
COUNCIL – 26TH JUNE 2017 
 

Report of the Chief Executive 
 
 

ITEM 6.2 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – RESULTS OF INITIAL 
CONSULTATION PHASE AND DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
CHANGES 

 
Purpose of Report 
 
To report back to Council on the responses submitted during the first consultation 
phase of the review, and to approve proposals for potential recommendations for 
further consultation as put forward by the Member Reference Group.   
 
Recommendation 
 
That the 13 recommendations of the Member Reference Group as set out in the 
Appendix to this report be endorsed for a further three-month consultation phase. 
 
Reason 
 
To allow for a further stage of consultation before Council makes a final decision on 
any changes to parish council electoral arrangements within the Borough, and for 
the individual reasons put forward by the Member Reference Group as set out in the 
Appendix to this report.  
 
Policy Justification and Previous Decisions 
 
At its meeting on 23rd January 2017, Council agreed that a Community Governance 
Review of the whole Borough should be undertaken, and that a politically balanced 
Member Reference Group should be set up to provide input to the review and to 
draft any recommendations which may be required (minute reference 60.6 2016/17).   
 
Implementation Timetable including Future Decisions and Scrutiny 
 
Once approved, the draft recommendations will be subject to a further three-month 
period of public consultation, which will include all of the parish and town councils in 
the Borough, and the occupiers of any individual properties directly affected.   
 
Report Implications 
 
The following implications have been identified for this report. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
There is an approved budget of £75,000 to cover any costs arising from the review, 
such as postage and legal advice which may be required as the review progresses. 
 
Risk Management 
 
There are no specific risks associated with this decision. 
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Equality and Diversity 
 
An equality impact assessment will be undertaken in respect of any final 
recommendations for changes which may come to Council in January 2018. 
 
 
 
Background Papers: Charnwood Borough Council Community 

Governance Review – Local Council Information, 
Electorate Details and Forecasts 

 
Appendix:    Report of the Member Reference Group 
 
Officers to contact:   Adrian Ward 
     Head of Strategic Support 
     (01509) 634573 
     adrian.ward@charnwood.gov.uk 
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APPENDIX 
 

MEMBER REFERENCE GROUP – COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
 

RESULTS OF INITIAL CONSULTATION PHASE AND DRAFT 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES TO BE SUBMITTED TO FULL COUNCIL   
 
Purpose of Report 
 
To summarise the responses received during the initial consultation phase and to 
set out the recommendations of the Member Reference Group to be submitted to 
full Council on 26th June 2017.   
 
Member Reference Group Information  
 
The Member Reference Group met on 14th June 2017, and the following 
Councillors were present: 
 
Conservative: Cllr Poland (Chair), Cllr Morgan, Cllr Page 
 
Labour: Cllr Tillotson  
 
Background 
 
The initial consultation phase ran from 1st February 2017 to 30th April 2017, and a 
total of 35 responses were received. 
 
Each area within the Borough is considered below. Separate sections have also 
been included for the proposed North of Birstall (Broadnook) Sustainable Urban 
Extension, North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension, and West of 
Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension to deal with any submissions which 
were made about those developments and potential options. 
 
ANSTEY 
 
Two responses were received relating to Anstey, which raised the following issues: 

 Consider whether more parish councillors may be needed because of 
population growth (raised by a Borough/parish councillor) 

 Don’t merge with another parish council (raised by a Borough/parish 
councillor) 

 No need to change parish councillor numbers or boundaries, although the 
potential 13% population growth is acknowledged (raised by Anstey Parish 
Council). 

 
There are currently 14 parish councillors for Anstey, and the current electorate is 
5,422, which equates to 387 electors per parish councillor.  
 
The 5-year projection predicts that there will be 6,125 electors (an increase of 13%), 
which would equate to 437 per councillor if the number of councillors is maintained.  
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In order to maintain the approximate current balance of electors per parish 
councillor, an additional 2 parish councillors would be needed.   
 
However, as the parish council has not requested any changes, it is not considered 
that any recommendations are required. 
 
