
 

COUNCIL – 22ND JANUARY 2018 
 

Report of the Chief Executive 
 
 
6.4 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

OF THE MEMBER REFERENCE GROUP   
 
Purpose of Report 
 
To present the recommendations from the Member Reference Group in respect 
of amendments to parish electoral arrangements in the Borough arising from 
their consideration of the responses received during the second consultation 
phase of the Community Governance Review.   
 
Recommendations  
 
1. That a new parish be established by separating the area outlined in orange 

on Map 1 in Appendix A from the parish of Barkby & Barkby Thorpe, that it 
be named Hamilton Lea, and that it should not have a parish council (ie. it 
will be a parish meeting). 

 
2. That the initial proposal to establish a new parish meeting for the proposed 

Broadnook development not be progressed at this time due to the lack of 
approved outline planning permission for the site, but that a Community 
Governance Review to specifically consider the development should be 
initiated by the Head of Strategic Support if outline planning permission is 
approved.   

 
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 2 in Appendix A). 

 
4. That the boundary between the parishes of Cotes and Prestwold, and 

unparished area of Loughborough be amended to follow the line as shown 
in blue on Map 3 in Appendix A, with blue arrows showing where the 
boundary of Cotes parish will move to. 

 
5. That the number of parish councillors for Hoton Parish Council be reduced 

from seven to six. 
 

6. That the boundary of the parish of Thurmaston be amended to include the 
whole area of the proposed North East of Leicester development, being the 
area shown within the blue boundary on Map 4 in Appendix A, and that 
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initially the area should become part of the Thurmaston East ward of the 
parish with no changes to the current numbers of parish councillors. 

 
7. That the number of parish councillors for Queniborough Parish Council be 

increased from nine to 10. 
 

8. That the number of parish councillors for Quorn Parish Council be 
increased from 11 to 13. 

 
9. That the number of town councillors for Shepshed Town Council be 

increased from 15 to 20, with 9 town councillors representing Shepshed 
East ward, and 11 town councillors representing Shepshed West ward, with 
the boundary between the wards remaining unchanged. 

 
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, being the area highlighted in yellow on Map 5 in Appendix 
A, becomes part of the parish of Birstall within the Greengate ward. 

 
11. That the boundary between Thurcaston & Cropston and Newtown Linford 

parishes be amended as per Map 6 in Appendix A, so that the boundary 
becomes the eastern shore of the Cropston Reservoir.  

 
12. That a new parish be established with the boundary as shown in blue on 

Map 7 in Appendix A, by amalgamating the indicated areas of the parishes 
of Shepshed and Hathern and of the unparished area of Loughborough, 
that it be named Stonebow Village, and that it should not have a parish 
council (ie. it will be a parish meeting).  

 
13. That the boundary between the parish of Woodhouse and the unparished 

area of Loughborough be amended to follow the line shown in yellow on 
Map 8 in Appendix A.  

 
14. That the parish ward boundary between Thurcaston and Cropston be 

amended to follow the natural boundary formed by the Rothley Brook as 
shown on Map 9 in Appendix A, with no changes to the number of parish 
councillors for either ward.    

 
15. That the boundary of the parish of Mountsorrel be amended to include  the 

area of the Primrose Hill development within the blue boundary shown  on 
Map 10 in Appendix A, which is currently within the parish of Rothley, and 
that the area should become part of the Mountsorrel ward. 

 
16. That the Council should request the Local Government Boundary 

Commission for England to undertake a full review of the current Borough 
ward boundaries. 
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17. That, in the case of each of the following parishes, they should not be 

abolished, their areas should not be altered, their names should not be 
changed and they should continue to have parish or town councils, as may 
be the case: Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Cossington, East Goscote, Hoton, 
Queniborough, Quorn, Ratcliffe on the Wreake, Rearsby, Seagrave, Sileby, 
South Croxton, Syston, Thrussington, Walton on the Wolds, and 
Wymeswold.  

 
18. That, in the case of each of the following parishes, they should not be 

abolished, their areas should not be altered, their names should not be 
changed and they should continue not to have a parish council (ie. remain 
as parish meetings): Beeby, Swithland, Wanlip and Ulverscroft. 

 
19. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendations 1 and 6, the parish of Barkby & Barkby Thorpe should 
not be abolished, its name should not be changed, and it should continue to 
have a parish council.   

 
20. That otherwise than for the alterations to their areas as set out in 

recommendations 3 and 4, the grouped parishes of Burton on the Wolds, 
Cotes and Prestwold should not be abolished, that their names should not 
be changed, and they should continue to have a parish council.   

 
21. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendation 6, the parish of Thurmaston should not be abolished, that 
its name should not be changed, and that it should continue to have a 
parish council.   

 
22. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendation 10, the parish of Birstall should not be abolished, its name 
should not be changed, and it should continue to have a parish council.   

 
23. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendations 10 and 11, and to its ward boundaries as set out in 
recommendation 14, the parish of Thurcaston & Cropston should not be 
abolished, its name should not be changed, and it should continue to have 
a parish council, with no other changes to its wards or number of 
councillors.   

 
24. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendation 11, the parish of Newtown Linford should not be 
abolished, its name should not be changed, and it should continue to have 
a parish council with no changes to the number of councillors. 
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25. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 
recommendation 12, the parish of Hathern should not be abolished, its 
name should not be changed, and it should continue to have a parish 
council. 

 
26. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendation 12, and the change to its number of councillors as set out 
in recommendation 9, the parish of Shepshed should not be abolished, its 
name should not be changed, and it should continue to have a parish 
council. 

 
27. That otherwise than for the alteration of its area as set out in 

recommendation 13, the parish of Woodhouse should not be abolished, its 
name should not be changed, and it should continue to have a parish 
council. 

 
28. That otherwise than for the alteration of their areas as set out in 

recommendation 15, the parishes of Mountsorrel and Rothley should not be 
abolished, their names should not be changed, and they should continue to 
have parish councils.  

 
29. That delegated authority is given to the Head of Strategic Support to 

undertake the required steps to implement the recommendations arising 
from the Community Governance Review and agreed by Council, including 
the making of any Community Governance Orders which may be required.    

 
Reasons 
 
1. 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. The development is being 
marketed by two developers under the names of ‘Hamilton Gardens’ and 
‘Hambledon Lea’, and therefore ‘Hamilton Lea’ appears to be suitable name 
for the new parish. 

 
2. Due to the absence of outline planning permission for the site it is unlikely 

that the development will be significantly progressed by the time any 
recommendations arising from the Community Governance Review come 
into effect, and it is therefore not recommended to establish a new parish 
for the Broadnook development at this point in time. However, in light of the 
general support for the development to be covered by a new parish, a 
further Community Governance Review should be initiated if an outline 
planning application is approved, which could then reconsider establishing a 
new parish for the development at that time.  It is envisaged that this review 
could be completed before development commences on the site.     
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3. 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. 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. 

 
5. To implement the suggestion of Hoton Parish Council that their number of 

parish councillors be reduced by one. 
 
6. Thurmaston Parish Council have indicated their support for the new 

development becoming part of the existing settlement due to there being 
little or no area of separation, and the extended village will be reliant on and 
benefit from facilities, services and support from the Parish Council. 

 
7. To implement the suggestion of Queniborough Parish Council that their 

number of parish councillors be increased by one. 
 
8. To implement the suggestion of Quorn Parish Council that their number 

of parish councillors be increased by two. 
 
9. 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 
five years. 

 
10. To reflect the nature of the A46 as being the obvious geographical 

boundary between the two parishes. 
 
11. To move the whole of the Cropston Reservoir into Newtown Linford and to 

introduce a more logical boundary between the two parishes based on the 
significant geographical feature formed by the reservoir shore. 

 
12. 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. 
The further boundary changes in Areas A and B are to utilise existing roads 
and lanes as clear geographical boundaries, and in the case of Area B to 
also prevent an existing area of Loughborough becoming separated.     
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13. To ensure that the properties within the Woodthorpe / Grange Park 
development all fall within Loughborough, in the interests of community 
cohesion. 

 
14. To implement the suggestion of Thurcaston & Cropston Parish Council and 

to reflect the natural boundary formed by the Rothley Brook.    
 

15. To correct an anomalous parish boundary issue which has been created by 
the new Primrose Hill development, which appears to be a natural 
extension to the settlement of Mountsorrel, by creating a strong boundary 
reflecting the area of separation between the settlements of Mountsorrel 
and Rothley, and to facilitate effective and convenient local government. 

 
16. Such a review has not been undertaken for several years, and there are 

several proposed changes to parish council boundaries arising from the 
Community Governance Review that could impact upon the relevant 
principal council electoral areas. 

 
17- To confirm areas where no other recommendations for changes have  
28.    arisen from the Community Governance Review. 
 
29. To allow for the implementation of the agreed recommendations in an 

efficient and timely manner. 
 
Policy Justification and Previous Decisions 
 
The terms of reference for the Community Governance Review were approved 
by Council at its meeting on 23rd January 2017 (minute reference 60.6), and the 
proposals for the second round of public consultation were approved at the 
meeting on 26th June 2017 (minute reference 20.2).  
 
Implementation Timetable including Future Decisions and Scrutiny 
 
The report seeks delegated authority for the Head of Strategic Support to take 
the required actions to implement any recommendations for changes which are 
approved, and any changes will come into effect for the next parish council 
elections in May 2019.   
 
Report Implications 
 
The following implications have been identified for this report. 
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Financial Implications 
 
The costs of undertaking the review and implementing the recommendations, 
including external legal support where require, can be met from within existing 
budgets. 
 
Risk Management 
 
The risks associated with the decision Council is asked to make and proposed 
actions to mitigate those risks are set out in the table below. 
  

Risk Identified Likelihood Impact Risk Management Actions 
Planned 

Legal or other 
challenges against 
the proposed 
changes arising 
from the 
Community 
Governance 
Review. 

Possible Moderate The Community Governance 
Review has been undertaken in 
accordance with the relevant legal 
requirements and applicable 
guidance, and independent legal 
advisors will be instructed to draft 
the required Community 
Governance Order to bring the 
recommendations into effect.  

 
Equality and Diversity 
 
An equality impact assessment has been undertaken and is attached as 
Appendix C.  
 
 
Background Papers: ‘Guidance on community governance reviews’ 

(Communities & Local Government, and The 
Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England) – publicly available 

 
Officer to contact:   Adrian Ward 
     Head of Strategic Support 

(01509) 634573 
     adrian.ward@charnwood.gov.uk 
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Part B 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
1. The second consultation phase of the Community Governance Review ran 

from 3rd July 2017 to 6th October 2017. 
 
2. Each of the 13 proposals which were subject to consultation were 

considered by the Member Reference Group, and their recommendations 
are set out below.  

 
3. The Member Reference Group also considered responses received which 

did not directly relate to any of the proposals which were the subject of the 
second consultation phase, and their recommendations also include some 
proposals arising from these. 

 
4. The full consultation responses are available in Appendix B. 

 
5. Only parish boundaries can be changed as a result of this community 

governance review, and therefore any properties affected by boundary 
changes arising from this review would remain in their current principal 
authority areas for the time being. Any changes to Borough ward and 
County division boundaries would need to be made by the Local 
Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE), who will be 
informed of the final changes arising from this review.   

 
 

SUMMARY OF MEMBER REFERENCE GROUP CONSIDERATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
 
PROPOSAL 1: That a new parish meeting be established for the 
development off Hamilton Lane, currently within Barkby & Barkby Thorpe 
Parish (see Map 1 in Appendix A). 
 
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. 
 
6. As part of the consultation letters were sent to every existing property within 

the new development setting out the proposal and explaining how 
responses to the consultation could be made.  

 
7. Four responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
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 The development should become part of Leicester (raised by a 
Thurmaston resident), 

 A new parish is useful in any area without one (raised by a 
Loughborough resident). 

 Agreement with the proposal (raised by Barkby & Barkby Thorpe Parish 
Council). 

 Consider requesting that a Principal Area Boundary Review (PABR) be 
undertaken to move the development into the Leicester City Council 
area (raised by Leicestershire Council Council).  

 
8. For information a Community Governance Review cannot amend principal 

council boundaries. This can only be done as a result of a PABR, which 
would be undertaken by the Local Government Boundary Commission, and 
which would require the support of any principal councils which would be 
affected, which in this case would be Charnwood Borough Council, 
Leicestershire County Council and Leicester City Council.  The Member 
Reference Group decided not to recommend that a PABR should be 
requested for this development.       

 
9. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 

That a new parish for the development should be established as per the 
proposal which was consulted on, for the reasons as set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 2: That a new parish meeting be established for the proposed 
Broadnook Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) development. 
 
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. 
 
10. As part of the consultation letters were sent to every existing property within 

the new development setting out the proposal and explaining how 
responses to the consultation could be made.  

 
11. Four responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by Cllr Renata Jones, 

Borough Councillor for Birstall Wanlip), 
 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by Rothley Parish Council), 
 Totally against this development and therefore a new parish council is 

not needed (raised by a Loughborough resident), 

E9



 

 Agreement with the recommendation, with a proviso that further 
consideration may be needed as to the boundaries of the new parish 
(raised by a consultant on behalf of the developer).  

 
12. For information, the function of the Community Governance Review is to 

determine whether any amendments to local council arrangements are 
required as a result of major new developments, and not whether the new 
developments should proceed, which is a planning matter.    

 
13. If a new parish is to be established, the boundaries would need to be 

established as part of this current community governance review. The 
boundaries could be amended at a later date, but this would require a 
further Community Governance Review to be undertaken.    

 
14. The Member Reference Group were advised that proposals for the 

Broadnook development were still at a relatively early stage, and that no 
application for outline planning permission had yet been received. 
Consequently, it was highly unlikely that any properties would have been 
constructed and occupied by May 2019, which is the date on which any 
recommendations arising from the Community Governance Review would 
come into effect. 

 
15. Having considered the relevant issues, the Member Reference Group felt 

that there was no justification to recommend establishing a new parish for 
the development at this point in time, but in light of the general support that 
the development should be covered by a new parish, that a further 
Community Governance Review should be initiated should an outline 
planning application be approved.  

 
16. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 

That the initial proposal to establish a new parish meeting for the proposed 
Broadnook development not be progressed at this time due to the lack of 
approved outline planning permission for the site, but that a Community 
Governance Review to specifically consider the development should be 
initiated by the Head of Strategic Support if outline planning permission is 
approved.  The reasons being that due to the absence of outline planning 
permission for the site it is unlikely that the development will be significantly 
progressed by the time any recommendations arising from the Community 
Governance Review come into effect, and it is therefore not recommended 
to establish a new parish for the Broadnook development at this point in 
time. However, in light of the general support for the development to be 
covered by a new parish, a further Community Governance Review should 
be initiated if an outline planning application is approved, which could then 
reconsider establishing a new parish for the development at that time.  It is 
envisaged that this review could be completed before development 
commences on the site.     
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PROPOSAL 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 (see Map 2 in Appendix A). 
 
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. 
 
17. As part of the consultation letters were sent to every property directly 

affected setting out the proposal and explaining how responses to the 
consultation could be made.  

 
18. Two responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by a resident in one of the 

directly affected properties), 
 Questioning why this boundary needs to be changed (raised by a 

Loughborough resident). 
 
19. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:  

That the boundary changes as consulted on should be implemented, for the 
reasons as set out.  

 
 
PROPOSAL 4: That the boundary between the parishes of Cotes, Prestwold 
and Loughborough be amended to follow the line as shown in blue on Map 
3 in Appendix A (with blue arrows showing where the boundary of Cotes 
parish could 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. 
 
20. As part of the consultation letters were sent to every property directly 

affected setting out the proposal and explaining how responses to the 
consultation could be made.  

 
21. Four responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by two residents of Cotes, 

and a resident of Burton-on-the-Wolds), 
 Questioning why this boundary needs to be changed and that it is likely 

to have a negative impact on the Loughborough side (raised by a 
Loughborough resident). 
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22. For information approximately 14 properties would be affected by the 
proposed boundary change, as they would move from the unparished area 
of Loughborough into the parish of Cotes.     

 
23. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the boundary change as consulted on should be implemented, for the 
reasons as set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 5: That the number of parish councillors for Hoton Parish 
Council be reduced from seven to six. 
 
Reason: To implement the suggestion of Hoton Parish Council that their 
number of parish councillors be reduced by one. 
 
24. Four responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by Hoton Parish Council, a 

Hoton resident who is also a parish councillor, a Cotes resident, and a 
Loughborough resident). 

