are considered in part
in Appendix (a) and include:
•
•
•
•
•

Risks of diverging political priorities during a time of intense pressure on local
government;
Potential breakdown of shared services arrangements;
Financial risks of diverging priorities – leading to cuts in service provision,
reduced customer satisfaction and higher acute costs (due to lack of
investment in prevention);
Increased pressure on council tax levels;
Reduced councillor, staff and resident morale due to potential impacts on
service delivery.

1. Proposal is not approved by the Secretary of State
Impact
Action/ control
Unable to implement the creation of a new
Continue to seek advice and
council
guidance from the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local
Government (MHCLG) and other
relevant bodies such as the Local
Government Association (LGA) and
Local Government Boundary
Commission for England (LGBCE)
to ensure the Councils Business
Case meets their expectations.
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2. Insufficient time for Parliamentary Processes
Impact
Action / Control
Implementation of one council takes place
MHCLG advise that there is still a
in 2020, rather than 2019, resulting in a
possibility of 2019 implementation
loss of financial benefits for one year
and the Councils will work closely
with them to achieve this. However
this may not be practical and it may
be more realistic and prudent to
work to a 2020 timeframe.
3. Creation of one council is not implemented effectively
Impact
Action/ control
Negative impact on political relationships,
Develop a clear vision for the new
service delivery and the reputation of the
council, based upon the Joint
previous councils and the new single
Strategic Plan and Memorandum of
council.
Understanding; and underpinned by
robust planning and performance.
Establish strong political and officer
governance to deliver the
development of a single council and
the long term vision.

4. Confusion over new governance arrangements
Impact
Action/ control
The public lose confidence in the decisionDevelop strong political governance
making process and quality of decisions
in consultation with MHCLG, the
being made by the council.
LGA and the BCE. Cross-party and
Inability to make key decisions which are
cross-authority development work
essential to the delivery of public services.
with Councillors will commence once
it is clear that both councils are
ready to proceed.
5. Residents perceive the council is more distant
Impact
Action/ control
The council could experience, or be
There will be no change to the
perceived as having a reduced ability to
customer access arrangements as a
understand and address different needs
result of creating one council. Public
across the districts.
access points will remain available
Communities are less resilient, which could in Sudbury and Stowmarket. The
result in higher public sector demand and
use and effectiveness of these
costs.
arrangements is being monitored.
Feedback from communities will
inform the development of one
council governance arrangements.
A detailed communications plan will
be developed to ensure active
engagement with key partners,
stakeholders and the local
community to minimise any negative
impacts.
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6. Lack of understanding / support from the public
Impact
Action/ control
This would result in a reduction in credibility Engagement with the public has
as perceived by residents, businesses,
included a telephone survey with a
councillors and other stakeholders. The
representative sample of Babergh
consequence could be a lack of public trust and Mid Suffolk residents and
in the new council and its ability to work as
further opportunities for anyone to
an effective partner and deliverer of public
comment. The communications plan
services.
will include ongoing public
engagement and briefings with staff
and politicians so that the key
messages can be shared and
discussed with the public, local
business and other stakeholders.
7. Resistance to change among staff and councillors
Impact
Action/ control
Different levels of enthusiasm for one
Work with all staff and members will
council, which could include significant
ensure that they are fully informed
differences between the districts and
and engaged with at every step of
across the councils with the possibility of
the process.
councillor resignations/disaffection and
Work with Unison will also ensure
potentially the process not being endorsed
that any staff transitional
by both councils. Messages being
arrangements are clear and
disseminated by staff and members could
straightforward.
be negative and this could impact on public
support.
8. Lack of clarity on overall vision and outcomes
Impact
Action/ control
Increased senior officer and member time
It is necessary to have a clear, long
required to manage internal and external
term, strategic vision for one council,
relationships. Reputational damage and
based upon the Joint Strategic Plan
potential impact on service delivery.
and Memorandum of Understanding.
Members’ commitment could falter and
The political structures and
there could be a return to the previous
governance arrangements will be
separate arrangements.
developed in accordance with the
overall MHCLG timeline and the
timing of elections. A performance
management framework is also in
place to ensure that the ambitions
for the new council are achieved.
9. Changes in the external environment
Impact
Action/ control
New Government initiatives or policies or a Continue to liaise with MHCLG and
change in local government reorganisation
the LGA regarding any national
could halt or delay the creation of one
developments or Government
council.
announcements. Business and
service planning arrangements will
remain flexible so that the Councils
can make changes to reflect the
changing economic climate and
political landscape.
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10. Changing status results in unforeseen changes in funding
Impact
Action/ control
Unanticipated budget and/or service
Continue to engage with
delivery pressures for the new council
Government departments on new
developments throughout the
transition to one council.
11. Different service standards or approaches
Impact
Action/ control
Different policies and service standards in
Identify any areas of difference in
either council are not effectively
order to achieve a coherent one
identified/addressed resulting in
council approach. This may include
unanticipated inconsistencies in service
some specified geographic variation
delivery.
where appropriate to meet the
needs of communities.
12. Predicted benefits are not realised
Impact
Savings and service benefits are not
achieved which creates additional budget
pressures for the new council.
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Action/ control
Develop an effective framework for
managing the financial benefits
expected from the change. Detailed
project implementation and controls
will achieve successful delivery of
benefits.