BARKBY & BARKBY THORPE 
 
One response was received relating to Barkby & Barkby Thorpe, which raised the 
following issues:   

 The parish council does not want any responsibility for the North East of 
Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension, or for the 230 new houses off 
Hamilton Lane (raised by Barkby & Barkby Thorpe Parish Council) 

 The SUE should have its own new parish council, but this won’t be viable for 
the 2019 parish council elections (raised by Barkby & Barkby Thorpe Parish 
Council) 

 
See the separate section for comments on the North East of Leicester SUE. 
 
Regarding the development off Hamilton Lane (see Map 1 for context), it is apparent 
that the development falls wholly within the current boundary of Barkby Thorpe and 
has no direct road links or other connections to any other communities within the 
Borough. 
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
1. That a new parish meeting be established for the development off 

Hamilton Lane, encompassing the area outlined in orange on Map 1. 
 
Reason: The development has no significant geographical or road connections with 
Barkby or Barkby Thorpe, and therefore establishing a separate parish meeting 
would be the best way of recognising and developing community cohesion and 
identity within the development. 
 
BARROW UPON SOAR 
 
No responses received. 
 
There are currently 15 parish councillors for Barrow upon Soar, and the current 
electorate is 4,840, which equates to 323 electors per parish councillor.  
 
The 5-year projection predicts that there will be 5,415 electors (an increase of 12%), 
which would equate to 361 per councillor if the number of councillors is maintained.  
 
In order to maintain the approximate current balance of electors per parish 
councillor, an additional 2 parish councillors would be needed.   
 
However, in the absence of any request for changes from the parish council, it is not 
considered that any recommendations are required. 
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BEEBY 
 
No responses received, and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
BIRSTALL 
 
Two responses were received relating to Birstall, which raised the following issues: 

 Birstall Parish Council should be upgraded to Town Council status (raised by 
a Borough councillor) 

 Birstall is at full capacity and future housing developments are not feasible 
(raised by a Birstall resident).    

 
Responses were also received from Birstall Parish Council – but these are included 
under Broadnook SUE and Wanlip as they relate to those areas. 
 
The 5-year projection indicates that there will be a 3.5% increase in the number of 
electors in Birstall, which is not considered to be significant enough to necessitate 
an increase in the number of parish councillors. 
 
It is for Birstall Parish Council to consider whether they wish to resolve to become a 
town council rather than a parish council.  
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
BROADNOOK (NORTH OF BIRSTALL) SUE 
 
See Map 2 for reference. 
 
Four responses were received relating to Broadnook, which raised the following 
issues: 

 A new parish council is needed for the development (raised by the 
developers, and also by a Borough councillor) 

 Broadnook should not become part of Birstall, but should be combined with 
Syston (raised by a Birstall resident) 

 The proposed development is not feasible or practical, and will overwhelm 
services in Birstall (raised by Birstall Parish Council). 

 
The Member Reference Group carefully considered the following potential options: 
 
1. Leave ‘as is’ for the time being (ie. with part of the proposed development in 

Rothley, part in Thurcaston & Cropston, and part in Wanlip). 
 
2. Amend the existing boundaries so the whole of the proposed development falls 

within one area – either Rothley, Thurcaston & Cropston or Wanlip. 
 

3. Establish a new parish council or parish meeting for the proposed 
development – but being aware that it is very unlikely that a parish council will 
be a viable option for the May 2019 parish elections.  
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Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
2. That a new parish meeting be established for the proposed Broadnook 

development following the boundary of the development as shown in 
blue on Map 2. 

 
Reason: The development will eventually be of a size to potentially warrant its own 
parish council, but it is unlikely that there will be enough residents living there by 
May 2019 to make a parish council viable.  The creation of a parish meeting will 
allow the development to establish its own community identity, and a further 
community governance review can be undertaken in the future if it is felt that the 
parish meeting should become a parish council.  
 
BURTON ON THE WOLDS, COTES & PRESTWOLD 
 
One response was received, which raised the following issue: 

 Dwellings on Seymour Road should be moved from Prestwold to Burton on 
the Wolds (raised by Burton on the Wolds, Cotes & Prestwold Parish 
Council). 

