
 

Please contact Paul Mountford, Democratic Services 
Tel:   01270 529749 
E-Mail: paul.mountford@cheshireeast.gov.uk 

 

Governance & Constitution Committee 
 

Agenda 
 

Date: Thursday, 15th October, 2009 

Time: 11.00 am 

Venue: Council Chamber, Municipal Buildings, Earle Street, Crewe 
CW1 2BJ 

 
The agenda is divided into 2 parts. Part 1 is taken in the presence of the public and press. Part 
2 items will be considered in the absence of the public and press for the reasons indicated on 
the agenda and at the foot of each report. 
 
PART 1 – MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED WITH THE PUBLIC AND PRESS PRESENT 
 
1. Apologies for Absence   
 
2. Declarations of Interest   
 
 To provide an opportunity for Members and Officers to declare any personal and/or 

prejudicial interests in any item on the agenda  

 
3. Public Speaking Time/Open Session   
 
 In accordance with Procedure Rules Nos.11 and 35 a total period of 10 minutes is allocated 

for members of the public to address the Committee on any matter relevant to the work of the 
Committee. 
  
Individual members of the public may speak for up to 5 minutes but the Chairman will decide 
how the period of time allocated for public speaking will be apportioned where there are a 
number of speakers. 
  
Note: In order for officers to undertake any background research it would be helpful if 
questions were submitted at least one working day before the meeting. 

 
4. Minutes of Previous meeting  (Pages 1 - 12) 
 
 To approve the minutes of the meeting held on 30 September 2009. 

 
 

Public Document Pack



5. Memberships of Committees   
 
 To note recent changes to the memberships of committees. 

 
6. Crewe Community Governance Review  (Pages 13 - 74) 
 
 1. Recommendations from the Community Governance Review Sub-Committee 

 
To receive the minutes of the Community Governance Review Sub-Committee meeting of 
5 October 2009. 
 

2. Report of Partnerships and Chief Executive’s Business Manager on Community 
Governance Arrangements for Crewe 

 
To note the report of the Partnerships and Chief Executive’s Business Manager (to 
follow). 
 

3. Recommendations to Council 
 

For the Committee to make recommendations to Council upon the Community 
Governance Review. 

 
7. Community Governance Review – Handforth Petition  (Pages 75 - 80) 
 
 To consider the receipt of a petition calling for a Community Governance review in respect of 

the unparished area of Handforth. 

 



CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Governance & Constitution Committee 
held on Wednesday, 30th September, 2009 at Council Chamber, Municipal 

Buildings, Earle Street, Crewe CW1 2BJ 
 

PRESENT 
 
Councillor A Kolker (Vice-Chairman) (in the Chair) 
 
Councillors M Asquith, D Cannon, R Cartlidge, S Jones, R Menlove, G Merry, 
R Parker, R West and P Whiteley 

 
In attendance 

 
Councillors F Keegan, H Davenport and A Thwaite 

 
Apologies 

 
Councillors A Ranfield, W Livesley, A Moran and D Topping 

 
Officers present 

 
Brian Reed, Democratic Services Manager 
Andrew Leadbetter, Legal Services Manager 
Lisa Quinn, Borough Treasurer and Head of Assets 
Vivienne Quayle, Internal Audit Manager 
Lindsey Parton, Elections and Registration Team Manager 
Paul Mountford, Democratic Services 
Joanne Wilcox, Corporate Finance 

 
 

123 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
No interests were declared. 
 

124 PUBLIC SPEAKING TIME/OPEN SESSION  
 
There were no members of the public wishing to speak or ask a question. 
 

125 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING  
 
RESOLVED 
 
That the minutes of the meeting held on 25 June 2009 be approved as a 
correct record. 
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126 2008-09 ANNUAL GOVERNANCE REPORTS FOR THE FORMER 
AUTHORITIES OF CHESHIRE EAST BOROUGH COUNCIL  
 
The Committee received a report on the 2008/09 Annual Governance 
Reports produced by external auditors for the former authorities of 
Cheshire East Borough: 
 

• Cheshire County Council 

• Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council 

• Congleton Borough Council 

• Macclesfield Borough Council 
 
Following the approval of the draft accounts on 25 June 2009, the external 
audit had now taken place. The auditors were responsible for giving an 
opinion on whether: 
 

• the accounts presented fairly the financial position of the authority 
and its expenditure and income for the year in question; and 

 
• the accounts had been prepared properly in accordance with 
relevant legislation and applicable accounting standards. 

 
The findings, conclusions and recommendations from the audit work 
undertaken by the appointed auditors for the former authorities of 
Cheshire East Borough Council had been included in the Annual 
Governance Reports, which had been circulated to Members. 
 
Cheshire West and Chester Council was the responsible authority for the 
closure of accounts for Cheshire County Council. The Department of 
Communities and Local Government had recognised that issues could 
arise during the audit that could have a material impact on the opening 
financial position for Cheshire East Council and therefore the Audit 
Commission was required to report on the Annual Governance report for 
Cheshire County Council to both authorities. 
 
Judith Tench of the Audit Commission presented the annual governance 
report for Cheshire County Council; Keith Ward of Baker Tilly Presented 
the reports for Crewe and Nantwich and Congleton Borough Councils; and 
Ged Small of the Audit Commission presented the report for Macclesfield 
Borough Council. Each highlighted key messages and indicated any 
necessary adjustments. It would not be possible to issue the certificate for 
the Macclesfield audit by 30 September but this would not prevent the 
Council from publishing its accounts. 
 
Judith Tench advised Members that the amount of work carried out in 
relation to exceptional items and significant changes in balances had both 
had a significant impact on the audit fee. If it was not possible to 
accommodate the cost within the existing fee, she would notify the Council 
in due course. 
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At the conclusion of the presentation, the Chairman on behalf of the 
Committee thanked the audit representatives and the Council’s Finance 
and Audit staff for their respective contributions. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That  

 
(1) the Annual Governance Reports for 2008/09 for the former authorities of 

Cheshire East Borough Council be received and noted;  
 
(2) the final Statement of Accounts for 2008/09 be approved and accordingly the 

Vice-Chairman of the Committee sign the letters of representation for the 
following former authorities of Cheshire East Borough Council: 

 

• Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council 

• Congleton Borough Council 

• Macclesfield Borough Council 
 
(3) the position regarding the audit fee be noted. 
 

127 INTERNAL AUDIT STRATEGY  
 
The Committee considered a report on the Internal Audit Strategy. 
 
The CIPFA Code of Practice for Internal Audit in Local Government 
suggested that it was good practice to have terms of reference for Internal 
Audit as well as an Internal Audit Strategy document. The Terms of 
Reference had been approved by the Committee in June.  
 
The Internal Audit Strategy covered: scope and authority; status; delivery; 
contribution to corporate governance, risk management and internal 
control; relationships and linkages; and culture and working practices.   
 
RESOLVED 
 
That the Internal Audit Strategy be endorsed. 
 

128 INTERNAL AUDIT PLAN 2009/10 AND UPDATE REPORT  
 
Members received an update on the full audit plan 2009/10, summarising 
work during the first five months, highlighting key audit issues arising and 
describing future working arrangements.   
 
The report covered the planning process, progress against the interim plan 
and the full audit plan for 2009/10. It also summarised findings to date, 
work relating to anti-fraud and corruption, work on other policies and 
procedures, and future issues and ways of working.   
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RESOLVED 
 
That the approach to internal audit planning and the content of the internal audit 
plan be endorsed and the internal audit findings to date be noted. 
 

129 DELEGATION OF LICENSING FUNCTIONS (EXPEDITED 
REVIEWS)  
 
The Committee considered a report on the delegation of functions in 
relation to expedited reviews under the Licensing Act 2003 from the full 
Licensing Committee to the Licensing Sub-Committee. The report sought 
approval for the resulting changes to the Constitution. 
 