Impact

Corporate Risk Matrix
Disaster

4

Bad

3

Noticeable

2

Minimal

1

4 (Medium)

8 (High)

12
(Very High)

16
(Very High)

3 (Low)

6 (Medium)

9 (High)

12
(Very High)

2 (Low)

4 (Medium)

6 (Medium)

8 (High)

1 (Low)

2 (Low)

3 (Low)

4 (Medium)

1

2

3

4

Highly
Unlikely

Unlikely

Probable

Highly
Probable

Probability / Likelihood
Likelihood
1

Highly Unlikely

* Has never occurred before
* Would only happen in exceptional circumstances

2

Unlikely

* Not expected to occur but potential exists
* Has occurred once in the last ten years

3

Probable

* May occur occasionally
* Has occurred within the last five years
* Reasonable chance of occurring again

4

Highly Probable

* Expected to occur
* Occurs regularly or frequently

1

Minimal

* Up to £5k
* Very minor service disruption (less than one day)
* No noticeable media interest
* No harm to persons/community

2

Noticeable

* £5k - £50k
* Some service disruption, more than one day
* Local media coverage
* Potential for minor harm/injury

3

Bad

* £50k - £250k
* Critical service disruption (statutory services not delivered)
* Adverse local/national media coverage
* Potential for harm or injury (non-life threatening)

4

Disaster

* Over £250k
* Systemic or sustained service loss
* Adverse/prolonged national media coverage
* Litigation, custodial sentence
* Serious injury or death

Impact
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APPENDIX (c)
APPENDIX (c): ENGAGEMENT OUTCOME SUMMARY
See Supplement 2 for:
(c)1: Summary of ComRes opinion poll
(c)2: Stakeholder responses received
(c)3: Responses to online survey
(c)4: Other responses by letter, email & social media
(c)5: Responses to staff survey
(c)6: Comments made as part of local petition
See Supplement 3 for:
(c)7: Press coverage & commentary

1.
Following the agreement in principle to the proposal in October 2017, it was
agreed that a formal period of public and stakeholder engagement would be
undertaken to test public opinion and inform the development of the Business Case to
be considered by Councillors. A full engagement programme was carried out as
summarised below. Comprehensive publicity and engagement of the proposals
started in October 2017 and ran until early February 2018. The purpose was to inform
residents and stakeholders of the Councils’ proposals and give them the opportunity
to engage and have their say if they wished to.
2.
A formal period of public engagement was launched on 11th December 2017 and
was publicised until 5th February 2018. There was a wide range of methods that could
be used to give opinion, with reminders being posted on social media, sent via letter
and by flyer. An independent and proportionally representative telephone survey was
also held to help gauge public opinion. This was to help inform Councillors in debating
the proposals. The opinion polling work carried out by ComRes showed that 70% of
respondents were aware of the proposals.
Engagement Methods
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Independent telephone survey by ComRes, used by both East Suffolk and
West Suffolk in their merger consultations. This ran from the 11th December
2017 to 5th February 2018, and recorded the responses of 4003 residents,
2000 in Babergh and 2003 in Mid Suffolk; which gave a 99% confidence level
and margin of error of plus or minus 2%.
44 key stakeholders were contacted by letter and reminders were sent to those
who had not replied in January.
190 Parish and Town Councils and Parish meetings were contacted by email.
45 small businesses and charities across both districts were contacted by
email.
43,446 people were reached through posts on Facebook and Twitter. These
were posted regularly through the consultation period with links to the website,
online survey and providing the One Council email address. Facebook adverts
were posted on each of the Council’s Facebook pages.
Four dedicated radio broadcasts on BBC Radio Suffolk. All of these were
participated in by former Babergh Leader in 2017, Councillor Jennie Jenkins or
the new Babergh Leader, Councillor John Ward.
75 mentions of ‘One District Council’ in the local printed press.
Online survey
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•