 
Numbers 29, 31, 33, and 35 Seymour Road and Seymour House are currently 
within Prestwold, although it would appear that they might more logically be included 
within Burton on the Wolds (see Map 3 for details).  If they were to be moved they 
would stay within the overall grouped parish area. 
 
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
The Member Reference Group also raised and considered the current situation in 
which properties in the settlement of Cotes are divided between the parishes of 
Cotes and Prestwold, and the unparished area of Loughborough (see Map 4 for 
reference).     
 
Recommendations of the Member Reference Group: 
 
3. That the boundary between the parish of Burton on the Wolds and the 

parish of Prestwold be amended to move the following  properties from 
Prestwold to Burton on the Wolds: number 29, 31, 33, and 35 Seymour 
Road and Seymour House (highlighted in yellow on Map 3).  

 
Reason: To implement the suggestion of Burton on the Wolds, Cotes and Prestwold 
Parish Council that these properties would appear to be more logically part of 
Burton on the Wolds rather than Prestwold. 
 
4. That the boundary between the parishes of Cotes, Prestwold and 

Loughborough be amended to follow the line as shown in blue on Map 4 
(with blue arrows showing where the boundary of Cotes parish would 
move to).     

 
Reason:  to ensure that all the properties in the settlement of Cotes fall within the 
parish of Cotes in the interests of improving community cohesion and identity. 
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COSSINGTON 
 
One response was received relating to Cossington, which raised the following issue: 

 No changes to the current boundaries are required, including Ratcliffe 
College (raised by Cossington Parish Council) 

 
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
EAST GOSCOTE 
 
One response was received relating to East Goscote, which raised the following 
issue: 

 The current arrangements are acceptable (raised by East Goscote Parish 
Council) 

 
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
HATHERN 
 
Two responses were received relating to Hathern, which raised the following issue: 

 The parish council does a good job and no changes are needed (raised by 
two local residents). 

 
There are currently 7 parish councillors for Hathern, and the current electorate is 
1,762, which equates to 252 electors per parish councillor.  
 
The 5-year projection predicts that there will be 1,899 electors (an increase of 8%), 
which would equate to 271 per councillor if the number of councillors is maintained.  
 
However, the majority of the projected increase in electorate numbers is due to the 
West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension, part of which falls within the 
current Hathern area.  See separate section on the West of Loughborough SUE. 
 
 It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
HOTON 
 
One response was received relating to Hoton, which raised the following issue: 
 

 Reduce the number of seats on the parish council from 7 to 6 (raised by 
Hoton Parish Council). 

 
The parish council stated that they have had at least one vacancy since 2009 and 
that they have difficulty filling vacancies, and that their number of electors per 
councillor is comparatively low compared to other parish councils.    
 
There are currently only 42 electors per parish councillor, and this is not projected to 
change within the 5-year electorate forecast.  This is at the lower end of numbers 
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per councillor compared to other parish councils in the Borough.  A reduction to 6 
councillors would result in this figure increasing to 49 electors per councillor.  
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
5. That the number of parish councillors for Hoton Parish Council be 

reduced from 7 to 6. 
 
Reason: To implement the suggestion of Hoton Parish Council that their number of 
parish councillors be reduced by 1.  
 
LOUGHBOROUGH 
 
One response was received relating to Loughborough, which raised the following 
issue: 

 Either consider introducing a Town Council for Loughborough, or providing 
more support for local residents groups to become smaller new parish 
councils (raised by a Borough councillor). 

 
See also separate section on the West of Loughborough SUE. 
 
Only one suggestion was made to establish a new town council for Loughborough, 
and in the absence of any significant support it is not felt that any recommendations 
are required.  
 
MOUNTSORREL 
 
One response was received relating to Mountsorrel, which raised the following 
issue: 

 Some boundary changes proposed to the east and west (raised by 
Mountsorrel Parish Council). 

 
There are currently 13 parish councillors for Mountsorrel, and the current electorate 
is 6,354, which equates to 489 electors per parish councillor.  
 
The 5-year projection predicts that there will be 6,680 electors (an increase of 5%), 
which would equate to 514 per councillor if the number of councillors is maintained.  
 
In order to maintain the approximate current balance of electors per parish 
councillor, 1 additional parish councillor would be needed.   
 
