
 

 
 
Democracy and Standards Committee 
 
Held at 7.00 pm on Monday 13th March, 2023 at The Council Chamber, Corby Cube, 
George Street, Corby, Northants, NN17 1QG 
 
Present:- 
 
Councillor Lora Lawman (Chair) Councillor Macaulay Nichol 
Councillor Jean Addison 
Councillor Lyn Buckingham 
Councillor Robin Carter 
Councillor Emily Fedorowycz 
Councillor Paul Marks 
 

Councillor Andy Mercer 
Councillor Dorothy Maxwell 
Councillor Gill Mercer 
Councillor Michael Tye 
Councillor Kevin Watt 
 

Officers: 
Adele Wylie, Executive Director, Customer & Governance (M/O) 
George Candler, Executive Director Place & Economy 
Rob Harbour, Assistant Director of Growth & Regeneration 
Paul Goult, Interim Democratic Services Manager 
Ben Smith, Democratic & Election Services Manager 

53 Apologies for absence  
 
Resolved to note that an apology for absence was received from Councillor Kirk 
Harrison.  
  

54 Members' Declarations of Interest  
 
The chair invited those members present, who wished to do so, to make any 
declarations of interest.  
  
Resolved to note that the following declarations were made: 
  

(i)             Councillors L Lawman, M Nichol, J Addison, Lyn Buckingham,  R Carter, 
E Fedorowycz, P Marks, D Maxwell, A Mercer, G Mercer, M Tye and K Watt 
made a declaration as either a committee member an Area Planning 
Committee, or a substitute member,  and/or as a Member sitting on the 
Planning Transformation Board; or as a Town or Parish Councillor who dealt 
with Planning items.    
  

All members clarified that they were considering the report on the proposed 
amendments to the Planning Scheme of Delegation & Committee Structure (Item 56) 
with an open mind.  
  
 
 
  

55 Approval of the minutes of the meeting held on 9 January 2023  
 



The minutes of the meeting held on 9 January 2023 were received.  
  
Resolved that the minutes of the meeting of 9 January 2023 be approved and signed 
as an accurate record of the meeting.  
 

56 Proposed Amendments to the Planning Scheme of Delegation and Committee 
Structure  
 
The report of the Executive Director of Place and Economy was received in relation to 
the proposed amendments to the Planning Scheme of Delegation & Committee 
Structure.  
  
The Assistant Director of Growth and Regeneration presented the report to committee.  
  
He explained that a Peer Review of the planning service had been undertaken in 
September 2022 by the Planning Advisory Service (PAS). The review had included an 
extensive set of interviews and focus groups with a wide range of internal and external 
stakeholders. 
  
The findings of the report had been provided to the Executive and an Action Plan had 
been agreed to enable a detailed programme of transformation activity and 
governance arrangements to be drawn, with a series of recommendations for the 
planning service, to help it through the current transformation of bringing together five 
legacy local planning authorities to form a single harmonised and high-performing 
planning service for North Northamptonshire.  
  
The Planning Transformation Board, had been set up to oversee the delivery of the 
Action Plan, and the Constitutional Working Group reviewed the scheme of delegation 
and number of committees. Further details of the PAS review were found within the 
report to committee.   
  
The main findings of the review found there were too many area committees, that 
boundaries remained as per the former council areas, that many meetings were very 
short or had been cancelled and that there was a cost implication in taking 
applications to committee.  The review of the scheme of delegation would provide a 
robust and consistent planning service for North Northamptonshire.  
  
The following had been carried out:  
  

·    A review of the Planning Scheme of Delegation and the development of an 
amended scheme based upon best practice and supported by NNC planning 
data 

·    A review of the planning committee system and the development of proposals 
for a revised committee structure, supported by NNC planning data, that 
optimised efficiency and would enable committees to focus on the most 
significant applications.    

  
PAS had also identified the key issues they considered were affecting the current 
scheme of delegation: 
  



·    The ability for town and parish councils to dictate which applications go to 
committee 

·     That undue weight was given to the number of objections.  

