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Community Governance Review Sub-
Committee 

Agenda 
 

Date: Thursday, 15th August, 2013 
Time: 10.30 am 
Venue: The Capesthorne Room - Town Hall, Macclesfield SK10 1EA 
 
The agenda is divided into 2 parts. Part 1 is taken in the presence of the public and press. 
Part 2 items will be considered in the absence of the public and press for the reasons 
indicated on the agenda and at the foot of each report. 
 
PART 1 – MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED WITH THE PUBLIC AND PRESS PRESENT 
 
1. Apologies for Absence   
 
2. Declarations of Interest   
 
 To provide an opportunity for Members and Officers to declare any disclosable 

pecuniary and non-pecuniary interests in any item on the agenda. 
 

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

allocated for members of the public to address the meeting on any matter relating to 
the work of the body in question.  Individual members of the public may speak for up 
to 5 minutes but the Chairman or person presiding 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 are not required to give notice to use this facility. 
However, as a matter of courtesy, a period of 24 hours’ notice is encouraged. 
  
Members of the public wishing to ask a question at the meeting should provide at 
least three clear working days’ notice in writing and should include the question with 
that notice. This will enable an informed answer to be given. 
  

4. Minutes of Previous meeting  (Pages 1 - 4) 
 
 To approve the minutes of the meeting held on 17 May 2013. 

  

Public Document Pack



5. To consider the following feedback from the Stage 1 Consultation:  (Pages 5 - 
98) 

 
 a) Notes from eight public meetings held between 3 July and 22 July; 

b) Analysis of returned Questionnaires; 
c) Correspondence received by e-mail/letter. 

 
6. To review the process for the Stage 1 Consultation  (Pages 99 - 102) 
 
 Summary report attached. 

 
7. Project Plan  (Pages 103 - 106) 
 
 To review the progress to date against the Project Plan (attached) and to consider the 

timescale and arrangements for the Stage 2 consultation. 
 

8. To consider the Stage 2 Consultation, including :-   
 
 a) Arrangements for the ballot of electors, including wording for the ballot paper 

and material to be sent to electors (specification for printing 
requirements/suggested timescales attached); 

 
b) Publicity required in advance of the ballot; 

 
c) Arrangements for the continued engagement with stakeholders, the public and 

6th Form colleges, throughout the period of the Stage 2 Consultation. 
 

9. Date of Next Meeting  (Pages 107 - 108) 
 
 To achieve the timescales specified for the printing requirements, to enable ballot 

packs to hit doorsteps from 23 September, artwork for the ballot paper and supporting 
literature would need to be signed off by the Sub-committee and submitted to the 
printers by 27 August. A further meeting of the Sub-committee has, therefore, been 
scheduled for Tuesday 20th August, at 10.30am, should Members feel this is required 
to meet the print deadlines. 
 



CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Community Governance Review Sub-
Committee 

held on Friday, 17th May, 2013 in The Tatton Room - Town Hall, Macclesfield 
SK10 1EA 

 
PRESENT 
 
Councillor P Groves, in the Chair 
 
Councillors G Baxendale, J Jackson, B Murphy, P Whiteley and W Livesley 

 
Apologies 

 
Councillors D Marren 

 
1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  

 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor David Marren. 
 

2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 

3 PUBLIC SPEAKING TIME/OPEN SESSION  
 
There were no members of the public wishing to speak. 
 

4 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING  
 
RESOLVED 
  
That the minutes of the meeting held on 11 April 2013 be approved as a 
correct record subject to the addition of Councillor Janet Jackson to the list 
of those present. 
 

5 PROJECT PLAN  
 
Consideration was given to a revised project plan which had been updated 
in the light of comments made at the last meeting.  Particular discussion 
ensued on the following aspects of the plan: 
  
Publication of Public Notice May/June 2013 
It was confirmed that publicity would be 4–6 weeks in advance of 
meetings.  It was agreed that the list of consultees be recirculated to Ward 
Members to ensure that it was up to date.  The public notice was currently 
being prepared and it was agreed that it be circulated direct to those on 
the stakeholder list.  The electoral register would be used to identify and 
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contact rising 16 and 17 year olds for publicity and also to ensure all those 
eligible received a ballot paper. 
  
Public engagement 24 June – 23 July 2013 
Confirmed that display boards would be prepared for the LSP to take out 
to local area and for display in Macclesfield Customer Centre. Publicity 
would include press release, leaflets and local publicity.  A request was 
made for School Sixth forms and for colleges to be included in the local 
area consultations as they were the future of the community; in addition 
facebook/twitter/multimedia should be used to help engage them. 
  
Ballot of Electors 23 Sept – 11 Oct 2013 
Concern was expressed that the summer holidays would come between 
the publicity period and the ballot; it was confirmed that feedback from the 
earlier publicity period would be considered by the Sub-Committee during 
August and it could then decide how to address points raised prior to the 
ballot.  Additional publicity could be carried out at this stage if considered 
necessary.   
   
Consultation Final Stage 13–31 January 2014 
It was explained that at this stage stakeholders would be notified of the 
final recommendation and there would be website and press based 
publicity. 
  
RESOLVED 
  
That approval be given to the revised project plan subject to the points 
raised and noted above. 
 

6 PUBLIC MEETINGS  
 
An oral update was given on the proposals for public meetings to be 
carries out in the period between 3-11 July 2013.  Suggested venues had 
been explored taking into account the preferences expressed at the last 
meeting.  
  
In order to accommodate existing holiday arrangements requests were 
made for the period to be extended to 12 July and for that on the Weston 
Estate to be on either the 3 or 4 July. 
  
RESOLVED 
  
That the schedule of public meetings be finalised, taking into account the 
above requests, and circulated to members at the earliest opportunity. 
 

7 COMMUNICATIONS PLAN  
 
RESOLVED 
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That the communications plan be developed, taking in account the views 
of the Sub-committee and that this be circulated to members of the Sub-
Committee in due course. 
 

8 ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND VICE-CHAIRMAN  
 
This was added as an additional item of business, in order to formalise the 
position that, in order to maintain continuity, no change was intended to 
the positions of Chairman and Vice-Chairman. 
  
RESOLVED 
  
That Councillors David Marren and Peter Groves continue in their 
respective roles of Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Sub-Committee. 
 

9 NEXT MEETING  
 
RESOLVED 
  
It was agreed that arrangements be made for the next meeting to be held 
early in August. 
 
 
 
 
The meeting commenced at 10.30 am and concluded at 11.30 am 

 
Councillor P Groves (Chairman) 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
HURDSFIELD COMMUNITY PRIMARY SCHOOL 

3 JULY 2013 
 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Brian Reed Louise Brown 
Lindsey Parton Alift Harewood 
Rose Hignett Brendan Murphy 
Cherry Foreman Lesley Smetham 
 
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Clarification requested of the range 
of organisations on the Stakeholder 
list. 
 
 

Explained that it had been drawn up with the help of the 
Sub Cttee and included all community organisations, 
businesses, housing associations, church and faith 
groups, LAP. 
 
Action: to confirm the inclusion of the Trustees/ Directors 
of the Morton Jubilee Hall. 

2. Is there a legal limit for the number 
of electors in a parished area? 

Some parished areas in Crewe are almost as large as 
Macclesfield would be and no problems are envisaged. 