However, in the absence of any request for changes from the parish council, it is not 
considered that any change to councillor numbers is required. 
  
In relation to the boundary changes suggested by Mountsorrel Parish Council, these 
are considered individually below. 
 
Development at West Cross Lane 
 
Road access to this development is via Mountsorrel, and the physical boundary of 
the development is adjacent to Mountsorrel, with open fields separating it from 
Rothley. The Post Office also uses Mountsorrel as the postal address for properties 
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on the development. However, the development falls within the current parish 
boundary of Rothley.  
 
Mountsorrel Parish Council has suggested that the boundary should be amended so 
that the development falls within Mountsorrel. 
 
Bier Way / Kiln Garth  
 
These developments are adjacent to the southern edge of Mountsorrel, and are 
separated from Rothley by fields and by Mountsorrel Lane. However, the 
developments fall within the current parish boundary of Rothley. 
 
Mountsorrel Parish Council has suggested that the boundary should be amended so 
that the developments fall within Mountsorrel, and that the recently formed Walton 
Way extension would be a clearly identifiable boundary.  
 
As set out in the Rothley section, below, a resident of Kiln Garth submitted a 
response stating that the established community around Kiln Garth is part of and 
connected to Rothley, not to Mountsorrel 
 
Also as set out in the Rothley section, Rothley Parish Council has stated that they 
consider that the current boundaries should not be changed as the residents of the 
relevant developments have various links and connections to Rothley.   
 
Having considered each of the suggestions carefully, the Member Reference Group 
does not consider that any recommendations for boundary changes are required.  
 
NEWTOWN LINFORD 
 
One response was received relating to Newtown Linford, which raised the following 
issue: 

 No changes required (raised by Newtown Linford Parish Council). 
  
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
NORTH EAST OF LEICESTER SUE 
 
See Map 5 for reference. 
 
The Member Reference Group carefully considered the following potential options: 
 
1. Leave ‘as is’ for the time being (ie, with part of the proposed development in 

Thurmaston, and part in Barkby & Barkby Thorpe). 
 
2. Amend the existing boundaries so the whole of the proposed development falls 

within one area – either Thurmaston or Barkby & Barkby Thorpe. 
 

3. Establish a new parish council or parish meeting for the proposed 
development – but being aware that it is very unlikely that a parish council will 
be a viable option for the May 2019 parish elections.  
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The Head of Strategic Support informed the Member Reference Group that the 
developers were concerned that as it was proposed that residents of the 
development would pay an estate management fee for maintenance of the open 
spaces within the site, it might be inequitable if they also had to pay a precept to an 
existing parish council as well. 
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
6. That a new parish meeting be established for the proposed North East of 

Leicester development following the boundary of the development as 
shown in blue on Map 5. 

 
Reason: The development will eventually be of a size to potentially warrant its own 
parish council, but it is unlikely that there will be enough residents living there by 
May 2019 to make a parish council viable. The creation of a parish meeting will 
allow the development to establish its own community identity, and a further 
community governance review can be undertaken in the future if it is felt that the 
parish meeting should become a parish council.  
 
QUENIBOROUGH 
 
One response was received relating to Queniborough, which raised the following 
issue: 

 Increase the number of parish councillors from 9 to 10 (raised by 
Queniborough Parish Council). 

 
The parish council stated that because of the potential growth in dwellings in the 
village over the next 2 to 3 years that an additional parish councillor was required.  
 
There are currently 9 parish councillors for Queniborough, and the current electorate 
is 2,021, which equates to 226 electors per parish councillor.  
 
The 5-year projection predicts that there will be 2,704 electors (an increase of 33%), 
which would equate to 300 per councillor if the number of councillors is maintained. 
The 1 additional parish councillor suggested by the parish council would change this 
to 270.  
 
In order to maintain the approximate current balance of electors per parish 
councillor, 3 additional parish councillors would be needed. 
 
However, the 1 additional parish councillor suggested by the parish council would 
still keep the ratio of electors to parish councillors at a reasonable level.  
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
7. That the number of parish councillors for Queniborough Parish Council 

be increased from 9 to 10. 
 