The Licensing Committee at its meeting on 22 May 2009 had resolved to 
delegate certain functions in relation to ‘expedited’ review applications (i.e. 
applications for the urgent review of a premises licence or club premises 
certificate) to the Licensing Sub-Committee established under the 
Licensing Act 2003. Although the Licensing Committee had the authority to 
delegate its functions to a sub-committee, any consequential amendments 
to the Constitution had to be approved by Council on the recommendation 
of the Governance and Constitution Committee. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That 
 
(1) the delegation of functions in relation to expedited reviews under 

sections 53A, 53B and 53C from the full Licensing Committee to the 
Licensing Sub-Committee be noted; and 

 
(2) Council be recommended to approve the consequential changes to the 

Constitution as set out in Appendix 2 to the report. 
 

130 FUNDING PARISH ELECTIONS  
 
The Committee reviewed the Council’s policy on recharging for parish 
elections. 
 
The practice of the three former district authorities had been to 
recharge the cost of by-elections but to bear the cost of all-out 
combined elections themselves. 
 
The annual cost of parish by-elections could be around £40,000 a year, 
assuming 8 by-elections at an average cost of £5,000.   
 
In future, the Council and all parish councils would have all-out elections 
on the same day. If parish councils were recharged for all-out elections, 
the potential cost to parish councils would currently be approximately 
£200,000. 
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The current available budget for elections in Cheshire East was £498,000 
and the implications of this proposal and how best to use this budget were 
still being assessed.  
 
Members considered the relative merits of recharging or otherwise for by-
elections and all-out elections. Members noted in particular the impact that 
recharging for all-out elections could have on parish council budgets and 
on participation in local democracy. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That  
 
(1) the policy of recharging parish councils for parish by-elections be 

continued; and 
 

(2) the cost of all-out combined elections be not recharged to parish 
councils. 

 
131 REVIEW OF APPOINTMENTS TO OUTSIDE ORGANISATIONS  

 
The Committee considered a progress report on the work of the Task 
Group (Outside Organisations), including the Task Group’s 
recommendations on appointments to a number of organisations.  
 
RESOLVED 
 
That 
 
(a) one Councillor, as identified below, be appointed to each of the 

following Cheshire Association of Local Councils’ groups – 
 

(i) The Quality Accreditation Panel (Councillor A Moran) 
(ii) The Quality Forum (Councillor S Jones) 
(iii) The County Training Partnership (Councillor D Flude)  
 
(on the basis set out in paragraph 11.4 of the report)  
 

(b) Councillor C Tomlinson be appointed to the Fence Trust 
(Macclesfield); 

 
 (on the basis set out in paragraph 11.5 of the report)  
 
(c) Cheshire East Council join Groundwork Trust as a full Company 

Member;  
 
(d) Councillor P Whiteley be appointed to the Wilmslow Aid Trust;  
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(e) Evans Arts Trust be reinstated as an outside organisation (Category 
3) to which appointments should be made, with two Councillors 
being appointed;  

 
(f) Councillors J Crockatt and P Whiteley be appointed to the Evans 

Arts Trust;  
 

(g) the Citizens Advice Bureaux (CAB) in Cheshire East be informed 
that this Council would be appointing two Councillors to each of its 
two branches; 

 
(h) Councillors A Thwaite and M A Martin be appointed to Cheshire 

East CAB and Councillors J Goddard and C Tomlinson be 
appointed to Cheshire CAB North;  

 
(i) the Cabinet be recommended to include “Dial-a-Ride”, currently a 

Category 2 organisation, within its remit as a Category 1 
organisation, in view of its strategic importance within the Local 
Transport Plan; 

 
(j) the Cabinet be recommended to appoint 1 Cabinet Member and 1 

Local Member to each of the two branches of “Dial-a-Ride”, subject 
to the constitutional requirements of the organisation;  

 
(k) the new request from Bollington Cross Youth Project be declined 

and the request from Senior Voice be addressed by the Task Group 
in due course when further information is available; and 

 
(l) it be noted that Cheshire and Warrington Local Access Forum, a 

statutory organisation, has been added to the schedule of outside 
organisations as a Category 1 organisation, which falls within the 
remit of the Cabinet.   

 
132 MEMBER DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 2009/2010 AND POLICY 

STATEMENT 2009/2010  
 
Members considered a proposed Member Development Strategy and 
Policy Statement for Cheshire East Council.        
 
The Member Development Panel had been working towards the creation of 
a framework for the delivery of Member Training and Development at 
Cheshire East Council. The elements which made up the framework had 
now been brought together to form the Member Development Strategy 
2009/2010, which had been circulated to Members. The Strategy would 
enable the Council to realise the full potential of its Members and was 
tailored to the Council’s needs.  
Its key aims and objectives were to:  
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• establish a culture whereby continuous elected Member 
Development was seen as a key component to the success of the 
organisation; 

 

• identify individual and common learning needs; ensuring that the 
Member Development Programme consistently addressed these 
needs and the Council’s strategic themes; 

 

• provide Members with the opportunity to access events and 
activities that were appropriate to their roles and responsibilities, 
recognising the importance of their role within the Council, their 
constituencies and with partner organisations; 

 

• enable Members to be fully conversant with the Council’s key 
strategic themes, in order that their activities as Councillors were 
consistent with Council priorities; and 

 

• ensure that the ongoing requirements of the North West Charter on 
Elected Member Development were met. 

 
The Strategy would be used primarily at induction as a means of 
explaining to new Members the Council’s commitment to Member training 
and development. However, to ensure that all serving Councillors were 
similarly informed, the Committee was invited to approve the document so 
that it could be issued to Members.  
 
For ease of reference, a short policy statement had also been produced 
which summarised the commitments outlined in the document. The 
statement had been circulated to Members. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That the Member Development Strategy 2009/2010 and associated Policy 
Statement 2009/2010 be approved and adopted with immediate effect.     
 

133 APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER DEVELOPMENT CHAMPIONS  
 
The Committee considered the nominations for the position of Member 
Development Champion for Cheshire East Council.  
 
The Member Development Panel had recently agreed in principle to the 
drawing up of role descriptions for Members of Cheshire East Council. 
Work was currently underway on drafting the descriptions which would be 
shared with Members before being submitted to the Governance and 
Constitution Committee for consideration in due course.   
 
The Member Development Panel had considered ways of establishing 
formal links between the Officers tasked with supporting Member training 
and development and the Members themselves. Its conclusion was to 
recommend the appointment of Member Development Champions, who 
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would act as advocates for Member Training and Development and who 
would work with Members and Officers to deliver the commitments 
outlined in the Member Development Strategy. A draft role description for 
Member Development Champions had been circulated with the report. It 
was proposed that a Champion should be nominated from each of the 
political groups. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That 
 
(1) the role description for the position of Member Development Champion be 

approved; and   
 
(2) Councillors Wesley Fitzgerald, Ainsley Arnold, Paul Edwards and Dorothy 

Flude be appointed as Member Development Champions for Cheshire East 
Council.      

 
134 MEMBERS’ ALLOWANCES SCHEME 2009/2010  

 
The Committee considered proposals to reconvene the Independent 
Remuneration Panel for the purpose of reviewing the Members’ 
Allowances Scheme for 2009/2010, and considering a number of 
additional allowances.               
 
The Members’ Allowances Scheme had been approved by Council on 2 
April and had been in operation for six months; it was now due for review.  
 
Whilst the Independent Remuneration Panel had made recommendations 
on the formal elements of the Scheme in line with Regulations, there was 
now a need to review a small number of additional allowances such as 
telephone/broadband connections and consumables. It was also proposed 
that the Panel be asked to consider options for determining and 
quantifying these associated allowances/expenses.     
 