•

•

•

•

A dedicated email inbox was set up to receive opinions and queries. Those who
asked questions through the online survey or by email or letter were responded
to directly to provide a constant dialogue with Councillors, residents and
stakeholders.
Direct Public Engagement: The public were engaged with directly by Councillor
John Ward (Babergh) and the joint Chief Executive, Arthur Charvonia, at four
separate events at locations across both districts. Parish Liaison Meetings on
7th November 2017 and 9th November 2017, Hadleigh Steering Group on 8th
January 2018, Sudbury Chamber of Commerce event on 10th January 2018,
and Stowmarket Chamber of Commerce breakfast event on 19th January
2018.
One Council website page was created on our website at
http://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/the-council/onecouncil/
and
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/the-council/onecouncil/ It contains an overview,
downloadable and printable booklets, flyers and posters and links to the online
survey. It further lists frequently asked questions, links to recent press releases
and details Council meetings, including the minutes, where the One Council
was discussed.
Posters & Public advertising.
o Flyers were distributed at Stowmarket and Sudbury Customer Access
Points in December 2017
o Leaflets were distributed at Endeavour House during the ‘Meet the
Neighbours’ event on 12th December 2017
o Leaflets were distributed at Stowmarket Depot in December 2017
Staff
o Staff were provided all details on the launch of the engagement on 11th of
December via email and were encouraged to include adverts and links to
the survey in their email signatures.
o Working Together weekly staff bulletin
o Face to face briefings by the Chief Executive and information provided to
front line staff. Three staff briefings were held at Head Office, Endeavour
House,
which
were
filmed
and
made
available
online:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cLVnur1ihP8 . The Chief Executive
also visited the Customer Access Point in Stowmarket twice and the depots
and offices in Stowmarket.
o ‘Talk to the Leaders’ session. The Chief Executive and the Leaders of the
Councils attended an open question session with staff. These were filmed
and
the
videos
can
be
viewed
here:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X3LZtDPE-CU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_wPG4nE985A
o

Staff survey

Outcomes
3.
Overall the engagement demonstrated that a majority of residents are in favour
of a single council, as determined by a proportionally representative opinion poll, staff
and a range of partner organisations are also supportive, however a number of
concerns have also emerged .
•
•

Some 62% of the 4003 people polled by the independent company said they
were in favour of the creation of a single council.
There was strong support from business, housing, and voluntary sector
stakeholders.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Partner public services gave letters of support as did neighbouring authorities,
including Suffolk County Council.
Local NHS health partners were very supportive.
298 people completed the online survey, 275 gave detailed opinions, 62%
opposed the proposals.
55 people provided their views via social media, email or letter, 34 of these
people opposed the proposals.
89 employees completed the staff survey, with 72% expressing support for the
proposals.
The most important priorities for a new single council were highlighted as
providing long term financial stability to protect the services that are most
important to residents and delivering better public services that are more
tailored to the needs of local residents.
Concerns raised included the needs of all towns and villages to be taken
account of; and for effective local democratic representation and decision
making.

Key factual inaccuracies / misconceptions

Following analysis of all the engagement activities between October 2017
and February 2018 it is clear that there are a number of aspects that are not
fully understood by residents and stakeholders; and there are a few key factual
inaccuracies and / or misconceptions which are addressed in Section I of the
Business Case:
4.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

That Mid Suffolk District Council has ‘massive’ unsecured debts;
Each of the Councils thinks that the proposal will be ‘bailing out’ the other;
That the proposals will result in a huge council tax increase for Babergh
residents;
That the proposals will result in greater car parking charges, especially in
Sudbury;
The difference in services (and funding of the services) provided by district
councils rather than Suffolk County Council e.g. that district councils provide
roads, schools, healthcare, public transport and police;
That the proposals will result in fewer Councillors;
Lack of understanding of why the Councils relocated to a single headquarters
for some staff;
That the proposals are part of an ‘agenda’ by senior staff;
That local interests will no longer be represented;
That there will be no benefits for residents from the proposals;
That services will be made worse by the proposals;
That services have deteriorate since the Councils moved headquarters to
Endeavour House;
That the results of the engagement process will be ignored.
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APPENDIX (d)
APPENDIX (d) – EQUALITIES IMPACT ASSESSMENT
1.

