
 

Please contact Julie North on 01270 686460 
E-Mail: julie.north@cheshireeast.gov.uk with any apologies or requests for further 

information or to give notice of a question to be asked by a member of the public  

 

 

Extraordinary Meeting of the Council 
 

Agenda 
 

Date: Monday, 25th January, 2010 

Time: 2.00 pm 

Venue: Main Hall - Congleton Town Hall 
 
The agenda is divided into two 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. Prayers   
 
2. Apologies for Absence   
 
3. Minutes of Previous meeting  (Pages 1 - 26) 
 
4. Mayor's Announcements   
 
 To receive such announcements as may be made by the Mayor. 

 
5. Declarations of Interest   
 
 To provide an opportunity for Members to declare any personal and/or prejudicial interests in 

any item on the agenda  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Public Document Pack



6. Public Speaking Time/Open Session   
 
 In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 35 and Appendix 7 to the rules, a total period of 

15 minutes is allocated for members of the public to speak at Council meetings.   
  
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. 
  
Members of the public must provide 3 clear working days notice, in writing, if they wish to ask 
a question at the meeting. It is not a requirement to give notice of the intention to make use of 
public speaking provision. However, as a matter of courtesy, a period of 24 hours notice is 
encouraged. 
 

7. Electoral Review - Submission on Warding Arrangements  (Pages 27 - 40) 
 
            To consider and approve the attached submission, prepared by the Electoral Review Task 

Group, which sets out the Authority’s proposals for Warding Arrangements under the 
Electoral Review of the Cheshire East area and to authorise the Borough Solicitor and 
Monitoring Officer to make any necessary technical and detailed amendments to finalise the 
document, to ensure that it complies fully with the wishes of the Council and is delivered by 
the Boundary Committee’s deadline of 15 February 2010. 

 
 

8. Crewe Community Governance Review  (Pages 41 - 126) 
 
 To consider the recommendation from the meeting of the Governance and Constitution Committee 

held on 21st January 2010, to be reported at the meeting. 
 

9. Council Tax Base 2010/11  (Pages 127 - 132) 
 
            In accordance with the Local Authorities (Calculation of Tax Base) Regulations 1992, to set 

the amount to be calculated by Cheshire East Council as its Council Tax Base for the year 
2010/11 as:- 
for the whole area – 145,171.05 
for each Parish area, as set out in Appendix A to the attached report. 

 
 

10. Notification to Council by the Leader under Executive Procedure Rule 40.1   
 
11. Questions   
 
 In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 11, opportunity is provided for Members of the 

Council to ask the Chairman, the appropriate Cabinet Member or the Chairman of a 
Committee any question about a matter which the Council, the Cabinet or the Committee has 
powers, duties or responsibilities. 
 
Questions must be sent in writing to the Monitoring Officer, at least 3 clear working days 
before the meeting. (Calculated from midnight to midnight). 
 

12. Urgent items of Business   
 
 



CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Council 
held on Thursday, 17th December, 2009 at The Assembly Room - Town Hall, 

Macclesfield SK10 1DX 
 

PRESENT 
 
Councillor M Simon (Chairman) 
Councillor G Baxendale (Vice-Chairman) 
 
Councillors C Andrew, A Arnold, M Asquith, Rachel Bailey, Rhoda  Bailey, 
A Barratt, G Barton, C Beard, T Beard, D Bebbington, D Beckford, S Bentley, 
D Brickhill, S Broadhurst, D Brown, R Cartlidge, J Crockatt, H Davenport, 
M Davies, Davies, B Dykes, P Edwards, P Findlow, W Fitzgerald, R Fletcher, 
D Flude, S Furlong, H Gaddum, L Gilbert, E Gilliland, J Hammond, M Hardy, 
M Hollins, D Hough, O Hunter, T Jackson, J Jones, S Jones, F Keegan, 
A Knowles, W Livesley, J Macrae, A Martin, M Martin, P Mason, S McGrory, 
R Menlove, G Merry, A Moran, B Moran, H Murray, J Narraway, D Neilson, 
R Parker, M Parsons, A Ranfield, L Smetham, D Stockton, D Thompson, 
C Thorley, A Thwaite, C Tomlinson, D Topping, R Walker, G M Walton, 
J  Weatherill, R West, R Westwood, P Whiteley, S Wilkinson and J  Wray 

 
Apologies 

 
Councillors E Alcock, D Cannon, S Conquest, R Domleo, J Goddard, B Howell 
and B Silvester 

 
PART 1 
 

146 PRAYERS  
 
The Reverend Charles Razzall said prayers, at the request of the Mayor. 
 
(The Mayor reported that she had been advised that the item relating to the 
Leader’s report should be taken in Part 2 of the agenda and that, subject to 
the agreement of Council, and in accordance with Procedure Rule No. 5, 
she intended to vary the order of business to take it after the item relating 
to urgent items of business.  Council so agreed. ) 
  

 
 

147 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 15 OCTOBER 2009  
 
RESOLVED 
 
That the minutes be approved as a correct record, subject to an amendment to 
minute 132 – Declarations of Interest, to add Councillor Fletcher to the list of 
Members who had declared personal interests by virtue of membership of the 
Cheshire Fire Authority. 
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148 MAYOR'S ANNOUNCEMENTS  

 
The Mayor:- 

  

1. Referred to the recent sad death of the former Macclesfield Borough 
Councillor, Tom Scanlon, who was Mayor of the Borough from 1998-1999. 
Mr. Scanlon had worked as an employee of Wilmslow Urban District 
Council and completed 21 years’ service as a Macclesfield Borough 
Councillor. He was also honoured with the title of Honorary Alderman, in 
March 2009, in recognition of eminent services rendered to Macclesfield 
Borough Council. He would be greatly missed. 

  

2. Announced the sad death of former Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council 
Councillor Malcolm Rowley, who would also be greatly missed. 

3. Announced that an annual Ofsted inspection had rated Children’s 
Services in Cheshire East as level 3 or ‘Performs Well’. This meant the 
overall effectiveness of inspected services were good or better.  
Childcare, nursery education and primary schools were better than similar 
areas and that found nationally. Inspectors also found that there was 
adequate provision from the Council’s secondary schools, but this could 
be improved, compared with others nationally. All the Council’s special 
schools were good and their performance was above that found in similar 
areas and that seen nationally.   

  
4. Announced that, in their daily fight against crime and anti-social 

behaviour, Community Wardens had been given new powers to obtain 
names and addresses of offenders and to deal with issues arising from 
drinking in public places. The powers followed their achievement of the 
Community Safety Accredited Persons Certificate NCFE Level 2. To 
obtain these qualifications a high level of commitment and dedication was 
required. The Mayor congratulated all Community Wardens in the 
Authority. 

  
5. Announced that she was delighted to report that the Council had received 

a very positive first Comprehensive Area Assessment report after only 
eight months as a Council. The Comprehensive Area Assessment was 
carried out by six Inspectorates and outlined how effectively Cheshire 
East Council, Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service, Cheshire Police and the 
Primary Care Trust were catering for local people and the likelihood of 
improvements in the future. 

  
The Council had been praised for its work so far and assessed as good 
and indeed better than many other parts of England, in most services.  
While there was much work to do, this was a remarkable achievement in 
such a short space of time. 
  

6. Announced that she and her Consort had undertaken a wide and varied 
selection of official engagements since the last Council meeting and had 
particularly enjoyed the Christmas festivities at the schools. 
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149 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

 
Councillor A Arnold declared a personal interest in the item relating to Police 
Authority Representatives on the Sustainable Communities Scrutiny Committee, 
by virtue of being a member of the Police Authority. 
 

150 PUBLIC SPEAKING TIME/OPEN SESSION  
 

1. Mr I Knowlson used public speaking time to make a statement, on behalf 
of the residents and traders of the former Congleton Borough, in respect 
of the introduction of car parking control and parking charges in that area. 
He considered that proper consultation had not taken place in respect of 
the scheme and that insufficient consideration had been given to 
objections to the scheme in respect of:  the effect on the local economy;  
the environment for residents; locations where people chose to park,; 
health and safety impact on children playing; and additional costs to 
businesses in the town centre. 

  
Mr Knowlson requested that the Council work with local residents and 
traders, in order to get a fairer car parking charging scheme across the 
Borough.  

  
2. Mr K Edwards used public speaking time to request that the Council 

consider whether it could put in place a structure to consider local 
highway issues in local towns. Mr Edwards stated that he was a member 
of the Macclesfield Local Area Partnership and had seen a genuine 
commitment amongst partners to come together to work towards 
improving the area of the Local Area Partnership, in this regard. However 
the Local Area Partnership did not deal with all aspects of local working 
that Town and Parish Councils were concerned with and highways issues 
had been overlooked. 

  

   
 

151 NOTICE OF MOTION  
 
Consideration was given to the following Notice of Motion moved by Councillor A 
Moran and seconded by Cllr Flude:- 
  
This Council calls upon the Executive to recognise the need to improve the 
conduct of decision-making and consultation   in relation to all matters relating to 
the Council’s responsibilities as a Highways Authority and its responsibilities 
through its Transport Policies. 

In particular, the Council calls upon the Executive Members with responsibility for 
Strategic Planning and the Environment to recommend the establishment of 
bodies, which would effectively carry out the public functions which 
were previously the responsibility of the three Joint Highways Committees and 
the Public Transport Liaison Committees, within the area now governed by 
Cheshire East. 

These responsibilities should include the public consideration of decisions in 
relation to parking, Traffic Regulation Orders, Speed limits and engineering 
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improvements and all other matters where effective transparent consultation and 
decision making is required. 

The Council asks for Committees of local Councillors to be established in each of 
the previous areas covered by Macclesfield, Congleton and Crewe and Nantwich 
Borough Councils  and provision to be made for the involvement of the police and 
where relevant town and Parish Councils. The Committees to be empowered to 
receive and consider representations by the public where these are appropriate. 
  
The motion  stood referred to Cabinet. 
  
  

152 SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES APPROVALS  
 
Consideration was given to a report requesting approval of Supplementary 
Capital Estimate and virement requests of over £1.0m, or which required funding 
from later years, or which needed to be funded from reserves, as detailed in 
Section 11 and  Appendix 1 of the report submitted. 
  
RESOLVED 
  
1. That the following Supplementary Capital Estimates (SCE) and Virement 

requests of over £1.0m, or  which  required funding from later years, or which 
are funded from reserves, as detailed in Section 11 and  Appendix 1 of the 
report be approved:- 
  

a. Christ the King Catholic & C of E Primary School £3,039,000  
b. Stapeley Broad Lane Primary School £906,000  
c. Offley Primary School  £845,000 
d. Energy Efficiency – Invest to Save £75,000  

  
2. That, subject to grant approval, an SCE of £2.2m, to be fully funded by 

Connected for Health grant, for the Common Assessment Framework 
Demonstrator Bid, as detailed in Section 11 of the report submitted, be 
approved.    

  
3. That the use of General Reserves to fund the following items, as detailed 

in Section 11 of the report be approved :- 
   

a. £75,000 in 2009-10 for energy efficiency measures to reduce 
Carbon Emissions.   

  
b. Round 2 Voluntary Redundancy costs of up to £5m, together with 

the additional future payment of actuarial costs. 
  

4. That the use of General Reserves to create the following new earmarked 
reserves as detailed in Section 11 of the report, be approved :-  

  
a. Invest-to-Save Projects (£2m)    

  
b. Enabling Local Working  (£625,000) 
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153 REFERRAL TO COUNCIL OF RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE 

GOVERNANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  
 
Consideration was given to the recommendations to Council from the 
Governance and Constitution Committee in respect of the following matters: 
  
(a) Police Authority Representation on the Sustainable Communities  
Scrutiny Committee 
  
The Governance and Constitution Committee, at its meeting on 19 November 
2009 had considered proposals for Police Authority representation on the 
Sustainable Communities Scrutiny Committee. 
  
The Council had designated the Sustainable Communities Scrutiny Committee as 
the Committee to discharge the Council’s responsibilities for crime and disorder 
functions, in accordance with Section 19 of the Police and Justice Act 2006. The 
Home Office had issued guidance in connection with Sections 19 and 20 of the 
Act which stated that ‘Local Authorities should, in all cases, presume that the 
Police Authority should play an active part at committee when community safety 
matters were being discussed and particularly when the Police were to be 
present’. 
  
The guidance contained three options for ensuring Police Authority involvement 
in community safety matters. The Governance and Constitution Committee had 
considered the merits of each in relation to the circumstances of Cheshire East 
Council and its representation on the Police Authority. Option 2, which involved 
issuing the Police Authority with a standing invitation to attend the Sustainable 
Communities Scrutiny Committee as an ‘expert adviser’, appeared to give the 
Police Authority flexibility to send different representatives to individual meetings 
of the Scrutiny Committee, depending on the subject matter before the 
Committee. 
  
The guidance also recommended developing a protocol between partners. 
  
RESOLVED 
  

1. That Cheshire Police Authority be informed that the Council supports the 
appointment of a Police Authority representative to the Sustainable 
Communities Scrutiny Committee, in accordance with option 2 as 
contained in the Home Office Guidance on Sections 19 and 20 of the 
Police and Justice Act 2006. 