  
Provided at Table 1 to the report, was data relating to application numbers,  what went 
to each of the five planning committees, and cancelled meetings where a single 
application was heard.  
  
This indicated that significantly more applications were taken to the Thrapston Area 
Planning Committee with a disproportionate number of applications being triggered for 
consideration as a result of town and parish councils’ objections to the case officer’s 
recommendations. 
  
This was also supported in Table 2 which detailed the town and parish council 
committee trigger data with 61% being triggered by an unresolved representation from 
a town or parish council.  Of these, 93% of the decisions were made in line with the 
officer’s recommendations.  
  
Mr Harbour confirmed that research of seven other high-performing unitary authorities 
planning schemes of delegations and planning performance was shown in Table 3 of 
the report with the findings showing that there was common ground to the current 
scheme of NNC including the triggers of: 
  

·    Significant implications to, or departure from, the Development Plan (7 of 7 
authorities) 

·    Ward member call-in (7 of 7) 

  
The majority of schemes included certain other triggers shared with NNC’s scheme: 
  

·        Senior officer referral for contentious applications (6 out of 7) 

·         Application by a member (or their immediate family (4 of 7) 

·         Application by a senior officer (4 of 7) 

·         Application by an officer in the Planning Service (5 of 7) 

·         Application where the council is the landowner (5 of 7) 

·         An unresolved representation from a town or parish council (4 of 7) 

  



Very few shared the trigger of an unresolved representation from a statutory consultee 
(2 of 7). 
  
The Planning Transformation Board and Constitutional Working Group considered 
how the scheme of delegation could be best amended and concluded that the 
following proposals be considered: 
  

·    Amend the Planning Scheme of Delegation so the trigger relating to an 
unresolved objection from a town and parish council only relates to major 
applications 

·    Amend the Planning Scheme of Delegation so that the trigger relating to an 
unresolved objection from a statutory consultee only relates to major 
applications.  

  
This would ensure that only the most significant applications would be considered by 
committee. The proposals would not place any restrictions on a town or parish council 
or other statutory consultee from making representations on any planning application, 
or to liaise with local NNC ward councillors to seek a member call-in to committee.  
  
Attached at Appendix A to the report was the draft Planning Scheme of Delegation for 
consideration of the committee.  
  
The PAS report also found that: 
  

·    The costs of taking applications to committee are much higher than delegated 
decisions 

·     Committees should consider only the most significant applications  

·     An excessive number of householder and minor applications were being  
considered by committee 

  
Again, research was undertaken with other unitary councillors and the outcome 
showed that: 
  

·    Six of the seven authorities operated a structure with a single planning 
committee meeting on a monthly basis 

·    One authority operated a Planning Committee with two sub-committees 
(however 33% of its committees in 2022 considered only a single application. 

  
The Planning Transformation Board and Constitutional Working Group both agreed 
that the current committee structure did not work well and concluded that the optimal 
number of planning committees be two and that these be aligned to specific 



geographical areas within the administrative boundary of North Northamptonshire as 
detailed in Appendix B to the report. The areas of North and South, would continue to 
follow ward boundaries. Meetings would be held at a suitable venue in each of the 
geographical areas.  
  
The proposed amendments to the Planning Committee Terms of Reference were 
appended to the report at Appendix C. 
  
Mr Harbour concluded his presentation by referring to the recommendations contained 
within the report.  
  
The chair thanked Mr Harbour for his comprehensive presentation.  
  
The committee considered the report and comments are summarised below:  
  

·    Concerns that town and parish councils’ often meet infrequently and would find 
commenting on applications difficult within the timescale set. A suggestion was 
made that the number of days for a response be increased.  

·    A question was asked as to whether town and parish councils were provided 
with the weekly list of applications 

·    Members commented on their own experience as town or parish councillors 
and how there was often a very tight time schedule in which to read, digest and 
form a response to an application 

·   The new geographical areas were discussed with comments about the North 
area being quite large and the split of the former East Northants area into both 
the North and South committee. 

·    Concern was also expressed about applicants or objectors having to travel a 
distance to attend a meeting with some considering this was not democratic. It 
was asked if the meetings could continue to rotate within each geographical 
area, rather than always at the same venue.  

