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Survey of Local Area Forum Attendees: Results  
 
Background 
 
The online survey of LAF attendees was open for four weeks from 20th April to 18th May.  A link to 
the survey was emailed to the LAF attendee list maintained by Democratic Services.  The 
Buckinghamshire Association of Local Councils (BALC) also emailed the survey to their 
distribution list.  Links to the survey were also available on the BCC Scrutiny LAF Review 
webpages, and this webpage was promoted by a press release and by Community Impact Bucks, 
using their website and blog.   
 
227 people answered the first question, with later questions having as few as 151 respondents. 
51% (116) of the respondents completed the survey as an individual, whilst 49% (111) completed it 
on behalf of an organisation.  In addition to this a further 10 review responses were received in 
writing, mostly from various Parish Councils. 
 
Groups represented 

 

Which, if any, of the following groups do you belong to/represent?
(151 responses) 
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Respondents came from a broad range of groups.  A number of respondents belong to more than 
one group and were able to indicate all the groups they were affiliated with.  63% of respondents 
were a Parish Councillor or represented a Parish Council, and this was the largest group 
represented.  District Councillors, Community interest/action groups, and local charity/voluntary 
groups were also well represented (each group having between 18-25% of survey respondents).  
Council officers and non-council public sector partner organisations are a relatively small 
proportion of LAF attendees and so the low number of respondents from these was unsurprising.  
The number of responses from County Councillors was disappointingly low.  
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 2 

 
Frequency of LAF attendance 
 

How Frequently Do You Attend Your Local Area Forum ?
219 responses 
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As can be seen from the graph the majority of respondents were regular LAF attendees with over 
85% attending at least annually, and 63% attending more than twice a year.   
The 14 people who indicated they had never attended a LAF were directed away from the rest of the 
survey and asked to submit comments on LAFs by email. 
 
 
LAF Representation 
 

Which Local Area Forum Do You Attend ?
201 responses  
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All 18 of Local Community Areas with a LAF were represented among the respondents.  
Buckingham (31), Amersham (24) and Winslow & District (23) were the most represented, with 
each representing between 11 and 15% of the sample.  South West Chilterns & Marlow (4), 
Beaconsfield (6) and Beeches (7) were the least represented, with each representing between 2 and 
3.5% of the sample. 
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LAF effectiveness and functions 
 
Graph below shows the net satisfaction with various functions performed by LAFs (calculated by 
subtracting the total satisfied and very satisfied responses from the total dissatisfied and very 
dissatisfied responses. 

How satisfied are you with how the LAFs perform the following 
functions?
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Overall there were high levels of satisfaction expressed with all the functions LAFs are considered 
to perform.  The highest levels of satisfaction were recorded for a ‘forum for public service provider 
partnership and liaison’ (+56), the production and maintenance of a Local Community Plan’ (+50) 
and ‘instigate and support community led projects’ (+42).  Lower levels of net satisfaction were 
expressed for ‘voice of the community to relevant organisations’ (+28), Encouraging partnership 
working between public sector and voluntary & community groups (+30), and Encouraging Parish 
councils to work with each other more (+30).  
 
Reasons for dissatisfaction 
Reasons given for dissatisfaction with the functions LAFs are performing were varied and wide 
ranging.  This is to be expected given the variability across LAFs in terms of the functions they 
have taken on, and the diversity of those who attend, the areas represented and local issues present.  
There were however some common themes evident. 
  
The size of the budget delegated to LAFs was a common issue, with a number of people feeling this 
was too small, and dissatisfaction with how it was reduced in 2011/12.  Lack of budget and powers 
was seen as a reason for a lack of buy in and greater attendance. 
 
The control and content of the LAF agendas was another common issue.  Various comments were 
received of agendas not being of local interest and imposed on the LAF rather than decided by it.  
This included uninvited presentations being made to the LAF from service providers.  Some felt 
agendas were dominated by certain topics such as transport and funding issues, other felt some 
issues were discussed that were not appropriate for the LAF level, some that LAFs should focus on 
areas they can achieve in, and that content should be tailored to maximise and interest and thus 
attendance from parish councils. 
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The way LAF budgets were allocated seems to have bred negative feeling with people feeling these 
process needed to be more transparent and fairer.  Some were unhappy that not all group 
representatives could vote and others pointed to overly complex and onerous systems and processes. 
Linked to this could be the perception by some that parish councils are not working together at 
some LAFs and are competing with each other for funding rather than working together and 
reaching consensus on area wide issues. 
 