  
2. That the Borough Solicitor be authorised to make such changes to the 

Council’s Constitution as he considers necessary to give effect to the 
wishes of Council to recognise that Cheshire Police Authority receives a 
standing invitation to attend meetings of the Sustainable Communities 
Scrutiny Committee, in order for the Police Authority representative to act 
as an ‘expert adviser’ in respect of Community Safety matters. 

  
3. That the Sustainable Communities Scrutiny Committee be requested   to 

develop a Protocol which sets out the mutual expectations of Scrutiny 
Members and partners in connection with the involvement of the 
Committee in the Community Safety Scrutiny Process. 
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(b) Cabinet Support Members 

  
The Governance and Constitution  Committee, at its meeting on 19 
November 2009, considered proposed changes to the arrangements for 
Cabinet Support Members in relation to Scrutiny committees. 
  
All four Cabinet Support Members had been appointed as members of 
overview and scrutiny committees. 
  
It was felt, for reasons set out in the report, that there was potential for 
conflict between the role of the four Cabinet Support Members and their 
membership of overview and scrutiny committees, due to the executive 
nature of their role, albeit without direct responsibility for executive 
decision-making. 
  
RESOLVED 

  
1. That Cabinet Support Members should not be permitted to be members of 

Overview and Scrutiny Committees  and accordingly, the following 
Members should not take their place(s) on Overview and Scrutiny 
Committees: 

  
Children and Families - Councillors Rhoda Bailey, Olivia Hunter, 

Lesley Smetham 
Health and Adult Social 
Care 

- Councillor Olivia Hunter 

Environment and 
Prosperity 

- Councillors Rod Menlove, Lesley Smetham 

  
2. That nominations be sought from the Conservative Group to fill the 

vacancies on each of the above Overview and Scrutiny committees;. 
  

3. That the Borough Solicitor be authorised to make such changes to the 
Constitution as he considers necessary to give effect to the wishes of 
Council. 

  
(c) Questions at Council 

  
At its Chairman’s request, the Governance and Constitution Committee, at 
its meeting on 19  November 2009 had reviewed the current 
arrangements with regard to questions by Members at Council meetings. 
  
The current Rules provided for Members to ask questions at Council of 
the Mayor, the appropriate Cabinet Member, or the Chairman of a 
Committee, about a matter for which the Council, the Cabinet or the 
Committee had powers, duties or responsibilities (Council Procedure Rule 
11.1). Questions had to be provided in writing at least three clear working 
days before the meeting (Council Procedure Rule 11.3). 
  

The Rules provided for the questioner to ask a supplementary question 
which related to the initial answer.  
  
The Governance and Constitution Committee resolved:- 
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That Council be recommended to agree that the provision giving Members 
the right to ask supplementary questions at Council meetings be removed 
from the Constitution. 
  
The above recommendation was moved and seconded. 
  
An amendment to the motion to refer this matter back to the Governance 
and Constitution Committee, so that an agenda item could be prepared to 
give an analysis as to why this motion had come forward, with reasons, 
was then moved and seconded. 
  
(The Mayor accepted a point of order, which questioned the 
appropriateness of this motion being moved as an amendment and the 
matter was, therefore, put as a Motion without Notice under Appendix 1, 
Rule 4, Council Procedure Rule 10 of the Constitution).  

  
A request for a recorded vote was submitted and duly supported, in accordance 
with the provisions of Council Procedure Rule 15.2 of the Constitution. 
  
The amendment was put to the meeting with the following results:- 
  

For Against Not voting 
A Arnold C M Andrew   
T Beard Rachel Bailey M Asquith-not present 

when vote taken 
S Broadhurst Rhoda Bailey  W Livesley-not present 

when vote taken 
R Cartlidge G Barton   
P Edwards G Baxendale   
R Fletcher C Beard   
D Flude D Bebbington   
D Hough D Beckford   
S Jones S Bentley   
M Martin D Brickhill   
S McGrory D Brown   
A Moran J Crockatt   
J Narraway H Davenport   
M Parsons M Davies   
C Thorley S Davies   

C Tomlinson B Dykes   
  P Findlow   
  R W J Fitzgerald   
   S Furlong   
   H Gaddum   
   L Gilbert   
   E Gilliland   
   J Hammond   
   C Hardy   
   M Hollins   
   O Hunter   
   T Jackson   
   J Jones   
   F Keegan   
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   A Knowles   
   J Macrae   
   A Martin   
   P Mason   
   R Menlove   
   G Merry   
   B Moran   
   H Murray   
   T Ranfield   
   M Simon   
   L Smetham   

   D Stockton   

   D Thompson   

   A Thwaite   

   D Topping   

   R Walker   

   G Walton   

   J Weatherill   

   R West   

   R Westwood   

   P Whiteley   
  S Wilkinson   
  J Wray   
  
The motion was declared not carried, with 16 votes for and 52 against. 
  
The recommendation of the Governance and Constitution Committee was then 
voted upon. 
  
RESOLVED 
  
That the provision giving Members the right to ask supplementary questions at 
Council meetings be removed from the Constitution. 
  
  

154 QUESTIONS  
 
The questions submitted, together with a summary of the responses are set out 
below:- 
  
Question 1 – Submitted by Cllr R Walker CBE 
  
How many (serving and ex-service) Service personnel who have been (seriously) 
injured in the operations in Iraq and Afghanistan are currently living in Cheshire 
East?  What is the Council and its partners doing to assist them in their recovery 
and to support them in their futures?" 
  
The Leader of the Council responded:- 
  
“Unfortunately the Council is not party to the information on the numbers of 
seriously injured Service personnel from these particular conflicts who are now 
living in Cheshire East.  The information regarding each individual is out of 
necessity kept confidentially, for personal medical and security reasons.  
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We are checking to establish if any such individuals have been referred to the 
Adults Social Care Physical Disabilities Team and if this provides some 
information it will be conveyed to Councillor Walker in writing.  We are also 
checking with colleagues in the Health service to establish if they have any 
database of such patients that might provide an indication of numbers, and again 
this will be passed on if available.  This includes those who may have been 
referred to the Cheshire and Wirral Partnership Trust that deals with those with 
mental health issues. 
  
I can assure the Councillor that Cheshire East is committed to providing the best 
services it can for all people with physical or mental disabilities, and those who 
might be recovering from injuries, sustained through active service or other 
incidents or accidents.  This includes concessionary use of leisure facilities for 
example.  We will also do all we can working with our health partners to help with 
the rehabilitation of any such personnel who are made known to us”. 
  
  
Question 2 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Council Publications 
  
Recent articles in the national press have highlighted local authorities where 
services have been cut. In one authority the first action of the new Leader was to 
close down the local Council run newspaper because, in his opinion, it was 
“publishing politics on the rates”. He stated that he wanted to pass on the savings 
for the things that really mattered to the residents, like Children’s Services. 
  
Will the Executive Member confirm that the budget for this department is £1.45m, 
with an extra £300,000 from transition costs and will the transition cost be rolled 
over into 2010/2011? 
  
What is the production cost of one edition of Cheshire East News, including staff 
time and the cost of delivery? 
  
This Council has recently published a Scrutiny Bulletin. 
How much has this publication cost to produce and distribute including staff time?  
  
The Performance and Capacity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“Yes,Yes and no. 
  
The cost per issue of printing and distribution of Cheshire East News is £32,000. 
We now have an established brand, which is all done in-house and we should 
commend the Communications team for this. 
  
The Council is at the stage of developing a Scrutiny newsletter with the Scrutiny 
team. We have drafted and produced artwork for a 1/3 folding A4 leaflet. The 
leaflet explains the role of Overview and Scrutiny and encourages them to submit 
their views about the Council and its services - both online and through the reply 
form included within the leaflet. 
  
The following quote to print 1000 copies is £163, to be distributed via CSPs, 
libraries, other council buildings”. 
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Question 3 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Child Care 
  
We understand that there is pressure on the budget for Child Care, as many 
more children than expected have been taken into care in Cheshire East. Will the 
Cabinet Member responsible call for a report on the reasons for this increase in 
the need for care, will he further produce a report on the long term budgetary 
implications of the need for increased child care and will he put in place a plan to 
meet the necessary resource requirement and report to this Council as soon as 
possible, on how those resources will be allocated? 
  
The Children and Family Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“The number of Cared for Children has risen from 316 in January 2009 to 405 in 
November 2009. 
  
When comparing with other North West LA, the number of Cared for children per 
10,000 of children under 18 is at the lowest end. The average for the region is 74 
children compared to Cheshire East at 53. 
  
The unit cost of providing care for these children is estimated at £900 per child 
per week. (Data on costs is no longer required as a Government return; therefore 
the figure is still estimated unit costs whilst more detailed work is completed in 
assessing costs.) 
  
The service is addressing issues concerning the Cared for Children population 
through the service re-design. Development of targeted services will assist in 
early interventions to prevent the need for children to be looked after. This will 
include a new assessment of need for placements and resources to 
accommodate Cared for Children. 
  
Within the budget challenge sessions, the Service has bid for growth in this area”. 
  
Question 4 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Cost of Re Branding this Council 
  
A resident of Wilmslow has contacted me with his concerns about the cost of 
rebranding all of Cheshire East buildings, leisure facilities and vehicles, as well as 
the signage for the borders of our new authority. 
  
Will the appropriate Cabinet member provide the detailed costings for this 
rebranding exercise? Will he further assure me that the appropriate number of 
quotations were received for the work and can he assure me that where possible 
the work went to local business in Cheshire East? 
  
The Performance and Capacity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“In respect of internal re-branding I can confirm that three quotations were 
received and evaluated. The Contract was subjected to a full procurement tender 
exercise under the European Procurement Directives . The contracts were 
advertised both in the European Journal and in the trade press . Applicants were 
selected following the satisfactory completion of a pre qualification questionnaire. 
From the 46 completed questionnaires 26 companies were sent an invitation to 
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tender. 17 companies submitted bids .  The contract was awarded to the 
company that offered the most economically advantageous bid.  This was not a 
Cheshire East based business. Cheshire East supports local business, however 
EU procurement Directives govern Public sector procurement and ensure that all 
procurement is fair, open and transparent. As such we cannot award business on 
the basis of location alone. We are currently developing a training programme to 
support local businesses in securing Public sector business”. 
  
  
Question 5 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Helping Local Businesses. 
  
This Council has quite rightly set out a policy for supporting local businesses in 
Cheshire East. Will the Cabinet member responsible for procurement assure me 
that, wherever possible, contracts for Council work are let to local businesses, 
that local businesses are made aware of all work available and will the Cabinet 
Member arrange to publish each year the proportion of the procurement budget 
that is spent with businesses located in Cheshire East? 
  
The Procurement, Assets and Shared Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“EU procurement Directives govern Public sector procurement and ensure that all 
procurement is fair, open and transparent. As such we cannot award business on 
the basis of location alone. We are currently developing a training programme to 
support local businesses in securing Public sector business in partnership with 
local Chambers of Commerce & Business Link. This was conveyed to over 100 
businesses at a successful business breakfast held earlier this autumn. 
  
As part of the procurement process, for each contract that is above the European 
Procurement Threshold, these procurements are advertised in the Official Journal 
of the European Union.  Procurement opportunities are also on our Council web 
site pages under the tender opportunities section of the procurement pages. 
  
Within the first half of 2010, Cheshire East Council intends to introduce an e-
tendering portal, this is currently used by the majority of West Authorities, 
sponsored by North West Improvement & Efficiency Partnership. This will detail 
all of the Council’s tendering opportunities, therefore making it easier for suppliers 
to gain information on and be included in the procurements being undertaken by 
the Council. 
  
This will allow suppliers to register to receive electronic alerts notifying them of 
opportunities in there category of work &/or geographical region. 
  
Cheshire East will gather and Publish on an annual basis the level of spend that 
the Council spend with Suppliers based in the Borough as part of the 
procurement performance indicators being developed”. 
  
Question 6 – Submitted Cllr D Flude 
  
Traffic Regulation Orders 
  
A basic responsibility of Cheshire East Council is to consult on and implement, 
where appropriate, Traffic Regulation Orders. There have been serious delays in 
the implementation of a number of such orders, due to this Authority being unable 
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to create an appropriate process. Can the Cabinet member responsible assure 
me that every effort is being made to resolve this difficulty and that he has taken 
advice from other authorities who appear to manage this process with little or no 
difficulty? 
  
The Environmental Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“I do not believe that Cllr Flude can substantiate her allegation that there have 
been serious delays in implementing Traffic Regulation orders. This Council has 
been in existence for less than nine months. By law  - Traffic regulation orders 
have to be advertised and consulted upon as well as being checked by engineers 
and lawyers taking at least three and up to six months.  
  
However Cheshire East’s  procedure for the introduction of Traffic Regulation 
Orders has  been implemented and several traffic regulation orders have been 
approved by  this process which  gives delegated authority to the Strategic 
Director.  This removes the requirement for committee approvals that were 
needed in the former authority and will greatly speed up the processing of those 
Orders”. 
  
