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Title of Report:  Community Governance Review of High Wycombe 

Officer Contact:  
Direct Dial: 
Email: 

Catherine Whitehead 
01494 421980 
Catherine.whitehead@wycombe.gov.uk 

Ward(s) affected:  The wards of Abbey, Booker and Cressex, Bowerdean, 
Disraeli, Micklefield, Oakridge and Castlefield, 
Ryemead, Sands, Terriers and Amersham Hill and 
Totteridge 

Reason for the Decision:  
 
 
 

To receive the results of the consultation and the 
completed Community Governance Review report.   

Proposed Recommendations 
To Full Council: 
 
 
 
 

That Members: 
 
(i) Receive the report from ORS on the results of 

the consultation 
(ii) Receive the final review report prepared by 

Bevan Britten. 
(iii) Refer the report to the Shadow Executive of 

Buckinghamshire Council for a decision.  
 

Monitoring Officer/ S.151 Officer 
Comments 
 
 
 

Monitoring Officer:  
 
Relevant legal provisions and implications, including the 
need for consultation as part of the Community 
Governance Review process, are set out in the report. 
The Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007 imposes a statutory duty on the Council 
to conclude a community governance review not later 
than 12 months from its verification.  
 
S.151 Officer: 
Any recommendations will need to be modelled within 
the Medium term Financial Planning process and any 
impact on the Council Tax harmonisation process 
considered taking account of the impact both on the 
Buckinghamshire Council but on any new council (if 
relevant) being created to ensure that they are 

Report For:  Regulatory and Appeals Committee 

Meeting Date:  17 December 2019 

Part:  Part 1 - Open 

If Part 2, reason:  N/A 
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sustainable and the impact on the tax payer is taken into 
account. 
 
Any arrangements for precepting and/or transfer of 
assets will need appropriate legal advice and 
consideration of risks. 
 

Consultees: 
 

In accordance with the statutory requirements in 
undertaking community governance reviews, the 
Council has undertaken a consultation with the local 
government electors in the areas under review, and 
others which appears to the Council to have an interest 
in the review.  Buckinghamshire County Council and 
The Shadow Buckinghamshire Council were also 
statutory consultees.   
 

Options:  
 
 
 

The members can receive the review report and decide 
whether or not to accept it. 
 

Next Steps:  
 
 

The review report is presented to a meeting of the 
Shadow Executive.  
 
 

Background Papers: 
 
 
 

Minutes of Full Council meeting 10 December 2018; 
 
2007 Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 
 
Joint Guidance on Community Governance Reviews  
from MHCLG and LGBCE. 
 
House of Commons Briefing - Parish Councils: Recent 
Issues.  Briefing Paper Number 04827, 25 February 
2019 

 
White Paper 2006 
 
 
 
 

Abbreviations:  
 

CGRs – Community Governance Reviews 
TORs – Terms of Reference of a Review 
Reorganisation Order – the Order made if a decision 
is made at the end of the review to make new local 
governance arrangements.  
The Council – Wycombe District Council (the 
Principal Council).  
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Purpose of Report 
 
1. This report is to present to members the results of the Consultation and the Community 

Governance Review of the unparished area of High Wycombe.    
 

Context  
 
2. A district council in a two tier area has the power to undertake community governance reviews 

and make changes to local community governance arrangements i.e. the creation, deletion or 
changes to existing parish council arrangements.  A Community Governance Review has to be 
undertaken with regard to guidance issued jointly by (the former) Department for Communities 
and Local Government (DCLG) and the LGBCE (Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England) in 2010.  

 
3. When a petition is submitted which when verified contains the required number of signatories, 

the District Council must conduct a Community Governance Review. 
 

4. Once a review has been triggered by a petition, the council must publish terms of reference of 
the review and carry out a review which must include public consultation as prescribed.  The 
review must be completed within one year from the date of receipt of a valid petition and the 
final decision on the review report is made by the Shadow Executive.   

 
 

Role of the Shadow Executive  
 

5. The Local Government (Structural Changes) (Transitional Arrangements) Regulations 2008 
provide that the powers to implement the recommendations of proposals resulting from a 
community governance review during the transitional period sit with the Shadow Executive and 
thereafter with the new Buckinghamshire Council. This means that whilst the District Council 
has resolved to undertake the review, responsibility for deciding whether to give effect to the 
recommendations of the review rests with the Shadow Executive (rather than by the 
predecessor council).  

 

CGR Background  

 

Submitted Petitions 

 

6. Four valid petitions were received in relation to the unparished area of High Wycombe which 

each triggered a review and the decision was made to combine the four petitions into a single 

review.  The review must be completed by10th December 2019.  The Community Governance 

Review has been subject to public consultation which concluded on 30th September 2019.     

 

7. On Monday 10 December 2018, the following two petitions were handed in  

 

 a petition by the residents of Totteridge for a Community Governance Review with a view 

to forming a parish council in Totteridge. 

 a petition by the residents of Micklefield for a Community Governance Review with a view 

to forming a parish council in Micklefield. 

 

8. On 21st February 2019 a further two petitions were handed in: 
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 A petition by the residents of Sands Ward for a Community Governance Review with a view 

to forming a parish council in Sands 

 

 A petition by the residents of the unparished area i.e. the wards of Abbey, Booker and 

Cressex, Bowerdean, Disraeli, Micklefield, Oakridge and Castlefield, Ryemead, Sands, 

Terriers and Amersham Hill and Totteridge with a view to forming a town council for the 

unparished area.  

 

9. The Council decided through its Regulatory and Appeals Committee to establish a working 

group and appoint external consultants to prepare an initial report and then to go out to 

consultation on the options using an external provider ORS to conduct the public consultation. 

 

Terms of Reference for Reviews 

 

10. Section 81 LG&PIHA 2007 requires the principal council to draw up terms of reference 

specifying the area under review. WDC agreed the Terms of Reference for the CGR at its 

Regulatory and Appeals Committee held on 18 March 2019.  The Terms of Reference stated 

that the CGR would consider the subject of all four petitions that triggered the Governance 

Review, namely, to consider: 

 

 Whether to establish a parish council for the ward of Micklefield  

 Whether to establish a parish council for the ward of Totteridge 

 Whether to establish a parish council for the ward of Sands 

 Whether to establish a town council for the whole of the unparished area of High 

Wycombe 

 

11. In addition to considering whether to establish any new governance the review must consider 

whether it is appropriate to change existing governance arrangements and also a range of 

matters relating to the governance, financing, warding and electoral arrangements if any new 

Council is created.   

 

12. Legal advice has been obtained which has made it clear that the review cannot be deferred 

indefinitely or delayed for an extended period. However, advice was provided which explained 

that it was not necessary to make a decision on the outcome of the review during the 

transition period; it is possible to defer a decision until the new unitary Council is in place and 

able to consider the review report.  It is also possible for a Town/Parish Council(s) to be 

created at a time other than when the local elections are being carried out.  It is therefore 

possible to defer a review and to reach a decision to create a new Town/Parish Council(s) in 

2021 or in a subsequent year.  This would enable a longer lead in period to allow 

consideration of the finances and assets of any new Town/Parish Council if appropriate. 

 

Charter Trustees 

 

13. The Local Government (Structural Changes) (Transitional Arrangements) Regulations 2008 

provide that:  

 

15.—(1) The following provisions of this regulation apply in any case where, in consequence 

of a reorganisation order, a city or town for which charter trustees have been constituted by 

or under any enactment becomes wholly comprised in a parish or in two or more parishes.  

 

(2) On the date on which the first parish councillors for the parish or parishes (as the case 

may be) come into office—  
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(a) the charter trustees shall be dissolved;  

(b) the mayor and deputy mayor (if any) shall cease to hold office as such;  

(c) the appointment of any local officer of dignity shall be treated as if it had been made by 

the parish council;  

(d) all property, rights and liabilities (of whatever description) of the charter trustees shall 

become property, rights and liabilities of the parish council;   

 

14. If the Shadow Executive decided to make a Reorganisation Order to create a parish or a town 

council for the whole of the unparished area the Charter Trustee arrangement would therefore 

come to an end.  Where only part of the area remains unparished this would not be the case.  

 

Purdah 

15. The review was required to be completed by the 10 December 2019.  The review must be 

published as soon as reasonably practicable after the review is complete.  It had been 

proposed to take the draft review to the Regulatory and Appeals Committee meeting on 3 

December and to publish the review and the results report on 9 December 2019.  As two of 

the petitioners are candidates in the election, the Regulatory & Appeals committee has been 

deferred until after the general election.  

 

CGR Report Recommendations  

16. The review report which has been prepared by external legal firm Bevan Britten is attached at 

Appendix B. The recommendations of the Review are as follows:   

 

Option 1:  Establish a parish council or parish councils for:  
a. the whole of the unparished area of High Wycombe to become a Town Council 

in due course; 
b. one or more of the wards of Micklefield, Sands or Totteridge, in conjunction with 

a Town Council for the remainder of the unparished area; or 
c. one or more of the parishes of Micklefield, Sands or Totteridge, leaving the 

remainder unparished,  
  

AND wait to progress the Reorganisation Order until the new Buckinghamshire 

Council becomes operational as a unitary authority, deferring implementation of the 

Review until after the transition has been completed.  

OR 
Option 2: Defer taking a decision until after the new Buckinghamshire Council is created, 

recognising that further consultation may be necessary at that stage. 

OR 
Option 3: Take no action to create any further parish councils in the unparished area of 

Wycombe because other means of effective, convenient local governance reflective 

of community interests and identity will be established through the new 

Buckinghamshire Unitary Council and the creation of a Community Board and / or an 

Area Committee.  

In section 7 of the Review report, five sub-options are included within the three main 

recommendations noted above.  A detailed analysis of the options and the relevant 

considerations for members is set out in the Review Report. 

 
Consultation 

 
17. There is a statutory requirement when conducting a review to carry out public consultation.  

The decision was made to appoint independent experts ORS to conduct the consultation.  
The consultation was completed on 30th September 2019. The results of that consultation 
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are set out in the attached summary in Appendix A.  The full report is available on the 
council’s website. 