The characteristics protected by the Equality Act 2010 are:
Disability
(gender)
Gender reassignment
Pregnancy/maternity
Race
Religion/belief

Age

Sex

Marriage/civil partnership
Sexual orientation

By law we must have due regard to the need to:
(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct
that is prohibited by or under the Act
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it.
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.
2.
In effect, this means that we need to ensure that our policies and services are
fair, equitable and proportionate and where possible mitigate against any adverse
impacts on people from the different protected characteristics.
3.
In addition to the above protected characteristics you should consider the impact
of living in a rural area as part of this assessment. Where people live is not a
characteristic protected by law, but for an organisation such as Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District Councils it is good practice to consider carefully how location may affect
people’s experience of a policy or service.
4.
The Rural-Urban definition, defines the rurality of very small census based
geographies. Census Output Areas forming settlements with populations of over
10,000 (which are urban), while the remainder are defined as one of three rural types:
town and fringe, village or hamlet and dispersed.
Details
Service or policy title

Lead officer (responsible for the
policy or service/function)

Proposal for the creation of a new single
council at district level for the
geographical area currently served by
Mid Suffolk District Council (‘MSDC’)
and Babergh District Council (‘BDC’)
Arthur Charvonia

Officers carrying out the EQIA (at
least one must have done EQIA
training and it is recommended that an
officer responsible for the policy or
service/function
is
involved
in
completion)
Is this new or a revision? (If revision New
state
when
previous
EQIA
undertaken)
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Is this the first time this policy or Yes
function has been assessed?
February 2018
Date of completing this EQIA
Description
What exactly is proposed? (Describe the service/policy and the changes that are
being planned)
A Business Case to test the proposal of a new, single council at district level that
would replace Babergh District Council and Mid Suffolk District Council. The
business case tests whether this proposal is the best possible way to for the
Councils to continue to support residents, business and communities in the future.
Why? (Give reasons why these changes are being introduced)
The full reasons for this proposal are contained within the Business Case. In
summary the development of a new, single district council would provide a number
of benefits including increased financial resilience, which would help to protect
service delivery, being better able to meet the challenges facing local government
in the future and having a stronger voice to represent the views of communities.
What will the effect of the changes be? (Describe which people, communities,
localities etc. will be affected by the changes)
The following groups are likely to benefit from the creation of a single council:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

all residents living in the two districts (including all electors)
all staff employed by the two existing councils
all staff employed by organisations commissioned to carry out
services/functions on their behalf by one (or more) of the two councils
all Councillors in the two districts
partner organisations working with BDC and MSDC (e.g. parish councils,
VCSE organisations, community groups)
businesses operating in the two districts
businesses contracting with the councils

How will it be implemented? (Describe the decision making process, timescales,
process for implementation)
The Business Case will be the subject of debate by a Joint Scrutiny Committee
and both Councils and Cabinets. For BDC electors the Business Case will also be
the subject of a local poll. Ultimately, to be implemented, any proposal needs the
support of the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government, and will be subject to Orders being laid before Parliament.
When is it due to start? (Planned start of new/revised policy/service)
Subject to all approvals the establishment of a single council would either be from
2019 or 2020.
Any other relevant details
None
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Data about the population
Protected
Babergh and Mid Suffolk
characteristic (%)
Age
0-15
Aged 65+
BDC 17.3% BDC 25.5%
MSDC
MSDC
17.2%
23.8%
Disability
BDC 17.4%
(those
living MSDC 16.6%
with a longterm illness or
disability)
Gender
Data not available
reassignment
Marriage and Married:
civil
BDC 54.7%
partnership
MSDC 56.5%
Civil partnership: 0.08%
Pregnancy
Data not available
and maternity
Race
White: BDC 98% MSDC
97.9%
Mixed/multiple
ethnic
group:
BDC 0.8% MSDC 0.9%
Asian/Asian British:
BDC 0.8% 0.7%
Black/African/Caribbean
Black British:
BDC 0.3% MSDC 0.4%
Other ethnic group:
BDC 0.1% MSDC 0.1%
Religion
or BDC:
belief
Has a religion: 64.2%
No religion: 28.4%
MSDC:
Has a religion: 64.7%
No religion: 27.6%
Sex
Males
Females
BDC 48.7% BDC 51.3%
MSDC
MSDC
49.4%
50.6%