Question 7 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Car Parking Income 
  
Councillors will be aware of the considerable public disquiet over the policy 
adopted by this administration in relation to charging for car parking. Given this 
deep public concern, the utmost transparency is required as to the use of surplus 
revenue arising from these charges. 
  
Responsible officers, the Cheshire East Cabinet Member for the Environment will 
be clearly aware of the legal obligations on Cheshire East Council to use car 
parking income for the benefit of road users. This obligation, as set out in the 
Department of Transports Operational Guidance to Local Authorities section 14.7. 
  
Will the Cabinet Member responsible bring forward, as soon as possible, two 
reports to the Council? The first detailing the revenue raised and the surplus 
revenue achieved in 2009/2010 together, how that surplus revenue will be 
allocated on expenditure designed to benefit road users in Cheshire East. Will he 
further bring forward a report, as soon as possible, on the revenue planned to be 
achieved in 2010/2011, together with the surplus revenue expected and how he 
expects that surplus revenue to be allocated to expenditure heads that will benefit 
road users in Cheshire East. 
The public are entitled to be fully informed of how the revenue from these 
charges is to be spent. 
  
The Environmental Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“Section 14.7 of the DfT Guidance for Local Authorities only refers to On-Street 
parking fine income. It does ‘constrain’ a Local Authority in the use of its Pay & 
Display or Off-Street Parking Income. However, separate Financial Accounts for 
On and Off Street Parking are maintained by the Council. 

On-Street Fine Income is expected to raise about half a million during 2009/10. 
This is entirely spent covering the half million costs of the Patrol and Notice 
Processing Staff  and maintaining the ‘lines and signs’ to ensure the public are 
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fully aware of the Regulations in force (estimated to be a further  £200,000  this 
year) 

Raising Income is not the primary purpose of this team – their role is to maintain 
traffic flow, reduce the local environmental impact of inconsiderate and illegal 
parking and ensure road safety. 

Off-Street Income was budgeted at £6.45 million and is estimated to be £5.65M 
for 2009/10 which is a recessionary impact. You will remember the recession was 
exacerbated by the incompetent Labour Government. 

The budgeted net ‘surplus’ of £3.7 M is thus reduced this year to below £3M 

Central services costs were budgeted at 1.15M giving a net surplus of £2.5M 
budgeted  The forecast for these costs is now £0.9M giving an out turn of £2M 

 The Council spends many more millions of pounds each year on the 
maintenance and improvement of its’ highway network for the benefit of our 
towns and villages, road users and pedestrians alike. 

The 2009/10 report will be produced (as usual) as part of the Closedown of 
Accounts  from April 2010. The detail of the ‘notional’ surplus revenue from all 
parking activity will be included in this. 

 The 2010/11 Budget-setting process is underway now. Again, the final budget 
report planned for Council in February 2010 will include the income and 
expenditure estimates for car parking and highways. At this time we are not 
proposing any parking income increase above the 2009/10 budget”. 

  
Question 8 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Libraries 
  
The recent LAA Performance Indicators for Cheshire East indicate that our 
Library Service has a 76% public satisfaction level well above the nation average 
of 69%. 
  
Will this Council congratulate the staff in our libraries for their excellent 
performance?  
  
The Health and Wellbeing Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“Cheshire East libraries are an outstanding success. There are18 Libraries open 
a total of 599.5 hours per week as well as 3 Mobile libraries.  The Place survey 
shows that their performance is consistently amongst the best when compared to 
other councils in the North West and the rest of England. Resident satisfaction 
levels (76%) are in the top quartile with user satisfaction rates even higer - 89% 
for children and 94% for adults.  
  
Cheshire East has continued to invest in and improve its library services. Of 
particular note this year is the investment in Self Service technology which gives 
users the option to issue and return books for themselves. This will enable staff to 
spend more time providing advice and information to customers. Macclesfield 
Library is the 1st to have this installed and Nantwich, Bollington, Sandbach and 
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Holmes Chapel will follow suit in the New Year. All being well this will be 
introduced in the remaining libraries over the following 12 months.  
  
There were more than 1.5 million books, cds, dvds, computer games borrowed in 
the first six months of Cheshire East. There are nearly 
300,000 registered members. We gained nearly 7,000 new members in the first 
six months 
  
There were nearly 104,000 individual computer sessions in the first six months, 
using  People’s Network computers. 
  
929 community activities took place in libraries in the first quarter of 2009-10. 
Many of these were lifelong learning or health and wellbeing activities. Libraries 
have formed a range of partnerships to deliver activities and services, including 
Age Concern, schools and the PCT. 
  
Libraries run Relish bibliotherapy reading groups for people with mental health 
problems in conjunction with health workers; provide Books on Prescription, 
provide access to and help with NHS Choices through a programme of staff 
training; deliver a Books on Wheels service to older people with WRVS 
volunteers; promote and host activities for Change4Life. 
  
Libraries support Bookstart and Bookcrawl, holding regular rhyme and story times 
for pre-school children and their families. They run the summer reading challenge 
for children every summer, putting on related special events. This was very 
successful this year with 38% more children taking part. It was particularly 
pleasing to note that 44% more boys took part and boys now make up 43% of 
those taking part. 
  
The Virtual Reference Library provides our members with one of the most 
comprehensive collections of information material in the UK which is available to 
members from any computer 24/7”. 
  
Question 9 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Staff Survey 
  
The recent MORI survey that has taken place looking at staff satisfaction within 
this Council has not been published. 
  
When will the survey be made available to all of this Council’s Members? 
  
 When it is made available, will that information be in its original form as received 
from MORI? 
  
The Resources Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
"A summary of the employee survey findings will be shared with all Council 
Members via the Member Bulletin scheduled to go out on 16th December. This 
balanced summary has been produced by Ipsos Mori for staff in a narrative 
format which summarises key areas of strength and key areas for improvement 
and then goes on to explain these findings further. A copy of the full reports are 
also available to Members, the contact details for which will be included in the 
article in the Member Bulletin on 16th December”.  
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Question 10 – Submitted by Cllr R Cartlidge 
  
Crewe Gateway 
  
Hansard Thursday 25th June 2009 
“Mr Khan I thank the hon. Gentleman for the interest he shows in the 
regeneration of that important part of the country. The Crewe railway gateway 
scheme was confirmed as a regional priority for investment in February. The 
Department officials are ready to discuss with Cheshire the way forward on this 
scheme once the major scheme business case has been submitted”.  
  
Can it be confirmed that contact has been made, by this Council, with the 
Department of Transport to discuss the way forward and that a major business 
case had been submitted? 
  
Is this Council aware that Network Rails report HS2 shows 
3.1 Crewe in the top 20 travel to London Stations 
3.2 Shows Crewe as having the potential to be 6th with a massive increase in 
business. 
3.11 Highlights the potential of Crewe, with a veiled warning that Warrington 
might be possible. 
4.1 Shows Crewe as one of only 7 target cities /towns. 
  
Will the residents of Crewe have the opportunity to comment on the Vision for 
Crewe Report through a public meeting or a display in our excellent public 
library? 
  
This Council will be judged by the residents of Crewe town, if this Council gets its 
view of the future for the town wrong. 
  
The Prosperity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“On Tuesday 17th November the Department for Transport (DFT) issued a press 
release stating that 10 stations including Crewe will benefit from £ 50million of 
investment.  Access to the funding is dependent on the development and 
approval of a business case for the investment. It is anticipated that any funding 
will be supplemented by commercial and third party contributions. It has been 
suggested that the Crewe Rail Gateway Business Plan should be immediately 
submitted to take advantage of the announced funding.  However, work halted on 
the project four years ago and both the business plan and the business case are 
no longer valid.  
  
However, Cheshire East Council, with support from the Northwest Development 
Agency is leading a high level master-planning/visioning process for the Crewe 
area.   The aim is to determine a clear strategy for public and private sector 
investment and to influence future regional and national policy. 

  
Discussions with NWDA have highlighted the significance of Crewe in the region, 
and the opportunity for Cheshire East Council to demonstrate leadership by 
exploring its true potential in relation to the Northwest economy.   
  
We believe the future of Crewe will have a major role to play in the continued 
growth of the Northwest as key decisions are made nationally with regards to 
investment in the rail network.  In order to build a strong evidence base for future 
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public sector investment it is essential that we stand together as stakeholders 
behind a common vision which has been built together. 
  
Key partners, including Network Rail, have participated in ‘Visioning’ workshops 
that are helping us to develop our thinking and an overall vision for the future.   
This cannot be a long drawn-out process as we have a short window of 
opportunity to influence the development of the Single Regional Strategy for the 
Northwest.  We are also building on the large amount of detailed master-planning 
work that has already taken place on the specific sites and development areas so 
we are not starting from a nil base. 
  
In parallel with the development of the long-term vision, the Council is also 
developing a short-term investment strategy which, subject to availability of public 
sector funding, will provide the case for much needed funding in the short-term.   
In the interim we are working hard to progress key schemes such as Crewe 
Green Link Road which will be vital to any future vision. 
  
We will deliver a Strategic Framework document very early in the New Year and 
the final full Vision in February or early March, which will be made public and will 
then be used to inform the Core Strategy of the Local Development Framework, 
which will provide the focus for fuller public consultation. 
  
Our visioning work will provide clear advice about the benefits of either investing 
in the station’s current location or relocating to another site. In view of their 
imminent report and in the absence of a valid business case it is premature to act 
on the DFT announcement. 
  
The final stage of the visioning work during Jan-Mar next year will develop an 
investment strategy for Crewe that will identify the key projects to deliver the 
vision.  The investment strategy needs to tie in closely with the DFT 
announcement so Cheshire East maximises potential for future funding but linked 
to a strong evidence-based strategy and vision for the medium-long term. 
  
Senior Officers met with Corovest International Ltd last week and agreed the 
following: 
  

i) The redevelopment of Crewe Town Centre remains a 
priority for the Council and Corovest. 

ii) The current development scheme is no longer viable due to 
the economic downturn. 

iii) A short, medium and long-term plan will be drawn up by 
Corovest and the Council to ensure a new scheme is brought 
forward within the parameters of our procurement legislation.   

iv) A package of short-term investment will be identified for the 
next 18 months which will address the immediate issues in the 
town centre and kick start an incremental programme of 
development.  The bus station remains a priority and options 
for investment in the short and medium term will be looked at 
early in the process. 

v) To alleviate unnecessary pressure in the town, the Council 
intends to write to Government Office for the Northwest to 
withdraw the CPO application. 

vi) A press statement will be issued before Christmas on all of the 
above”. 

Page 16



  
  
Question 11 – Submitted by Cllr T Beard 
  
Rough Sleeping Count and Service Provision 
  
After a recent Committee meeting at Macclesfield Town Hall I was somewhat 
dismayed to see a young woman seated by a heating grating. When I inquired if 
she needed help she informed me that she was homeless. I returned to the Town 
Hall reception desk to request help for the woman. 
  
The last street counts that this Authority reported on there were, on the 
27/03/2008, in Macclesfield Borough, two rough sleepers, in Crewe & Nantwich 
on the 27/03/2008, there were two rough sleepers. There were no rough sleepers 
in Congleton Borough. 
  
The legislation states that if a Local Authority has less then ten, but more than 
zero rough sleepers, a further count is not necessary, although one may be 
carried out at the Local Authority’s discretion. It is recommended that the 
occasional hotspot count take place to keep track of the situation. 
  
Does this Council intend to carry out a discretionary hot spot count? 
What service is offered to homeless young people? 
  
Recent reports have highlighted that young people who are in or have been in the 
care system are particularly vulnerable to becoming homeless. Should this 
Council have any cause for concern in relation to young people who have 
recently left the or who are in the its care?    
  
The Prosperity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“Even though we do not have to carry out a formal rough sleepers count due to 
the numbers found in 2008, we usually hold a count every other year across the 
whole of Cheshire as good practice. We have been praised by Communities and 
Local Government in the past for taking this approach especially as it is in 
conjunction with Cheshire West and Chester because it ensures consistency and 
there is no double counting of anyone who might otherwise “border hop”. We 
have scheduled in a Rough Sleepers Count for the whole borough on March 24th 
2010 and this will include a focus on known hot spots. We will be liaising with 
partners, stakeholders and relevant organisations prior to the event to ensure that 
we aware of known hot spots for rough sleepers. We will be monitored by 
Communities and Local Government on the night of the Count to ensure that we 
are meeting the requirements for the count. Members are welcome to join us on 
the night to help with the Count.  
  