 
Communications Plan 

 
18. An awareness-raising campaign was undertaken for the duration of the public consultation 

phase. This included: a targeted (paid for) and organic (not paid for) social media campaign; 
press releases; a banner on the front of the council offices in High Wycombe; and roller 
banners and fliers in libraries and community venues within the unparished wards. In 
addition, all letters were sent to key stakeholders (including all local councillors) inviting them 
to give their views as part of the consultation. Fliers and posters were also provided to all 
Wycombe District Council ward councillors in the unparished area. 

 
Equalities Implications 

 
19. Issues relating to financial, environmental, economic and equalities implications have been 

considered and any information relevant to the decision is included within the report. It is 
anticipated that an Equalities Impact Assessment will be published when the final 
recommendation has been selected. 
 

Data Privacy Implications 
 

20. A data protection impact assessment must be conducted when proposed processing could 
result in a high risk to the rights and freedoms of natural persons.  The processing of 
personal data for the purposes of the options in this report is not considered to give rise to 
such risk and therefore there are no data privacy implications beyond the need to follow 
normal data protection practices. 
 

Next Steps 
 

21. The review report will be referred to the Shadow Executive meeting on 7th January 2019 for 
a decision.  

 
 
Appendix A– High Wycombe Community Governance Review Final Report 
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WYCOMBE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

HIGH WYCOMBE COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW – FINAL REPORT  
 
 

1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To consider the results of the second stage consultation and set out final recommendations in relation 
to parish arrangements in the unparished area of the Wycombe district following the Community 
Governance Review.  

2 RECOMMENDATIONS  

2.1 This review report recommends that the Council:  

2.1.1 Establishes a parish council or parish councils for:  

1A the whole of the unparished area of High Wycombe to become a Town Council in 
due course;   

1B one or more of the wards of Micklefield, Sands or Totteridge, in conjunction with a 
Town Council for the remainder of the unparished area; or  

1C one or more of the parishes of Micklefield, Sands or Totteridge leaving the remainder 
unparished.  

Should members decide to create any new parish councils it is proposed that: 

(i) there be no alteration to existing parish areas and that such parish councils 
reflect the existing parish areas; 

(ii) the name of such parish council(s) be the name of the parish and High 
Wycombe in respect of a parish council for the whole of the unparished area 
or the whole of the unparished area except for Micklefield, Totteridge and/or 
Sands; and  

(iii) the electoral arrangements be based on current parish and ward boundaries, 
with no warding except for the parish council of High Wycombe which would 
be based on current ward boundaries. 

AND waits to progress the Reorganisation Order until the transition has been completed 
and the new Buckinghamshire Council becomes operational as a unitary authority. 
Implementation of the Review may be delayed with the expectation that a new local Council 
or Councils could be in place by May 2021 (recognising that there is significant work that 
would need to be undertaken);  

2.1.2 OR: Defers taking a decision until after the new Buckinghamshire Council is created, to 
enable the new Council to decide the arrangements, recognising that further consultation 
may be necessary at that stage;  

2.1.3 OR: Takes no action to create any further parish councils in the unparished area of 
Wycombe because other means of effective, convenient local governance reflective of 
community interests and identity will be established through the new Buckinghamshire 
Unitary Council and the creation of a Community Board and/or an Area Committee, and a 
further CGR will be undertaken following a Boundary Review of the new Buckinghamshire 
Council.  
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2 
 
FINAL REPORT – 12 DECEMBER 2019 
 
31949077.2 

3 BACKGROUND  

3.1 The Council received four valid petitions to undertake a Community Governance Review (“CGR”) of 
the unparished area of High Wycombe, pursuant to the Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007 (the “2007 Act”). The Regulatory and Appeals Committee decided on 18 March 2019 
to combine the four petitions into a single review (“the Review”), as four single CGRs for each petition 
would necessarily overlap in area. CGRs must be concluded within 12 months of receiving a valid 
petition, therefore the Review must be completed by 10 December 2019.  

3.2 The two petitions submitted on 10 December 2018 respectively requested: 

3.2.1 a CGR with a view to forming a parish council in the ward of Totteridge; and 

3.2.2 a CGR with a view to forming a parish council in the ward of Micklefield.  

3.3 The two petitions submitted on 21 February 2019 respectively requested: 

3.3.1 a CGR with a view to forming a parish council in the Sands ward; and  

3.3.2 a CGR with a view to forming a town council for the whole of the unparished area, i.e. the 
wards of Abbey, Booker and Cressex, Bowerdean, Disraeli, Micklefield, Oakridge and 
Castlefield, Ryemead, Sands, Terriers and Amersham Hill and Totteridge. 

3.4 The ten wards are shown geographically on the high level map below: 
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FINAL REPORT – 12 DECEMBER 2019 
 
31949077.2 

3.5 Previously, the ten wards of High Wycombe did not have a town or parish council because they were 
represented by the Wycombe District Council and the High Wycombe Town Committee. However, the 
Council will be abolished on reorganisation and any services and assets will transfer to the new 
Buckinghamshire Council in April 2020, with the exception of the historic property etc. held by the 
Charter Trustees. 

3.6 A Working Group, drawn from Members of the Regulatory and Appeals Committee, was established 
to oversee the Review. External consultants were appointed to prepare an initial report (Local 
Government Resource Centre (LGRC)), following which a different external provider (Opinion 
Research Services (ORS)) conducted the public consultation exercise which concluded on 30 
September 2019.  

3.7 The process for carrying out a CGR is set out in the 2007 Act and associated statutory instruments 
and guidance issued jointly by (the former) Department for Communities and Local Government 
(DCLG) and the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) in 2010 (the “2010 
guidance”. Appropriate consultation has been undertaken; the views of the electors and other 
stakeholders in the area have been sought, and this report represents the final element of the Review.   

3.8 As part of the reorganisation of local governance in the area, Wycombe District Council will be 
abolished as of 1 April 2020 and, accordingly, the outcome of the Review will be decided by the 
Shadow Executive of the new Buckinghamshire Council, and then implemented by the new unitary 
council.  

3.9 The Local Government (Structural Changes) (Transitional Arrangements) Regulations 2008 provide 
that the powers to implement the recommendations of proposals resulting from a review during the 
transitional period sit with the Shadow Executive and thereafter with the new Buckinghamshire 
Council. The powers which will be carried out by the Shadow Executive are the powers under s86 and 
96 to 100 of the 2007 Act including those which authorise making a reorganisation order to give effect 
to the recommendations of any review.    

4 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW PROCESS 

4.1 The process for undertaking the Review was as follows:  

Action Date 

Two petitions received in relation to Totteridge and Micklefield parish 
councils, triggering the CGR 

10 December 2018 

Two petitions received in relation to Sands parish council and a town 
council 

21 February 2019 

Terms of Reference published 8 March 2019 

The Regulatory and Appeals Committee: 

1. Approved the Terms of Reference for the Review 

2. Made the decision to combine the four petitioned CGRs into 
one Review 

18 March 2019 

Initial proposals considered and report prepared by Local 
Government Resource Centre  

12 July 2019 

Formal consultation on proposals conducted by Opinion Research 
Services  

5 August 2019 to 30 
September 2019 
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Action Date 

Submissions of consultation considered and Final 
Recommendations prepared 

October – November 
2019 

Final Review Report published  13 December 2019 

Results considered at Regulatory and Appeals Committee meeting 17 December 2019 

Draft Final Report and Final Recommendations considered by 
Shadow Executive  

7 January 2020 

 
 

4.2 The Terms of Reference for the review were agreed at its Regulatory and Appeals Committee held on 
18 March 2019. The Terms of Reference stated that the CGR would consider the subject of all four 
petitions that triggered the Governance Review, namely, to consider: 

4.2.1 Whether to establish a parish council for the ward of Micklefield  

4.2.2 Whether to establish a parish council for the ward of Totteridge 

4.2.3 Whether to establish a parish council for the ward of Sands 

4.2.4 Whether to establish a town council for the whole of the unparished area of High Wycombe 

4.3 In addition to considering whether to establish any new governance, the Review must also consider 
whether it is appropriate to change existing governance arrangements and also a range of matters 
relating to the governance, financing, warding and electoral arrangements of any new council if 
created.  

Consultation Questions 

4.4 The Consultation sought views on the following questions: 

 Would the creation of a new democratically elected town council for all ten wards protect High 
Wycombe’s identity and heritage, promote the interests of the town, and represent local 
residents democratically? 

 If a town council for all ten wards is not created, should Micklefield and/or Sands and/or 
Totteridge wards each form democratically elected parish councils (that is, up to three separate 
parish councils)? 

 Is some other option more appropriate for any or all of the ten High Wycombe wards? 

4.5 The consultation, conducted ORS, comprised four methods of seeking feedback from residents, 
businesses, surrounding town and parish councils, and other interested organisations: 

4.5.1 a consultation questionnaire, which attracted 681 responses; 

4.5.2 a telephone residents’ survey, which comprised 803 interviews;  

4.5.3 three focus groups made up of 23 participants, and 

4.5.4 written submissions, of which six were received.  
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31949077.2 

Methodology 

4.6 For the consultation questionnaire, residents were able to submit a questionnaire response online via 
a link which was readily available on the Council’s website. The Council also printed and distributed 
1,000 copies of the postal consultation questionnaire – including in the Council’s libraries – to ensure 
that the consultation questionnaire was available to all. Paper versions could also be requested from 
ORS or via a Freephone telephone number.  

4.7 The telephone survey was conducted from ORS’s social research call centre. A short summary of the 
proposals was included to be ‘read out’ within the survey for respondents who had not had the 
opportunity to read the consultation document.  

4.8 The focus groups were recruited and facilitated by ORS, and were designed to be attended by a 
representative cross section of High Wycombe residents by age, gender, social grade, ethnicity, 
limiting illness / disability and geographical area.  

