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Apologies 
for 
absence: 

Councillor Fred Blackwell 
Councillor Ann Bonner 
Councillor John Donaldson 
Councillor David Hughes 
Councillor Daniel Sames 
Councillor Rose Stratford 
Councillor Martin Weir 
 

 
Officers: Mary Harpley, Chief Executive and Head of Paid Service 

Ian Davies, Strategic Director - Environment and Community 
John Hoad, Strategic Director - Planning, Housing and Economy 
Karen Curtin, Head of Finance 
Nigel Bell, Team Leader - Planning and Litigation 
Natasha Clark, Senior Democratic and Scrutiny Officer 
 

 
36 Declarations of Interest  

 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 
 

37 Communications  
 
The Chairman welcomed Councillor Diana Edwards back to the Chamber 
after her recent fall and expressed his best wishes to former Councillor Eric 
Heath who had recently been in hospital for a serious operation. 
 
The Chairman advised the meeting that this was the Chief Executive’s last 
meeting and this would be marked later in the meeting. He also advised 
Members that he had agreed to cancel the Council meeting scheduled for 17 
January 2011. 
 
Lastly the Chairman explained that in the current economic climate he had 
decided not to send Christmas cards to Members and wished all Councillors 
the compliments of the season. 
 
 

38 Petitions and Requests to Address the Meeting  
 
There were no petitions or requests to address the meeting. 
 
 

39 Urgent Business  
 
There were no items of urgent business. 
 
 

40 Minutes of Council  
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 18 October 2010 were agreed as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
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41 Minutes  

 
a) Minutes of the Executive, Portfolio Holder Decisions and 

Executive Decisions made under Special Urgency 
 
Resolved 

 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Executive and Portfolio Holder 
decisions as set out in the Minute Book be received and that it be noted that 
since the last meeting of Council, no Executive decisions had been taken that 
were subject to the special urgency provisions of the Constitution. 
 
b) Minutes of Committees 
 
Resolved 
 
That the minutes of Committees as set out in the Minute Book be received. 
 
 

42 Questions  
 
a) Written Questions 
 
One question relating to the Secretary of State for Education’s declared 
intention to withdraw funding from the School Sports Partnership which would 
affect the North Oxfordshire School Sports Partnership had been submitted by 
Councillor Williamson and signed by Councillors Cotter, Emptage and Rose 
and was tabled together with the reply from the Leader of the Council. 
 

The Leader and Portfolio Holder Customer Service and ICT answered a 
supplementary question put by Councillor Williamson. 
 
b) Questions to the Leader of the Council 
 
Questions were asked and answers received on the following issues: 
 
Announcement by the Secretary of State for Health that elements of the 
health budget would be given to Local Authorities: Councillor Cotter 
 
Request that consideration be given to referring to deprived areas in Banbury 
as “Banbury brighter future areas” rather than areas of deprivation: Councillor 
Strangwood   
 
c) Questions to Committee Chairmen on the minutes 
 
There were no questions to the Committee Chairman on minutes.  
 
 

43 Motions  
 
There were no motions. 
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44 Business Case for shared management team with South 
Northamptonshire Council  
 
The Portfolio Holder for Resources and Communications, the Leader and the 
Chief Executive submitted a report which sought Council’s approval to accept 
the recommendation of the Cherwell District Council and South 
Northamptonshire Council Joint Working Group to put in place a shared 
senior management team. 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Resources and Communication thanked Officers from 
both Cherwell District Council and South Northamptonshire Council for their 
hard work throughout the process of developing the business case (annex to 
the minutes as set out in the minute book). 
 
Resolved 
 
(1) That the overarching recommendation of the Cherwell District Council 

and South Northamptonshire Council Joint Working Group, endorsed 
by the Executive, to put in place a shared management team by the 
end of September 2011 be agreed. 
 

(2) That the further eighteen recommendations made by the Joint Working 
Group, and endorsed by the Executive, be agreed as follows: 

 

Sovereignty  
 
2.1 Both SNC and CDC will remain separate councils and will retain their 

sovereignty. Elected members of both councils will remain in charge of 
decision-making in line with their visions, strategic aims, objectives and 
priorities.  

 
Shared management team 
 
2.2 CDC and SNC share a senior management team comprising twelve 

posts: a Chief Executive, three Directors and eight Heads of Service 
and that the final structure and responsibilities of the senior 
management team be agreed between the shared Chief Executive, 
once appointed, and members of both councils before further 
appointments are made. 

 
2.3 Recruitment to the shared Chief Executive commences immediately, 

using the Job Description and Person Specification attached in 
Appendix 8 of the business case, via an open recruitment process 
which will be supported by recruitment consultants appointed by both 
councils.  

 
2.4 The shared Chief Executive is appointed in February 2011 and shared 

Directors and Heads of Service are appointed by July/August and by 
September respectively, subject to the final structure being approved 
first by both full councils.  
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2.5 Officers appointed as the shared Chief Executive, Directors and Heads 
of Service be appointed on new terms and conditions to be agreed by 
the Joint Personnel Committee.  

 
2.6 SNC and CDC share three further posts – covering the functions of 

communications, corporate performance and programme management 
– and that these posts be appointed to as soon as possible after end 
September 2011.  

 
2.7 Officers appointed to the three other shared posts retain their current 

terms and conditions, with further consideration given to the 
remuneration levels for those roles in recognition of the new 
requirement to work across both councils.  

 
2.8 All successful internal candidates remain employed by their original 

employer, though in exceptional cases they may be employed by the 
other authority; successful external candidates to be employed by one 
or other employer on a case-by-case basis.  

2.9   Both councils apply at the appropriate time to the Department of 
Communities and Local Government for approval to capitalise the 
costs of creating a shared management team in order to protect 
revenue resources as far as possible.  

 
Formal and informal structures for joint working  
 
2.10  A Joint Personnel Committee be set up and works to the terms of 

reference in Appendix 4 of the business case; that this Committee, 
supported by recruitment consultants, recommends the appointment of 
the shared Chief Executive to both full councils and appoints to the 
Directors and Heads of Service.  

 
2.11 A Joint Appeals Committee be set up to hear any appeals related to 

the shared posts and works to the terms of reference in Appendix 5 of 
the business case.  

2.12    The Joint Working Group is disbanded and a new Joint Arrangements 
Steering Group is now set up and works to the Terms of Reference in 
Appendix 7 of the business case to oversee the implementation of the 
above recommendations.  

 
2.13   CDC and SNC both sign on 9th December the Section 113 agreement 

in Appendix 3 of the business case to allow them to share a senior 
management team (including all statutory officers) and three other 
posts in the way proposed.  

 
Current and future partnership working  
 
2.14  SNC and CDC continue with their existing shared arrangements for 

service delivery with other local authorities, and these are reviewed 
either as they come up for renewal or as appropriate.  
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2.15 Both councils look to build directly on the creation of a shared 
management team by extending partnership working, creating a 
confederation of local authorities and other public sector organisations 
(including health and police) which could collaborate in a model 
resembling a gateway contract or framework agreement for mutual 
benefit.  

 
Future development of joint working 
 
2.16  CDC and SNC agree to consider in due course individual business 

cases for integrating posts at the tier below Service Heads, and teams 
below that.  

 
2.17   Once SNC and CDC decide to consider service level business cases, 

they work towards a common set of terms and conditions for all staff 
below Service Heads so that these can be put in place early on.  

 
Project review  
 
2.18    Both councils receive an interim update in September/October 2011 

and a post project report in September 2012, reviewing the 
implementation of these recommendations. 

 
(3) That Cllrs Atack, Cotter, Irvine, Reynolds and Wood be appointed as 

the five Cherwell District Council members on the Joint Personnel 
Committee and Cllrs Atkinson, Bolster and Williamson as the named 
substitutes and authority be delegated to the Head of Legal and 
Democratic Services to amend the Constitution to take account of this 
new Joint Committee.  

 
(4) That Cllrs Blackwell, Macnamara and Rose be appointed as the three 

Cherwell District Council members on the Joint Appeals Committee 
and Cllrs Clarke and Emptage as the named substitutes and authority 
be delegated to the Head of Legal and Democratic Services to amend 
the Constitution to take account of this new Joint Committee.  
  

(5) That Cllrs Atack, Cotter, Macnamara, Reynolds and Wood be 
appointed as the five Cherwell District Council members on the Joint 
Arrangements Steering Group and Cllrs Turner and Williamson as the 
named substitutes. 
 

(6) That Veredus be appointed as the recruitment consultants to provide 
support to the Joint Personnel Committee in arriving at a 
recommendation for the appointment of the shared Chief Executive. 

 

(7) That resolution 2.5 above be addressed by resolving that the terms of 
reference of the Joint Personnel Committee also include the 
determination of the terms and conditions of employment of the shared 
Chief Executive, Director and Head of Service posts subject to any 
salary levels being within the parameters set by the business case. 
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(8) That the Executive’s recommendation that, once a shared senior 
management team is in place, the Council can aspire to achieve 
continued excellent performance be endorsed. 

 
 
At the conclusion of this item, the Chairman invited Councillor Ian McCord, 
Portfolio Holder for Resources at South Northamptonshire Council and 
Chairman of the Joint Working Group to address Council. Councillor McCord 
reported that Members at South Northamptonshire Council’s Council meeting 
had also approved the recommendation of the Cherwell District Council and 
South Northamptonshire Council Joint Working Group to put in place a shared 
senior management team. 
 
On behalf of South Northamptonshire Council, Councillor McCord thanked all 
Cherwell District Council Members who had sat on the Joint Working Group, 
attended site visits and participated in other meetings during the development 
of the business case. Councillor McCord also thanked all officers who had 
supported the process and wished the departing Cherwell Chief Executive 
success in her new post as Chief Executive at the London Borough of 
Hounslow. 
 
 

45 Appointment of Interim Head of Paid Service and Chief Executive  
 
The Leader of the Council submitted a report which sought Council’s approval 
to the appointment of the interim Chief Executive.  
 
Resolved 
 
(1) That the recommendation of the Personnel Committee to appoint Ian 

Davies as interim Chief Executive and Head of Paid Service from 1 
January 2011 for between two and six months be accepted. 

 
 

46 Appointment of Electoral Registration Officer and Returning Officer  
 
The Chief Executive and Head of Legal and Democratic Services submitted a 
report on the appointment of an Electoral Registration Officer and Returning 
Officer. 
 
Resolved 
 
(1) That, in terms of the Representation of the People Act 1983 and all 

related legislation, and with effect from 1 January 2011, Karen Curtin 
be appointed as Electoral Registration Officer for the Council until 30 
June 2011. 

 
(2) That, in terms of section 41 of the Local Government Act 1972 and all 

related legislation, and with effect from 1 January 2011, Karen Curtin 
be appointed as Returning Officer for the Council, with authority to act 
in that capacity for elections to the Council and all or any parish and 
town councils within the Council area until 30 June 2011. 
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(3) That the Electoral Registration Officer for the Council be also appointed 
or authorised to act in respect of all related electoral, poll or 
referendum duties, including in relation to County Council elections, 
elections to the European Parliament, and for national and regional 
polls or referendums. 

 
(4) That, in relation to the duties of Returning Officer or any other electoral, 

referendum or polling duties arising from such appointment, the 
Returning Officer shall be entitled to be remunerated in accordance 
with scale of fees approved from time to time by Council for local 
elections, or the relevant scale of fees prescribed by a Fees Order in 
respect of national, regional or European Parliament elections, polls or 
referendums. 

 
(5) That in all cases where it is a legal requirement or normal practice to 

do so, the Returning Officer may elect for such fees to be 
superannuable, and the Council shall pay the appropriate employer's 
contribution to the superannuation fund, recovering such employer's 
contributions from central government or other local authorities or 
agencies where this can be done. 