A common criticism was that LAFs were all talk and no action.  This applied to the LAF meetings 
themselves but also issues passed from the LAF to the County Council.  Some also pointed to the 
slow process of the LAF arriving at an outcome or identifying local priorities. 
 
Some issues seemed to stem from BCC being too top down and going against the grain of localism.  
In addition to the already mentioned issues of imposed agenda items and budget decisions, the 
unilateral decision to reduced meeting frequencies from 4 to 3 times as year was a source of 
dissatisfaction. 
 
Uncertainty of LAF role among attendees is an issue, but again this could be affected by the fact 
that some LAFs are performing different roles than others.  Generally it would seem there needs to 
be greater clarity of LAF purpose, which could help overcome feelings that the LAF role could be 
better performed by other methods or is duplicating existing methods/meetings. 
 
The general representativeness of meetings was a common concern.  Some felt LAFs were 
dominated by a vocal minority (pressure group, a larger or more organised parish/town) or the 
‘same old faces’ which had implication for the matters discussed, priorities identified and budget 
decisions.  Others felt the meetings were undermined by a lack of attendance from various groups 
including the general public, Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) and parish councils.  A lack 
of district council buy in was also highlighted.  Greater attendance and buy in would not only 
improve the repetitiveness of meetings but also help reduce the perception that LAFs are a ‘BCC 
thing’ 
 
Linked to the limited public/wider attendance of LAFs was the lack of awareness or low profile of 
LAFs, with people thinking information on and from them should be more available and/or 
communicated better. 
   
Some LAFs have suffered from Councillors bringing politics into the meetings, both party politics 
and District/County Councils politics.   
 
A source of dissatisfaction in its own right but also probably a factor in other issues such as 
management of what is discussed and LAFs being more than just talk, is the role of chairman.  
Some pointed to a lack of rotation, poor management of meetings, and ignorance of wider local 
issues.  It is recognised that some chairmen have been more effective than others, and some may 
benefit from training, however it is undeniable that it is an important factor in LAF performance.  
Particularly the chair, but also other county and district members have a role in making all attendees 
feel welcome and encouraging partnership and strategic working. 
 
Other issues raised but to a lesser frequency included dissatisfaction with the local community 
boundaries, a concern that BCC relied too much on LAFs rather than consulting directly with 
parish/town councils, a lack of a published updated local community plan and a timetable for 
refreshing local priorities. 
 
 
 

4



 5 

Additional objectives or purposes that could be performed 
Various roles suggested but none in any great number.  Some that LAFs were already encouraged to 
do such as bringing together public sector with VCS, debate and discuss local issues with possible 
submission of LAF wide response, and an access point to local public service providers.  Others 
included to facilitate collective negotiation by local groups for services supplied, being more than 
just an ‘advisory’ body so having greater powers delegated, and to coordinate service delegation by 
BCC to individual or clusters of parish councils. 
 
Overall Satisfaction with LAFs  
 

How satisfied are you with Local Area Forums generally? 
(164 responses)
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 Over 55% of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied generally with the LAFs they attended, 

although some 30% were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. 
 
Reasons for dissatisfaction 
The most prominent reasons given for the overall dissatisfaction with the LAFs were them being 
poorly chaired, the agenda not being decided locally with content of local interest, uncertainty over 
the role/remit of LAFs, and the lack of promotion/low profile of them.   
 
A number of reasons given for dissatisfaction in how the LAFs perform their function were also 
given as reasons for overall dissatisfaction such as boundary issues, lack of funding, incomplete 
parish council attendance, the need for more public attendance, more district council input and 
ownership, and meetings seen as too BCC.  
 
Other reasons given included minutes not being produced timely enough and agenda papers not 
provided sufficiently in advance for wider discussion, meetings being too formal, use of council 
jargon, transport issues dominated, and decisions taken outside of meetings.  Some felt LAFs 
should be more inclusive with membership open to non-councillors. 
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Satisfaction with Chairmanship 
 

How satisfied are you with the Chairmanship of the LAFs you 
attend? (164 responses)
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 There was generally a high degree of satisfaction with the chairmanship of the LAF meetings 

attended, with over 70% being satisfied or very satisfied. 
 