 
25. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the change in the number of councillors as consulted on should be 
implemented, for the reasons as set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 6: That a new parish meeting be established for the proposed 
North East of Leicester SUE development (see Map 4 in Appendix A). 
 
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. 
 
26. Six responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by Barkby & Barkby 

Thorpe Parish Council), 
 All properties east of the Midland mainline in Thurmaston should also be 

included in the proposed new parish (raised by a Thurmaston resident 
who is also an ex Borough and parish councillor for Thurmaston), 

 The development should either become part of Leicester or part of 
Thurmaston (raised by a Thurmaston resident), 
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 Should reconsider using this land for building (raised by a Loughborough 
resident), 

 The development should become part of Thurmaston (raised by 
Thurmaston Parish Council), 

 Agreement with the recommendation (raised by a consultant on behalf 
of the developers).   

 
27. The developers (CEG) indicated within their response that: 

 It is important for the residents of the new development to manage and 
govern the new community in a way that is flexible enough to adapt as 
the community grows, 

 This opportunity will be lost if the development is subsumed into one or 
two existing parish councils, 

 It is expected that residents of the new development will pay for 
maintenance of their assets through a service charge. 

 
28. Thurmaston Parish Council indicated within their response that: 

 There will be little / no separation between the new development and the 
existing village, and the development will offer an affluent area on their 
doorstep, 

 Thurmaston will be closed in and unable to expand with no separation of 
green wedge between the existing village and the new development, 

 The new school in the development will replace Thurmaston’s Roundhill 
School, 

 Their councillors feel that the development should be embraced and 
become part of Thurmaston, 

 Thurmaston is a priority neighbourhood with areas of depravation and 
the new development incorporating facilities and amenities maintained 
to high standard will enhance the area and benefit Thurmaston, 

 They require a full contribution towards the parish precept from the 
development as they have a high proportion of band A,B and C 
properties which means they are the highest rated parish in the 
Borough, 

 The extended village will be reliant and benefit from facilities, services 
and support of the Parish Council. 

 
29. There has been no consultation on a proposal to bring the whole area of the 

new development within Thurmaston, and there is therefore a risk that 
proceeding with such an option could result in some form of complaint or 
legal challenge. 

 
30. If the development becomes part of Thurmaston, consequential changes 

may be required at some point to numbers of parish councillors 
(Thurmaston Parish Council currently has 19 councillors), and warding 
arrangements (there are currently 4 wards within Thurmaston parish).  One 
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potential option could eventually be to create a new ward for the area of the 
development.  

 
31. However, it is unlikely that there will be a substantial number of occupied 

new properties within the development by May 2019, which is when any 
amendments arising from the Community Governance Review would come 
into effect.  A future Community Governance Review could consider further 
potential changes to parish councillor numbers and warding arrangements 
as the development progresses.    

 
32. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the boundary of the parish of Thurmaston be amended to include the 
whole area of the proposed North East of Leicester development, being the 
area shown within the blue boundary on Map 4 in Appendix A, and that 
initially the area should become part of the Thurmaston East ward of the 
parish with no changes to the current numbers of parish councillors. The 
reasons being that Thurmaston Parish Council have indicated their support 
for the new development becoming part of the existing settlement due to 
there being little or no area of separation, and the extended village will  be 
reliant on and benefit from facilities, services and support from the Parish 
Council. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 7: That the number of parish councillors for Queniborough 
Parish Council be increased from nine to 10. 
 

Reason: To implement the suggestion of Queniborough Parish Council that 
their number of parish councillors be increased by one. 
 
33. One response was received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues 
 Why create more councillors - seems unnecessary for this area (raised 

by a Loughborough resident). 
 
34. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the change in the number of councillors as consulted on should be 
implemented, for the reasons as set out. 
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PROPOSAL 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 two. 
 
35. Two responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agreement with the increase in councillors  (raised by a Quorn resident), 
 Don’t increase the numbers (raised by a Loughborough resident). 

 
36. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the change in the number of councillors as consulted on should be 
implemented, for the reasons as set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 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 five years. 
 
37. Three responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Support for the recommendation (raised by a Shepshed resident),  
 The proposal seems reasonable (raised by a Loughborough resident), 
 There’s little interest in what the town council does, the calibre of 

councillors is low and parties may struggle to get candidates, so it might 
be better to reduce councillor numbers (raised by a Loughborough 
resident).     

 
38. No response was received from Shepshed Town Council, although they 

were written to about the proposal as part of the public consultation. 
 
39. For information, the number of candidates standing in recent elections for 

Shepshed Town Council has been as follows: 
 

Details No. of Vacancies No. of candidates 

Full elections – May 2011 15 22 

Full elections – May 2015 15 21 

By election - September 2016 1 4 

By election – November 2016 1 6 

E15



 

40. An analysis of projected electorate numbers for the two wards which make 
up the Town Council indicates that if the councillor numbers were to be 
increased as proposed,  the following numbers of town councillors would be 
required for each ward to maintain electoral parity: 
 Shepshed East: 9 town councillors 
 Shepshed West: 11 town councillors.  

 
41. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:  

That the number of town councillors for Shepshed Town Council be 
increased from 15 to 20, with 9 town councillors representing Shepshed 
East ward, and 11 town councillors representing Shepshed West ward, with 
the boundary between the wards remaining unchanged, for the reasons as 
set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 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 
Map 5 in Appendix A). 
 

Reason: To reflect the nature of the A46 as being the obvious geographical 
boundary between the two parishes. 
 
42. Three responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Agree with the boundary change (raised by a Birstall resident), 
 Seems to overload Birstall (raised by a Loughborough resident), 
 No objection to the recommendation (raised by Birstall Parish Council). 

 
43. For information, the area involved is a small strip of land with no properties 

on it. 
 
44. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the boundary changes as consulted on should be implemented, for the 
reasons set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 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 Map 6 in Appendix A).  
 

Reason: To move the whole of the Cropston Reservoir into Newtown 
Linford and to introduce a more logical boundary between the two parishes 
based on the significant geographical feature formed by the reservoir 
shore. 
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45. One response was received relating to the proposal, which raised the 
following issue: 
 No, can see no reason for this (raised by a Loughborough resident). 

 
46. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the boundary changes as consulted on should be implemented, for the 
reasons as set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 12: That a new parish meeting be established for the proposed 
West of Loughborough SUE development (see Map 7 in Appendix A). 
 

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. 
 
47. Six responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 The area is clearly part of Loughborough (raised by a Loughborough 

resident), 
 New areas of building need new parishes, but what about existing 

unparished areas? (raised by a Loughborough resident), 
 Do not build on this area – we need to preserve green spaces (raised by 

a resident who lives outside the Borough in Charley), 
 No need to change boundaries or create a new parish – this area has 

always been part of Shepshed (raised by a Shepshed resident), 
 Suspend any decision until further information is available, and other 

issues that need to be considered (raised by County Cllr Max Hunt – his 
full submission can be found in Appendix B), 

 Agree with recommendation, but further consideration and consultation 
is needed about the boundary changes (raised by Hathern Parish 
Council).  

 
48. The Member Reference Group were advised that the developer has 

indicated that construction may commence during 2018. Having considered 
the consultation responses, they felt that the original proposal and reasons 
as consulted on still held. 

 
49. Having given further consideration to the potential boundary for the new 

parish, the Member Reference Group felt that two additional areas, marked 
A and B on Map 7 in Appendix A, should also be included, particularly as 
area B would represent a ‘stranded’ part of the unparished area of 
Loughborough if it were not to be included within the new parish.     
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50. The Member Reference Group further considered that the new parish 
should be called Stonebow Village, after the adjacent Stonebow bridge.  

 
51. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That a new parish be established with the boundary as shown in blue on 
Map 7 in Appendix A by amalgamating the indicated areas of the parishes 
of Shepshed and Hathern and of the unparished area of Loughborough, 
that it be named Stonebow Village, and that it should not have a parish 
council (ie. it will be a parish meeting), for the reasons as set out. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 13: That the boundary between the parish of Woodhouse and 
Loughborough be amended to follow the line shown in yellow on Map 8   in 
Appendix A. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the properties within the Woodthorpe development 
all fall within Loughborough, in the interests of community cohesion. 
 
52. Four responses were received relating to the proposal, which raised the 

following issues: 
 Three agreeing with the proposal (raised by a resident in the area 

directly affected, by a Cotes resident, and by a Loughborough resident), 
 Cant see which areas are involved so can’t comment (raised by a 

Loughborough resident).   
 
53. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:   

That the boundary changes as consulted on should be implemented, for the 
reasons as set out. 

 
 
OTHER ISSUES RAISED 
 
A Town Council for Loughborough 
 
54. 47 submissions were received on behalf of 61 people, and also a response 

on behalf of the Labour Group of Charnwood Borough Council was received 
(some of whom also submitted individual responses), in support of the 
establishment of a town council for Loughborough.  

 
55. For information, this was not one of the proposals being consulted on as 

there was no significant support for it arising from the first round of public 
consultation, during which only one representation in favour was received, 
and none from any residents of Loughborough.  

 
56. An analysis of the categories of the respondents is given below: 
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Support for a Town Council for Loughborough received from: 
Borough Councillors (for Loughborough wards):    4 
County Councillors (for Loughborough divisions):    2 
Loughborough Labour Group of Charnwood Borough Council:  1 
Loughborough residents:       27 
Area of residence not known:      12 
Shepshed resident:        1 

 
57. One submission was also received from a Loughborough resident opposing 

the establishment of a town council, and one from a Loughborough resident 
raising queries about the costs and potential responsibilities of such a 
council. 

  
58. As there was no significant support for a Loughborough town council during 

the first stage of public consultation, no relevant proposals were published 
for consultation during the second stage of consultation. 

 
59. As by law a Community Governance Review is required to be completed 

within 12 months, and as the current review commenced on 1st February 
2017 it needs to be completed by 31st January 2018.  

 
60. The Member Reference Group were therefore advised that there is now 

insufficient time available to formulate meaningful proposals for a 
Loughborough Town Council and to undertake a further public consultation 
with the timescale permitted for the current review. 

 
61. The two potential options considered by the Member Reference Group were 

as follow: 
 

(a) To recommend to full Council that a local council for Loughborough be 
established on the basis of the responses that have been received 
during the second stage of the public consultation. This option would 
require further work to be undertaken on the potential numbers of 
councillors and warding arrangements for such a council. 

 
However, there has been no consultation on such a proposal and only a 
relatively small number of responses on this matter have been received 
compared to the total electorate of the town; the total number of people 
who have submitted expressions of support for a town council, not all of 
whom have been confirmed as Loughborough residents, represents 
approximately 0.15% of the total electorate of Loughborough. There 
could therefore be a risk of a potential complaint or legal challenge. 

 
(b) Not to make a recommendation to full Council about the establishment 

of a town council for Loughborough at this time, on the basis that no 
proposals to do so have been consulted on and that a relatively small 
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number of responses supporting the matter have been received 
compared to the total electorate of the town. 

 
62. Option (b) does not preclude a further Community Governance Review 

being undertaken to consider the specific matter of a local council for 
Loughborough, and one potential route to this would be if the required 
number of supporting signatures (ie. 10% of the electors in Loughborough, 
or approximately 4,800 signatures) were to be obtained via a community 
governance petition. 

 
63. The Member Reference Group decided to support option (b), and therefore 

have not made any recommendation.  
 
               
Boundary Changes for Thurcaston & Cropston 
 
64. A submission was received from Thurcaston & Cropston Parish Council 

(see Appendix B for details) requesting reconsideration of the further 
suggestions for boundary changes included in the original submission as A 
and E, which were not agreed as proposals to be consulted on during the 
second round of public consultation, and also requesting further 
consideration of their original proposal to amend the boundary between the 
parish wards of Thurcaston and Cropston to follow the natural boundary of 
the Rothley Brook. 

 
65. Proposal A was to amend the parish boundary between Thurcaston & 

Cropston and Rothley to follow the line of the railway track.  At their meeting 
on 14th June 2017, the Member Reference Group considered this proposal 
but decided not to recommend any amendments to the current boundary. 
This proposal has therefore not been consulted on, and the Member 
Reference Group decided not to make change their original decision not to 
make any recommendation. 

 
66. Proposal E was to amend the parish boundary between Thurcaston & 

Cropston and Swithland to incorporate all of Bybrooke. At their meeting on 
14th June 2017, the Member Reference Group considered this proposal but 
decided not to recommend any amendments to the current boundary. This 
proposal has therefore not been consulted on, and the Member Reference 
Group decided not to change their original decision not to make any 
recommendation. 

 
67. It appears that the original proposal from the parish council to amend the 

boundary between the parish wards of Thurcaston and Cropston to follow 
the line of the Rothley Brook was omitted in error from the report that the 
member Reference Group considered at their meeting on 14th June 2017. 
Further details are given on Map 9 in Appendix A, which shows that the 
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current parish ward boundary does separate some properties on the north 
side of Cropston and puts them into the Thurcaston ward. The proposed 
boundary amendment does therefore seem sensible and justifiable, and as 
any affected properties would remain within the same parish, it would not 
have any significant impact on them.  Also, as the number of affected 
properties is relatively small, an amendment to the boundary would not 
seem to necessitate any amendments in the numbers of parish councillors 
for each ward, which could remain as 3 for Cropston, and 3 for Thurcaston.     

 
68. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:  

That the parish ward boundary between Thurcaston and Cropston be 
amended to follow the natural boundary formed by the Rothley Brook as 
shown on Map 9 in Appendix A with no changes to the number of parish 
councillors for either ward, the reason being to implement the suggestion of 
Thurcaston & Cropston Parish Council and to reflect the natural boundary 
formed by the Rothley Brook.    
 
 

Boundary Changes Between Mountsorrel and Rothley 
 
69. Mountsorrel Parish Council requested that their original proposals for 

boundary changes between Mountsorrel and Rothley be considered again 
(see Appendix B for details). Cllr Leigh Harper Davies (Mountsorrel) 
supported the Parish Council’s request. 

 
70. The Parish Council’s original submission is set out in Appendix B, and their 

request for reconsideration is summarised as follows: 
 The area currently under development at West Cross Lane is a physical 

extension of the settlement of Mountsorrel, has a Mountsorrel postal 
address, and is being marketed by the developers as a Mountsorrel 
project, 

 In respect of the area east of Mountsorrel Lane, the level of affinity is not 
clear, and there is therefore no evidence to defend the status quo, and a 
new, clear physical feature has been formed by the recently opened 
Walton Way Extension that provides an opportunity to put in place a 
strong, identifiable and durable parish boundary. 

 
71. The Member Reference Group considered the original proposals put 

forward by Mountsorrel Parish Council at their meeting on 14th June 2017, 
and decided not to put forward any recommendations for changes. 
Therefore these proposals have not been consulted on, and the Member 
Reference Group were therefore advised that there was a risk of complaints 
or a legal challenge if new proposals were to be introduced at this stage in 
the Community Governance Review. 
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72. In respect of the area east of Mountsorrel Lane, the Member Reference 
Group did not consider that the issues raised by Mountsorrel Parish Council 
justified a parish boundary change, particularly as the developments had 
been established for a number of years and residents had therefore had 
time to develop an affinity with the community of Rothley.   

 
73. In respect of the area under development at West Cross Lane, which is 

being marketed by the developers as ‘Primrose Hill’ (see Map 10 in 
Appendix A for details), having carefully re-considered the issues raised 
again by Mountsorrel Parish Council, the Member Reference Group 
decided that in relation to the relevant guidance for undertaking community 
governance review, there were justifiable reasons to recommend an 
amendment to the parish boundaries to move the development from the 
parish of Rothley into Mountsorrel, the main reasons being that: 
 The site has been marketed by the developers as being in Mountsorrel,  
 The properties on the development have Mountsorrel postal addresses 

(according to the Royal Mail address finder website), 
 Geographically, the development appears to be a natural extension of 

the settlement of Mountsorrel. 
 

74. Subsequent to the Member Reference Group meeting at which it was 
decided to make a recommendation to amend the parish boundaries to 
move the Primrose Hill development into the parish of Mountsorrel, it is 
understood that Rothley Parish Council entered into correspondence with 
all the occupied properties on the development about the potential 
boundary change.  

