Community Governance Review (201718

Final Recommendations (Revised)



1 Introduction

1.1 Central Bedfordshire Council, at its meeting on Thursday 26 Ocgfliat resolved that a Community Governance Review be conducted
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2 The Review

2.1 TheReview commenced on 1 Nawber 2017, when the Council published a Terms of Reference document and invited initial
submissions from individuals or organisations who had an interest in the Review. In the Terms of Reference, the Cairexl adiohetable
for the Review.

2.2 A briefing session was held at the Town and Parish Council Conference on 21 November 2017. All parish and town counctisdwere invi
to attend with the majority of the towns and parishes being represented. Officers also attended, by invitation, HoughsofoRegCouncil
LeightonLinslade Town Counciloughton Conquest Parish Coumcitl Eggington Parish Courtoiloutline the remit of the review and

process.

2.3 The formal consultation period, inviting interested parties to make initial submissions, corechencl November 2017 and closed on 1
February 2018. Theecond consultation phase ran from 14 May 2018to 6 July 2@L§. & dzf G G A2y 6+ & LJzof AaKSR 2Yy
local librariesand public notice boards, but more targeted engagement was sent t

TAll Central Bedfordshire Councillors;

TAll Town and Parish Councils;

fBedfordshire Association of Town/Parish Councils;

fCentral Bedfordshire Members of Parliament;
IWSAARSY(GaQkeSylryiaQ ! 3a20AF0A2ya
fIBusinesses/Business Forums/Small Business FederatioadfArams;
fBedfordshire Green Business Network;

fiBedfordshire & Luton Chamber of Business;

fLeighton Buzzard Business Club;

fi'Chambers of Trade/Commerce

fiBedfordshire Rural Communities Charifies

TCommunity Voluntary Services;

fVoluntary Community Action;

fCitizers Advice Bureaq local offices;



f'Campaign to Protect Rural England (Bedfordshire);

M 3S /2y OSNYykD2t RSy &SI NAEkKhDSNI cnQa DNRdzLJAK{ SYyA2NJ / AGAT Sy a
fBedfordshire Police

fBedfordshire Police & Crime Commissioner;

fBedfordshire andL.uton Fire & Rescue Service

fActing Returning Officer, Bedford Borough Council; and

fActing Returning Officer, Luton Borough Council.

2.4 In preparing thesdéinal recommendationsthe Council has been mindful of the initeahd second stagsubmissions that have been
received, which are referenced in this documerte Council also has the role of balancing these submissions atp@ngter requirements
and duties that are placed upon it in the 2007 Act. In partictife@r Council has a dyto ensure that communitgovernancewithin its area
under reviewreflects the identities and interests of the community in that area; and is effeand convenient

2.5 In assessinthese criteria the community governance review is requiredctisder:
1 The impact of community governance arrangements on community cohesion; and
1 The size, population and boundaries of a local community or parish.

3 Parish and Ward Boundaries

3.1 Principal council wards cannot be altered by the principal council onar@inity Governance Order. However, consequential
arrangements can be made by thecal Government Boundary Committee for England (LGBCE) as to what related alterations should be made
to the boundaries of the principal council wards, and the LGBCE nagérygive effect to these recommendations.

4 FinalRecommendations by Parish

4.1 As the Community Governance Review includes a review of the whole of the Central Bedfordshirea@saicis document is divided
into sections relating to each parish éssist the reader to follow the proposed changes.

4.2 Each section follows a consistent structure, including a summary of the existing boundary areas, wadotg] number of councillors,
the baseline electorate (September 201f§ projected5-yearelectorate forecastshe ratio of electors per councilland the variance of the
ratio from the averageDetails of any representations received have been referenced, and an explanation for any changes have also been
included.



SUMMARY OF FINAL REQ@WDATIONS

Parish Ampthill
Ward Number of 1 Sept 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio | Variance from District ward
Councillors 2017 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 12 6250 6881 521 573 +80% Ampthill
Comments
Town Council

The Town Council at their meeting on 30 May 2018 accepted the 3 draft recommendations
ConsultatiorResponse#t)
9 That the parish name of Ampthill should remain unchangetrongly agree, 1 neither,1 stronglisagree
9 That the number of parish councillors on Ampthill Town Council remain unchanged (tvileagree, 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree
9 That the boundaries of the parish be changed to incorporate the properties at Numbers 1 to 8 Yew Walk; 8 to §&(esrendree Way; 7, 9 & 27 Exton
Close and 1 to 7 (odds) Ailesbury Road together with the properties Houghton Park Farm, Houghton Park House and Thes Qldesitadn, 1 strongly
disagree
91 éThe town council should ask the residents if there wiskeagsrts of Maulden enter Ampthill parish and if not both council need to keep a border line
between themselves

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Ampthill should remain unchanged.

2. That the number of parish councillors émpthill Town Council remain unchanged (twelve).

3 That the boundaries of the parish be changedtithe properties at Numbers 1 to 8 Yew Walk; 8 to 68 (evens) Cherry Tree Way; 7, 9 & 27 Exton Cl¢
1 to 7 (odds) Ailesbury Roacurrentlywithin the parish of Mauldertogether with the properties Houghton Park Farm, Houghton Park House and The Old,St
currently within the parish of HoughtoBonquest, andor the propertiesto be omitted from the parishes of Maulden and Houghton Contuespectively

Reason for the decisisn

DevelopmensA Yy G KS wmdoynQa | yR ¢dn ®aunddriesioSAmRtEIRanMadideR Additionally, $e rhdreNdcentdevelopment at Houghton
Park Farm has extended across the parish bouadafAmpthill and Houghton Conquest. The changes rectify these anomalies.
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Parish Arlesey

Ward Number of 1 Sept 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio | Variance from District ward
Councillors 2017 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Hectorate | Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 15 4424 4682 295 312 -2% Arlesey
Comments
Town Council

Recommends aeduction in councillors from 15 to 1Z'heCouncil has struggled to maintain its full quofaCouncillorswith resignationsmid-term resulting by
elections and/or calls for coption.

ConsultatiorResponsesl)
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Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Arlesey should remaichanged

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Arlesey Town Council be reduced to twelve; and

3 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Arlesey.

Reason for the decisisn

To implement the proposal of Arlesey Town Council thatnumber of parish councillors be reduced by three.




Parish Aspley Guise
Parish Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 12 1818 1833 152 153 -52% Aspley & Woburn
Comments

Parish Council
The parish Council agree to no change to parish name or boundary. They object to a reduction in parish councillors.oBgeonarincillors continues to grow
They are volunteers and a smaller number would put increased workload on those remaining
Corsultation Reponseg30)

Thirty responses were received wigeneral agreement for all proposals. Respondents were in favour of reducing the number of parish councillors (77%). 1
also reiterated in a number of the free text commengseived. Withm the 13 free text comments received, there were several on themes of agreement
with reducing the number of councillors, and concerns about the way members are currently serving without being elected,

GMH tFNRAK /[ 2dzy OAf f 2 NAldrs. CukkéhiNdneetingSare pdodatiedad, cdmbgrdom©ahdn6tditifdr purpose. Currently there is a \
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Individual submissions

I am responding to a recent document regarding thake-up proposal for Aspley Guise Parish Couraitas until recently a Parish Councillor and intend en re
joining shortly. | have to say that the proposed reduction of councillors to 12 to 7 is adaofaroposal and one that | support wholeheartedihe current
running of the council is a shambles and is due in part to the number of councilloese are too many on the council with vested interests and agendas that
not conducive to a smoottunning parish.In principle,there is a lot we can do as a community that we are not doing; engagement with the parish is a partic
bugbear to me.Currently the council is wasting time effort and money on projects and activity that are not aligtied/it the village needs (in my opinion); a
NERdzOGA2Y gAff aGNBIFIYEAYS GKS RSOA&AZ2Y YI 1Ay3 LINE OS &ingin aafisB ¢codtkilZneaiingsi K
| welcome your proposals to reduce the number of @oliors to seven for the reasons set out below.