4.9 The ORS report includes breakdowns of respondent profiles and some of the tables are replicated in 
section 5 below.  

Findings of Consultation 

4.10 The chief findings of the consultation are set out below; the full report can be found in the background 
documents (see paragraph 13 below), and the presentation of consultation findings is attached at 
Appendix 1, which sets out responses to specific questions, and also gives detail of other comments 
received.  

4.11 As an overarching conclusion from the ORS report, it is clear that the “vast majority” of residents 
identify strongly with High Wycombe as a town, and there is most support among residents – overall, 
more than two-thirds of respondents – for a Town Council for High Wycombe.  

4.12 As regards the three petitioned wards, the results understandably show that residents of Micklefield, 
Sands and Totteridge are more likely to each want their own parish council. However, we would also 
note that respondents from Totteridge and Micklefield are also more likely to identify strongly with High 
Wycombe than those living in the other wards. Sands also had a high majority of strong identification 
with High Wycombe.  

4.13 When asked if residents identified with other areas of Buckinghamshire (which could also include their 
own ward), the results were as follows:  

4.13.1 Micklefield: 44% of questionnaire respondents (4 of the 9 electors in the ward who 
responded to this question) expressed their attachment to Micklefield, and 8% of residents 
surveyed (2 of 23 electors) feel attached to their own area of Micklefield; 

4.13.2 Sands: 44% of questionnaire respondents (22 of 50 electors) expressed their attachment 
to Sands, and 1% of residents surveyed (3 of 36 electors) feel attached to their own area 
of Sands; and 

4.13.3 Totteridge: 16% of questionnaire respondents (1 of 6 electors) expressed their attachment 
to Totteridge; the ORS report does not confirm how many of residents surveyed in 
Totteridge feel attached to their own area.  

In our view, this could indicate that, while three petitions were submitted with a view to forming parish 
councils for these three wards, the residents of the petitioned wards would also be content with a town 
council for High Wycombe, given their strong attachment to High Wycombe as a whole, compared to 
the relatively weak attachment to their own wards.  
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4.14 The consultation revealed the following: 

4.14.1 89% of questionnaire respondents, and 86% of the residents surveyed identify strongly 
with High Wycombe.  

4.14.2 31% of questionnaire respondents and 21% of residents surveyed feel attached to other 
areas of Buckinghamshire.  

4.14.3 The principle of a town council or parish councils is generally supported, and is felt to be 
important within the “more remote” unitary local government structure to represent 
residents; give them a voice on a local level, as well as protect High Wycombe’s identity, 
history and heritage.  

4.15 Almost half (47%) of those who supported the creation of a town council for High Wycombe did so 
because they wanted to see more local decision-making, or they wanted their area’s local needs to be 
taken into account.  

4.16 The data shows that residents feel it is important to have a town or parish council, because it: 

4.16.1 promotes the interests of the town; 

4.16.2 has democratically elected local representatives; 

4.16.3 preserves the town or area’s identity and heritage; and 

4.16.4 delivers some local services.  

4.17 There were some dissenting voices raised (for example in the focus groups) in objection to the idea of 
a town or parish council(s), on the basis that: they would represent unnecessary bureaucratic 
duplication; influence at a unitary level would be minimal, and it could cost residents more money in 
council tax precept rises. Some expressed the view that it would be ‘unfair’ if parish councils were 
created for some wards but not others.  

4.18 Of the nine organisations that responded to the consultation questionnaire, six preferred the option of 
creating a new town council for High Wycombe, whereas two preferred an alternative option, and one 
did not state a preference.  

4.19 Six written submissions were received in response to the consultation. Four of these six responses 
were generally supportive of a local tier of government for High Wycombe. One group, the Pimms 
Action Group, supported the idea of a ‘unified’ town council but expressed the view that parish councils 
would lead to a “fragmented” High Wycombe. Downley Parish Council objected to any change to 
current ward boundaries and responsibilities because in their view, this would impact the ward of 
Disraeli disproportionately.  

4.20 ORS noted in its conclusions that the level of response was not significant (i.e. 1513 responses out of 
an electorate of c.55,600 adults (based on 2011 census statistics)), despite strong efforts by the 
Council to raise awareness of the consultation. In ORS’ view this could indicate that the public does 
not consider the creation of a local council to be a high priority. On the other side of the coin, however, 
we would observe that the Council received four petitions to undertake CGRs in the space of two 
months, which demonstrates a strong current of support for creating local councils.  

5 CRITERIA 

5.1 The 2007 Act and the 2010 guidance require the decision-maker to have regard to the need to secure 
that community governance within the area under review: 

(a) reflects the identities and interests of the community in that area, and 

(b) is effective and convenient. 
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Identities and Interests of the Community 

5.2 The Guidance on Community Governance Reviews from CLG says the following in relation to the 
criteria: 

“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”. 

5.3 A parish council which covers too large an area may not satisfy these criteria. However, there are no 
statutory upper or lower limits on the size of a parish. The 2010 guidance identifies that most parish 
councils contain fewer than 12,000 electors, although it notes that some are larger. Currently the 
largest parish council is Sutton Coldfield, with over 100,000 electors. The 2010 guidance notes that in 
some cases it might not be appropriate to divide a cohesive area into smaller parts, and makes explicit 
reference to Charter Trustee towns as potential examples of this. The LGRC report considered the 
communities of interest and this also comes out of the consultation undertaken by ORS (see 
background documents – paragraph 13 below). 

5.4 LGRC considered that there was no particular community identity to any of the specific parish areas 
which were seeking a parish council for the area. That report considered a number of factors including 
access to services, population and geography in reaching that conclusion. These conclusions, 
however, were based on the information available from a desk-based analysis before the consultation 
was undertaken. The ORS consultation suggests that there is stronger sense of community identity 
than the paper analysis suggested, although this is stronger for the wider town of High Wycombe than 
for any particular pockets of robust community identity in the unparished wards.  

“Place” Indices 

5.5 The table given below shows a range of indices covering relative deprivation; income; employment; 
education, skills and training; health deprivation; crime; barriers to housing and services and living 
environment. This analysis shows that High Wycombe as a community entity is relatively prosperous, 
enjoying overall high health indices and high living environment indices.  There are few indices that 
are very low which arguably helps evidence that High Wycombe is generally a successful community 
which is thriving. 

Ward / 

Overall 

Rank and 

score 

Index of 

Multiple 

Depriva

tion 

Incom

e 

Employ

ment 

Education 

Skills and 

Training 

Health Crime  Barriers to 

Housing 

and 

Services 

Living 

Environ

ment 

Abbey 

1 (7.18) 

8 7 8 7.5 9 6 5 7 

Booker 

and 

Cressex 

5= (5.88) 

6 5 5 5 7 5 4 10 

Bowerdea

n 6 (5.75) 

6 4 5 4 8 6 5 8 

Disraeli 

4= (6.56) 

7 5.5 6 4.5 8.5 6 6 9 

Micklefield 

7 (5.31) 

5 3.5 4 3 8 5 5 9 
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Oakridge 

and 

Castlefield 

– 8 (4.5) 

4 3 4 2 7 4 5 7 

Ryemead 

5= (5.88) 

6 5 7 6 9 6 3 5 

Sands 

3 (6.63) 

7 6 6.5 5 9 5 7 7.5 

Terriers 

and 

Amersham 

Hill 

2 (7) 

7.5 6.5 7 8 9 6 6 6 

Totteridge 

4= (6.56) 

6.5 5 6.5 4 8.5 7 6 9 

 
Age  

5.6 The table below shows a breakdown of age ranges for each of the ten wards in the unparished area 
of High Wycombe. The statistics included below are from the Office for National Statistics from the 
2011 Census. 

Ward / Total 

Population 

Ages 0-9 Ages 10-17 Ages 18-29 Ages 30-64 Age 65+ 

Abbey – 

10,365 

1,094 1,344 2,577 4,172 1,178 

Booker and 

Cressex – 

4,974 

489 447 678 2,287 1,073 

Bowerdean – 

5,574 

833 691 1,163 2,420 467 

Disraeli – 

5,891 

804 568 1,339 2,594 586 

Micklefield – 

5,807 

956 628 960 2,618 645 

Oakridge and 

Castlefield – 

9,406 

1,656 994 2,355 3,696 705 

Ryemead – 

7,088 

1,050 515 1,571 3,636 316 

Sands – 

6,214 

895 601 1,188 2,947 583 

Terriers and 

Amersham 

Hill – 9,181 

1,066 939 1,949 4,120 1,107 

Totteridge – 

8,683 

1,046 899 1,048 4,407 1,283 

Total: 73,183 

 

9,889 7,626 14,828 32,897 7,943 

 
5.7 These statistics show that the age demographic in High Wycombe is fairly evenly spread.  Across all 

wards, the highest concentration of age population is within the 30-64 age bracket, with no ward 
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showing a particularly high concentration of either older or younger populations. Totteridge has a 
slightly higher percentage of older residents than Sands and Micklefield, and Micklefield has a slightly 
higher percentage of 17 year-olds and below, but neither difference could be deemed significant and 
there is little evidence to show that age could be a factor in determining a separate community identity 
for any of the three focus wards. 

5.8 In relation to the Review, the respondents to the consultation questionnaire were also similarly spread 
in age; the lowest number of respondents were in the under 35 age bracket (11%) and the 75+ age 
bracket (6%). The lowest number of respondents to the telephone survey were the 65 – 74 and 75+ 
age groups (9% and 8% respectively. This reflects the LGRC analysis above.  

Ethnicity 

5.9 The table below shows the demographics of High Wycombe broken down into percentages of white, 
mixed multiple ethnic groups, Asian/British Asian, Black/African/Caribbean/Black British and Other 
Ethnic groups. 