 
(6) That, in relation to the conduct of local authority elections and polls, 

and elections to the United Kingdom Parliament, and all other electoral 
duties where the Council is entitled by law to do so, the Council shall 
take out and maintain in force insurance indemnifying the Council, the 
Electoral Registration Officer and the Returning Officer against legal 
expenses reasonably incurred in connection with the defence of any 
proceedings brought against the Council, Electoral Registration Officer 
or the Returning Officer and/or the cost of holding another election in 
the event of the original election being declared invalid (provided that 
such proceedings or invalidation are the result of the accidental 
contravention of  the Representation of the People Acts or other 
legislation governing the electoral process, or accidental breach of any 
ministerial or other duty by the Returning Officer or any other person 
employed by or officially acting for him in connection with the election 
or poll); and 

 
(7) That, in the event of such insurance carrying an 'excess' clause by 

which an initial portion of risk is not insured, the Council, through its 
internal insurance fund or otherwise, will indemnify the Electoral 
Registration Officer and Returning Officer up to the value of such 
excess. 

(8) That Council notes its duties to provide support to the Electoral 
Registration  Officer and Returning Officer 

 
 

47 Election Fees Schedule 2011/12  
 
The Chief Executive submitted a report which sought agreement of the 
election fees for 2011/12 
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Resolved 
 
(1) That the election fees policy and election fees schedule for 2011/12 as 

set out in the annex to the minutes (as set out in the minute book) be 
agreed.  

 
 

48 Appointment of Section 151 Officer  
 
The Chief Executive submitted a report which recommended changes from 1 
March 2011 to the Council’s current arrangements for a Section 151 Officer 
and Chief Finance Officer. 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Resources and Communication reported that the 
Head of Finance had successfully passed her accountancy exams. Members 
congratulated the Head of Finance on her achievement and thanked her for 
all her hard work supporting Cherwell District Council. Members also thanked 
the Members of South Northamptonshire Council for releasing their Chief 
Finance Officer / Section 151 Officer to support Cherwell District Council and 
thanked him for his hard work with the Finance Team and the very good 
service he had provided to the council since his secondment began on 1 April 
2010. 
 
Resolved 
 
(1) That Karen Curtin be appointed as the Council’s Section 151 and Chief 

Finance Officer with effect from 1 March 2011 or the day after the 
meeting of full Council at which the 2011/12 budget is agreed if this is 
later than 1 March.  

(2) That it be noted that Karen Curtin intends to nominate the Corporate 
System Accountant, Karen Muir, as Deputy Section 151 and Deputy 
Chief Finance Officer authorised to act in her absence from 1 March 
2011.  

(3) That the Head of Legal and Democratic Services be delegated to make 
any necessary changes to the constitution to reflect this. 

(4) That the members of South Northamptonshire Council be thanked for 
releasing Martin Henry to support this Council and that Martin Henry be 
thanked for the very good service he has provided to the Council as 
Section 151 Officer during his secondment so far. 

 
 

49 Mary Harpley, Farewell to Chief Executive  
 
The Chairman explained that this would be the Chief Executive’s last Council 
meeting as she was leaving Cherwell District Council to take up a new role as 
Chief Executive at the London Borough of Hounslow in January 2011.  On 
behalf of Council, the Chairman thanked the Chief Executive for the 
contribution she has made to the Council since her arrival in 2006 and wished 
her all the best for her new role. 
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The Leader, the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the Labour group and 
a number of other Members paid tribute to the Chief Executive. Members 
recalled personal anecdotes and thanked and commended the Chief 
Executive for her hard work and achievements in leading projects which had 
improved the Council and the district over the past four years. The Leader 
made particular reference to one of the Chief Executives greatest 
achievements which was leading the Council to an ‘Excellent’ rating in the 
2009 Comprehensive Area Assessment. On behalf of all Members, the 
Chairman presented the Chief Executive with a gift as a token of their 
gratitude and wished her every success at Hounslow.      
 
The Chief Executive responded to Members saying that Cherwell District 
Council would always be special to her and that she appreciated their support 
in implementing improvements to the district over the past four years, often 
taking very difficult decisions. The Chief Executive commented that whilst 
proud of her contribution, many other people had also contributed. She paid 
special tribute to the Leader for his leadership and support commenting on the 
importance of a good relationship between Leader and Chief Executive. 
Finally, the Chief Executive expressed her gratitude to all current and former 
Members for their support during her time as Chief Executive. 
 
 
 
 

The meeting ended at 8.00 pm 
 
 
 
 Chairman: 

 
 Date: 
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FOREWORD

At the moment, many district councils in England are either in a formal 
partnership arrangement with a neighbouring district or are seriously talking 
about it. They are doing this to help save council taxpayers’ money, to 
preserve services for residents, and to respond to expected cuts in 
Government funding over the coming years.  Experience in other parts of the 
country shows that efficiencies can be gained from a shared chief executive, 
management team and specialist positions between two authorities.  All those 
who have successfully shared a management team have advised us to do it 
and reap the rewards; none has regretted it. 

In presenting this joint business case to both councils, the Joint Working 
Group are inviting you to consider whether these models of joint management 
in the broadest sense offer both councils the flexibility to select the model 
which best reflects our local needs in the future, and whether or not they 
advance the cause of localism. 

These recommendations, if adopted, will have far reaching consequences for 
both organisations.  Before reaching an informed decision you must satisfy 
yourself that this alternative approach will deliver better services for the 
residents and businesses of South Northamptonshire and Cherwell, and give 
us the best management structure that will help us achieve our ambitions. 

The initial saving is a significant amount that will go a long way to addressing 
our current financial situation, as we are under pressure from the effects of the 
recession as well as major reductions in grant support from Government. 

There is no doubt higher savings could be achieved from a single team, but 
we must also be sure that we have the capacity and capability to deliver good 
services throughout both councils. 

Public sector finances are going to be severely reduced, yet residents will 
continue to rely on their district council for good quality services and to 
champion their local community. By becoming more strategic and efficient in 
the way we work we can strive, not only for better councils, but councils that 
are heard more loudly when it comes to national decision making. 

This is not a merger of our two councils but a model that strives to show that 
working together is the best way we can deliver good quality services to our 
communities in the years to come.  Cherwell and South Northamptonshire will 
continue to be two sovereign bodies with differences in policy and procedure 
as now. 

This final version of the business case builds on the draft first presented to 
Members of both councils on 17 September. It takes into account the 
comments received from Members, both formally through the Councils’ 
Cabinet and Executive, as well as the respective scrutiny committees. It also 
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takes into account the comments received from the Trade Unions and staff at 
both Councils.

We want to thank the Joint Working Group for all their efforts, as well as all the 
Members who have participated in extensive discussions over the last few 
weeks. We also want to thank the officers who have supported the work of the 
Joint Working Group and all the members of staff who have contributed views 
to the consultation and to the further development of the business case. 

The Rt Hon Eric Pickles MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government, has encouraged Local Authorities to consider the benefits of 
shared management and shared services, and said that the decision is up to 
us.

This is the final version of the business case. It is now up to you, the Members 
of each council, to decide a way forward. 

Best Wishes 

Mary Clarke     Barry Wood 
Leader – SNC    Leader – CDC 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction

1.1 Cherwell District Council’s (CDC) Executive and South 
Northamptonshire Council’s (SNC) Cabinet agreed in July to set up a 
Joint Working Group to oversee the development and delivery of a 
detailed business case for the creation of a single senior management 
team to serve both councils. The Joint Working Group delivered a draft 
business case in September. Members, staff and unions of both 
councils have been consulted since then, as have the formal scrutiny 
committees of both councils and CDC’s Executive and SNC’s Cabinet.  
In arriving at this final document the Joint Working Group have taken 
the comments from all respondents into account. This final version of 
the business case summarises the Joint Working Group’s findings and 
recommendations in advance of the final decisions to be taken by both 
full councils on 8 December. 

1.2 The Comprehensive Spending Review report, published 20 October 
2010, made it clear that local authorities can expect cuts of 26% to 
formula grant settlements over the next 4 years, with significant  front-
loading of cuts in 2011/12 and 2012/13. While the detailed assumptions 
about the final settlement of SNC and CDC are different, it is clear that 
the type of cost-saving activities, which have been successfully 
pursued in both councils in recent years, are not going to deliver the 
larger-scale cost reductions now required. 

It was also announced in the Comprehensive Spending Review that 
DCLG will allocate up to £200m of additional capitalisation directions in 
2011-12 only, in order to allow councils to restructure their services for 
example by capitalising redundancy costs. Both authorities will apply 
for such a direction at the appropriate time in order to protect dwindling 
revenue resources. If approved this will mean that capital receipts can 
be used to fund some, if not all, of the transitional costs. 

1.3 But CDC and SNC have much more in common than their financial 
challenges. Both councils are managing significant housing growth with 
the infrastructure and resource challenges this brings. Both have 
ambitions for improving the quality of life of their residents, and for 
supporting their businesses in ways which go beyond the usual remit of 
district councils. This work takes up significant staffing capacity which 
the Leaders of CDC and SNC and the Joint Working Group would like 
to continue for as long as possible. 

1.4 Both councils are now well advanced with their service and financial 
planning for 2011/12 and beyond. Both are considering potential cuts 
to services. Although bringing the management teams together would 
not remove the need for any service reductions, the savings from such 
a move would significantly reduce the shorter and medium-term cuts 

Page 6 of 43 



18 November 2010: Final business case for consideration by full councils on  
8 December 2010 

required. If they adopt joint working, members of both councils will have 
options that would not be the case if they continue to work alone. 

Key workstreams

1.5 Before arriving at our recommendations we, the Joint Working Group, 
invested much effort in a number of pieces of work in order to present a 
comprehensive business case: 

1.6 Lessons from councils who have already put shared management 
teams in place 
We visited/spoke to three pairs of district councils who share 
management teams. In response to comments we received on the draft 
business case we have gone back to some of these councils with 
specific questions.

1.7 Potential shared roles and structures 
We are recommending that the most appropriate shared management 
structure is one Chief Executive, three Directors and 8 Heads of 
Service. However, in response to consultation comments, we have 
been clearer in this final business case as to how and why we arrived 
at this.

1.8 Costs and benefits 
We considered the ongoing costs and benefits of a shared senior 
management team, the one-off costs, the affordability for both councils, 
and the payback periods for both. We also considered the potential 
models for allocating costs or savings between the councils. 

1.9 Timing of implementation 
The pace at which CDC and SNC should move to a shared 
management team, particularly in light of the all-out elections at SNC in 
May 2011, has been a key consideration of the Joint Working Group.

1.10 Legal arrangements and appointments to shared senior team 
We have considered the legal arrangements which would need to be in 
place to allow SNC and CDC to share a senior management team, and 
the arrangements for member appointments to shared posts 

1.11 Risks 
We considered the risks of combining the two current management 
teams into one, and the mitigating actions required to manage these 
risks.

1.12 The potential for savings beyond the senior management team 
In accordance with the scope of our terms of reference, we briefly 
considered the potential further savings which would come from CDC 
and SNC sharing officers at the tier below Heads of Service. 
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Conclusions

We drew a number of conclusions from our work: 

1.13 Lessons from others 
That councils who share management teams do retain their 
sovereignty, and elected members of such councils remain in charge of 
decision-making in their respective districts. 

1.14 That councils do share management teams successfully; that the 
theoretical savings have turned out to be real and often greater than 
predicted; that shared officers do successfully serve two councils even 
where the priority projects and policies are different; that councils which 
share management teams do carry on working in other partnerships 
where appropriate; that councils working together across county 
boundaries do not face any particular difficulties 

1.15 Shared structure 
That SNC and CDC should share a senior management team 
comprising twelve posts – a Chief Executive, three Directors and eight 
Heads of Service – and, beyond the senior management team, three 
further posts. 

1.16 Financial benefits 
That these fifteen proposed shared posts would cost a total of 
£1,601,000, compared to a total current cost of £2,647,000, 
representing a total annual saving of £1,046,000 on the councils’ 
current costs. 

1.17 That CDC and SNC should share the ongoing costs of these shared 
posts 50/50, recognising that officers appointed to these roles will split 
their time equally between the two organisations. There will be an 
annual saving of £360,000 for SNC and £686,000 for CDC and 
cumulative 5-year savings of £1,800,000 for SNC and £3,430,000 
for CDC.