England and Wales* (%)
0-15
19.1%

Aged 65+
17.9%

17.9%

Prevalence estimates 0.1% to
0.6% of all adults.
Married: 46.6%
Civil partnership: 0.2%

Data not available
White 86.0%
Mixed/multiple ethnic group:
2.2%
Asian/Asian British:
7.5%
Black/African/Caribbean/Black
British:
3.3%
Other ethnic group:
1.0%

Has a religion: 67.7%
No religion: 25.1%

Males
49.2%

Females
50.8%

Data not available for ONS 2015 data – 1.7% of UK
Babergh and Mid Suffolk
population identified themselves
as lesbian, gay or bisexual (LGB)
What is the demographic profile or make up of the community you are
serving? (A brief overview of quantitative data used and qualitative research
undertaken, including customer surveys and focus groups, plus links to reports, local
or national data that you have used, suggested sources of information can be found
at the end of this document)
Sexual
orientation

58

As shown above, the demographic characteristics of residents of Babergh and Mid
Suffolk are broadly similar to those of the population of England. It is not expected
that the proposal will impact differently on any particular group when compared to
the population of England as a whole. No negative impacts have so far been
identified. The proposals will not directly affect service delivery or customer access.
A small positive impact on all groups is anticipated. Becoming one council is
estimated to generate a further £1 million of annual cashable and non-cashable
savings, on top of the annual shared services savings of £2 million.
Becoming one council would enable an increase in capacity as a result of a more
streamlined and effective way of working, allowing the councils to focus on the
delivery of services and key projects and invest in communities. The creation of a
new single council would also be a natural progression from the shared services
established in recent years. The process of developing one council would require
new democratic arrangements, providing the opportunity to ensure stronger and
more effective engagement with communities.
A single council with a larger population, local economy and GVA would bring the
Councils from being 120th and 144th largest non-metropolitan district/borough
councils in England (out of 201) to one of the top 5 largest district/borough council
when combined. Having a larger council will mean having a bigger voice within
Suffolk, the region, the sector and with central Government.
The creation of a new single council would also help develop new ways of working
that the councils have been moving towards in recent years. This includes an
emphasis on prevention, not crisis interventions, thus benefitting everyone who uses
the councils’ services, particularly the most vulnerable in society.
The Councils commissioned specialist polling company ComRes to carry out
telephone interviews (between October 2017 and February 2018) with adults aged
18+, and eligible to vote, living in Babergh and Mid Suffolk districts. ComRes set
quotas by council area and surveyed 2000 adults in Babergh and 2003 in Mid
Suffolk. Samples were balanced in terms of age, gender, ward, socio-economic
grade and ethnicity. The margin of error on results at a 95% confidence level is ±
1.52%
The telephone poll included a question about the impact of the new single council
proposal on particular demographic groups. The groups cited were young people
including children and teenagers, disabled people, retired people/pensioners and
people from minority religions or ethnic groups. Residents of Babergh and Mid
Suffolk were most likely to think that the proposal will have a positive impact on older
and disabled people (41% and 40% respectively). Residents are most likely to think
that the proposal will make no difference to all the other groups tested; young people
(39%), people from ethnic minority groups (47%) and people of minority faiths or
religions (50%). However, they are more likely to think that the proposal will have a
positive than a negative impact on these groups. These results suggest that the
changes to the councils are generally seen to have a largely positive or neutral
impact on these different demographic groups.
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Respondents from Mid Suffolk are more likely than those from Babergh to think that
the proposal will have a positive impact on older people (43% vs. 38% respectively),
disabled people (42% vs. 37%) and younger people (39% vs. 34%). In contrast,
residents of Babergh are more likely than those from Mid Suffolk to think that it will
have a positive impact on none of the groups tested (49% vs. 44%).
Younger respondents are more likely than those who are older to think that the
merger will have a positive impact on each of the groups tested. For example, more
than half of 18-34 year olds think that the proposal will have a positive impact on
older people (49%) compared to two in five of those aged 55+ (38%).
What is the profile or make up of your service users by protected
characteristics? (Where this data is available. If it is not currently available state
any plans to collect this in future)
As above