3. Is there evidence that democratic 
engagement suffers when there 
are a high no of electors? 
 
The view of the questioner was that 
if the ratio was too large there 
would be no advantage over the 
present position with CE. 

1.  There is guidance from the T and PC Association on 
the ratio to ensure people are properly represented. 
2.  The area could be divided into the separate wards of 
the parish. 

4. What influence would the PC have 
in planning? 

Would be as a statutory consultee only. 

5.   How much would a PC cost? This would depend on what it did and what services it took 
over, at present amounts vary between £5 - £95. 

6.   If there was more than one PC 
which would take on the 
mayoralty? 

This would only change if a TC was created; a PC could 
be established and then resolve to become a TC in which 
case mayoralty would continue - as in Crewe. 

7. Bollington TC allows the public to 
attend and speak, is it like that 
everywhere? 

All TC’s and PC’s have their own Standing Orders and it 
would be for the new Council to determine those rules. 

8. Concern at having to pay too much 
for too little reward. 

It is the Council itself that will determine how much has to 
be paid. 

9.   If a Council took on services, such 
as recycling, would there be a 
corresponding reduction in money 
paid by residents to CE? 

Presumably there would be a resulting reduction in the 
cost borne by CE but there is no guarantee that there 
would be a reduction. 

10. Consultation on Macclesfield TC 
development was a waste of time, 
how can you guarantee this won’t 
be? 

Assurances were given that CE was genuinely interested 
and that views would be taken into account and 
considered by the Sub Cttee. 
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11. A lot of the information is on the 
internet but not all people can 
access that. 

Assurances given that a wide range of media is used. 

12. What details can be given of the 
other options available that were 
mentioned in your presentation and 
which of those would enable 
Macclesfield citizens to partake in 
forming a neighbourhood plan. 

 

13. What about deliberate budgeting 
for a specific neighbourhood? 

 

14. Which options would enable the 
citizens of Macclesfield to trigger a 
referenda, such as on the TC 
redevelopment? 

 

15. Publicity was appalling Everybody will get a personal letter at the end of the 
consultation stage and at the voting stage.  

16. Do Parish Councillors get paid? It is the decision of the PC itself, and it is answerable to 
the electorate.  All PC’s need a clerk and possibly other 
staff as well, and premises will need to be paid for. 

17.   Will any money unspent by the 
Charter Trustees be passed onto 
the new Council? Would the new 
Council get the income from car 
parking for example? 

The Council would get income from such as allotments 
and markets but CE will keep car parking revenues. 

18  Is there any record of what 
services PC’s in other area have 
taken on? 

It is mentioned in the document ‘Do You Want More Say in 
Macclesfield’. 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
WESTON COMMUNITY CENTRE 

4 JULY 2013 
 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Sarah Baxter Louise Brown 
Rose Hignett Alift Harewood 
Lindsey Parton Martin Hardy 
Brian Reed David Marren (Chairman) 
Julie Stockton Brendan Murphy 
 
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION/COMMENT AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Clarification was sought as to who 
made the Order and if it was 
Parliament. 
 
 

In response it was confirmed that the Council made the 
Order. 

2. Why is there a 12 month gap 
between making the Order and 
implementing it? 

If the decision was for Macclesfield to become a 
Town/Parish Council then it would fit well into the electoral 
cycle as Elections are scheduled to take place on May 
2015 and therefore would save incurring an additional 
cost.  Furthermore an Order can only be made on 1 April 
in anyone year. 
 
(A further question was raised suggesting that European 
Elections were taking place in 2014 so could it not be done 
then.  The response was that the Election would still have 
to be rerun a year later to coincide with Borough Elections 
2015). 

3. What would happen if there was 
low turnout? If only 1% vote din 
favour of the other 99% didn’t 
would the views of those who voted 
be ignored and those who didn’t 
vote would win out? 

All of the views would be considered.  Crewe was used as 
an example whereby only 32% of the Electorate turned out 
and yet there was still an outcome.  Whatever the 
response rate the Panel would consider all of the 
information. 

4. One person didn’t feel they had 
enough information to make an 
informed choice.  Wasn’t sure of 
the pitfalls on becoming a 
Town/Parish Council 

In response the Chairman stated that it was difficult to get 
the balance right.  The Council didn’t want to provide too 
much or too little information.  Could easily produce 20/30 
pages.  It was felt that people would get an initial feeling as 
to what sort of outcome would be the best for the town. 
The conclusion may be that people are happy as they are. 

5.   Can a Parish council deliver 
services they want and wouldn’t 
have services forced upon them? 

In response the Chairman stated used his example of 
being on Barthomley Parish Council whereby that 
particular PC was not responsible for any services and this 
was reflected in the precept.  However Nantwich Town 
Council delivered a lot of services hence the precept was 
higher.  Barthomley’s precept was £10 Natwich’s was £97. 

6.   What would the specific voting The material would come in all sorts of ways ie email, 
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options be? writing. 
7. Is inertia a factor could it be the 

status quo? 
Can’t answer a hypothetical scenario, however if no-one 
was to take any interest then the sensible option would be 
to do nothing. 

8. One comment was made that 
unless there was a significant 
number in favour of a Town/Parish 
Council then the silent majority 
should not be ignored. 

 

9.   Another comment was made that 
people wouldn’t bother to vote and 
that CEC had not done enough to 
engage people. 

 

10. Another comment was made that 
maybe a Town/Parish Council 
would be a good thing in order to 
ensure that people in Macclesfield 
are being listened to. 

Appreciated that Macclesfield was the only unparished 
area and therefore it was felt that a review should be 
undertaken. 

11. Another comment was made that 
Town/Parish Councils do not have 
any say ie Lyme Green they are 
consulted but that is it. 

 

12. Another person made a number of 
comments in relation to the general 
state of Macclesfield and its 
relationship with CEC. 

 

13. Another comment was made that 
no-one knew about the 
consultation events taking place 
and that not everyone bought the 
local newspaper or had access to 
the internet. 

It was explained that the Council had no control over 
where the local newspaper placed the advert. 
(The Chairman advised if people wanted to leave their 
names and addresses the Council could send them 
leaflets to be handed around the locality) 

14. Do you tweet when outside the 
market place? 

It was confirmed that a stand had been set up in the 
Grosvenor Centre. 

15. Wanted good clear figures on the 
costs. 

If the outcome was to establish a Town/Parish Council 
then the costs would depend on what the Council wanted 
to do.  If the Town/Parish Council wanted to do little then 
the precept would be small. 

16. A comment was made that it was 
obvious what the Town/Parish 
Council couldn’t do.  It would be 
very restrictive as to what it could 
do.  All in favour of localism if have 
a Town Council that is effective.  
Can’t have a ‘Mickey Mouse’ 
Council needs to work in 
partnership with CEC.  Did think 
document produced by CEC was 
excellent. 

 

17.   What would the Town/Parish 
Council be responsible for? 

Depends how much you want the precept to be. Can do 
quite a bit but would have a higher precept. 

18  People need to understand what is 
on offer. People thought that the 
Crewe Town Council was replacing 
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CEC. 
19 Would CEC Cllrs be on a 

Town/Parish Council? 
They are 2 distinctively different bodies if Town/Parish 
Council approach was adopted.  They would elect their 
own Cllrs some may also be Members of CEC but don’t 
have to be. 