1.18 That the one-off costs are estimated as £1,384,000, and that CDC 
should pay 60% of these in light of its size relative to SNC and also in 
order to secure broadly similar payback periods for both councils. This 
represents costs to SNC of £553,600 and costs to CDC of £830,400, 
assuming average one-off costs, and that all posts are filled internally 
apart from the shared Chief Executive post which is subject to an 
external recruitment process and may be an internal or external 
appointment.

1.19 That these one-off costs would be paid back in 1.54 years to SNC in 
1.21 years to CDC. 
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1.20 That these one-off costs should include a contingency sum of 
£339,000.

1.21 That in the worst case one-off costs would be £1,693,000, depending 
ultimately on which officers are appointed to the new roles.  This worst 
case represents costs to SNC of £686,000 and costs to CDC of 
£1,016,000, and the payback period to SNC is extended to 1.88 years 
and to 1.48 years to CDC, still comfortably inside the timeframe 
required by the Medium Term Financial Strategies of each council. 

1.22 That in both the average and worst case scenarios the one-off costs 
are fundable from the balances and earmarked reserves of both 
councils.

1.23 That it is assumed that both councils apply the statutory number of 
weeks (maximum 30) to redundancy calculations, but that should the 
number of weeks’ compensation awarded be greater than this, then the 
additional cost is borne by the relevant council. 

1.24 Pace
That this shared team should be put in place as quickly as possible. 

1.25 Legal arrangements and appointments to shared posts 
That a Section 113 agreement is the most appropriate mechanism to 
provide the legal framework for joint working, and a new joint 
committee is required for elected members of both councils to make 
appointments to posts in the shared senior management team and to 
carry out other required functions such as the appraisal of the shared 
Chief Executive. 

1.26 Risks
That in light of the risk assessment and the extensive learning and 
advice from other councils, the benefits of CDC and SNC sharing a 
senior management team outweigh the risks, subject to the mitigating 
actions being implemented. 

1.27 Potential further savings beyond the senior team 
That at the tier below Service Head savings of 15-25% are probably 
achievable and could deliver further annual savings ranging from 
£168,000 to £280,000 for SNC and £294,000 to £489,000 for CDC.
Assuming a 20% reduction in costs, such action could deliver 
cumulative savings over five years of £1,120,000 to SNC (£224,000 
per annum) and £1,960,000 to CDC (£392,000 per annum). This is 
based on 2010-11 budgets before the implementation of any budget 
proposals. 
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Recommendations

1.28 We, the Joint Working Group, following consultation with members, 
staff and unions at both councils, recommend to the full councils of 
both CDC and SNC that CDC and SNC put in place a shared 
management team by the end of September 2011. 

1.29 We make a further eighteen recommendations: that 

Sovereignty 

 Both SNC and CDC will remain separate councils and will retain their 
sovereignty. Elected members of both councils will remain in charge of 
decision-making in line with their visions, strategic aims, objectives and 
priorities.

Shared management team 

 CDC and SNC share a senior management team comprising twelve 
posts:  a Chief Executive, three Directors and eight Heads of Service 
and that the final structure and responsibilities of the senior 
management team be agreed between the shared Chief Executive, 
once appointed, and members of both councils before further 
appointments are made. 

 Recruitment to the shared Chief Executive commences immediately, 
using the Job Description and Person Specification attached in 
Appendix 8, via an open recruitment process which will be supported 
by recruitment consultants appointed by both councils. 

 The shared Chief Executive is appointed in February 2011 and shared 
Directors and Heads of Service are appointed by July/August and by 
September respectively, subject to the final structure being approved 
first by both full councils. 

 Officers appointed as the shared Chief Executive, Directors and Heads 
of Service be appointed on new terms and conditions to be agreed by 
the Joint Personnel Committee. 

 SNC and CDC share three further posts – covering the functions of 
communications, corporate performance and programme management 
– and that these posts be appointed to as soon as possible after end 
September 2011. 

 Officers appointed to the three other shared posts retain their current 
terms and conditions, with further consideration given to the 
remuneration levels for those roles in recognition of the new 
requirement to work across both councils. 

Page 10 of 43 



18 November 2010: Final business case for consideration by full councils on  
8 December 2010 

 All successful internal candidates remain employed by their original 
employer, though in exceptional cases they may be employed by the 
other authority; successful external candidates to be employed by one 
or other employer on a case-by-case basis. 

 Both councils apply at the appropriate time to the Department of 
Communities and Local Government for approval to capitalise the 
costs of creating a shared management team in order to protect 
revenue resources as far as possible.

Formal and informal structures for joint working

 A Joint Personnel Committee be set up and works to the terms of 
reference in Appendix 4; that this Committee, supported by recruitment 
consultants, recommends the appointment of the shared Chief 
Executive to both full councils and appoints to the Directors and Heads 
of Service. 

 A Joint Appeals Committee be set up to hear any appeals related to 
the shared posts and works to the terms of reference in Appendix 5. 

 The Joint Working Group is disbanded and a new Joint Arrangements 
Steering Group is now set up and works to the Terms of Reference in 
Appendix 7 to oversee the implementation of the above 
recommendations.

 CDC and SNC both sign on 9th December the Section 113 agreement 
in Appendix 3 to allow them to share a senior management team 
(including all statutory officers) and three other posts in the way 
proposed.

Current and future partnership working 

 SNC and CDC continue with their existing shared arrangements for 
service delivery with other local authorities, and these are reviewed 
either as they come up for renewal or as appropriate. 

 Both councils look to build directly on the creation of a shared 
management team by extending partnership working, creating a 
confederation of local authorities and other public sector organisations 
(including health and police) which could collaborate in a model 
resembling a gateway contract or framework agreement for mutual 
benefit.

Future development of joint working 

 CDC and SNC agree to consider in due course individual business 
cases for integrating posts at the tier below Service Heads, and teams 
below that. 
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 Once SNC and CDC decide to consider service level business cases, 
they work towards a common set of terms and conditions for all staff 
below Service Heads so that these can be put in place early on. 

Project review 

 Both councils receive an interim update in September/October 2011 
and a post project report in September 2012, reviewing the 
implementation of these recommendations.  

Page 12 of 43 



18 November 2010: Final business case for consideration by full councils on  
8 December 2010 

2.0 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO FINAL BUSINESS CASE 

2.1 In developing this final business case we have taken into account the 
comments from members, staff and unions at both councils. We point 
out through the document where we have made changes or provided 
additional explanation. 

The main areas are: 

The reasons behind the recommended shared structure of one 
Chief Executive, three Directors and 8 Heads of Service – In 
hindsight the draft business case did not make this clear and we have 
laid out our reasoning now in more detail (in paragraph 5.3) 

Timetable -- We had proposed that the shared senior team should be 
in place by March and we are now proposing end September 2011. We 
are recommending that work to appoint the shared Chief Executive 
should start immediately after 8 December, assuming both councils 
decide to proceed. This is now an open recruitment process and will 
inevitably take longer to conclude. The timetable now assumes that 
Directors will be appointed in July /August 2011 and Heads of Service 
in September 2011. 

Cross-county working – We have explored the challenges and 
opportunities of cross county working in more detail and lay these out 
in paragraph 4.14. 

Capacity of officers in shared posts – We have explored these in 
more detail and lay these out in paragraph 5.3.

Ringfencing – we have revisited our thinking on which current post 
holders would be eligible to apply for which roles, reflected in 
paragraph 5.6. 

Comprehensive Spending Review – the outcome of this and its likely 
consequences are covered in section 3. 

Cultural differences – these are explored in paragraph 4.15. 

Organisational changes and recent performance – the recent 
history of the restructuring activity and performance at both councils is 
covered in paragraphs 3.22 and 3.23. 

Extended partnership working – Creating a Confederation – 
Recognition of the potential to develop opportunities with other 
authorities in the public sector, putting the two councils in a strong 
position to address anticipated future challenges, is covered in 
paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14.  
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3.0  BACKGROUND 

3.1 In July 2010, the CDC Executive and SNC Cabinet agreed to explore 
the feasibility of sharing a senior management team in order to save 
costs and develop closer working practices.  To this end, a Joint 
Working Group was set up to oversee the development and delivery of 
a detailed business case for the creation of a single senior 
management team (CEX, Directors and Heads of Service) to serve 
both CDC and SNC, and to present this to the CDC Executive and 
SNC Cabinet, and subsequently to both Council’s full council meetings 
on 8 December 2010.

Financial challenges faced by both councils

3.2 Both SNC and CDC have successfully reduced their running costs in 
recent years by securing efficiencies and transforming services. Both 
have taken out costs and looked to find new income streams. 

3.3 SNC revenue costs have increased slightly over the last 5 years from 
£11.2m in 2006/07 to £12.8m in 2010/11. This was due in part to a 
decision to invest in senior capacity (following stock transfer) in order 
to develop an outward facing, policy-led, advocacy organisation. The 
council has achieved this by making significant revenue savings and 
by increasing revenue income. The budget reliance on investment 
income has been significantly reduced, although the Council has 
achieved a 3% return on four packages totalling £20m which mature 
over the next three years. All of this has enabled the impact on 
frontline services to be kept to a minimum. 

3.4 CDC has reduced its revenue costs by £5m (21%) in the last 4 years, 
from £23.5m in 2006/07 to a budget of £18.5m in 2010/11. Reductions 
in total staff costs have driven this almost entirely, reducing from 
£21.1m in 2006/07 to £16.7m in 2010/11. Only minor cuts have been 
made to services along the way. At the same time CDC has 
deliberately reduced its exposure to investment income, relying in 
2010/11 on investment income for 6% of the revenue budget, 
compared to 30% in 2007/08. 

3.5 But despite this good work, both councils face significant shortfalls in 
their Medium Term Financial Strategies (MTFS). Both councils have 
been working to three MTFS scenarios, which in turn project total 
shortfalls for 2011/12 to 2014/15. The shortfalls are significant for both 
councils although the detailed assumptions around cuts to formula 
grant, concessionary travel pressures and other issues are different. 
The table in the first draft of the business case has been augmented to 
include the potential impact of the Comprehensive Spending Review 
(CSR) announcements which were made on 20 October 2010.  
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Cherwell South Northants

Best case £11.3m (assumed formula 
grant cut by 5% per year for 
3 years) 

£4.2m (assumed formula 
grant freeze) 

Realistic
case

£15.8m (assumed formula 
grant cut by 6.5% per year 
for 3 years) 

£6.9m (assumed formula 
grant cut by 10% in 
2011/12)

Updated
position
after CSR 

£13.8m - £16.8m £8.9m 

Worst case £16.8m (assumed formula 
grant cut by 20% over 2 
years)

£10.3m (assumed 
formula grant cut by 
6.5% per year for 3 
years)

3.6 Cherwell project their medium term revenue plan over a four year 
period and therefore in order to ensure comparability the South 
Northants projections have been provided for the same period (rather 
than the normal five year period reported to the SNC Budget Working 
Group). The five year period figures would be £5.2m (optimistic), 
£8.6m (realistic), £11.6m (CSR updated) and £13.0m (pessimistic). 

3.7 Additionally the South Northamptonshire figures do not incorporate the 
£1m reduction that full council agreed in June 2010. With the 
exception of the CSR updated position, the above figures would be 
reduced by £5m if these were incorporated (and the figures in the 
table by £4m).

3.8 The CSR updated position above would need to be adjusted by £4.4m 
(and the figures in the table by £3.5m as a result of due diligence on 
the £1m reduction now being complete and verifying this figure as 
£0.876m)

3.9 The Comprehensive Spending Review report on 20th October made it 
clear that local authorities are facing cuts of about 26% over the next 4 
years. The table above reflects the impact the announcements at the 
national level have had on the medium term revenue plans for each 
council assuming the national position is reflected in the local 
settlements.