Implications for communities and workforce
Disability
What is the impact on people No negative impact, potential for positive impact
with a disability (including
children with additional
needs) and what evidence do
you have?
See sections above
How does it have a positive
or negative impact?
Developing an enhanced Community Strategy
What could be done to
would ensure stronger and more effective
mitigate any adverse impact
engagement with all communities.
or further promote positive
impact?
Age
What is the impact on people No negative impact, potential for positive impact
of different ages and what
evidence do you have
See sections above
How does it have a positive
or negative impact?
See above
What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
Sex (gender)
What is the impact on people No negative impact, potential for positive impact
of different genders and what
evidence do you have?
See sections above
How does it have a positive
or negative impact?
See above
What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
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Gender reassignment
What is the impact on people
who have undergone gender
reassignment (i.e.
transgender people) and
what evidence do you have?

No negative impact, potential for positive impact

How does it have a positive
or negative impact?

See sections above

What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
Marriage/civil partnership
What is the impact on people
who are married or in a civil
partnership and what
evidence do you have

See above

How does it have a positive
or negative impact?

See sections above

What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
Pregnancy/maternity
What is the impact on people
who are pregnant women or
those with a young child and
what evidence do you have?

See above

How does it have a positive
or negative impact?

See sections above

What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
Race
What is the impact on people
from different races or ethnic
groups and what evidence do
you have?

See above

How does it have a positive
or negative impact?

See sections above

What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
Sexual orientation
What is the impact on people
according to their sexual
orientation and what
evidence do you have?

See above

No negative impact, potential for positive impact

No negative impact, potential for positive impact

No negative impact, potential for positive impact

No negative impact, potential for positive impact
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How does it have a positive
or negative impact?

See sections above

What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?
Religion/belief
What is the impact on people
according to their religion or
belief and what evidence do
you have?

See above

How does it have a positive
or negative impact?

See sections above

What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact
or further promote positive
impact?

See above

No negative impact, potential for positive impact

Rurality
Where people live is not a characteristic protected by law: but for Babergh and Mid
Suffolk District Councils it is good practice to consider carefully how location may
affect people’s experience of a policy or service.
The change to one council is not expected to have an
What is the impact on
impact on service delivery. The ComRes opinion poll
people according to
found that whilst some residents were very happy
whether they live in an
with how they were engaged with, others were less
urban or rural environment
so. Some concerns were raised about the potential
and what evidence do you
for greater isolation for rural communities and a
have?
disconnect between a large district council and the
people it represents.
How does it have a positive Whilst service delivery is unlikely to be affected due
to the continuation of the current shared service
or negative impact?
arrangements it will be important to ensure that
communities are satisfied with their opportunity to
engage effectively, should the one council proposal
proceed.
The development of new governance arrangements
What could be done to
mitigate any adverse impact and communication mechanisms should take
account of the need for strong engagement with
or further promote positive
communities.
impact?

Making Decisions
Having completed this equality impact assessment indicate which decision is
recommended to be taken.
Should the policy or service There are potential benefits to groups with protected
characteristics. The EQIA is therefore supportive of
be implemented as the
the one council proposal.
correct course of action?
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Should the policy or service
be amended as suggested
by the report so that
mitigating actions are taken
to address an adverse or
negative impact on any
characteristic?

Evidence suggests that the one council proposal is
likely to have a largely positive or neutral impact on
these different demographic groups.

Should the policy or service
be reviewed and revised
more significantly to take
into account its impact on
different groups?

No

Should the policy or service No
not be actioned as there are
too many negative impacts?

Monitoring Impact
Assessing the impact on equality is an ongoing process that does not end once a
policy or service had been agreed or implemented.
To be determined once the it is known whether the
How frequently will the
proposal will be taken forward.
policy or service be
reviewed?
N/A
Who will be involved?
Will there need to be an
action plan completed for
any amendments?