20 Another comment was made in 
respect of Local Service Delivery 
meetings and that this should be 
given a bigger role.  Wouldn’t need 
to pay extra money or have extra 
Cllrs.  In response to this another 
person felt this had no powers and 
a Town Council would ensure 
things got done.  Options 5,6 and 7 
wouldn’t work. 

 

21 Another comments made was that 
person had no views either way at 
this moment in time, however CEC 
needed to ensure that people had 
the right information to make a 
decision.  Important to get the 
messages out.  People not aware.  
Bath doesn’t have Town Council 
has Charter Trustees instead.  
Could work at Macclesfield too. 

 

22 If people didn’t want a change at 
the moment could the issue be 
raised again? 

Yes. 

23 Would like to see the figures 
broken down.  Would like to see 
what Town/Parish Councils do. 

An outline of what Town/Parish Councils could do could be 
included on the website. 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
PUBLIC MEETING 

BROKEN CROSS CLUB MACCLESFIELD   
8 JULY 2013 

 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Brian Reed Brendan Murphy 
Lindsey Parton  Janet Jackson  
Julie North Carolyn Andrew 
Rose Hignett Louise Brown 
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Of the seven options, is it correct to 
say that only number 2 (A 
Parish/Town Council) would be an 
elected body?  

Yes, in terms of formal elections. For the other 
organisations it is possible to elect Borough Council 
Members to sit on them.  
 
 

2. When will be know what services 
are likely to be transferred over to 
the Local service Delivery 
Committee or any future 
Town/Parish Council? 

Not until after December 2013. There are a range of 
functions that a Town Council can decide to deliver, but 
they do have to charge to deliver these services. A Town 
Council has its own way of delivering these services and 
there are some which the Borough Council could pass 
down, but we don’t know what these would be yet. 
 
Member Comment 
If you elect a Town Council for Macclesfield they will be 
able to express your views with a collective response, but 
this will come at a cost, depending on what services 
Cheshire East decide it can be responsible for. At the 
moment the Charter Trustees are responsible for historic 
issues, such as the Mayoralty, Christmas lights, the 
Remembrance Service and Civic Service. 

3. How will the payment be provided? 
Will we have to pay Cheshire East 
and they pass it in?  

Yes, the Town Council would decide what services to 
provide. It would then precept costs and this would be 
included in the Council tax. An example of where this 
happened is Crewe where certain assumptions have to be 
made to create a budget in the first year of the Council. 

4. With the Wilson Bowden 
development, the proposed road, 
loss off Green Belt and the 
requirement for any new 
development to have 30% 
affordable housing, we need a say 
in our own town. It all feels very 
remote. I don’t mind paying more, 
but don’t want a road and a load of 
shops. Why are we talking about 
building in the Green Belt? These 
are all major issues which can’t be 
addressed by a Town Council, 
which can only deal with minor 

In terms of planning, a formally elected Town Council has 
the right to respond/comment on planning applications, but 
not to determine them. 
    
Member comment 
It must be accepted that any Town Council would have few 
powers.  
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issues. 
5. From what has been said, I feel  

inclined to go down the road of a 
Town Council.     

N/A 

6. There is no local politics on the 
cheap anymore. I question whether 
we have funding to be able to 
achieve  favourable changes in our 
local administration. I don’t want to 
see more parishes or community 
trusts. I want to see a local 
Macclesfield Town Council. The 
funding for that will have to come 
from the Government. The 
Government loses billions of 
pounds through corporate tax 
avoidance. I appreciate what 
Cheshire East Council does, but 
ever since dissolution of MBC we 
have had to go cap in hand for 
funding for growth. Macclesfield 
looks like a train crash, with empty 
shops and a miserable shopping 
centre, struggling for cash. I am not 
looking for an expensive 
administration with 
Mayors/cars/town twinning. I want 
better social services, more funding 
for health, better planning for the 
development of the town centre. 
We must reduce business 
regulations, enforced by remote 
civil servants. Please consider a 
Macclesfield Town Council. 

N/A 

 
 

Page 12



MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
PUBLIC MEETING 

IVY BANK SCHOOL MACCLESFIELD   
9 JULY 2013 

 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Brian Reed Brendan Murphy 
Lindsey Parton  Janet Jackson  
Julie North Carolyn Andrew 
  
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION/COMMENT ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Is the leaflet up to date, as it does 
not take account of the Localism 
Act, which gives more potential for 
Town Councils to be involved in 
planning decisions.  

This would be fed into the consultation. 
 
Member Comment 
If there is a Town council it will not be responsible for 
planning applications. Neighbourhood plans can be made 
anyway and have to be consistent with the core strategy. If 
there was a Town Council the same decisions would be 
made. 

2. Bollington has a Town Council, so 
they run themselves. How come 
they have more facilities than 
anywhere else in the borough? 
Because they are a Parish. For me 
they made the right decision, 
because they get closer to the 
community and bring it together. 
We had a Macclesfield Borough 
Council, but you chose to leave us 
and desert us and to sell it all off. 
There are not enough Labour 
Councillors. I read reports on the 
website regarding Crewe. There 
was only 700 turnout/leaflets to 
cover 3 parishes. That is not good 
governance. 

N/A 

3. I was unfortunate to sit through the 
Planning Committee for the town 
centre planning application. 
Macclesfield people no longer have 
a say. It has been taken over by 
Councillors with no commitment or 
knowledge of the town. I don’t 
object to paying to have a say, but 
not if only minor issues. Bollington 
TC appear to have more clout or 
their views are taken more 
seriously. John Prescott decided 
that Macclesfield would be a 
unitary Authority. I see that 

There is a summary in the leaflet. There are some powers 
in the localism Act. The Macclesfield area is the only one 
in Cheshire east that does not have a Town/Parish council. 
There are certain legal constraints and statutory limitations 
as to what a Parish/Town Council can do. 
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Wilmslow, Crewe and Congleton 
have a Town Council. Is there any 
way a Town Council can have 
more responsibility? 

4. If we had had a Town Council prior 
to the Town centre planning 
application would it have been 
effective? 

Member Comment 
Yes. I sit on the Strategic Planning Board and it influences 
me when I see Parish and Town Council comments, but it 
is not the decider. 

5. The old Macclesfield Borough 
Council was a good Council and 
Margaret Duddy was a good 
Leader. 

Member Comment 
What we wanted originally was to strive for improved 
working with the County Council. We will never get back to 
what we had before 2009.  

6. Car parking charges in the town 
will increase, as the Council is 
selling the car parking provision to 
NCP. 

N/A 

7. It worries me that there will be 
services for the young but not the 
older generation. 

N/A 

8.   The process for the CGR should 
have been better publicised.  

N/A 

9.   With regard to the Cheshire East 
Local Plan it appears that 
stakeholders are consulted before 
the general public. I would have 
thought that the public are the 
major stakeholders. 

N/A 

10. The areas with a Parish Council, 
such as Poynton, have said that 
they don’t want development, so it 
tends to go elsewhere. 

N/A 

11. A Town Council seems like a good 
idea, but it appears that it won’t 
have any teeth, which is a shame. I 
feel that it is wrong just to have 
Cheshire East. 