Young people are treated exactly the same as any other homeless person during 
assessment although 16 and 17 year olds are automatically categorised as in a 
“priority need” which means we need to accommodate them for a period of time 
regardless of whether they are intentionally homeless or not. In terms of 
accommodation available to young people, there are a number of options for 
them. The Housing Options Teams provide low level mediation to help young 
people return home; they also refer 16 to 24 year olds to the Nightstop scheme 
which provides emergency accommodation with host volunteer families 
throughout the area (for between 1 and 3 nights) whilst other accommodation or 
a return home is organised; there are also supported housing schemes 
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throughout the whole of Cheshire East which young people can be referred to for 
more long term accommodation – these are: Hungerford Road in Crewe, YMCA 
in Crewe, Adullam Homes in Congleton and Macclesfield Accommodation Care 
and Concern in Macclesfield. There is also a Vulnerable Young Persons Scheme 
in operation in the Congleton area. This is a partnership with Plus Dane Housing, 
Adullam Homes and Cheshire East Council where young people are nominated 
to a panel (Social Services and Housing representatives are on this panel) to 
assess which young people are capable of maintaining their own tenancy with 
Plus Dane Housing but need some support, provided by Adullam Homes. The 
support is offered for two years at the end of which, the young person gets their 
own tenancy with Plus Dane Housing.  Furthermore, there is also a dedicated 
young persons housing advice worker in Macclesfield who works at “Just Drop 
In”. Currently we provide talks in some schools, predominantly in the Congleton 
area, which are aimed at 15/16 year old to talk about the realities of becoming 
homeless and the costs involved with moving into their own accommodation. 
  
The results from the homeless approaches for the last two financial years does 
not show that we have a problem with homeless approaches from young people 
in or leaving care in this area. We have strong relationships with the Care 
Leavers Team and the officers to ensure that young people in care/leaving care 
who are at risk of becoming homeless have their housing situation resolved as 
soon as possible. Early notification between teams has been key to resolving 
these issues.” 
  
  
Question 12 – Submitted by Cllr C Thorley 
  
Crewe Town Centre Redevelopment 
  
Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council made a Compulsory Purchase Order to 
enable land in the town centre to be compulsorily acquired for the redevelopment 
of Crewe town centre. A Public Inquiry was held into objections against the CPO 
and the redevelopment scheme. That Public Inquiry was concluded in March 
2008 and it was anticipated that there would have been a recommendation from 
the Inspector and a decision by the Secretary of State, by autumn – or at the 
latest winter, 2008. We are now at the end of 2009 and there is still no decision 
as to whether the CPO will be confirmed. The uncertainty has left property 
owners and retailers in a difficult position. They are unable to sell their property, 
because no one would want to buy with a CPO hanging over it and they are 
unwilling to invest in refurbishment as they might not recoup the cost in any CPO 
compensation. This has led to planning blight and the poor appearance of the 
town centre. Of particular concern is the bus station, that all will agree is in a very 
poor first impression of the town for bus travellers.  
  
This Council should not leave town centre shopkeepers in a position of 
uncertainty, in the current difficult economic climate.  
  
It has been well publicised in the press that the proposed town centre developer 
has financial difficulties. 
  
If there is eventually some other financially viable scheme to redevelop the town 
centre, then the Council should ask for another planning application for it and 
consider a CPO that is tailored to that scheme.  
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If the proposed developer is not able to progress the existing scheme then will 
the Council consider withdrawing the CPO, so that it cannot be confirmed? 
  
The Prosperity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“The Cabinet reviewed a report on the procurement and legal issues 
regarding the inherited Crewe Town Centre Redevelopment Agreement on 1 
December 2009.  Following advice, Senior Officers met with Corovest 
International Ltd subsequently agreed the following: 
  

vii) The redevelopment of Crewe Town Centre remains a 
priority for the Council and Corovest. 

viii) The current development scheme is no longer viable due to 
the economic downturn. 

ix) A short, medium and long-term plan will be drawn up by 
Corovest and the Council to ensure a new scheme is brought 
forward within the parameters of our procurement legislation.   

x) A package of short-term investment will be identified for the 
next 18 months which will address the immediate issues in the 
town centre and kick start an incremental programme of 
development.  The bus station remains a priority and options 
for investment in the short and medium term will be looked at 
early in the process. 

xi) To alleviate unnecessary pressure in the town, the Council 
intends to write to Government Office for the Northwest to 
withdraw the CPO application. 

xii) A press statement will be issued before Christmas on all of the 
above”. 

  
Question 13 – Submitted by Cllr D Flude 
  
Budget 2009/2010 
  
This Council recognises the need to act with honesty and transparency in relation 
to its financial affairs. Will the Cabinet member for Finance deny strongly, the 
rumour that is circulating with regard to the Budget for this authority for 2009/10? 
That rumour is that, whereas on the one hand budget heads were agreed with 
Budget holders and finance allocated so far so good. However the rumour is that 
direct orders were then issued that only 80% of the allocated budget was to be 
spent. Will he agree with me that if such an underhand method of providing 
services or indeed cutting services was to have been used, that this would be 
dishonest and be liable to bring Cheshire East into disrepute. Will he, therefore, 
publicly deny this rumour and state that all allocated funds are available to be 
spent by Departments? 
  
The Resources Portfolio Holder responded to the follow effect: 
  
I can confirm that no explicit corporate direction along the line described has 
been issued. 
  
The 2009/10 approved budget is available in full for spending in-year, as this 
Council and Cheshire East council-tax payers would expect. 
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Colleagues will recall, however, that in both the first quarter and mid-year 
financial update, services projected significant overspending in a number of 
areas, and officers were asked to put in place appropriate remedial action to 
address this. 
  
This is in line with their duty, set out in the Council’s Finance Procedure Rules.  
  
To ensure that spending remains within the services overall cash limit and that 
individual budget heads are not overspent, by monitoring the budget and taking 
appropriate corrective action where significant variations from the approved 
budget are forecast   FPR B19(c). 
  
The Rules go on to state that such action may be undertaken provided that there 
is no detrimental impact on service delivery  FPR 25 
  
‘Corrective action’ in this context, may include managed underspending in areas 
of the budget where expenditure can be scaled back or deferred, to offset 
overspending elsewhere. 
  
It is therefore, possible that managers locally, may have adopted this approach 
as part of their overall outturn management, but this would be at their discretion, 
and subject to the conditions previously stated, not as a result of any 
indiscriminate, corporate directive. 
  

Question 14 – Submitted by Cllr M Hardy 

1) What has the Recession Task Group been dealing with and 
how/where have the monies been allocated to help the businesses 
and residents of Cheshire East? 

  
The Prosperity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“The Council continues to deliver a wide range of initiatives to support businesses 
and communities across Cheshire East, based upon an Action Plan agreed with 
Cabinet in May.  The delivery of the Action Plan has taken place across a range 
of service areas, and is detailed more fully in the attached Action Plan update.  
Successes include: 

     The Recession Task Group has continued to engage with businesses to provide 
support through these difficult economic times, with a very successful Business 
breakfast event being held on the 10th September at Tatton Hall, with over 150 
businesses attending. A key initiative of the event was a step-by-step guide to 
ensure that local businesses have open access to public sector procurement 
opportunities. This was supported by the hosting of a business village to enable 
direct business contacts to be made and developed.  

Direct support to promote business development is being provided through 
programme of business start-up advice sessions which are being held in 
conjunction with the three Cheshire East Chambers of Commerce.  

Support for vulnerable businesses and individuals has been a key consideration 
and over £1M pounds has been retained in the Cheshire East economy though 
the promotion of business rate relief and benefit take-up  
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A successful bid has been made to DWP for £1.3M of Future Job Fund monies to 
create 200 jobs in Cheshire East area. The jobs will be available to 18 to 24 year 
olds who have been claiming unemployment benefit for over 6 months. 

Production and distribution of 5,000 'Think Local, Buy Local' bags, to 
promote local purchasing within Cheshire East's shops and businesses.  

There has been other ranges of activity  and I would be happy to make the 
detailed reports and facts available to any Member who requires them. Thanks to 
the Comms team for their work in getting the message across”. 

2) What is the current situation with the Macclesfield Town Centre re-
development? 

  
The Prosperity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“Cheshire East Council remains fully committed to the redevelopment of 
Macclesfield town centre.  Discussions are currently underway with our Wilson 
Bowden, our development partner, to bring in much needed investment.  The 
credit crunch has clearly had an impact on the timescales as all other areas 
across the country but both the Council and Wilson Bowden remain committed to 
bringing in new investment and we believe Macclesfield Town Centre has 
fantastic potential. 
  
Members will be aware that on 22nd December, Cabinet will be asked to support 
the development of a delivery plan for Macclesfield over to next 5-10 years, 
focusing specifically on opportunities in the town centre and the South 
Macclesfield Development Area. 
   
Whilst the economic conditions have put a brake on major development schemes 
in the town, particularly in the town centre, the Council is keen to ensure that 
we’re using the lull in the market to position the town ready for the up-turn. 
  
In order to ensure that the needs and ambitions of communities in Macclesfield, 
and of the Council itself, are addressed as holistically, effectively and promptly as 
possible, the Council needs to take a pro-active approach with commercial 
development partners to the planning of new schemes.  Whilst this does not 
presuppose that implementation will commence immediately, it will position the 
town and Council much more strongly in this respect, both in relation to its current 
position and the position of other towns”. 
  

3) There has been much anger from a number of residents within 
Cheshire East, against the harmonisation/introduction of car parking 
charges across the Borough.  
  

What consultations have there been with these residents and have they been 
fully made aware of the need for these charges?  
  
Also, are all the funds raised from car parking charges re-invested within the car 
parks and roads within Cheshire East? 
  
The Environmental Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“An extensive consultation process was undertaken with all former Congleton 
Borough area residents and businesses.  
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Quite apart from individual meetings with Town Councils and Traders 
Associations, FIVE full public meetings were held (one in each town 
involved).This was not required by law but was carried out in order to hear the 
views of those who wished to attend. These were recorded and were taken into 
account in the decision making process.  
  
In addition, the Statutory 21 Day Period was extended to 35 Days to ensure as 
many people as possible were able to comment. 
  
Modifications to the original Order were made following this and a further 21 Day 
Period allowed for representations on these.  
  
The Reasons for making the Car Parking Order, the link with On-Street Powers 
expected from DfT in March next year and the proposed environmental and 
economic benefits were discussed at great length during this time. All information 
was made available through our website. 
  
For information, Cheshire East’s net spending on highways operations, repairs 
and maintenance is £10m per year and annual capital investment in highways is 
in the order of £15m.I have already given the figures in a previous answer.” 
  

4) How is a Cheshire East building relationship with the residents and  
businesses of the Borough? 

  
The Performance and Capacity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“The Council is building relationships with residents and businesses through a 
variety of means.  For example, through Cheshire East News, through our many 
customer access points, and through our website.  Our strategy for customer 
services “Closer to Customers” will further develop our engagement with 
residents in particular.   
  
Our Local Strategic Partnership held its first Assembly in October which included 
representatives from public, private, community and voluntary sectors across 
Cheshire East. At this event partners identified what our priorities should be and 
how we should work together to achieve them.  Our Sustainable Community 
Strategy will set out our vision and priorities for Cheshire East – we will engage 
residents and businesses in shaping this vision over the next 4-5 months. 
  

   We have also set up our 7 local area partnerships which will continue to develop 
as a key route for engaging and empowering our communities.  Alongside this we 
are also continuing to support a range of community and voluntary groups across 
Cheshire East through our community engagement team, and also to work with 
town and parish councils as a key voice of the community. 

  
   Our budget consultation process is also a good example of how we are listening 
to our residents and businesses. 

   Through the Places directorate we provide an extensive range of business 
support services including the highly successful business breakfasts, women in 
business events, and the targeted business support during the recession.” 
  

5) How is Cheshire East supporting the local communities at this 
Christmas time, and will these supports continue? 

  
The Performance and Capacity Portfolio Holder responded:- 
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“In addition to Christmas lights and decorations in our town centres, the recession 
task group has provided a programme of support to local communities this 
Christmas. The Christmas edition of Cheshire East News was a one stop guide to 
Christmas in Cheshire East, encouraging people to think local and buy local.  It 
included information on events, shopping and travel across Cheshire East. We 
will continue our support to business, our support to town centres, and our 
engagement with communities through the Local Area Partnerships”. 
   

6) How are the Cheshire East Wardens working with Cheshire Police 
and other agencies to the benefit of all residents within Cheshire 
East? 

  
The Leader of the Council responded:- 
  
“Cheshire East Wardens carry out a broad range of duties including tackling anti-
social behaviour and dealing with environmental problems of littering and graffiti. 
  
They are tasked based on shared intelligence between all partner agencies 
(including the Police and Fire Services and local Housing Associations) to ensure 
that together we deploy the right person, with the right powers to the right place 
at the right time. Tasking & Co-ordination meetings take place on a regular basis 
to agree local priorities and action. A recent success of this partnership approach 
includes the joint Halloween and Bonfire Night initiative which helped reduce 
reports of ASB during this problematic time by 23%. 
  
The Council’s Wardens have recently received ‘Accreditation’ from Cheshire 
Constabulary granting them additional policing powers to tackle issues such as 
‘drinking in designated areas’, ‘the confiscation of alcohol and tobacco from 
minors’ etc. These powers will enable our wardens to make an even greater 
contribution to help resolve the sort of problems which can seriously affect 
peoples’ quality of life.  
  
We are currently working with the Police to ‘authorise’ the PCSO’s working 
across Cheshire East with our Local Authority environmental powers to help 
address local environmental quality problems.  
  