RESOLVED 
 
That  
 
(1) the Independent Remuneration Panel be reconvened for the purpose of 

reviewing the Members’ Allowances Scheme 2009/2010;  
 
(2) a report be submitted to the Independent Remuneration Panel for the 

purpose of clarifying and quantifying the range of additional allowances 
which are claimable by Members; and  

 
(3) until such time as Council considers the report of the Independent 

Remuneration Panel, the current arrangements for the payment of 
Members’ Allowances/additional Allowances continue to apply.                
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135 LOCAL WARD MEMBERS’ PROTOCOL AND THE COUNCILLOR 
CALL FOR ACTION PROTOCOL  
 
The Committee considered a report proposing a Local Ward Members’ 
Protocol and a Councillor’s Call for Action Protocol which would strengthen 
Member involvement at Ward level through the provision of timely, 
relevant information on local issues. 
 
The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act emphasised 
the importance of the role of Ward Members as community leaders and 
advocated their empowerment to deal with local issues. The proposed 
Protocols would illustrate how Members, with officer support, could 
achieve this. 
 
The Local Ward Members’ Protocol had received the informal comments 
of the Leader and Cabinet and their suggestions had been incorporated. 
The Councillor Call for Action Protocol had been considered by the five 
Scrutiny Committee Chairmen and appropriate revisions had been made. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That Council be recommended to adopt the Local Ward Members’ 
Protocol (Appendix A to the report) and the Councillor’s Call for Action 
Protocol (Appendix B) for incorporation into the Constitution. 
 

136 PUBLIC AND MEMBER QUESTIONS AND STATEMENTS AT 
MEETINGS  
 
The Committee considered a report setting out the recommendations of 
the Corporate Scrutiny Committee and Cabinet with regard to public and 
Member questions and statements at meetings. 
 
At its meeting on 16 April 2009, the Committee had reviewed the 
arrangements for public and Member questions and statements at 
meetings following proposals to disapply those provisions of the 
Constitution from the meetings of planning, licensing and scrutiny bodies. 
The Committee had decided to seek the views of the Corporate Scrutiny 
Committee and the Cabinet. The matter was subsequently considered by 
the Corporate Scrutiny Committee on 12 June and the Cabinet on 14 July. 
The Cabinet had concurred with the recommendations of the Corporate 
Scrutiny Committee and the recommendations of both bodies to the 
Governance and Constitution Committee were considered. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That Council be recommended that 
 
(1) the recommendations of the Corporate Scrutiny Committee and 

Cabinet in relation to public and Member questions and statements at 
meetings be approved as follows: 
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1. That the existing Planning and Licensing Protocols which override 

the member and public speaking and questioning provisions that 
apply to other committees, should be retained; 

 
2. That the facility to allow questions by Members of the Public at 

meetings of Overview and Scrutiny Committees should be 
removed, but a period of 15 minutes be provided at the beginning of 
meetings to allow members of the Public to make a statement(s) on 
any matter that falls within the remit of the relevant committee, 
subject to individual speakers being restricted to 5 minutes each; 

 
3. That whilst acknowledging that Planning and Licensing Committees 

have separate arrangements in place for public involvement, in all 
other cases, members of the Public should provide 3 clear working 
days notice, in writing, if they wish to ask a question at any other 
decision making meeting, in order for an informed answer to be 
given, but they should not be required to give notice of intention to 
make use of public speaking provision (although as a matter of 
courtesy, a period of 24 hours notice should be encouraged); 

 
4. That members of the Council should, in accordance with the current 

rules, be required to provide 3 clear working days notice in writing if 
they wish to ask a question at a full Council meeting or Cabinet in 
order for an informed answer to be given; 

 
5. That the existing provisions of the constitution relating to the way in 

which questions may be answered be preserved. 
 
(2) the relevant provisions of the Constitution be amended accordingly. 
 

137 CABINET DECISION-MAKING ARRANGEMENTS  
 
The Committee considered a proposed change to the existing Cabinet Decision-
Making arrangements. 
 
Despite Council having agreed that individual Cabinet Members should 
have their own decision-making powers, the collective Cabinet was still 
being expected to deal with many decisions which could be dealt with on 
an individual basis. Despite a series of training sessions, Officers were still 
reluctant to refer decisions to individual portfolio holders rather than 
collective Cabinet. Cabinet Members were themselves reticent in using 
their powers and often deferred to full Cabinet. 
 
A further reduction in the volume of Cabinet business could be achieved 
by removing paragraph (d) of the existing restrictions on individual Cabinet 
Member decision-making. This related to decisions which “are significant 
in terms of their effect on communities living or working in an area 
comprising two or more wards”. Many decisions were “significant in terms 
of their effect on communities” but could readily be taken by the relevant 
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portfolio holder. By removing this provision, Council would bring clarity and 
certainty to its executive decision-making arrangements. There were no 
implications for the Council’s call-in provisions which would continue to 
apply to all executive decisions whether taken collectively or individually. 
 
Cabinet Members would also be given some assurance in the use of their 
individual decision-making powers by: 
 
(a) the opportunity to discuss a proposal first at an informal Cabinet meeting; and 
 
(b) the scheduling of regular weekly Cabinet Member decision days on Tuesdays. 
 
RESOLVED 
 
That Council be recommended that 
 
(1) an amendment be made to the decision-making powers of individual 

Cabinet Members by the removal of paragraph (d) from the existing 
restrictions on individual Cabinet Member decision-making, the revised 
restrictions being as follows: 

 
“Cabinet Members may make all executive decisions in 
respect of their portfolio areas except: 

 
(a) Decisions already taken by Cabinet or an officer acting 

under delegated powers. 
 

(b) Decisions involving a departure from the Council’s Budget 
and Policy Framework or any Cabinet or regulatory 
committee policy. 

 
(c) Decisions involving expenditure or savings of £1 million or 

more. 
 

(d) Decisions which the Leader wishes to be taken by full 
Cabinet. 

 
PROVIDED THAT all such decisions shall be taken in public 
and that regard shall be had to the advice of the Borough 
Solicitor by the decision-maker in interpreting these provisions.” 

 
(2) the Constitution be amended accordingly. 
 
 

The meeting commenced at 2.00 pm and concluded at 4.23 pm 
 

Councillor A Kolker (Vice-Chairman) 
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CREWE COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 
Extract of the Minutes of Community Governance Review Sub-Committee 
which met on 5 October 2009   
 
 
5.   CREWE COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – FORMULATING THE 
 COUNCIL’S DRAFT RECOMMENDATION    
 
The Sub Committee considered a briefing paper based on the statutory guidance 
issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government that set out 
the points which needed to be taken into consideration in formulating the 
Council’s draft recommendation.      
 
AGREED:  That the procedures to be followed in conducting the Review based 
on the statutory guidance issued by the Department for Community Governance 
review be noted.   
 
6.   CREWE COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW - FIRST STAGE 
 CONSULTATION  
 
Stage 1 of the consultation process had concluded on 30 September 2009. The 
results and the feedback received from stakeholder organisations were submitted 
to Members for consideration i.e.  
 
(a)  The petition signed by 10% of the electorate requesting a Town Council 
 for Crewe;  
(b)  Results of the consultation with electors;  
(c)  Results of the consultation exercise with stakeholders;  
(d) Other representations received;  
(e)  Notes of the two public meetings held on 1 September 2009; and   
(f)  Feedback from the Crewe Charter Trustees meeting held on 24 
 September 2009.   
 
The Sub-Committee was invited to consider the report and forward its views to 
the Governance and Constitution Committee on 15 October 2009 in accordance 
with the recommendation set out on page 17 of the agenda.             
 
AGREED: That  
 
(a) the matter be remitted to the Governance and Constitution Committee, 

together with the results of the Review,  without any recommendation from 
the Sub-Committee; and  

 
(b) information be garnered on other alternatives for community governance for 

discussion by the Governance and Constitution Committee.      
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CREWE COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – SUMMARY OF VOTING 
PAPERS RETURNED 
 
8056 were returned out of 34, 960 voting papers issued, representing a 
response rate of 23%. 
 