3.10 However, the local situation and the phasing of the cuts are still key 
issues. We still do not know the provisional formula grant settlements 
both councils will receive for 2011/12 onwards, although the detailed 
provisional information for each council will be issued by the DCLG in 
early December, with final settlement figures to follow in January. 
However, the frontloading of the cuts suggests we will be facing 
potentially greater cuts in 2011/12 than we had previously thought. Any 
further news on our provisional settlements will be presented to both 
councils on 8 December.
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3.11 In seeking savings to date, both Councils have worked in partnership 
with other local authorities. SNC has a partnership with three other 
councils to prepare the Local Development Framework, which is the 
responsibility of the West Northamptonshire Joint Strategic Planning 
Committee supported by a Joint Planning Unit. It has a joint Community 
Partnership Unit (and a joint, statutory Community Safety Partnership) 
with Daventry District Council and also provides payroll services to 
DDC. It also works closely with Aylesbury Vale DC and 
Buckinghamshire CC on issues related to Silverstone Circuit, which 
straddles the districts’ boundaries. CDC tendered and procured its 
internal audit services and its treasury management services jointly 
with Oxford City Council and is increasingly using the Oxford 
Procurement Hub to procure utilities and other services. Cherwell is 
currently sharing a S151 officer on an interim basis with SNC. 

3.12 However, while both councils continue to pursue cost-saving 
opportunities with others where opportunities arise, the size of the 
potential shortfalls in both MTFSs means a more strategic and more 
focussed approach to joint working is needed to make larger-scale 
opportunities possible, some of them in the short-term. In the 
meantime, neither council will need to undo any of these partnership 
arrangements. If CDC and SNC agree to share a senior management 
team it will be appropriate to review these as and when the right 
opportunities arise.

Extended Partnership Working – Creating a Confederation 

3.13 This document is focussed on the business case for establishing a 
shared senior management team between CDC and SNC in 
accordance with the Joint Working Group’s terms of reference.  The 
shared Chief Executive will create a shared management team 
(Directors and Heads of Service), tasked with delivering the priorities of 
each sovereign council.  This single officer core would have the 
potential to be the first stage in a process which could then be 
extended to develop opportunities with other authorities (including, but 
not limited to county, borough, district councils, health and police), 
adjacent and, possibly non-adjacent. This would put the two councils – 
via the shared officer core – in a strong position to address the 
anticipated challenges facing the public sector as a whole in the next 
few years. 

3.14 In this way, the two originating organisations – CDC and SNC – would 
develop a model resembling a gateway contract or framework 
agreement, open for others to join in the future, creating a 
confederation of Authorities with a strong delivery focus and a strong 
policy drive at the core.  This would provide critical mass and balance 
within the South East Midlands Local Economic Partnership.
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Much more in common than our financial challenges

3.15 One of the widely recognised necessary starting points for successful 
joint working at the scale proposed is a degree of commonality 
between the councils and the districts they serve, allowing a shared 
group of officers to serve two different councils effectively and with 
sufficient common ground to open up the potential for efficiencies to 
flow from shared services.

3.16 SNC and CDC have a significant amount in common in terms of the 
districts we serve and our ambitions for service delivery and enhancing 
the quality of life of our residents. The following table provides a 
comparison between the two councils over a commonly used set of 
characteristics.

Cherwell South Northants

Land area 230 square miles 250 square miles

Current population 137,400 90,300

Population estimate (2031) 169,900 113,700

Number of Councillors 50 42

Staff (FTEs) 487 227

Revenue budget 2010/11 £18.5m £12.1m

Spend per head of population £134.47 £134.49

Spend per household £315.24 £338.18

Band D Council Tax 2010/11 £123.50 £170.37

3.17 Although CDC’s population is higher (the effect of Banbury), CDC’s 
spend per head of population and household are almost identical and 
demonstrate that differences in revenue spend are driven by 
differences in population. 

3.18 Differences in council tax levels have been driven by different 
approaches to council tax increases at the two councils. In recent years 
CDC has chosen to levy consistently a below-inflation increase, while 
SNC has chosen to maximise the amount of income being received 
through council tax. Information on council tax levels, annual and 
cumulative percentage increases are detailed for each authority in the 
tables below: 

South Northamptonshire 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Council Tax Increases  
(average Band D) £150.31 £157.68 £165.41 £170.37

Net Increase % (+)/ Decrease (-) 4.90% 4.90% 4.90% 3.00%

Cumulative % Increase (+)/ 
Decrease (-) 4.90% 9.57% 14.03% 16.37%
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Cherwell 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Council Tax Increases  
(average Band D) £118.45 £120.00 £123.50 £123.50

Net Increase % (+)/ Decrease (-) 3.00% 1.31% 2.92% 0.00%

Cumulative % Increase (+)/ 
Decrease (-) 3.00% 4.22% 7.08% 6.88%

3.19 Our strategic priorities are similar: 

Cherwell South Northants 

 Cherwell: A District of Opportunity
 A Cleaner, Greener Cherwell 
 A Safe, Healthy Cherwell 
 An Accessible, Value for Money 

Council 

 Enhance performance  
 Preserve what is special  
 Protect the vulnerable 

3.20 In particular, both councils are trying to manage significant housing 
growth with the infrastructure challenges this brings. South 
Northamptonshire is part of the Milton Keynes South Midlands (MKSM) 
area – the largest national growth area – and part of Cherwell (Bicester 
and the surrounding area) is included in one of the South East’s 
Diamonds for Growth.  Both councils are part of the South East 
Midlands Local Enterprise Partnership (SEMLEP) which was given the 
green light by the coalition government in October. 

3.21 Both councils have ambitions for delivering for our districts in ways 
which go beyond the usual remit of district councils, working with 
partners to deliver members’, residents’ and businesses priorities. Such 
work takes up significant staffing capacity which Leaders of both 
councils and the Joint Working Group would like to preserve for as long 
as possible. 

For example: 

Cherwell  South Northants 

 Securing a flood alleviation 
scheme for Banbury 

 Delivering a national exemplar 
eco town at Bicester 

 Protecting maternity and 
paediatric services at the Horton 
Hospital in Banbury 

 Working to maintain the right fit 
between employers’ needs and 
local workforce skills – in good 
times and through recession 

 Helping shape the future of West 
Northamptonshire’s growth 

 Securing the future of Towcester 
by the Moat Lane regeneration 
scheme

 Regenerating Brackley Town 
Centre – implementing the 
agreed Masterplan 

 Ensuring sustainable rural 
communities (Interim Rural 
Housing Strategy) 
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3.22 Both councils have undergone significant organisational change in the 
last few years. 

South Northamptonshire 

Since 2006-07 there have been two significant and linked 
organisational restructures. 

Firstly, on the 17 March 2008 the council transferred its housing stock 
to a Registered Social Landlord (South Northants Homes) and with the 
transfer saw the vast majority of staff from the Housing and Property 
and Direct Services Divisions transfer to the new organisation under 
the TUPE arrangement. Approaching 100 members of staff transferred 
which represented almost 30% of the council’s workforce. 

In parallel to the stock transfer programme, which was led by the Chief 
Executive, the senior management team and members were 
considering an organisational review. This was the second restructure 
which became known as Organisation Design Review (ODR) and saw 
the organisation change into one organised into Directorates for: 

 Policy 

 Service Delivery 

 Corporate Services and Community Engagement 

The purpose of the review was for the council to become a ‘policy led’ 
and ‘enabling’ authority. To do this additional capacity was incorporated 
across the whole of the organisation and at every level and saw the 
creation of a number of new posts. 

Cherwell  

Cherwell District Council’s pay bill has reduced from £21m in 2007/08 
to £16.7m in 2010/11. This has been as a result of: 

 A radical restructure in 2007/08 which redesigned the senior 
team structure and cascaded right through the organisation 

 A further restructure of just the senior management team in 
2009/10, which reduced the corporate team to the Chief 
Executive and two Directors and removed another Head of 
Service role 

 The negotiated buy out of performance related pay 

 A continuous (and continuing) programme of service by service 
value for money reviews which has systematically reduced the 
cost of services across the Council. 

3.23 Both councils have focussed on improving their performance: 
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South Northamptonshire 

South Northamptonshire was assessed as fair under the CPA 
arrangements in 2004 and chose not to seek a re-assessment when 
the Audit Commission invited Councils to do so in 2007. 

Since 2004 its Use of Resources score had continually improved. 
Performance rose from being mediocre nationally and in the county to 
being the best in the county and in the top quartile nationally. 

The Council had improved its performance from an overall score of 2 
(adequate) in 2004-05 to an overall score of 3 (performing well) in 
2007-08.

Organisational Assessment introduced a ‘harder test’ in 2008-09, SNC 
dropped to a score of 2. The Audit Commission indicated that in some 
areas it was performing close to level 3. 

For the financial year 2009-10 the Audit Commission indicated that 
potentially the SNC score could increase to a level 3.  However, with 
the announcement that the Commission would be abolished, all 
performance assessment work ceased before any formal position was 
arrived at. 

Cherwell  

Cherwell District Council was judged a CPA good council by the Audit 
Commission in 2004. In March 2009 Cherwell was judged, under CPA, 
to be an excellent council and secured the 7th highest score for any 
district council under CPA. Within this overall score CDC was awarded 
the maximum points available for both ‘ambition’ and ‘achievement’ in 
recognition of the entire organisation’s aspirations for the district and 
excellent track-record in delivering promised outcomes. 

In the one and only CAA assessment CDC scored an overall 3 (three 
3s) for Use of Resources and 3 for managing performance.  CDC lost 
out on an overall 4 at moderation with only 3 district councils scoring 
higher than CDC did. 

Service and financial planning 2011/12

3.24 Both councils are now well advanced with their service and financial 
planning for 2011/12. Should both councils agree to put in place a 
shared management team, the 2011/12 savings from such a move 
would prevent some shorter-term cuts to services.  It is unlikely that 
bringing the management teams together would remove the need for 
any other cuts. However, working together would open up options 
previously unavailable to either council and unavailable to each 
working on its own and would minimise reductions in front line services. 
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4.0 LESSONS FROM COUNCILS WHO ALREADY SHARE SENIOR 
MANAGEMENT TEAMS 

4.1 The IDeA report Shared chief executives and joint management: a 
model for the future, published in October 2009, lays out the joint 
arrangements under which nine pairs of district councils (and one 
district and one county council) share a group of senior officers as well 
as some teams and under which all have achieved efficiencies. The 
report (attached as Appendix 9) demonstrates that safeguarding 
services though greater efficiencies is now the main motivation for 
pursuing joint management arrangements and shared services. It 
concludes that the benefits go beyond the financial savings to be made 
from taking the first step to move to one management team, to greater 
opportunities for efficiencies from shared services, savings from joint 
procurement and a higher profile for the pairs of councils who now 
represent between them combined populations of up to 250,000 
people. The report is also clear that such savings are achievable much 
faster than they would otherwise be after the creation of one shared top 
team.

4.2 The same report includes a checklist of key factors to consider when 
thinking about shared management arrangements: 

 Ensure no large cultural differences 

 There must be similarities in the areas covered by the councils 

 The communities need to have some similarities 

 Both councils must trust the chief executive 

 There must be clear and understood governance  

 Politicians must be able to trust and work with each other. 

4.3 The Joint Working Group, and other elected members from both 
councils, invested significant time in understanding in detail the lessons 
to be learned from members and officers at other councils who have 
already trodden this path. We have visited/spoken to: 

 South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse District Councils and 
spoken to both Leaders and one of the Directors 

 East Hampshire and Havant District Councils and spoken to one 
of the Leaders and the shared Chief Executive (the other Leader 
was ill on the day) 

 The shared Chief Executive of High Peak and Staffordshire 
Moorlands Borough Councils. 

4.4 The notes of these three sessions, subsequently discussed in detail at 
meetings of the Joint Working Group, are detailed in Appendix 10 
alongside the questions we used to explore issues at the first visit to 
South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse and built on during 
subsequent visits. We judge these to be the most important lessons we 
learned:
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4.5 Setting the direction

Sovereignty – is not compromised. 

Communications – cannot do enough with members, officers, unions 
and stakeholders.  Keep messages clear and simple, and repeat the 
message as it will not always be heard or understood the first time.  Be 
consistent.  Use all media, email, face to face, letters, briefings etc. 

Trust and clarity – both groups of members must trust the shared 
Chief Executive, and be clear with him/her about their expectations and 
priorities.  It is not essential that both councils are controlled by the 
same political group (South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse). 

Similar issues and priorities – both districts should have some 
common issues and concerns, requiring similar expertise in officers. 