N/A 

12 The reason places such as 
Bollington, Knutsford and Alderley 
Edge do well is that they have a 
personality. Also, Bollington has an 
amazing set of inhabitants. They 
have a successful, privately run 
leisure centre. Macclesfield 
residents need to get together. 

N/A 

13 There is an enormous opportunity 
to get behind the West Park 
Museum and the Silk Museum. The 
people of Macclesfield need to 
work together on this. 

N/A 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
TYTHERINGTON CLUB 

10 JULY 2013 
 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Sarah Baxter Janet Jackson 
Lindsey Parton David Marren (Chairman) 
Julie Stockton Brendan Murphy 
 Lloyd-Roberts 
 
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION/COMMENT AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Did Macclesfield establish the 
decision to review? 
 
 

CEC felt it should undertake a review as it was the only 
area without anything in place, so whilst a petition had not 
been received CEC felt it necessary to undertake a 
review. 

2. Councillor B Murphy made a 
statement on his own behalf.  He 
stated that the document CEC had 
produced was excellent, however 
the problem was with what was not 
being said rather than what was 
being said.  There was a difference 
between a Parish and a Town 
Council.  A Parish Council could 
become a Town Council if it went 
down that road and elected a 
Mayor.  Most people want to have a 
say.  Can have a Local Plan but 
must be consistent with the CEC 
Local Plan.  CEC only has to be 
obliged to give consideration of it.  
The person speaking wanted to see 
a Town Council for Macclesfield or 
Tytherington but only if it had teeth.  
Assets to be transferred should 
include the £500,000 that Wilson 
Bowden have to pay to CEC for 
taking over the management of local 
parks and should come to 
Macclesfield via a Town Council.  
Could have responsibilities for park 
benches, hanging baskets etc but it 
was a lot of money for just that.  
One option was no change and 
could give the Local Service 
Delivery Committees power to do 
things. 

 

3. Councillor Mrs J Jackson made a  
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statement on her own behalf.  She 
stated that if a Town Council was 
going to be put forward as the 
favoured option it would cost 
money.  How much depended on 
what the Town Council was to be 
responsible for.  Where is a list of 
services that the Town Council 
could take on?  Can take on 
markets, car parks, open spaces 
grants etc.  Used to have a Grants 
Panel now decided by Cabinet.  
Can’t go back to the old days but 
feel that a Town Council would be of 
benefit.  When completing the form 
people need to say what services 
they would like the Town Council to 
manage. Thought it was a good 
idea. 

4. Are there any powers a Parish 
Council can be granted as a right 
otherwise what powers does it 
have? 
 
Lot of people feel it would be an 
extra taxation.  Is it an extra 
charge?  Please explain how the 
mechanisms of the charge work 
out? 

Yes it is an extra charge.  Council tax would still continue 
to rise.  If became a Town Council may want to take on 
the things that CEC are currently responsible for.  If 
activities transferred down to a Town Council then funds 
would have to be raised to finance the services (precept).  
Logically Council Tax should go down but this would be 
unlikely to happen.  Further explanation was given in 
relation to the Council Tax issue. 
 
(It was felt that the leaflet needed a clear explanation on 
the costs). 
 
In terms of the precept it is difficult to predict what it would 
be as it would depend on what services the Town Council 
took on.  It was explained that Nantwich Town Council 
was responsible for a number of services so the precept 
was high.  Other Parish Councils do very little, therefore 
the precept would just about cover the cost of the Clerk 
and the building taken on. Would have to take on 
allotments. 

5.   Would every individual household 
be in a Ward?  Would there be a 
Council Tax Bill for CEC and one for 
the Parish Council? 

Every household is already in a Ward.  All of the 
information would be included on the same Bill but broken 
down separately. 

6.   What point do CEC say they are 
bankrupt? 

The grant from Government has been cut by 30% and will 
likely to decrease by another 10%.  It is a problem and 
Local Government will do less and less.  CEC trying to cut 
its cloth.  What it has to do is look at a range of 
discretionary services it is responsible for and then 
prioritise which it can continue offering.   

7. It was commented that a Parish 
Council could be a statutory 
consultee and could put money 
aside to fight Planning appeals.  
Macclesfield was a unique town with 
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a unique ID.   He stated he was a 
Cllr from elsewhere and his Parish 
Council was responsible for quite a 
lot.  It was the cost of an average 
tank of fuel for a year.  By law 
allotments have to transfer over.  He 
represented Keighley Town Council 
and stated that Town Councils can 
provide the ‘icing on the cake’.  
Better to let the Districts focus on 
the ‘nitty gritty’.  All services will stay 
at Sandbach won’t get cut there. 

8. Where can we find complete list of 
all these services?  Should be on 
the website. 

CEC was collating the information with ChALC and the 
National Association of Local Councils had a good 
website which gave examples of how other LA’s operate.  
Could put this on the website. 

9.   Would services be delivered by 
professionally trained Local 
Government employees or would 
they be delivered by unpaid 
volunteers? 

Staff all transferred over from the Council to Nantwich 
Town Council.  Other Councils may have alternative 
views. 

10. How many staff were employed at 
Nantwich Town Council and did 
they transfer over on the same 
terms and conditions? 

30 casuals and yes on same terms and conditions. 

11. Would the question paper going out 
be a straightforward yes or no?  Will 
the decision be made on a simple 
majority or a certain %? 
Do party Members become Parish 
Cllrs is it a party decision?  Would 
have been helpful to know what £1 
on a Council Tax band D gets you? 

In Crewe all 20 Cllrs are from the Labour Party. In 
Nantwich the Cllrs are predominantly Conservative.  What 
£1 gets you depends on where you live.  Can’t predict 
what the question on the paper will be as there are a 
number of options. It was very clear Crewe wanted a 
Town Council. 32% said yes. 

12. Is the Parish Council the same as a 
Town Council? 

Yes the Parish Council has to decide if it wants to 
become a Town Council.  A Town Council has a Mayor. 

13. How much teeth would a Parish 
Council have? 

Depends on how good the people are who have been 
elected.  Does forge a good relationship between the 
CEC and the Parish Council. 

14. What happens at Stage 3 of the 
Consultation process?  Would it be 
advertised widely? 

Consultation on the draft decision comes out.  Yes it 
would be advertised on the website at the LAP’s and in 
the Macclesfield Express and in leaflets via the Town 
Centre Manager. 

15. Is there a view as to the merits of 
existing CEC Cllrs standing for the 
Town Council?  Can the Town 
Council Elections be on the basis of 
a third every year? 

The Elections would be likely to follow the same as CEC 
so as to avoid incurring additional costs.  Residents would 
be the people deciding who should be voted in.  If it was a 
new Town Council then it might be beneficial to ensure 
some of the Members had experience of being on a 
Council previously, particularly for the first period. 

16. How long would the Parish Council 
take to bed in? 

About 2 years. 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
PUSS BANK SCHOOL, MACCLESFIELD 

11 JULY 2013 
 

OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Lindsey Parton David Marren 
Rose Hignett Bill Livesley 

 Brendan Murphy 
 David Newton 

 
RESUME OF THE QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 

 
 QUESTION ANSWER 

1. If they decided on a Town Council 
what rebate would they get from 
Cheshire East 

Cheshire East has never raised its 
Council Tax. It has been frozen for 
a number of years.  Central 
Government is cutting grants and 
Cheshire East cutting 
discretionary services, unless the 
Parish Council want to take them 
on. 