The current ratio of 1 Councillor to 152 Electors is woefully inadequate and inefficient. 152 electors is approximatetges.d kee no reason why an increased
ratio of 1 to 262 would have an impact oretlbility of a Councillor to perform their communitgle. TheParish Council, with 12 members, has always felt large
and has a high turnover of Parish Councillors. Most recently, a new Parish Councillor lasted just three meetings befogg fdsigPash Council seems to be
endlessly cappting people. Toanany people make it difficult for effective decisions to be made.




The Parish Council will object to your proposal stating that it would increase the workload on Parish Councillors, getat gy@ar of meeting minutes evidence
little resident involvement (because many Parish Councillors do not talk to residents), and little is achieved. Perhags daenming evidence that your proposa
is correct would be the attendance at the 14th May A@R@ting where the proposal was discussed (and rejected): a third (4) of the Parish Councillors weré
present, and given one vacancy, meant just 7 people were present!

In Aspley Guise (and this may well be a wider problem within CBC), there isngiigeanent from both the public and Ward Councillorgho in large- do not
communicate withresidents. Yepeople are clearly keen to make a difference, because so manygaihquit- the Parish Council! If you look carefully at the
current membershipit is largely a collection of people living near or next door to each other, which | also believe does not help promotacerfroc example,
there are two members that live north of the railway line representing approximately 15% of residents, yebtiigma dozen or so people living north of the
railway line!

It is therefore my view that by reducing the number of Councillors on AGPC to seven, and hence introducing competitiifingagily \iwncrease the chances of a
election in 2019. It will enaoage people to debate ideas and seek office, because the Parish Council will be smaller, more accountable and betiealble to
decisions. At present, AGPC is a very poor Parish Council and essentially unrepresentative of the wider communityvardol jamur change being
implemented in time for the 2019 elections.

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Aspley Guise should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Aspley Guise Parish Coemaih unchangedtwelve) and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Aspley Guise.

Reason for the decisisn

Thedraft recommendation to reduce the numbef councillorgsrejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the parish council that the current nurm
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government
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Parish Aspley Heath
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 9 521 536 58 60 -81% Aspley & Woburn
Comments

Parish Council
I would like to confirm thafAspley HeathlParish Council wishes to remain wélmembers.

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Aspley Heath should remain unchanged,;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Aspley Heath Parish Coemzilnunchangednine) and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Aspley Heath.

Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of counciliergjected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the parish council that the current num
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government
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Parish BartonLeClay

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 13 4081 4100 314 315 -1% BartonLeClay
Comments

Parish Council

The projected household development within BarterClay as referenced within the Local Plasigmificantly higher than outlined within the BartéeClay
profile that forms part of the Governanaceview. The proposed increase in household numbers would make the ratio of electors to settie &adance from
average significantly different to the figures presented within the village préig.reduction in the number of Parish Councillors waekllt in a net increase in
workload beingdistributed to fewer members. The proposed decrease in Parish Councillors may result in adera&eratic process given that at committee
stage less members would be required to be quorate l@sd members woullle available to debate the agenda items in question.

Consultation Reponseq1)
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Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Bartdre-Clay should remainnchanged,;

2. That the number of parish councillors on BariogClay Parish Councémainunchangedthirteen); and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of BarégDlay.

Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillergjected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the parish council that the current nur
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Biggleswade
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Holme 3 1834 1849 611 616 +93% Biggleswade North
Ivel 7 6769 8284 967 1183 +271% Biggleswade South

Stratton 5 6801 6801 1360 1360 +326% Biggleswade South
Comments
Town Council

Propose to increase the area of the Holme Ward, based on the information we have, the electorate is currently 1804 witlicdumoilors. The Holme boundary
move would increase the electorate to around 4629 with the proposal that Holme ward has 5 Town councillors. The implisadiongthe Holme boundary
would be that the Stratton ward, current electorate 679®uld reduce to around 437@&ith the 5 Stratton Town councillor positions remaining the same. Ivel
ward, current electorate 6650, would reduce to around 6342 with the proposal that the ward has 5 Town councillors.

Consultation Rgponses (4)
1 That the parib name of Biggleswade should remain unchanged: 2 strongly agree, 1 neither

9 That the number of parish councillors on Biggleswade Town Council remain unchanged (fifteen) but amended to (Holmeekamr8,9\and Stratton
ward 5) 2 neither, 1 disagree

9 That the parish ward boundaries, for the parish wards of Holme and Stratton be changed to provide a more equitable ratiorsftelseat neither, 1
disagree

9 That the parish boundaries between Northill and Biggleswade be redrawn to incorporate tle@daNE Q a
Brook House and Numbers 1 to 18 Riverside Court into the parish of Biggle2wadber, 2 stronglylisagree

T2 A0K yS¢ Kz2dzaAy3a O2YAy3d G2 . A33ItSaslFRS 12fYS 41 NR (i K8meWardandfaut intdd 2
Stratton ward reducing it to twelve and the changes with the tidy tip should go to the residents firstoasd benefitNorthill and Biggleswade part of
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Final Recommendations

1. That the parish name of Biggleswade should remain unchanged;

2.  That the number oparish councillors on Biggleswade Town Council remain unchanged (fifteen) but amended to (Holme ward 5, Ivel ward $csnd Str
ward 5;

3. That the parish ward boundaries, for the parish wards of Holme and Stratton be changed (as showrBatonapvide a more equitable ratio of electors t
seats; and.

4, That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Biggleswade

Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to exterttie parish boundary to incorporate the Sainsb@rfiupermarket, Tidy Tip and the properties 3 Bells Brook House and
Numbers 1 to 18 Riverside Couwtirrently inthe parish ofNorthill, was rejected as the Committee accepts the argument that such a move eanicdict the
principles of natural boundaries; initase the river Ivel.

However, it was agreettat the proposalfrom the TownCouncito amend the ward boundaries of Holme and Stratton together with a redistribution of seats
across all 3vards would provide a more equitable ratio of electors to seats.

14
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Parish Blunham
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 10 827 1036 83 104 -67% Sandy
Comments

Parish Council

Blunham Parish Council has considered the proposals and would comment that the boundary change to incorporate the Qb&tiisosupported. However,
the reduction in Councillor numbers to 7 is not supported. Councillors would prefer to remain&hig@ives enough councillors to spread oventhgous
committees and roles without placing too greabarden. A Smaller number would mean far more responsibility for each Councillor, which would be too one
and make it difficult to attract new mendrs.

Consultation Reponseq2)
9 That the parish name of Blunham should remain unchanged: 1 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Blunham Parish Council be reduced to seven: 1 neither, 1 strongly agree
9 That the boundary of thearish be changed to incorporate the properties at numbers 7 to 17 (odds) and number 18 Old Station Court: 1 strondly agr
neither

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Blunham should remain unchanged

2. That the number of parisbouncillors on Blunham Parish Coumeihain unchangedten); and

3.  That the boundary of the parish be changedatidthe properties at numbers 7 to 17 (odds) and number 18 Old St&mnt and to omit the properties
from Moggerhangeparish

Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of counciliergjected as the Committee accepts the argumenitshe parish council that the current number

16



of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenientdowarnment Additionally, no objections hae been received to the proposal to changeg
the parish boundary, which has the support of both parish councils.