Reasons for dissatisfaction 
There was no consensus on why people were dissatisfied with the chairperson.  Some reasons were 
evident in why people were dissatisfied with the LAF function.  Additional ones given included 
concerns the chair wasn’t committed to the LAF concept, lack of meeting preparation, and the chair 
making unilateral decisions for the group. 
Some felt the chairs hands were tied by the LAF processes and limited membership, and that they 
were not supported adequately by officers which delayed outcomes. 
Some suggested the LAF should elect their own chair from any of the LAF members and that this 
should not be restricted to a BCC member, or even a politician at all. 
 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The 
chairperson role at LAFs should be reserved for County Councillors? (151 

responses)

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Don't know 

  
The majority (55%) disagreed with this statement and did not think the LAF chairperson role should 
be reserved for County Councillors.  A significant proportion (36%) agreed however.   
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LAF representation of the community 
 
83% of respondents had read their Local Area Plan and the Local Priorities contained within it.  
Hence they were familiar with the identified problem and issues of the community documented in 
it. 
 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that LAFs are aware of the main issues and needs of 
the local community? 

157 responses 
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 The majority of respondents agreed that the LAF was aware of the main issues and needs of the 
local community (66%) with only 24% disagreeing. 
 
 
Reasons why thought LAFs not aware of main issues and needs 
The main reasons given concerned the level of representativeness at the meetings (general LAF 
meetings and priority setting workshops) with it being considered that not all communities are 
represented at the LAF meetings, poor levels of attendance generally but by elected councillors 
specifically, and limited community input into the meetings.  The issue of dominance by certain 
parish or town councils over others was also raised. 
 
Other reasons given included slow responsiveness to issues raised, a BCC issue focus, and officers 
being seen as too remote from local knowledge and feelings.  A further reason given was that LAFs 
focus on obvious issues such as potholes but miss the less obvious issues such as homelessness, 
illiteracy, domestic abuse and community cohesion. 
 
Suggestions for how could better represent 
By far the most common suggestion was to raise the profile of LAFs and increase community 
awareness and involvement in LAFs.  This was followed by the need to increase attendance by 
parish councils and other elected LAF members.  Other popular suggestions was for the LAFs to 
focus on more local issues of more interest to all attendees, include more resident association, 
community organisation, youth and VCS representation at the LAFs or input into them from these 
groups, and for there to be more action on issues. 
 
Other suggestions included more effective feedback on issues/actions raised, chairperson 
improvements, increase devolved budgets, reduce bias to some groups at LAFs, increase LAF 
influence on public service delivery, better communication to attendees and early agendas.  It was 
also suggested that there be some form of LAF annual conference or at least production of an 
annual review to showcase LAFs and their achievements. 
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LAF Attendees 
 

Thinking about who typically attends your LAF - please can you indicate if you would like to see more, 
less, or about the same number of them at the LAF meetings
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The graph features a number of groups, and respondents were asked to indicate whether they would 
like to see them better or less represented at LAF meetings or not. 
 
There was strong support for the LAFs to have greater levels of attendance from local business 
representatives (63% wanted more), local voluntary and community sector groups (59%), youth 
groups (58%), and members of the public (57%).  There was also support, but to a lesser degree, to 
see more attendance from parish councils, council staff and other public organisations. 
 
There was not much indication that LAF attendees wanted to particularly see less attendance by 
some groups, with the most notable being council staff but this was only felt by 12% of 
respondents.  So the overall message being that apart from the four group’s people would like to see 
more off, levels of attendance by the others are satisfactory currently.  Some additional attendee’s 
people would like to see more off included Age Concern and Cabinet Members. 
 
Additional written responses received 
In addition to the online survey submissions, the review also received a number of email and letter 
submissions from LAF attendees and Parish Councils.  Comments received via these means have 
been used to supplement the following conclusions that can be drawn from the survey results. 
 