Different priorities – can be recognised and respected – whether in 
the way resources are allocated or paid for, or in the way constitutions 
remain different and distinct. 

Shared S151s and Monitoring Officers – this works. 

4.6 Impact on structure

Harmonising terms and conditions – at the outset or after 
appointment of senior management team, both models are possible, 
although not harmonising in advance adds complexity in an already 
complex environment. 

Employing the shared management team – all officers employed by 
one organisation or employed by “home” (originating) organisation. 

4.7 The transition

Pace – once the proposal is agreed, it is important to move as quickly 
as possible in order to minimise uncertainty for officers. 

IT – this is crucial to efficient working from more than one location/base 
for officers, and it is essential compatible IT systems are in place in 
both organisations as early as possible. 

Appointing the shared management team – by a Joint Appointments 
Committee/Panel, comprising members from each organisation. 

Rigorous project management – ensures this complex series of inter-
related initiatives are delivered on time and savings/efficiencies are 
realised.
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4.8 Financial issues

The savings – these are real and deliverable. 

Unexpected benefits/efficiencies – varying from single response to 
government consultations, to taking good practice from one 
organisation and transferring to other; streamlining procedures (helps 
officers working across two organisations) – BUT NOTE that this 
should not become the rule unless acceptable to members in both 
organisations.

4.9 Impact on service delivery

Changing roles – members become more strategic, focussed on 
priorities; service managers have to take on more responsibility for 
delivering services as senior team’s focus becomes more strategic. 

Sharing services with other organisations – some sharing 
arrangements were “monogamous”, some more mixed. 

4.10 Impact on members

Changing roles - members become more strategic, focussed on 
priorities

4.11 Impact on staff

Sharing services – this is where the greatest on-going efficiencies are 
to be achieved, but officers and members have to be prepared to be 
innovative and think about services differently to deliver savings whilst 
maintaining (or improving) service levels.  Heads of Service need to be 
appointed with clear expectation that they will prepare business cases 
for sharing services, and implement these cases if they are approved. 

4.12 Impact on partners and community

Residents – all agreed that residents in general are not concerned with 
shared management arrangements provided service levels are 
maintained and Council Tax levels/increases are low; being able to 
demonstrate overhead savings is a vote winner in the view of 
politicians. 

Impact on stakeholders – in some cases, other organisations had 
followed suit and joined up, e.g. Police Force Basic Command Units, 
Citizens Advice Bureaux and Local Strategic Partnerships in order to 
reduce duplication of meetings, consultations etc. 
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4.13 With hindsight

Travel between sites – minimise by use of teleconferencing, 
telephone and email, otherwise can be very time-consuming to travel 
several times a day between sites. 

One way door – once shared management has been begun, there is 
no return – not only due to cost considerations, but also because it is 
successful in delivering efficiencies and protecting front line services. 

No regrets from anyone – and hearty recommendations to follow 
them all down this path. 

4.14  In response to questions asked during the consultation on the draft 
business case we have sought to understand in more detail what 
specific challenges and/or advantages are presented by working 
across counties. We spoke again to Simon Baker, Chief Executive of 
Staffordshire Moorlands and High Peak Borough Councils who 
reported that: 

 Cross-county/cross-regional working had not led to any problems for 
either district council, and there were some (but not strong) 
advantages.

 Cross-county working has not posed any real issues for partners. The 
two county councils had some initial worries, but these were soon 
resolved and by the time the two councils decided to work together 
were not issues.

 The two councils have not gained the benefit of the ‘strength of 
speaking for two’ within each county. But this has meant that the 
shared approach has been less of a threat to the two county councils 
than that presented by two districts in the same county working closely 
together.

 Joint working has had no effect on the two councils’ relationships with 
larger partners. Both councils have partners in both counties at a range 
of levels, from very local to cross-county. Both councils started out as 
respected partners in their respective partnerships, and that has not 
changed. They have kept their autonomy and continue to make local 
partnering arrangements to fit their respective priorities. There has 
been no change in the ability of the two councils to influence the 
achievement of their respective objectives via partnership working. 

 In terms of the practicalities of reduced senior management capacity 
and whether it is sufficient, the fact is that the Chief Executive and 
Directors simply do not go to as many meetings as previously. The new 
Executive Team is ruthless about deciding who goes to what meeting – 
they simply prioritise and only go to critical things. The Executive Team 
back each other up so any one of them can substitute for the other 
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(which reflects current practice at SNC and CDC). There is more 
delegation to Heads of Service and from them to middle managers, 
which provides good career development for all managers. 

 If Staffordshire Moorlands and High Peak Borough Councils were to 
enter into their shared arrangements again, they would do nothing 
differently in respect of cross-county working. 

4.15 In light of the IDeAs report reference to ensuring “no large cultural 
differences,“ we have reflected on how the shared senior management 
team, and in particular the shared Chief Executive, will need to work 
hard to counter any perception of one council “taking over” the other.

Each council aspires to deliver excellent services, and each 
organisation has an active “learning” culture.  Both are Investors in 
People (IIP) compliant.  The most recent reports highlight training and 
development strengths, as well as the fact that each organisation has 
been through a considerable change programme in the past three to 
four years. 

Existing cultural differences across the organisations, whilst not huge, 
flow at least in part from the different leadership styles of the two 
current Chief Executives and the styles of the two Council Leaders and 
other Members.  With the appointment of senior officers, the two 
organisations have the opportunity to discuss leadership style and 
culture with candidates, and ensure that in the future the best is taken 
from each, respecting the sovereignty and autonomy of each authority. 

Conclusions

4.16 Lessons learned 

 That councils who share management teams do retain their 
sovereignty, and elected members of such councils remain in charge of 
decision-making in their respective districts. 

 That councils do share management teams successfully. 

 That the theoretical savings have turned out to be real, and often 
greater than predicted. 

 That shared officers do successfully serve two councils, even where 
the priority projects and policies remain different and where the two 
councils operate in two different counties (and former regions). 

 That councils which share management teams do carry on working in 
other partnerships where appropriate. 
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5.0 POTENTIAL SHARED ROLES AND STRUCTURES

5.1 The terms of reference of the Joint Working Group in effect put 31 
posts across SNC and CDC in scope. The current top-level structures 
at both councils are shown in Appendix 11. 

5.2 It is proposed that CDC and SNC share a senior management team 
comprising twelve posts – a Chief Executive, three Directors, and eight 
Heads of Service.  This level of resource is in line with other shared 
teams, and both current Chief Executives are of the view that this is the 
right level of resource going forward. Appendix 12 contains 3 illustrative 
shared senior management team structures. 

5.3     In light of responses to the consultation we lay out in this final version of 
the business case more of our reasoning for the so-called ‘one, three, 
eight’ model. 

 The ‘one, three, eight’ model has been arrived at by considering the 
experience of other councils with a shared Chief Executive. This is the 
model most frequently used by councils who together cover districts 
and populations comparable to the scale of those which will be covered 
by a management team shared between SNC and CDC. In each case 
this has been found to be an appropriate structure in terms of the 
number of posts and the capacity available to both councils. It has also 
made compelling financial sense elsewhere and does so in our case. 

 We consider that three Directors will be required to provide the senior 
management capacity to deliver the agendas of both councils 
effectively and to a high standard. Appointing fewer Directors for this 
first phase could lead to delays in implementing joint working across 
the two councils, and/or jeopardise the delivery of priorities and key 
strategic projects.  Capacity of this order will be needed at this level in 
order to drive the transformation agenda, to deliver on priorities and 
ensure that the organisations work effectively together. This will be kept 
under review by the shared Chief Executive and members. 

 With eight Heads of Service (HoS), there will be a wide span of 
expertise across the broad responsibilities of the two Councils. Most, if 
not all, Heads of Service will have equal responsibilities across both 
councils. Again the number of HoS should be kept under review by the 
shared Chief Executive and senior Members. 

 During at least the first two years of the new arrangements, it will be 
essential to have sufficient transformational senior management 
capacity to drive through the changes in ways of working and to ensure 
that the efficiencies set out in the outline business case are delivered 
as a minimum. 

 In light of the consultation feedback we have spoken in further detail to 
South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse about the capacity of a 
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shared management team of this scale. It is clear from the discussion 
that there is some capacity to be gained by the removal of duplication 
between two similar jobs, but there are some other important drivers of 
increased capacity: the recruitment of the best people from the 
combined talent pool to shared posts; a robust approach by staff in the 
shared posts to prioritisation; and the fact that these shared posts are 
bigger roles with greater time commitment required from the staff in 
them.

5.4     It is proposed that the final structure for the senior management team is 
agreed by both councils only once the shared Chief Executive has 
been appointed. Once appointed the shared Chief Executive will work 
with the two Leaders and other leading members from both  authorities 
to agree a detailed structure, using the ‘one, three, eight’ model as the 
starting point but with flexibility within the new budget for the shared 
management team laid out in this business case.  The final structure 
will need to complement the shared Chief Executive’s particular 
strengths and skills, as well as supporting the priorities of both councils.  

5.5 It is proposed that a further three posts are shared by the two councils 
at this stage – to cover the functions of communications; corporate 
performance and programme management. These posts are being 
added now, as these roles are captured by the scope of the Joint 
Working Group’s terms of reference and help deliver further savings. 

5.6 The role of shared Chief Executive will be open to internal and external 
candidates simultaneously. The other fourteen new roles will be open 
only to the current holders of specific posts in both councils in order 
that both councils can fulfil their legal obligations to those members of 
staff they put at risk by putting in place a smaller shared management 
team. This process of ‘ring-fencing’ roles results in jobs being ring-
fenced to officers already in broadly similar roles at an equivalent level. 
In this instance it results in three ring-fences and the following eligibility 
to apply for roles in the new structure: 
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New shared posts Current posts in ring-fence 

Ring-fence 1 3 Directors 5 Directors (3 at SNC and 2 at CDC) 

Ring-fence 2 8 Heads of Service 14 Heads of Service (4 at SNC and 9 
at CDC as 1 CDC post is vacant and 
another will be by end March 2011) 

2 SNC managers with responsibility 
for service planning, budget and 
team management (Waste Services 
Manager and IT & Customer 
Services Manager) 

Ring-fence 3 3 Lead Officer posts 1 SNC Communications Manager; 
(CDC Communications Manager 
post is vacant) 
1 SNC Corporate Performance 
Manager;
1 CDC Corporate Planning, 
Performance and Partnerships 
Manager

1 SNC Programme Manager; 2 CDC 
Improvement Project Managers 

5.7 After the appointment of the shared Chief Executive, and confirmation 
of the final structure, all 26 staff remaining in scope (14 at CDC and 12 
at SNC) will be consulted formally on the proposed structure and then 
asked to express interest in any of the roles for which they are eligible 
and/or voluntary redundancy on the basis that any requests for 
voluntary redundancy may not be accepted. This will potentially reduce 
the ‘pool’ at an early stage and facilitate contractual notice being issued 
earlier than may otherwise be possible, and therefore savings being 
realised earlier.  Voluntary redundancies will only be accepted if the 
business case is robust both in terms of future service need and 
financial considerations. 

5.8 In the event that an appointment or appointments are not made from 
the internal candidates across the two councils, additional redundancy 
payments and further recruitment costs will be payable. A contingency 
of £339,000 has been built into the business case to deal with these 
eventualities and any other unforeseen costs, should they arise. 
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Conclusions

Best structure 

5.9 That SNC and CDC should share a senior management team 
comprising twelve posts – a Chief Executive, three Directors and eight 
Heads of Service – and, beyond the senior management team, three 
further posts. 
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6.0 COSTS AND BENEFITS 

6.1 SNC and CDC together spend a total of £2,647,000 on their current, 
separate senior teams and other roles in scope: 

SNC CDC Total

Number
Cost

£000s Number
Cost

£000s Number
Cost

£000s

Chief
Executive

1 144 1 144 2 288

Directors 3 340 2 213 5 553

Heads of 
Service

4 381 11 878 15 1,259

Lead
Officers

5 295 4 252 9 547

Total 13 1,160 18 1,487 31 2,647

44%  56%    

Cost of new structure

6.2 The cost of the proposed new shared senior management team is 
£1,601,000. This represents a total annual saving of £1,046,000. 