2. Does it say that the Town Council 
can be responsible for parks 

They can run parks and a range of 
services if Cheshire East agrees.  
The Town Council can request 
these services.  Cheshire East 
Assets would need to agree to 
release them.  Parish Councils 
can buy assets if they so wish. 

3. How do you know it will cost more. Because it will require a Clerk and 
to rent offices.  We have some 
Parish Councils whose levy is £5, 
but Nantwich is £95.  Wincle 
doesn’t have a Clerk 

4. Is the list you have given us  
covered by Legal Statute and are 
these services what will be given. 

Statutory Service must be carried 
out by Cheshire East, but some 
could be. 
Public Toilets, Community Halls, 
Parks and Car Parks are a few 
examples.  Cheshire East enters 
negotiations with the Parish 
Council to see what can be taken 
over.  Cheshire East is stopping 
carrying out discretionary services, 
but the Parish Council can take 
these over.  

5. Are you able to make available a 
list of discretionary powers these 
Councils have taken up? 

These are not available. 
Congleton Town Council’s are 
available. There is a pilot scheme 
to take some statutory powers 
over. 
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6. Can you explain what if any 
special steps have been taken by 
Cheshire East to include young 
people, schools and youth clubs.   

Cheshire East are engaging with 
the Sixth Form Colleges.  Any 
under 18s on the Electoral 
Register will also be included in 
the ballot. 

7. You are talking about Parish and 
we are talking about a Town.  
Would it meet in the Town Hall. 

No.  Crewe Town Council doesn’t 
meet in the Municipal Buildings, 
unless it hires a room.  Cheshire 
East owns the Town Hall. 

 How much does it cost to run the 
Town Hall. 

Macclesfield Forum has been 
asked if it wants to run it. And it 
may be that the Town Council 
could have 4 meetings a year 
there, but it is dependant upon 
negotiations. 

8 Would the present Councillors be 
on the Council. 

There would be elections for the 
Councillors.  It is not a given that 
Cheshire East Councillors would 
automatically be able to stand for 
election for the Parish Council. 

9. Would the Parish Councillors be 
able to sit on the Cheshire East 
Committees 

These are two separate 
organisations.  The Parish 
Councillors would not sit on the 
Borough Planning Committee.  
You still have representation from 
your Borough Councillors for this.  
The Parish Council will be asked 
to provide their comments. 

10. Non Town/Parish Council Option.  
What powers under the Localism 
Act does an Economic Forum 
have.  Any group can become an 
Economic Forum. 

They do not have the Powers to 
deliver services.  Limited range of 
powers, but could possibly 
influence. 

11. What about Leisure Centres and 
Libraries 

It is unlikely that Leisure Centres 
will be transferred, as Cheshire 
East are looking at a Trust.  
Possibility that Libraries could be.  
No Parishes run libraries at 
present. 

12. Did you say that a Parish or Town 
Council would automatically take 
over Allotments 

Yes.  There is a duty to satisfy the 
demand for allotments, but if the 
Parishes say they don’t want to, 
Cheshire East must cease to do 
so and will use the land for 
something else. 

13. Clarification was sought on the 
review options. Are the two options 
no change or a Parish/Town 
Council.  What are the other 
options regarding governance. 

Yes.  They are the only two 
options that can deliver services. 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
MACCLESFIELD LIBRARY  

12 JULY 2013 
 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Lindsey Parton  Ken Edwards  
Diane Moulson  Janet Jackson  
 Alift Harewood 
 Brendan Murphy 
 Lesley Smetham 
 
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Clarification requested of the range 
of organisations on the Stakeholder 
list. 
 
 

Explained that it had been drawn up with the help of the 
Sub Cttee and included all community organisations, 
businesses, housing associations, church and faith 
groups, LAP. 
 
Activity in Retirement Working Party based at Town Hall 
had not been included in stakeholder list.  
 

2. Question concerning timing of 
review straight after TC 
development was approved   

Governance review for Wimslow and Macclesfield was first 
considered in 2011.  Delay in launching the Macclesfield 
review  was due to Wimslow being dealt with first.      
 

3. Do Parish Councillors get paid & 
would they have offices? 

Allowances payments would be down to the PC itself but 
typically only expenses paid.  PC would require premises 
which it would need to pay for. 
 

4. What influence would the PC have 
in planning? 

Would be as a statutory consultee only.  CEC would 
consider representations from it as it does with members 
of the public but can only consider valid planning grounds.  
    

5. How many residents does the 
review cover?  
 

Approximately 55,000 with an electorate of 40,000. 

6. If a Council took on services would 
there be any corresponding funding 
provided from CEC? 

Depends on the services taken over.  Funding for a 
statutory function could follow, unlikely to apply if the 
service was discretionary. 
      

7. Would the final model of how the 
PC might look be subject to 
negotiation with CEC  

Yes.  There would be an automatic transfer of some 
services such as allotments but others would be open to 
negotiation.   
  

8.   How much would a PC cost? This would depend on what it did and what services it took 
over.  Gave as an example Crewe TC which had a precept 
of £35 but was still evolving having only come into 
existence in April 2013.       
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9.   Could there be more than one PC 
for the area?    

This could be a possibility if the feedback received during 
the consultation period supported it.    
 

10. Businesses in the town were 
stakeholders but some owners did 
not live in the town   

Businesses were still welcome to complete the feedback 
forms to provide their views which the Sub-Committee 
would consider in this context.    
 

 
 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 

1. What would happen if stayed the same?  CE treats Macclesfield very badly which would 
continue if no TC to make representations on residents behalf, even if it was limited in its 
influence.       
          

2. Macclesfield deserves a proper town Council with full powers, not what is being offered.  Driver 
is CEC wanting to off-load costly/discretionary services without passing over the profitable ones 
rather than promoting local democracy.  Just replacing old layer of local government with a new 
one.        
   

3. Having a TC for Macclesfield would complete the model across Cheshire.     
 

4. The other options proposed are not ‘options’ in the true sense as they could still exist if a PC was 
set up.     
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
SILK ROOM, MACCLESFIELD TOWN HALL 

22 JULY 2013 
 
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE COUNCILLORS IN ATTENDANCE 
Sarah Baxter Ken Edwards 
Lindsey Parton Alift Harewood 
 Janet Jackson 
 David Marren (Chairman) 
 Laura Jeuda 
 Brendan Murphy 
 
 

RESUME OF THE QUESTION/COMMENT AND ANSWER SESSION 
 

 QUESTION ANSWER 
1. 
 
 

Councillor Mrs Janet Jackson made 
a statement on her own behalf.  Lot 
of people concerned about the extra 
cost.  It will be an extra cost as still 
have to pay CEC Council Tax.  May 
say why bother with a Town 
Council?  CEC were cutting costs 
by saying didn’t want to pay for x,y 
and z, as a result services will be 
lost.  CEC has the ability to charge 
a special express levy so we could 
stay as we are and still pay more.  If 
go for a Town Council will be a 
precept but will have services you 
want.  It is a more democratic way 
of having services.  Town Council 
opening up a wider community and 
would be based in Macclesfield.  
Envisage providing services like the 
market, car parks, running of West 
Park museum.  Could look at 
providing community grants to give 
out to local organisations.  A Town 
Council would be cohesive for the 
town.  Take on town centre 
management, parks could produce 
a neighbourhood plan.  My personal 
view would be to support a Town 
Council. 
 