Conclusions 
 
At its lowest (151) the size of sample is sufficient to draw some conclusions from the survey, and 
this compares healthily to a summation of the average attendance figures at the LAFs over the past 
couple of years which totals 357.  That half of responses were on behalf of groups, also adds to the 
legitimacy of any findings.  Care has to be taken however in the interpretation of any findings given 
the 18 LAFs are not uniform and there is variation in how they are managed, the functions they are 
performing and their effectiveness.  Hence dissatisfaction is some areas, does not necessarily apply 
to all, but should be noted as this may warrant further investigation. 
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All LAFs were represented by the survey, the respondents were largely regular LAF attendees, and 
with the exception of County Councillors there was a good spread of responses from various groups 
who attend LAFs. 
 
Some comments were made that the survey invited negative comment, given the open questions 
were primarily for explaining reasons for dissatisfaction or improvements.  However, a number of 
respondents took the opportunity to speak positively about LAFs and the Localities Team in these 
fields.  In addition high levels of satisfaction shown in some areas by the survey, as well as 
evidence that will be collected elsewhere as part of the review will help offset some of the negative 
comments invited and provide an overall balanced assessment of LAFs.  
 
Satisfaction with how the LAFs are performing certain functions showed that there role in bringing 
local public service providers together, production of a Local Community Plan and the local issues 
contained in it, and their role in supporting community led projects is widely acknowledged and 
performing well overall.  Some functions are perhaps less obvious or being performed as 
effectively, namely the LAFs being see to represent the community, encouraging partnership 
working between the Public and Voluntary and Community Sectors, and encouraging Parish 
Councils to work together more. 
 
Some of the factors affecting LAF performance include the size of delegated budget and lack of 
powers, agenda content (interesting content, appropriate for LAF level), attendees, the perceived 
fairness and transparency of LAF processes, and the lack of and/or slow pace of action by LAFs.  
Two further factors are perceived top down pressures on meeting content and LAF arrangements, 
and uncertainty by some of the role and purpose of LAFs.  Some queried if LAFs were succeeding 
in influencing BCC service delivery, and that feedback is needed on issues raised, and that 
achievements and outcomes need to be better publicised.  Linked to this is a possible need for better 
sharing of experience and good practice across LAFs. 
 
The degree to which LAFs are seen as representative of the community is clearly an issue.  Some 
would argue the presence of elected representatives is sufficient representation, but many feel a 
broader audience or input into the LAF meetings is required.  This along with a capable chair could 
help overcome concerns of dominance by certain groups and individuals, allowing all voices to be 
heard with equal treatment.  
 
It is felt that more people should attend LAFs, particularly the elected councillors in the area (both 
County and District) and representatives from all Parish Councils in the area.  More work perhaps 
needs to be done on why certain councillors and parish councils don’t attend LAFs more frequently, 
and to what extent it is due to personality clashes, being seen as a BCC thing, 
uncertainty/scepticism of LAF purpose, agenda content, or any other sources of dissatisfaction 
given by the survey respondents. 
 
There was strong support for more non councillor attendance/input too at LAFs particularly from 
local businesses, young people, VCS and the general public.  There is no clear method to achieving 
this with it likely to involve a mix of various meeting improvements, a clearer purpose and more 
powers alongside the raising of the LAF profile.  Things that might help include having less formal/ 
‘council like’ meetings, less officer speak/jargon at meetings, a broader range of topics discussed, 
more transparency on LAF decisions, a wider LAF membership, better use of a forward plan to 
generate interest in future meetings/topics, and more effort to publicise LAF outcomes/successes.  
Some caution should be noted over some Parish Council resistance to extend LAF membership 
beyond elected representatives.   
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Overall satisfaction with the chair people should not mask the fact there is room for improvement 
and obvious variability in the quality of chair across the LAFs.  Chairs have a key role to play in 
making LAFs a success and can help tackle some of the current deficiencies in agendas, meeting 
management, attracting more and varied attendees, getting action done, clarity of role/purpose and 
managing top down pressures.  In addition to training and support, another option to improve the 
chairpersonship at meetings is to widen the selection pool, and there is support for a relaxation of 
the rule that the chair must be a BCC member.  Opponents of this however point to the fact that 
BCC provides the entire delegated budget and most of the operational support for the meetings.     
 