The attached spreadsheet shows the number of voting papers received and 
opened at each opening session. Electors were invited to respond to two 
questions on the voting paper as follows:- 
 
Question 1 : 
1. I want a parish council for my area  
2. I want no change to the current arrangements (no parish council) 
 
Question 2: You can still vote for your preference even if you have voted 
above for no change 
 
A. A Single Town Council for the whole of the unparished area of Crewe 
B. Four parish councils for the unparished area of Crewe 
 
The total number of voting papers received and counted at each opening 
session are shown on the attached spreadsheet broken down into the 
following combinations of responses :- 
 
1 & A      
1 & B   
1 Only   
2& A    
2 & B   
2 Only   
A Only  
B Only  
Rejected  
 
The spreadsheet shows the calculations to question 1 as follows:- 
3655 electors indicated that they want a Parish Council (calculated by 
totalling  votes for 1&A, 1&B and 1 Only).    
 
4059 electors indicated that they want no change to the current 
arrangements (no parish council) (calculated by totalling  votes for 2&A, 
2&B and 2 Only). 
 
In relation to question 2 the responses were as follows:-  
5617 electors expressed a view for a single Town Council for the whole 
of the unparished area of Crewe (calculated by totalling votes for 1&A, 2&A 
and A only). 
 
1475 electors expressed a view for four parish councils for the 
unparished area of Crewe (calculated by totalling votes for 1&B, 2&B and B 
Only).                         
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

A B C D E F G H I J K L M

Date of Opening
No of voting papers 

received
1 & A 1 & B 1 Only 2 & A 2 & B 2 Only A Only B Only Rejected Total 

Do totals 

match?

07 September 2009 2577 808 392 32 884 104 261 80 3 13 2577 YES

10 September 2009 2012 548 340 41 688 79 238 69 4 5 2012 YES

15 September 2009 2044 612 255 27 792 59 200 86 3 10 2044 YES

17 September 2009 342 98 47 0 135 12 34 15 0 1 342 YES

21 September 2009 324 92 31 5 136 21 29 8 0 2 324 YES

25 September 2009 414 115 54 3 172 17 32 21 0 0 414 YES

29 September 2009 219 58 27 3 92 7 15 17 0 0 219 YES

01 October 2009 124 51 16 0 35 4 13 5 0 0 124 YES

TOTALS 8056 2382 1162 111 2934 303 822 301 10 31 8056 YES

Want PC 3655 Adds columns c, d, e

No change 4059 Adds columns f, g, h

Expressed a view for 1 

TC 5617 Adds columns c, f and i

Expressed a view for 4 

PC 1475 Adds columns d, g and j

P
a
g
e
 1

7
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Crewe Community Governance  
Review - Questionnaire Answers 
Bearing in mind the information in the attached leaflet we would like to know what you think. 
 
 
1. Which arrangement do you think would be most appropriate for Crewe? 
 
a) A single town council         17 
b) More than one local council        2 
c) Area committees          0 
d) Neighbourhood Management        0 
e) Tenant Management/Residents & Tenants Associations     0 
f ) Area/community/neighbourhood forums    1 (if real power, if not a) 
g) Community Associations         0 
h) None of the above (please state if you feel there is any other option)   0  
 
 
i) No opinion 
 
2. If you think that Option a) – a single town council - would be the best 
alternative, do you think that it would be better for councillors to 
 
 
a) Represent the people for the whole of the area (unwarded)?    3 
b) Represent the people of part of the area (warded)?     15 
 
3. (a) If you think that Option b, ‘more than one local council’, would be the best 
alternative, do you you think that four parish councils would be the best option? 
 
 Yes             2 
  No            0 
 
3. (b) If not, how many parish councils do you feel would be most appropriate? 
 
 
3. (c) If you think that Option b – ‘more than one local council’ - would be the best 
alternative, do you think that it would be better for councillors for each of the councils to 

 

 
a) Represent the people for the whole of each of the areas (unwarded)?   0 
b) Represent the people of part of the each of the areas (warded)?    1 
 
 
If you want to make any further comments regarding this review please do not hesitate to 
contact Cheshire East Borough Council. 

 

Thank you for you participation. Please complete and return this 
questionnaire by 30th September 2009. You can email your reply to:  

communitygovernance@cheshireeast.gov.uk  
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL  
 

Record of a public meeting for Crewe Community Governance Review held 
in the Council Chamber, Municipal Buildings, Earle Street, Crewe 

on 1st September 2009 at 2.30pm 
 

 
Chairman:     Councillor Andrew Kolker  
Legal Adviser:   Mr Chris Chapman, Borough Solicitor 
Presenters:     Mr Mike Flynn, Review Team Officer  

Mrs Lindsey Parton, Elections and 
Registration Manager      

Clerk to the Meeting:  Ms Diane Moulson, Democratic Services 
Officer   

 
 
List of Those Present:   
 
Honorary Alderman Ray Stafford   
 
Councillor Terry Beard   Crewe Charter Trustee 
Councillor David Cannon   Cheshire East Council   
Councillor Roy Cartlidge   Rep. Crewe West Community Group  
Councillor Dorothy Flude   Ward Councillor, Crewe South  
Councillor Peggy Martin   Cheshire East Council 
Councillor Robert Parker   Cheshire East Council 
Councillor Ray Westwood   Cheshire East Council  
 
Mr P Kent     A Voice for Crewe Campaign   
Mr S Roberts     A Voice for Crewe Campaign 
Mrs J Roberts   A Voice for Crewe Campaign  
Mr S Hogben  Parish Councillor, Shavington-Cum-Gresty 

Parish Council  
Mrs P Minshull    Crewe Historical Society/Valley CAP  
Mr C White   Cheshire Association of Local Councils  
 
Ms P Southgate   Resident  
                 
 
1. Introduction  
 
The Chairman began by welcoming those present to the meeting and 
introducing the Officers in attendance.  He briefly outlined the programme for 
the afternoon before inviting the Borough Solicitor, Mr Chapman to address 
the meeting.   
 
2. Background  
 
On 30 March 2009, Cheshire East Council had received a petition signed by 
over 3500 of the electorate of the urban area of Crewe asking that a Town 
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Council be set up, an action which had triggered the Community Governance 
Review.   
 
Mr Chapman explained that previously, petitions of this type would have been 
determined by the Secretary of State in conjunction with the Electoral 
Commission but in accordance with new legislation, namely Section 87 of the 
Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007, responsibility 
for determining such petitions now fell to principal authorities; in this instance 
Cheshire East Borough Council.         
 
The Community Governance Review, which would be the first of its kind 
conducted under the new legislation, would, due to the timing of the 
submission, be carried out in tandem with the Boundary Committee’s review 
of ward boundaries within Cheshire East.  Discussions had been on-going 
with the Boundary Committee to inform the work of both parties but the 
timeline within which the Community Governance Review had to be 
completed had been influenced by the deadlines set by the Boundary 
Committee, leaving little room for slippage.     
 
3. Presentation  
 
The Chairman then invited the Elections and Registration Manager and 
Review Team Officer to explain the procedure in more detail.         
  
As the submission had been received on 30 March 2009, the review had to be 
concluded within a twelve month period i.e. 30 March 2010.  However, as the 
outcome would have an impact on the work of the Boundary Committee, it 
would, in reality need to be completed by January 2010 for the findings to be 
submitted to the Boundary Committee during its public consultation period 
(February 2010).        
 