Ward White 

% 

Mixed/multipl

e ethnic 

groups 

% 

Asian/Asian 

British 

% 

Black/African/C

aribbean/Black 

British 

% 

Other ethnic 

group 

% 

Abbey 62 4 27 6 1 

Booker and 

Cressex 

75 3 15 7 0 

Bowerdean 46 4 42 8 0 

Disraeli 65 4 24 7 0 

Micklefield  71 6 13 10 0 

Oakridge and 

Castlefield 

35 4 51 9 1 

Ryemead 79 5 10 6 0 

Sands 66 5 23 5 1 

Terriers and 

Amersham 

Hill 

75 4 15 5 1 

Totteridge 70 5 17 7 1 

 

5.10 Ethnic population breakdowns, or communities of interest, are an important focus in CGRs since 
building or maintaining community cohesion is important if local governance arrangements are 
changing, as they are in Buckinghamshire. The figures above clearly show that High Wycombe enjoys 
a varied multi-cultural population and there are two wards with higher percentages of Asian/Asian 
British population. The wards of Bowerdean and Oakridge and Castlefield have a relatively high 
percentage of Asian/Asian British residents when compared with other wards. However, the wards of 
Sands, Micklefield and Totteridge do not have any particular differences which would indicate that they 
are separate communities to other parts of the town in relation to demographics.  
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5.11 This provides further evidence that that there is no particular evidence in favour of establishing 
separate parish councils for these wards and thereby different governance arrangements from the rest 
of High Wycombe. It may even be divisive and have a negative impact on community cohesion if 
specific wards are singled out and separated from the wider community which currently appears to be 
a stable community within the High Wycombe area. Indeed, this was raised by respondents to the 
consultation (as detailed further in the ‘options’ tables), who considered that it would be ‘unfair’ if some 
– but not all – wards were parished with their own parish councils.    

5.12 The existence of other neighbourhood and community organisations may assist in meeting the needs 
of different ethnic communities, for example the Micklefield Mosque.  

5.13 As regards the respondent profiles of the consultation questionnaire, it is noted that the percentage of 
white respondents far outweighed the other ethnic groups: 89% of respondents were white; 8% of 
respondents were Asian, and 3% of respondents were black, mixed and other.  

Effective and Convenient Local Government 

5.14 In deciding what is effective and convenient local government, the decision-maker should have regard 
to existing case law and recognised understanding of these terms. The concept has been long 
understood in the context of a local authority’s ability to deliver quality local services conveniently, 
economically, efficiently and effectively, and to give local people a democratic voice in the decisions 
that affect them.  

5.15 This requires consideration of existing governance arrangements and, in the case of High Wycombe, 
consideration of the impact of the new unitary Council on local governance, which would make 
decisions more remotely, unless local arrangements are put in place, for example with the creation of 
a community board or area committee.   

5.16 The LGRC project team undertook an analysis of relevant financial, legislative, benchmarking and 
other information that would help inform the specific tasks. They also considered the impact of 
economy, efficiency and effectiveness in ensuring the continuous improvement in the delivery of the 
Council’s corporate priorities and outcomes, both at a strategic and local level. 

5.17 The High Wycombe Town Committee is an advisory committee on which all High Wycombe Town 
councillors serve. Its remit is to consider and advise the Council, the Cabinet, or any relevant 
committee on any issues affecting the High Wycombe Town area. These issues include, amongst 
others: the Wycombe Transport Strategy; High Wycombe Cemetery matters such as security and 
Muslim burial vaults; renaming of Library Gardens, and on street parking.  

5.18 Consideration should also be given to the proposed localism plans set out in the County Council’s 
business case. This involves the creation of Community Boards across the whole of Buckinghamshire. 
The County Council’s business case is a document which the law requires the Shadow Executive to 
have regard to when it reaches a decision about the creation of the Town Council in accordance with 
the Buckinghamshire (Structural Changes) Order 2019.   

5.19 Buckinghamshire Council also completed a public consultation between 12 August and 30 September 
2015, in relation to its proposed approach for the establishment of Community Boards. This 
consultation found that a clear majority of respondents agreed with the proposed aims and objectives 
for Community Boards, as set out below. 

5.20 As a result of this consultation, the Shadow Executive has decided – while this Review report was 
being prepared – that 16 Community Boards will be created in the new unitary authority, to consider a 
range of matters relating to the local area and make recommendations in relation to funding. The 
Community Boards would not themselves have more delegated powers to act. For all services, 
Community Boards provide an opportunity to enable:   

 Consultation on major service changes; 

 Local input into the design and development of local commissioning arrangements; and 
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 A mechanism for facilitating partnership working on solving local issues.  

5.21 The Community Board areas will be allocated funding to support local projects in accordance with the 
funding framework. Under the current plans being put forward by Buckinghamshire Council, the 
unparished area of High Wycombe will have a discrete Community Board which covers the unparished 
wards. The introduction of Community Boards will deliver a £5.17m gross investment and a net 
additional investment within the Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) of £1.5m in 2020/21 and £2m 
from 2021/22, after taking into account existing resources that can be re-allocated. This net additional 
investment can be accommodated within the MTFP. Full details of the Buckinghamshire Council 
reports on Community Boards can be found at paragraph 13.6 below.  

5.22 This means that whichever of the options (set out below in paragraph 7) is ultimately implemented will 
run alongside the Community Boards. The Community Boards did not exist when the petitions were 
submitted, and could prove to be effective in fulfilling the residents’ desire for local representation and 
efficient, effective and convenient local governance. 

5.23 Such a Community Board for the unparished area of High Wycombe could potentially operate in a 
similar manner to the existing High Wycombe Town Committee. Whilst the local issues considered by 
each Community Board will vary, the core governance rules will apply to all. For example, the High 
Wycombe Community Board will provide a mechanism for Buckinghamshire Council councillors to 
collectively discuss and make recommendations on local issues. This would carry out the functions of 
the previous separate bodies in Wycombe of the Wycombe Community Partnership (Local Area 
Forum), run by the County Council, and the High Wycombe Town Committee, run by the District 
Council. 

5.24 Alternatively, a new area committee could be established within Buckinghamshire Council. An area 
committee, if established, could be formed to carry out Executive functions, unlike the current High 
Wycombe Town Committee, as the total population of the new Buckinghamshire Council will be larger.  

5.25 The main feature of a parish or town council is that it is independent and would be a new form of 
governance for the area. This would provide local governance at a tier below the new unitary council.  
A parish council is a separate legal entity which gives it the power to enter into contractual 
arrangements, employ staff and raise revenue which enables it to fund and manage local services in 
its area. It can also generate income and use that income to pay for services. Revenue generated or 
raised by the parish council must be used in the local area and be directed to the service of the local 
area. A town or parish council would give more local control over actions.  

Current Arrangements 

5.26 The current arrangements include Charter Trustees which deal with the historical and ceremonial 
aspects of the area. They precept to raise revenue to provide for this and employ a clerk to support 
the Trustees and the Mayor. There is also a committee within Wycombe District Council which is used 
to consider needs of the local area. Wycombe District Council also raises revenue through Special 
Expenses which is spent in the local area following consultation with the High Wycombe Town 
Committee. With the abolition of Wycombe District Council there is an option for the new unitary 
Council to create a similar local governance arrangement and to operate in a way that serves the local 
community through an area based board, as considered above. 

5.27 In deciding what recommendations to make, consideration must be given to any other arrangements 
that have already been made, or that could be made for the purposes of community representation or 
community engagement in respect of the area under review. The guidance notes that “Place” matters, 
and that parish councils can play a central role in community leadership. It is necessary to consider 
also whether the same or better outcomes might be achieved by other forms of non-parish local 
governance. There are examples across the nation of other forms of local governance which are not 
based on democratically elected representatives. These include Area Committees, Neighbourhood 
Management, Area/Community Forums, Tenant Management Organisations, Residents and Tenants 
Associations and Community Associations.  All such groups could exist in areas within High Wycombe 
and the Council could decide to recommend the formation or recognition of any of these types of local 
groups. Indeed, such groups could exist alongside a new parish council structure, as for instance is 
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the case in Wiltshire that operates an Area Committee structure as part of the Unitary Authority that 
functions alongside fully parished governance arrangements.   

5.28 The table submitted at Appendix 2 illustrates the list of alternative community and neighbourhood 
bodies in the area and in High Wycombe there is also the Town Committee. Particularly in the High 
Wycombe area there are a number of groups that undertake activities within the Town, including: 

 The High Wycombe Business Improvement District company (“Bidco”) that supports business 
in the Town to thrive and grow, holds events and festivals including Frogfest. However, whilst 
it undertakes some activities that a parish council could undertake, it is only focussed on the 
Town centre and does not cover the wider residential areas, nor are residents represented on 
the Bidco, since it comprises representatives of business ratepayers. .  

 Most of the ten wards are served by some form of community centre, (e.g. Micklefield 
Community Centre and Micklefield Community Association) and there is a main museum 
located in the centre of town.  There are several places of worship for various faiths across 
High Wycombe.  

 There is a High Wycombe Local Area Forum and Local Community Partnerships, the role of 
which is to strengthen local democratic accountability by empowering locally elected 
councillors to take decisions, shape and influence service delivery and Council priorities in the 
local community area. It is noted that the Local Area Forums will be abolished as part of the 
reorganisation.  

 Wycombe Projects, focussing on housing homeless people, based in the Old Tea Warehouse 
and supporting them to move on positively and independently in life.  

5.29 Whilst there is a patchwork of more local governance which differs from ward to ward, the 
representation of smaller community organisations in the unparished area is relatively patchy and 
inconsistent across the wards, and none of the groups listed above appear to have a comprehensive 
coverage nor breadth of functions that a parish council would be able to offer to address local needs. 
This reflects the LGRC report, which does not suggest that there are any strong community or 
neighbourhood organisations that could fulfil the role of a Parish Council instead of creating new parish 
councils. Indeed the petitions in three wards would suggest that such neighbourhood and community 
interests are insufficiently strong. 

5.30 It is important to stress that all other forms of local governance arrangements can and do run alongside 
parished governance, so it is not necessarily an either/or consideration.  