We are exploring further opportunities with all our community safety partners on 
how we can continue to improve our services to residents as part of the broader 
‘policing family’ .” 
 Question 15 – Submitted by Cllr S Jones 
  
I am fully aware that Cheshire East charges £4.50 to issue a key for disabled 
toilets.  I am also aware that this figure has been chosen arbitrally, because it 
was the figure charged in the former Macclesfield Borough Area.  This does not 
appear to me to be an acceptable reason for arriving at a fair charge.  Why does 
it cost Cheshire East Council such a high price for issuing this key to disabled 
residents, when charitable organisations and other Local Authorities manage to 
issue the key for a  much lower charge?  Are they more efficient or simply more 
caring of their vulnerable residents?     
  
The Environmental Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
“These keys admit people to disabled toilets throughout the UK most of which are 
fitted with a standard lock. The keys are available from many sources. Councils 
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supply them as a convenience to local disabled residents, who find it both 
convenient and cheap to obtain them from us, rather than elsewhere, so we 
cannot be overcharging. 
  
In harmonising the charge for providing keys, the Council had regard to the cost 
of the key and the costs in administrating their sale across the new borough.   
  
Administration costs at about £1 relate to procurement, distribution and point of 
sale verification of appropriate issue. The present charge therefore tries to 
represent nothing more than the overall cost to the Council, whereas the previous 
charge in Crewe and Nantwich represented the cost of the key only and in 
Congleton, a “free” key was provided at the entire expense of the local taxpayers. 
  
In preparing the Schedule of Fees and Charges for this year’s budget there is an 
opportunity to consider again the extent to which the Council may wish to support 
the provision of disabled toilet keys”. 

  
Question 16 – Submitted by Cllr D Hough 
  
1.       If the task group of the Environment Committee, which is reviewing the 

charging criteria finds that individual car parks do not meet the criteria 
for charging set out in the Car Parking Strategy, will the charges be 
removed or not imposed? 

2.  Last year the budget was set to give a net surplus of £3.745,000 on Car 
Parking.  Earlier this year I received an estimated income for 20010/11 
for Fairview car park Alsager. What are the figures being used across 
the whole of Cheshire East in 20010/11 budget setting exercise? 

3.  Charging on Fairview Car Park Alsager was due to be discussed at the 
planning stage with Coop/Kimberley who are developing a Supermarket 
on site.  This application is now at an advanced state.  Has any 
negotiation taken place? 
   

If supplementary questions are not to be allowed I hope that the responses 
should include references to the Cheshire East Car Parking Strategy. 

  
        a) section 1.0 
Bullet point 1 asks that economic vitality of Town Centre is taken into account and 
Bullet point 3 asks that parking needs of local residents, shops and businesses 
be considered. 
b)  Section 5.1 
This lays out the policy that this Authority will in principle impose charges for 
parking at levels reflecting local pressures and needs.  That these may vary as 
between different Towns and smaller centres. 
  
The reference for Question 3 is Appendix 3, section 10 presented to Cabinet on 
10th November 2009. 
  
The Environmental Services Portfolio Holder responded:- 
  
The advice from the Scrutiny Committee on setting the Tariff framework for 
2010/11 and beyond will be considered by Cabinet in February next year when 
the ‘Task & Finish’ Group  have completed their work. The Group have agreed 
the scope of their work and will be seeking to reflect all the criteria for charging as 
set out in the Council’s Car Parking Strategy and Local Pricing Policy.  
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1)  All charges in all car parks will then be revised to reflect the final 
decision of Cabinet taking into account the advice of Scrutiny. 

2)     The current budget-setting process for 2010/11 is seeking to maintain 
the Original Estimate for 2009/10.  

  
3)   Cabinet will be considering a report on this site from the Borough 

Treasurer in January 2010. A planning application could then be 
received from the Developers in March 2010 for consideration by 
Planning in June 2010. Car Park staff will be involved in detailed 
discussions at this time.” 

  
  

155 URGENT ITEMS OF BUSINESS  
 
There were no urgent items of business to consider. 
 

156 EXCLUSION RESOLUTION  
 
RESOLVED 
  
That the press and public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of 
the following item pursuant to Section 100(A)4 of the Local Government Act 1972 
on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as 
defined in Paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A to the Local Government Act 
1972 and the public interest would not be served in publishing the information. 
  
  
 
PART 2 
 

157 LEADER'S REPORT TO FULL COUNCIL  
 
Council having agreed that this item should be taken after the Exclusion 
Resolution; the Leader of the Council reported the following Key Decision, which 
had been taken under the urgency provisions contained within Council Procedure 
Rule 44: 

  
   Sale of County Hall, Chester and associated land. 
  
  
 
 
 
The meeting commenced at 2.00 pm and concluded at 4.40 pm 

 
Councillor M Simon (Chairman) 
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Version 1 April 2009 (SH) 

CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

REPORT TO: EXTRAORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of Meeting: 

 
25 January 2010 

Report of: Borough Solicitor and Monitoring Officer 
Subject/Title: Electoral Review - Submission on Warding Arrangements 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Report Summary 
 
1.1 To report to the Council the work of the Electoral Review Task Group 

concerning the preparation of a submission to the Boundary Committee for 
England, in response to the Boundary Committee’s draft recommendations for 
Electoral Arrangements for Cheshire East Council. 

 
2.0 Recommendations 
 
2.1 a) That the Council consider and approve the attached submission prepared by 

the Task Group, which sets out the Authority’s proposals for Warding 
Arrangements under the Electoral Review of the Cheshire East area 

 
           b) That the Borough Solicitor and Monitoring Officer be authorised to make any 

necessary technical and detailed amendments to finalise the document to 
ensure that it complies fully with the wishes of the Council and is delivered by 
the Boundary Committee’s deadline of 15 February 2010. 

 
3.0 Reasons for Recommendations 
 
3.1 To enable the Council to make a considered submission proposing Warding       
 Arrangements for the whole of the Council’s area, and to comply with the 
  Boundary Committee’s deadline of 15 February 2010.  
 
4.0 Wards Affected 
 
4.1       All 
 
5.0 Local Ward Members  
 
5.1       All 
 
6.0 Policy Implications including - Climate change 
                                                              - Health 
 
6.1      The Council is invited to decide its policy in particular on the number of Wards, 

their boundaries and the number of Members to represent each Ward, so that 
the Boundary Committee can take the Council’s views into account in 
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recommending the electoral arrangements to apply to the next elections to 
Cheshire East Council in 2011. Impact on climate change is not a specific 
criterion used by the Boundary Committee in considering Warding proposals. 
However a few consultees at the earlier stages of consultation have suggested 
that some Warding patterns have lesser climate change impacts than others. 

 
7.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs (Authorised by the Borough 

Treasurer) 
 
7.1 None 
 
8.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond (Authorised by the Borough 

Treasurer) 
 
8.1      None, given that the Boundary Committee has already agreed that it is minded 

to accept a Council size of 82 Members. 
 
9.0 Legal Implications (Authorised by the Borough Solicitor) 
 
9.1 Legislation requires the Boundary Committee to follow specific procedures 

when conducting an Electoral Review, and sets out the statutory criteria which 
the Committee must apply and take into account in making its 
recommendations. 

 
9.2      A Petition under the Local Government and Public Involvement and Health Act 

2007 was received on 31 March 2009 which requires the Council to conduct a 
Community Governance Review (CGR) of the unparished area of Crewe Town 
during the Electoral review period. Although this is a separate legal process 
from the Electoral review, work has been done to ensure that outcome from the 
CGR are notified to the Boundary Committee before its final recommendations 
are made. A separate report concerning the Crewe Community Governance 
Review appears elsewhere on the agenda for this Council meeting.      

 
10.0 Risk Management  
 
10.1    Failure to comply with the Boundary Committee’s deadline of 15 February 2010 

would mean that the Council’s views would not be taken into account by the 
Boundary Committee in formulating its final recommendations. The Committee 
has also advised that all submissions should as far as possible be based on 
evidence relating to the statutory review criteria, in order to maximise their 
inclusion in the Committee’s final recommendations. 

 
11.0 Background and Options 
 
11.1 The Electoral Review of Cheshire East Council commenced on 24 February 

2009, with an initial focus on Council size. On 2 April the Council agreed a 
submission proposing a Council of 82 Members, which in early May the 
Boundary Committee formally confirmed it was minded to accept. On 12 May 
the Review proceeded to the next stage which is the initial consultation on the 
Warding Arrangements to apply in the area. This covered the number of Wards 
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and their specific boundaries, the number of Councillors to serve in each Ward 
and the proposed Ward names. Submissions on these issues were required by 
the Committee’s deadline of 4 August. A Task Group of Members led the work 
and consultations undertaken to arrive at the proposals which were approved 
by the Council on 23 July 2009. 

 
11.2    In responding to the Boundary Committee’s draft recommendations, regard 

must be paid to the criteria which the Committee will apply in determining their 
final recommendations. The first of these is to achieve as far as possible 
electoral equality across the Wards, so that each Councillor has ideally more or 
less the same number of electors. With a Council of 82, the theoretical target 
figure is currently 3499 electors per Councillor, but a tolerance of +/-10% is 
applied by the Committee to allow the other statutory criteria to be taken into 
account. This tolerance is also applied to the five year electoral projections for 
2013. 

 
11.3   The other statutory criteria cover the need to ensure that the Wards reflect local 

community identities and the links between communities, and also that the 
Wards will help to provide convenient and effective local government. The 
Committee is willing to consider proposals which include one, two or three 
Member Wards, provided the proposals address the foregoing criteria. All of 
these considerations have been taken into account as far as possible in 
preparing the attached submission. 

     
12.0 Overview of Year One and Term One Issues 
 
12.1 There will be an ongoing need to respond to and influence the Boundary 

Committee’s conduct of the Electoral Review during year one, so that new 
electoral arrangements can be decided during term one for the elections in 
2011. 

 
13.0 Access to Information 
 

          The background papers relating to this report can be inspected by contacting the report 
writer: 

 
 Name: Chris Chapman 
 Designation: Borough Solicitor and Monitoring Officer 

           Tel No: 01270 686637 
            Email: chris.chapman@cheshireeast.gov.uk 
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CHESHIRE EAST BOROUGH COUNCIL 
UNITARY AUTHORITY ELECTORAL REVIEW 2009/2010 

 
Submission to the Boundary Committee on Electoral Arrangements 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1. The Electoral Review of Cheshire East Council commenced on 24th February 
2009, and has previously involved two stages of public consultation on (1) 
Council size and (2) the warding arrangements for the Authority.  Cheshire East 
Council made detailed submissions at both of these earlier stages, taking into 
account, wherever possible, the views of Town and Parish Councils and other 
interested bodies.  The Boundary Committee (BC) has indicated that it is 
minded to adopt a Council size of 82 Members (in line with the Council’s 
proposals), and has now published Draft Recommendations on the new 
electoral arrangements for the Council. 

 
2. TIMETABLE 
 

2.1. The Draft Recommendations were published by the BC on 10th November 2009, 
for a ten weeks period of public consultation.  However, due to the need for a 
number of numerical and mapping errors to be corrected, the deadline for 
responses was extended to 15th February 2010.  The Recommendations make 
provision for six 3 Member Wards, eighteen 2 Member Wards, and twenty-eight 
single Member Wards (52 Wards in total).  Interested parties are now invited to 
comment on any aspects of these electoral proposals, including the proposed 
Ward boundaries, the number of Councillors, Ward names, and consequential 
Parish and Town Council electoral arrangements.   

 
2.2. The final stage of the Review will follow the consultation deadline of 15th 

February, when the BC will review these draft Recommendations in the light of 
representations received, and decide whether or not they should be altered.  
Final Proposals will be published by the BC in May 2010.  They will then be 
subject to Parliamentary process, and formally brought into force by Statutory 
Order.   

 
3. THE COUNCIL’S SUBMISSION 
 

3.1. As at previous stages of the Review, the Council’s response has been guided by 
an all-Party Members Task Group.  The Group has given careful consideration 
to the Draft Recommendations, and has overseen the production of this 
submission, which sets out the Authority’s response for determination by the full 
Council.  The views and responses of other interested parties have been taken 
into consideration where known, recognising that they may make their own 
comments directly to the BC as part of the public consultation process.   

 
3.2. Whilst the BC’s recommendations on the number of Wards and the number of 

Councillors for each vary to a degree from the Council’s earlier submission, the 
Council is minded broadly to support the BC’s proposals.  However, there are a 
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number of areas where the Council does not agree, and wishes to make further 
representations as set out in this document.  The areas and Wards concerned 
are dealt with in detail in the following sections, but may be summarised as:- 

 
(a) Wilmslow – Dean Row and Handforth 
(b) Poynton – relating to Adlington, Lyme Handley and Kettleshulme 
(c) Crewe Town 
(d) Willaston, Rope and Wistaston 
(e) Nantwich and Wybunbury Wards 
(f) Haslington and Sandbach 
(g) Macclesfield Town 

 
3.3. Reference was made in the Council’s last submission to the requirement to 

conduct a Community Governance Review (CGR) of the unparished area of 
Crewe Town.  The CGR is now nearing completion, following 2 stages of public 
consultation locally.  The Council will make its decision on the CGR at a Special 
Meeting on 25th January.  This means that the outcome of the CGR will be 
known in time for the BC to take account of any implications for this Electoral 
Review.   