·    Controversial applications – several councillors commented on the need to 
ensure that the public were heard and had the opportunity to request that an 
item was put before committee when an application was considered 
controversial. 

·    There was also concern that local knowledge would be lost and that often 
officers did not have the relevant local knowledge to decide,  rather than the 
committee doing so.   

·    Questions were asked about which councillors would be allocated to each 
committee and what training would be given, as currently councillors would 



know their own area well but may not know another ward area in the same 
way.  

·     Members noted that they currently had the ability to add conditions to an 
application. 

·    Some members considered that there would be insufficient councillors  on the 
committee, whilst others felt there would be too many. 

·    There was also concern over the quorum, which would be dependent on the 
final numbers agreed for committee membership. 

·    Some members had previously experienced threats being made against them 
after making a decision that was not popular, and it was considered that having 
a larger number of councillors and a larger quorum would help with the 
decision-making process. 

·     Members commented that there would still be substitutes that would be able to 
be called on.  

·    The provision of weekly lists needed to be enhanced and sent to all councillors, 
town and parish councils.  Outcomes also needed to be provided on the same 
basis. If applications were delegated to officers, councillors needed to be made 
aware.  

·    Objectors needed to be able to voice their concerns and be heard.  

·    The planning system needed to be transparent.  

·    Ward members needed to have the opportunity to request a call-in.  

·    Some concern was raised that with there only being two committees the   
meetings would be very lengthy.   

   
Mr Harbour responded to members concerns. 
  

·    With regard to the time limit for responses, there could be some flexibility to 
increase this for town or parish councils from 21 days to 24 days.  However, 
the longer the response time was extended, the less time there was for 
officers to process the application. He did comment that if town or parish 
councillors contacted the officer a short extension could be offered.   



·    There was a need to be mindful of timescales as an authority could be put 
in special measures for failing to determine within a given period. 

·     Ward Councillors could still comment on applications.  

·    With regard to controversial applications, these would generally be 
significant, and the Ward Councillor could request a call-in, there would be 
objections from the public or a Senior Planning Officer would trigger the 
application to be put before committee. 

·    Major applications could be triggered by a response from town or parish 
councils.  

·    The scheme of delegation included multiple measures to bring an 
application forward to committee. 

·     Direct objections from the public, ward members and town and parish 
councils could trigger a call-in.   

·    The public had full access to all planning applications through the council’s 
website.  

·   The planning service would remain transparent with officer reports being 
available on the website. 

·    Thorough training would be provided to all committee members and 
substitute members, including training on minerals and waste issues. 

·    The committee venues could be decided by officers/the committee and 
there could be a possibility for the public to join meetings remotely. This 
would not be applicable for committee members as they had to be present 
for the decision-making process.  

  
Councillor Mercer raised concern over the scheme of delegation and proposed the 
following amendments to Appendix A: 
  

·    Page 25, third column, point (iv) that the wording be amended to include the 
words in italics to read as follows: 

(iv) Applications that the Chair or Vice-Chair of the relevant planning 
committee, considers are potentially contentious and raise material planning 
issues, or would affect he wider public interest. 

  

·    Page 27, third column, final paragraph that the wording be amended as follows: 



The request shall be considered by the Chair or Vice Chair of the relevant 
Planning Committee in consultation with the senior planning officer and if they 
consider the application is controversial or has material planning issues the 
application shall be called in.  

  
A lengthy debate ensued with some concerns over the wording particularly being 
raised by the Assistant Director, who questioned why a senior planning officer on point 
(iv) could not bring forward a controversial application. Decisions had to be made on 
material planning considerations. Planning officers were professional officers and had 
to follow regulation and law.  
Members continued to debate this point and suggested that the wording at point (iv) 
should include the senior planning officer and that it should therefore read as follows: 
  

(iv) Applications that the Chair or Vice-Chair of the relevant planning committee 
and Senior Planning Officer, consider are potentially contentious and raise 
material planning issues, or would affect he wider public interest. 

  
Councillor A Mercer agreed that this would be a suitable amendment.  
  