Reason: To implement the suggestion of Queniborough Parish Council that their 
number of parish councillors be increased by 1.  
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QUORN 
 
Four responses were received relating to Quorn, which raised the following issues: 

 Keep the boundary the same (raised by a Quorn resident) 
 Don’t merge with Mountsorrel (raised by a Quorn resident) 
 The current parish councillors represent too narrow a view and new 

standards and competencies are needed (raised by a Quorn resident) 
 Increase the number of parish councillors to 13 (raised by Quorn Parish 

Council) 
 The parish council needs 4 more councillors (raised by a Quorn resident / 

parish councillor) 
 The current boundary does not need changing (raised by a Quorn resident / 

parish councillor). 
 
There are currently 11 parish councillors for Quorn Parish Council, who each 
represent 415 electors.  This is towards the higher end of representation compared 
to other parish councils in the Borough.  The parish council’s suggestion of an 
additional 2 councillors would see this figure change to 354 based on the 5-year 
electorate projection figures, which do not anticipate a significant increase in the 
local electorate. 
 
The parish council’s suggestion therefore appears reasonable.  
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
8. That the number of parish councillors for Quorn Parish Council be 

increased from 11 to 13. 
 
Reason: To implement the suggestion of Quorn Parish Council that their number of 
parish councillors be increased by 2.  
    
RATCLIFFE ON THE WREAKE 
 
No responses received, and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5 year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
REARSBY 
 
No responses received and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
ROTHLEY 
 
Four responses were received relating to Rothley, which raised the following issues: 

 An extra parish councillor is needed due to ongoing population growth (raised 
by a Rothley resident / parish councillor) 

 The boundaries should remain as present (raised by Rothley Parish Council) 
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 There is no need for more parish councillors or boundary changes (raised by 
a Rothley resident) 

 The established community around Kiln Garth is part of and connected to 
Rothley, not to Mountsorrel (raised by a Rothley resident) 

 The Bier Way and Kiln Garth areas, and the West Cross Lane Development 
should remain part of Rothley as a very large proportion of residents have 
previously indicated thay wish to remain in Rothley, and residents are again 
contacting Rothley Parish Council to state that they wish to remain in 
Rothley, and also the newer sites have been marketed as being in Rothley 
and fall within the Rothley Junior School catchment area (raised by Rothley 
Parish Council).  

  
Rothley Parish Council currently has 10 parish councillors, who on average 
represent 356 local electors.  The 5-year electorate projection shows an increase 
from 3,556 to 4,957 (39%), which would see the number of electors per parish 
councillor increase to 496. 
 
A proportion of this projected electorate increase relates to the proposed Broadnook 
development, part of which falls within the current area of Rothley.  See separate 
section on the Broadnook SUE. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
SEAGRAVE 
 
Two responses were received relating to Seagrave, which raised the following 
issues: 

 5 councillors is sufficient (raised by a Seagrave resident) 
 No alterations are needed (raised by Seagrave Parish Council). 

 
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
  
SHEPSHED 
 
One response relating to Shepshed was received, which raised the following issue:  

 Shepshed should continue to have its own town council (raised by a 
Shepshed resident). 

 
There are currently 15 town councillors for Shepshed, and the current electorate is 
10,783, which equates to 719 electors per town councillor. This is by far the highest 
ratio within the Borough. 
 
The 5 year projection predicts that there will be 12,104 electors (an increase of 
12%), which would equate to 807 per councillor if the number of councillors is 
maintained.  However, a significant proportion of the projected increase relates to 
the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE), part of which falls 
within the current area of Shepshed.  
 
Setting aside the impact of the SUE, the current high ratio of electorate per 
councillor may need to be addressed.  For comparison, Birstall Parish Council and 
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Syston Town Council, which both have similar sized electorates, each have 20 
councillors. 
 
As an example, increasing the number of town councillors for Shepshed Town 
Council to 20 would result in a change in the ratio of electors to councillors from 719 
to 539, based on the current electorate numbers.  
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
9. That the number of town councillors for Shepshed Town Council be 

increased from 15 to 20, and that further analysis be undertaken to 
determine the required split of town councillors between the two wards 
which make up the town.  