Total

Number
Cost

£000s

Chief Executive 1 157

Directors 3 371

Heads of Service 8 850

Lead Officers 3 223

Total 15 1,601

6.3 In arriving at the senior team costs we have made the worst case 
assumption that a 10% uplift is awarded to the highest salary at each 
tier across the two authorities in order to reflect the additional 
responsibilities taken on by the new postholders, and the fact that they 
will now be serving two authorities. Actual salaries will need to be set 
once posts have been established, either via external evaluation or 
through market testing. 

6.4 In arriving at the cost of the other posts, we have assumed in the 
business case that successful candidates will be paid a joint working 
allowance of 10% above the highest current salary.
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6.5 These posts are non-member appointments and would fall within the 
normal evaluation processes employed at each authority. The 
authorities currently have different evaluation schemes, and therefore 
further consideration is required in relation to assessing a fair salary for 
the job that reflects the additional responsibilities of the role, and is the 
same amount regardless of the authority the successful candidate 
comes from. The impact on the rest of the authority is also a relevant 
consideration at this level. 

6.6 The concept of a joint working allowance is an interim arrangement to 
facilitate joint working below service head level ahead of harmonisation 
of pay scales and formal re-evaluations. It is a process used in other 
authorities to recognise the additional duties, responsibilities (and 
potentially travel) associated with joint working, and also to incentivise 
posts to ensure the joint organisation is able to attract and retain 
competent staff. It is particularly relevant in the CDC/SNC partnership 
because of the significant disparity in pay scales and pay structures.

To share costs or to share savings?

6.7 Detailed discussions with a range of local authorities revealed that we 
need to make a choice up front between sharing costs or savings, and 
that there are pros and cons for each.

6.8 If the costs of a shared senior management structure are shared then 
the savings made by each council will not be equal, as we currently 
spend different amounts on our senior management structures. 

6.9 If the savings are shared then the costs of the new structure are not 
shared equally going forward. This could lead to an expectation from 
the authority funding the larger share of the costs that its members 
have the right to greater access to and attention from officers in the 
shared senior management team than the other authority. 

6.10 Detailed discussions were held with the following authorities who 
already share senior management teams. Their arrangements are: 

 South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse – share costs
equally

 High Peak and Staffordshire Moorlands – share costs equally 

 East Hampshire and Havant – share costs equally but will 
review  the arrangement after 12 months 

 Adur and Worthing – share costs, but not equally. For example 
housing is apportioned 90:10 as one authority still has its 
housing stock. 

 Hambleton and Richmondshire – share costs, but not equally.
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 Bromsgrove and Redditch – share costs equally with the 
exception of housing as one authority still has its housing stock. 

In summary all the authorities we contacted share costs rather than 
savings.

6.11 We are proposing that the ongoing costs of the new shared senior 
management team are shared 50/50 between SNC and CDC, 
representing an annual saving of £360,000 for SNC and £686,000 for 
CDC.

One-off costs

6.12 The one-off costs of putting this shared team into place are estimated 
to be £1,384,000, although the final figures will depend on which 
members of staff are appointed to the new team and which are not.

 One-off costs £000s

Estimated termination payments 
(average)

647

Redundancy contingency (20%) 129

General contingency 339

Recruitment costs 155

Consultancy advice (HR/Legal etc.) 100

Training/outplacement support 14

Total estimated one-off costs 1,384

6.13 We propose that CDC should pay 60% of these one-off costs in light of 
its size relative to SNC and in order to secure broadly similar payback 
periods for both councils. These costs would be shared as follows: 

 CDC  £830,400 

 SNC  £553,600 

Our respective external auditors have both confirmed that they have no 
problems with this.

6.14 These figures assume that both councils apply the statutory number of 
weeks (maximum 30) to redundancy calculations, which is now the 
policy at both CDC and SNC.  

6.15 The costs of termination payments are difficult to estimate at this stage 
as we cannot predict the outcome of the recruitment process. The 
costs above are the average costs of termination payments at each tier 
across the authorities, multiplied by the number of posts that will be 
made redundant at each tier. 
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6.16 However, we can calculate the minimum and maximum costs of 
termination and these are included in the next table to arrive at best 
and worst case one-off costs. We continue to assume that an internal 
candidate will be appointed to each post and we retain the contingency 
figure of £339,000. 

 One-off costs 
Best case 

£000s
Worst case 

£000s

Estimated termination payments (average) 
205 1,158

Redundancy contingency (20%) 0 0

General contingency 343 266

Recruitment costs 155 155

Consultancy advice (HR/Legal etc.) 100 100

Training/outplacement support 14 14

Total estimated one-off costs 817 1,693

Share of one-off costs (60:40) 

CDC 490 1,016

SNC 327 677

Payback periods

6.17 The table below demonstrates the payback periods for the overall 
project and for each council in the best, average and worst case 
scenarios.

Best case
£000s

Average
£000s

Worst case
£000s

One off costs 817 1,384 1,693

Ongoing savings 1,046 1,046 1,046

TOTAL
PROJECT 

Payback period (years) 0.78 1.32 1.62

One off costs 490 830 1,016

Ongoing savings 686 686 686

CDC

Payback period (years) 0.71 1.21 1.48

One off costs 327 554 677

Ongoing savings 360 360 360

SNC

Payback period (years) 0.91 1.54 1.88

Balances

6.18 In considering a project such as this, members need to be mindful of 
the impact on the general fund balances of each council. 
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6.19 General fund balances are the ‘contingency of last resort’ for all 
councils and it is perfectly normal for one-off project costs to be funded 
from such balances. The financial modelling has considered the level of 
general fund balances held for each council and the impact the three 
best, average and worst case scenarios would have on them.  

The results are summarised below: 

Best case
£000s

Average
£000s

Worst case
£000s

Cherwell District Council 

General fund balances (31.03.10) 1,777 1,777 1,777

Estimated costs 490 830 1,016

General fund balances remaining 1,287 947 761

South Northamptonshire Council 

General fund balances (31.03.10) 2,539 2,539 2,539

Estimated costs 327 554 677

General fund balances remaining 2,212 1,985 1,862

6.20 Both SNC and CDC are also considering other cost reduction exercises 
which will also have one-off costs associated with them, and these also 
need to be considered as a draw on general fund balances. Possible 
costs for further phases of joint working will also draw on these 
balances. 

 It was announced in the Spending Review that DCLG will allocate up to 
£200m of additional capitalisation directions in 2011-12 only to allow 
councils to restructure their services - for example by capitalising 
redundancy costs.  Both authorities will apply for such a direction at the 
appropriate time in order to protect dwindling revenue resources. If 
approved this will mean that capital receipts can be used to fund some, 
if not all, of the transitional costs. 

6.21 In addition to their general balances CDC and SNC have the following 
earmarked reserves set aside for particular projects and potential 
liabilities:

 CDC earmarked reserves (31.03.10) £7.0m 

 SNC earmarked reserves (31.03.10) £4.0m 

6.22 These reserves can be un-earmarked at any time and transferred back 
to general fund balances if the liabilities they are covering diminish or if 
the projects they are held for are stopped, reduced or are underspent. 
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5-year view

6.23 The five-year cumulative impact of the savings and costs is 
summarised below. Total savings before implementation costs to SNC 
over the next five years total are potentially £1,800,000 and total 
savings to CDC in the same period total potentially £3,430,000. 

5-year savings overview 
SNC

£000s
CDC

£000s
Total

£000s

Savings from shared senior 
management team and three other 
shared posts 

1,800 3,430          5,230

Implementation costs – senior team 
plus three posts only (average cost 
estimate)

-554 -830 -1,384

5-year savings (estimate) 1,246 2,600 3,846

Other options considered and dismissed

6.24 The Joint Working Group have considered and dismissed the 
possibility of limiting the joint working to a shared Chief Executive. The 
value of the total annual savings is £131,580 and therefore not 
considered worthwhile.

6.25 The Joint Working Group have considered and dismissed the 
possibility of limiting the joint working to a shared Chief Executive and 
Directors. Although the total annual savings are £313,388, and higher 
than for just a shared Chief Executive, the value of these savings is still 
not considered worthwhile.

6.26 A regular theme in the consultation feedback was to do joint working 
but from the ‘bottom up’ rather than the ‘top down’.  Apart from this 
being outside the scope of the Joint Working Group’s Terms of 
Reference, examples of this to date have proven that this is harder to 
achieve than a ‘top down’ approach. 

Conclusions

6.27 Financial benefits 

 That these fifteen proposed shared posts would cost a total of 
£1,601,000 compared to a total current cost of £2,647,000, 
representing a total annual saving of £1,046,000 on the councils’ 
current costs. 

 That CDC and SNC should share the costs of the fifteen shared posts 
and that they should share these costs 50/50 between the councils, 
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recognising that officers appointed to these roles will split their time 
equally between the two organisations. There will be an annual saving 
of £360,000 for SNC and £686,000 for CDC and cumulative 5-year 
savings of £1,800,000 for SNC and £3,430,000 for CDC. 

 That the one-off costs of putting this shared team into place are 
estimated as £1,384,000 and that CDC should pay 60% of these in light 
of its size relative to SNC and in order to secure broadly similar 
payback periods for both councils. This represents costs to SNC of 
£553,600 and costs to CDC of £830,400, assuming average one-off 
costs and that all posts are filled internally. 

 That these one-off costs would be paid back in 1.54 years to SNC in 
1.21 years to CDC. 

 That these one-off costs should include a contingency sum of 
£339,000.

 That in the worst case one-off costs would be £1,693,000, depending 
ultimately on which officers are appointed to the new roles.  This worst 
case represents costs to SNC of £686,000 and costs to CDC of 
£1,016,000. The payback period to SNC is extended to 1.88 years and 
to 1.48 years to CDC, still comfortably inside the timeframe required by 
the Medium Term Financial Strategies of each council. 

 That in both the average and worst case scenarios, the one-off costs 
are fundable from the balances and earmarked reserves of both 
councils.

 That it is assumed that both councils apply the statutory number of 
weeks (maximum 30) to redundancy calculations but that should the 
number of weeks’ compensation awarded be greater than this, then the 
additional cost is borne by the relevant council and would impact on 
their payback period. 
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7.0 TIMING OF IMPLEMENTATION 

7.1 The following timetable for appointments is proposed: 

December 2010 

Business case approved; shared Chief 
Executive job description and person 
specification agreed; recruitment of 
shared Chief Executive launched, 
supported by recruitment consultants 

February 2011 
Chief Executive appointed to start 
between 1 March and 1 June 2011 

March  – July 2011 (depending on 
the start date of shared Chief 
Executive) 

Formal consultation on final shared 
senior management structure with 
affected group

By end July  2011  (may be 
earlier, depending on the start 
date of shared Chief Executive) 

Approval of final structure and job 
descriptions and person specifications for  
Directors and Heads of Service 

July/August  2011 (may be earlier, 
depending on the start date of 
shared Chief Executive) 

Directors appointed 

September 2011 (may be earlier, 
depending on the start date of 
shared Chief Executive) 

Heads of Service appointed 

October – November 2011 (may 
be earlier, depending on the start 
date of shared Chief Executive) 

Job descriptions and person 
specifications for roles covering 
communications , corporate performance 
and programme management finalised 
and posts appointed

7.2 This is the Joint Working Group’s preferred timetable as it: 

 Retains the finalisation of the shared management structure until the 
new shared Chief Executive is in post, ensuring that she/he is 
accountable for the final structure and its success. 

 Recognises the importance of moving as quickly as possible to remove 
the uncertainty faced by staff in affected posts. 

 Taking the worst case timetable still secures significant savings in 
2011/12 from the creation of a shared Chief Executive, Directors, 
Heads of Service and Lead Officers. These total £527,000 with the 
remaining £519,000 following in 2012-13. The total saving of 
£1,046,000 is consistent with the original business case. 
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The profile of savings can be split for each Council as follows: 

o SNC  
 £194,000 in 2011-12 
 £166,000 in 2012-13 

o CDC  
 £333,000 in 2011-12 
 £353,000 in 2012-13 

7.3 The alternative would be to delay the Directors and Heads of Service 
appointments until the autumn but the Joint Working Group does not 
recommend this alternative. 