 
75. Since then 27 emails have been received from residents of the Primrose Hill 

development (the full responses are given in Appendix B), and one from a 
Rothley resident who does not live on the development, objecting to the 
proposal to move the parish boundary and which raised the following 
issues, listed in order of the frequency raised (Note: the development will 
eventually consist of 142 houses, and according to council tax records that  
are currently occupied): 
 they bought their property because it was in Rothley: 

Note – not a consideration for the community governance review. 
For information, the developer’s website and marketing brochure 
clearly indicate that the Primrose Hill development is in Mountsorrel, 
and also all properties on the development have been given a 
Mountsorrel postal address by Royal Mail 

 potential impact on primary school catchment area: 
Note – not a consideration for the community governance review. 
For information, the current catchment area for the Rothley CofE 
Primary (Academy) is not aligned with the existing parish boundary, 
and includes an area of the current parish of Mountsorrel   
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 increased council tax payments because the parish precept per 
property is higher in Mountsorrel than in Rothley: 
Note – not a consideration for the community governance review. 
For information, the 2017/18 band D council tax for Mountsorrel is 
£18.61 higher than that for Rothley (equivalent to 36p per week) 

 potential adverse impact on house prices: 
Note – not a consideration for the community governance review. 
For information, the developer’s website and marketing brochure 
clearly indicate that the Primrose Hill development is in Mountsorrel, 
and also all properties on the development have been given a 
Mountsorrel postal address by Royal Mail  

 they consider themselves to be part of the Rothley community: 
Note – this is a valid consideration for the community governance 
review, as it relates to community identity   

 there has been no direct consultation with affected residents: 
Note – whilst there has been no direct consultation by the Borough 
Council with individual residents, both Mountsorrel and Rothley 
Parish Councils have had a direct opportunity to put forward 
submissions, and there have been two general public consultation 
phases during the community governance review. Also as noted 
previously, it is understood that Rothley Parish Council have 
provided information to all occupied properties on the development 
about this matter, which has led to the submissions that have now 
been received 

 they use services and facilities in Rothley:  
Note – this is a valid consideration for the Community Governance 
Review in terms of community identity, although the respondents 
have not commented on whether or not they also use services and 
facilities in Mountsorrel    

 there will be costs associated with having to change address details 
on official documents and with various suppliers: 
Note – this is not a consideration for the community governance 
review, and all the properties on the development have already 
been given a Mountsorrel postal address by the Royal Mail 

 
76. Correspondence has also been received from Rothley Parish Council 

(attached in Appendix B), raising concerns about the lack of consultation 
with the residents of the Primrose Hill development, and other issues they 
feel are relevant to the proposal to amend the boundary.  

 
77. For further information, a review of the original planning permission for the 

development indicates that the s106 contributions agreed as part of the 
permission for the development were split between the two parishes, and 
approximately 70% went to Mountsorrel and 30% to Rothley.   
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78. The relevant sections of the Government guidance on undertaking 
community governance reviews indicate that: 

 Over time communities may expand with new housing 
developments. This can often lead to existing parish boundaries 
becoming anomalous as new houses are built across the 
boundaries resulting in people being in different parishes from their 
neighbours. In such circumstances, the council should consider 
undertaking a community governance review, the terms of 
reference of which should include consideration of the boundaries 
of existing parishes 

 A Community Governance Review offers an opportunity to put in 
place strong, clearly defined boundaries, tied to firm ground 
features, and remove the many anomalous parish boundaries that 
exist in England 

 Ultimately, the recommendations made in a Community 
Governance Review ought to bring about improved community 
engagement, better local democracy and result in more effective 
and convenient delivery of local services 

 The identification of a community is not a precise or rigid matter. 
The pattern of daily life in each of the existing communities, the 
local centres for education and child care, shopping, community 
activities, worship, leisure pursuits, transport facilities and means of 
communication generally will have an influence. However, the focus 
of people’s day-to-day activities may not be reflected in their feeling 
of community identity. For instance, historic loyalty may be to a 
town but the local community of interest and social focus may lie 
within a part of the town with its own separate identity 

 Parishes in many cases may be able to meet the concept of 
neighbourhoods in an area. Parishes should reflect distinctive and 
recognisable communities of interest, with their own sense of 
identity. Like neighbourhoods, the feeling of local community and 
the wishes of local inhabitants are the primary considerations 

 Local communities should have access to good quality local 
services, ideally in one place. A parish council may be well placed 
to do this. With local parish and town councils in mind, effective and 
convenient local government essentially means that such councils 
should be viable in terms of providing at least some local services, 
and if they are to be convenient they need to be easy to reach and 
accessible to local people 

 As far as boundaries between parishes are concerned, these 
should reflect the “no-man’s land” between communities 
represented by areas of low population or barriers such as rivers, 
roads or railways. They need to be, and be likely to remain, easily 
identifiable. For instance, factors to consider include parks and 
recreation grounds which sometimes provide natural breaks 
between communities but they can equally act as focal points. A 
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single community would be unlikely to straddle a river where there 
are no crossing points, or a large area of moor land or marshland. 
Another example might be where a community appeared to be 
divided by a motorway (unless connected by walkways at each 
end). Whatever boundaries are selected they need to be, and be 
likely to remain, easily identifiable 

 In many cases a boundary change between existing parishes, or 
parishes and unparished areas, rather than the creation of an 
entirely new parish, will be sufficient to ensure that parish 
arrangements reflect local identities and facilitate effective and 
convenient local government. For example, over time, communities 
may expand with new housing developments. This can often lead to 
existing parish boundaries becoming anomalous as new houses are 
built across them resulting in people being in different parishes from 
their neighbours 

 A review of parish boundaries is an opportunity to put in place 
strong boundaries, tied to firm ground detail, and remove 
anomalous parish boundaries. Since the new boundaries are likely 
to be used to provide the building blocks for district ward, London 
borough ward, county division and parliamentary constituency 
boundaries in future reviews for such councils, it is important that 
principal councils seek to address parish boundary issues at regular 
intervals.       

 
79. An additional meeting of the Member Reference Group was convened 

which considered the further responses received from residents of the 
Primrose Hill development and from Rothley Parish Council, and also a 
petition which had been signed by residents of the development objecting to 
the potential boundary change.    

 
80. Having considered the additional submissions and the relevant sections 

within the statutory guidance for undertaking community governance 
reviews, the Member Reference Group decided to make a recommendation 
that the parish boundaries should be changed to move the Primrose Hill 
development from the parish of Rothley into Mountsorrel. 

  
81. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group:  

That the boundary of the parish of Mountsorrel be amended to include  the 
area of the Primrose Hill development within the blue boundary shown  on 
Map 10 in Appendix A, which is currently within the parish of Rothley,  the 
reasons being to correct an anomalous parish boundary issue which has 
been created by the new Primrose Hill development, which appears to be a 
natural extension to the settlement of Mountsorrel, by creating a strong 
boundary reflecting the area of separation between the settlements of 
Mountsorrel and Rothley, and to facilitate effective and convenient local 
government. 
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IMPACT UPON PRINCIPAL COUNCIL ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES 
 
82. As noted previously in this report, it is possible for recommendations to be 

made to the LGBCE for them to consider whether any consequential 
amendments to principal council electoral boundaries (ie. Borough wards 
and County Council divisions) should be considered as part of a community 
governance review.   

 
83. The Member Reference Group considered that as several of the 

recommended boundary changes arising from this Community Governance 
Review could have an impact on principal council electoral boundaries, and 
as there has not been a review of Charnwood Borough Council’s ward 
boundaries for several years, that it would be better to request that the 
LGBCE undertake a full review of Charnwood Borough Council’s ward 
arrangements. 

 
84. Recommendation of the Member Reference Group: 

That the Council should request the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for England to undertake a full review of the current Borough 
ward boundaries, for the reason that such a review has not been 
undertaken for several years, and that there are several proposed changes 
to parish council boundaries arising from the Community Governance 
Review that could impact upon the relevant principal council electoral areas. 
 
 

AREAS WHERE NO RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES HAVE BEEN 
MADE    

 
85. As the Community Governance Review has covered the whole area of the 

Borough, there is a requirement to make certain prescribed 
recommendations for areas where no changes are required, and so 
relevant recommendations are also included within this report where 
appropriate.   

   
 

APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A:  Maps 
Appendix B: Consultation Responses  
Appendix C: Equality Impact Assessment 
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APPENDIX B  – CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

 

PROPOSAL 1: NEW PARISH MEETING FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OFF HAMILTON LANE (BARKBY THORPE) 
 

Connection Response 

Thurmaston resident This area should become part of the Leicester City Council area as it is clearly attached to Hamilton. 

Loughborough resident A new parish would be useful in any area without. 

Barkby & Barkby Thorpe 
Parish Council 

Barkby & Barkby Thorpe Parish Council agrees with the setting up of the two parish meetings and the consequent 
reduction in size of the parishes of Barkby & Barkby Thorpe. 

Leicestershire County 
Council 

The County Council notes that the recommendation to create a new parish meeting for the development off 
Hamilton Lane on the basis that there are no significant geographical or road connections with Barkby or Barkby 
Thorpe. However, the County Council is aware that there is another option available to Charnwood Borough 
Council in that they could, in agreement with Leicester City Council, ask the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for England (LGBCE) to conduct a Principal Area Boundary review. The aim of the review would be to 
transfer the development to Leicester City Council. Below are some extracts which have been taken from the 
LGBCE technical guidance on:- 
‘There now appear to be many places where local authority boundaries do not reflect the pattern of community life. 
This may be because of a spread of housing developments across a boundary, or the severance of an area by 
infrastructure such as new roads. In addition, some councils believe their boundaries inhibit the efficient delivery of 
services to residents. Some believe there is a case for merging not just services but also areas. However, councils 
cannot change their own boundaries. Nor can we. Only the Secretary of State can do so, provided that he has first 
received a recommendation to that effect from the LGBCE’.   
‘We believe that local authorities should normally be the primary instigators of PABRs where they have identified 
the need for, and benefits of, changes to their boundaries. Accordingly, we will normally undertake a PABR only 
where there is agreement of all the local authorities potentially directly affected. In undertaking reviews, we will 
need to be satisfied that any proposed change also meets our statutory and other criteria, and that the change has 
local support. At the end of a review we will make recommendations to the Secretary of State. This may be for 
change or no change’. 
‘In some cases, a desired change to a boundary may be very minor. For example, a residential development may 
extend a town or village to such an extent that it spills over the local authority boundary. There have been 
instances where, in such developments, individual houses have been split between two local authorities, or cul-de-
sacs in one authority which can only be accessed from the adjoining authority. In those circumstances it may make 
sense to move the boundary to bring the whole settlement into one local government area’. 
The consideration of a Principal Area Boundary Review seems to be relevant as the residents affected may have 
greater affinity to the Leicester City ward of Humberstone and Hamilton than the parish of Barkby Thorpe and the 
district ward of Queniborough.                 
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PROPOSAL 2: NEW PARISH MEETING FOR THE BROADNOOK DEVELOPMENT  
 

Connection Response 

Cllr Renata Jones (Birstall 
Wanlip) 

I'm still very happy with this recommendation. 

Rothley Parish Council Resolved:  to agree to recommendation 2 (within the section on the Broadnook Sue) which proposes the 
establishment of a new parish meeting covering the area of the new development. 

Loughborough resident  Totally against this development, therefore a new parish meet is unnecessary. We are becoming far to cramped in 
this part of Leics and losing precious land. 

The Broadnook 
Partnership (the 
developers) 

The Broadnook Partnership supports the proposal to establish a new Parish Meeting which will evolve into a 
Parish Council.  As recorded this will support appropriate identity and governance for the new community. 
The Partnership wishes to query the precise suggested boundary which accompanied the Report to Council so far 
as land east of A6 is concerned.  Is that to be fixed now or will it be subject to discussion later; for example on 
determination of the planning application which may have a bearing? Your advice in this regard will be 
appreciated. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 3: AMENDMENT TO THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE PARISH OF BURTON-ON-THE-WOLDS AND PRESTWOLD 
 

Connection Response 

Burton resident I agree to the recommendation. 

Loughborough resident Why alter this boundary? 

 
 
PROPOSAL 4: AMENDMENT TO THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE PARISHES OF COTES, PRESTWOLD AND LOUGHBOROUGH 
 

Connection Response 

Cotes resident As a life-long resident of Back Lane, this proposal makes complete sense. I have never fathomed out exactly why 
we sit in the parish of Prestwold, when, geographically, we are actually in Cotes - it just seems like such a bizarre 
arrangement. I think this proposal, if implemented, will reflect the fact that we, the residents of Back Lane, feel 
more a part of Cotes than Prestwold. It will also eliminate confusion when we have had to explain to people that, 
officially, we sit in Prestwold, not Cotes. Therefore, I urge for this proposal to be passed. 

Burton resident I agree with the recommendation. 

Cotes resident I agree with this wholeheartedly as at the moment, at the moment we get nothing from CBC, no community 
newsletter or anything but as Cotes community we regularly receive issues of the local newsletters. We have 
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issues with the boundary for example when the road sweepers turn up they only sweep to the boundary of the 
Cotes Bridge coming from Stanford Lane end and the Brush Bridge from Loughborough end. We have 3 
domestics houses and Cotes Mill itself that gets very little value for money, there are some footpaths which are 
overhanging with branches and there are weeds and hedgerows that impinge on the footpath often making it 
impossible to traverse along, at the moment we feel that when we speak to our Loughborough Ward Councillors 
they take the attitude that for the relatively small number of affected houses it is not cost effective and of course 
BOTW/Cotes and Prestwold Parish Council. have no say. If we are part of the Parish we feel we would have a 
better response and have a louder voice. Plus we will also be able to return the history of the area to it's rightful 
place. Cotes Mill, the Mill House and Mill Cottages will return to Cotes and not just be tagged onto Loughborough. 

Loughborough resident I can't see any benefits in moving this boundary, it would more likely have a negative effect on the Loughborough 
side. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 5: REDUCTION IN NUMBER OF PARISH COUNCILLORS FOR HOTON FROM SEVEN TO SIX 
 

Connection Response 

Cotes resident Quite rightly so, it is difficult enough to encourage people to stand as Parish Councillors, the reduction may make it 
a little bit simpler. 

Hoton Parish Council Hoton Parish Council support this recommendation. 

Hoton resident and parish 
councillor 

Agree - parish is small and council has had vacancies for a number of years so has effectively been operating with 
5 or 6 councillors. Chair can have a casting vote if 3-3 in voting. 

Loughborough resident Good idea. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 6: NEW PARISH MEETING FOR THE NORTH EAST OF LEICESTER SUE DEVELOPMENT 
 

Connection Response 

Thurmaston resident and 
ex county, borough and 
parish councillor for 
Thurmaston 

All Thurmaston properties to the East of the Midland Mainline should be included in the new proposed Parish. 
Reason : At the moment the residents feel detached from Thurmaston and its facilities, with the new schools/ 
shops and community facilities being placed in close proximity to their houses they would experience a new 
positive identity. 

Thurmaston resident Either transfer this development to the Leicester City Council area, which is unparished, and hence has no parish 
precept. Or, make it part of the Parish of Thurmaston. With more housing, economies of scale should significantly 
reduce the effect of the parish precept for each household. Thurmaston parish wards would need to be redrawn 
accordingly. Once the development approaches completion, a future review will no doubt recommend it become a 
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parish or town in its own right. However, I suspect that the city boundaries will have been extended by that time to 
incorporate many of the existing village and town suburbs, such as Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston, etc. 

Loughborough resident The council should reconsider using this land for even more building. I suppose the idea is to join Leicester, 
Loughborough and Nottingham-possibly more! 

Barkby & Barkby Thorpe 
Parish Council 

Barkby & Barkby Thorpe Parish Council agrees with the setting up of the two parish meetings and the consequent 
reduction in size of the parishes of Barkby & Barkby Thorpe. 

Thurmaston Parish 
Council 

Thurmaston Parish Council does not support this proposal and the preferred option is Option 2: ‘Amend the 
existing boundaries so the whole of the proposed development falls within Thurmaston.’ (pending provision of full 
contributions to the Parish Precept). 
Councillors are of the opinion that there will be little/no separation between the new development and the existing 
village, the new development will deliver a more affluent area on our doorstep. Thurmaston will be closed in and 
unable to expand with no separation or green wedge between the existing village and the new development. The 
new school will be within the new development replacing Thurmaston’s Roundhill School. Councillors feel that the 
new development should be embraced and should be part of Thurmaston. 
Thurmaston is a priority neighbourhood with areas of depravation and the new development incorporating facilities 
and amenities maintained to high standard will enhance the area and benefit Thurmaston. 
Additionally, we require full contribution towards the Parish Precept from the new development.  Having a high 
proportion of A, B and C banded properties within our Parish, Thurmaston is the highest rated Parish within the 
Borough. The extended village will be reliant and benefit from facilities, services and support of the Parish Council.  
In accordance with the recent climate of devolution of services, it is likely that the Parish Council will be providing 
increased services going forward. 