Debate continued in relation to the amendment on page 27. 
  
The Interim Democratic Services Manager suggested that there had been 
considerable discussion around the word ‘controversial, and there was a need for a 
clear definition of what ‘controversial’ actually meant.  During the decision-making 
process this would have to be justified.  
  
The chair suggested that the wording read as follows: 
  

·    The request shall be considered by the Chair or Vice-Chair of the relevant 
Planning Committee, with the advice of the senior planning officer, and if the 
referral contains a material planning issue the application shall be called in.  

  
She also suggested that an explanation of the word ‘controversial’ be included within 
the document.  Mr Harbour confirmed that the amendment was acceptable and that he 
could add an explanation of ‘controversial’ as a footer to the document.  
  
The chair also proposed that on page 27 the penultimate paragraph be amended from 
21 days to 25 days and to read as follows: 
  

·    The request shall be received by the relevant senior planning officer within 25 
calendar days from the date the application was first published on the council’s 
website and notified to councillors, or during any further notification period 
required following receipt of amendments to the scheme.  

  
The chair noted that the scheme of delegation would be a ‘living document’ and could 
be reviewed as and when required.  
  
Members then discussed the Terms of Reference for the committee and the number 
of councillors who should sit on each committee. There were differing opinions on this 



with some councillors suggesting an increase and others a reduction. The quorum 
was also discussed.  
  
The chair suggested that each committee be reduced to nine members. 
  
Councillor A Mercer suggested that each committee be increased from 11 to 13 
members with a quorum of seven.  
  
Some concern was expressed that the number of unitary councillors may reduce once 
the current Boundary Review was concluded and that this may have an impact on the 
availability of councillors to sit on committees.  
  
The chair put the option of either nine councillors or 13 councillors with a quorum of 
seven to the vote.  
  
With a majority vote it was agreed that each committee be formed with 13 members 
and a quorum of seven.    
  
The Interim Democratic Services Manager clarified that each committee would need to 
be politically balanced and it would be up to individual groups to appoint members to 
each committee.  
  
It was also suggested that delegated power be given to the Chair and Vice-Chair to 
agree the final wording. 
  
Resolved to recommend to full council that: 
  

(i)       The proposed amendments to the Council’s Planning Scheme of Delegation, 
as set out in Appendix A, with the amendments as agreed by the committee, 
be approved; 

(ii)      The Council’s Planning Committee structure be amended to two planning 
committees (North and South) with a geographical split as detailed in 
Appendix B; 

(iii)     The Terms of Reference for the Planning Committees be amended as set 
out in Appendix C, with the number of members on each committee being 
13 and the quorum being increased to seven, to reflect the proposed 
Planning Committee Structure. 

(iv)     Delegated authority be given to the Chair and Vice-Chair to make any 
changes to the final wording of the documentation to reflect the decision of 
the committee.   

  
This item concluded at 9.40pm and the chair proposed that the meeting be adjourned 
for ten minutes prior to reconvening. 
  
Councillor Tye left the meeting and did not return.  
   



 
57 Review of Scrutiny Committees (Report to follow)  

 
 The meeting reconvened at 9.50pm.  
  
The chair proposed that standing orders be waived to enable the meeting to continue 
for a maximum of 30 minutes. This was seconded by the vice-chair and on being put 
to the vote declared carried.  
  
The report of the Executive Director of Customer and Governance (Monitoring Officer) 
was received in relation to the Scrutiny Review.  
  
The report detailed the current governance arrangements of an executive model which 
required under statute to operate at least one scrutiny committee. 

  
The Executive Director presented the findings of the review to the committee and 
explained that the purpose of the scrutiny function was to influence policies and 
decisions made by the Executive and other organisations delivering services to the 
public, by reviewing key decisions made by the Executive, investigating important 
service delivery and strategic policy issues (i.e. through task & finish groups) and 
where appropriate through the call-in procedure challenging key decisions made. 