 
Reason: To bring the ratio of electors per town councillor to a more comparable 
level with other similar sized local councils within the Borough, and to reflect the 
significant projected increase in the electorate of Shepshed over the next 5 years.  
 
SILEBY 
 
Two responses were received relating to Sileby, which raised the following issues: 

 There is no reason for changes in the number of councillors or boundaries 
(raised by Sileby Parish Council) 

 3 tiers of local councils should be reduced to be more cost effective (raised 
by a local resident). 

 
A Community Governance Review can only consider abolishing a parish council in 
exceptional circumstances, which do not exist in this case. 
 
The 5-year projection indicates a 4.6% increase in the electorate, which would 
suggest that in order to maintain the approximate current balance of electors per 
parish councillor, 1 additional councillor would be required. 
 
However, as the parish council have not requested any changes, it is not considered 
that any recommendations are required. 
 
SOUTH CROXTON 
 
No responses received, and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
  
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
SWITHLAND 
 
One response was received relating to Swithland, which raised the following issue: 

 The community is happy with the current arrangements as a parish meeting 
(raised by the Chair of Swithland parish meeting). 

 
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
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SYSTON 
 
No responses received. 
 
The 5-year projection indicates that there will be a 2.9% increase in the electorate 
number, which would suggest that in order to maintain the approximate current 
balance of electors per parish councillor, 1 additional councillor would be required . 
 
However, as the town council have not requested any changes, it is not considered 
that any recommendations are required. 
 
THRUSSINGTON 
 
No responses received and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
THURCASTON & CROPSTON 
 
One response was received relating to Thurcaston & Cropston, which raised the 
following issue: 

 Some boundary changes proposed (raised by Thurcaston & Cropston Parish 
Council). 

    
There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
The boundary changes proposed by Thurcaston & Cropston Parish Council are set 
out on Map 6, and are summarised below. 
 
A: alter the boundary with Rothley to follow the GCR trainline. 
 
B: alter the boundary with Birstall to follow the line of the A46.  
 
C: alter the boundary with Leicester City to follow the line of the A46 (Note: this 
Community Governance Review has no power to alter the boundaries with 
neighbouring authorities). 
 
D: alter the boundary with Newtown Linford to run along the shore of the Cropston 
Reservoir.  
 
E: alter the boundary with Swithland to incorporate all of Byebrook (Note: Byeboork 
Hall is currently within Swithland, but Byebrook Lodge Farm is within Thurcaston & 
Cropston. 
 
The Member Reference Group carefully considered each of the suggestions. 
 
Recommendations of the Member Reference Group: 
 
10. That the boundary between Thurcaston & Cropston and Birstall parishes 

be amended so that the current part of Thurcaston & Cropston on the 
south side of the A46 becomes part of Birstall parish (see B on Map 6). 
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Reason: To reflect the nature of the A46 as being the obvious geographical 
boundary between the 2 parishes. 
 
11. That the boundary between Thurcaston & Cropston and Newtown Linford 

parishes be amended so that the boundary becomes the eastern shore of 
the Cropston Reservoir (see D on Map 6). 

 
 
Reason: To move the whole of the Cropston Reservoir into Newtown Linford and to 
introduce a more logical boundary between the 2 parishes based on the significant 
geographical feature formed by the reservoir shore.       
 
THURMASTON 
 
No responses received, and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
  
See separate section for comments on the North East of Leicester SUE. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
ULVERSCROFT 
 
No responses received and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
WALTON ON THE WOLDS 
 
No responses received and there are no significant changes in electorate numbers 
in the 5-year projection. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
 
WANLIP 
 
Two responses were received relating to Wanlip, which raised the following issues: 

 Wanlip parish meeting should be merged with Birstall Parish Council 
(keeping the same number of 20 councillors), but kept separate from the 
Broadnook development (raised by Birstall Parish Council)  

 Wanlip parish meeting serves the community well and should remain, but the 
boundary should be changed to separate Wanlip from the new Broadnook 
development (raised by Chair of Wanlip Parish Meeitng). 