CEG (the developers) It is important that residents of the NEoL SUE development have the opportunity to manage and govern their new 
community and that the arrangements are flexible enough to adapt as the community grows. This opportunity will 
be lost if the boundaries of the development are consumed into one or two existing Parish Councils. It is expected 
that the residents of the new community will be paying towards the management and maintenance of their assets 
through a service charge as many of the assets will be held under the new Management Arrangements for the 
scheme provided for within the NEoL SUE s106 agreement. 
On this basis, CEG is supportive of the recommendation that a new parish meeting be established for the 
proposed NEoL SUE development based on the boundary shown in blue on Map 5 within the consultation 
documentation. The flexibility for future residents to establish their own community identity is important and it is 
accepted that a further Community Governance Review can be undertaken in the future if it is felt that the parish 
meeting should become a Parish Council.   
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PROPOSAL 7: INCREASE IN NUMBER OF PARISH COUNCILLORS FOR QUENIBOROUGH FROM 9 TO 10 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident Why make more councillors, seems unnecessary for this area. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 8: INCREASE IN NUMBER OF PARISH COUNCILLORS FOR QUORN FROM 11 TO 13 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident Don’t increase. 

Quorn resident I agree with this as the population of Quorn has increased markedly in the last few years. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 9: INCREASE IN NUMBER OF TOWN COUNCILLORS FOR SHEPSHED FROM 15 TO 20 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident This one appears to be reasonable. 

Loughborough resident There is relatively little interest in what the town council does in Shepshed and the calibre of the councillors is so 
low it seems unlikely that any of the parties would have enough people to fill these positions – if anything the 
number should be reduced. 

Shepshed resident I support this recommendation. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 10: AMENDMENT TO THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE PARISHES OF THURCASTON & CROPSTON AND BIRSTALL 
 

Connection Response 

Birstall resident Re the Birstall amendment. It seems eminently sensible. It is difficult to see any rationale for the relevant sliver of 
Thurcaston south of the A46 remaining as it is. 

Loughborough resident Seems to make the Birstall parish overloaded. 

Birstall Parish Council   A discussion was held and Councillors could not see any issues or concerns with this amendment. 
RESOLVED: to make no objection to the recommendation to amend the boundary. 
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PROPOSAL 11: AMENDMENT TO THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE PARISHES OF THURCASTON & CROPSTON AND NEWTOWN 
LINFORD 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident No – can see no reason for this.  

 
 
PROPOSAL 12: NEW PARISH MEETING FOR THE WEST OF LOUGHBOROUGH SUE DEVELOPMENT 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident No. This is nonsensical, given that the area will clearly be 'Loughborough'. Why should one area of the town have 
special treatment, being part of Loughborough, but not having to pay for it? 

Loughborough resident If our countryside and beauty in Loughborough area is continually destroyed by housing, it will need a new parish 
meeting – though some existing areas which have been here for 80 90 or 100 years don’t have parish meetings. 
Why do this in the new areas only. 

Resident outside the 
Borough (LE67 postcode) 

No. This is not a good idea. It simply opens the door for more building on green spaces. This cannot be allowed to 
happen for the following reasons:  
1. Green space needs to be preserved.  
2. More homes adjacent the M1 is not healthy for those living next to the pollution from the vehicles on the M1.  
3. Traffic congestion on the M1 between Loughborough and Nottingham is already very bad. More homes will 
inevitably mean more traffic to further compound the congestion and the pollution referred to in point 2. 

Shepshed resident I do not support this recommendation. There is no need to change these parish boundaries, or form a new parish 
for the SUE. This land has always been a part of Shepshed. 

County Councillor Max 
Hunt (Loughborough 
North West) 

Overview: The proposals to form a parish in an area of Loughborough, Shepshed and Hathern are very radical 
and, as yet, untested in the Borough. The residents and businesses have not yet moved in and it therefore lacks 
the necessary local consultation. 
I am surprised that his very radical proposal did not appear in the first consultation, even in outline as it now 
appears. The only one response was received from Loughborough, Shepshed or Hathern was the one that 
favoured a Loughborough wide Town Council. The possibility of new parishes was scarcely mentioned and I 
suspect many potential respondents dismissed the consultation as ‘parish business’ not affecting the town. 
Unfortunately, there very little detail or justification whatsoever in the paper. There is no consideration of 
alternative options. For these reasons, and others below, I strongly recommend the Borough does not rush into a 
quick fix to a serious matter. 
Complex: The area is administratively more complex that it may look since it would be shared amongst three 
county council divisions and six borough councillors. In addition In addition a small slice of North West Leics 
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District is included. 
It is not clear that the proposal meets the objectives of the Local Plan in becoming an extension to the town and 
not an independent settlement.  
The proposed parish is likely to involve a management company but no agreement has been reached on its form 
and details still await council approval. So this public consultation is further flawed by the exclusion of the public to 
any details of the management company. 
We must assume that the responsibilities of such a management company will be considerable and, by including 
the listed park and farmland, well beyond that of a small parish.    
There is possibly an assumption that a management company would do the job of a Parish Council and therefore 
a minimal Parish Meeting may be all that is required. If so it is not stated. Such an arrangement would be 
transformative in terms of democracy and a very big step indeed without any detailed information. 
A Parish Council and a limited Company cannot in law have the same objectives. The company articles must put 
its directors’ fiduciary obligations before even the interests of residents. Potential conflicts of interest must also 
keep them separate. Furthermore, meetings of the Company’s directors are traditionally conducted in commercial 
confidentiality to which residents would not be party, even if they were shareholders. 
The case is not supported by an accurate 5 year projection required by the government guidance, and the Report 
says: it is unlikely that there will be enough residents living there by May 2019 to make a parish council viable. 
The report concludes “a further community governance review can be undertaken in the future if it is felt that the 
parish meeting should become a parish council”.  However, by that stage under the proposal, a decision to set up 
a separate Parish would have already been taken! Such a fait accompli is quite unacceptable. What’s the rush? 
Depending on the projected build rate, a full consultation may be done within the timescale anticipated by the 
‘further community governance review’ referred to in the report, but there is no immediate reason to pre-empt the 
above, bearing in mind that this is about seeking a democratic outcome. 
Wrong Order: The problem is that everything is in the WRONG order. A Parish is proposed before there are 
residents, and a management company has not yet been established. The role of the management company is not 
fully understood by consultees and certainly not by an electorate who don’t yet exist! 
It is surely sensible to take things step by step in the RIGHT order as follows:     

1. Determine whether either or both Hathern PC and Shepshed TC wish to hold onto their boundaries within 
the West of Loughborough. I certainly cannot speak for Shepshed or Hathern, but both councils stand to 
lose a considerable income in their precept under the scheme proposed. 

2. Set up an ad-hoc consultative group consisting of all elected borough and county councillors representing 
the area with stakeholders for herniate and nature.  

3. Understand the scope of the management company, when announced, along with their business plan to 
reach a firm idea of the costs that would fall up them. For all we know the business enterprise involved may 
run at a healthy profit. 
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Bear in mind that the Management company should not begin to operate until the facilities are created for them to 
manage well into the build programme. 

4. Bring options to residents and businesses once there is a representative occupancy. This, incidentally, 
would give everyone a chance to understand the role of the management company who may well be 
communicative on the matter. 

5. Set up the relevant democratic structure (eg Borough or County as client to the Management Company, 
encompassed within Loughborough or a Parish, with Residents/Tenants Association, Directors of the 
Management Company etc) 

It’s clear from the leaseholder ground rent scandal that the active participation of a democratic body, like the 
Borough, County or a strong Town Council is highly desirable. Offering powerless residents the status of a parish 
will not protect them. 
For these reasons, I would urge the Council to suspend further consideration of the proposals involving 
governance of the West of Loughborough until (a) the views of Shepshed and Hathern Councils are determined, 
(b) the full details of any management company for the SUE have been agreed and (c) the management company 
is ready to run and the facilities created (d) a representative body of residents and businesses exist and have been 
fully consulted and alternatives considered.                       

Hathern Parish Council  Hathern Parish Council and the vast majority of Hathern residents did not want the WoL SUE, but despite the fact 
that a significant proportion of that development lies within the current boundary of Hathern parish the Borough 
Council disregarded the views of Hathern’s community and actively promoted and ultimately approved that 
overbearing development. It is therefore with some derision that we read the latest report from the CGR and 
strongly suspect that the CGR was set up precisely to facilitate the public land management schemes developed 
for SUEs and already agreed between the Borough Council and the developers. 
Given this fait accompli Hathern Parish Council takes the pragmatic view that arguing for the retention of the whole 
of our current parish lands is not in the interests of Hathern’s community. The vast majority of Hathern residents 
live within the conurbation of the village and to take on a wholly separate and probably larger community from the 
SUE development would, in our view, act against what we are trying to achieve in terms of community cohesion, 
require structural change to the Parish Council itself that could be disruptive and even divisive, and given the 
uncertainty with regard to how this development is progressing (already 2 years in and nothing on the ground) be a 
destabilising distraction to the Council. We will, of course, want to be intimately involved in the process of defining 
any boundary changes that affect the current parish boundary for Hathern – it should not necessarily be that case 
that any future boundary changes follow the SUE development boundary.          
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PROPOSAL 13: AMENDMENT TO THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE PARISH OF WOODHOUSE AND LOUGHBOROUGH 
 

Connection Response 

Cotes resident Simply makes more sense to have everyone with a single sense of community. 

Loughborough resident  I live in one of the properties that will be moved out of the Woodhouse parish and into the Loughborough parish. 
As the other properties on the road I live on are in the Loughborough parish it would seem that this is a very 
sensible amendment. 

Loughborough resident Sorry, I can't work out which areas are involved, therefore can't make any comment. 

Loughborough resident  This makes a lot of sense. The question is why council officers allowed these houses to be built without realising 
that the boundary passed through the middle of them! 

 
 
GENERAL RESPONSE 
 

Connection Response 

Barrow upon Soar Parish 
Council  

I confirm that Barrow upon Soar Parish Council is content with the recommendation proposed in your recent ‘Draft 
Recommendation’ document. 

 
 
RESPONSE RELATING TO AMENDMENTS TO THE BOUNDARY OF THURCASTON & CROPSTON PARISH ORIGINALLY PROPOSED 
BY THURCASTON & CROPSTON PARISH COUNCIL DURING THE FIRST STAGE OF CONSULTATION 
 

Connection Response 

Thurcaston & Cropston 
Parish Council  

Thurcaston & Cropston Parish Council resolved at their August meeting to contact Charnwood Borough Council to 
request that the original proposals A and  E be reconsidered, with discussions if necessary. 
 Also, there is no reference to changing the Ward boundary which was outlined on Map 6 using Rothley brook as 
the natural boundary between Thurcaston Ward and Cropston Ward and would like this to be considered. 
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RESPONSE RELATING TO AMENDMENTS TO THE BOUNDARY OF MOUNTSORREL PARISH ORIGINALLY PROPOSED BY 
MOUNTSORREL PARISH COUNCIL DURING THE FIRST STAGE OF CONSULTATION 
 

Connection Response 

Mountsorrel Parish 
Council 

The Parish Council wishes to make further representations in connection with the above <ie. the Community 
Governance Review>.  It does so mindful of the points expressed by the initial submission, the record of the 
meeting of the Member Reference Group which met on 14 June followed by the Borough Council’s consideration 
of an interim position at its meeting on 26 June 2017. 
The Parish Council is concerned that the analysis and reasons presented by the CBC reports and minutes in 
reaching the interim recommendation of no change are unsupported. 
To reiterate, two revised boundaries have been suggested by the Parish Council mindful of CBC’s Terms of 
Reference and the Government guidance – at West Cross Lane and East of |Mountsorrel Lane as identified in the 
plans accompanying the submission which is attached <see Appendix C>. 
West Cross Lane 
This area, currently under development, is: 

- physically an extension to the settlement of Mountsorrel; 
- has a Mountsorrel postal address in common with the overall area it extends; 
- was presented by the housebuilders (Persimmon/Charles Church) in a planning proposal unequivocally as 

an extension to Mountsorrel; 
- continues to be marketed by the housebuilder as a Mountsorrel project with a Mountsorrel address. 

It has been suggested by the MRG and Full Council reports, that in support of change no residents have indicated 
a wish to remain in Rothley and “… the newer sites have been marketed as being in Rothley…” The new houses 
at West Cross Lane are under construction. Residents are only now moving in to part of an extended Mountsorrel 
marketed as such. The reasons given for no change cannot be substantiated. 
The Parish Council believes that the West Cross Lane position is  clear-cut and should be considered afresh. 
East of Mountsorrel Lane 
This area is relatively more complex because some of the housing is established. The level of affinity is not clear, 
has not been assessed and no evidence is presented to defend the status quo. The DCLG/LGBC guidance 
anticipates and is particularly clear about the circumstances which have been reinforced by recent planning 
decisions and housing currently being constructed by William Davis Ltd.   The guidance states: 
“In many cases making changes to the boundaries of existing parishes … will be sufficient to ensure that 
community governance arrangements continue to reflect local identities and facilitate effective and convenient 
local government. For example, over time communities may expand with new housing developments. This can 
often lead to existing parish boundaries becoming anomalous as new houses are built across the boundaries 
resulting in people being in different parishes from their neighbours. In such circumstances, the council should 
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consider undertaking a community governance review, the terms of reference of which should include 
consideration of the boundaries of existing parishes. 
A community governance review offers the opportunity to put in place strong, clearly defined boundaries, tied to 
firm ground features, and remove the many anomalous parish boundaries that exist in England … 
As far as boundaries between parishes are concerned, these should reflect the “no-man’s land” between 
communities represented by areas such as rivers, roads or railways. They need to be, and be likely to remain, 
easily identifiable …” 
In this context a new, clear physical feature has been formed by the recently completed and now open Walton 
Way Extension (Bier Way). Members will appreciate from a site visit that this new road provides the opportunity to 
remove an anomalous boundary and to put in place a strong, identifiable and durable Parish boundary.                

Cllr Leigh Harper-Davies  
(Mountsorrel) 

With ref to the above the members of the parish council are unhappy with the response from the panels mem ref 
group especially as there is a Rothley councillor on there! 
> They and do support them as this could be seen as biased! 
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RESPONSES IN SUPPORT OF A LOUGHBOROUGH TOWN COUNCIL 
 

Connection Response 

Cllr Richard Huddlestone  
(Loughborough 
Shelthorpe) 

I am emailing to express my support for a Loughborough Town Council. It is wrong that when smaller Towns and 
parishes have their own councils that Loughborough does not. It would be more devolved and democratic, there 
could be greater public consultation and scrutiny of issues like the recent Town centre plan, and it would allow 
local councillors to have much more direct control over the Loughborough Special rate than exists at the moment. 
Indeed, Loughborough loses out at the moment as this special rate comes under capping legislation in which other 
Town and Parish council precepts do not, giving less flexibility to the largest town in the borough than the smallest 
parish has. This cannot be right. 
Some input from council officers is, I believe, currently costed into the use of this special rate. This charge could 
continue, as long as Loughborough Town council itself felt that this was value for money. Separating 
Loughborough out completely would also resist the temptation for the borough to transfer costs from the general 
fund to the special rate, and would remove the perception that this has happened in the past. 
I hope that your community governance review when finalised will include proposals for a new, separate 
Loughborough Town Council. 

Cllr Jenni Tillotson  
(Loughborough Storer) 

I am writing this as ward Councillor for Storer Ward and in a personal capacity as a Loughborough resident. 
Charnwood Borough Council should address the anomaly of no Town Council for Loughborough. Other parts of 
the borough have this, why should Loughborough residents be treated less favourably? 

Cllr Julie Bradshaw  
(Loughborough Ashby) 

I write to express my view that a Town Council for Loughborough would have many benefits. Whilst I appreciate 
there are pros and cons for this, it is my opinion that the advantages would outweigh the disadvantages. 
All other areas of the Borough have their own local council and I feel that Loughborough needs its own local 
council which would be able to make decisions on ‘their’ own. 
Amongst many other advantages, having a Loughborough Town Council would result for example in  there being 
be full control over the Loughborough Special rate and protecting the towns open spaces from further cuts. 
I feel that a Loughborough Town Council would lead to increased efficiency and indeed, greater and increased 
scrutiny on local’ Loughborough matters such as Plans. 
Therefore, I would ask that the subject of a Loughborough Town Council certainly be considered so that a full 
discussion can take place. 