6 ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS 

6.1 In deciding whether or not to create any new parish councils, members need to consider whether there 
should be any alteration to the existing parish boundaries in the area of the Review. There was no 
case from the ORS report supporting a change in existing ward boundaries, and furthermore it was 
the unanimous view of Downley Parish Council (which is adjacent to the Disraeli ward but which did 
not form part of the Review) that Downley’s boundaries should remain unchanged. It is therefore 
recommended that no change be made to existing parish areas and boundaries. 

6.2 The size of the parishes should be taken into account, particularly in determining whether the 
arrangements would be practical and convenient. Members also need to consider any likely population 
growth within the next five years – the population numbers currently available for each ward, along 
with estimated population growth, are set out in paragraph 7.4. 

6.3 In terms of the number of councillors to be elected for parish wards, the 2010 guidance advises that, 
while there is no provision in legislation that each parish councillor should represent the same number 
of electors, the LGBCE believes it is not in the interests of effective and convenient local government 
to have significant differences in levels of representation between different parish wards. 

6.4 The recommended number of councillors, by size of the respective electorate, are: 
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Electorate Councillor Allocation 

Less than 500 5 – 8 

501 – 2,500 6 – 12 

2,501 – 10,000 9 – 16 

10,001 – 20,000 13 – 27 

Greater than 20,000 13 – 31 

 
6.5 Therefore, on the basis of the table above, the size of the electorates (as per the table at paragraph 

7.4), and the 2010 guidance, it is recommended that the councillor numbers for a Town Council / 
parish councils are as follows:  

6.5.1 Town Council for whole unparished area: 23 councillors; 

6.5.2 Parish Councils for Micklefield, Sands and Totteridge would currently have [9 or 10] 
councillors each, although based on the current population growth expected of the Sands 
ward, Sands may require [13 – 27] councillors in future; and 

6.5.3 Town Council for remainder of unparished area (if all three parish councils established): 17 
councillors. 

6.6 Should members wish to create any new parish councils it is proposed that the electoral arrangements 
be based on current parish and ward boundaries, with no warding except for the parish council of High 
Wycombe, which would be based on current ward boundaries.  

6.7 The earliest that an election could realistically take place for any new parish council would be May 
2021, and the Reorganisation Order can make provision for this (or 2022), rather than 2020 or 2025.  

Future Boundary reviews 

6.8 The Buckinghamshire Structural Changes Order provides for 147 members to be elected to the new 
Buckinghamshire Council. It is recognised that it will be necessary within a fairly short timescale after 
vesting day and certainly to be completed before 2025, to conduct a Boundary Review across the 
whole of the area of the new Buckinghamshire Council.  

6.9 The new Buckinghamshire Council electoral arrangements will be based on county divisions, not 
districts and wards. As a result, they don’t align with parish and ward boundaries, and therefore will 
be looked at by the Boundary Commission when undertaking the Boundary Review. This is similar to 
the steps that were taken in counties like Cornwall and Wiltshire, and those reviews led to a significant 
reduction in numbers and a change to the warding arrangements for the whole of the area. Parish 
Council elections are conducted on very similar boundaries to the wards of local authorities. For this 
reason, the usual practice after a Boundary Review is complete is to conduct a CGR of the area to 
align the parish areas to the new warding arrangements. This happened in both Cornwall and 
Wiltshire. This would usually also take place before the 2025 elections in order to regularise the areas 
at the same time and before the elections. This would mean that a further boundary review of the area 
of High Wycombe is likely to take place within a few years of the current Review. 

7 OPTIONS IDENTIFIED FROM REVIEW 

7.1 As a result of the public consultation conducted by ORS, there are three main options (and further 
sub-options therein) identified for the unparished area of High Wycombe, namely: 

7.1.1 To establish one or more parish councils for the unparished area.  
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7.1.2 To make no change to the existing arrangements, but create a Community Board or area 
committee.  

7.1.3 To defer implementing the outcome of the Review until June / July 2020.  

ORS Consultation Report 

7.2 The ORS Report and Presentation of Findings (in the Background Documents) demonstrate that there 
is significant support for a Town Council, and strong identification with High Wycombe as a town. 
Furthermore, the results show that residents of Micklefield, Sands and Totteridge are significantly more 
likely to each want their own parish council, which is understandable as these were the three wards 
that petitioned for a parish council. It is noted that there was some opposition to the creation of local 
governance on the basis that it was unnecessary and possibly more expensive. As such, there will be 
some residents who will be disappointed whatever the outcome of the Review, but this is to be 
expected of any public consultation exercise. 

7.3 Although the Terms of Reference considered each of the four petitions, it did not extend the geography 
to consider whether the parished area of Downley which forms part of the town community area 
(though, as stated above, this parish has no desire to change the existing ward boundaries or 
responsibilities), and so this option ought not  to be considered further.   

7.4 The LGRC report observes that – as the map contained in paragraph 3.4 shows – the wards of 
Micklefield, Sands and Totteridge do not stand out as discrete geographical areas and visually the 
wards appear to be established within the town of High Wycombe. Furthermore, the population sizes 
of Micklefield, Sands and Totteridge do not make them stand out as being remarkable in the 
unparished area, nor do the sizes of electorate, as can be seen from the table below. 

Population Size and Estimated Growth 

Ward Population 

20111 

Electorate2 Population 

20173 

% Difference 

from Census 

2011 

Population 

20244 

Abbey 10,365 7,716 11,081 6% 11,746 

Booker and 

Cressex 

4,974 3,751 4,861 -2% 4,764 

Bowerdean 5,574 4,014 5,630 1% 5,686 

Disraeli 5,891 4,668 5,605 5% 5,885 

Micklefield 5,807 3,969 5,750 -1% 5,693 

Oakridge and 

Castlefield 

9,406 6,496 9,738 3% 10,030 

Ryemead 7,088 5,728 8,195 14% 9,342 

Sands 6,214 4,733 9,780 6% 10,367 

Terriers and 

Amersham Hill 

9,181 7,103 7,004 11% 7,774 

Totteridge 8,683 4,887 7,000 6% 7,420 

Total 73,183 56,065 74,644 - 78,707 

 
7.5 There has also been no attempt to examine alternative patterns of parishes than the three proposed.  

                                                      
1  Source: ONS Statistics for 2011 Census 
2  Source: WDC 2019 Electoral register 
3   ONS Mid-2017 Population Estimates for 2017 Wards 
4   Population estimates for 2024 based on same rate of change between 2011 Census and 2017 Population Estimates 
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7.6 This report goes on to consider the options identified in further detail, as well as the pros and cons and 
legal implications of the same.  

7.7 Option 1A: Establish a town council for the whole of the unparished area. 

Details 

Parish and town councils vary enormously in size across the country, and continue to have two 
main roles: community representation and local administration. It is desirable that a parish should 
reflect a distinctive and recognisable community of place, with its own sense of identity.  

Pros Cons 

 The residents feel it is important to have 
either a town or parish council, particularly 
within a “more remote” unitary local 
government structure in order to have 
representation that takes into account 
residents’ needs and wishes, as well as 
protecting High Wycombe’s identity and 
heritage. Example consultee response:  

- “Each year it (Wycombe) holds a 
ceremony unique in the world – the 
weighing in of the mayor and councillors, 
and again they are all weighed after their 
year in office. All these historic facts are 
our heritage and must be preserved and 
built upon for future generations”.  

 The majority of consultees associated with 
High Wycombe rather than other areas. 

 Simpler to create one local council rather 
than multiple (Options 2 and 3 below). 

 The parish council would have the unfettered 
right to raise money by precept and the 
ability to take action independently of the 
new Buckinghamshire Council in order to 
meet local needs. 

 More efficient and effective local 
governance. 

 Extra costs of precept for local electors, 
particularly following council tax 
harmonisation for unitary governance.  

 Extra layer of unnecessary governance.  

 The most common reasons for consultation 
respondents who did not want a town 
council related to concerns over wasting 
money, a rise in council tax and concerns 
over too much bureaucracy, for example: 

- “Extra layers of governance are 
expensive, and economies of scale 
increasingly decide the best option for 
service delivery”.  

- “Town councils are expensive and a 
poor use of taxpayers money […] Any 
change will only cost the residents of 
Wycombe more money and offer an 
inferior service”.  

- “[It] would deliver […] greater saving to 
taxpayers by eliminating repetition of 
bureaucracies and allow a larger 
regional body to have a greater buying 
power for services and supplies”.  

 
7.8 Option 1B: Establish a parish council for one or more of the wards of Micklefield, Sands or 

Totteridge, in conjunction with a Town Council for the remainder of the unparished area. 

Details 

 The name(s) and number of members of the parish council(s) would need to be agreed after 
further consideration.  

Pros Cons 

 This option is the most closely aligned with 
the requests contained in the petitions. 

 This would involve the creation of many 
bodies rather than just one as in the first 
option, making local governance potentially 
less efficient and effective. 

Page 21



  
 

 

16 
 
FINAL REPORT – 12 DECEMBER 2019 
 
31949077.2 

 The residents feel it is important to have 
either a town or parish council, particularly 
within a “more remote” unitary council. 

 The parish council(s) would have the 
unfettered right to raise money by precept 
and the ability to take action independently 
of the new Buckinghamshire Council in order 
to meet local needs. 

 More efficient and effective local 
governance.  

 Extra costs of precept for local electors, 
particularly following council tax 
harmonisation for unitary governance. 

 

7.9 Option 1C: Establish a parish council for one or more of the wards of Micklefield, Sands or 
Totteridge, independent of the rest of the unparished area. 

Details 

As per Option 1A.   

Pros Cons 

 The residents feel it is important to have 
either a town or parish council, particularly 
within a “more remote” unitary council. 
Example consultee responses:  

- “A Parish Council is essential for the 
future… a voice, locally to raise issues”.  

- “I do think it’s important having someone 
look after the area.. it’s important to have 
a voice to represent us”.  

 Parish councils act as sounding boards for 
local opinion, and have an important role in 
providing and improving local services and 
amenities – which, as above, was identified 
as an important aspect to the local electors 
during the consultation.  