17
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Parish Caddington

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 10 3209 3675 320 368 +15% Caddington, Hyde & Slip End
Comments

Parish Council
No response
Consultation Rgponseg2)
9 That the parish name of Caddington should remain unchanged:1 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Caddington Parish Council remain unchanged gtesnglly agree, 1 neither
9 That the boundary of the parish be changed to remove the properties at Numbers 19 to 73 (odds) Norfolk Road togetheipratbetties at Fossett
Grove, Goodhart Crescent, Montgomery Grove, Renner Croft and Numbers 177 ta@8BlL(ondon Road: 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree
TG4¢KSNE aK2dz R 0S y2 LIXlya (2 Lldzi GKS yS¢ K2dzaAy 3 Sa tbfénsheadzfor Qaddingiuh
as it sits next to Downside and woultliseupsg witKk G KS NB&aA RSy da 2y (KFG aARS 2F 5dzyaidlof So§

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Caddington should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Caddington Parish Council remain unchanged (ten); and

3. That the boundary of the parish be changedtuit the properties at Numbers 19 to 73 (odds) Norfolk Road together with the properties at Fossett Gry
Goodhart Crescent, Montgomery Grove, Renner Croft and Numbers 177 to 233 (odds) LondandRoadidthe propertiesto the parish of Dunstable

Reason for the decisisn

Developments in the 131 Ad in 2016/1haveextended across the parish boundaries of Dunstable and Caddington. The changes rectify these anomalieg
noted that this recommendatioto change the boundarwould also requireghe agreement of the Local Government Boundary Committee for Englaih@ffects
Central Bedfordshire Couneiard boundaries.

19



20



D)= <2F
2

¢

3
.

st o2

4P/ Zouches Farm

Central
Bedfordshire
Council

: Map referred to in the

Central Bedfordshire Council

4 (Reorganisation of Community

Governance) Order 2018 — Sheet 5

Legend
Proposal(s)

[ | Area Affected

Parishes

D Existing Parish Boundaries

1:10,000

NSWOR

\

ensworth

_} Crown Copyright and database right. 2017

Ordnance Survey 100049029
Central Bedfordshire Council.

5 NN

#Caddington C|

21




Clifton

Parish
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 12 2595 2838 216 237 -26% Arlesey
Comments

Parish Council
| would like to confirm that Clifton Parish Council wishes to remain constituted with 12 members.

Consultation Rgponseg1)
hyS NBaLR2yaS NBOSAYSR (2 GKS [[dzSadA2yyl ANBZ
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Final Recommendations

1. That the parish name of Clifton should remain unchanged,;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Clifton Parish Cotemihin unchangedgtwelve) and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Clifton.

Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to reduce the numberagfuncillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the parish council that the current nu

of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Clophill
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 10 1420 1444 142 144 -55% Ampthill
Comments

Parish Council

Clophill ParisiCouncil is very concerned about the recommendation that the number of councillors be reduced for Jddélieve that this would have a
dramatic and detrimental impact on of the current administration of the council and may not allow us to promadertieeratic and community involvement we
believe we can delivery.

We occasionally find that with Councillor commitments this can limit the number at a meeting and reduction to 7 wouldhgger anpact on this. It would also
limit the range of activitiethe Councillors can be involved with and place a greater workload on a smaller number of Councillors. It will also redtie¢ pot
options on skill sets available. All of the above is going to have a major impact on the demands on the time and refsther€zsuncil Clerk.

CKS ydzYoSNJ 2F /2dzyOAft2NR Attt OKFy3IS 2SN I LISNX 2 Rtof réceniickanges dariie about@iht
the shift in demographics especially in relation to the age of the Glharsc With Councillors that stay on for a number of years the change can bring challeng
when they leave and often recruiting the right Councillor may cause a number of changes in the Council but to date wehsal/a situation where an election
hasbeen required.

The Parish is going to grow and the growth figures supplied do not reflect the proposals that the Council have seemépdbeelsipment. The Council must tal
a long term view and plan for the required service needs of the ful#e.ae concerned that these changes could result in a loss of identity at a local level ar
confusion amongst residents over responsibility levels. The new Councillors are settling in to their roles and makitrgigsetmvgards building closer links withi
the village community and adjacent parish communities.

Whilst recognizing the aim for equalizing number of Councillors vs the number of residents and a concern voiced on tihecabstactions on the CBC budgetg
this further restructuring will leada a further loss of identity and alienation within the community.

In summary we resolved at the Annual General meeting to maintain the current numbers and stay as we are with 10 memipgresanti® proposal by Central
Bedfordshire Council. We believeigiwould lead to confusion in our community and the potential loss of a sense of place. We want to retain and develop s
logical links between the community and the Parish Council and maintain Council at 10 members

Boundaries in Clophill with connectig to the Parishes of Silsoe and Campton.

We would also request that CBC investigate possible changes to the Parish Boundary.
It has been noted that a small number of houses on the Old Silsoe Road are in a small enclave and a finger of thesBdsoktfRaresidents would benefit from
being in the Clophill Parish.

23



We would also ask if Speedshill Dairy could be included in the Parish of Clophill.
The above suggestions are currently being explored with the adjoining Parishes and if they are véillijgpio this.

Consultation Respons¢2)
1 That the parish name of Clophill should remain unchangeatkither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Clophill Parish Coloec#éduced to severt agree, 1 neither
9 That no change should be made to theiphrboundary of Clophill agree, 1 neither

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Clophill should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Clophill Parish Cotemaéiin unchangedten); and

3.  That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Clophill.

Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to reduce the numberamiuncillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the parish council that the current nu
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Qanfield
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Cranfield 13 3673 4416 283 340 +7% Cranfield
Wharley End 2 145 145 73 73 -17% Cranfield
Comments

Parish Council
| advise that the Council have no objection to abolition of the ward of Wharley Hodever, with the continued expansion and ongoing
development of Cranfield and the associated increase in workload for Councillors, the @bjeuts to the reduction in the number of parish
councillors to 13 and asks that the number remains at 15.
Consultation Responsé¢4)

9 That the parish name of @nfield should remain unchange8:strongly agree, 1 neither

9 That the ward of Cranfield Wharley Endddmolished:1 strongly agree, 1 neither, 2 strongly disagree

9 That the number of parish councillors on Cranfield Parish Council be reduced to thirteen 1 neither, 3 strongly disagree

9 That no change should be madetk® parish boundary of Cranfield 2 strongly agree, 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree

1 All 3 responses to the free text question indicatesti@ng theme around growth in Cranfield

1 cCranfield is rapidly expanding and these propseanges do not meetthe neelst G KS | NB I €
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Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Cranfield should remain unchanged,;

2.  That the ward of Cranfiel#/harley End be abolished;

3.  That the number of parish councillors on Cranfield Parish Caanedin unchangedfifteen); and

4. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Cranfield.
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Reason for the decisisn

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tleyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local governidewever it was agreedhat the proposal, to which the Parish Council h
no objection, that the current warding arrangementsegmot reflect the current distribution of population within the parisindis therefore unnecessary.
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Dunstable

Parish
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Central 3 3775 3819 1258 1273 +299% Dunstable Central
Icknield 5 6344 6847 1268 1369 +329% Dunstable Icknield
Manshead 3 3883 3883 1294 1294 +306% Dunstable Manshead
Northfields 5 7451 7777 1490 1555 +388% Dunstable Northfields
Watling 5 7739 7739 1548 1548 +385% Dunstable Watling
Comments
Town Council

At the meeting othe TownCouncil on 18 June 2018 it was agreed that the council was content to accept the GP Committee proposals

Consultation Responsg3)
9 That the parish name of Dunstable should remain unchanged: 1 strongly agree, 1 agree, 1 neither

9 That the number of parish councillors on Dunstable Town Council be reduced to eighteen (Central Ward 3, Icknield WahdddMéarsl 3, Northfields
Ward 4 and Watling Ward 4): 1 strongly agree, 2 neither

1 That the boundary of the parish be changed to &kl properties at Numbers 19 to 73 (odds) Norfolk Road together with the properties at Fossett Gro
Goodhart Crescent, Montgomery Grove, Renner Croft and Numbers 177 to 233 (odds) London Road: 1 strongly agree, 1tremitjigrdisagree

9 That the bowmdary of the parish be changed to effect the removal of the properties at Numbers 21 to 33 Portland Ride: 1 stronglyresitesr, 2
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Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Dunstable should remain unchanged;