Cllr Keith Harris  
(Loughborough Dishley & 
Hathern) 

I would like to add my voice to others proposing a town council for Loughborough. 
As Borough Councillor for Dishley and Hathern, I attended Hathern Parish Council last night and witnessed them 
debating whether to support a request for a grant. I have seen them making funding decisions many times. 
In my Dishley role, my input into spending on Loughborough is extremely limited and I can only attend an informal 
discussion, where we are allowed to ask for some funding but have no voice whatsoever in whether it is granted. 
I believe that Loughborough councillors should have a similar role to that of parish councillors with their precept. 
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As it is, the borough council is dominated by councillors who don't live in the town or represent any of the town's 
wards. All the surrounding wards have a town or parish council. 

County Councillor Betty 
Newton 
(Loughborough North) 

This email is written in support of encouraging more local democracy in Loughborough by the creation of a 
Loughborough Town Council.  Other areas of the borough from Hathern, Shepshed, Barrow, Syston through to 
Birstall all have a local town or parish council and is the most local level of government, promoting the area, 
representing its interests, evaluating local planning applications and supporting the work of different groups in the 
community.  
According to GOV. UK more than a third of the people in England currently have Town or Parish Council and there 
is a real democratic deficit experienced by the people of Loughborough as, unlike, other areas such as those 
mentioned above they lack this first tier of representation.   
I believe that the establishment of a Loughborough Town Council will give the people of Loughborough a local 
voice to represent their area and create more vibrant local thinking and democracy. 

County Councillor Max 
Hunt 
(Loughborough North 
West) 

Community Governance and Loughborough: Loughborough was established as a Municipal Borough in 1888 
and was self-governed until Charnwood was created in 1974. At that point local spending in the town was formally 
delegated to Charnwood Borough Council. 
Equality: Every other community in Charnwood has a statutory third tier Parish or Town Council. This democratic 
deficit has led to repeated unhappiness particularly in setting Loughborough’s the Special Expenses, which is our 
equivalent to a parish precept, and also in town planning. 
Special Expenses: Whilst Parish and Town Councils set their precept democratically and determine how it is 
spent, Loughborough cannot. 
 More recently, consultation has taken place with Loughborough borough councillors and recommendations are 
made by the Cabinet to Council. Loughborough’s expenses are then set by the 52 members of Charnwood’s full 
council in which our councillors are a minority. 
A Loughborough Town Council would solve this unhappy state of affairs once and for all. Without going into details 
of fixed costs and overheads under the present arrangements, a modest Loughborough Precept would be 
sufficient to employ professional support and has the opportunity of both reducing costs and mobilising more 
volunteers. 
Town Planning: Sometime after Charnwood was formed, the lack of local oversight on planning applications led 
to the creation of a Loughborough Urban Forum, This was an attempt to bring together, in a formal way, 
representatives from all parts of the town (named Action Areas). The Urban Forum met at John Storer House and 
thrived for a while, but lacking statutory status and the necessary resources it was eventually sidelined. 
After further frustration, a Loughborough Sub-Committee was established in the 1990’s to scrutinise major plans 
for the town. Few items were referred to it and the membership tended to replicate the planning committee which 
risked conflicts of interest on applications. Unlike a Town Council it could be sidelined and eventually extinguished. 
Planning thrives on consultation. Currently, oversight on Loughborough application relies residents or one or two 
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Borough Councillors. It lacks any skilled input from a locally representative body. Major applications usually 
influence more than one ward or demand a town wide view. 
In consequence plans do not get the external scrutiny that other arears receive in parishes and towns and we all 
suffer. 
Loughborough’s Green Places: I would like to see improvements to our parks and play areas and I believe there 
is more scope within a dedicated Town Council. The town has had a tradition of good parks and play areas, 
though over the years they have declined. Perennials have replaced bedding plants which now are only seen in a 
few places, notably outside the borough council offices. 
The gateways into Loughborough have never recovered from the removal of rose beds and planting along our 
radial routes. 
We have previously achieved Green Flag status or Bloom awards, but this standard  has not extended to more 
frequently used parks, like Jubilee Park, Empress Road, and Shelthorpe Recreation Ground. We need to 
capitalise on the town’s reputation for sport and exercise too. 
Finally it is very worrying to me that the borough is no longer supporting new parks as private companies take 
them over from developers and charge residents directly. A Loughborough Town Council would be able to 
negotiate directly with developers. 
Financing a Town Council: A Town Council would be fully finances by the Special Expenses currently charged 
and spent by the Borough Council.  
A Town Council has the ability to work more efficiently, taking quicker decisions with a keener and more 
discriminating eye on finance. As a smaller organisation it is more focussed on local services alone. Decisions can 
be taken more effectively with greater flexibility and visibility. The overheads currently paid from the Loughborough 
special rate would be used to improve local services rather than subsidise Borough services. This would generate 
more efficiencies within Charnwood as a whole. 
A Town Council would also be big enough to negotiate contracts with the borough, county and management 
companies. 
It would be big enough and local enough to work closely with small businesses, through the BID, as well as 
supporting larger projects like the LUSEP and Charnwood Campus.  
There would be greater scrutiny on spending, and that would be a good thing. 
Consultation: The need for a Town Council was made by the initial consultation itself – ironically by the absence 
of contributions! Many Loughborough Councillors will have discounted the consultation as ‘not for them’. In any 
event, all other areas had a Parish Council or Parish councillors to speak for them. Loughborough didn’t. 
Overall there were few correspondents from each parish. Nevertheless we did have a strong contribution from one 
Borough Councillor, who noted: I’m concerned there’s no parish meeting, parish council, or town council support 
for Loughborough residents, such as for those who reside in Garendon, Booth Wood, or Ashby. I was glad to 
discover a very active residents group in Thorpe Acre. I’d love to see a Loughborough town council. 
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This subsequent consultation provides the opportunity to consider a Town Council in full. 
Democracy and Community Engagement: A number of neighbourhood organisations have come and gone in 
the town. 
County Area Forums received visits from various public services including the NHS and Police service. These 
lasted about 5 years. Highways Forums have gone. 
Currently there are several independent tenants or residents groups in the town but they are not directly 
accountable to the electorate and do not publish accounts. Many have very limited resources. Evidence across the 
County shows that volunteers and voluntary organisations have more scope to prosper under parish and town 
councils. A Town Council would add expertise and assist in bidding for support from voluntary organisations.  
The critical difference between these alternative structures and a Town Council is that a Town Council is a 
statutory organisation, entitled to raise a rate. It is therefore not only locally based and representative but has the 
resources to enable ambitions to be achieved. 
Looking to the future a Town Council will protect the town in any negotiations for future changes in local 
government, including boundary changes or a unitary upper tier. 
Why not? : The nay-sayers will say Charnwood is ‘always doing something for Loughborough’ – whilst the system 
invariably adds something to our Special Expenses. The fact is that Charnwood has a duty to the whole Borough 
which includes Loughborough too and that should continue in other ways. 
They will say that the Borough is more efficient and cost less but have never put this to the test. I have strong 
doubts in that direction. 
Certainly no one ever suggests closing down a Parish or Town Council. These are cherished and valued in each 
of their communities. So why not Loughborough? 
A very strong case is therefore made for giving Loughborough the same rights and representation as other Towns 
and Parishes in the Borough, forming a Town Council to handle the Loughborough Special Expenses. In addition 
Loughborough Town Council will offer the scrutiny and engagement on local plans which is demanded by 
residents.                              

Cllr Jewel Miah (on behalf 
of the Labour Group of 
Charnwood Borough 
Council)  

On behalf of the Labour group I would like to make this submission in favour of a town council for Loughborough 
being established. Loughborough is the largest settlement in Charnwood without a parish/town council of its own 
and therefore it is disadvantaged as such in the following respects;-  
Firstly, it cannot set its own precept or determine how it is spent. The Loughborough Special rate is set by the full 
council and as such has councillors from outside Loughborough determining it. Councillors from Loughborough 
have no constitutional rights to feed in to the process or determine where the money is spent. This is left to 
officers, lead members and the cabinet.  
The makeup of the Loughborough Special Rate is such that no income wholly derived from Loughborough, such 
as car parking income.( Totally in excess of £850,000 per annum) is included in the special rate and therefore 
cannot be spent within the town. This is just one such example of charges and I am sure there are others.  
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Secondly, Consultations from other statutory and non-statutory bodies such as the County Council which affect the 
devolvement of services to a more local level seem to bypass Loughborough as there is no Parish/Town council to 
consult with. As such this puts Loughborough residents at a disadvantage. If a town council was in place then it 
could determine to take on some of these services for the betterment of residents.  
It must finally be time to recognise that Loughborough with a population of in excess of 60,000 residents and a 
student population of circa 20,000 is now too big a centre to be without a council of its own. We call on the 
Community Governance member reference group to recognise this also and put forward a proposal to full council 
that will bring about this change.  

Loughborough resident I agree with there being a Loughborough Town Council. 

Loughborough resident Re L/Boro Town Council, this should be created as soon as possible. We need to have control of the town and its 
amenities, not be controlled by out of town councillors & L.C.C. unknowns. The sooner we start the better for the 
town and its residents, this is long overdue.       

Loughborough resident I thoroughly support the idea of returning control of Loughborough's central functions to a town council run by 
locally elected representatives. We had Loughborough County Borough Council when I first came to live here in 
1966 and it all seemed to work pretty well then. Why not now? 

Loughborough resident I would like to register my feeling that it is of vital importance that Loughborough has its own Town Council. 
Loughborough itself has suffered hugely through the lack of a group solely looking after its interests in the way that 
every other town or parish in the vicinity has. 

Loughborough residents 
(x 2) 

We fully support the proposal to establish a Town Council for Loughborough. In anticipation of success! 
 

Loughborough resident I understand you are consulting the public and others about Loughborough becoming equal to other areas in 
Charnwood. I am astounded that we do not have the same rights as others, a local parish council, providing us 
with the appropriate powers and responsibilities.  I hope Charnwood Borough Council will correct this anomaly. 

Loughborough resident I have lived in Loughborough since 1966 and have never understood why this town has not had its own council.  I 
wish to support the proposal that Loughborough should have a Town Council. 

Loughborough resident I write to strongly support a Loughborough Town Council and look forward to further consultation on this matter. 

Loughborough residents 
(x 2) 

We strongly support the proposal for Loughborough to have its own Town Council and request that CBC 
Community Governance Review considers this and puts options forward for further consultation to this effect. 
Loughborough is a large town which merits its own Town Council. It is the second largest town in the County. 
Citizens of Loughborough feel strongly that matters concerning Loughborough should be decided by Town 
Councillors who represent them and not by the majority of village councillors on Charnwood Borough Council who 
often do not fully understand the issues. It would be a move towards a more democratic system. 

Loughborough resident I would like to support the proposal for Loughborough to have its own town council, and request CBC Community 
Governance Review to consider this and to bring options forward for further consultation to this effect. 

Loughborough resident I would like to support the proposal for Loughborough to have its own town council, and request CBC Community 
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Governance Review to consider this and to bring options forward for further consultation to this effect. 

Loughborough resident I am strongly in favour of the creation of a Town Council for Loughborough as suggested in Cllr Max Hunt's letter 
published in the September 13 issue of the Loughborough Echo. It is clearly absurd that such a large community is 
so underrepresented compared to the other parishes in the borough.  
Personally I would go further that Mr Hunt and abolish the Borough Council leaving the County Council to provide 
the services currently in the CBC remit. However I guess that idea does not come within the scope of the Review.  

Loughborough resident I have read in the Echo, that is the Loughborough Echo, that views on giving Loughborough its own town council 
are being considered and writing to you is recommended. 
Firstly I believe that expressing an opinion on what happens to Loughborough the person should show some 
credibility towards the town.  I am a Loughborough person; my family have been Loughborough people for at least 
eight generations and I therefore claim the right to an opinion of what happens to my town. 
I consider the idea that Loughborough should have its own town council has long been not just a good idea, but 
essential to the future of the town probable since the inauguration of the Charnwood Borough Council when the 
towns control over its affairs was basically dissolved amongst the surrounding villages. 
My family have always had a local (Loughborough) sporting bent, a couple of professional footballers, the Tiger 
regiments finest all round athlete etc. so my opinions of a town council lean towards the subject of sporting 
facilities available to the community of Loughborough. 
Having competed with, and now as a community volunteer worker in sport for Loughborough, I have seen the 
sterling work done by the parish councils in the surrounding villages in terms of community facilities.   A clear 
recommendation that Loughborough should follow suit and be in control of its own community facilities and I would 
ask you to consider this. 
In the year 2006 the CBC commissioned the company PMP to survey the sporting facilities available to the 
community of Loughborough excluding the surrounding villages and excluding the university whose contribution to 
the sporting community is negligible.  It is almost impossible to see this report it was hidden and never even 
reached the scrutiny committee but the final paragraph read something like this. 
“Loughborough has the worst sports facilities in Leicestershire, some of the worst in the country and some are 
illegal”. 
I have targeted sports facilities in Loughborough but clearly this subject includes much wider issues, the town 
needs to be in control of its own affairs and by the way we would like our Mayor, along with the gold chain returned 
to the town of Loughborough. 

Loughborough resident I write to express my support for calls to consider the establishing of a Town Council for Loughborough. 
I think it important that the Loughborough Special Rate should be spent on projects agreed by locally elected 
representatives within the town and not by Borough-wide councillors. This would be good for local democracy. 
Having previously lived in an area with a Town Council I know that links between the electors and the elected 
become closer, improving local participation in community action projects and schemes. 
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I hope Charnwood Borough Council will the matter of a Town Council for Loughborough serious consideration. 
Loughborough residents 
(x 2) 

Residents of Loughborough have a rare opportunity this month to call for a Town Council.  A Loughborough town 
council, would have control of parks, public areas and other local amenities which make our town special.  Every 
other town and parish in the Borough has such a local council our town is alone in not having that power.  It would 
be a very powerful voice for the town in an increasingly bureaucratic age. We wish to lend our support to this 
proposal. 

Loughborough resident I would like to register my support for a town council for Loughborough.  Any structure that can give a stronger 
voice to the town, particularly in planning matters, would be welcome.   The west side of the town has been badly 
failed by the current system - we will soon be living in gridlock, breathing traffic polluted air from the congestion 
caused by traffic from the Holywell science park and the Garendon development and the profoundly ill-advised 
incinerator.  This is a destruction of our environment - you have completely failed us.  

Loughborough resident  Having read Cllr Max Hunt’s letter to the Echo of 13 September, regarding Loughborough having our own Town 
Council, I wish to register my support for this opportunity and to urge further consultation on this matter. 
It seems eminently good sense that Loughborough enjoys democratic autonomy for the delivery of certain 
services. We are a justifiably proud town and no-one knows it better than those Councillors and residents who live 
here. 
With the best will in the world, out-of-town Councillors and Charnwood residents outside the town cannot fully 
appreciate the energy, life and unique identity that is Loughborough. One has to live here. Decisions that are made 
at Charnwood Borough Council level of course have their essential place, but given the uniqueness of our town, 
there is a need for us to have our own Council that scrutinises and serves the town from a much better informed 
position that inevitably must get lost at a broader Charnwood Borough Council level. 
It seems somewhat absurd that we are, as Cllr Hunt explains in his letter, the only town in Charnwood that does 
not enjoy the same local powers that other towns and parishes enjoy in this area of the East Midlands.  
I therefore ask the Borough’s Community Governance Review Body to extend the conversation for residents of 
Loughborough by bringing to the table proposals for the inception of a Loughborough Town Council.  

Loughborough residents 
(x 2) 

We wish to show our support for the creation of a Borough Council for Loughborough, as we believe that the town 
would benefit from more locally based decisions on a range of issues. 

Loughborough resident As a resident of Loughborough, I would like the borough community governance review to consider and bring 
options forward for further consultation on Loughborough having its own town council once more.  
I feel that the town being made capable of making its own decisions on certain matters at a more local level would 
benefit the residents of Loughborough.  

Loughborough resident I'm writing to say I agree and support the Loughborough council, and taking the opportunity to ask the Borough 
Community Governance Review to consider to this and bring options forward for further consultation.  