N/A

What further evidence or
consultation will be needed
to check that the policy or
service is working well?

N/A

Completion
Authors signature
Date of completion

February 2018

Additional sources of data can be found on the following links:
http://www.suffolkobservatory.info/Default.aspx
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
https://www.ons.gov.uk/
http://suffolkcf.org.uk/publications/hidden-needs-2016/
https://www.nao.org.uk/
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APPENDIX (e)
APPENDIX (e): DRAFT MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
One Council Memorandum of Understanding
Memorandum of Understanding
Between
Babergh District Council Cabinet
and
Mid Suffolk District Council Cabinet
1.
Babergh District Council (‘BDC’) and Mid Suffolk District Council (‘MSDC’) have,
through Cabinet meetings in October and December 2017, provisionally endorsed a
proposal to dissolve their two Councils and create a new single district Council for the
combined geographical area (‘One Council’).

2.

In addition a motion was approved by BDC Council on 19 December 2017 that:
a)

“No BDC money be allocated in the next budget (2018-2019) and no staff
time be used from April 2018 for the purposes of the Proposed Merger
without the formal approval of the full Council (“Full Council Approval”); and

b)

As a condition precedent to the obtaining of Full Council Approval, the
Leader be requested to guarantee that a new local referendum shall be
held in which the votes of the electors of BDC are counted separately on
the model of the 2011 referendum and only a vote in favour by the electors
of BDC shall constitute a mandate from BDC to proceed (respectively
“Condition Precedent” and “Referendum Approval”)

3.
This Memorandum of Understanding (‘MoU’) sets out the terms and
understanding between BDC and MSDC relating to the creation of One Council. The
MoU identifies the remaining areas of difference between BDC and MSDC and states
the agreed expectations of both Councils in the event that Parliament approves the
creation of One Council.
4.
This MoU is not intended to be legally binding and no legal obligations shall arise
from the provisions of this MoU. Any final decisions about the future arrangements of
the One Council will be a matter for the Shadow Authority and then the new Council.
5.
BDC and MSDC will, however, use their best endeavours to abide by the terms
of this MoU.
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Background
6.
Since 2011, Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils (‘the Councils’) have
answered the challenges facing local government by developing a new way of
delivering council services in partnership that they called ‘Working Together’.
7.
In the last 7 years, the Councils have achieved £13m of cumulative savings by
delivering services with a joint Chief Executive and a fully shared staffing structure.
The Councils have a shared vision and outcome based approach. There is the
opportunity to now move from simply ‘Working Together’, to become One Council. This
would not only support the delivery of the shared vision but also protect public services
by providing longer term financial security for the new Council.
8.
Given the challenges facing local government, the Cabinets of both Councils
believe that forming One Council is likely to be the best option to continue delivering
high quality services for our residents, at the best value. This view has been tested
through comprehensive public engagement and a detailed business case developed
for discussion at Overview & Scrutiny and Full Council meetings.
General responsibilities of the Councils under the MoU (subject to clause 2
above)
9.

The Councils will co-operate in a spirit that is honest and open.

10.

The Councils will be separately liable for their own acts and omissions.

11. The Councils shall act within their own powers and constitutions, and shall be
solely liable for any breaches of this requirement.
12. The Councils will provide financial support for the development of a business
case and, subject to approval, the subsequent implementation of a One Council
workplan.
13. The Councils will maintain key documentation in relation to the development of
a business case and implementation of the One Council workplan.
14. The Councils will establish joint, cross party, Member Working Groups to take
forward the workplan, guided by the principles contained within this MoU. These
Working Groups will consider various topics, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Finance
Constitution & Governance
Electoral Review
Communications & Branding
Policy & Service alignment

General responsibilities of the Councils’ Cabinets
15. The Cabinets of the Councils will be responsible for providing strategic direction
on the development of the business case to create One Council.
16. The Cabinets of the Councils will jointly consider a business case for the creation
of One Council (following consideration of the business case by Overview & Scrutiny
committee and both Full Councils).
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17. The Cabinets will notify each other immediately of any event that could lead to a
temporary or final discontinuation or any other deviation from the MoU.
18. The Cabinets will hold joint Cabinet (administration only) briefings at least four
times a year.
Provision of information
19. The Councils will maintain proper records relating to their responsibilities and
obligations under this agreement.
20. The Councils will provide all information necessary to enable the effective
development of the business case and implementation of the One Council workplan,
this will include all financial information and details of any significant planned financial
investments and borrowing.