Beyond the chair attending members from any of the three tiers of council have a role to play in 
making the LAFs a success, keeping politics out of the meetings, engaging with the community 
beyond the LAF meetings, and making attendees feel welcome and involved. 
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LAF Review: District Council Meetings Summary 
 

During May 2012 members of the LAF Task and Finish Group met in four 
separate meetings with representatives from the District Councils in the 
county.  Senior officer and member attendance was requested to give an 
overview of the District Council’s views and positions on the LAFs. 
It is accepted that the views expressed don’t necessarily represent the views 
of all district councillors or even the official view of the respective councils.  
What the meetings have done is flag up common issues and matters that 
should be addressed as part of the continued development of the LAFs. 
It should also be noted that whilst some of the District Council representatives 
regularly attended LAFs, and in some case more than one LAF, some did not 
or only had direct experience of only one LAF. 
 
Key Issues 
 
Variable LAF 
support by 
District 
Councils 

Both in terms of officer attendance and member attendance 
(at least 3 of the 5 district members we spoke to were not 
regular attendees). 
SBDC sends the same lead officer to every LAF and 
historically there has been good officer support for LAF issues 
raised. 
AVDC also supportive providing lead area officers, and AVDC 
update papers at LAFs. 
CDC – Only recently have become more supportive of LAFs. 
Officer attendance depends on agenda, but do present 
papers, and have expressed willingness to support 4th LAF 
meeting if this was cut. 
WDC – Officer attendance depends on agenda, previous 
regular senior officer attendance stopped due to topics, and 
LAF issues coming up at other alternative forums. 

Uncertainty 
over the role 
/ purpose of 
LAFs 

In some form this issue came up at every meeting. 
 
SBDC felt they needed a clear purpose and that current aims 
were confused.  Felt the apparent aims did not match current 
method. 
 
AVDC did not feel all the originally intended LAF objectives 
were being achieved, and queried if chairs and attendees fully 
understood these.  Matters discussed had to pitched at right 
(sub district) level, not too local or too high level, and should 
focus on topics than can be influenced. 
 
CDC – uncertainty over LAF purpose with some LAFs being 
very active and some delivering limited functions of grant 
giving and information dissemination.  These limited functions 
could be delivered better using other methods.  Need to get 
better outcomes from LAF activities. 
 
WDC – High Wycombe LAF seems to duplicate HW Town 
Committee.  Unparished area issue means the two cant be 
merged, although are trying back to back meetings. 
LAF aspirations very broad and perhaps need more clarity.  

Agenda Item 4 Appendix 1
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Not clear on role and hence the overall value of a sub district 
forum. 
 
Depending on what role is decided, this will have implications 
for who should attend, the size of meetings, the support 
required, officer attendance etc. 
A clearer and unique purpose would help reduce criticism over 
it being an unnecessary extra layer and duplicating other 
forums/meetings/methods. 

 
LAF 
processes, 
petition 
issues, 
presentations 

AVDC highlighted need for LAF processes (such as in how 
priorities set) to be consistent in their quality, and to be seen 
as fair and ensure wide buy in achieved. 
WDC – LAF role in petitions perhaps needs clarification as 
being heard twice now some are going to LAF and direct to 
council. 

 
Insufficient 
budget 
delegated 
 

SBDC felt funding broken down to only allow funding of very 
small initiatives, pooled at the district level could achieve 
more. 
WDC – More delegated budget needed to get greater buy in / 
involvement. 

Representat-
iveness 
 

SBDC felt public and Voluntary & Community Sector (VCS) 
not encouraged to participate. 
WDC sceptical on degree to which LAFs facilitate VCS links 
and public engagement, and that committee style attracts only 
certain types of people comfortable with this.  Should explore 
other methods to engage community and youth groups. 
AVDC – sceptical if ever get great public involvement, and 
perhaps Parish Councils (PCs) or other methods need to be 
relied on for this input. 

 
Public 
attendance  
/profile 
issues 
 

SBDC concerned that community forums set up with BCC and 
Community Impact Bucks were not aware of LAF meetings 
and funding.  LAFs need to spread by word of mouth to boost 
attendance. 
AVDC – agenda must be interesting to widen attendance. 
CDC could see benefit in more VCS and public 
attendance/input into LAFs. 