Loughborough resident I would like to register my support for the idea of a Loughborough Town Council. 
Loughborough is the second largest place in Leicestershire I always found it surprising that there was no single 
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Loughborough Town body.  
In some cases, it seems that village parish councils can have an influence on local event whereas there is not 
equivalent for residents of Loughborough. 
I would like to Borough Community Governance review to consider this and take it forward for further review. 

Loughborough resident I wish to express my support for the consideration of a Loughborough Town Council in the Community 
Governance Review but am unable to do so as part of the residents' survey as it is not included as an option.  I am 
therefore writing to you separately. 
Currently every other parish and town in Charnwood have a local voice apart from Loughborough.    This has 
weaken the ability of Loughborough Councillors to influence issues regarding local planning and the management 
of public spaces, some of which are poorly maintained.  It would also enable business and community groups to 
be better supported. 
I would urge the Borough’s Community Governance Review to consider this and bring options forward for further 
consultation.   

Loughborough resident I would like there to be serious consideration for a Loughborough Town Council.  
It seems ridiculous to me that Shepshed have a town council and all other Charnwood areas have Parish councils 
but a big area like Loughborough has none. 
Yes they do have one meeting a year to discuss how to spend the Loughborough precept but most of the ideas 
from this forum are not later agreed by the full council, the vast majority of whom do not live in the town. 
Loughborough should be able to have its own control over planning matters from councillors who represent those 
areas and are more aware of the issues. 
Loughborough should get the money from their own car parks to spend on improving the internal area of the town.  
The town and its councillors should be able to decide on many very local issues that presently are decided outside 
the town. 

Loughborough resident I am writing to express support for the formation of a Loughborough Town Council, as I believe that this is best 
suited to addressing concerns affecting local council taxpayers.  
I speak as a resident within the town itself, who is likely to be directly affected by various local Planning issues for 
example. I believe that my council representatives can better reflect the strong opinions of people in this Council 
Ward on matters affecting their quality of life to a Town council. In so doing, they can effectively influence 
decisions made which will have long-term consequences for local town residents.  

Loughborough resident I wish to register my strong support for the formation of a Loughborough Town Council. 
I sincerely believe the town urgently needs, and deserves, its own Council to properly represent the town's 
residents on a variety of local matters, in particular Planning issues, where too often representatives of areas 
outside the town have had undue influence. It is the people who actually live in Loughborough, and their 
representatives, who, rightly, need to have more say and more power to help decide what happens here. 
Loughborough is a fairly large town and it needs its own strong voice. If we are to have a truly open and 
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democratic forum for those who actually experience daily life in Loughborough - experiences which, unfortunately, 
aren't always easy or pleasant - and the consequences of the decisions that are made on their behalf, then it must 
surely be in the form of a Town Council. 

Loughborough residents 
(x 10) 

We, the undersigned, wish to register our strong support for the formation of a Loughborough Town Council. 
We believe the town urgently needs its own Council to properly represent the town’s residents on a variety of local 
matters, and in particular Planning issues, where too often representatives from other areas outside the town have 
undue influence. It is the people who actually live in Loughborough, and their representatives, who need to have 
more say and more power to decide what happens here. 
Loughborough is a fairly large town and it needs its own strong voice. If we are to have a truly democratic forum 
for those who actually experience daily life in Loughborough, and the consequences of decisions that are made on 
their behalf, then it must surely be in the form of a Town Council   

Loughborough residents 
(x 2) 

We were amazed to learn recently that, unlike other parishes in the Borough, Loughborough town does not have 
such a representative body. Clearly as the residents of the town represent a very substantial proportion of the 
Borough's population Equity would demand that they have a voice on matters in which other parishes are able to 
be heard. We would therefore urge the Council to rectify this obvious injustice. 

Not given Having read about the benefits of having a Town Council for Loughborough I would like to support the idea and 
ask that this possibility be considered. 

Not given Please may I add my support to those who are asking for a Town Council to represent Loughborough? I believe 
that it is necessary for the following reasons: 
 at present, the people of Loughborough are not represented directly by a named body with the appropriate 

authority.  That seems to me a sad lack.  We are the second largest town in the county and we need to 
control such matters as parks and public spaces, planning and our town centre; 

 we are aware that retailing is changing, so that the town centre has to change its role and appeal.  Love 
Loughborough BID does all it can to maintain the vitality of the town centre, but it needs the support of a 
designated town council to make it even more effective. 

 in addition, we are at the centre of three major county towns, so that while we are an important market and 
University town we have to fight to maintain our position.  A town council for Loughborough would add weight 
to all we do. 

Not given I am writing to appeal to the Borough Community Governance to review and consider a Loughborough Town 
Council. I strongly believe that a town council would  provide  a  major  contribution to  localism,  by  providing 
a  unique response to the needs of this community and influencing  the decisions  that affect the community. 

Not given I would like to take this opportunity to offer my strong support for the formation of a Loughborough town council. I 
feel this to be a positive step in the maintenance of our local community by people close to the borough. 

Not given I support the call for a Town Council for Loughborough. As the only part of the Charnwood Borough that doesn't 
have a "local" Council, Loughborough is denied a local democratic voice for what its people need. A Town Council 
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would be far more local and far more accountable and residents could attend meetings of a body that is focussed 
upon this locality and put pressure for better, improved, local services. We need more community centres and 
community noticeboards, improved provision for children, young families and teenagers as our population grows 
(eg the new Garendon estate will bring a huge population increase). We need better public transport and safe 
cycle and pedestrian pathways and an improved, and locally focussed, public library. And Loughborough people 
should have the chance currently denied to them to shape future planning decisions through the possibility of 
launching Neighbourhood Plans. 
A borough without a local voice in its biggest centre of population is an anomaly. A Town Council for 
Loughborough would be a step towards improving representative and participatory democracy and in accord with 
Government's stated support for localism. 

Not given What a disgrace that town like Loughborough does not have its own Town Council with control over its own 
budget. It's time that this was rectified. 

Not given I am strongly in support of a town Council.   

Not given Loughborough lost out when it came under the Charnwood Banner, pride was lost and the voice of the 
Loughborough people was lost.  Villages have parish councils where they can discuss problems and views, 
Loughborough has nothing.  As true Loughburians, both born & bred in the town my husband and myself would 
love for Loughborough to once again have a voice on town matters.  Please consider this and given the town back 
it's chance to speak for itself. 

Not given I wish to support the move for a Loughborough Town Council 

Not given I refer to the letter from Councillor Max Hunt in the Loughborough Echo dated September 13 2017, informing us of 
the consultation to call for a Loughborough Town Council. 
I have felt for a long time that the interests of Loughborough have been unrepresented and have been subject to 
the whims of the village councillors in Charnwood. 
As a result over the years since Loughborough lost its voice it has also lost its identity. It used to be a lovely 
market town.  This is no longer the case. We have lost a lot of small shops (apart from ‘betting’ and ‘charity’). We 
have huge buildings that don’t belong in a town but belong in a city. We are surrounded by three cities – we need 
to be different.  
I would welcome a Town Council that represents the people of Loughborough. 

Not given Please can you consider letting Loughborough have a town council. Loughborough as one of the biggest places in 
the county should be leading the way in community groups and things to do but we have nothing at all. Just this 
morning I noticed Oadby library had more talks on that Loughborough. Why is this? We need to have a group of 
people who act for the town and have its best interests at heart. I think this will improve everybody's lives. 

Not given I agree that formation of a Loughborough Town Council would be an excellent idea and I support this proposal. 

Shepshed resident I would support a Town Council for Loughborough. At present Loughborough residents are the poor relations in 
terms of the villages and towns in Charnwood that have their own parish and town councils. A clear deficit in 
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democracy. Were Loughborough to have its own town council it would allow- 
1. greater consultation and scrutiny on all related matters such as planning applications and the current Town 
Master Plan as examples. 
2. Loughborough would then have control over the Loughborough Special Rate (LSR) which at the moment is 
decided by the majority of Charnwood councillors. Loughborough residents have no say. 
3. It would make business more efficient and in line with all the other villages and towns. 
4. Under the LSR all senior officers time is charged for with a town council loughborough could contact the Council 
if cheaper.  

 
 
RESPONSE AGAINST A LOUGHBOROUGH TOWN COUNCIL 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident Please don't burden Loughborough with the additional bureaucracy, complexity and costs of a town council. 
Loughborough is already specifically represented by no less than 25 local councillors: 20 at Charnwood Borough 
Council, and another 5 at the County Council. 
A town council would add at least another 20 councillors on top of that, and it would need its own offices, meeting 
rooms, printing for all its reports and a town clerk, as well as no doubt a host of other staff. This would all have to 
be paid for by the people of Loughborough by extra council tax. 
None of the other large towns in Leicestershire have a town council; Coalville doesn't, Melton Mowbray doesn't, 
Hinckley doesn't, and neither does Market Harborough.  
The larger towns are hubs for more wider areas and provide facilities and services for more than just the 
immediate population who live there. That's why I assume they are represented by the relevant Borough or District 
Council rather than a town council, to avoid narrowly focussed parish pump politics. 

 
 
RESPONSE RAISING QUERIES ABOUT A LOUGHBOROUGH TOWN COUNCIL 
 

Connection Response 

Loughborough resident Regarding the "Town Council proposal (deadline: 6th October 2017)", apparently in a recent letter published in the 
Loughborough Echo, Councillor Max Hunt brought to our attention the opportunity for Loughborough residents to 
call for a Town Council. An extract from his letter read as follows... 
"Residents of Loughborough have a rare opportunity this month to call for a Town Council. A Loughborough Town 
Council would have control of parks, public areas and other local amenities which make our town special" 
Please can you explain what this town council would be responsible for, who will make up the council (will you be 
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advertising job opportunities) and how much is this expected to cost? Also, is Charnwood council not already 
responsible for the things that the new town council is proposed to adopt? 
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RESPONSES FROM RESIDENTS RE THE PRIMROSE HILL DEVELOPMENT 
(MOUNTSORREL / ROTHLEY) 
 
1, I reside at Irons Close in the New Charles Church Development. I object to the boundary 
being moved so as to classify being a resident of Mountsorrel. I bought this property knowing 
that it was in Rothley but have since found out I will be a resident in Mountsorrel. 

2. We are writing to object to the proposal to move the parish boundary from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel for the following reasons: 
When we bought the house, our choice was based on the fact that it was located within 
Rothley parish.  
Our council tax bill clearly states Rothley as our address, and as the council tax for our 
house band is higher in Mountsorrel compared to Rothley will be significantly financially 
worse off. 
We are geographically closer to the centre of Rothley than Mountsorrel. 
We shop and socialise in Rothley. 
We receive advertising and community newsletters targeted towards Rothley residents. 
Our property is our investment, and as property prices attract a higher value in Rothley 
compared to Mountsorrel (about 10% higher), if boundary moves we are likely to be worse 
off when we sell the house. 
As this is a family home, families looking to educate their children in Rothley, will no longer 
be in the catchment area for Rothley CofE primary school if boundary is moved, and will 
likely be put off from buying the property. 
It will be inconvenient and possibly costly to change our correspondence address to 
Mountsorrel (driving licence, passport, banks et cetera). 
Surely there will be financial implications for the borough and parish councils if the 
boundaries are moved, even just the administrative changes will have cost 
implications?  This cannot be a good idea in the current climate of austerity in local 
government. 
We know of no one who thinks that moving the boundary is a good idea, and we object that 
we were not consulted about this until this point. 
Thank you for your attention to this matter and we look forward to remaining in Rothley. 

3. I would like to oppose the proposed change to the parish boundary of the Charles Church 
Primrose Hill development from Rothley to Mountsorrel. 
My wife and myself bought the property in the full knowledge that it was located within the 
Rothley Parish. This was made clear to us by Charles Church when we showed our first 
initial interest in the development. 
One of the other reasons we bought was for the school catchment area to be for Rothley C 
of E school we are currently planning on starting a family and this was a big factor is us 
moving to Rothley. 
The change also has financial implications for us as well, the council tax increase will mean 
we will be worse off each month. We would also have to change all of our insurances which 
will also increase annual costs. 
Long term issues I see is the value of our house, Rothley commands a higher price than 
Mountsorrel so any change would mean an on average drop of 10% on my property. Who 
will make up that short fall seeing as I paid Rothley prices for it? Will you refund me the 
£26,500? 
I hope you take this matter seriously and realise the impact it will have on not only my own 
household but the others that live on the development. You are playing with peoples 
livelihood and it should not be a decision that is taken lightly. 

4. We recently purchased and moved into a house in the primrose hill development. We 
believed this to be a great move as it is in 1pprox. and our 3 nearly 4 year old would be 
starting primary school in 2018. We strongly object to the proposed move as we wish our 
child to go to Rothley Primary School hence the reason for our purchase in this area! We 
have also been involved with the 1pprox. parish and feel part of that community not 
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2pprox.2rel.  
One of the other major reasons for our objections is obviously the higher house prices within 
Rothley! The change in area could mean a drop in the value of our home! 
Please be clear that this is something that we as a development feel strongly about and DO 
NOT wish to change parish councils.  

5. I am writing to you to record my objection to moving the parish boundary between Rothley 
and Mountsorrel. 
I am currently very happy being part of the Rothley parish and paying my council tax to 
Rothley.  
I have yet to see any reason as to why this change needs to happen and what the drivers for 
this change are and why those who are effected by this change are not being asked their 
opinions? 
The only reason I am aware of this potential change is because of local counsellors from 
Rothley contacting the new residents on this site. We have had no contact from anyone on 
Mountsorrel?? Which indicates to me that Mountsorrel have no interest in changing the 
boundary. Again I am struggling to understand why this change is even being considered?  
I will also point out the negative effect this change will have on myself and my family. This 
property currently sits within the catchment area for Rothley primary school and I fully expect 
my son to be accepted into that school starting September 18. As he currently meets the 
criteria. 
My youngest son should be starting school in September 19 but under these changes he will 
be out of catchment, leaving us with the scary possibility of having 1 child in Rothley and 
another in Mountsorrel which will cause us real difficulty and hardship and without doubt will 
have a major effect on the lives of both of my children. 
I also understand that under the current council tax banding I will be paying more if this 
property transfers to Mountsorrel!! 
If this change goes ahead us purchasing our dream house could really turn into a nightmare 
without any justification. 
I really hope you take into consideration of the wants of the people who are effected by this 
change and I would urge you to reconsider this boundary change that it seems nobody 
wants and will adversely effect so many people. 

6. I would like to object to the proposal of moving the parish boundary from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel on the basis of: 
When we bought the property, we did so on the basis that the land was located within 
Rothley Parish, even though the Charles Church (developers) sign says Mountsorrel. We 
would not have bought the property if the boundary location was going to move to 
Mountsorrel (having moved from Rothely Village onto this estate. 
We also bought our property on the understanding that my child/future children would be 
able to attend the Rothley C of E primary school. Again, we moved from within the C of E 
catchment area to this estate on the understanding that our children would be able to attend 
Rothley C of E, and would be very disappointed if this turned out to not be the case. 
As our council tax banding will be moved to Rothley, we will be financially worse off. 

7. We have recently moved to Primrose Hill Rothley after waiting 18 months for our house to 
be completed. During the construction we were repeatedly told that although the sign 
advertising Primrose Hill states Mountsorrel it would actually be located in the Rothley Parish 
and this was the reason we chose this development and would of looked elsewhere if this 
was not the case. We also chose this development located in the Rothley Parish of the local 
facilities including the primary school and it actually being on a lower council tax banding 
with higher a sell on value and these financial benefits also contributed to us selecting this 
development. This reallocation of the parish will lead to us all being financially worse off. 
I trust that you will take into consideration the terms in which the development was sold to 
myself and all the other residents and that you consider our infinity with Rothley, members of 
the tennis club, on the charity commity for the Woodsman Stroke and using Rothley facilities 
and not Mountsorrel. 
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8. We would like to object to the proposal if moving the parish boundary from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel for the Primrose Hill development on the basis: 
1. We had purchased the property in the knowledge that it was located within Rothley 
Parish, despite Charles Church sign stating Mountsorrel. We would not have purchased the 
property had we known this would change.  
2. We are keen for our daughter to attend Rothley school next September, which is why we 
purchased a new house in the catchment area, if this were to change we would be incredibly 
unhappy.  
3. We feel an affinity to the Rothley parish not Mountsorrel.  
4. As the council tax for my banding is higher in Mountsorrel we will be worse off financially.  
5. As property prices are higher in Rothley by about 10% we would be financially worse off.  
I hope that you will take my points in to consideration.  