Councillor K Edwards made a 
statement on his own behalf.  
Thanked CEC for taking the review 
on board.  It was difficult and 
complex but allowed the people of 
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Macclesfield to make a choice.  
Want a Town Council for 
Macclesfield.  About 113 Town and 
Parish Councils in CE and 
Macclesfield the only area without 
one.  Four advantages:- 
 
Comprehensive, encompasses the 
whole of Macclesfield. 
Democratic in that Members are 
elected every 4 years. 
Town Council can be quite powerful.  
It does things to benefit the 
community.  In Bollington gritting 
was poor in a number of areas.  The 
Town Council debated with the local 
people and ensured a better gritting 
service was in operation.  Need to 
ensure Macclesfield has a strong 
voice and to provide the services 
the town wants.  Definitely need a 
Town Council. 
 
Councillor Miss C Andrew made a 
statement on her own behalf.  Won’t 
return to the days of Macclesfield 
Borough Council.  If a Town Council 
to take on all duties be quite 
expensive.  Nantwich Town Council 
costs people £95 for a Band D 
property for Crewe it was £28. 
Mention was made of the LAP made 
up of 4 organisations and individual 
groups, but not all Cllrs involved in 
the LAP.  Town Council would have 
a role in Planning.  Have meetings 
and discuss plans, but wouldn’t 
have any decision making powers.  
Would just be a consultee.  
Whichever option choose will cost 
money.  Stuck between a rock and 
a hard place.  It will cost money no 
matter what. People need to read 
the literature and weigh up the 
arguments. 
 
Councillor Mrs L Jeuda made a 
statement on her own behalf.  Lot of 
things said, no point in repetition.  
Recent convert to Town Council. If 
no channel in Macclesfield only 
have ourselves.  Need a body of 
people to represent the views of 
Macclesfield.  Will cost but need to 
manage services that will bring 
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revenue in ie car parks. 
 
Councillor B Murphy made a 
statement on his own behalf.  All in 
favour of a proper Town Council not 
a ‘Mickey Mouse’ Parish Council.  
May have responsibility for 
allotments, hanging baskets, toilets 
etc but won’t get control of car 
parks.  No way will CEC hand over 
car parks.  Leader of Council 
offered Disley a car park but it’s 
free.  Crewe car parks are half 
price.  Macclesfield car parks more 
expensive.  Macclesfield is a 
diverse area.  In 2009 had a 
meeting in Tytherington over 130 
people attended.  They were asked 
if there was a Town Council would 
they prefer one Town Council for 
Macclesfield or have their own 
Parish Council, the majority voted 
for the latter.   Crewe Town Council 
already had 2 Cllrs resigned.  
Handforth Parish Council is up in 
arms over building in the green belt 
and Wilmslow Town Council wanted 
to spend £15,000 on Mayoral chains 
which it is now not doing.  
Community well being is subjective.  
What is well being?  You need to 
have your eyes wide open.  Will 
cost a lot of money.  No say in 
Planning.  If CEC can’t provide 
services would Town Council be 
more successful? 
 
Councillor Mrs A Harewood made a 
statement on her own behalf.  If 
having a Town Council was so bad 
then why did everyone else have 
one?  Town Council only way local 
democracy can be served.  Last 3 
options are not in the interests of 
the local community.  The Town 
Council is set to serve.  Hope 
people vote for it. 

2. Haven’t heard what Town Council 
would be?  How would it operate 
separately from CEC?  Would the 
Wards be as they are now with 
CEC?  Would it be effective or 
ineffective?  If had a Town Council 
how many Cllrs would be on it?  
Have they done their sums? 

Parish Council legislation says if it is a single local 
Council it is a Parish Council and only becomes a Town 
Council if the Parish Council decides it wants a mayoralty.  
The term is interchangeable.  Will cost more. Some 
smaller Parish Councils don’t raise a precept but then 
they probably don’t do that much.  Nantwich Town 
Council’s is £97.  Runs a range of services from CEC and 
therefore costs a certain amount.  May be the same for 
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Macclesfield.  The cost of the services is £500,000 with a 
tax base of 5,000 it works out a £100 for band D Council 
Tax properties.  As Macclesfield has a tax base of 18,000 
would work out a lot less than a £100 per Council Tax 
band D property.   Up to Parish Council what services 
wants to deliver too difficult to say what will cost.  Crewe 
Town Council elected 20 Councillors.  I preferred 10.   

3. CEC decided is this a democracy? The bulk of opinion in relation to Crewe was for there to 
be 20 Cllrs. 

4. Are the list of activities outlined in 
the document ‘pick and mix’?  Is 
there any flexibility? 

Whole range of activities Parish Council can get involved 
in.  Simply take a selection from the list but can be a 
range of activities the Parish Council can take on.  
Generally what is included on the list is what a Parish 
Council can do, however there is new legislation under 
the Localism Act 2012 which may give Parish Councils 
slightly wider powers but that legislation is new. 

5.   For £38 precept what activities has 
Crewe take on? 

At the moment have had to take over allotments.11 sites 
transfer over a 150 year lease provided details are 
agreed.  If not CEC could stop allotments.  Transferring 
over responsibility of toilets and hanging baskets etc.  
Only just been created a few months ago, expect 
activities to increase.  Already been asked to think about 
paying for CCTV. 

6.   Macclesfield is so large, could be a 
range of activities, could need a 
number of Officers and could 
become very bureaucratic? 

Would need a Clerk and a secretary and would probably 
buy in HR and accountancy advice.  Nantwich Town 
Council used to have 1 Clerk and secretary now have 13 
employees all transferred over.  No finance or HR staff 
are on the payroll.  To begin with would probably only 
require a Clerk, a secretary and perhaps 2 others.  
Depends really on what activities the Town Council takes 
on. 

7. Why no-one invited from the 
Community groups? 

Not specifically invited but Groups were made aware of 
the consultation sessions. 

8. Would there be a cap on the cost? DCLG did put a cap on principal LA’s and were going to 
apply to Parish Council’s but don’t think this has 
happened yet. 

9.   If the local Members wanted a 
particular outcome could they be 
outvoted? 

Yes possibly, however the Council had to consider all of 
the representations received and come up with a 
recommendation which reflects the majority of people’s 
views.  Would have to have a good reason for deciding 
not to.  The process was then explained in greater detail. 

10. Could the Parish Council apply for 
grants?  Would the Wards be the 
same as the Cheshire East Wards? 

Yes can apply for grants.  In terms of the Wards the 
Governance Review Group would have a look but it would 
probably be based on the existing Wards. 

11. Do the Parish Councillors have the 
same deal as CEC Cllrs could they 
be on both? 

Parish Cllrs don’t receive an allowance, may get mileage 
expenses.  Could have the same Cllrs on the parish 
Council that are also on CEC.  Individual parties put 
individual candidates to stand, may be CEC Cllrs may 
not.  Some individuals may stand and not represent any 
Political party.  In Crewe very few of the Town Councillors 
are on CEC. 

12. Do CEC pay for the Town Council? No, CEC is completely separate from the Town Council.  
If the Town Council made a mistake then it would fall to 
the Town Council to sort. 
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13. Nantwich Town Council had 3 
employees now over 30.  Are they 
paid for by the Town Council?  Who 
are they all? 