Co-ordination
21. The Councils’ Joint Chief Executive will be the formal contact between the
Councils.
22. The Joint Chief Executive will be required, and authorised to consult, report and
seek approvals on all matters associated with the development of the business case
and implementation of the One Council workplan.
23. The Joint Chief Executive will provide prompt responses to all communications
received from the Councils.
24. The Joint Chief Executive will notify the Councils immediately of any event that
could lead to a temporary or final discontinuation or any other deviation from the MoU.
Pre-conditions for the creation of One Council
Timetable & Council size
25. The current work of the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
(‘LGBCE’) for BDC and MSDC should continue and be implemented, to come into
effect in May 2019.
26. If approved by each Council then it is agreed to seek to create One Council from
April 2019, in time for each Council’s next scheduled elections in May 2019.
27. In the event that One Council is created from May 2019 then it is agreed that the
new Council size and warding pattern should simply be the combination of the
conclusions of the LGBCE’s current work.
28. In the event that it is not possible to obtain Parliamentary approval for the
creation of One Council in time for May 2019 then it is agreed to seek implementation
from May 2020. In such circumstances the Councils may seek to make an alternative
Council size proposal to LGBCE to that described in paragraph 27.
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Council tax equalisation
29. The Councils agree to align their band D equivalent council tax charge within a
year of creating the new authority.
Council name
30. The name of the One Council will be a matter for the two Full Councils to
determine.
Governance model
31.

The One Council will adopt the Leader and Cabinet model of governance.

32. In accordance with the relevant legislation the Cabinet will be formed of up to 10
Councillors. The newly elected Leader will ensure that, for the Council’s first term,
their Cabinet is drawn, equally, from Councillors for each of the previous BDC and
MSDC areas. Subject to the relevant political party’s group rules, the Deputy Leader,
for the Council’s first term, will be drawn from the other former Council area from that
of the Leader (i.e. if the Leader is a representative from a former MSDC ward then the
Deputy Leader will be from a former BDC ward – and visa versa).
Financial policy matters
33. The Councils agree to review and where possible align the following policies
ahead of the implementation of a Shadow Authority:
•
•
•
•

Council tax reduction scheme
Discretionary business rates relief
Treasury management debt and investment limits
Allowances and budget arrangements for councillors

Constitution
34. As described in paragraph 14, the development of a new Constitution, including
key decision thresholds, decision making protocols and committee structures will be
developed by a joint, cross party, Member Working Group.
Other policy matters
35. Car Parking – the Councils agree to develop a joint policy for on and off-street
car parking across the districts based upon the principles of having different
arrangements in different areas based upon the needs of each place, the desire to
recover the overall cost of the provision, supporting and stimulating the local economy
in each town and parish, addressing parking and congestion problems, and reinvesting
monies generated back into the place.
36. Councillor grants – the Councils have started development of a Communities
Strategy. This strategy will be completed during 2018 and will build upon the Joint
Strategic Plan to provide greater clarity as to the outcomes the Councils are seeking
to achieve with their communities and how best to enable those outcomes – this will
include consideration of whether and how any councillor grant scheme should be
utilised.
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Housing Revenue Accounts
37. The existing, approved, pipeline of building and purchasing new council homes
in both BDC and MSDC will be honoured by the newly created One Council.
Period of validity of the Memorandum of Understanding
38. This MoU shall become effective upon signature by the Leaders of the Councils
and the Joint Chief Executive, and will remain in effect until modified with consent from
both Cabinets, or terminated by either Cabinet.
Reporting
39. The reporting structure of the joint Member Working Groups will be agreed as
part of their terms of reference, however it is anticipated that the Working Groups will
report to both Cabinets.
Funding
40.
This MoU does not request a commitment of funds; however, it does request
that the Councils commit to providing resource as required. It is anticipated that any
budget requirement will be funded using the Transformation / Growth & Efficiency
Funds. For BDC this is subject to clause 2 above.

SIGNED:
Leader of Babergh District
Council…………………………………………………………………………..

Leader of Mid Suffolk District
Council……………………………………………………………………….

Chief Executive of Babergh & Mid Suffolk District
Council………………………………………………
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