 The parish council(s) would have the 
unfettered right to raise money by precept 
and the ability to take action independently 
of the new Buckinghamshire Council in order 
to meet local needs.  

 A number of the responses to the 
consultation felt that it would be ‘unfair’ for 
only some of the wards to have a parish 
council, not all – for example:  

- “I feel quite strongly that every parish 
should have representation and that 
there should be some channel that 
allows the local people to have a voice. 
Why anyone would think that it’s right to 
give that to three and not to the res; it’s 
bonkers?!” 

 This would involve the creation of many 
bodies rather than just one as in the first 
option, making local governance potentially 
less efficient and effective. 

 Extra costs of precept for local electors, 
particularly following council tax 
harmonisation for unitary governance. 

 
 
7.1 Option 2: No proposed change to existing arrangements; to include the creation of a 

Community Board or Area Committee for High Wycombe with powers to advise on the 
spending of Special Expenses. 

Details 

The creation of a Community Board would be followed by a further Community Governance Review 
of the whole area of Buckinghamshire after the Local Government Boundary Review.  

Community Boards provide an opportunity to enable:   
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 Consultation on major service changes; 

 Local input into the design and development of local commissioning arrangements by 
residents, community organisations and partners; and 

 A mechanism for facilitating partnership working on solving local issues.  

Budgets would be allocated to each Community Board, but spending decisions would be reserved 
to executive decision-makers and partners.  

 The creation of an Area Committee would be followed by a further Community Governance 
Review of the whole area of Buckinghamshire after the Local Government Boundary Review. 

 Under the Local Government Act 2000, councils can delegate to Area Committees those 
functions and executive decision-making that pertain to their area. Only councillors elected for 
the area covered can make decisions. 

Pros Cons 

 Consistency of structure across the whole of 
Buckinghamshire 

 Could offer convenient and efficient local 
governance 

 Community Boards: >£5m resources 
available across Buckinghamshire  

 Area Committees can have considerable 
delegated executive powers  

 Clear link with and can influence mainstream 
priorities and budget in the principal council 

 Could offer convenient and efficient local 
governance 

 Uncertainty as to how such boards will work 
and how the involvement of local people in 
decision-making would be facilitated 

 Leaves part of Wycombe district unparished 
Ward councillors may not have much 
influence with the Cabinet  

 Potentially no involvement of local people in 
decision-making 

 
7.2 Option 3: A decision to defer implementing the outcome of the Review until June / July 2020 

and make no decision until after the new Buckinghamshire Council has acquired unitary status 
and the new Members have been elected. 

Pros Cons 

 Deferral would mean that the Shadow 
Executive’s decision is not rushed, and 
would allow more time for further 
consultation (if desired), now that the initial 
proposals have been refined. 

 The extra time would enable the 
stakeholders in the area involved to take 
stock following the transition to the unitary 
council.  

 It remains to be seen what the functions 
responsibilities and assets of the parish 
council would be – this would be clearer 
following the transition.  

 Delay in implementation of some months 
following completion of the Review.  
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8 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

8.1 Parish councils have a wide range of powers under different acts of Parliament, and have the 
unfettered right to raise money by precept. Therefore the parish council(s) would have the ability to 
take action independently of the new Buckinghamshire Council in order to meet local needs.  

8.2 In addition to the precept levied by the Charter Trustees, Wycombe District Council also levies Special 
Expenses in the High Wycombe area. The current (2019/2020) charge for a Band D property is made 
up of Special Expenses of £11.82 and the Charter Trustee precept of £2.62, totalling £14.50. This 
charge goes towards funding the delivery of some specific services in High Wycombe such as High 
Wycombe Cemetery. Special expenses are different to the council tax charged by parish councils, the 
amount of which is determined exclusively by the parish council. One of the main concerns about the 
creation of new governance that was voiced during the consultation was whether it is cost effective to 
put in place an additional tier of governance and to levy further tax within the area to pay for the 
governance. Parish councils can generate additional revenue by raising income themselves by 
charging for local services that they may provide such as burial services or charges for allotments 
provision.  

8.3 Included below is the High Wycombe Town Committee Special Expenses budget for the year ending 
31 March 2020: 

 

In addition to the above there is also a proposed annual budget of £7,000 for maintenance of the 
grounds of St Lawrence Closed Church Yard for 2019/20. 

8.4 It is unlikely that an annual council tax charge based on the current Special Expenses and Charter 
Trustee rate only would continue if a new Council is established. If services were transferred to a new 
parish council for High Wycombe, the new parish council would incur additional expenses other than 
those required for delivering the services provided through the District Council and the Town 
Committee. The new council may have to fund infrastructure such as premises, support functions such 
as HR and accountancy and they would have to employ a ‘Proper Officer’ (a clerk or chief executive) 
and a ‘Responsible Financial Officer’ as a minimum. The likelihood of establishing a new parish council 
for High Wycombe on the illustrative council tax charge of £14.50 as shown above would therefore be 
unlikely. It is likely that creation of a new parish council would result in an increase to the current tax 
charge. The council tax precepts for parish councils in the Wycombe area range from £15 to £115. 
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8.5 The table below shows the following to help illustrate the difference in income a parish council can 
generate depending on its tax base:  

 2018/19 Band D tax base for the unparished area of High Wycombe; 

 Indicative tax bases for the ten wards of High Wycombe based on the current special expenses 
charge, and the precept generated by this; and 

 Indicative tax bases for the ten wards of High Wycombe, based on a £50 indicative charge and 
the precept generated by this.  There is a significant variation covering other parish council 
charges in the area but £50 would be less than half of the highest (£115). This gives a more 
realistic idea of the amount that would be levied by a new parish or Town Council.  

Ward Indicative 

Tax Base 
(based on Band D 

properties) 

Indicative 

Council tax 

charge (based 

on current special 

expenses and 

Charter Trustee 

charge) 

Precept 
(income 

generated by the 

council tax 

charge) 

Indicative 

Council tax 

charge 

(based on other 

Wycombe 

parish councils) 

Precept 
(income 

generated by the 

council tax 

charge) 

Abbey 3,374.66 £14.50 £48,932.57 £50.00 £168,733.00 

Booker and 

Cressex 

1,640.53 £14.50 £23,787.69 £50.00 £82,026.50 

Bowerdean 1,755.56 £14.50 £25,455.62 £50.00 £87,778.00 

Disraeli 2,041.59 £14.50 £29,603.06 £50.00 £102,079.50 

Micklefield  1,735.88 £14.50 £25,170.26 £50.00 £86,794.00 

Oakridge & 

Castlefield 

2,841.08 £14.50 £41,195.66 £50.00 £142,054.00 

Ryemead 2,505.19 £14.50 £36,325.26 £50.00 £125,259.50 

Sands 2,070.02 £14.50 £30,015.29 £50.00 £103,501.00 

Terriers and 

Amersham 

Hill 

3,106.56 £14.50 £45,045.12 £50.00 £155,328.00 

Totteridge 2,137.37 £14.50 £30,991.87 £50.00 £106,868.50 

Whole of 

unparished 

area of High 

Wycombe 

23,208.46 £14.50 £336,522.67 £50.00 £1,160,422.00 

 
8.6 In addition to the Charter Trustee levy and the Special Expenses, the Bidco also levies tax which is 

also applied in the Town of High Wycombe, although it is dedicated to the business area in the centre 
of the unparished area, and funds are provided by non-domestic ratepayers.  

8.7 It will also be important to look at the way in which the Special Expenses for the High Wycombe area 
are currently applied and the method by which decisions are made about the spending in relation to 
the unparished area.  

8.8 While it is possible for the principal council to establish a parish council and to determine its first year 
precept, in subsequent years new members would have the opportunity to take independent decisions 
about revenue charges, which is likely to see some increase to local tax payers over time.    

Local Government Re-organisation 

8.9 The transition that is underway in Buckinghamshire is the most significant governance change in the 
area for over forty years. The size and significance of the transition programme together with the 
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delivery of existing services within the area is fully absorbing the available resource. It has also been 
necessary to recruit significant additional resource from outside the area to deliver transition.  

8.10 The creation of a new council – particularly a Town Council of the size proposed for the whole of the 
unparished area of High Wycombe – is a significant undertaking. It will necessarily require a review 
and decisions about a range of other matters, including the name of the new parish or town; the 
electoral arrangements; the number of members and the proposed staffing structure of the new 
Council as well as the financing arrangements referred to above. The creation of a Town Council would 
also lead to the dissolution of the Charter Trustees and the transfer of their assets and any liabilities 
to the new Council. This would all be required to establish the most basic of parish or Town Councils. 
The impact of this work on the wider transition could be significant. It would present challenges if this 
was to be delivered at the current time, with all the work required to implement the new unitary 
authority. 

8.11 If the new parish council(s) takes over responsibility for both functions then the funding of £14.50 for 
the Special Expenses and the Charter Trustees arrangements could enable the current level of funding 
to the area to continue, including to the Cemetery and to meet other local needs.   

9 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

9.1 As noted in paragraph 3.1, the Review ought to be concluded by 10 December 2019 and published 
as soon as practicable, however a decision to implement the recommendations is not required to be 
made during the transition to the unitary authority structure.  

9.2 Advice from Leading Counsel states that the Review should make a recommendation, “but the 
recommendation could be to decide between identified options, with the pros and cons of each 
identified. These options could include a deferral of a substantive decision”. Furthermore, “the 
conclusion can be not to make any change at this time. But this would entail further consultation at a 
later time and a decision in all the circumstances then prevailing”. Further consultation would be 
required at that stage, which would be based on any preferred option of the new Buckinghamshire 
Council.  

9.3 Leading Counsel further advises that “it could be reasonable to delay the making of the Reorganisation 
Order until after the first business meeting of the New Council, notwithstanding that this will be well 
after the CGR review has been completed and the ordinary election date of parish councils will have 
passed”. The delay should be for a reasonable period, before the results of the consultation and advice 
provided on the same become obsolete, following which the process would effectively need to start 
afresh, rather than being consultation being refreshed in the event that deferral was only for a 
reasonable period after the new Buckinghamshire Council is operational.  