NTC run a number of activities.  Civic Hall used to be run 
by CEC.  CEC wanted to close it so NTC took it over for a 
£1.  Had to raise precept to finance the running of it.  
Majority of staff transferred over and are now employed 
by the NTC.  Cost CEC £150,000 to rung the hall, NTC 
reduced the cost to £100,000. 

14. If didn’t go for it could services be 
withdrawn? 

Yes. 

15. Sounds like double taxation to me.  
Seems costly to take on the running 
of buildings. 

Not definite what the Town Council would take on.  CEC 
won’t decrease Council Tax bill already facing further 
cuts.  Had a saving on Council Tax Bill since it has been 
frozen. 

16. How many could be on the Town 
Council, 40-50? 

If go for a Town Council, elections take place.  Parties put 
forward individual candidates.  People can put 
themselves forward.  All names go on a ballot paper.   
Every individual eligible to vote will receive a ballot paper.  
Term is for the same period as a CEC Cllr. 

17. If went for the other option 
Community Development Trust and 
they had their own Trustees how 
would they be elected? 

Not elected by the public they would have their own 
governance arrangements. 

18. Would the Town Council take on the 
pension responsibility? 

Yes. 

19. Would Town Council want to take 
on car parks?  Costs thousands to 
maintain. 

Unlikely CEC pass car parks on. Would have to negotiate 
but unlikely. 

20. How would the Town Council raise 
its own tax? 

18,000/19,000 tax base in Macclesfield. £10 for a band D 
property would generate an income stream of £180,000. 

21. How encouraging young people to 
become involved with a Town 
Council? 

Engaging with 6th Form Colleges.  All people on Electoral 
register be entitled to vote. 

22. What has the turnout at the 
consultation events been like? 

Quite low, bit better than Crewe. 

23. On paper Town Council seems a 
good idea only when look at in detail 
the cost of it etc not sure getting 
much for your money. 

CEC provide the cake for the Town Council to ice. 

24. People not aware events 
happening, leaflet should have been 
sent to all households. 

Been in the local press and on the website and advertised 
in the Grovesnor Centre and local supermarkets.  Would 
cost a lot to send out leaflet to all households but will be 
sent out further along the process. 

25. How many people have to vote to 
make it viable? 

Consider all views obviously if there was an 
overwhelming view CEC would have to take into 
consideration. 
 
If 32% turnout and 95% of the 32% voted in favour of 
Town Council likely to go ahead.  If only 3% of the 32% 
voted in favour may be of a different view. If 500 forms 
filled in will consider all 500 forms. 
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Community Governance Review Sub Committee   
Briefing note    
 
Current Position 
 
The Macclesfield Community Governance Review is now at the end of the 
first stage of consultation with stakeholders and the public. This was agreed 
by the Sub- Committee to run from 24 June to 23 July 2013, but was 
subsequently extended to 30 July to allow sufficient time for feedback to be 
received from an additional public meeting, arranged at Macclesfield Town 
Hall on 22 July 2013.  As part of the consultation process, contact was made 
with approximately 127 stakeholders, as identified by the Sub–Committee with 
assistance from local ward Members. 
  
8 public meetings were held in each of the Borough Wards, including an 
additional meeting in the Macclesfield Central Ward. The majority of the 
meetings were held in the evening and varied in terms of levels  of 
attendance.  In total 114 people attended the various public meetings. Notes 
taken at the meetings have been circulated with the Sub-Committee agenda. 
 
Publicity for the stage 1 consultation and public meetings has included press 
releases to local press and media and a published public notice in the 
Macclesfield Express. Information has also been provided on the website, 
with a link to the front page and designation as a “hot topic”, and by social 
media channels.   
 
Assistance was also provided with publicity by the Thread e-newsletter and by 
Your- vibe who circulated information to local Youth Groups via their contacts.   
 
A flyer/ poster was designed to publicise the meetings which was widely 
distributed with support from the LAP Team and the Macclesfield Town 
Centre Manager. Local supermarkets were also used to publicise the final 
meeting held on 22 July at Macclesfield Town Hall at the request of a local 
ward Councillor. Local Ward Councillors in many cases also distributed copies 
of the flyers within their wards. Each meeting venue was also requested to 
display the flyer in a prominent position to advertise the meeting date.       
 
Exhibition boards publicising the review have been located in the Macclesfield 
Customer Centre and the LAP team have promoted the review at local 
meetings held during the consultation period and by handing out information 
on several days within the Grosvenor Centre.   
 
An A4 and an A5 leaflet were prepared to support the review; together with a 
consultation feedback form which was made available electronically and in 
hard copy format.  
 
The Sub Committee will meet as required during August to assess the 
feedback received to date; to agree the wording to be included on the ballot 
paper to be sent to all electors in September 2013 as part of the Stage 2 
consultation; and to agree further publicity required.  
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In addition to the main A4 double sided leaflet, members may wish to also 
provide a summary A5 leaflet for dispatch with the ballot packs. Feedback 
from the public has shown that people have valued having more information, 
rather than less, on which to base their decision, and for this reason the sub- 
Committee may wish to consider posting out the fuller A4 version to electors 
in addition to a summary leaflet. The Sub Committee will need to agree an 
approval process for the final sign off of the ballot material and associated 
publicity in the event that it is not possible to conclude this work at the two 
meetings scheduled in August.  
 
A copy of the print specification for the ballot and the proposed timescales 
have been circulated with the Sub Committee agenda. 
 
During the stage 2 consultation it will still be open for anyone to respond to 
the general consultation and the online form on the website will remain active. 
All responses received will be collated for consideration at future sub 
committee meetings to aid the decision making process.  Further work will be 
done to engage young people in the 6th Form colleges during the next stage 
of consultation as the importance of engaging young people has been 
recognised by the Sub Committee.  All 16 and 17 year olds, included on the 
electoral register, will also be sent a ballot paper during the Stage 2 
consultation.  
  
     
Summary of Feedback from Stage 1 Consultation - as at 7 August 2013  
 
90 responses have been received from the Stage 1 Consultation. In addition a 
further 165 people viewed the on-line consultation response form but then 
chose not to complete it.  
 
The response from stakeholders has been lower than expected, as the results 
from the feedback show that the majority of respondents were not responding 
on behalf of a local organisation. Only 15 of the responses were from those 
identified on the stakeholders list. The Sub Committee may therefore wish, as 
part of the Stage 2 consultation, for Stakeholders to be contacted again to 
give them a further opportunity to comment and submit their views.  
 
 
Analysis of Responses 
 
With the exception of 12 responses, all the results have been analysed and 
included in the electronically generated summary report. A covering letter was 
also received from the Cheshire East Green Party and the Macclesfield 
Constituency Labour Party which have been included for information – but 
their  completed consultation forms are included within the main electronic 
summary and do not need to be counted separately.    
 
In summary, the 12 letters / emails returned demonstrate the following views:  
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J Brocklehurst “This could provide an opportunity for Macclesfield to 
have its own council”.  