 
4. WILMSLOW – DEAN ROW AND HANDFORTH 
 

4.1. The Council’s original proposal for this area was for a single Wilmslow North 
 Ward, covering the communities of Dean Row and Handforth, represented by 3 
 Councillors, which achieved good electoral equality of +0.1% from the average. 

 
4.2. The difficulty with this area in electoral equality terms is that both communities 

have similar electorates of 5000 – 5500 which indicates that they should each 
be represented by 1.5 Councillors. The BC proposal seeks to address this 
problem by transferring a substantial number of electors from one community to 
the other (in this case Dean Row to Handforth) in order to create one 2  Member 
Ward and one single Member ward and thereby achieve electoral equality. The 
Council believes that this would be at the expense of the community identities in 
the area. 

 
4.3. Whichever way around the transfer of electors is carried out, it will be harmful to 

one of the communities. The Council’s submission is that it is better to reflect the 
local community identities and avoid artificial boundaries by approving a single 3 
Member Ward for the whole area, which would also bring with it good electoral 
equality. This proposal is made on the following basis: 

 
(a) The natural boundary between the 2 communities is well recognised 

locally as the river Dean. To the north of the river lies Handforth, and to 
the south is Wilmslow, of which Dean Row is part. This is evidenced by 
the fact that main road names change as they cross the river, ie. 
Wilmslow Road in Handforth (former A34) becomes Manchester Road 
in Dean Row; and Dean Road (Handforth) becomes Handforth Road in 
Dean Row (B5358) at this point. 
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(b) The BC proposal places the Colshaw Farm and Finney Green areas of 
Wilmslow (Dean Row) all of which are located south of the river Dean 
into Handforth to the north. This means that Wilmslow’s cemetery, the 
Dean Row Community Centre and the local Dean Row Shopping Centre 
(Summerfields) would be located out of the town and in the Handforth 
Ward, which is not consistent with local community identities. It would 
mean that representation of Dean Row residents would lie in the hands 
of Handforth Councillors. 

 
(c) To achieve the BC’s proposal requires the transfer of the whole of 

Polling District 8EE1 (1291 electors) and the major part of PD 8EA (595 
electors), a total of 1886 electors from Wilmslow (Dean Row) to 
Handforth in order to arrive at electoral equality within the tolerance. 
This would continue the decision made in the 2001 Macclesfield 
Borough Review when PD 8EE1 was moved to Handforth. This 
outcome generated a good deal of local opposition in the community, 
many regard it as having been an error and there is now the opportunity 
to correct the position in line with the community’s preferences.  In 
addition, the Council would also wish to see the whole of PD8EA (rather 
than part) included in the Dean Row and Handforth Ward, in line with 
our previous submission, as this conforms with previous electoral 
arrangements and is familiar to local residents. 

 
(d)  There is a large degree of affinity between these distinct but linked 

communities, evidenced by:- 
 

• The excellent major road and rail links between Wilmslow and 
Handforth 

• Secondary school transfer by Handforth pupils is normally to 
Wilmslow High School 

• Both Dean Row (Colshaw Farm) and Handforth (Spath Lane) 
contain substantial Manchester “overspill” housing from the 1950’s 

• The major “out of town” shopping centre serving the area is named 
“Handforth Dean” 

 
(e) The Council’s proposal for a single 3 Member Ward would render 

irrelevant and overcome the difficult issue of the transfer of a part of 
Dean Row to Handforth. It would achieve good electoral equality for the 
Ward of 3400 electors per Councillor in 2013. 

 
(f) A Petition has been received requiring a Community Governance 

Review of Wilmslow and Handforth. Although the outcome cannot be 
anticipated, should there be a decision to create Parish or Town 
Councils in the area, the Polling Districts within both Dean Row and 
Handforth would lend themselves well to forming Parish Wards, without 
any need for further Ward boundary changes. There could, for example, 
readily be Parish Wards based on Colshaw Farm and Spath Lane 
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housing estates, which would further enhance local governance and 
community identities in the area. 

 
4.4. Accordingly, the Council remains strongly of the view that a single 3 Member 

Ward for the Handforth and Dean Row areas is the solution which best reflects 
local community wishes, avoids causing damage to any of these community 
identities, and achieves very good electoral equality. The Council would also 
now propose that the 3 Member Ward is named “Dean Row and Handforth” 
rather than “Wilmslow North” as previously suggested. 

 
5. POYNTON AREA 

 
5.1. The Council’s proposal for this area was for two 2 Member Wards, namely 

Poynton West and Poynton East and Adlington.  Whilst the BC have accepted 
the principle of two Poynton Wards each returning 2 Councillors and requiring 
some linkage with adjoining communities, their preference is for Adlington to be 
joined with Poynton West, citing better transport links and accessibility as the 
main reasons.  The Council would wish to make further submissions in support 
of the initial proposal that Adlington should be warded with Poynton East.  The 
Council understands that this is also the strong view of Poynton with Worth 
Town Council.  Cheshire East is also aware that Adlington Parish Council 
(bearing in mind their express preference to be warded with Prestbury and 
Mottram St Andrew) would rather be warded with Poynton East should they 
have to be joined with Poynton at all.  

 
5.2. It would appear that the BC have accepted the general evidence of economic, 

transport, educational and other links between Poynton and Adlington.  
However, the Council feels that, in particular, local transport links most used by 
the community are the rural buses linking Adlington more with Poynton East.  
The bus services connect up the small hamlets within Adlington, and give 
access to the eastern and more rural part of Poynton, which has more affinity 
with the rural character of Adlington.  The Council also accepts that Pott 
Shrigley should be included with Poynton East and Adlington, which would 
reinforce the generally rural character of the whole area.  These links are more 
relevant to the local communities, than the more commuter orientated road and 
rail connections through Adlington and Poynton West.   

 
5.3. Although the Poynton Business Park lies within Adlington (which also has its 

own Business Park), the workforce and customers found at both of these Parks 
came from both Poynton and Adlington (and beyond) so any direct link with 
Poynton West is not critical.  Many Poynton residents use Adlington businesses 
on Wood Lane and Moggie Lane, both of which are nearer to Poynton East. 

 
5.4. With regard to the boundary line between Poynton East and West Wards, the 

Council supports the proposed change advocated by the Town Council, that the 
centre line of Dickens Lane provides the strongest and most locally identifiable 
boundary between the 2 Wards, with all of Vernon Road and Spring road being 
in Poynton West. 
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5.5. Looking a little further afield, the Council is unable to understand the BC’s 
proposed inclusion of Kettleshulme in Poynton East, as it is several miles from 
the town and the road links are poor.  The better road links are with Rainow, 
which is also well served by the local buses.  The Council would therefore want 
to argue again for its initial submission that Kettleshulme has much greater 
affinity with Rainow, and that it should therefore be in the Sutton Ward together 
with Rainow Parish.  Should the proposal below concerning Lyme Handley be 
accepted, there would in fact be no link at all between Kettleshulme and 
Poynton.   

 
5.6. The Council also proposes a minor adjustment to its original submission so that 

the whole of Rainow Parish is within the Sutton Ward, rather than a very small 
area (Rainow PD4FE1) being located within Poynton East. 

 
5.7. The Council would also wish to press again for its initial proposal for Lyme 

Handley to be included in the Disley Ward.  Lyme Handley has no direct 
connection by road with Poynton, the only access being by footpath.  Previously. 
Lyme Handley and Disley formed a single ward for Macclesfield Borough 
Council, and all of the polling places for Lyme Handley are in Disley.  
Accordingly, the community of Lyme Handley is much more closely identified 
with Disley than Poynton. 

 
5.8. In summary, the Council is making representations on the basis of:- 
 

• A Poynton West Ward. 

• A Poynton East and Adlington Ward (including Pott Shrigley but not 
including Kettleshulme or Lyme Handley which should be in Sutton or 
Disley Wards respectively). 

• Adjustment to the boundary between the East and West Wards in the 
Dickens Lane area, as proposed by the Town Council. 

 
6. CREWE TOWN 
 

6.1. The Council recognises the virtue of having clear and distinct boundaries 
formed by the railway lines in the urban part of Crewe.  With regard to the 
proposed Crewe East Ward, the Council reluctantly accepts the difficulty of 
splitting the area into individual wards and therefore does not propose any 
change to the draft recommendations. 

 
6.2. The BC Draft Recommendations split the North Western Area of Crewe into four 

single member wards – Central, North, Leighton and St Barnabas.  The Council 
proposes only one small change to this arrangement.  This involves a redrawing 
of the line between the Leighton and St Barnabas Wards so that James 
Atkinson Way and a number of small Closes off the way are fully included in the 
Leighton Ward.  This area forms a small estate which is currently split by the 
Draft Recommendation; a proposal which would involve two separate 
Councillors being involved in any problems or consultations involving this small 
community.  The revised boundary would run to the rear of Skylark Close and 
join the BC’s recommended boundary adjacent to the top of Wheelman Road.  
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The change would not split the parish of Leighton nor would it involve splitting 
the electoral district FJH.  There is a strong measure of community support for 
this proposal, as a petition containing 185 signatures strongly objecting to the 
proposal of the BC and asking that the whole of the estate remain within the 
Leighton Ward has been submitted to the Council.   

 
6.3. The BC draft recommendations split the South Western Area of Crewe into two 

two member wards – West and South.  The Council proposes several changes 
to this arrangement.   

 
6.4. First the Council believes there is a better line that can be drawn between the 

two wards.  It proposes two changes to the line.  At the south end the small 
polling district BD2 should move into the West Ward, where it has traditionally 
been, moving the boundary line to Nantwich Road, making it a stronger and 
much more simple line.  This is the current boundary line between the existing 
Crewe West and South Wards.  At the north end of the line, the current 
proposal cuts diagonally west to east in a series of steps.  A better line would be 
the west extremity of polling district DD1 which would run along Franklin Avenue 
(to the rear of the houses) and then along Jubilee Avenue and Stewart Street to 
the railway.  DD1 is currently in the existing South Ward and mainly consists of 
terraced housing very similar to the rest of the ward.   

 
6.5. Second the Council believes polling district GM2 (Gresty Brook Parish Ward of 

Shavington Parish Council) has little in common with the rest of South Ward and 
should be instead incorporated into Shavington Ward.  This would have the 
added advantage of creating a single ward fully co-terminous with the local 
Parish of Shavington.   

 
The effect of the changes to the three wards involved would result in an evening 
up of the variances in the West and South Wards and a similar absolute 
variance in Shavington, but plus instead of negative:- 

 
 2008 Electors 2013 Electors 

Ward BC 
Proposal 

Variance Revised (CE 
Council) 
proposal 

Variance BC 
Proposal 

Variance Revised 
(CE 
Council) 
Proposal 

Variance 

Crewe 
West 

7536 +8% 7536 
Plus BD2    541 
Less DD1  -764 
Less Part 
DB3          -150 
Less Part 
DE1            -28 
                7135 
 

+2% 7698 +8% 7323 +3% 

Crewe 
South 

6985 0% 6985 
Plus DD1   764 
Less BD2  -541 
Less GM2 -557 
Plus Part 
BD3           150 
Plus Part 
DE1             28 
                6829 
 

-3% 7112 0% 6937 -2% 

Shavington 3249 -7% 3249 +9% 3250 -8% 3800 +7% 
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Plus GM2   551 
                 3806 
 

 
6.6. Third, dependant on the foregoing changes being made in Crewe West, the 

Council believes there is a further opportunity to create two single member 
Wards in the area (rather than the 2 member single Wards as proposed by the 
BC).  One Ward would comprise the area to the north of Queen’s Park (Hughes 
Drive area), the former Hospital site to the north-east, and the housing estate on 
the south side.  This would continue as the West Ward comprising PD’s BF1, 
BB1 and BA1.  The remaining PD’s (BC1, BD1, BD2 and BB2) covering the 
area to the north of Gainsborough Infants School would form a new King’s 
Grove Ward.  These arrangements would be well understood by the local 
communities, as they are based on the former Crewe & Nantwich Borough 
Ward of Ruskin Park.  Good electoral equality would be retained in the two 
single member Wards.   

 
7. WILLASTON, ROPE AND WISTASTON 
 

7.1. Currently called Rope Ward, the draft recommendations split the area with three 
wards, a 2 member Wistaston Ward, a single member Willaston and Rope Ward 
and a single member Shavington Ward.   

 
7.2. Subject to the addition of Gresty Brook Parish Ward (PD GM2) to the 

Shavington Ward as detailed in the Crewe Area changes, the Council is happy 
with the Shavington Ward proposal.  The Council also accepts the changes 
proposed which extend the Wistaston Ward into the Wistaston Green area thus 
enabling a common ward and civil parish boundary.  This means the whole of 
Wistaston Parish is now within the same Council Ward.  The Council is however 
most unhappy about the thoroughly artificial Willaston and Rope Ward.  These 
two parishes have no significant community links (indeed they are completely 
separate communities) and the only road link (Eastern Road) is an inadequate 
country lane which is mainly used as a rat-run to access the Shavington 
Bypass.  The Council also notes that Willaston Parish is split into two parts by 
the proposals with the northern part of the Parish in the Wistaston Ward.   