2. That the number oparish councillors on Dunstable Town Council be reduced to eighteen (Central Ward 3, Icknield Ward 4, Manshead Warigl8sNor
Ward 4 and Watling Ward 4);

3.  That the boundary of the parish be changed to add the properties at Numbers 19 to 73 (adfidk Road together with the properties at Fossett Grove,
Goodhart Crescent, Montgomery Grove, Renner Croft and Numbers 177 to 233 (odds) Londandrimaomit the properties fronthe parish of Caddingtgn

4, That the boundary of the parish ll®nged toomit the properties at Numbers 21 to 33 Portland Rated to add the properties to thparish of Houghton
Regis

Reason for the decisions

To implement the proposal of Dunstable Town Council that the number of parish councill@duzed by threeand to rectify a number of anomalies between tf
parishes of Dunstable, Caddington and Houghton Regis whereby various developments have traversed existing parish dowatanieted that tie
recommendatioraffecting the changes to thigoundaries of Dunstable and Caddingtwould also require the agreement of the Local Government Boundary
Committee for England as it affec@entral Bedfordshire Couneiard boundaries
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Parish Eaton Bray

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 9 2129 2144 237 238 -25% Eaton Bray
Comments

Parish Council

The Councillors raised concerns regarding the proposal to cut the number of Parish Councillors from nine Councillorsed@nnDae to the large amount of
workload/duties carried out by the Parish Councillors they feel it is very importangintainthe quota of nine Paris@ouncillors folEaton Bray Parish Councib
ensure the smooth running of the Council and to be able to give residents the help/support they need.

Consultation Responsg3)
9 That the parish name of Eaton Bray should remain unchanged: 3 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish coutloirs on Eaton Bray Parish Council be reduced to seven: 1 neither, 1 disagree, 1 strongly disagree
9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Eaton Bray: 2 strongly agree, 1 agree, 1 neither
fTaL 06StASOS (KI G NB Roachoysi EafoK Bray yitl2ésulSilNg seridus tagratktidrikin service. Parish Councillors work hard on a
@2t dzy G NB ol aira YR GKS LINPLR2ASR NBRAzOGAZ2Y Ay ydzYoSNA aSNBSa y?2

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parismame of Eaton Bray should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Eaton Bray Parish Coemalin unchangednine), and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Eaton Bray.

Reason for the decisions

Thedraft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the padghhaeduhe current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Eggington

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 7 245 585 35 84 -74% Heath & Reach
Comments
ParishCouncil

The Parish Council agrees with the proposals. There is some concern regards the potential future imbalance between Falikstmed Eggington Village, give
the small size of the existing parish. There is a view that having a greater nunmbsideinces within the parish will make it more viable as an entity, rather tha
see it swallowed up by its larger neighbours.

Consultation Responses (2)
9 That the parish name of Eggington should remain unchanged: 1 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the numbe of parish councillors on Eggington Parish Council remain unchanged (seven): 1 strongly agree, 1 neither
{ That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Eggington: 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name d&ggington should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Eggington Parish Council remain unchanged (seven);

3.  That a further governance review of the parish be held when a substantial number of the proposed development haktakemg

4, That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Eggington.

Reason for the decisions

The Terms of Reference did not provide for thteolesale revievof parishboundaries where there is currently no development.
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Flitton & Greenfield

Parish

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward

Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Flitton 5 555 577 111 115 -64% Westoning, Flitton & Greenfield
Greenfield 5 596 596 119 119 -62% Westoning, Flitton & Greenfield

Comments
ParishCouncil

The Council requests that the number of councillors remains the same

Consultation Responses (1)
hyS NBaLRyaS NBOSAQYSR (2 GKS [[dzSadA2yyl ANBT gAGK WySAGKSND asSt SOUSR

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish names of Flitton and Greenfield should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Flitton and Greenfield Parish Ceameiln unchangedten); and

3.  That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Flitton and Greenfield.

Reason for the decisions

The draftrecommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of the parishheduheiturrent number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Great Billington
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 7 280 285 40 41 -87% Eaton Bray
Comments
ParishCouncil
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Consultation Responses (2)
9 That the parish name of Great Billiogtbe changed to Billington:1 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Billington Parish Council remain unchanged (seven):1 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Billington: 1 strayglg,d neither
fa,Sa GKS @QAfftFr3S Ydzad 2dzad oS GAGfE SR dzyRSNJ . AfftAy3Gd2y yR 3IAGBSY |
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Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Great Billington be changed to Billington;

2. That the number of parish councillors 8illington Council remain unchanged (seven); and

3.  That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Billington.

Reason for the decisions

The proposed extensiaro the parish boundarto incorporate parts of Leightehinslade parish an8tanbridge parish is rejected as the proposals are outwith
Terms of Reference of the review.
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Parish Harlington
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 12 1832 1857 153 155 -51% Toddington
Comments
ParishCouncil

Harlington Parish Council agrees that the parish name of Harlington should remain unchanged and that no change shoultblibenmaatiessh boundary and afte
full consideration and minuted votiie Council asks that they require a minimum of 10 Councillors

Consultation Responses (1)
hyS NBaLR2yaS NBOSAYSR (2 GKS [[dzSadA2yylI ANBT gA0GK WySAGKSND asSt SOUSR

FinalRecommendations

1.  That the parish name of Harlington should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Harlington Parish Cowama@in unchangedtwelve) and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundakyasfington.

Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tlheyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effectine aonvenient local government.
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Parish Haynes

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 10 995 997 100 100 -69% Houghton Conquest & Haynes
Comments
ParishCouncil

Haynes Parish Council notes your recommendation that Haynes PC reduces its number of Councillors to 7. Councillorstbangjdemethe disparate hamlets
within Haynes, such as Deadmans Cross, West End & Church End, 10 Councillors are still forefested the best possible effort can be made to achieve
representation from each of these areas. We therefore ask thatkgmpHaynes Parish Council set at 10 Councillors.

Consultation Responses (2)
9 That the parish name of Haynes should remain unchdng strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Haynes Parish Council be reduced to seven: 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree
9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Haynes: 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

FinalRecommendations

1.  That the parish name of Haynes should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Haynes Parish Coangdlin unchangedten); and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Haynes.

Reason fothe decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tleyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient localrgueet.
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Parish Heath & Reach
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 9 1168 1183 130 131 -59% Heath &Reach
Comments
ParishCouncil

Heath and Reach Parish Council would not like to reduce the number of councillors

Consultation Responses (1)
hyS NBalLlyaS NBOSAOSR (2 (GKS [dSaiA2yylIANBI gA0K WySAGKSND asSt SOGSR

FinalRecommendations

1.  That the parish name of Heath & Reach should remain unchanged;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Heath & Reach Parish Coemeiin unchanged (ningand

3.  That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Heatha&Re

Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tleegacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective aovenient local government.
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Parish Henlow

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Camp 2 1017 1017 509 509 +60% Arlesey
Village 10 1819 1841 182 184 -42% Arlesey
Comments
ParishCouncil

Henlow Parish Councifrees that the Camp ward should be abolished but requéstisthe number of Councillors remain at 12. Currently there are many
unoccupieddwellings at the RAF base, but there are plans to sell/let these bringing many more residents into the parish of HentewP btésth Council also
would request that the minor change to the parish boundary to bring the whole of the airfield into Hertlogv than in Clifton and in Henlow be considered.
Consultation Responses (2)

9 That the parish name of Henlow should remain unchanged 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

9 That the Camp ward be abolished 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

9 That the number of parish counciloon Henlow Parish Council be reduced to ten neither, 1 strongly disagree

9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Henlow 1 neither, 1 disagree

Final Recommendations

1. That the parish name of Henlow should remain unchanged;

2.  Thatthe Camp ward be abolished.

3. That the number of parish councillors on Henlow Parish Corgmodin unchangedtwelve) and

4, That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Henlow.

Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tleyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government. Aaltiitithe proposal, to which the Parish Council has no objectio
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that the current warding arrangements does not reflect the current distribution of population within the parish and isotieenehecessary.

Parish Houghton Conquest
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 10 1286 2792 129 279 -13% Houghton Conquest & Haynes
Comments

Parish Council

The Parish Council is of the view that HCPC will not be sustainable in its current status, once the new developmentspasibe pew “Thickthorn Ward"
become established.

Councillors are very keen to understand how we can ntowards forming a new Parish Council for this Ward as soon as is legally & practically possible for
following reasons:

a) The clear disparity in character between the old village & the new housing makes a logical distinction between the twoitemymiirch have different
demands & challenges.

b) The physical barrier of the new Country Park. This will completely separate these two communities.

c) The different models for managing green space/grass cutting, will have significant finandizdtiops. \We understand that residents of Thickthorn Ward a
likely to have their green spaces managed privately & will pay for it themselves. Over & above this they will then béoopligedwards the Village Ward
green spaces, as it will be colledtthrough the Precept. They would therefore in effect be supplementing the costs of running Village Ward. This is a la
element of our Precept so it will not be insignificant, & seems unfair on these residents

The fact that the Parish will double irzsiyet still retain only 10 Councillors is of concern. HCPC is an efficiently run Parish Council with an experiencedl Cle
Councillors play their part by taking on roles & responsibilities. To have the Parish doubled with the same number &Sfr€ oals careful consideration. It is
possible this would lead to increased staff costs if the Councillors could not cope with the extra responsibility. loremgats difficulties recruiting Councillors

| can confirm that the Parish Council decidedequest that your proposal to ward Houghton Conquest with effect from May 2019 elections be defenigds
because the housing within your proposed "Thickthorn" Ward will have very few residents by that time. As such it istiketydtwould notbe any candidates
come forward for this ward, whilst "Village" ward would have too many candidates, forcing an election.
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The inevitable outcome would be that the unsuccessful candidates for Village Ward would simplggied¢onto Thickthorn Ward. Whtlshe Parish Council
encourages democratic elections, this does seem somewhat nonsensical, forcing the cost of an unnecessary election.

The Parish Council proposes that it remains in its current set up in the short term until the new housing is mamisllpsiccupied. At that stage, these
residents can decide if they would like their own Parish Council. In the meantime, the Parish Council will actively eresidesige living in the new housing to
join the Parish Council. If any of them do, thell g given the portfolio to represent the needs of these residents.

Consultation Responses (5)
9 That the parish name of Houghton Conquest should remain unchanged: 4 strongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the parish should be divided into two wards nanvéthge and Thickthorn: 1 strongly agree, 1 agree, 2 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Houghton Conquest Parish Council remain unchang&dn@éhgr, 1 disagree, 2 strongly disagree
9 That the number of parish councillors for Village warflve and for the Thickthorn ward is fizeneither, 1 disagree, 1 strongly disagree
9 That the boundary of the parish be changed to exclude the properties Houghton Park Farm, Houghton Park House and ThesQldt8iably agree, 2
agree, 2 neither

1 firhe Parish Council's aim is to achieve a new Parish be formed for the new housing, at the earliest opportunity. Thésefardghmaarase for a new Parish
Council as follows: a) The clear disparity in character between the old village & the new byUs$iagphysical barrier of the new Country Park which wi
separate the 2 communities c) The different models for managing green space/grass cutting, which will have significahirfipfications. d) The fact
that the Parish will double insizeyéit& t t NBGFAYy 2yf& wmn /[ 2dzyOAff 2 NRPE

Individual Submissions

9 The council should have the councillors cut from ten to six and the new wards having three representing each one ipchymtads off Houghton Park
Farm, Houghton Park House and thie Sables.
agree with the suggestion of separating the old village and the new housing (Wixams Park, Greenlakes Rise, Thickéhoe®dssof these communities
are very different and the areas are also geographically distinct. The main Houghton Conquedlia¢CGnd historicallgonnected How End and Chape
End are currently very well looked after by our 10 keworking Councillors. Many times, in the past they have had to manage with 7 or 8 members, d
resignations and lack of new people coming forwamtl | know it has been a real struggle. The old village population has increased substantially ov
recent years with developments &idgeView, Duck End, Bedford Road. Imminent population increase due to the large development on Chapel En
(Kier) ad Mill Lane. | cannot see how the Village could be adequately served by just 5 Councillors. Recruiting people to dodyistilg has proved
hard enough. If the increased workload of serving a larger population is to be borne by just 5 Couhttilltdkshere could be great difficulties getting
people to take on this responsibility. The needs (and financial requirements) of the two communities will be very diferamgtance, the old village pay
for its own grass cutting and management oégnspaces, buthe spaces and other communal areas are sstiablished. | understand that Thickthorn
residents will be paying privately for their own green spaces but | imagine they may also have different requirementgegsitidio their new
communities going and will be looking for their precept to help towards this. | am not a Parish Councillor, just a resident afrHGoghuest old village.
tfSFraS 060S FdzZARSR o0& 02YYSyida FNBY 2dzNJ OdzZNNBy i rce Iboking Kiter®ar doyh@unity targ Kdd
in detail what this job entails.

1
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Final Recommendations

1. That the parish name of Houghton Conquest should remain unchanged;

3. That the number of parish councillors on Houghton Conquest P@nshcil remain unchanged (te@nd

5.  That the boundary of the parish be changedtuit the properties Houghton Park Farm, Houghton Park House and The Old @rabkesaddthe properties
to the parish of Ampthill.

Reason for thelecisions

The draft recommendation to divide the parish into two wards is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of trepadihhat to create a ward for
the new developmentat this present timewould not be appropriatgiven the very s@l number of residents
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Parish Houghton Regis
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Houghton Hall 6 6291 7741 1049 1290 304% Houghton Hall
Parkside 4 3533 3584 883 896 181% Parkside

Tithe Farm 4 3294 3294 824 824 158% Tithe Farm
Comments
Town Council

The Town Council supports the CBC Stage 3 draft recommendations, namely: That the parishHhaughtoin Regis should remain unchanged; that the numb
of parish councillors on Houghton Regis Town Council remain unchanged (fourteen); that the boundary of the parish bealeéffiegethe inclusion of the
properties at Numbers 21 to 33 Portland Rided that a further governance review of the parish be held when a substantial number of the proposed
development in the Houghton Hall ward has taken place
Consultation Responses (4)

9 That the parish name of Houghton Regis should remain unchanged: Zlstamgree, 1 agree, 1 neither

9 That the number of councillors on Houghton Regis Town Council remain unchanged (fourteen): 2 strongly agree, 2 neither

9 That the boundary of the parish be changed to effect the inclusion of the properties at Numbers 21 tdl&@3dPRide: 2 strongly agree, 2 neither

{ firhere should be no changes to the number of elected councillors and both Dunstable and Houghton Regis town councils toatthemagreement ove
0KS t2NIflyR wWARS YI 03GdSNWE

Final Recommendations

1.  Thatthe parish name of Houghton Regis should remain unchanged;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Houghton Regis Town Council remain unchanged (fourteen);

3.  That the boundary of the parish be changedtidthe properties at Numbers 21 to 33 Portland Rided to omit the properties from thearish of
Dunstalte; and

4.  That a further governance review of the parish be held when a substantial number of the proposed development in the Haaljard has taken place
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Reason for the decisions

The Development of Portland Ride has extenderbss the parish boundaries of Dunstable and Houghton Regis. The change rectifies this anomaly.
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Parish Kensworth

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 9 1168 1176 130 131 -59% Caddington, Hyde and Slip End
Comments
ParishCouncil

Kensworth Parish Council agreed at their meeting on the 10 May 2018 that they wish to reduce the number of Councillors to 8

Consultation Responses (1)
hyS NBaLR2yaS NBOSAGSR (G2 GKS [dzSadA2yyFrANB:T ¢gA0K WYySAGKSNR aSft SOGSR

FinalRecommendations

1. That the parish name of Kensworth should remain unchanged;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Kensworth Parish Cdumeédduced to (eight)and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Kensworth.