A copy of the presentation had been made available to the public and it was 
to this that Mrs Parton & Mr Flynn spoke; expanding on a number of points as 
follows –  
 

• The two public meetings being held today were intended to ‘kick start’ 
the process and provide an opportunity to answer any questions arising 
from the public following issue of the voting packs   

• Information packs were to be sent to a range of stakeholders; to contain 
a slightly revised information leaflet form than that provided to electors 
and a questionnaire, in place of a voting form   

• Whilst a number of alternatives had been put forward for governance 
arrangements in Crewe, the option selected would be a democratically 
elected voice for the town and would, therefore need to met the criteria 
set down by legislation i.e. the body would be expected to   

-   promote community cohesion  
-   be of adequate size for its purpose  
-   possess a sense of place and identity 
-   have the capability/capacity to deliver services 
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• Consultees were encouraged, where appropriate to provide evidence for 
their views to add weight to and strengthen the arguments put forward 

• Responses received from the exercise would be submitted to the 
Governance and Constitution Sub Committee in October, the views 
expressed to form the initial recommendations submitted to Council in 
October.  The public would be invited to comment on the decision 
emanating from the meeting as part of the second stage consultation 
process to be held in October/November 2009  

• At this point in the process, consideration would be given to      
- whether a single or multiple Parish Councils should be 

constituted  
- what the electoral arrangements should be and the number of 

Councillors to be elected   
- how the mayoralty would operate    

• Recommendations would be considered by the Governance and 
Constitution Sub Committee prior to the final report being taken to 
Council for decision in December 2009            

  
Having completed their resume, the Chairman thanked the Officers for their 
presentation.  He then invited questions and comments from the floor.   
 
Questions  
 
Q. Why had the voting papers been issued before the commencement of 

the consultation period (1 September) and before information was 
available for people to read?     

A. Due to logistical demands (printing, posting etc) it was considered 
preferable for some households to receive their packs prior to 1 
September rather than after the process had commenced.  The need to 
respond to the Boundary Committee during its public consultation 
period had also driven the timeline for the exercise             

 
Q. What form would the next phase of the consultation take?  
A. The second phase of the consultation would not be as extensive as the 

first but details of the draft recommendations would be made available 
via different media formats, including the Council’s website  

 
Q When would questionnaires be issued to stakeholder organisations? 
A.  A number of packs had already been despatched and it was 

anticipated that the reminder would be sent out by the end of the week.  
 
Q.  The questionnaires received by some stakeholder organisations had 

not made it clear to who it was addressed so it was difficult to know 
who should be responding on the organisation’s behalf.    

A.  Officers had been made aware of this matter and steps had been taken 
to ensure that the remaining letters clearly stated to whom the 
questionnaire was being sent.        
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Q. Although the public meetings had been arranged at the beginning of 
the consultation period, in view of the turnout, it could be argued that 
awareness of the meetings amongst residents was low.  The timing 
was also questionable as many individuals would not yet have received 
their voting packs.  Were there any plans to hold more meetings during 
September to enable people to ask questions? 

A. No plans at present but if there was sufficient demand, it would be 
considered.  

 
Q. What weight would be given to representations if respondents did not 

provide the evidence required?  Would their opinions be disregarded 
by the Committee and would this requirement affect the weight given to 
the petition?      

A.  Responses would have more credence if accompanied with a few lines 
of explanation.  The number of signatories on the petition alone meant 
that it would carry significant weight but that decision would be for the 
Committee as the report prepared by the Officers would contain only 
details of the representations and evidence received.   

 
Q. Will the results of the vote be announced and would it be possible to 

break it down into wards?  
A. The information would be made publically available but as the voting 

paper did not identify the voter’s ward, the latter would not be possible.       
  

Q.  Did respondents have to complete both parts of the voting paper or 
was it possible to fill in just one part? 

A. As this was not a ballot, respondents’ views would not be invalidated if 
both parts were not completed but it would reduce the amount of 
evidence upon which a reasoned conclusion could be drawn.             
                   

Comments  
 
The four parish option on the voting paper had not been proposed by the ‘One 
Voice for Crewe’ campaign and questions were raised as to the origin of the 
proposal.  In response, it was confirmed that the proposal had been raised 
and discussed at a meeting of the Governance and Constitution Sub 
Committee, and had been supported as a valid alternative for inclusion on the 
voting paper.                
 
A view was expressed by some individuals that the wishes of the electorate 
seeking a single Town Council for the urban area of Crewe had been 
disregarded.  No justification or evidence has been supplied with the papers 
to provide a rationale for the four parish proposal and because of this the 
subsequent wording of the voting paper was ambiguous and unclear.  This, in 
the opinion of the member of the public concerned, had lead to confusion in 
answering the questions when, in his view, there should have been a straight 
yes or no answer required to the question “Do you want a Town Council for 
Crewe?”   
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There was concern about the timing of the voting paper despatch as it had 
occurred prior to the start of the consultation period and before any 
information had been released.  Because the terms ‘Town’ and ‘Parish’ had 
been used in both sections of the form it had generated a great deal of 
confusion.  A request was made for a press release to be issued to clarify the 
wording on the ballot paper in light of the comments made.         
 
As the Community Governance Review was being conducted in accordance 
with new legislation, it was inevitable that the Council would be scrutinised 
over its handling of the matter.  As there was no longer only one proposal 
under consideration a view could be taken that the process had become 
politically biased.  The exercise needed to be carried out in a spirit of mutual 
respect and co-operation and if not handled correctly, could cause animosity 
between the Town Council(s) and Cheshire East for years to come.   
 
A representative from a stakeholder organisation referred to the fact that 
many of the organisations which were being consulted did not meet on a 
regular basis and may not have received notification about the public 
meetings.  It was possible that this, rather than a lack of interest, which could 
be attributed to the low turn.              
 
The accompanying leaflet provided a list of precepts levied by Town Councils 
but was considered by many of those present to be flawed as the locations 
selected were not local to Crewe.  It was stated that only examples from 
Crewe and Nantwich parishes should have been used.   
 
An argument was put forward that, if the four parish model was adopted, the 
cost to the public would be four times greater but with reduced efficiencies.  
This view was not supported by others, as; potentially each parish could 
decide to levy no precept.  However it was accepted that there would be four 
times the associated costs e.g. clerks, premises etc.        
 
The four parish option suggested that the boundaries would match the 
existing ward areas but, following the conclusion of the Boundary Committee 
review, it was possible that this might change.  Given the level of uncertainty, 
the validity of the proposal was questioned.  If, however there was to be one 
Town Council for Crewe, it was not considered unreasonable to have four 
wards of Crewe North, Crewe South, Crewe East and Crewe West to reflect 
current arrangements.    
 
The statement that the timeline had been affected by the Boundary 
Committee was challenged from the floor and the Council was criticised for 
not anticipating the time required to complete the exercise given that the 
petition had been received whilst the authority was still in shadow form.    
 
4. Summing Up  
 
The Chairman thanked everyone for their attendance and their contribution to 
the meeting, stating that the record of the meeting would be made available in 
due course to all those who had left contact details with the Clerk.          
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 CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL  
 

Record of a public meeting for Crewe Community Governance Review held 
in the Council Chamber, Municipal Buildings, Earle Street, Crewe 

on 1st September 2009 at 7.00pm 
 

 
Chairman:     Councillor Andrew Kolker  
Legal Adviser:   Mr Chris Chapman, Borough Solicitor 
Presenters:     Mr Mike Flynn, Review Team Officer  

Mrs Lindsey Parton, Elections and 
Registration Manager      

Clerk to the Meeting:  Ms Diane Moulson, Democratic Services 
Officer   

 
 
List of Those Present:   
 
Councillor Margaret Simon  The Worshipful the Mayor, Cheshire East 

Council  
 
Councillor Terry Beard   Crewe Charter Trustee 
Councillor Derek Bebbington  Cheshire East Council  
Councillor David Cannon   Cheshire East Council   
Councillor Roy Cartlidge   Rep. Crewe West Community Group  
Councillor Steve Conquest  Cheshire East Council  
Councillor Dorothy Flude   Ward Councillor, Crewe South  
Councillor John Jones   Cheshire East Council  
Councillor Robert Parker   Cheshire East Council 
Councillor Ray Westwood   Cheshire East Council  
 
Mr P Kent     A Voice for Crewe Campaign   
 
Mrs H Armonies   Resident    
Mrs S Crum   Resident  
Mr B Hughes   Resident 
Mrs M Grant   Resident  
Mr A Wood   Resident                  
 
1. Introduction  
 
The Chairman began by welcoming those present to the meeting and 
introducing the Officers in attendance.  He briefly outlined the programme for 
the evening before inviting the Borough Solicitor, Mr Chapman to address the 
meeting.   
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2. Background  
 
On 30 March 2009, Cheshire East Council had received a petition signed by 
over 3500 of the electorate of the urban area of Crewe asking that a Town 
Council be set up, an action which had triggered the Community Governance 
Review.   
 