 
7.3. The Council believes a better solution would be to combine the proposed 

Wistaston and Willaston and Rope Wards into 3 member single ward (retaining 
the name Rope).  This Ward would then neatly and totally encompass the full 
parishes of Wistaston, Willaston and Rope.  It is a good example of how a 
single three member Ward would be better understood and supported by the 
communities concerned, and would better reflect convenient local governance 
with the Ward and Parish arrangements being clearly defined with each other.  
The new Ward would have a variation of +9% in 2008 and +8% in 2013.  This 
compares favourably with +11% and +10% for Willaston and Rope and +8% 
and +7% for Wistaston Ward in the draft recommendations.   
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8. NANTWICH AND WYBUNBURY 
 

8.1. With regard to the recommendations on a future Wybunbury Ward, the Council 
continues to contend that Stapeley Rural (including Batherton) is not part of 
Nantwich and has much more in common with the conjoining Parishes of 
Wybunbury and Hatherton & Walgherton (all in the Wybunbury Ward).  Whilst 
this might see the division of Stapeley Parish Council we strongly believe that 
these areas are rural – the housing is ribbon development on Wybunbury Lane, 
London Road and Broad Lane and not part of Nantwich.  The ribbon housing on 
these roads is no more part of the Nantwich community than Hatherton & 
Walgtherton, Hough, Shavington or Wybunbury.  For example, most young 
children go to Wybunbury Sir John Delves and Stapeley Broad Lane Primary 
Schools and not Nantwich Primary Schools.  The boundary between the 
Nantwich South and Wybunbury Wards would run along Peter Destapleigh 
Way.   

 
8.2. If the BC accepts the proposal to include Stapeley Rural and Batherton in 

Wybunbury, there would be a need to review the boundary line between the 
Nantwich South and Nantwich North and West Wards, in order to ensure good 
electoral equality is maintained.  The revised boundary should run along Beam 
Street and Millstone Lane (rather than South Crofts), both of which are main 
roads, providing a strong boundary line in the Town Centre.  This would result in 
a different balance between electors in Nantwich North and West, and electors 
in Nantwich South representing good electoral equality.   

 
8.3. The Council is pleased that the BC has accepted that the whole of the gated 

community of Wychwood Park should be in Wybunbury Ward.  Over two thirds 
of the housing has been part of Chorlton (which forms with Hough a first class 
Parish Council) since it was built and it makes total sense that the remaining two 
small enclaves should be included in the Ward.  Furthermore, the inclusion of 
the Hotel and the Golf Course gives Hough and Chorlton Parish the basis of 
some infrastructure which it has been sorely missing to date.  Wychwood Park 
is included in the Nantwich Area Partnership and is policed from Nantwich as is 
the rest of the Wybunbury Ward.   

 
8.4. The Council contends that Wychwood Village, which is normal housing 

development unlike the very different gated Wychwood Park community, should 
remain part of Weston Village and hence in the recommended Haslington Ward.  
Wychwood Village which is still under construction has since its inception had a 
close affinity with Weston and has been totally within Weston’s parish 
boundaries.  It is close to Oakhanger Village (part of Weston’s bailiwick) and is 
most definitely a separate community to the self-contained gated community of 
Wychwood Park.  Wychwood Village has its own amenities which are important 
to Weston – golf course and a major community centre.  The latter is vitally 
significant to Weston as it has only a very small and dilapidated facility of its 
own.  Wychwood Village is included in the Crewe Local Area Partnership and is 
policed from Crewe as is the rest of the Haslington Ward.  Accordingly, the 
revised boundary between the Wybunbury and Haslington Wards in this area 
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would follow the A531 Newcastle Road rather than along Snape Lane and 
across country. 

 
9. HASLINGTON AND SANDBACH 
 

9.1. Both Cheshire East Council and Haslington Parish Council are strongly in favour 
of the whole of Winterley and Wheelock Heath being included in the Haslington 
Ward and not in Sandbach.  Paragraph 121 of the Draft Recommendations 
incorrectly attributes the contrary view to the Parish Council.  Since the opening 
of the Haslington/Wheelock Bypasses the natural division of Haslington and the 
Wheelock area of Sandbach is without doubt the Bypass roundabout at the end 
of the village.  The current arrangement is an unnatural division of the 
Community which has traditionally looked towards Haslington for its focus and 
identity as it is isolated from Wheelock/Sandbach.  This will then avoid the 
current situation whereby the Ward Boundaries of certain minor roads go 
straight down the middle of the road. 

 
9.2. The entire area north of the Holly Bush Inn up to the Haslington/Wheelock 

Bypasses share a common settlement boundary and has strong Community 
links with the rest of the Haslington Ward.  Examples of this include common 
education provision and the use of local facilities including shops and public 
houses.  Residents in this area also tend to contact Haslington Parish Council 
should they have any concerns for example on planning matters.  Everyone, 
both residents and visitors alike, regard this area as logically being within the 
Haslington Ward and there is now the opportunity to correct this anomaly of the 
Community being unnaturally divided.  Accordingly the BC’s proposal is 
endorsed by this Council.   

 
9.3. The Council also proposes an adjustment to the boundary line between 

Sandbach Town Ward and the Sandbach Elworth Ward.  The Sandbach Town 
Ward’s boundary line on Middlewich Road needs a slight adjustment to move 
the line closer to the Elworth village sign [‘Elworth’] on Middlewich Road, which 
is located on the footway in front of house number 206, just past Grange Way, 
heading towards Middlewich.  However, to relocate the boundary line to just 
beyond Grange Way would probably be difficult to achieve, as it would result in 
the division of houses on the estates/developments off Grange Way.  
Consequently, it is proposed that the boundary line is relocated to align with, 
and to incorporate, Rowan Close, off Middlewich Road.  It should be noted that 
Elworth Village does not have a boundary, it is considered to be a locality and 
also only about 24 houses would be affected by this proposed adjustment. 

 
10. MACCLESFIELD TOWN 
 

10.1. The Council proposes that the Lyme Green area (PD 4CC1) should not be part 
of the Sutton Ward as recommended by the BC, but that it should be in the 
proposed Macclesfield Moss Ward.  The entry road signs for Macclesfield Town 
are located in Lyme Green, and the Lyme Green Business Park is adjacent 
within the Town.  The PD has been located in the existing Macclesfield South 
Ward since 1999, and therefore the ties between Lyme Green and the Urban 

Page 39



 

 10 

approaches to Macclesfield are stronger than to the predominantly rural Sutton 
area. 

 
10.2. The proposal would also improve electoral equality, particularly if Kettleshulme 

is included in Sutton (as recommended earlier in this submission), given that 
Sutton is currently +3% without Kettleshulme, and Macclesfield Moss is -6%. 

 
10.3. The Council also submits that the proposed Ward name of Macclesfield Moss is 

not appropriate, as the “Moss” concerns only one part of the area, which also 
includes “Ryles” and “Ivy” within its boundaries.  The Council proposes the Ward 
name “Macclesfield South” which is more representative of the character of the 
area, and will be more readily understood by local communitiies. 

 
10.4. The Council recommends that the Broken Cross and Upton Priory Ward should 

be named simply “Broken Cross and Upton”.  Upton is the more historical name 
for this area, (it may have been an historical parish) which extends well beyond 
the Upton Priory housing estate. 

 
10.5. It is also proposed that Macclesfield Weston and Ivy Ward should be named 

Macclesfield West and Ivy, as Weston is a housing estate which is only one 
feature of a much wider area.   
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Community Governance Review Member Group  
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of Meeting: 

 
19th January 2010   

Report of: Borough Solicitor 
Subject/Title: Crewe Community Governance Review   
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Report Summary 
 
1.1 This report provides the background in relation to the Crewe Community 

Governance Review under the provisions of the Local Government and Public 
Involvement in Health Act 2007, following receipt of a valid petition from 
electors in Crewe on 30th March 2009.  The report provides details of the 
outcome of stage two of the public consultation on the Council’s draft 
recommendation for the review, as made by the Council on 15th October 2009.        

 
2.0 Recommendation 
 
2.1      To consider the responses from the Stage 2 consultation and to recommend to  

 the Governance and Constitution Committee on 21st January 2010 that it make    
an appropriate recommendation to Council, having regard to the results of 
consultation on the draft proposal formulated by Council on 15th October 2009. 

 
3.0 Reasons for Recommendations 
 
3.1 The second stage of Consultation for the Crewe Community Governance   

review took place from 30 November 2009 to 8 January 2010 and following this 
meeting the results will be considered by the Governance and Constitution 
Committee on 21st January 2010. The recommendation of the Governance and 
Constitution Committee for the final outcome of the Review will then be 
reported to the Special Council meeting for approval on 25th January 2010.              

 
4.0 Wards Affected 
 
4.1 All the Wards in the unparished areas of Crewe  
 
5.0 Local Ward Members  
 
5.1 As above 
 
6.0 Policy Implications including - Climate change 
                                                              - Health 
6.1 None 
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7.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs (Authorised by the Borough 
Treasurer) 

 
7.1 A bid has been made to the Borough Treasurer for transitional funding to meet 

the costs of the conduct of the review.    
 
8.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond (Authorised by the Borough 

Treasurer) 
 
8.1 In the event that a Town Council was established there would be costs 

associated with the administration of elections which would fall to the Council 
when these were held at the same time as elections for Cheshire East 
Councillors. The cost of any by-elections would be met by the Town Council.   

 
9.0 Legal Implications (Authorised by the Borough Solicitor) 
 
9.1 With effect from April 2008 the power to take decisions about matters such as 

the creation of parishes and their electoral arrangements was devolved from 
the Secretary of State and the Electoral Commission under the Local 
Government and Rating Act 1997 to local authorities under Chapter 3 of the 
Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.  

 
10.0 Risk Management  
 
10.1 The Council has followed the Guidance on Community Governance Reviews 

published by the Electoral Commission and the Department of Communities 
and Local Government. There are no other risk management issues.       

 
11.0 Background  
 
11.1 The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 

permits the Council to undertake a community governance review of 
the whole or part of the Borough Council area. 

 
11.2 The Review  
 

Cheshire East Council in accordance with Section 83(2) of the Act has  
undertaken a community governance review following receipt of a valid 
petition on 30 March 2009 which called for a community governance 
review and identified three 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. 

2) That the new parish should have a Council to be known as 
Crewe Town Council. 

3) That the area to which the review is to relate is the whole of 
the Electoral wards of Coppenhall, Delamere, Grosvenor, 
Maw Green, St Johns, Valley and Waldron; and those parts of 
the following Electoral wards which do not already fall into an 
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existing parish: Alexandra, Leighton, St Barnabas, Wistaston 
Green. 

 
In conducting the Review, the Council has responded to the proposal 
contained in the petition, but in accordance with the guidance, has also 
considered other viable options for other forms of community 
governance including Area committees, Neighbourhood Management, 
Tenant Management organisations, Area/ Community forums, 
Residents and Tenants Associations, Community Associations and 
whether people would prefer four Parish councils to be created.             

 
An explanatory leaflet about the community governance review was 
prepared and used as a basis for the first phase of consultation which 
ran from 1 - 30 September 2009.  
 
This community governance review has provided the Council with an 
opportunity to examine and review existing community governance 
arrangements and to consider whether or not new arrangements were 
required to best meet the needs of local people. 
 
The first stage of consultation sought views from all electors by way of 
a voting paper delivered to each elector with an explanatory leaflet. A 
questionnaire and similar explanatory leaflet about the review was sent 
to various stakeholders including local public and voluntary 
organisations, schools, health bodies and resident and community 
groups. Two public meetings were held on 1 September 2009. The 
website was also used to allow people to record their views online.      
 
Consideration was given to the comments and representations 
received from the first phase of consultation and on the basis of those 
representations the Council’s draft recommendation was published on 
30th November 2009. 

 
11.3  Criteria and aim of the Review  
 

Section 93 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health 
Act 2007 requires councils to ensure that community governance in the 
area under review will be reflective of the identities and interests of the 
community in that area and is effective and convenient. In considering 
this criteria the Council is required to take account of a number of 
influential factors including the impact of community governance 
arrangements on community cohesion.  
 
The Guidance on community governance reviews published by the 
Department of Communities and Local Government in April 2008 sets 
out in detail the factors for consideration to help inform the Council’s 
judgement against the statutory criteria. 
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11.4  Previously Unparished Areas  
 

The Council is required by law to consider other forms of community 
governance as alternatives or as stages towards establishing parish 
councils. The Council has noted the existing arrangements in place in 
the area for community representation and community engagement, 
including the Crewe Local Area Partnership, Neighbourhood 
Management, Tenant Management organisations, Area/ Community 
forums, Residents and Tenants Associations and Community 
Associations and the extent to which they are already creating 
opportunities for engagement, empowerment and co-ordination in local 
communities. The Crewe Local Area Partnership was formed following 
the creation of the new Cheshire East Council on 1 April 2009 and 
these arrangements are still in their infancy and continually developing; 
further time being required to see these arrangements develop to their 
full potential.  