Reason for the decisions

To implement the proposal of Kensworth Parish Council that the number of parish councillors be reduced by one
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Parish Langford
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 13 2590 2950 199 227 -29% Stotfold & Langford
Comments
ParishCouncil

With the ever increasing number of developments in the village leading teca@ase in population along with the fact that Parish Councillors are voluntary
members then Langford Parish Council wishes to remain at 13 Councillor seats. This will allow the Parish Councilephavéutpportunity to fulfil its
maximum Coundir seats in order to undertake tasks and also to assist the Clerk in the ever increasing work load. To confirm otar nershiis with 13 seats

Consultation Responses (2)

9 That the parish name of Langford should remain unchanged: 1 strongly agreighérn

9 That the number of parish councillors on Langford Parish Council be reduced to ten 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree

9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Langford 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

Ta[ FYy3aF2NR A& 0SA Yy houdingSithbuKady cifaBdes tdinfraskiuctyir€. Fhere are about to be another 95 houses built on Larman's |
north of Tithe Farm Close. Your proposal to reduce the number of parish councillors will reduce the number of voluntekwrsouitiong to fidnt
Langford's corner whilst the issues faced by the village continue to increase, without any sign of abatement. The numibeillofs could be increased
NI} §KSNJ 6Ky RSONBI ASRODPPE

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Langfastiould remain unchanged,;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Langford Parish Caenaedin unchangedthirteen); and

3.  That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Langford.
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Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of theyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.

Paish LeightonLinslade
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Barnabas 3 4260 4335 1420 1445 +353% Linslade
Brooklands 2 2751 2751 1376 1376 +331% Leighton Buzzard South
Grovebury 4 6231 7226 1558 1807 +466% Leighton Buzzard South
Leston 1 1401 1401 1401 1401 +339% Leighton Buzzard South
Planets 2 3493 3862 1747 1931 +505% Leighton Buzzard North
Plantation 3 4573 5347 1524 1782 +459% Leighton Buzzard North
Southcott 4 5270 5270 1318 1318 +313% Linslade
{4 DS2N 2 3355 3355 1678 1678 +426% Leighton Buzzard North
Comments
Town Council

9 The Town Council does not seek any changes to the existing parish ward boundaries at this time. However, threcoounistishat a review of parish
ward boundaries may become necessary at a future date, following completion of scheduled developnoedérito address any inequity between warg
and ensure consistency of representatidie Town Council does not seek any change to the number of elected representatives at the parish at this
There can be no argument that the 21seats on the town cdware difficult to fill when all wards where heavily contested in 2015, especially Southcot
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with 15 candidates for the 4 seats and where the turnout of electors was particularly high.

Consultation Responses/(2

1 92% agreed for the name of Leightbmdade to remain.

9 For the questions regarding the changing of wards, there is overall disagreement with the proposal to incorporate theguerafH_eston into Brooklands
with 67% against this, and 64% against the abolishment of the parish ward ofiLEstre is very strong disagreement to reduce the number of parish
councillors (82%), with only 15% in agreement with the proposal. This is echoed in the free text response.

9 There is general agreement that no changes should be made to the pausidary (64%)

9l Twentythree free text comments were received. The main themes are agreement with a slight reduction in the number of coundilédss, doncern that
LeightonLinslade is growing and the reduced numbers of councillors may not be suffisiranmber of comments identified Southcott in particular as

needing the 4 seats it currently has

1 ﬁeightonLinsIade Town Council undertakes crucial work for the community, including some duties formerly carried out by the @&GwahBit it is
highly valued by local residents. Population continues to grow, and the pace is likely to increase with extensive hogsscheddled over the next few
8SFNEP® ¢KSNBE OlFly 06S y2 OFaS T2N) NBRdzOAYy3 GKS ydzYoSNI 2F ¢2¢y [/ 2dzy

1 & aducing Southcott lessens Linslade's significance when until 1965 it was a discrete town with its own identity wheefaisgiiqaay. The number of
2P0SNY tff O2dzyOAff 2NBR aK2dzZ R y2i 06S NBRdAZQOSR Ay 020K {2dzikKO20dG I yR

Individual Submissis

9 The Council could merge both Leston and Brooklands together and reduce another one out tw@atraifas and Southcott wards and bring the
councillors down to eighteen with one in the new ward.eston and Brooklands.

1 New developments in other parishes that directly border Leighton Linslade sheuidorporated intothe parish

9 The number of twin councillors should not be reduced. Southcott justifies 4 councillors.

1 As these councillors are unpdidee no reason tout the numbers down, and for the same reasmmtheyare unpaid that makes them volunteers so why
give then a larger area to cover, and us thablic lesshance of meeting or getting our councillor to see any problems we haaghéthe way to go
would beto cut down the number of paid CBC councillors we have or ldeag remove some of theery highly paid officers at Chicksands.

1 Leighton is dast-growingtown and the largest in Beds. We need all the councillors wegetirespeciallyjeeded in the Lidade area because we are a little
separatedrom the body of Leightorand we certainly need more than 3.

9 Reducing Southcott lessens Linslade's significance when until 1965 it was a discrete town withidiesnbitynwhich still prevails today. The numbar
overall councillors should not be reduced in b&buthcott and the growing town.

9 LeightonLinslade Town Council undertakes crucial work for the community, including some fdutiesly carried out by the Central Beds Council. it is
highly valued bydcal residents. Populatiotontinues to grow, and the pace is likely to increase with extensive house building scheduled owettfesv
years. There can be no case for reducing the number of Town Councillors ircittoesestances.

1 | consider the argumds, strongly against the proposed changes to the reduction in the numhbmywicillors representing a growing population, and
against the changing of the local boundarieBodoklands and Leston, to merit all the support it can achieve. My wife and | moved, latedasfrom
Linslade to Brooklands area and we definitely remain opposed to these suggestions.

1 As the population is going to increase from 40000 to 50000 in #a future, weneed strong local councillors inputve do not need the changédscal

51



councillorsare often ignored by "bloated councillors @hicksand$ they have no respect for localemocracy. §ggest they are re arranged oulled as
they areoverpad /bloated. | do not expeciChicksandgo listen---. they boast that we will be informed at every stagéhey said so about thiocal