Information Technology

7.4 We have heard from other councils how critical it is to get compatible IT 
arrangements in place across the two authorities as soon as possible.  
Technologies to facilitate the efficient operation of joint management 
arrangements will need be assessed and implemented as a priority – e-
mail and diary management, remote file access, shared telephony etc. 
– with further opportunities to be identified through a review of IT 
projects currently underway in both councils. 

7.5 In response to comments during the consultation both councils have 
already established a joint ICT Working Group, the terms of reference 
of which are included at Appendix 2. Establishing this group so early 
will also help both councils respond to the potential opportunity offered 
by the end of SNC’s existing outsourcing contract with Capita at SNC in 
April 2012. 

Conclusions

Pace

7.6 That this shared team should be put in place as quickly as possible. 
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8.0 LEGAL ARRANGEMENTS AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR MEMBER 
APPOINTMENTS TO SHARED SENIOR TEAM  

8.1 Section 113 of the Local Government Act 1972 allows a local authority 
to place one or more of its staff at the disposal of another local 
authority to carry out the latter’s functions. This is done by way of legal 
agreement known as a Section 113 agreement. These can be used to 
share single officers, management teams or entire departments. The 
agreement sets out such matters as what work the shared officers 
carry out for both councils, how they are appointed and who pays their 
wages and expenses. The agreement also deals with issues of dispute 
resolution and termination. The Joint Working Group is recommending 
a rolling arrangement as opposed to a fixed term but with an interim 
review in September/October 2011 and full reviews in year 2 and at 5 
yearly intervals thereafter, with a right for either council to withdraw with 
six months notice following the unsuccessful resolution of any dispute.

8.2 Councils who already have shared management teams have used 
Section 113 agreements as the legal framework for joint working. They 
are tried and tested. 

8.3 We recommend that both councils sign the Section 113 agreement 
attached as Appendix 3 immediately after the 8 December, assuming 
both councils agree to the proposed shared arrangements. 

8.4 Arrangements are required to allow members of both councils to make 
appointments to joint posts and to deal with other matters relating to 
these joint posts. The councils would need to set up a joint committee 
of elected members to appoint the posts in the senior management 
team and another to deal with any appeals related to these posts.

8.5 The proposed terms of reference of a Joint Personnel Committee are 
laid out in Appendix 4. This Joint Personnel Committee will be in 
addition to the committees at both councils which deal with HR issues. 
This new committee will need to be convened immediately after 8 
December to appoint and commission the recruitment consultants 
supporting the recruitment of the shared Chief Executive and up to 
three further times during January and February.  

8.5 The proposed terms of reference of a Joint Appeals Committee are laid 
out in Appendix 5. This Joint Appeals Committee will be in addition to 
the committees at both councils which deal with appeals. 

Conclusions

8.6 That a Section 113 agreement is the most appropriate mechanism to 
provide the legal framework for joint working and two new Joint 
Committees are required.
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9.0 SUCCESS CRITERIA AND PROJECT RISKS 

Success criteria

9.1 Both councils want to see the following from the project: 

 Financial savings of sufficient scale achieved to prevent the need 
for substantial service cuts 

 Front line services unaffected or improved for the same or reduced 
level of cost 

 Corporate priorities achieved 

 Partnerships performance unaffected or improved 

Key projects delivered – 

For SNC specifically: 

 Moat Lane regeneration and potential relocation 

 Affordable Choices 

 Customer Service Improvement 

 HS2 collaboration with action groups/mitigation 

For CDC specifically: 

 ‘Eco Bicester’ 

 Bicester town centre development 

 Banbury ‘Brighter Futures’  

 Banbury Cultural Quarter 

For both councils: 

 Hospital services (Horton Hospital, Brackley and Bicester hospitals) 

 Local Development Frameworks. 

Risk assessment

9.2 The Joint Working Group has developed a full project risk register 
including impact/probability scores, mitigating measures and 
responsibilities and this is detailed in full in Appendix 6. 

9.3 The key risks are: 

 Failing to secure member support for a shared management team

 Other projects suffer due to a lack of capacity. 

9.4 Although these remain scored ‘high’ even after mitigation measures the 
Joint Working Group believes we should tolerate these risks at this 
level going forward, but continue to pay detailed attention to them. 
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Conclusions

Risks

9.5 That In light of the risk assessment and the extensive learning and 
advice from other councils, the benefits of CDC and SNC sharing a 
senior management team outweigh the risks, subject to the mitigating 
actions being implemented. 
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10.0 POTENTIAL FOR SAVINGS BEYOND THE SENIOR MANAGEMENT 
TEAM

Fourth tier savings

10.1 A piece of work has been carried out to consider the potential savings 
at the next tier of the organisation (the fourth tier).  Indicatively this 
would bring a further 62 posts into scope as follows. The assumed 
costs and number of posts are based on the 2010-11 budget: 

South Northants Cherwell Total

Number
Cost

£000s
Number

Cost
£000s

Number
Cost

£000s

Fourth tier 
posts

22 1,120 40 1,958 62 3,078

10.2 It is important to stress that the number of fourth tier posts in the new 
officer structure cannot be determined at this stage. If members so 
wished, this would follow on from the appointment of the senior 
management team but it is reasonable to anticipate that fewer ‘middle 
managers’ would be required. 

10.3 The following analysis is provided to give an indication of savings for 
each authority (to add to the savings already laid out in this business 
case) if the middle management structure could be reduced by 15%, 
20% and 25%. There should be no expectation that these savings are 
achievable at this stage. 

South Northants
 £000s

Cherwell £000s Total £000s

Current cost 1,120 1,958 3,078

15% reduction in 
current costs 

168 294 462

20% reduction in 
current costs 

224 392 616

25% reduction in 
current costs 

280 489 769

10.4 There are two further important points to make about the above 
analysis: 

 To achieve the above we need to move away from a 50:50 cost sharing 
model for this level of the organisation, and the reductions would need 
to be on current costs. This approach is different to the approach 
applied to the senior management team but is reasonable as we move 
more into the operational areas where, broadly, Cherwell should be 
picking up a greater charge because they are a larger authority. 
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 There will be some middle management posts contained in the above 
analysis which will already be subject to possible deletion as a result of 
the budget proposals that are being worked up and evaluated at each 
authority.

Further savings

10.5 Savings beyond the fourth tier become increasingly hard to estimate. It 
is expected that there will be savings as teams and systems are 
brought together over time, but to estimate what these are likely to be 
at this stage is difficult and would require significant further work. 

Conclusions

Potential further savings beyond the senior team 

10.6 That savings at the tier below Service Head of 15-25% are probably 
achievable and could deliver a further annual savings ranging from 
£168,000 to £280,000 for SNC and a range of £294,000 to £489,000 
for CDC. Assuming a 20% reduction in costs such action could deliver 
cumulative savings over five years of £1,120,000 to SNC (£224,000 per 
annum) and £1,960,000 to CDC (£392,000 per annum). 





















































































































































































































































































Pay and Leave Policy for staff employed on Elections 
 
Principles 
 

• Payments by the Returning Officer in addition to normal pay will only be given for increased responsibility or for specific 
additional functions outside of their Cherwell District Council job description.  

• For Cherwell District staff employed by the Returning Officer on Election day and for daytime counts, staff can claim a 
business absence and will receive their normal council pay. In addition the Returning Officer will pay the standard election 
fee for the role they undertake. 

• Cherwell District Council staff may not accrue flex/time off in lieu for election work from the publication of the notice of 
election if being paid a Returning Officer payment. 

• Services (e.g. Human Resources, Customer Services and IT) will be purchased from the council by Returning Officer, 
council service heads may pay honorarium to staff in agreement with CEX for additional work and they will invoice the 
Returning Officer. The Returning Officer will not pay a fee to these individuals. 

• Cherwell District Council staff have historically been used for processing and postal vote opening and paid additional 
amounts. In future, where possible, Cherwell District Council staff volunteers and staff bank will be employed and paid at an 
agreed hourly rate set by RO. Cherwell District Council staff volunteers must agree with line managers and clock out of 
wintime.  This will provide services at the same cost to the Returning Officer but increase staff resources to the council. 

• Clerical fees or Returning Officer ex-gratia payments should not be paid 

• The core elections team will be required to sign an opt out of European working hours directive. 

• The Remuneration  Formula for all Returning Officer payments shall be : Responsibility Fee + Election Day Role Fee + 
Count Role Fee + Clerical Overtime + Expenses + ( Superannuation RO only ) + Postal votes Fees = Total Fee 

 
 

Role Pay Hours Other comments 

Polling Station 

• Presiding Officer 

• Poll Clerk 

• Inspectors  

Fee set by RO or schedule • Normal working hours ~ 
business absence 

• Does not accrue Flexi or 
TOIL 

• A/L or Flex before/after Polling 
Day to be agreed by line 
manager 

 

Count 
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Role Pay Hours Other comments 

• Head of Count 

• Count Manager 

RO Payment • Before Notice of Election ~ 
claim hours worked 
between 6 pm – 8 am in 
support of election as TOIL. 
Extra hours spent on close 
down remuneration to be 
agreed by Head of Service 
and CEX. 

 

• From Notice of Election ~ 
book normal working hours 
to a maximum of 7.24 hour 
day ~ does not accrue flexi 
or TOIL. 

 

• Control Team  

• Supervisor 

• Web and Comms 
Supervisors 

Fee set by RO or schedule 

• Assistant Supervisor Fee set by RO or schedule 

• Counter 

• Runners 

• Pack up team 

• Web and Comms 
support staff 

Fee set by RO or schedule 

• Evening Count ~ does not 
accrue for Business 
Absence, Flexi or TOIL 

• Daytime count ~ does not 
accrue for Flexi or TOIL 

• Daytime count ~ business 
absence booked for 
duration of Count 

• Limit on hours of work on polling 
day if working on evening count 

• Polling Station staff cannot be 
employed on Evening Count for 
principal elections 

• A/L or Flex before/after Count to 
be agreed by line manager 

 

Postal Vote 

• Royal Mail post sorting  CDC admin staff: normal duties 
~ no extra pay 

Normal working day for 
agreed number of days 

Should be covered by Admin pool 

CDC staff bank: Fee set by RO 
or schedule 

Hourly for agreed number of 
days 

 • Issuing / Opening team  

• Scanner 

CDC staff volunteers ~ Fee set 
by RO or schedule 

Must take Flexi or A/L Must be agreed with line manager 
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Role Pay Hours Other comments 

• Floor supervisor CDC staff bank: Fee set by RO 
or schedule 

Hourly for agreed number of 
days 

 

 

Rolling Registration 

• Processing team 
(daytime data entry) 

Normal duties ~ no extra pay Normal working day Covered by Admin pool 

• Processing team (out of 
hours phone calls and 
follow up) 

• Processing team 
(deadline entry out of 
hours) 

Pay as overtime at Fee set by 
RO or schedule  

Does not accrue for flexi or 
TOIL 

Prior agreement needed for out of 
hours duties. 
 
Limited period and predetermined 
staff and dates 

 

Other 

• IT support (on call) Pay as overtime at CDC 
agreed rate 
 

Does not accrue for flexi or 
TOIL 

To provide out of hours cover in run 
up to Polling Day and at Count 
 
Prior agreement needed for out of 
hours duties. 
 
RO to be invoiced by CDC for 
services 
 

• HR Officer (recruitment) 
and Training Provider 

Normal duties  
 

Extra hours to be paid by 
CDC overtime, should not 
accrue flexi or TOIL 

RO to be invoiced by CDC for 
services 
 

• Communications Officer Normal duties  
Attendance at Count (Evening) 
will be paid as for Count staff.   

Does not accrue for flexi or 
TOIL for Count (Evening) 

RO to be invoiced by CDC for 
services 
 

• Web Support Normal duties  
Attendance at Count (Evening) 
will be paid as for Count staff.   