Mr Chapman explained that previously, petitions of this type would have been 
determined by the Secretary of State in conjunction with the Electoral 
Commission but in accordance with new legislation, namely Section 87 of the 
Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007, responsibility 
for determining such petitions now fell to principal authorities; in this instance 
Cheshire East Borough Council.         
 
The Community Governance Review, which would be the first of its kind 
conducted under the new legislation, would, due to the timing of the 
submission, be carried out in tandem with the Boundary Committee’s review 
of ward boundaries within Cheshire East.  Discussions had been on-going 
with the Boundary Committee to inform the work of both parties but the 
timeline within which the Community Governance Review had to be 
completed had been influenced by the deadlines set by the Boundary 
Committee, leaving little room for slippage.     
 
3. Presentation  
 
The Chairman then invited the Elections and Registration Manager and 
Review Team Officer to explain the procedure in more detail.         
  
As the submission had been received on 30 March 2009, the review had to be 
concluded within a twelve month period i.e. 30 March 2010.  However, as the 
outcome would have an impact on the work of the Boundary Committee, it 
would, in reality need to be completed by January 2010 for the findings to be 
submitted to the Boundary Committee during its public consultation period 
(February 2010).        
 
A copy of the presentation had been made available to the public and it was 
to this that Mrs Parton & Mr Flynn spoke; expanding on a number of points as 
follows –  
 

• The two public meetings being held today were intended to ‘kick start’ 
the process and provide an opportunity to answer any questions arising 
from the public following issue of the voting packs   

• Information packs were to be sent to a range of stakeholders; to contain 
a slightly revised information leaflet form than that provided to electors 
and a questionnaire, in place of a voting form   
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• Whilst a number of alternatives had been put forward for governance 
arrangements in Crewe, the option selected would be a democratically 
elected voice for the town and would, therefore need to met the criteria 
set down by legislation i.e. the body would be expected to   
- promote community cohesion  
- be of adequate size for its purpose  
- possess a sense of place and identity 
- have the capability/capacity to deliver services 

• Consultees were encouraged, where appropriate to provide evidence for 
their views to add weight to and strengthen the arguments put forward 

• Responses received from the exercise would be submitted to the 
Governance and Constitution Sub Committee in October; the views 
expressed to form the initial recommendations submitted to Council in 
October.  The public would be invited to comment on the decision 
emanating from the meeting as part of the second stage consultation 
process to be held in October/November 2009  

• At this point in the process, consideration would be given to      
- whether a single or multiple Parish Councils should be 

constituted  
- what the electoral arrangements should be and the number of 

Councillors to be elected   
- how the mayoralty would operate    

• Recommendations would be considered by the Governance and 
Constitution Sub Committee prior to the final report being taken to 
Council for decision in December 2009           

  
Having completed their resume, the Chairman thanked the Officers for their 
presentation.  He then invited questions and comments from the floor.   
 
Questions  
 
Q.   It was an affront that eighty one Councillors could take a view on what 

the residents of Crewe and, in particular those who signed the petition, 
wanted for the Town which was not to split it into four.   

A.  The petition reflected the opinion of 10% of the electorate for the area 
which was why, in accordance with the legislation, all those affected by 
the proposal were now being asked for their views.   

 
Q. The amount of advertising for the public meetings had been poor; 

people did not understand the voting paper and there was a lack of 
awareness that there would be a second opportunity to comment on 
the proposals.  

A. The event had been advertised as widely as possible in the time 
allowed.  Although the second consultation phase would not be as 
comprehensive as the first, draft proposals would be provided to all 
those attending the public meetings who had left contact details and 
would be circulated via the Council’s website, notice boards and Ward 
Councillors.   
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Q. Would there be any record as to who had voted for which option?  
A.  Not individually but the responses received would be recorded to 

provide an audit trail showing the representations/evidence Council 
had taken into consideration in reaching its final decision.              

 
Q.  The accompanying leaflet provided a list of precepts levied by Town 

Councils.  This meant that the process was flawed as the examples 
selected were not local to Crewe.   

A.  The examples selected were intended to be for comparison purposes 
only as a means of illustrating the wide variety of precepts which could 
be levied.    

 
Q. Irrespective of whether the final outcome was for one or four Parish 

Councils, would there be any difference in the responsibilities they 
would have? As the Council Tax was payable directly to Cheshire East 
Council, would any of that be transferred to the Parish Council(s) if 
it/they took over responsibility for some services?  

A. Parish Councils could exercise some powers but the level to which this 
was done was a matter of local choice.  If the Parish Council(s) 
decided it/they wished to provide services over and above those 
provided by the Borough Council, then the cost would be raised via the 
levying of a precept.   

 
Q. What would happen if the Parish Council(s) wanted to take over a 

Borough function such as maintenance of pavements?   
A. The Borough Council would need to give its consent and would have to 

enter into an agreement with the Parish Council(s) to carry out the 
works on its behalf.   

 
Q.  There was a lot of ambiguity associated with the voting paper which 

could be proved by the low turn out at the meeting and there was 
concern that this could be perceived as a lack of interest in the 
formation of a Town Council. 

A.  Cheshire East would be cognisant of all the views expressed and a low 
response would not necessarily be considered to be a lack of public 
interest.   

 
Q. What weight would be given to representations if respondents did not 

provide the evidence required? Would their opinions be disregarded by 
the Committee and would this affect the weight given to the petition?      

A.  Responses would have more credence if accompanied with a few lines 
of explanation.  The number of signatories on the petition alone meant 
that it would carry significant weight but that decision would be for the 
Committee as the report prepared by the Officers would contain only 
details of the representations and evidence received.   
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Q. If the proposal for one Town Council was supported, would there then 
need to be a decision made as to whether the Councillors elected 
would represent the whole area or a single ward?  

A.  That decision would be taken by Cheshire East Council.  However the 
decision would take into account the size of the area and the number of 
Councillors required to adequately represent the electorate; the public 
being able to comment on the proposals as part of stage two of the 
process.        

 
Q. Did respondents have to complete both parts of the voting paper or 

was it possible to fill in just one part? 
A. As this was not a ballot, respondents’ views would not be invalidated if 

both parts were not completed but it would reduce the amount of 
evidence upon which a reasoned conclusion could be drawn.                      
         

Comments  
 
On the assumption that a Town Council for Crewe was set up, it needed to 
have a good relationship with Cheshire East Council.  Therefore, the exercise 
had to be carried out in a spirit of mutual respect and co-operation to ensure 
that a culture of mistrust was not created.  The phrase ‘natural community’ 
had been referred to in the presentation.  There was no doubt in the speaker’s 
mind that in this instance, the natural community which should form the Parish 
Council was the town of Crewe and this was in danger of becoming irrelevant 
to Cheshire East Council.   
 
As the four parishes option had not been proposed by the ‘One Voice for 
Crewe’ campaign, questions continued to be raised by those present as to the 
origin of the proposal.  In response, it was confirmed that the proposal had 
been put forward at a meeting of the Governance and Constitution Sub 
Committee.  It had been supported as a valid alternative for inclusion on the 
voting paper as it reflected the four existing wards of Crewe South, Crewe 
North, Crewe East and Crewe West.                     
 
Notwithstanding the comments made at the meeting, some of those present 
considered that clarification had still not been provided to their satisfaction, 
regarding the rationale for the four parish option.  The more arguments put 
forward in favour of this option, the more the situation became factious.  It was 
the opinion of some that there should have just been a straight yes or no 
answer required to the question “Do you want a Town Council for Crewe?” as 
the introduction of this unsupported option had confused the issue.  It should 
not have been included given that it seemed to be the opinion of one 
individual.        
 