9.4 In making any decision the Shadow Executive needs to take into account all relevant considerations, 
ignore irrelevant considerations and not come to a decision that no reasonable authority could come 
to. Regard must be had to the Council’s fiduciary duties to Council Tax payers and other contributors 
to the Council’s finances. 

9.5 Relevant considerations include: 

9.5.1 The outcome of the consultation process which must be conscientiously taken into account.  
The consultation outcome does not need to be followed, particularly in light of the relatively 
small response, but must be properly considered alongside other relevant considerations. 

9.5.2 The other ongoing changes to local governance including the effects of transition to unitary 
governance on representation, access to services and support from the new authority and 
existing organisations. 

9.5.3 The financial impact of tax harmonisation between all of the district councils across 
Buckinghamshire, which may adversely affect Wycombe residents, and the effect of 
harmonising in one year. 

Page 26



  
 

 

21 
 
FINAL REPORT – 12 DECEMBER 2019 
 
31949077.2 

9.5.4 The likelihood of the new Buckinghamshire Council undertaking a CGR itself following 
transition. 

9.5.5 The capacity of the new Council to address the implementation of the review in the near 
future due to limited resources. 

9.5.6 Consideration should also be given to the localism plans set out in the Buckinghamshire 
County Council business case and the proposed creation of Community Boards and their 
potential to create more effective and convenient local governance.  The business case is 
a document to which the law requires the Shadow Executive to have regard when it reaches 
a decision about the creation of the Town/parish Councils in accordance with the 
Buckinghamshire (Structural Changes) Order 2019. 

9.5.7 Alternative governance is possible within the area which could continue to provide effective 
and convenient local governance, and there is the additional option under the unitary 
Council (not previously available in Wycombe) for the Town Committee to continue to carry 
out functions, potentially with delegated powers as an Area Committee.   

9.6 Where a reasoned decision is taken explaining the rationale for departing from statutory guidance that 
is reasonable and not perverse, then a court will not usually overturn any decision made by that 
authority (provided it is Wednesbury reasonable in all of the circumstances). The court does not 
substitute its own judgement in place of the authority’s judgement as to the relevance and impact of 
particular considerations – it decides whether the decision-maker has properly been advised and 
addressed its mind to all relevant considerations.  

9.7 The 2007 Act also prescribes when a CGR must make certain recommendations as to whether a 
newly constituted parish should have a parish council: 

9.7.1 If a parish has fewer than 150 electors it must not have a parish council; and 

9.7.2 If it has more than 1000 electors, it should have a parish council. 

9.8 Therefore, if the Shadow Executive proceeds with any of the first three options, they must also 
recommend that the new parish should have a parish council, given the size of the electorates of the 
wards and area as a whole.  

9.9 The 2010 guidance notes that the aim of these thresholds is to extend the more direct participatory 
form of governance provided by parish meetings to a larger numbers of electors. Equally, the 
thresholds help to ensure that both the population of a new parish for which a council is to be 
established is of sufficient size to justify its establishment and also that local people are adequately 
represented. 

9.10 Charter Trustees were originally created by s.246 of the Local Government Act 1972 to maintain the 
continuity of town charters and city charters on the abolition of districts with borough status. Duties of 
charter trustees are ceremonial, rather than administrative, and include the election of a Mayor. 

9.11 Creating a town or parish council for the whole or part of the unparished area of High Wycombe would 
dissolve the Charter Trustees, and the 2010 guidance notes that proposals for doing this need to be 
judged against the following considerations: 

9.11.1 the effect on the historic cohesiveness of the area; and 

9.11.2 what are the other community interests in the area?  

9.11.3 Is there a demonstrable sense of community identity encompassing the charter trustee 
area? 

9.12 From the ORS report it does not appear as though there are particularly strong community interests 
in the High Wycombe area, although one resident specifically expressed opposition in a written 
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submission to the dissolution of the Charter Trustees in the event of a new town council being created, 
and concern was raised about preserving the heritage of High Wycombe.  

9.13 If it is recommended that a new parish is constituted, the recommendations must include:  

9.13.1 the suggested name of the parish; 

9.13.2 whether or not the new parish should have a parish council (see paragraph 9.6.2 above); 
and 

9.13.3 whether or not the new parish should have one of the alternative styles (i.e. community, 
neighbourhood, or village).  

9.14 The 2010 guidance explains that the ‘alternative styles’ of parish are available in recognition that, 
where a new parish is being created, people living there may wish for the style of their parish council 
to reflect the local community in a different way and may prefer one of the alternative styles.  

9.15 Issues relating to financial, environmental, economic and equalities implications have been considered 
and any information relevant to the decision is included within the report. It is anticipated that an 
Equalities Impact Assessment will be published when the final recommendation has been selected. 

10 RECOMMENDATIONS 

10.1 This review report recommends that the Council:  

10.1.1 Establishes a parish council or parish councils for:  

1A the whole of the unparished area of High Wycombe to become a Town Council in 
due course;   

1B one or more of the wards of Micklefield, Sands or Totteridge, in conjunction with a 
Town Council for the remainder of the unparished area; or  

1C one or more of the parishes of Micklefield, Sands or Totteridge leaving the remainder 
unparished.  

Should members decide to create any new parish councils it is proposed that: 

(i) there be no alteration to existing parish areas and that such parish councils 
reflect the existing parish areas; 

(ii) the name of such parish council(s) be the name of the parish and High 
Wycombe in respect of a parish council for the whole of the unparished area 
or the whole of the unparished area except for Micklefield, Totteridge and/or 
Sands; and  

(iii) the electoral arrangements be based on current parish and ward boundaries, 
with no warding except for the parish council of High Wycombe which would 
be based on current ward boundaries. 

AND wait to progress the Reorganisation Order until the new Buckinghamshire Council 
becomes operational as a unitary authority, deferring implementation of the Review until 
after the transition has been completed with the expectation that new local Councils could 
be in place by May 2021 at the earliest;  

10.1.2 OR: Defers taking a decision until after the new Buckinghamshire Council is created, to 
enable the new Council to decide the arrangements, recognising that further consultation 
may be necessary at that stage;  
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10.1.3 OR: Takes no action to create any further parish councils in the unparished area of 
Wycombe because other means of effective, convenient local governance reflective of 
community interests and identity will be established through the new Buckinghamshire 
Unitary Council and the creation of a Community Board and/or an Area Committee, and a 
further CGR will be undertaken following a Boundary Review of the new Buckinghamshire 
Council 

11 NEXT STEPS 

11.1 If the Shadow Executive chooses to accept the final recommendations to create a new town council 
and /or parish councils, a Reorganisation Order will be drafted and this will be published together with 
the reasons for the changes, making maps available for public inspection. The Order may also include 
provisions with respect to the transfer of staff and assets. There are also various bodies that must be 
notified of the changes including the Local Government Boundary Committee for England. 

11.2 The Shadow Executive will also need to consider the transfer of services, assets and staff to any new 
parish council(s). This separate piece of work will need to be undertaken outside of the CGR process. 

11.3 If the Shadow Executive elects to defer implementation until the new Buckinghamshire Council has 
acquired unitary status, a timeline for implementing the results of the Review will be drawn up and this 
will be published together with the reasons for the deferral.  

12 APPENDICES 

12.1 Appendix 1: ORS Presentation of Consultation Findings 

12.2 Appendix 2: Community and Neighbourhood Organisations 

12.3 Appendix 3: Map of High Wycombe wards in the Review, showing the current number of councillors  

13 BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 

13.1 Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007, Part 4. 

13.2 Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) and the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for England (LGBCE) – Guidance on Community Governance Reviews 2010 

13.3 LGRC Report: www.wycombe.gov.uk/highwycombeCGR 

13.4 ORS Report: Consultation on Findings: www.wycombe.gov.uk/highwycombeCGR 

13.5 Pack of public documents, including the Terms of Reference, is available here: 
www.wycombe.gov.uk/highwycombeCGR 

13.6 Community Board Reports can be found via this link, in Agenda item 7: https://shadow-
buckinghamshire.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=136&MId=135  

 

Bevan Brittan LLP 

12 December 2019 
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The Commission and Consultation

Following the decision to create a single Unitary

Authority for Buckinghamshire, four petitions to

create new town or parish councils were received

from residents in Sands, Micklefield, Totteridge wards

and from the ten unparished wards of High Wycombe.