housing plans and expect the public to be over joyed when hadkimgsands of houses built negbor. Thecurrent govenance arrangements should
remain unchanged for the near future (but seemments on parish boundary). The proposal to reduce the number of Southcott councillcad sorth
Leston into Brooklands lacks logic (replacing any "irregularity" by an equappasite”inequality"). It is justified neither by earlier public comment, nor
the nature and size of the town arite vitality of the democratic process shown in recent local elections. It appears from the resultsRairtHe
Consultations that there we a mere 20 responses regarding the number of councillodseaghtonrLinslade Town Council with only 12 of these request
a change. It is not clear how manytbbse requesting change thought an increase rather than a decrease should result. Mofemweihe comments
quoted, it is clear that some demonstrated a stark lack of understanding about whawéreycommenting on one stated that there were far too many
councillors claiming far too much allowances; yet no councillor receives an allowdagother felt there were too many from one parnhich is clearly &
political comment of no relevance to the total number of councillors for the tolive Town Council requested no change. It is, therefore, difficult to
understand the "steer" in the papgresented to the General Purposes Committee in March that the submissions from the majanigymfblicrequested
that the number of councillors be reduced, which is consistent with the governambrite that the conduct of parish council business domsusually
require a large body afouncillors. Thigs both at odds with what appears in the reports of the consultation elsewlsemn@iparised aboVeas well as
seemingly ignoring the fact that Leightainslade is significantly the largest towrQential Bedfordshire with dynamic development in train and,
therefore, more than adequatpustification for the current number of councillors. It is also noted that the proposals made reflestitfggstions of three
Central Bedfordshire councillors from Leighi_inslade in their jointepresentations during the first round of consultation, though the figure for elector|
given, for examplein the Southcott Ward (1281 per seat) does not accord with those in the paper for the [Baméral PurposeSommittee (138 per
seat). | can see no justification for the proposals to changatimber ofseats in Leightotinslade, especially the reduction proposed in Southcott, at t
time, when itappears generally accepted that, because of the developments currenthgtalace in the towrnthere may well need to be far ranging
changes to boundaries and seats for 2023. It would seenecessary and disruptive to make changes currently proposed for the town against this o
background. In short, the changes proposedeéat numbers in Leighterinslade are highly dubioustermsof: 1. The evidence on which the proposal w
made to the General Purposes Committekich would appear to have misrepresented the true position and be challengeable. 2. Redudinigntier
seats in Southcott and absorbing that in Leston into Brooklands would simply meanwiande would then have the highest number of electors per seé
rather than (just) the lowest. Thigould be as hard, if not harder to defend than the current position. direent discrepancies betweedhe electors per
seat in the wards is not on any measure excessive, although this will indeed chéniyedryears when much wider ranging changes will be necessary
including to boundaries. 3. Thecan be no argument thahe 21 seats on the Town Council are difficult to fill when all wards Wweawily contested in
2015, especially Southcott with 15 candidates for the 4 seats and wheteneut of electors was particularly high. 4. The dynamic and develomhge
of the town merits thecurrent number of councillors bearing in mind that all are volunteers and there is a commensimatelsing workload. 5. Linslad
was a distinct settlement in Buckinghamshire until 1965 andrstdins an identity withirLeightonLinslade heightened by the geography and single bri
over thecanal and river connecting with Leighton Buzzard town centre. Diminishing the number of Lsed#glérom 7 to 6 would be highly negative fro
this community viewpointPARISH BOUKRBIES: Most of the currently proposed Urban Expansion of Leigrislade, which will see an increase in the
town's effective population of several thousands will not formally be within the boundaries of Leightsiade as things currently stand buthat in the
Parish of Eggington, even though care has been taken to ensure that the village of Eggington itself is separated fromuitgingevidnless quickly
corrected, this will give rise to major and indefensible anomalies. 1. Large numbers of peti@enew developments will utilise the facilities and servic
provided by the Town Council through the element of the Council Tax paid by Lelghstede residents which comes to the town, but will make no
contribution to them. 2. Neighbours in thame street in parts of the new developments may end up paying significantly different amounts of Coung
purely dependent on the location of the parish boundary. 3. However, the entire urban expansion is meant to be an integialgightonLinslae but,
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while physically part, large built up areas would be administratively separate with clear anothatieguld then result. For example, there is a propose
new cemeteryto help relieve the growing pressure on the available facilities in the toutiburials of Leightosiinslade residents in it, as things stand,
g2dzZ R 0SS a2dzi 2F LI NREAKE OAS Ay 933FAy3Ii2y0 66KAOK Athe ngvAddidphentd (but 2 N|
nothing more) should be reallocated td Being within the parish of Leightdrinslade as a matter of common sense, reality and fairness as soon as
possible and before the phases of the new developments in the Eastern Expansion which are now seeking planning pernpktiempiconstruction

1 There is full justification for 4 seats and in an area of growing size, | think the largest in Bedsatherecan be no valid reason to make a reduction.

9 The size of Southcott Justifies four seats and | oppose any reduction. the tawislaideleighton Buzzaris the biggest town in the county and should
maintain its number of town councillors

9 | Think it is unacceptable to lower the number of seats in Southcott or the town considering ibiggigst town in Bedfordshire, all the catitors we have
should remain as we are at present.

9 Bedfordshire counties biggest town should keep all its seats and Southcott should NOT lose asiyhesats

1 | strongly believe that Leightahninslade as a town with a population that is growiagter than it caraccommodate, with inadequate healthcare and polici
for its residents, needs full support anelpresentation from the local authority. Therefore, maintaining the number of councillors to ensutewimés
requirements are fully met is mecessity. | do not wish to see any reduction in the numbewoohcillors for this parish.

1 Southcott should keep four seats on the council, there is no justification for reducing the numbepé&dtwith which LeightonLinslade is growing in size
andthe fact that it is the largest town in Centfaédfordshire means there should be no reduction in numbers of Town Councillors. They are all unpa
volunteers and with the growth of the town, an increasing workload. What strange forces are aharefk

1 Linslade justifies four seats and therefore should not be reduced. The town is growing and because Leighton Linsladgestttomia in Central
Bedfordshire and is continuing to grow there should not be a reduction in the number of town councillors.

9 TheParish arrangements for Leightdinslade were approved for the 2011 elections, by the local Government Boundary Commission for England. Tk
approved arrangement was designed to serve until the next scheduled review, in readiness for the 2023 elabidighhof the expected development
to the east of the parish, any change now is premature and taken with CBC suggestion 4 of a review when some develofakentphase will cause
two changes in a short time, one of which is unnecessary.

9 The boundaies seem to relate to town council boundaries rather than parish boundaries which are historically church related. | woulcEbeed about
the abolition of wards which may just be a spelling mistake (but | am not sure that Leightlade and Lestorver existed). Reducing parish councillorg
could leave the area short staffed. Using the Philip's Bedfordshire Atlas (2001) as reference it would seem that sorseaparsiveg properties outside
their boundaries and leaving some properties uncoverehink this is a good thing for cross fertilisation of experiences and leaving space or exclude
areas to develop the unknown. Some wards are rivers, hills, business parks and schools. Some places appear ficti@oaintilldirkneed back up and
suppat.

1 The town of Leightothinslade is growing rapidly and as a major town in Bedfordshire it should retain its 21 Councillors. Southcott and Barsistiods c
Linslade and they should retain 7 Councillors. Linslade is a thriving communBpatittott should continue to have 4 councillors in the future to maint]
the cohesion.

9 The current number of Councillors (21) is only just enough to satisfy the needs of a growing Town. To reduce the numinecglofsdn the Linslade ward
from 7 to6 would be detrimental to the future governance of the whole community and the Town.

9 | am writing as the secretary of Leightbimslade Branch Labour Party. We disagree with the proposaimbine Leston and Brooklands wards, specifical
to oppose the poposed reduction in the numbef councillors representing these areas from 3 to 2. At a time when the population of the parish of
LeightonLinslade is increasing, we believe that the reduction in the number of councillors will erveddti®ad problems fothe council. We are surprised
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that the review did not also consider splittigrovebury ward into two wards. It is a very large ward and one suggestion would be to sepanatalls and
the Billington Park housing, especially with the large new houstrgldpment inTheedways. At our recent Branch meeting, we urged CBC to reconsi
its plans.

9 As the town continues to expand it seems short sighted to decrease the number of councillors overall to 19. The 21 atsrard gestifiecconsidering the
workload and the fact that Leightahninslade is the largest town in Central Beds. As a Linslade resident | feel that it would be a highly negative mov
lost one of our representatives for the area. Also, if Brooklands and Lestoncarpaorated, rather than losing a seat, surely, they would require three
councillors?

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Leightdrinslade should remain unchanged,;

2. That the number of parish councillors on Leigitmslade Town Councédmain unchanged

3. That a further governance review of the parish be held when a substantial number of the proposed developmenetisaistthe parish diggington has
taken place; and

4, That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Leiginsiade.

Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tleyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Lidlington

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 9 1071 1124 119 125 -61% Cranfield
Comments
ParishCouncil

Lidlington Parish Council wish to stay @&raemberCouncil for the following reasons:

- the workload at Lidlington is abnormal for a small parish, this is not just a one off, but a regular issue that the Baddhae, with numerous very significant
important items that impact on the parish and therefore the Lidlington parishion€hss is challenging to manage with 9 representatives, if this were to be
reduced it would be even more impossible.