9. We would like to object to the proposal if moving the parish boundary from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel for the Primrose Hill development on the basis: 
1. We had purchased the property in the knowledge that it was located within Rothley 
Parish, despite Charles Church sign stating Mountsorrel. We would not have purchased the 
property had we known this would change.  
2. We are keen for our daughter to attend Rothley school next September, which is why we 
purchased a new house in the catchment area, if this were to change we would be incredibly 
unhappy.  
3. We feel an affinity to the Rothley parish not Mountsorrel.  
4. As the council tax for my banding is higher in Mountsorrel we will be worse off financially.  
5. As property prices are higher in Rothley by about 10% we would be financially worse off.  
I hope that you will take my points in to consideration.  

10. We would like to object to the proposal of moving the parish boundary from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel on the basis: 

1               We had bought the property on the full knowledge that it was located within the 
Rothley parish even though Charles Church sign states Mountsorrel. We would 
not have bought the property if we had known the boundary location was to 
change to Mountsorrel. 

2               We bought the property on the understanding that it was within the Rothley 
boundary and children would be in the catchment area for the Rothley C of E 
primary school. 

3               We feel an affinity to the Rothley parish not Mountsorrel. 
4                As the council tax banding is higher in Mountsorrel compared to Rothley, we will 

be financially worse off. 
5                As property prices attract a higher value in Rothley compared to Mountsorrel (by 

about 10%) we will be financially worse off. 
6                We use facilities within Rothley not Mountsorrel. 

11. My husband and I would like to object to the proposal of moving the parish boundary 
from Rothley to Mountsorrel for our home on Baum Drive. We feel a close affinity to Rothley 
parish and not 3pprox.3rel.  
We bought the property on the understanding that it is within the Rothley boundary and as 
such that we would be in catchment area for Rothley church of England primary school  
As property prices in Rothley are higher than in 3pprox.3rel, we would be financially worse 
off.  

12. I am writing this email in order relay my immense objection to the adoption of the 
Primrose Hill development from Rothley Parish to Mountsorrel Parish.  
Report of the Chief Executive: ITEM 6.2 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – 
RESULTS OF INITIAL CONSULTATION PHASE AND DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
CHANGES  
I was surprised to only learn about the decision re the above adoption late November 2017 
despite the consultation ending on 6th October 2017. Why was such decision never relayed 
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to the residents sooner? Why were the residents never consulted in the first instance? Had it 
not been for the letter from Rothley Parish Council myself and the residents of Primrose Hill 
would be none the wiser to the decision made.  
Completion for the last half of Irons Close was on 30th June 2017, I cannot help but consider 
it has worked out conveniently that this issue went to Council on 26th June 2017 before 
completion of half a street. It would have been more prudent to wait until the development 
was occupied before making a decision, as I myself would have objected along with my 
neighbours. Please can you advise if and when the last consultation took place and at this 
stage what pertentage of Primrose Hill was constructed and habitable? I am happy to seek 
information from Charles Church directly in respect of numbers of properties completed.  
It is further concerning that the only reported consideration at this stage was “..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 C8 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.” 
Were the submissions from Rothley Parish Council ever considered? It appears as though 
Mountsorell has made a suggestion and a decision has been made without any proper and 
adequate consideration.  
More concerning is that I did not realise that the Post Office can dictate Parish boundary 
lines and where residents can call their local Parish. It is disheartening to see that a 
suggestion from Mountsorrel Parish and the Post Office have had more influence in this 
decision than the residents whom this decision is affecting, why is this?  
I have family who live just off The Ridings on The Ridgeway, it has been drawn to my 
attention that the owner of the fields surrounding the development resides on The Ridings. 
Furthermore, this proprietor owned the land where Primrose Hill now exists which to local 
residents knowledge is and has always been classed as Rothley. I am happy to obtain a 
statement from this gentleman in order to confirm the land he owns/ owned surrounding 
Primrose Hill.  
Charles Church  
When purchasing the property my husband and I were informed that the Primrose Hill 
development is within Rothley however due to the entrance being on West Cross lane 
Charles Church had to advertise the same as Mountsorrel. It was effectively implied by 
Charles Church that we did not need to worry about this as the development was firmly 
within Rothley. The sales representative from Charles Chruch even showed a letter 
confirming this issue; we were also advised that the residents who were already living within 
the same had opted to be a part of Rothley already to the Post Office. I therefore went off 
and did my research, and located the last the map of Rothley which shows that Primrose Hill 
sits firmly with within Rothley’s border as Charles Church had said. It makes no sense to 
move boundary lines simply because Mountsorrel Parish suggested it and the Post Office 
imprudently allocated the incorrect postcode.  
Community Ties  
One of the main reasons Primrose Hill was chosen was the fact that it was within Rothley. I 
have family within Rothley and actively taken part in community events over the years, 
(Library events etc). In particular, I have always attended a summer fair hosted by one of the 
residents on The Ridgeway. It was pleasant to see my neighbours at the same fair as this 
year extended to the residents of Primrose Hill. I loved the sense of community within 
Rothley and it was a dream come true find a property within Rothley that I could afford. If I 
wanted to live in Mountsorrel I would have purchased a house there and saved myself a lot 
of money as houses are far cheaper in Mountsorell.  
Since moving to Rothley I have actively bought vegetables from Woodcock Farm and other 
local business in order to support independent business within the area because I feel I have 
a vested interest in the Rothley community.  
Moving Primrose Hill may also impact on school catchment areas for instance Rothley 
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Church of England Primary Academy, although I do not have children at present this will 
affect me in the near future.  
Financial Impacts  
Being moved into Mountsorrel Parish will come with the consequence of not only higher 
Council Tax but also a reduction in property value. From having open discussions with the 
residents of Primrose Hill we as a whole cannot see the benefit to us the residents of this 
move.  
In light of the move raised I beg to question in whose interest this decision has been made? 
It is certainly not the residents of Primrose Hill nor Rothley Parish Council. I implore you to 
consider the above whilst preparing your report for the full Charnwood Council meeting for 
councillors to consider in January 2018.  
Thank you for your time.  

13. I am writing to object to the proposal of Primrose Hill development moving from Rothley 
parish to Mountsorrel parish. 
We made a decision to purchase a property on the Primrose Hill development with the 
knowledge and assurance that the development was situated within Rothley parish, which it 
clearly is. 
We moved from another part of Rothley village to purchase a new build property, with the 
intention to remain within the boundary of Rothley parish council.  To now hear several 
months later that it is proposed that the development be moved into Mountsorrel parish is 
hugely disappointing and unacceptable. 
We strongly object to this proposal going ahead as this change will have a huge impact on 
all the residents who made a decision to by a property on this development. A change in the 
boundary will impact the value of the houses in the development, the council tax for 
residents will increase and it will also affect the school catchment, one of the key reasons we 
purchased a property in the Rothley boundary. 
My understanding is the majority, if not all the residents who were recently contacted in the 
occupied properties on the development stated they wish to remain within the Rothley parish 
boundary and this is also the view of the Rothley parish councillors.  Therefore, there would 
be no benefit in this proposed change.  The change would result in a detriment to myself and 
the residents of the development. 
We would like to continue to have confidence in Charnwood Borough Council and suggest 
that action is taken in the residents best interests which would be for the development to 
remain within Rothley Parish boundary. 
14. I’m writing to you as a resident of Primrose Hill in what i thought to be Rothley. 
As of the letter i received this morning i understand that it has been recommended that the 
development be moved from Rothley to Mountsorrel parish council. 
Naturally i’m not happy with this decision as i purchased the property in good faith knowing it 
to be in Rothley not Mountsorrel. 
Moving forward this will affect the value of my property and frankly had i wanted to live in 
Mountsorrel i would have purchased a property in said area. 
So as you can see i strongly object to the governance review proposal as i’m sure many of 
my neighbours will too. 

15. I received a letter from Rothley Parish Council about your intention to move Primrose Hill 
from Rothley Parish to Mountsorrel Parish. 
As I’ve only been a resident for a short period of time this is the first time I’ve been made 
fully aware.  
We for one would like to stay within Rothley Parish and don’t see why you are trying to move 
the community when Rothley Parish do not want the residents to move. 
Surely boundaries are there for a reason? You can’t just move them when it suits. 

16. I have received your communication where you have stated that the Primrose Hill estate 
has been recommended for adoption into the Mountsorrel Parish boundary. 
May I take this opportunity to object to these proposals in the most strongest of nature.  I 
have bought this property on the understanding that the dwelling is within the Rothley Parish 
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boundary.  I have no inclination for the boundary to change.   
The impact to me if the proposed changes take effect are:- 

1. Annually financially worse off because the Council tax for my property in Mountsorrel 
is more than I currently pay. 

2. Financial impact of 6pprox.. 10% of my property value as houses in the Rothley 
parish attract a higher price compared with Mountsorrel. 

3. The school catchment area would be impacted for any future children 
Please can you advise me:-  

1. What impact assessment has taken place to recommend the movement of the 
boundary.  Has this Impact Assessment been shared or available to view. 

2. What consultation has there been with the residents regarding this change as this is 
the first time I/we have heard of the proposal. 

3. What compensation package is the council prepared to make if such change are to 
go forward. 

I would like to hear the next steps and possibly for the council to hold a meeting with the 
residents on this whole issue. 

17. I am writing regarding the transition of the Primrose Hill estate from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel. 
We have received correspondence from the Rothley Parish Council informing us that: 

 We are to be within the Mountsorrel rather than within Rothley; 
 the consultation period has lapsed; 
 the final decision will be taken on 22nd January 2018; and 
 you are the individual to be contacted should we wish to voice our opinion. 

We have just completed on our new home and were unaware of this consultation process 
until we received the communication from Rothley Parish Council.  We would have 
responded earlier if we were aware of the process. 
I am writing to ask you to register our view that we would prefer to be within Rothley, and to 
ask you what actions, if any, we may take to help ensure that the final decision will be to 
remain within Rothley. 

18. We have recently received the notice with regards to our new housing development 
moving to Mountsorrel Parish from Rothley Parish. We are completely against this idea as 
when moving to this area we were told that it would be a Rothley address. We have also 
changed all of our relevant documents to a Rothley address which has cost a significant 
amount of money, such as driving license, bank details and insurance policies. We do not 
wish to have to go through this process all over again and would want to be reimbursed for 
any charges we have incurred due to been informed that it is a Rothley address.  
We fully support the objection of this proposal and do not wish to be transferred to 
Mountsorrel Parish. Please consider our objection and we hope that this matter can be 
resolved resulting in a positive outcome for Primrose Hill. 

19. I would like to express my disappointment and disagreement with the recent decision 
made by the Charnwood Borough Council Community Governance Review to move the 
Primrose Hill development on which I reside from Rothley Parish to Mountsorrel Parish. I 
understand this decision is to come before the full Borough Council for final adoption in 
January. The majority of my fellow residents that I discuss this matter with on the 
development strongly want to stay within the Rothley Parish. As Head of Strategic Support at 
the Council, I ask for your support in opposing this decision and leaving the development in 
Rothley Parish. I do not know the basis on which this decision has been made as we have 
received no communication from the Governance Review. However, if the Council is to listen 
and respond to its people then this decision should surely be opposed and overturned. I ask 
for your help and support in this matter. 

20. As a resident of the Charles Church Primrose Hill development (Baum Drive) – I would 
like to strongly express my objections to Primrose Hill being moved away from Rothley 
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Parish Council to the Mountsorrel Parish Council. 

 We purchased our new home at Primrose Hill on the basis the development was 
sited within the boundary of the parish of Rothley.  

 Although we currently have a LE12 postcode, The Charnwood Borough Council 
currently classes Primrose Hill as part of Rothley – which I am sure is why, in part, 
our council tax banding has been graded as band F, as reported by the land registry 
office when I submitted an appeal against the set banding.  I and other residents will 
be looking to submit an appeal or re-appeal in the event  Primrose Hill moves to 
Mountsorrel Parish Council.     

 As a family, we spend most of our time using the local amenities within Rothley and 
personally I would like to see Charnwood Council giving Rothley parish council a 
percentage of our Council Tax contributions for the upkeep and improvement of our 
local amenities,  which we use very regularly, including; the church, conservation and 
environmental areas, recreational facilities and the highways.  In turn, we would like 
to classed as a valued resident of Rothley.    

I do hope this objection will contribute towards the Borough Council reconsidering its plans 
for Primrose Hill, for it to remain within the boundary of Rothley Parish Council.   

21. Further to your recent letter from the Rothley Paris Councillors November 2017 I wish to 
object to the proposed moved to Mountsorrel Parish Council and firmly wish to remain within 
the borough of Rothley. We feel our property is situated on the Rothley Grange land and 
therefore lies within the parish where we feel we should be recognized and be a part of? 
Primrose Hill is located nearer to the Rothley center than Mountsorrel especially those 
residents further into this small estate which border the Garland and The Ridings too 
I’m certain many residents of Primrose Hill share our thoughts and wish to remain with 
Rothley Parish Council. If this decision is upheld then I think it is only right that going forward 
the postcodes are changed to follow suit of other Rothley properties? 

22. I am writing you to regarding a letter I have received from Rothley Parish Council. 
My family and I purchased a new build property on the new Charles Church Development, 
Primrose Hill, on 30th September, 2017. We have relocated from Nottingham to be closer to 
family and to be in a good catchment area for schools as our daughter is currently 3 and will 
be at reception intake age in September, 2018. 
There was some debate when we looked at the original plans for the site whether or not we 
would be in Rothley or Mountsorrel. Crucially for us, we realised on further investigation at 
the time, that the primrose hill estate and our address, Burnham Road, Rothley, LE12 7XZ 
(as given by Charnwood) clearly falls into the parish boundary for Rothley C of E school, our 
preferred school for our daughter. This is because of the OFSTED status of the school and 
its results, as well as family living in Rothley who could support us in taking our daughter to 
and from school in walking 
distance. 
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I applied for my daughter’s place at Rothley C of E for Sept 2018 intake in April of 2017, 
when applications for primary places opened. I appreciate how competitive school places 
are in Charnwood and especially in this school. I am myself an Assistant Head teacher at 
Newcroft Primary Academy, Shepshed within the Charnwood borough. It is crucial for me 
and my position at the school that my daughter be placed in a school near our family and 
local community due to the support I need. The change in parish boundaries, forcing us into 
the Mountsorrel parish, would deem my application for my daughter’s school place invalid as 
it would take us out of catchment for Rothley. I have not applied for St. Peter’s in 
Mountsorrel on the basis that this is a failing school and on visiting the school from a parent 
and experienced school leader’s perspective, I did not feel it was the right place to send my 
daughter to school.  
I was devastated when I realised that we spent £400,000 on a house in Rothley to be in 
school catchment, only to find out that we may not be. Did a consultation take place with 
local residents regarding this? Can you send me the document detailing the reasons for the 
benefits of it moving into the Mountsorrel parish? 
Further to this, we have been given a Loughborough LE12 postcode by Royal Mail and local 
residents, including myself are attempting to negotiate this and move to LE7. We have had 
so many failed deliveries and missing goods resulting in time spent locating items and being 
out of pocket due to not receiving mail due to the postcode. Royal mail are currently 
considering next steps on this matter, but if we are forced into the Mountsorrel parish, this 
will be impossible to reverse.  
In addition to this, we purchased our property, knowing that it was in ‘Rothley.’ This house 
would have been cheaper if we purchased it in ‘Mountsorrel.’ I question how it is acceptable 
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to move our development’s parish and therefore reduce the value of what our property is 
worth. I estimate this to be around £10,000.  
I am so disappointed that Charnwood are considering this action as I have so far been 
extremely impressed by all dealings I have had with our council. 

23. As a resident of the Charles Church Primrose Hill development (Baum Drive) – I would 
like to strongly express my objections to Primrose Hill being moved away from Rothley 
Parish Council to Mountsorrell Parish Council. 

 We purchased our new home at Primrose Hill on the basis the development was 
sited within the boundary and the parish of Rothley.  

 Although we currently have a LE12 postcode, The Charnwood Borough Council 
currently classes Primordial Hill as part of Rothley – which I am sure is why, in part, 
our council tax banding has been graded as band F, as reported by the land registry 
office when I submitted an appeal against the set banding.  I and other residents will 
be looking to submit an appeal or re-appeal in the event  Primrose Hill moves to 
Mountsorrel Parish Council.     