  
She referenced the two current committees of the Scrutiny commission and Finance 
and Resources Scrutiny Committee and the work that had been undertaken. Whilst 
the scrutiny function of the Council had developed well since May 2021 it was 
recognised that the quantity of work required to be undertaken exceeded the existing 
capacity and a review of scrutiny arrangements was needed at both member and 
officer level. It was recognised that scrutiny’s role in relation to other public service 
providers requires enhancement and that a more outward focussed scrutiny. 
  
Members had been invited to attend a presentation on the proposals and were able to 
feedback verbally and in writing. Senior Officers were also consulted on the proposals.  
  
Comments were also provided by the Centre for Governance and Scrutiny and its 
response was appended to the report at Appendix B.  
  
The findings and recommendations were detailed in the report with a recommendation 
that a Scrutiny Management Board be established.  This would avoid unnecessary 
delays, ensure that strategic ownership of scrutiny remained with members and would 
stop duplication. The Board will comprise the Chairs and Vice-Chairs of the Scrutiny 
Committees and will strategically drive forward the scrutiny function. The Board would 
manage the workload of the scrutiny function, agree agenda items and the Workplan, 
complete the Annual Scrutiny Report and lead on the member development 
programme for scrutiny members. 
  
There was positive feedback from members on this role and the Centre for 
Governance and Scrutiny were also supportive of an overarching Board. 

  
It was therefore proposed that the Board be a formally constituted body, open to the 
public, and transparent. 
  
The Constitutional Review Working Group’s proposal was that the Scrutiny 
Management Board determine call-in requests and the Scrutiny Procedure Rules 



reflected this. There would be a streamlined process and the members of the Board 
would build expertise in dealing with such requests. The Centre for Governance and 
Scrutiny considered this would be most productive.  
  
The Council also has a statutory duty to scrutinise health and to review the integration 
of health, public health and social care to ensure maximum outcomes can be achieved 
for the benefit of the public.  

  
Originally, crime and disorder and scrutiny of the Community Safety Partnership fell 
under this committee due to the link between crime and disorder and health outcomes. 
The Centre for Governance and Scrutiny felt that this had a better fit in the Place and 
Environment Scrutiny Committee. The Constitutional Review Working Group had 
mixed views on this, but it had been moved to Place and Environment in the draft 
Scrutiny Procedure Rules. 
  
The report detailed the importance of relationships with key partners such as the NHS, 
the Police etc. The Scrutiny Management Board would have a key role in ensuring 
partner engagement is enhanced in any new structure and that the agendas would be 
outward facing as well as inward. This was also raised in member feedback as a 
priority. 
  
In relation to the Council’s corporate objectives around Place and Economy there 
were various significant projects ongoing and some key elements of service delivery 
require regular review of performance e.g. the highways contact. The proposal that a 
Place and Environment Scrutiny Committee be created had been well received and 
other than the movement of crime and disorder to this Committee there were no 
changes to the original proposal.  
  
Corporate scrutiny was currently undertaken by both committees resulting in 
duplication between the two. Comments about whether the Committee would have the 
capacity to ensure strong financial scrutiny had been made and whether there should 
be a specific Committee to focus entirely on the budget. Investigations had found that 
other councils had managed to undertake this within corporate scrutiny.  

The annual budget process had been undertaken in an intensive and structured way 
since the new authority was established and this would continue and had been 
programmed into the calendar of meetings.  

This committee would mirror the work of the current Finance and Resources Scrutiny 
Committee and will scrutinise finance and performance which are integral to each 
other. It will also scrutinise external partnerships and companies such as the 
Children’s Trust. Currently the Children’s Trust is scrutinised across committees which 
does not allow members to collate a rounded view of it. 
 
Panels would be created with a maximum of four panels being established throughout 
the year to undertake more detailed work. The recommendation previously from the 
Centre for Governance and Scrutiny had been that there should be a maximum of 
three. This is a formal increase to current arrangements. 

  
The Scrutiny Management Board would agree the establishment of Panels, and as 
such will direct the formal establishment to one of the three committees.  The relevant 
committee will establish and set out the name of the Panel, the terms of reference 
including relevant dates for completion. This gives ownership of the Panel to the 
relevant Committee. 



  
The report detailed the feedback from members at Appendix C. 
  