Meeting style 
 

LAF Meetings too ‘council like’ and formal (voting rights an 
example).  Mentioned by all that this could be off putting to 
some groups, but AVDC suggested some PCs prefer this 
formality. 

LAF meeting 
language 
and 
atmosphere 
 

AVDC – important that meetings avoid jargon and officer 
speak, so as not to put off PCs and wider audience. 
CDC – Member attitude to each other, and using ‘partnership 
language’ important to foster more of partnership feel at LAFs. 

Agenda 
(content and 
DC 
involvement) 
 

SBDC officer not aware could be involved in agenda setting. 
 
AVDC suggested the degree to which they had input into 
agendas could be variable also.  Certainly did so at the 
Greater Aylesbury LAF (GALAF) to good effect, but perhaps 
not at all.  AVDC pointed to their update provided to each LAF 
as having succeeded in broadening the LAF topic agenda, 
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and resulting in more involvement from their officers at 
meetings.  Suggested a focus on single topics at LAFs would 
enable more in depth discussions and interest, and that didn’t 
always need to feature a transportation slot.  A Public forward 
plan informed by priorities would assist agenda setting and in 
generating interest. 
 
CDC felt a topic focussed meeting could also reduce officer 
attendance required. 
WDC – felt LAFs had a very BCC issue dominated agenda.  
Had opportunity to influence agenda but attendees more 
concerned with BCC work. 

 
DC members 
involved / 
welcome 
 
More equal 
partnership 
forum and 
less BCC 
 

SBDC view that LAFs were imposed and not an equal 
partnership.  Whereas felt the SB Strategic Partnership was 
more equal.  Felt LAF terms of reference gave impression 
they were BCC led. 
 
AVDC felt welcome and involved, certainly at the GALAF, 
where have regular meeting slots to provide updates.  But this 
is not the case at all LAFs.  Overall didn’t feel LAFs were too 
BCC.  Wondered if District Councillor views/buy in varied 
depending if they were twin hatters. 
 
CDC – Seems a ‘BCC’ LAF and should be branded better as a 
CDC and BCC LAF.  Would then get better buy in from District 
Councillors.  Also needs to be reflected in BCC Members 
language.  LAF seen as BCC member surgery currently.  
Culture change needed, and LAF chairs need to discuss 
matter with District Members to get better buy in. 
 
WDC – LAFs are seen as a BCC thing, naturally as BCC pay 
for and support.  For this reason seems right chair should be 
BCC member. 

Chair skill / 
ability 
 
 

Cited as an issue by all and linked to some other issues 
raised. 
 
AVDC – Need for skilled chairperson to tackle issues over 
meeting content, and dominance by certain 
groups/individuals. 

Loud voices 
dominate 
 

SBDC highlighted some LAFs being dominated by more 
confident and well organised groups. 
AVDC also highlighted at some LAFs that loud voices 
dominate, 
CDC – some issues of LAFs having been imposed and PCs 
having been alienated.  Also that they ignored existing 
community engagement infrastructure in place, and there are 
some issues with the LAF community boundaries.   
 

Legacy 
issues of 
pathfinder, 
distrust 
 
PC 
involvement 
and buy in  
 

SBDC felt parish clerks were nervous of working with BCC 
and there were trust issues.  Also that PCs felt they were 
losing their autonomy and didn’t like how they’d been grouped 
into local communities. 
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AVDC would like all PCs involved and that work is required to 
engage and encourage low/non attendees to have greater 
input. 
WDC – There are community boundary issues but any 
changes now would need to be informed by whatever role 
LAFs should perform.  Some PCs have perceived LAFs as a 
BCC takeover, but are starting to see them as an opportunity. 

More support 
for LAFs 
needed 

SBDC pointed to greater efforts needed to join LAFs up with 
VCS network, which could be achieved with greater Locality 
Manager resourcing. 
 
AVDC concerned if BCC support for LAF wanes, other 
partners will quickly follow. 
 
CDC were very positive about the work of their BCC Locality 
Manager who has links with local community groups and is 
aided in this by the existing CDC support infrastructure in 
place (Revite groups and their communities team) and her co-
location sat with the CDC communities team on some days. 
CDC felt strongly that there must be grassroot engagement 
initiatives such as community appraisals underpinning LAFs, 
which can help bring people to them.  Co-location means the 
LAF activity is tied in with all the work, issues & data collected 
by the CDC community team. 