B Houghton No change 
K Williams Supports an elected town council 
Rainow Parish 
Council  

Supports a single parish 

R Perry Supports a Town Council for Macclesfield 
S Broadhead Macclesfield should have elected representatives. Each 

ward in Macclesfield should have a local rep.  
K Edwards  Strongly supports the introduction of a democratically 

elected, responsible body capable of raising a precept 
for local services, capable of long term planning for the 
Town and capable of framing the aspirations of the 
Macclesfield community as a whole in an open, 
accountable and responsible manner. A Macclesfield 
Town Council would fulfil this role.    

Peaks and Plains 
Housing Trust  

Shall be pleased to engage with whatever structure is 
determined as a result of this review. 

S Hobbs  In favour of a parish council for Macclesfield, based on 
the current warding arrangements for Cheshire East  

Sutton Parish 
Council 

It is more appropriate for the residents of Macclesfield to 
determine, from the options available, their own means 
of local representation and administration. 

D Langley Wants to see a local Macclesfield Town Council  
J Spencer Town Council would be the best form of local 

governance. Feels that 8 parish councils should be 
created based upon existing wards in Macclesfield.   

 
 
In  terms of the responses which have been separately analysed, there were 
65 completed and 13 partially completed surveys. From these responses, in 
summary: 
 

82.1% of those who responded to the question felt that a parish / town 
council was the best for Macclesfield. 

 
81.8% of those  who responded to the question felt that one Town/ 
Parish council should be created in the current unparished area of 
Macclesfield.   

      
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lindsey Parton 
Registration Service and Business Manager 
Governance and Democratic Services  
7 August 2013             
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW - PROJECT PLAN                      
 (updated 7 August 2013)     

1 

Task/activity Decision-making process Date  

 

Community Governance Review Sub Committee  
meetings 
 

25 February 2013   
11 April 2013 
17 May 2013 

 
Guidance summary 
Project Plan  
Map of Review Area    
Electorate figures 
 
Prepare consultation  leaflets (A4 and A5)  
Prepare Consultation Feedback Form (online and hard copy 
versions)  
Update Website 
Electoral arrangements - initial views  size/warding 
  
Consultation – Full list of consultees and contact details 
 
2 x Public notices prepared for public meetings and for 
commencement of the Review    
 
Arrange  public meetings and book venues 

Consider summary of CGR guidance 
 
Approve Review Process / project plan 
Agree consultation methods 
Agree list of consultees 
Identify and evaluate options for the review 
Formulate Leaflet to consultees and  electors  
Agree arrangements for public meetings  
 

 

 
Publish Notice giving details of public meetings and press 
release; and  
Publicity for  1st stage consultation with stakeholders 
Publish Notice 
  

June 2013 
 

(To commence as early as 
possible with advice from the 

Communications Team)  
 
 

Public engagement / publicity co-ordinated with assistance 
from Communications Team and LSP Manager  24 June – 23 July 2013  

Public Meetings  
 

Series of 8 meetings held across Unparished Area. (Majority of 
the meetings to be held  at 7pm).   

3,4,8,9,10,11,12 and 22 July 
2013 

A
genda Item
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW - PROJECT PLAN                      
 (updated 7 August 2013)     

2 

Task/activity Decision-making process Date  
Comments / submissions invited from interested parties on 
Options  (4 week consultation period) 

Consultation Period (stage 1)  
 

24 June – 23 July 2013  
 

All submissions / comments considered and evaluated. 
Collate representations    

August 2013 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Community Governance Review Sub Committee 
meetings 
Consider outcomes from stage 1 consultation   
Agree Stage 2 Consultation  

 
 

15th and 20th August 2013 
 
 

Publish Notice of Ballot  2 September 2013 

Conduct Ballot of Electors 
(3 weeks) 

Consultation Period (stage 2/ballot) 23 September – 11 October  
2013  

Collate representations and prepare committee report  October 2013 

 Community Governance Review Sub Committee 
meeting 
Make draft recommendations to Constitution Committee for 
consideration 

October  2013 

Prepare reports to Constitution Committee   November 2013 

 Constitution Committee 
Submit draft recommendations to Full Council for approval 

 
21 November  2013 

Preparation of report to Council on draft recommendation 
(including any warding arrangements) 

Formulate draft recommendation to Council 
 

 Full Council 
Approve draft recommendations for final stage of consultation 

12 December 2013 

Publicity for final stage consultation with stakeholders 
Publish Notice 
Produce literature and FAQs for final stage 

Agree public notice for final stage consultation 
Agree literature for final stage 

Mid December 2013 
 (3-4  weeks before 
consultation starts) 
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MACCLESFIELD COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW - PROJECT PLAN                      
 (updated 7 August 2013)     

3 

Task/activity Decision-making process Date  
Update Website 

Implement Consultation (3 weeks) Public Consultation Period (Final Stage) 13 January  – 31 January 2014 

Preparation of analysis/evaluation of consultation outcome 
 
Develop final recommendations – to include Implementation 
Plan, interim arrangements and election arrangements 
Update Website 

Analysis of consultation outcome 
Formation of final recommendation and Implementation 
Plan for consideration by Constitution Committee  

 Community Governance Review Sub Committee 
Consider outcomes of final stage consultation 
Make final recommendations to Constitution Committee for 
consideration 

February  2014 

Preparation of report to Constitution Committee detailing 
final recommendation for consideration. 

Approval of final recommendation and Implementation Plan 
for consideration by Council.  

 Constitution Committee 
Submit final recommendations and draft reorganisation Order 
to Council 

20 March 2014  

Preparation of final recommendation and report to Council 
Implementation arrangements 
Draft Order and associated documents including maps, asset 
transfer and precept for first year budget. 
Implementation Plan including interim arrangements 

 

 

 Full Council 
Approve Reorganisation Order  

10 April 2014 

Re-organisation Order takes effect and new parish 
arrangements come into being 

 1 April 2015 

Implementation of any changes in electoral arrangements  Thereafter 
Any elections required     May 2015    
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Macclesfield Community Governance Review  
Specification for Printing Requirements  
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date Required  

 
Issued to electors on 23 September 2013 (return date 11 
October 2013) 

Council Contact 
Report of: 

Lindsey Parton, Registration Service and Business Manager 
 
  

Summary of 
Requirements  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Timescales 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ballot to electors of the unparished area of Macclesfield   
(40,521 electors) comprising:   
 
Folded A4, four sided, colour leaflet with map depicting a 
coloured outline in red; plus A5 double sided colour 
summary leaflet. 
 
A5 serial numbered  ballot paper(s) with security marking; 
with option to tailor the style of  ballot paper to 7 different 
geographical areas, with a preprinted identifier   
  
1st class C5 Individually addressed outgoing envelope, 
over printed in black, to all electors 
 
2nd class Return envelope  
 
Printer to arrange outgoing and incoming postage. Quote 
to explain options and costings. 
 
Receipt, opening and analysis of returned ballot papers      
 
The leaflet would be type set by the Council and 
submitted for printing by 27 August 2013. Artwork for 
envelopes to be supplied by the printer for sign off by 2 
September 2013.  
 
Wording for the ballot paper(s) would be supplied by 27 
August. 
 
Elector files to be transferred by secure email to printer by 
13 September 2013. 
 
Ballot packs to printed and to hit doorsteps from  23 
September 2013 . The deadline for replies to be 11 
October 2013. Analysis of responses would be required 
from the printers within two working days after the close 
of the consultation period.            

_________________________________                                                                       
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