- Lidlington PC hae never had a recruitment issue and have always been able to maintain a full complement of Councillors, which as dutailechabded for
the heavy workload.

The Parish Council feel reducing the numbers would have a detrimental impact on the effessivad the Council especially in light of the application to build
5,000 houses within the parish.

Consultation Responses (4)
9 That the parish name of Lidlington should remain unchangeddrongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors tidlington Parish Council be reduced to seven: 3 neither, 1 strongly disagree
9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Lidlington: 3 strongly agree, 1 neither
fTa! NBI aANRgAY3I Y2NB y20 fSaad NBLNBaSydalragAz2y F2NJ G6KS LIS2LX S Aa y
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FinalRecommendations

1.  That the parish name of Lidlington should remain unchanged;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Lidlington Parish Cowams@in unchangednine) and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundatydiington.

| Reason for the decisions
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Parih Marston Moretaine

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of tleyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 12 4442 5265 370 439 +38% Cranfield
Comments
ParishCouncil

Marston Moreteyne Parish Council, having given matters due consideration, supports the draft recommendations put forveatdabB&dfordshire Council in
regard to community governance for Marston Moreteyne.

Consultation Responses (31)

9 Responsewere split as to whether the parish name should be changed, with 48% in favour, and 48% against. Respondents gener#ilgtagecedmber
of councillors should remain unchanged (58%). 75% of respondents agreed with no change to the boundary.

9 Marston Maetaine received 8 free text comments. They covered the topics of the change of names (with comments both for and apaiekbBsa
increased growth which may require a growth in size of parish council,

Ta¢ NI RAGAZ2Y I ff &pleaseletsN8B NE2 NFRSESSLI a2YSGKAYI 2F 2dzNJ NI RAGAZ2Yy ©¢
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Final Recommendations

1. That the parish name be changedNtarston Moreteyne;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Marston Moreteyne Parish Council remain unchanged (twelve); and

3.  That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Marston Moreteyne.

Reason for the decisions

To implement the proposal of the Parish Council that the name of the parish be changed Mdm&trYNEe
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Parish Maulden

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 12 2498 2505 208 209 -35% Ampthill
Comments

Parish Council

¢CKS /2YYdzyAiG @ D2@SNYyIyOS wS@OASs 61 a RA&AOdzAASR | i acBwidibrtitatthey)dd doy vish fo make
the suggested reduction of the number of sitting councillors from the current 12 to the propogsl #&r the boundary change, as the Parish Council gets
precept for the properties affected and they are notart dzf RSy Qa St SOG2NXf NRfft ¢S KI @S y2 2062

Consultation Responses (3)
9 That the parish name of Maulden should remain unchang@estrongly agree, 1 neither
9 That the number of parish councillors on Maulden Pa@shincil be reduced to eight strongly agree, 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree
9 That the boundary of the parish be changed to exclude the properties at Numbers 1 to 8 Yew Walk; 8 to 68 (evens) Chi¢agy Tré&e& 27 Exton Close
and 1 to 7 (odds) AilesbyiRoadl strongly agree, 2 neither

91 &The council should seek both Ampthill and Maulden residents before going ahead with taking or adding parts of bothipsrishes f

Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name of Maulden should remairchanged;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Maulden Parish Councihbkeangedt{velve); and

3.  That the boundary of the parish be changedrtuit the properties at Numbers 1 to 8 Yew Walk; 8 to 68 (evens) Cherry Tree Way; 7, 9 & 27 Ba@ancb
to 7 (odds) Ailesbury Roadhd to add the properties to the parish of Ampthill
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Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of theyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local governeneloy Sy ia Ay GKS mpynQa YR dnQs
boundaries of Ampthill and Maulden. The changes rectify these anomalies.
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Parish Meppershall

Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 10 1415 1548 142 155 -51% Shefford
Comments
ParishCouncil

Meppershall Parish Council wish to retain 10 Councillors as a reduction would be detrimental to the function of the Bagia@brisks restricting our ability tg
deliver the range of activities and community involvement currently covered by the s&ilbf our councillorsThere is an increased work load being placed on
Parish Councils particularly with the Local Plan and village developments, Neighbourhood Plan, Watch schemes etc. atigewitiobof councillors to draw
from our response to tese issues may fall below what our residents expect and could lead to a loss of identity and alienation within the community.

Whilst we recognise the aim of raising the ratio of electors to seats we have resolved at our Annual Statutory Meetinggio thaicurrent number of 10
councillors (stay as we are) and oppose the proposal by Central Bedfordshire Council

Consultation Response®)(

9 That the parish name of Meppershall should remain unchanged: 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

9 That the number of parisbouncillors on Meppershall Parish Council be reduced to seven: 1 neither, 1 strongly disagree

9 That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Meppershall: 1 strongly agree, 1 neither

faL FGOGSYR tFNRAK / 2dzy OAf Y SidahdfeidentvBVvEpizérshallil o NO R think that S riubbed o2Parishl Godhcillaid
should be reduced to 7: they all are volunteers with jobs or other commitments, they all have taken on specific respmsiibiiin the work of the PC,
and they workvery hard at what they are doing. We need all 10 to carry out all the different PC tasks on separate working groupsysg@nptenning,
roads and transport, leisure etc) these working groups need and benefit from having more than one countiéiagrioup, and because Councillors havg
other commitments outside of the PC, it would be unfair to expect an individual Councillor to 'dapitdad take on the tasks of more than one working
group. The village and the PC are facing a lot of difficultestias at the present time, and we need the expertise and commitment of all 10 councillot
1y26 GKS t/ AGaStF F3INBSa gAGK GKAADE

| Final Recommendations |
60




1. That the parish name of Meppershall should remain unchanged;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Meppershall Parish Counaitdiganged (ten)and

3. That no change should be made to the parish boundary of Meppershall.

Reason for the decisions

The draft recommendation to reduce the number of councillors is rejected as the Committee accepts the arguments of theyacisthat the current number
of parish councillors is considered to provide effective and convenient local government.
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Parish Moggerhanger
Ward Number of 1 Sept 2017 | 31 March Ratio Forecast Ratio| Variance from District ward
Councillors Electorate 2023 Electors Electors to Average
Electorate | to Seats Seats
Not Applicable 9 516 547 57 61 -81% Northill
Comments
ParishCouncil

The Council supports the proposal to reduce to 7 councillors
Consultation Responses (4)

9 That the parish name of Mogg®anger should remain unchangegistrongly agree, 1 neither

9 That the number of parish councillors Moggerhanger Parish Council be reduced to setestrongly agree, 1 neither, 2 strongly disagree

9 That the boundaries of the parish be changed to exclude the properties at numbers 7 to 17 (odds) and number 18 Old Stabioht€@oclude Bridge

Farm and Ivel Cottag@ neither, 2 strongly disagree

T/ SYyaNIrf . SRa akKzdzZ R aLlSri G2 | f I ONR & & dOtKeB ardaa.di dolld stark
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Final Recommendations

1.  That the parish name dfloggerhanger should remain unchanged;

2.  That the number of parish councillors on Moggerhanger Parish Cangniiduced tqseven); and

3.  That the boundaries of the parish be changeahoit the properties at numbers 7 to 1'6dds) anchumber 18 Old Station Cowsindadd the properties to
the parish of Blunham.

4, That the boundary of the parish be changed to add the properties Bridge Farm and Ivel Cottage and to omérties grom Sandy parish.

| Reason for the decisisn

62



To implement the proposal dloggerhanger Parish Counttibt the number of parish councillors be reduced ot The proposals, to which both Moggerhange
Parish Council and Sandy Town Council have no objection, would lead to more logical boundaries between the parishes theflednt of the built
development in that area.
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