Does not accrue for flexi or 
TOIL for Count (Evening) 
Out of hours duties attract 

RO to be invoiced by CDC for 
services 
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Role Pay Hours Other comments 

overtime at CDC agreed rate 

• Caretaker Normal duties ~ no extra pay Out of hours duties attract 
overtime at CDC agreed rate 

Prior agreement needed for out of 
hours duties 
 
RO to be invoiced by CDC for 
services 
 

• Customer Service Team Normal duties ~ no extra pay Out of hours duties attract 
overtime at CDC agreed rate 

Prior agreement needed for out of 
hours duties 
RO to be invoiced by CDC for 
services 
 

 

Elections Team 

• Returning Officer Fee set by RO or schedule 

• Deputy Returning Officer 
 

Fee set by RO or schedule 

• DRO Postal Fee set by RO or schedule 

Before Notice of Election ~ 
claim hours worked between 
6 pm – 8 am as TOIL 
 
From Notice of Election ~ 
book normal working hours to 
a maximum of 7.24 hour day  
~ does not accrue flexi or 
TOIL 

 
 
Will allow line manager to control 
level of hours and keep it separate 
from any pre-existing flexi. 
 
Max limit on TOIL accrual ~ 37 
hours 

Miscellaneous Duties 

• Ballot Box prep 

• Ballot Paper allocation 

Pay as overtime Fee set by RO 
or schedule  

• Postal Vote delivery out 
of hours 

Pay as overtime at Fee set by 
RO or schedule with mileage 
 

Does not accrue for flexi or 
TOIL 

Prior agreement needed for out of 
hours duties 

• Polling Day Elections 
Office staff 

Fee set by RO or schedule Book normal working hours to 
a maximum of  7.24 hrs 
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Appendix 2 
Election Fees Schedule 2011/12 
(Fees held at 2010/11 levels) 
 
CDC Elections RO, DRO Fees 
 

 1 member 
ward 

2 member 
ward 

3 or more 
member 
ward 

RO Election Fee (Uncontested) £43.75 £87.50 £131.25 

RO Election Fee (Contested) £90.90 £181.80 £272.70 

DRO Election Fee (Contested) £86.50 £173.00 £259.50 

RO & DRO Count Fee  £58.00 £116.00 £174.00 

RO & DRO Recount Fee  £14.00 for each re-count 

The above figures are based on CDC elections. For elections funded by others the 
fees as set by that authority shall apply, apportioned as set out in Function and 
Responsibility Fees below marked *. 

 
Parish Elections RO, DRO Fees 
 

 Electorate 
1000 or less 

Electorate 
1000 to 
2000 

Electorate 
2000 to 
3000 

Electorate 
Greater 
than 3000 

RO Election Fee 
(Uncontested)** 

£26.00 

RO Election Fee 
(Contested)** 

£54.60 and £11.95 per electoral area 

RO & DRO Count Fee 
For Electoral areas of two or 
less seats 

£40.20 £43.30 £45.30 £50.50 

RO & DRO Count Fee  
For Electoral areas of more 
than two seats 

£45.30 £53.60 £60.80 £68.00 

RO & DRO Recount Fee 
Parish and District 

£14.00 for each re-count 

**These figures are for Parish elections and are to be apportioned as set out in 
Function and Responsibility Fees below marked *. 

 
 

CDC and Parish Elections PO and PC Fees 
 

 Single 
Election  
(Minimum) 

Combined 
Election 
(Minimum) 

PO Fee £175 £196 

PC Fee*** £113 £130 

The above figures are based on CDC and parish elections. For elections funded by 
others the RO may decide to increase these in line with other local authorities and 
guidance. 
 
The above figures include all expenses other than travelling, unless the prior 
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agreement of the Returning Officer has been obtained. Poll Clerks and Presiding 
Officers should where ever possible travel together and claims by both the PO and PC 
will only be paid with the prior approval of the RO.  
 
*** Poll clerks working 7am-2pm or 2pm-10pm shall be paid 50% of the relevant fee 

 
Election Mileage 
 

Election mileage for RO, 
DRO, Inspectors, Count 
staff, PO & PC (where paid) 

Paid at HMRC mileage 
rate, currently 40p per 
mile. 

RO, DRO and Inspectors 
obliged to have a car and 
business use insurance 
available as condition of 
appointment/employment. 

 
Administration Recharges to Parishes 
 

 5 or less 
candidates 

6 to 10 
candidates 

Greater 
than 10 

candidates 

Charge for poll card administration  
 

£7.00 

Additional charge for each hundred poll 
cards 

£2.50 

Administration charge to Parishes  
(Uncontested) 

£13.00 

Administration charge to Parishes  
(Contested) 

£21.00 

Clerical charge to Parishes  
(Contested) 

£22.80 £28.50 £36.60 

Preparation of Ballot Boxes for each 
polling station 

£3.65 

Receipt of postal ballot papers for each 
electoral area (includes first 25 postal 
voters) 

£31.00 

Receipt of postal ballot papers for each 
electoral area (for each additional 25 
postal voters or part) 

£15.40 

Recharges to parishes will also include RO and DRO fees as well as a proportion of 
the actual and necessary costs shared on an equal basis between the relevant 
authorities unless a particular expense can actually be allocated to a specific authority 
where they will be applied directly. The above administration charges will also be 
applied. 

 
 
Returning Officers Expenses 

 
In accordance with the Representation of the People Act 1983, 36 (4), (5) and (6) all 
actual and necessary cost of expenditure properly incurred by the Returning Officer in 
relation to holding an election of a councillor for a district or parish shall be paid by the 
council. At the request of the Returning Officer the council shall advance such 
reasonable sums in respect of the election expenses that the Returning Officer may 
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require. Additionally the Council will provide all reasonable assistance to the Returning 
Officer. 
 
Parish Charges 
 
For contested and uncontested parish elections for 2011/12 the Council will charge 
parishes a maximum contribution of £1.05 per elector to help defray the cost of the 
election. 

 
Allocation of Poll Clerks 
 
Polling Stations shall normally be staffed by a Presiding Officer (PO) and a Poll Clerk 
(PC). An additional Poll Clerk is provided to stations in districts that have between 1,000 
and 1,500 electors. Where the electorate is greater than 1,500 electors a double polling 
station will be created. 
 
Cost Sharing 
 
At combined polls, wherever appropriate the costs are to be shared on an equal basis 
between the relevant authorities unless a particular expense can actually be allocated to 
a specific authority. 
 
Function and Responsibility Fees 

 

Category Job CDC Post Day Election Pay 
 

Fees for Functions and Responsibilities over and above CDC Job Description 
 

 
Returning Officer and Deputy Returning Officers 

 

*Responsibility 
Fee 

RO - - 
Externally 
funded 
elections 

50% of set RO 
fee 

*Responsibility 
Fee 

DRO (Full 
powers) 

- - 
Externally 
funded 
elections 

25% of set RO 
fee  

Responsibility 
Fee 

Postal Vote 
and Election 
Systems 
Managers 
(DRO Limited 
powers) 
 
 
 

- - Combined 
75% DRO  total 
fee 

Responsibility 
Fee 

Postal Vote 
and Election 
Systems 

- - 
District and 
Parish 

75% DRO  total 
fee 
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Category Job CDC Post Day Election Pay 
 

Fees for Functions and Responsibilities over and above CDC Job Description 
 

Managers 
(DRO Limited 
powers) 

 
Clerical Rates 

 

Clerical 
Overtime 

Clerical 
Overtime rate 

Trainee Admin 
officer 

Weekday All 
CDC Trainee 
Admin officer  
Hourly Rate 

Clerical 
Overtime 

Clerical 
Overtime rate 

Trainee Admin 
officer (1.5) 

Weekend All 
Trainee Admin 
officer Hourly 
Rate @ (1.5) 

Clerical 
Overtime 

Clerical 
Overtime rate 

Trainee Admin 
officer (2) 

Bank 
holiday 

All 
Trainee Admin 
officer Hourly 
Rate @ (2) 

 
Postal Vote Fees 

 

Postal Vote 
Fee 

Postal Vote 
Issuers and 
Openers 

Trainee Admin 
officer 

Weekday All 
Trainee Admin 
officer  Hourly 
Rate 

Postal Vote 
Fee 

Postal Vote 
Supervisor 

Senior Admin 
Officer 

Weekday All 
Senior Admin 
Officer hourly  
rate  

Postal Vote 
Fee 

Postal Vote 
Issuers and 
Openers 

Trainee Admin 
officer  

Night All 
Trainee Admin 
officer  Hourly 
Rate @ (1.5) 

Postal Vote 
Fee 

Postal Vote 
Supervisor 

Senior Admin 
Officer 
 

Night All 
Senior Admin 
Officer hourly  
rate @ (1.5) 

 
Count Fees 

 
Day 
 

Count Role 
Fee 

Head of Count - Daytime All 
Single Election 
PO fee @ (2.5) 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Manager 

- Daytime All 
Single Election 
PO fee @ (2) 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Supervisor 

- Daytime All 
60% Single 
Election PO 
Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Assistant 
Supervisor 

- Daytime All 
75% of Daytime 
Count 
Supervisor Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Assistant 

- Daytime All 
60% of Single 
Election PC 
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Category Job CDC Post Day Election Pay 
 

Fees for Functions and Responsibilities over and above CDC Job Description 
 

Fee 

 
Night 
 

Count Role 
Fee 

Head of Count - Night 
Verification 
and Count 

Combined 
Election PO fee 
@ (4.5) 

Count Role 
Fee 

Head of Count - Night 
Verification 
or Count 
only 

Combined 
Election PO 
Fee @ (2.5) 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Manager 

- Night 
Verification 
and Count 

Combined 
Election PO fee 
@ (4.0) 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Manager 

- Night 
Verification 
or Count 
Only 

Combined 
Election PO fee 
@ (2) 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Supervisor 

- Night All 
Combined 
Election PO 
Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Assistant 
Supervisor 

- Night All 
75% of Night 
time Count  
Supervisor Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Assistant 

- Night All 
Combined 
Election PC 
Fee 

 
Local Government By-elections**** 
 

Count Role 
Fee 

Head of Count - - 
Local 
Government 
By-election 

20% of Single 
Election PO 
Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Manager 

- - 
Local 
Government 
By-election 

20% of Single 
Election PO 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Supervisor 

- - 
Local 
Government 
By-elections 

20% of Single 
Election PO 
Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Assistant 
Supervisor 

- - 
Local 
Government 
By-elections 

75% of Night 
LG By-election 
Count 
Supervisor Fee 

Count Role 
Fee 

Count 
Assistant 
Supervisor 

- - 
Local 
Government 
By-elections 

20% of Single 
Election PC 
Fee 

 
Election Day Role Fee 
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Category Job CDC Post Day Election Pay 
 

Fees for Functions and Responsibilities over and above CDC Job Description 
 

Election Day 
Role Fee 

Inspectors - - Combined  
Combined 
Election PO 
Fee + £10 

Election Day 
Role Fee 

Inspectors - - 
District and 
Parish 

CPO Fee + £10 

Election Day 
Role Fee 

Inspectors -  
Local 
Government 
By-elections 

20% of Single 
Election PO 

Election Day 
Role Fee 

Election 
Control Centre 
Managers 

  
All elections 
(except by-
elections) 

Inspectors Fee 

Election Day 
Role Fee 

Election 
Control Centre 
Supervisors 

  
All elections 
(except by-
elections) 

Combined 
Election PO 
Fee 

Election Day 
Role Fee 

Election 
Control Centre 
Staff 

  
All elections 
(except by-
elections) 

Combined 
Election PC 
Fee 

 
Miscellaneous Fees 

 

Miscellaneous 
Fee 

Ballot Box 
Collection 
Point Co-
ordinator 

- Night All elections £40 

Miscellaneous 
Fee 

Attending 
Polling 
Training 

  

Combined or 
parliamentar
y or 
referendum 

£30 (includes 
travel) 

Miscellaneous 
Fee 

Attending 
Polling 
Training 

  District and 
Parish 

£20 (includes 
travel) 

 
 
****Figures for by-elections are based on a ward or up to 3 parishes, for 
multiple elections in excess of this the RO will increase this fee up to a 
maximum of the level set for District elections. 
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