 
Birstall Parish Council stated that the merger with the parish meeting could improve 
community engagement and would result in the delivery of more effective and 
convenient existing local services in Birstall, and that one of their existing parish 
councillors resides in Wanlip.  
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They also stated that Wanlip has no natural affinity with Broadnook, uses the 
facilities in Birstall, and that the churches of Birstall and Wanlip and neighbourhood 
watches are already joined. 
 
The Chair of Wanlip parish meeting stated that Wanlip village has a strong sense of 
community and is well served by the current parish meeting arrangement. They feel 
no affinity with the Broadnook development, which will be separated from them by a 
major road and roundabout, and request that the boundary is amended to separate 
them from the new development (see separate section on Broadnook). 
   
Having carefully considered the suggestions made, the member Reference Group 
did not consider that any other recommendations for changes were required.  
    
WEST OF LOUGHBOROUGH SUE 
 
Refer to Map 7. 
 
The Member Reference Group carefully considered the following potential options: 
 
1. Leave ‘as is’ for the time being (ie, with part of the proposed development in 

Hathern, part in Loughborough, and part in Shepshed). 
 
2. Amend the existing boundaries so the whole of the proposed development falls 

within one area – either Hathern, Loughborough or Shepshed. 
 

3. Establish a new parish council or parish meeting for the proposed 
development – but being aware that it is very unlikely that a parish council will 
be a viable option for the May 2019 parish elections.  

 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
12. That a new parish meeting be established for the proposed West of 

Loughborough development following the boundary of the development 
as shown in blue on Map 7, except for that part of the blue boundary 
which falls within North West Leicestershire, in which area the boundary 
of the parish meeting area will be the border between Charnwood and 
North West Leicestershire. 

 
Reason: The development will eventually be of a size to potentially warrant its own 
parish council, but it is unlikely that there will be enough residents living there by 
May 2019 to make a parish council viable. The creation of a parish meeting will 
allow the development to establish its own community identity, and a further 
community governance review can be undertaken in the future if it is felt that the 
parish meeting should become a parish council.  
 
WOODHOUSE 
 
One response was received relating to Woodhouse, which raised the following 
issue: 

 Some boundary changes may be needed to sort out anomalies (raised by 
Woodhouse Parish Council). 
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There are no significant changes in electorate numbers in the 5-year projection. 
 
The potential boundary changes suggested by Woodhouse Parish Council are 
summarised below. 
 
Woodthorpe Development 
 
The current parish boundary runs through part of this development, as can be seen 
in more detail on Map 8 (current boundary shown in red). The parish council have 
suggested that the residents of Mucklin Lodge, just to the south of the development, 
wish to remain in Woodhouse. 
 
Highfields Farm 
 
The parish council point out that Highfields Farm is split in half by the current parish 
boundary.  
 
Pocket Gate 
 
The parish council point out that Pocket Gate Cottage is outside the boundary, while 
Pocket Gate Farm is within it. 
 
Properties to the North of Dean’s Lane 
 
The parish council point out that there are two properties to the north of Dean’s 
Lane where part of the garden is in one parish, but the houses are in another parish. 
 
The Member Reference Group carefully considered the issues raised, and was of 
the view that if a parish boundary runs through part of a property, such as a garden, 
this did not require a boundary change as long as the residential building itself was 
clearly within one parish. 
 
Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 
 
13. That the boundary between the Woodhouse parish and Loughborough be 

amended to follow the line shown in yellow on Map 8. 
 
Reason:  To ensure that the properties within the Woodthorpe development all fall 
within Loughborough, in the interests of community cohesion.   
 
WYMESWOLD 
 
One response was received relating to Wymeswold, which raised the following 
issue: 

 No changes recommended (raised by Wymeswold Parish Council). 
 
The 5-year projection indicates that there will be a 6% increase in electorate 
numbers. However, this would not necessitate an additional parish councillor to 
keep the ratio of electors per councillor broadly in line with what it is currently. 
 
It is not considered that any recommendations are required. 
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GENERAL ISSUES 
 
Two Borough residents made suggestions that included a number of parish councils 
being merged to cover wider areas, the number of terms that parish councillors can 
serve being capped, and that parish council information should be published more 
widely than just on-line. 
 
It is considered that these suggestions fall outside the scope of this Community 
Governance Review.   
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