LAF positive 
examples 

All could point to good examples of LAF work and them 
making a difference.   
SBDC on Wexham Park Hospital parking issues. 
 
AVDC felt LAFs had an important role as a networking forum 
for the 3 tiers of council and partners, and  
were delivering on local focus for discussion providing 
discussions were pitched at appropriate level. 
 
CDC recognised their value in joining things up and getting 
projects moving, and legitimising grassroots issues gathered 
so they can influence BCC services. 
 
WDC see LAFs as secondary tool for consulting community, 
but considered primary value to be bringing the 3 tiers of local 
government together. 
 
And most acknowledged the LAFs were good in principle 
(except SB) but were there was room for improvement. 

 
 
Prospects for future increased LAF support from District Councils   
SBDC:  Before can support more, current issues with LAFs need resolving.  
SBDC size limits the extent to which they could provide significant additional 
staff or funding support. Don’t currently delegate funding in the district and 
size of this probably would not be meaningful in any case. 
 
AVDC: Positive on LAFs, and have been from outset.  Their Corporate Plan 
Community Engagement Action Plan, and current officer discussions taking 
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place could mean greater support for LAFs could be forthcoming in the future.  
Feel LAFs do serve important functions.   
Felt a role that LAFs could perform could be assessing future impact of 
various changes in public service delivery, identifying issues and resolving 
possible issues before service plans are implemented.  Linked to original LAF 
objective to better coordinate partner service delivery, which was felt to be 
currently lacking. 
 
CDC: Felt that some of good examples of LAF working where action had been 
achieved (e.g. community transport work) could open the door to greater 
partnership working and pooling of budgets, alongside collocation of officers 
and shared support.  Sceptical of benefit in LAFs having delegated decision 
making powers from CDC as District and Parish layers in place for this, but 
see role in them informing service provision. 
 
WDC: Didn’t feel LAFs had developed how they should but supported 
principles, and could see logic in being more involved given current 
economic/policy climate.  Would need to know more about how LAFs set to 
develop in future and their role/purpose before WDC could look at supporting 
more than they do. 
 
 
South Bucks    
A feeling that a district wide LAF would be better / merged with the Strategic 
Partnership persists in the District.  Pointed to partners and VCS not having 
the capacity to engage in LAFs.  Feelings remain that LAFs were imposed on 
them, and feedback from some PCs is that they are not comfortable with 
them.  A feeling that SBucks is unique to the rest of the county in terms of its 
large parish sizes, and so no need for a sub district tier. 
 
A written response received from both Denham and Gerrards Cross Parish 
Councils echos these points.  Denham also added it is a burden on District 
Councillors with many covering more than one LAF.  Whilst supporting good 
work relationships between county and parishes Denham PC does not feel a 
one size system fits all areas of the county. 
 
 
BCC Cabinet Member Martin Phillips report on South Bucks LAF situation 
(Nov 2011) concluded that retaining the status quo to be way forward in the 
short term, given that although there was a fairly even split in the Parish 
Councils favouring the LAF system and those wanting a district LAF/Local 
Strategic Partnership merge, the Parish Councils in favour of LAFs 
represented a significantly larger proportion of the population.   
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Comments received on Local Area Forums from members of the  
Youth Parliament in Buckinghamshire, May 2012 

 
Comments were made to Simon Billenness – Senior Practitioner Participation 
Youth Service Buckinghamshire County Council.  Suggested improvements to 
better engage young people were as follows: 
 
  
 
Please see below the feed back from the members of Youth Parliament in regards to 
a consultation on LAFs and young people's involvement. 
 
Promote in schools – a presentation in schools to explain what the 
Local Area Forums do and what they have achieved and what they 
could do in the future. 
 
A representative could come and talk to the Youth Cabinet. 
 
Information about how you can get things on the agenda/make 
suggestions for discussion. 
 
Email contact. 
 
Deputies and Members of Youth Parliament to attend the Local Area 
Forum to present their campaigns. 
 

Agenda Item 9
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