 
11.5 Consultation     
 

The Council, in reaching its draft recommendation in this review on 15th 
October 2009, took into account of the representations received from 
the Stage 1 of consultation, having regard to the criteria in the Local 
Government and Public Improvement in Health Act 2007. 

 
11.6 Result of Stage 1 consultation with electors 
 

Just under 35,000 voting papers were issued and 8056 were returned 
(23%). Electors were invited to respond to two questions on the voting 
paper and the results were 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   

    
In relation to Question 1 – the results were: 
 
3655 electors indicated that they wanted a parish council. 
4059 electors indicated that they wanted no change to the current 
arrangements (no parish council). 
 
In relation to Question 2 – the results were: 
 
5617 electors expressed a view for a single town council for the whole of the 
unparished area of Crewe 
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1475 electors expressed a view for four parish councils for the unparished 
area of Crewe.  
 
11.7 Submissions received to Stage 1 consultation  
 

The Council received 41 representations in total. These comprised: 
 

Form of Representation  Number 
received 

Views expressed 

Questionnaires 
Returned 

20 17 preferred a single town council  
 
2 preferred more than one local council   
 
1 preferred area/ community/ 
neighbourhood forums with real powers  

Letters/ emails   21 11 were in favour of a single town 
council 
 
4 expressed no clear view (1 felt that 
the form was poorly written) 
 
4 supported no change ( 1 felt that the 
voting paper was ambiguous and bias 
towards setting up a Town or Parish 
Council)  
 
1 was in favour of 4 parish councils 
 
1 was in favour of local representation, 
but no view expressed as to whether 1 
single town council or 4 
Parish councils should be created.    

Form of Representation  Number 
received 

Views expressed 

Charter Trustees (where 
not included  in results 
above)  

6 3 supported a Single Town Council 
 
1 supported no change 
 
1 supported the outcome of the 
consultation exercise 
 
1 supported whatever the people of 
Crewe wanted 

 
11.8 Stage 2 consultation  
     
The Second Stage of Consultation ran from 30th November 2009 to 8 January 
2010 and sought views on the Council’s draft recommendation “To accept the 
vote from the people of Crewe and to reject the notion of a town council for 
Crewe at this time.” Representations were invited from all interested persons, 
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organisations, stakeholders and the public. Interested parties were 
encouraged to submit their views, together with any relevant supporting 
evidence, in writing, by email or via a feedback form on the Council’s website.  
 
11.9 Summary of Submissions received to Stage 2 consultation  
 

Those who agree with the Council’s Draft Recommendation “To accept 
the vote from the people of Crewe and to reject the notion of a town 
council for Crewe at this time” 

Councillors 5 (+ 1 spouse) 

Individuals 8 

Total 14 

 
Those who disagree with the Council’s Draft Recommendation “To 
accept the vote from the people of Crewe and to reject the notion of a 
town council for Crewe at this time” 

Councillors 8 

Individuals 25 

Organisations  13 

Total 46 

 
Those who have made other representations 

Edward Timpson MP 1 

Northern Pensioners Association  1 

 
Copies of all responses received to the Second Stage of consultation are 
attached as an Appendix to this report.       
 
11.10 Key Issues   
 
In making its final decision on the outcome of the Community Governance 
Review for Crewe, the Council must take into account representations 
received. The Council is also required to have regard to the need to ensure  
that community governance within the area reflects the identities and interests 
of the community and is effective and convenient. 
 
As soon as practical after the Council has decided to what extent it will give 
effect to the recommendation made in the review, it must publish the decision 
and the reasons for making that decision. The Council must also take steps to 
ensure that people who are interested in the review are informed.           
 
12.0 Overview of Year One and Term One Issues 
 
12.1 Should the decision be taken to establish a Town Council for Crewe, electoral 

arrangements would need be put in place and a formal Order made to give 
effect to the new arrangements which would then enable elections to take place 
in May 2011.        
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13.0 Background Documents  
 

          The background papers relating to this report are listed below and can be 
inspected by contacting the report writer: 

 
Name: Lindsey Parton 
Designation: Elections and Registration Team Manager 
Tel No: 01270 686477 
Email: lindsey.parton@cheshireeast.gov.uk 

 
- Guidance on Community Governance Reviews published by the Electoral 

Commission and the DCLG   
- Explanatory Leaflet and Notice of Publication for the first stage of 

consultation 
- Notice of Publication of Draft Recommendations arising from the first stage 

of consultation  
 

Appendices  
 
Representations received from the Stage 2 consultation ending on 8 January  
2010. 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Extraordinary Council Meeting 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of Meeting: 

 
25 January 2010 

Report of: Borough Treasurer and Head of Assets 
Subject/Title: Council Tax Base 2010/11 
Portfolio Holder: Cllr Keegan 

___________________________________                                                                       
 
1.0 Report Summary 
 
1.1 This report notifies Council of the Council Tax Base for Cheshire East 
 
2.0 Decision Requested 
 
2.1 That Council, in accordance with the Local Authorities (Calculation of Tax Base) 

Regulations 1992, sets the amount to be calculated by Cheshire East Council as 
its Council Tax Base for the year 2010/11 as: 

• for the whole area – 145,171.05 

• for each Parish area as set out in Appendix A 
 
3.0 Reasons for Recommendations 
 
3.1 In accordance with the Local Authorities (Calculation of Tax Base) Regulations 

1992 Cheshire East Council is required to agree its tax base before 31 January 
2010.   

 
4.0 Wards Affected 
 
4.1 N/a 
 
5.0 Local Ward Members  
 
5.1 N/a 
 
6.0 Policy Implications including - Climate change 
                                                              - Health 
 
6.1 N/a 
 
7.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs (Authorised by the Borough 

Treasurer) 
 
7.1 None 
 
8.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond (Authorised by the Borough 

Treasurer) 
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8.1 None 
 
9.0 Legal Implications (Authorised by the Borough Solicitor) 
 
9.1 Included in report 
 
10.0 Risk Management  
 
10.1 Confirmation of the Council Tax base for 2010/11 ensures that the statutory 

requirement to set the Tax Base is met. 
 
11.0 Background and Options 
 
11.1 Cheshire East Council is required to approve its Tax Base before 31 January 2010 

so that the information can be provided to Cheshire Police Authority and Cheshire 
Fire Authority for their budget processes. 

 
11.2 The Tax Base for the area is the estimated number of chargeable dwellings 

expressed as a number of Band D equivalents adjusted for an estimated number of 
discounts, exemptions, disabled relief and appeals plus an allowance for non-
collection 

 
11.3 The Tax Base has been calculated on the assumption that properties remaining 

empty for longer than six months are allowed a discount of 25% and that properties 
regarded as second homes are allowed a discount of 25%. The number of band D 
equivalent properties for 2010/11 is 146,238.98. 

 
11.4  It is necessary to further adjust the Tax Base for: 

  Changes in the Valuation List 

These could arise for a variety of reasons such as appeals, disabled relief, 
new properties, deleted properties and changes in discount or exemption 
entitlements. Taking into account these factors, the Tax Base is expected 
to increase by 398.44 properties. 

 
  Non-collection 
 

 It is suggested that a reduction of 1% be made in the Tax Base calculation to 
accommodate non-collection.  This reduces the Tax Base by 1,466.37 to 
145,171.05. 

 
12.0 Overview of Year One and Term One Issues 
 
12.1 N/a 
 
13.0 Access to Information 
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The background papers relating to this report can be inspected by contacting the 
report writer: 
 
Name: Lisa Quinn 
Designation: Borough Treasurer and Head of Assets 
Tel No: 01270 686628 
Email: >lisa.quinn@cheshireeast.gov.uk 
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Appendix A

BAND D TAX BAND D TAX

CHESHIRE EAST EQUIVALENTS BASE CHESHIRE EAST EQUIVALENTS BASE

99% 99%

Acton 132.40 131.08 Kettleshulme 174.36 172.62

Adlington 595.50 589.55 Knutsford 6,043.64 5,983.20

Agden 79.06 78.27 Lea 22.70 22.47

Alderley Edge 2,633.69 2,607.35 Leighton 1,527.00 1,511.73

Alpraham 182.90 181.07 Little Bollington 87.22 86.35

Alsager 4,553.70 4,508.16 Little Warford 36.97 36.60

Arclid 119.30 118.11 Lower Peover 73.89 73.15

Ashley 161.03 159.42 Lower Withington 295.86 292.90

Aston by Budworth 182.17 180.35 Lyme Handley 71.17 70.46

Aston-juxta-Mondrum 89.60 88.70 Macclesfield 19,025.61 18,835.34

Audlem 924.80 915.55 Macclesfield Forest/Wildboarclough 114.52 113.37

Austerson 40.40 40.00 Marbury-cum-Quoisley 123.50 122.26

Baddiley 126.20 124.94 Marton 115.44 114.29

Baddington 55.40 54.85 Mere 419.31 415.12

Barthomley 88.10 87.22 Middlewich 4,749.60 4,702.10

Basford 97.60 96.62 Millington 108.11 107.03

Batherton 24.00 23.76 Minshull Vernon 121.30 120.09

Betchton 275.10 272.35 Mobberley 1,469.94 1,455.24

Bickerton 120.20 119.00 Moston 179.00 177.21

Blakenhall 59.20 58.61 Mottram St Andrew 391.94 388.02

Bollington 3,081.94 3,051.12 Nantwich 5,500.70 5,445.69

Bosley 196.22 194.26 Nether Alderley 381.36 377.55

Bradwall 84.90 84.05 Newbold Astbury-cum-Moreton 342.30 338.88

Brereton 571.50 565.78 Newhall 357.80 354.22

Bridgemere 60.70 60.09 Norbury 93.50 92.57

Brindley 70.80 70.09 North Rode 116.72 115.55

Broomhall 89.60 88.70 Odd Rode 2,048.40 2,027.92

Buerton 216.70 214.53 Ollerton with Marthall 300.25 297.25

Bulkeley 124.90 123.65 Over Alderley 218.67 216.48

Bunbury 616.10 609.94 Peckforton 74.90 74.15

Burland 277.10 274.33 Peover Superior 392.06 388.14

Calveley 129.80 128.50 Pickmere 377.22 373.45

Checkley-cum-Wrinehill 47.00 46.53 Plumley with Toft and Bexton 396.16 392.20

Chelford 653.92 647.38 Poole 59.90 59.30

Cholmondeley 78.90 78.11 Pott Shrigley 148.00 146.52

Cholmondeston 74.30 73.56 Poynton with Worth 6,080.64 6,019.83

Chorley 253.83 251.29 Prestbury 2,134.64 2,113.29

Chorley (Crewe) 47.10 46.63 Rainow 593.42 587.49

Chorlton 498.90 493.91 Ridley 63.20 62.57

Church Lawton 906.10 897.04 Rope 819.60 811.40

Church Minshull 208.00 205.92 Rostherne 86.31 85.45

Congleton 10,124.65 10,023.40 Sandbach 6,829.20 6,760.91

Coole Pilate 26.10 25.84 Shavington-cum-Gresty 1,682.00 1,665.18

Cranage 599.60 593.60 Siddington 191.97 190.05

Crewe 14,786.28 14,638.42 Smallwood 287.50 284.63

Crewe Green 96.10 95.14 Snelson 84.47 83.63

Disley 1,949.33 1,929.84 Somerford 185.70 183.84

Dodcott-cum-Wilkesley 184.10 182.26 Sound 103.40 102.37

Doddington 17.80 17.62 Spurstow 192.40 190.48

Eaton 170.64 168.93 Stapeley 1,336.40 1,323.04

Edleston 39.90 39.50 Stoke 108.70 107.61

Egerton 36.40 36.04 Sutton 1,172.16 1,160.44

Faddiley 76.90 76.13 Swettenham 168.10 166.42

Gawsworth 856.94 848.37 Tabley 200.64 198.63

Goostrey 1,107.40 1,096.33 Tatton 12.67 12.54

Great Warford 444.14 439.70 Twemlow 92.00 91.08

Hankelow 125.20 123.95 Walgherton 59.70 59.10

Haslington 2,399.00 2,375.01 Wardle 59.40 58.81

Hassall 111.50 110.39 Warmingham 109.10 108.01

Hatherton 171.50 169.78 Weston 812.40 804.28

Haughton 97.00 96.03 Wettenhall 96.70 95.73

Henbury 333.11 329.78 Willaston 1,313.10 1,299.97

Henhull 24.50 24.26 Wilmslow 14,200.08 14,058.08

High Legh 901.25 892.24 Wincle 94.78 93.83

Higher Hurdsfield 343.42 339.99 Wirswall 42.80 42.37

Holmes Chapel 2,442.60 2,418.17 Wistaston 3,091.60 3,060.68

Hough 353.60 350.06 Woolstanwood 261.90 259.28

Hulme Walfield & Somerford Booths 165.10 163.45 Worleston 106.10 105.04

Hunsterson 79.00 78.21 Wrenbury 467.80 463.12

Hurleston 26.50 26.24 Wybunbury 619.60 613.40

146,637.42 145,171.05

COUNCIL TAX-TAX BASE 2010/11 COUNCIL TAX-TAX BASE 2010/11
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