This included thoughts on political chairmanship of the Committees which would be a 
decision for Council.  

  
A learning and development programme will be delivered to all scrutiny members in 
the new municipal year to ensure that they are supported to have the skills and 
knowledge for excellent scrutiny. 
  
Some comments were received about the effectiveness of the Executive Advisory 
Panels which have been subject to a recent review. As these are created at the 
Leaders discretion, these are not in scope for this review. 

  
The Constitutional Review Working Group considered the frequency of meetings and 
agreed to include bi-monthly meetings for the Committees and monthly meetings for 
the Scrutiny Management Board. Whilst the current Scrutiny Commission has 
struggled with capacity, the Finance and Resources Committee had managed its 
budget workload through a Task and Finish Group which has worked well. The 
removal of duplication of performance scrutiny will have an immediate impact on 
capacity. Consideration of the workplan in meetings, agreement to items for the 
Workplan and the collation of the Scrutiny Annual Plan which will move the Board will 
also free up capacity for the Committees. More meetings could be added if the Board 
felt that this was necessary. 
  
The proposal would mean that there would be 30 meetings per annum in the Calendar 
of Meetings (excluding Panel work which is extensive), compared to 19 meetings 
(excluding Panel work) in the current arrangements. 
  
The number of members on each committee was considered by the Constitutional 
Review Working Group following feedback from the Centre for Governance and 
Scrutiny. A figure of 9 had been included for all committees (except for Health which 
has 11 due to the statutory consultees) within the draft Scrutiny Procedure Rules.  
  
The chair invited members to comment on the report and appendices before them.  
  
The following comments were raised:  
  
5.1 and 5.2 - to add the word ‘Scrutiny’ before function. This was agreed. 
  
9.1 -   A query was raised over the appointment of a chair should the existing one 
resign and whether this should be by the Leader. It was clarified that a replacement 
chair would be appointed by the committee and that the wording could be amended to 
read …’if a vacancy occurs in the position of chair or vice-chair’.......  
  
16.7 - Call-In request form. Members thought this would be added to the procedure 
rules. This would not be the case.  When the decision notice was circulated by the 
democratic services officer the form would be attached.  

  
          16.6 - A request was made for the inclusion of the principles of decision making for 

clarity.  This was agreed. 
  



          7 – Co-optees – A query was raised as to whether these would be independent 
persons.  It was clarified that they wouldn’t be but could be experts in their field.  

  
          11 – A Member welcomed the decision that meetings would be open to the public.  

The Executive Director clarified that scrutiny meetings had always been open to the 
public, but the panels would not be.  

  
          11.2 - An amendment be added to say that an Extraordinary Meeting be called by the 

Chair or Vice-Chair of the committee or the monitoring officer. This was agreed. 
  
          A query was raised about the scrutiny budget and whether this could be used to aid 

the panels in their investigations. The Executive Director said this would need to be a 
decision of the Scrutiny Management Board. 

  
          A request for the Executive Protocol was made to be added to the procedure rules.   

The Executive Director confirmed this would be the subject for discussion at the 
Scrutiny Management Board and which could be added to the terms of reference.  

  
          Concern was expressed about ‘heated debate and opposing opinions. It was noted 

that this would be for the Chair of the meeting to manage under the provisions within 
the constitution.  

  
          The suggested amends would be added to the procedure rules as appropriate and the 

recommendations were proposed by Councillor A Mercer and seconded by Councillor 
Nichol and declared carried.  

  
Resolved to recommend the following: 
  

(i)       that the Scrutiny structure, detailed at Appendix A, be presented to Council 
for approval; 

(ii)      to note the feedback provided by the Centre for Governance and Scrutiny at 
Appendix B’ 

(iii)      to note the feedback provided by Members at Appendix C; 

(iii)      the draft Scrutiny Procedure Rules at Appendix D, with the amendments 
discussed being incorporated therein, be presented to Council for approval.  

58 Close of meeting  
 
Resolved to note that the chair closed the meeting at 10.40pm. 
  
  
  
                                                                        Chair……………………………. 
  
                                                                        Date ……………………………. 
 
 