A resident, who was also an ex- Crewe and Nantwich Borough Councillor, 
spoke of her experiences during her time on the Council in developing 
community cohesion, the overarching aim of the review.  In her opinion, 
because the Town had areas which were both affluent and disadvantaged, 
people worked together for their mutual benefit and this would be under threat 
if the Town was split into four.     
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4. Summing Up  
 
The Chairman thanked everyone for their attendance and their contribution to 
the meeting, stating that the record of the meeting would be made available in 
due course to all those who had left contact details with the Clerk.           
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Minutes of an extraordinary meeting of the Charter Trustees 
for Crewe 

24th September 2009 
 
Present: The Mayor, Councillor D Flude 
Councillors T Beard, R Cartlidge, S Conquest, E Howell, M Martin, J Jones, M 
Martin and C Thorley 
 
Officers Present: 
Bill Howie, Democratic Services, Cheshire East Borough Council 
 
17. Apologies 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors D Bebbington, D 
Cannon and.J Weatherill 
 
18. Declaration of Interest 
 
All Charter Trustees present declared a personal interest in the agenda item 
as Members of Cheshire East Borough Council. 
  
19. Public Speaking 
 
The Mayor, invited the members of the public present to make any comments.  
Honorary Alderman made a short statement regarding the role of the Charter 
Trustees and the need to secure a permanent body to reflect the views of the 
people of Crewe 
 
20. Community Governance Review for the un-parished areas of Crewe 
The Charter Trustees were informed that the in response to a number of 
queries regarding the powers and duties of the Charter Trustees regarding 
their involvement in the consultation being carried out by Cheshire East 
Borough Council, legal advice had been sought. 
 
The advice given to the Charter Trustees indicated that there no legal reason 
that prevented the Charter Trustees from responding to the consultation. 
 
Councillor Jones made a statement to the meeting that, in his opinion, the 
meeting of the Charter Trustees was not legal on the grounds that the Charter 
Trustees were acting in a political situation which he considered to be contrary 
to the Charter Trustee Regulations 2009 (SI 467/2009).  Councillor Jones 
stated that, in his opinion, the legal advice provided to the Charter Trustees 
was incorrect.  Having made this statement declined to participate further in 
the meeting and left the room (time 6:12pm). 
 
It was noted that Charter Trustees who were unable to attend the meeting had 
been invited to submit any views or comments, in writing, to the meeting.  
Councillor Cannon had submitted comments in the form of an e-mail 
circulated to the Charter Trustees.  Councillor Jones, prior to his departure 
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from the meeting had submitted a letter (unsigned) from Councillor 
Bebbington.  The contents of the email and letter were read to the meeting. 
 
Councillor Cannon – in summary Councillor Cannon felt unable to support the 
Four Parish option; if the Charter Trustees felt unable to support this option it 
should be actively opposed.  He raised issues concerning the sustainability of 
the Charter Trustees to operate effectively in the long term.  In his view a 
single town council would be able to draw potential members from a larger 
poll than the 12 Charter Trustees and would be able to devote more time to 
civic activities.  Councillor Cannon supported the option of a single town 
council for Crewe. 
 
Councillor Bebbington – it was his view that it was neither appropriate nor 
legal for the Charter Trustees to meet to consider this matter.  The meeting, if 
it went ahead should be chaired by an officer who did not represent either a 
political party or any group actively campaigning in this matter.  The view was 
also expressed that the meeting had been called to gain political support and 
influence public opinion.  The final comments related to Councillor Cannon’s 
views and the validity of any collective view expressed on behalf of the 
Charter Trustees without the full support of all Charter Trustees. 
 
After hearing these comments the Mayor invited each of the Charter Trustees 
present to make a short statement on their individual views on the 
consultation. 
 
Councillor Howell – stated that she had not made any public statement on this 
matter prior to the submission of the petition.  However, it was her view that 
the Four Parish option was not viable.  In principle, the idea of a single was a 
good idea but in the current economic climate the addition of an additional 
precept on the Council Tax would be an unnecessary burden on the people of 
Crewe.  She also stated that it seemed unlikely that Cheshire East Borough 
Council would devolve any of its powers or functions to a town council thus 
reducing its role to that of a ‘talking shop.  Councillor Howell was not in favour 
of either a single town council or four parish councils. 
 
Councillor Cartlidge – stated that the notion of more than one town council 
would be potentially damaging to community cohesion.  One town council, 
although adding to the Council Tax burden could lead to improved service 
delivery that addressed local priorities such as dealing with footway repairs 
and maintenance.  Councillor Cartlidge was in favour of one town council. 
 
Councillor Beard – stated that the petition related to a single town council and 
that there was no evidence of support for the four parish option.  At the outset 
this issue had not been political but had been turned into one.  With regard to 
the cost a precept would be levied by the Charter Trustees to meet the cost of 
their activities and the cost to the majority of the households would not be as 
high as had been asserted by others.  Councillor Beard expressed support for 
one town council as providing a voice for Crewe within Cheshire East; 
particularly as Crewe provided the economic heart of Cheshire East. 
 

Page 72



 - 3 - 

Councillor Conquest – stated that the Charter Trustees had, at the very least, 
a moral obligation to put their views forward.  A single town council 
represented an opportunity to have a single, democratically elected body to 
represent the people of Crewe.  A single town council also provided a chance 
to provide the unity of purpose to help drive Crewe forward.  The Four Parish 
option was a purely political move to dissipate power and marginalise the 
people of Crewe.  Councillor Conquest supported a single town council. 
 
Councillor Martin – stated that a single town council represented an 
opportunity for the people of Crewe to have a voice within Cheshire East.  Her 
support was behind whatever the people of Crewe voted for in the 
consultation exercise. 
 
Councillor Thorley – Stated that he would, as ever, support whatever the 
people of Crewe wanted. 
 
The Mayor, noted that no motion had been put to the meeting.  In addition 
although it would be possible for the Charter Trustees present would be able 
to take a view it could be characterised as a political vote representing the 
views of only the Labour Group and would not be representative of the 
Charter Trustees as a whole. 
In view of this the Mayor moved that 
 

Because of the lack of consensus among the Chartered Trustees as a 
body, each individual Charter Trustee make their own, separate views 
known to Cheshire East Borough Council in response to the 
Community Governance Review consultation. . 
 

The motion was seconded by Councillor Beard.  The motion being put to the 
vote it was  
  
Resolved unanimously: That Cheshire East be informed that because of the 
lack of consensus among the Chartered Trustees as a body, each individual 
Charter Trustee make their own, separate views known to Cheshire East 
Borough Council in response to the Community Governance Review 
consultation. 
 

* * * * * 
 
 
The meeting concluded at 7:05pm 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Governance and Constitution Committee 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of meeting: 

 
15 October 2009 

Report of: Borough Solicitor 
Title: Community Governance Review – Handforth Petition 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To consider the receipt of a petition calling for a Community Governance  

review in respect of the unparished area of Handforth.  
 
2.0 Recommendations 
 
2.1 That  
 

(1) for the purposes of Section 80 of the Local Government and Public 
Involvement in Health Act 2007 the petition be confirmed as valid or 
otherwise; 
 

(2) if the petition is confirmed as valid, confirmation of such be given to 
the petition organisers; 

 
(3) a Community Governance Review be carried out in respect of the 
whole of the Electoral Ward of Handforth, as known in 2007, to be  
completed by 20th September 2010;  

 
(4) consideration be given to recommending to Council that the 
Community Governance Review be extended to cover the whole of 
the unparished area of Wilmslow (i.e. the former Electoral Wards of 
Dean Row, Fulshaw, Handforth, Hough, Lacey Green and Morley 
and Styal); and  

 
(5) a Sub Committee of six Members be established (4 C:1 LD: 1 L: 0 I) 
to oversee the Review and to make appropriate recommendations 
to the Governance and Constitution Committee. 