 As a family, we spend most of our time using the local amenities within Rothley and 
personally I would like to see Charnwood Council giving Rothley parish council a 
percentage of our Council Tax contributions for the upkeep and improvement of our 
local amenities,  which we use on a daily basis including; the Cemetery, Church, 
Conservation and Environment areas, Recreational facilities and the Highways.  In 
turn, we would like to classed as a valued resident of Rothely.    

I do hope this objection will contribute towards the Borough Council reconsidering its plans 
for Primrose Hill to remain within the boundary of Rothley Parish Council.   

24. I am writing to you as a concerned resident of Primrose Hill, Rothley. I find it very 
frustrating that there is still some debate to which parish my home belongs to. When I first 
moved here in May I was informed my address was Mountsorrel. I then set up all my 
addresses for Mountsorrel, including my home and car insurance. I was then told that 
Primrose Hill was changing to Rothley, which I was very pleased about. Obviously then 
Charnwood Borough Council informed me my address had changed to Rothley. I then had to 
change my address at a financial cost, due to admin fees, for my home/car insurance and 
other policies etc. As you can imagine setting up bills and other avenues of payment it is 
essential to have a correct address. An address provides you with an identity, gives you a 
sense of belonging. Then to my frustration I receive a letter today informing me that 
Charnwood Borough Council Community Governance Review has looked into the 
administrative boundaries and recommended that Primrose be moved from Rothley to 
Mountsorrel. Do Charnwood Borough council realise the impact for the residents? I have had 
post undelivered, missing and lost due to this debacle. I strongly object to your proposal to 
move Primrose from Rothley to Mountsorrel, as this will be a great inconvenience to not only 
myself but all the residents. I am fed up of this uncertainty of not knowing where I live, I 
cannot go about living and functioning normally due to this uncertainty around my address. 
How am I supposed to receive post? How am I supposed to have an identity when my 
address changes? If Charnwood Borough Council ignores my objection from myself and the 
residents then I would like some financial compensation to pay for all the admin fees that I 
will incur due to changing my address for the third time. 
I really hope you take your time to read this and understand the situation for the residents of 
Primrose Hill. 

25. I thought I would drop you a line concerning the boundary. 
I believed that my property was in the parish of Rothley and not Mountsorrel when I 
purchased it a year ago. 
As I have lived in Rothley for some time and was married in this parish I feel an affinity to 
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this area and would prefer it to be within the Rothley boundary as opposed to Mountsorrel. 
The financial consequences of it not remaining in Rothley are significant,  for example the 
Council tax will increase and the property value decrease? 
I would like to be kept aware of any consultation process regarding this issue and do hope 
that I can remain in Rothley. 

26. As a resident of the Primrose Hill Development, which has been given a village postal 
address of Mountsorrel, whilst sitting within the Administrative Boundary of Rothley as well 
as also being within the Rothley village boundary and parish I write to express my views. 
I was sent a letter from Rothley Parish Council who consider us to be in the Parish and 
Administrative Boundary of Rothley, advising that Charnwood Borough Council wish to move 
us into Mountsorrel. 
I just wanted to make you aware that I and many other residents of the Primrose Hill 
Development wish to remain in the Rothley Parish Boundary and as such also feel that our 
address should be Rothley. 
You may be aware that from the point of view of Charnwood Borough Council (and Rothley 
Parish Council) that the village address is noted as “Rothley” however from a Royal Mail 
perspective we are listed as “Mountsorrel”. There remains some confusion and the address 
does need agreeing once and for all; however from our perspective, given the location and 
the details shown on many village/parish boundary maps it is my view that we are part of 
Rothley and that we should remain part of Rothley. 
It is apparent that over the years, Mountsorrel has continued to encroach towards and even 
into the Rothley boundary and I feel that this should stop. 

27. I have received a disturbing communication from Rothley Parish Council where it has 
been stated that the Primrose Hill development has been recommended for adoption into the 
Mountsorrel Parish boundary. 

I would like to place on record our strongest objections to these proposals. Having bought 
this property on the understanding that the dwelling is within the Rothley Parish boundary, I 
find it staggering we are now told a boundary change is being proposed. 

The impact to me if the proposed changes take effect are:- 

1. Annually financially worse off due to the Mountsorrel Council tax being higher than 
Rothley, a village where I use services. 

2. Financial impact of approximately 10% of my property value as houses in the Rothley 
parish attract a higher price compared with Mountsorrel. 

 
My understanding is that are a number of acts and community reviews that are legally 
required before such a monumental and wide reaching decision is made. Could you please 
advise when the consultation with the Primrose Hill development took place and confirm the 
amount of attendees from the said development. Could you also confirm what 
compensation package the council are prepared to make should such a change move 
forward. 
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SUBMISSION FROM A ROTHLEY RESIDENT (NOT PRIMROSE HILL) 
   

It is with considerable concern that I read minute (17/56) below of Rothley Parish 
Council’s Planning Committee Meeting held on Wednesday 15th November 2017. 
 17/56 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – To discuss Mountsorrel Parish Council’s 
response concerning their request to redefine the boundary to the Hill Top Roundabout 
Waiting to hear what effect boundary alterations would have on Rothley Parish precept. 
Concerned residents to write to Charnwood Borough Council requesting maintenance of 
their Rothley address. 
 I certainly strongly request maintenance of my Rothley address. I wrote earlier in the 
year to this effect to Rothley Parish Council, and to you in response to the first round of the 
public consultation about the Community Governance Review. The reasons I outlined for 
wishing my address to remain in Rothley are very much echoed in the response I received 
from Rothley Parish Council (see minute 17/33 below). The response begins with the 
statement that ‘Rothley Parish Council would like to keep all existing parish boundaries’ 
Rothley Parish Council 
Minutes of the Panning Committee Meeting held on Wednesday 10th May 2017. 
 17/33 CHARNWOOD BOROUGH COUNCIL’S COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW 
The Councillors agreed to send the following response to Charnwood Borough Council. 
Rothley Parish Council would like to keep all existing parish boundaries. 
We are aware Mountsorrel P C have suggested that the Old Rolls Royce site. Comprising:- 
Alvis Dale, Halywell Nook, Kiln Garth, Marl Fields, Merlin Close, Oldfield Lane, The Pyke, 
Pott Acre, Rowe Leys Furlong, Whatton Oaks and West Cross lane be transferred to 
Mountsorrel Parish.  
In 2006 residents of the old Rolls Royce site were consulted and 95% responded that they 
wanted to remain part of Rothley because they had an affinity with Rothley Village. Since 
then planning permission has been granted to Wm Davis to build 250 houses off Mountsorrel 
Lane Rothley and 45 houses plus residential home on Linkfield Farm Rothley. 
This has joined the old Rolls Royce site to Rothley and makes this bond even stronger. We 
have been contacted by residents and they still wish to remain part of Rothley. They are in 
the Rothley Junior School catchment area and being LE7 post code are served by Rothley 
Post office workers. So we believe there is no reason to change this boundary. 
The West Cross Lane area is again in Rothley and is marketed by the developers as Rothley 
and is also in Rothley Junior School catchment area so we see no reason why this area 
should be transferred to Mountsorrel. 
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CORRESPONDENCE WITH ROTHLEY PARISH COUNCIL RE THE PRIMROSE 
HILL DEVELOPMENT (MOUNTSORREL / ROTHLEY) 
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Charnwood Borough Council 
 

Equality Impact Assessment  
‘Knowing the needs of your customers and employees’ 

 

 Background 
 
An Equality Impact Assessment is an improvement tool.  It will assist you in ensuring 
that you have thought about the needs and impacts of your service/policy/function in 
relation to the protected characteristics. It enables a systematic approach to 
identifying and recording gaps and actions. 
 

 Legislation- Equality Duty  
 
As a local authority that provides services to the public, Charnwood Borough Council 
has a legal responsibility to ensure that we can demonstrate having paid due regard 
to the need to: 

     Eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation 

     Advance Equality of Opportunity 
     Foster good relations 

 

For the following protected characteristics:  
1.     Age 
2.     Disability 
3.     Gender reassignment 
4.     Marriage and civil partnership 
5.     Pregnancy and maternity 
6.     Race 
7.     Religion and belief 
8.     Sex (Gender) 
9.     Sexual orientation 
 

What is prohibited?  
1.     Direct Discrimination 
2.     Indirect Discrimination 
3.     Harassment 
4.     Victimisation 
5.     Discrimination by association   
6.     Discrimination by perception 
7.     Pregnancy and maternity discrimination 
8.     Discrimination arising from disability 
9.     Failing to make reasonable adjustments 
 

Note:  Complete the action plan as you go through the questions 
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 Step 1 – Introductory information  

Title of the policy Community Governance Review  
 

Name of lead officer and others 
undertaking this assessment  

Adrian Ward/ Suzanne Kinder  

Date EIA started September 2017  
 

Date EIA completed December 2017 
 

 

 Step 2 – Overview of policy/function being assessed: 

Outline: What is the purpose of this policy? (Specify aims and objectives) 
 

Charnwood Borough Council is undertaking a Community Governance Review (CGR) of the whole of 
the Charnwood Borough local authority area in accordance with Part 4, Chapter 3 of the Local 
Government & Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.  
 
A Community Governance Review provides an opportunity for principal authorities to review and make 
changes to community governance within their area. Such reviews can be undertaken when there have 
been changes in population or in reaction to specific or local new issues to ensure that the community 
governance for the area continues to be effective and convenient and to reflect the identities and 
interests of local communities. 
 
The Government has emphasised that recommendations arising from a CGR ought to bring about 
improved community engagement, more cohesive communities, better local democracy and should 
result in more effective and convenient delivery of local services. 
 
Government guidance further states that it is good practice to conduct a full CGR of the principal 
council’s area (in the case of Charnwood the whole Borough) at least every 10-15 years, and to keep 
the area under review in the interim. This Review is a full CGR.  
 

What specific group/s is the policy designed to affect/impact and what is the intended change or 
outcome for them?  

The Community Governance Review has the potential to impact residents across the Borough who 
may be affected by changes to boundary settings. Impacts will be created on communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest.  
 

Which groups have been consulted as part of the creation or review of the policy? 
 

 
Stage 1 of consultation was an open engagement exercise for all individuals across the Borough to put 
forward proposals for consideration as part of the CGR. This also included specific consultation with 
Parish Councils across the Borough.   
 
Stage 2 of consultation included engagement on a set of proposals surrounding the CGR. This was 
open for all residents to engage, but specific communication was also sent to individual households 
affected by the draft proposals, seeking their views.   
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 Step 3 – What we already know and where there are gaps 

List any existing information/data do you have/monitor about different diverse groups in relation to this 
policy?  Such as in relation to age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, 
pregnancy & maternity, race, religion or belief, sex, sexual orientation etc.    

 
Data/information such as: 

 Consultation 
 Previous Equality Impact Assessments 
 Demographic information 
 Anecdotal and other evidence 

Specific data on the protected characteristics of households has not been taken into consideration as 
impacts will primarily be created upon communities of geography, rather than communities of interest. 
 

Consideration has been given to boundary maps of all current and poposed boundary changes.  As the 
aim of a Community Governance Review is to create more cohesive communities, any proposed 
boundary changes have fully considered the opportunity to create greater community cohesion across 
the Borough.     

What does this information / data tell you about diverse groups? If you do not hold or have access to 
any data/information on diverse groups, what do you need to begin collating / monitoring? (Please list) 

As above.  

 

 Step 4 – Do we need to seek the views of others? If so, who? 

In light of the answers you have given in Step 2, do you need to consult with specific groups to identify 
needs / issues? If not please explain why. 

No further consultation required. The Review has undertaken a rigorous two stage consultation 
process which has allowed reisdents and a wide range of stakeholders to comment upon the proposed 
changes.  

 

 Step 5 – Assessing the impact 

In light of any data/consultation/information and your own knowledge and awareness, please identify 
whether the policy has a positive or negative impact on the individuals or community groups (including 
what barriers these individuals or groups may face) who identify with any ‘protected characteristics’ and 
provide an explanation for your decision (please refer to the general duties on the front page). 

 
Comments 

Age 
 
 

Within consultation, issues have been raised regarding the 
boundary changes creating potential impact upon school 
catchment areas.  
 
However, this Review does not concern school admissions or 
catchment areas and this will be a matter of decision within 
the gift of Leicestershire County Council or the Academies 
themselves.  

Disability 
(Physical, visual, hearing, learning 

disabilities, mental health) 

No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest.  
 
Opportunity for consultation and engagement material was 
available in a range of formats (i.e. Braille; Plain English) if it 
was required.  

Gender Reassignment 
(Transgender) 

No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest.  
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Race No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest. 
 
Opportunity for consultation and engagement material was 
available in a range of community languages, if it was 
required.  

Religion or Belief 
(Includes no belief) 

No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest. 

Sex 
(Gender) 

No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest. 

Sexual Orientation No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest. 

Other protected groups (Pregnancy & 

maternity, marriage & civil partnership) 

No identified impact. Potential to impact communities of 
geography, rather than communities of interest. 

Other socially excluded groups  
(carers, low literacy, priority 

neighbourhoods, health inequalities, rural 
isolation, asylum seeker and refugee 

communities etc.) 

The aim of a Community Governance Review is to create 
more cohesive communities. Therefore the Review has the 
potential to create a positive impact upon community 
cohesion across the Borough.     

 

 

Where there are potential barriers, negative impacts identified and/ or barriers or impacts are unknown, 
please outline how you propose to minimise all negative impact or discrimination.    
 
Please note:  

a) If you have identified adverse impact or discrimination that is illegal, you are required to take 
action to remedy this immediately. 

b) Additionally, if you have identified adverse impact that is justifiable or legitimate, you will need to 
consider what actions can be taken to mitigate its effect on those groups of people.  

 
Where there is a recommended change of boundary, there is a potential impact upon young people (of 
pre-school age) and the primary school in which they are likely to be allocated.  
 
However, this Review does not impact upon a child’s right to education and nor does it prevent a child 
from accessing education. The aim of a Community Governance Review is to create more cohesive 
communities and any proposed boundary changes have taken these considerations into account.  
 
It is therefore felt in the context of this Review that any adverse impact upon a young person’s primary 
school allocation is reasonable and proportionate.  
 

Summarise your findings and give an overview as to whether the policy will meet Charnwood Borough 
Council’s responsibilities in relation to equality and diversity (please refer to the general duties on the 
front page). 

 
The Community Governance Review and the proposed changes are considered reasonable and 
proportionate and meet Charnwood Borough Council’s responsibilities in relation to equality and 
diversity.    
 

 

 

 

 Step 6- Monitoring, evaluation and review  

E88



Are there processes in place to review the findings of this Assessment and make appropriate changes? 
In particular, how will you monitor potential barriers and any positive/ negative impact?  

 
The final proposed changes of the Community Governance Review will be scrutinised and approved by 
The Council in January 2018.  
 
Following this, any negative impact will be monitored via the Council’s Corporate Complaints Process 
and investigated accordingly.   
 

How will the recommendations of this assessment be built into wider planning and review processes?  
e.g. policy reviews, annual plans and use of performance management systems.  

 
Recommendations will be built into the implementation stage of the Review, in advance of the May 2019 
local elections.  
 

 

 Step 7- Action Plan 
 

Please include any identified concerns/actions/issues in this action plan: 
The issues identified should inform your Service Plan and, if appropriate, your Consultation Plan 

Reference 
Number 

Action 
 

Responsible 
Officer 

 

Target Date 

 

001 
 

Monitor any negative impact arising from the 
review via the Council’s Corporate Complaints 
Process and investigate accordingly.   
 

 
A. Ward  

 
May 2019  

 

 Step 8- Who needs to know about the outcomes of this assessment and how will 
they be informed? 

 

 Who needs 
to know 
(Please tick) 

How they will be informed 
(we have a legal duty to publish EIA’s) 

Employees 
 

   
This EIA and the associated Cabinet 
Report will published on the Charnwood 
Borough Council website for information 
and transparency.   
 

Service users 
 

  

Partners and stakeholders 
 

  
 

Others 
 

 

To ensure ease of access, what other 
communication needs/concerns are 

there? 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please delete as appropriate 
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 Step 9- Conclusion (to be completed and signed by the Service Head) 

I agree with this assessment / action plan 

If disagree, state action/s required, reasons and details of who is to carry them out with 
timescales: N/A 
 

Signed (Service Head): Adrian Ward 

Date: 11 December 2017 

 
Please send completed & signed assessment to Suzanne Kinder for publishing. 
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