3.0 Background 

 
3.1 On 21st September 2009 the Council received a petition which called 

for a Community Governance Review and identified the following 
recommendations arising from a Review: 
 
1. That a new parish be constituted under Section 87 of the Local 
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007. 
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2. That the new parish should have a parish council to be known as 
Handforth Community Council. 

 
3. That members of the Council will not be affiliated to any political 
party. 

 
4. That the area to which the review is to relate be defined as being 
the electoral ward of Handforth as known in 2007.  

 
5. That the Council will not precept the area, only use moneys 
granted, delegated, awarded or given for the benefit of the area.  

 
3.2 The petition also included a map outlining the area to be reviewed.   
 
3.3 Given that the area of Handforth forms part of the wider unparished 

area of Wilsmlow (comprising the former electoral wards of Dean Row, 
Fulshaw, Handforth, Hough, Lacey Green and Morley and Styal), the 
Committee may consider it expedient to extend the remit of the 
Community Governance Review to encompass the whole of the 
unparished area as specified. This would need to be made as a 
recommendation to Council.        

4.0 Validation 

 
4.1 In order for a Community Governance Review to be initiated the 

petition has to be signed by at least 10% of local government electors 
in the area (648). The petition is currently being checked and verified 
and the number of valid signatures will be reported at the meeting.   

 
4.2 The Committee is asked to note that the recommendations of the 

petition numbered (3) and (5) above are outside of the scope of any 
recommendations which can be considered by the Council as part of a 
Community Governance Review. However, this is not a valid reason to 
declare the petition as invalid. 

 
4.3  Accordingly, if the petition is deemed to contain the requisite number of 

signatures, and given that recommendations numbered (1), (2) and (4) 
could be considered as part of the Review, the Council would be 
required to carry out a Community Governance Review. 

 
5.0 Procedure 
 
5.1 Since February 2008, the power to take decisions about matters such 

as the creation of parishes and their electoral arrangements has been 
devolved from the Secretary of State and the Electoral Commission to 
principal Councils such as Cheshire East. Cheshire East Council can, 
therefore, decide whether to give effect to the recommendations made 
arising from the Community Governance Review, provided it takes the 
views of local people into account. 
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5.2 The Review must be completed within 12 months of receiving the 

petition (i.e. 20th September 2010).  Any electoral arrangements 
required to give effect to the Review recommendations would be by 
means of elections in 2011. 

 
5.3 A rigorous consultation process is central to the Review and must 

include the local government electors for the area under review and 
any other person or body which appears to the Council to have an 
interest in the review. The Government guidance recommends the 
inclusion of local businesses, local public and voluntary organisations, 
schools, health bodies, residents and community groups in the 
consultation process. 
 

5.4 The views of the Electoral Commission on any proposed electoral 
arrangements must also be sought. 
 

5.5 Any views received as part of the consultation process must be taken 
into account. 

6.0 Criteria when undertaking a Review 

 
6.1 Cheshire East Council is required to ensure that community 

governance within the area under review will be  

− Reflective of the identities and interests of the community in that 
area 

− Effective and convenient 
 
6.2 Key considerations in meeting the criteria include:- 

− The impact of community governance arrangements on community 
cohesion 

− The size, population and boundaries of a local community or parish 

− Parishes should reflect distinctive and recognisable communities of 
interest with their own sense of identity 

− The degree to which the proposals offer a sense of place and 
identity for all residents 

− The ability of the proposed authority’s ability to deliver quality 
services economically and efficiently providing users with a 
democratic voice 

− The degree to which a parish council would be viable in terms of a 
unit of local government providing at least some local services that 
are convenient, easy to reach and accessible to local people. 

7.0   Recommendations and Decisions on the Review Outcome 

 
7.1 Cheshire East Council must make recommendations with respect to 

the following: 
 

a) Whether a new parish or parishes should be constituted. 
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b) Whether existing parishes should or should not be abolished or 
whether the area of existing parishes should be altered. 

c) What the electoral arrangements for new or existing parishes which 
are to have parish councils should be. 

 
7.2 These recommendations must have regard to: 

− The need to ensure that community governance reflects the 
identities and interests of the community in the area and is effective 
and convenient 

− Any other arrangements that have already been made for the 
purposes of community representation or engagement 

− Any representation received and should be supported by evidence 
which demonstrates that the community governance arrangements 
would meet the criteria. 

 
7.3 The Review may make a recommendation which is different from that 

which the petitioners sought. The Review may, for example, conclude 
that the proposals were not in the interests of the wider local 
community, or may negatively impact on community cohesion either 
within the proposed parish or in the wider community. 

8.0       Electoral Arrangements 

 
8.1 The Review must give consideration to the electoral arrangements that 

should apply in the event that a parish council is established.  In 
particular the following must be considered: 

 
a) The ordinary year of election – if a parish council was established 
the first year of election would be 2011. 

b) Council size – the number of councillors. 
c) Parish warding – whether the parish should be divided into wards; 
the number and boundaries of such wards; number of councillors 
per ward and the names of wards. 

 
8.2 The Boundary Committee has recently embarked on a review of 

electoral arrangements for this council and their proposals should have 
regard to the proposals for warding any new parish and vice versa. 

9.0 Options 

 
The Review must consider a range of options which may differ from the 
proposals contained in the petition in the light of the representations 
which are received and the evidence collected. These options may be 
viewed as alternatives or as stages towards the establishment of a 
parish council. In considering all options, regard may be had to this 
council’s agenda for local working and community involvement, based 
on Local Area Partnerships. 
 
Some options include: 
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Area Committees – formed as part of the structure of principal 
Councils, often including local councillors.  They can be involved in a 
wide range of service provision and fulfil a number of community 
governance roles.  Their primary role is to contribute to the shaping of 
Council services and improving local service provision. 

 
Neighbourhood Management – generally aimed at service delivery 
improvement and implementation at the local level.  Often facilitated by 
a neighbourhood manager rather than advising or making decisions at 
local level. 

 
Tenant Management Organisations – usually estate-based, largely 
public/social housing focused. 

 
Area/Community Forums – often established as a mechanism to give 
communities a say on principal council matters or local issues and to 
influence decision making.  Membership usually consists of people 
living or working in a specific area. 

 
Residents’ & Tenants’ Associations – usually focused on issues 
affecting neighbourhood or estate.  They may be established with or 
without direct support from the principal council. 

 
Community Associations – democratic model for local residents and 
community organisations to work together to work together for the 
benefit of the neighbourhood.  The principal council may be 
represented on the management committee. 

 
Multiple Parish Councils – the review may decide that the 
area/population involved is too large or lacks the community cohesion 
that are key criteria.  The presence of geographic boundaries, for 
example, may limit the formation of natural communities. 

10.0 Implementation 

 
10.1 The Council must publish its recommendations and take sufficient 

steps to ensure that those who may have an interest are informed of 
the outcome of the Review.  The reasons that underpin the 
recommendations must also be published. 

 
10.2 A reorganisation order must be drafted to give effect to the 

recommendations and should include a map showing the effect in 
detail.  An accompanying document setting out the reasons for the 
decision must also be prepared.  These documents must be placed on 
deposit at the main offices of the Council and made available for public 
inspection. 

 
10.3 The Review must be completed by 20th September 2010 and the first 

elections would be in May 2011 as part of the normal cycle of parish 
council elections. 
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11.0 Legal Implications 
 
11.1 Under the terms of Part IV of the Local Government and Public Involvement In 

Health Act 2007 the Council is under a duty to carry out a Community 
Governance Review on receipt of a valid petition. 

 
12.0 Risk Assessment  
 
12.1 The Council must ensure that an effective and convenient form of community 

governance is in place and meet its legal obligations. 
 
 
For further information: 
 
Officer: Lindsey Parton  
Tel No: 01270 529879 
Email:lindsey.parton@cheshireeast.gov.uk 
 
 
Background Documents: 
Guidance on community governance reviews – Communities & Local 
Government/Electoral Commission 
Documents are available for inspection at: Westfields, Middlewich Road,  
Sandbach CW11 1HZ 
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