Consequently, Wycombe District Council appointed

ORS consult town’s residents and businesses, the

surrounding town and parish councils, and other

interested organisations, on the issues prior to the

restructuring of local government in 2020.
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Open Questionnaire
681 questionnaire responses

Residents’ Survey
803 telephone interviews

Residents’ Focus Groups
3 focus groups with diverse cross 
section of residents of High Wycombe

Submissions
5 submissions from Parish Councils, 
Councillors and members of the public

Methodologies
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Quantitative responses by area (where known)

Open 
Questionnaire 

(individuals only)

Residents Survey 
(weighted)

High Wycombe 
population 18+

Count % Count % Number %

Abbey 63 12% 66 15% 8,188 15%

Booker and Cressex 21 4% 43 7% 3,934 7%

Bowerdean 27 5% 43 7% 4,067 7%

Disraeli 36 7% 41 8% 4,702 8%

Micklefield 39 8% 144 7% 4,136 7%

Oakridge and Castlefield 26 5% 65 12% 6,903 12%

Ryemead 75 15% 41 11% 6,237 11%

Sands 117 23% 146 9% 5,261 9%

Terriers and Amersham Hill 79 15% 63 13% 7,449 13%

Totteridge 33 6% 151 9% 5,264 9%

Total 516 100% 803 100% 56,141 100%

Outside of High Wycombe 49 - - - - -

Not known 116 - - - - -
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Comparison of Open Questionnaire and Residents Survey Responses

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Black, Mixed Race & Other

Asian

White

By Ethnicity

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Female

Male

By Gender

’
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Main
Findings
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Large majorities identify strongly with High Wycombe as a town, even
those in Micklefield, Sands and Totteridge

How strongly, if at all, do you identify with High Wycombe as a town you feel attached to? (Consultation Questionnaire Base: 662; Residents Survey Base: 801)

85%

87%

88%

95%

86%

15%

13%

12%

5%

14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

All other wards (360)

Totteridge (151)

Sands (146)

Micklefield (144)

Overall (801)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

Identify strongly with High Wycombe Do not identify with High Wycombe

47%

39%

10%

4%

Identify very strongly with High Wycombe Identify fairly strongly with High Wycombe
Tend not to identify with High Wycombe Definitely do not identify with High Wycombe

55%
34%

8%

3%

91%

100%

80%

87%

89%

9%

20%

13%

11%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

All other wards (364)

Totteridge (33)

Sands (114)

Micklefield (39)

Overall (662)

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE
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When asked if they feel attached to any areas other than High 
Wycombe…

Less than one third identify with/feel attached to another area in Bucks

Do you identify with and feel attached to any other area within Buckinghamshire? (Base: 165)

Of those who feel attached to another area in Buckinghamshire…

Consultation questionnaire: More than two fifths of Sands and Micklefield respondents 
mentioned their own ward; less than one fifth of Totteridge respondents did the same

Residents survey: Less than 1 in 10 in Sands, Micklefield or Totteridge mentioned their 
own ward 

21%

79%

Yes No

31%

69%

Yes No

RESIDENTS’ SURVEYOPEN QUESTIONNAIRE

(Base: 660) (Base: 801)
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More than 9 in 10 believe it is important to have a Town Council in High 
Wycombe or a Parish Council in some areas that…

Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

How important or unimportant is it to have either a Town Council in High Wycombe, or a Parish Council in some areas of High Wycombe that ...?

(96%)

(95%)

(91%)

(91%)

78%

81%

83%

69%

14%

10%

9%

19%

2%

2%

2%

4%

6%

8%

6%

8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Preserves the town or area's identity and
heritage (668)

Has democractically elected local
representatives (674)

Promotes the interests of the town or area
(670)

Delivers some local services (673)

Very important Quite important Not very important Not at all important

65%

67%

71%

78%

26%

24%

23%

18%

7%

6%

3%

2%

3%

3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Preserves the town or area's identity and
heritage (795)

Has democractically elected local
representatives (791)

Promotes the interests of the town or area
(792)

Delivers some local services (792)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE
(88%)

(92%)

(91%)

(92%)

Importance %
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Overall, more than two-thirds support the creation of a 
High Wycombe Town Council

Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

68%

24%

8%

Option 1 – Create a new Town Council for High Wycombe

Option 2 – No Town Council

Option 3 – An alternative option 

Which option would you prefer? (Base: 757 – excluding ‘Don’t Know’)Which option would you prefer? (Base: 640 – excluding ‘Don’t Know’)

73%

10%

17%

Option 1 – Create a new Town Council for High Wycombe

Option 2 – No Town Council

Option 3 – An alternative option

Residents SurveyOpen Questionnaire

Micklefield less likely to prefer opt 1 (58%)
Totteridge more likely to prefer opt 1 (81%)
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Micklefield
(39)

Sands
(115)

Totteridge
(33)

Other areas
(375)

Option 1: 
A new town 

council for HW
69% 43% 76% 83%

Option 2: 
No Town Council

10% 6% 12% 10%

Option 3: 
An alternative 

option
21% 51% 12% 6%

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE responses by area
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Option 3 – Alternatives

Which option would you prefer? (Base: 640 – excluding ‘Don’t Know’)

73%

10%

17%

Open Questionnaire

Every ward should have a parish 
council

A parish council 
just for 

Micklefield

A parish 
council for just 

Totteridge

A separate parish council for those 
wards that have identified themselves 

as wanting a parish, plus a town 
council for those wards that don't wish 

to be a parish.

A parish 
council for 

Sands and a 
Town Council 
for the rest of 

High Wycombe

A parish council for 
Sands and a Town 
Council for the rest 
of High Wycombe

Some comments did not 
identify possible 
alternatives – eg to retain 
two tier governance etc
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Option 3 – Alternatives

68%

24%

8%

Which option would you prefer? (Base: 757 – excluding ‘Don’t Know’)

Residents’ Survey

A middle ground where we retain the Mayor 
and the Charter trustees and [also] have a 
Town Council

Every ward 
to have its 
own Parish 
Council

[An unspecified] 
mixture of / 
middle ground 
between Options 
1 and 2

For the three 
petitioned wards 
to have their own 
Parish Council, and 
for the rest of High 
Wycombe to have 
a Town Council

Local 
representation in a 
voluntary capacity 
like the way youth 
the clubs are run

Some comments did not 
identify possible alternatives –
eg to retain two tier 
governance etc

Merge Micklefield 
and Totteridge
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Reasons for wanting a Town Council: Almost half want some local 
decision-making and representation

Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

5%

6%

8%

8%

49%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Access to council services/due to distance/travel times etc./need local
services

Local identity/heritage/different areas have different needs

Better services provided/easier to report/deal with problems

High Wycombe will be forgotten about/not enough influence

Local decision making/local representation/local needs taken into
account

Base: 466 (All Option 1 responses)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE

6%

6%

7%

15%

47%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Disagree with the creation of any individual Parish councils

High Wycombe will be forgotten about/not enough influence

Better services provided/easier to report/deal with problems

Local identity/heritage/different areas have different needs

Local decision making/local representation/local needs taken into
account

Base: 530 (All Option 1 responses)
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Reasons for NOT wanting a Town Council: More than a quarter were 
concerned about potential costs

3%

3%

7%

17%

21%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Local decision making/local representation/local needs taken into account

Need more information

Better services provided/easier to report/deal with problems

Extra councils are a waste of money/Buckinghamshire is the cheaper option

Council Tax rising as a result of the changes/council tax already expensive

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE
Base: 64 (All Option 2 responses)

Base: 163 (Option 2 responses)

6%

9%

13%

17%

33%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Accountability

Local decision making/local representation/local needs taken into account

Too much duplication/bureaucracy/regulation (non-specific)

Council Tax rising as a result of the changes/council tax already too
expensive

Extra councils are a waste of money/Buckinghamshire is the cheaper
option
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Reasons for an Alternative Option: More than a quarter want local 
representation/needs taken into account

Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

Base: (55 – Alternative/Option 3 responses)

3%

4%

7%

7%

24%

29%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Local identity/heritage/different areas have different needs

Need more information

Every ward should have a parish council

Support the creation of individual parish councils as opposed to
town council

Local decision making/local representation/local needs taken into
account

A Council Tax raise as a result of the changes/council tax already
expensive

3%

3%

10%

17%

26%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Accountability

Better communication between areas

Local identity/heritage/different areas have different needs

Support the creation of individual Parish councils

Local decision making/local representation/local needs taken into
account

OPEN  QUESTIONNAIRE

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

Base: 107 (All Option 3 responses)

P
age 45



People who live in Micklefield are significantly more likely to want their 
own Parish Council

Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

61%

39% Yes

No

Base: 608 (All those who did not choose Option 1)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

75%

25%

Yes

No

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY (Micklefield)

Base: 130 (Micklefield residents who did not choose Option 1)

57%

43%
Yes

No

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE

81%

19%

Yes

No

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE (Micklefield)

Base: 37 (Micklefield residents who did not choose Option 1)Base: 481 (All those who did not choose Option 1)

Do you support having a separate Parish Council for Micklefield (if a Town Council is not created)?
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People who live in Sands are significantly more likely to want their own 
Parish Council

Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

61%

39% Yes

No

Base: 621 (All those who did not choose Option 1)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

74%

26% Yes

No

Base: 129 (Sands residents who did not choose Option 1)

RESIDENTS SURVEY (Sands)

59%

41%
Yes

No

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE

Base: 510 (All those who did not choose Option 1) Base: 114 (Sands residents who did not choose Option 1)

90%

10%

Yes

No

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE (Sands)

Do you support having a separate Parish Council for Sands (if a Town Council is not created)?
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Q2 - Do you identify with and feel attached to 
any other area within Buckinghamshire?

People who live in Totteridge are significantly more likely to want 
their own Parish Council

62%

38%
Yes

No

Base: 626 (All those who did not choose Option 1)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY

69%

31%
Yes

No

Base: 129 (Totteridge residents who did not choose Option 1)

RESIDENTS’ SURVEY (Totteridge)

57%

43%
Yes

No

Base: 482 (All those who did not choose Option 1)

80%

20%

Yes

No

Base: 30 (Totteridge residents who did not choose Option 1)

OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE OPEN QUESTIONNAIRE (Totteridge)

Do you support having a separate Parish Council for Totteridge (if a Town Council is not created)?
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Re Parish Councils in Sands/ Micklefield/Totteridge

You need more 
parish councils 

in the more 
rural areas

I don't mind the 
petition wards getting 
what they want, but 
the cost must be theirs 
alone

For

I think the areas are too 
small to justify […] – it 
will fragment the town 
rather than pulling 
together

Against

I don't think it 
will make any 
difference

All of High 
Wycombe 
should have the 
same system

It would give [the 
ward/Parish] more 
clout to argue with 
the unitarian 
authority

The petition wards 
are on the 

periphery of the 
town [so they] can 

get neglected

There needs to be a 
presiding council […] 
to unify the 
community

[We] want 
overall 
governance for 
the community
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• Wycombe Labour Party

• Small independent restaurant based in High Wycombe town centre

• BCC Cllr for West Wycombe including Sands

8 Organisations responded

• Parish Councils:
Wooburn and Bourne End Parish 
Council
Hazlemere Parish Council
Hughenden representing four 
wards: Great Kingshill, 
Hughenden Valley, Naphill & 

Walters Ash, Widmer End

• Residents’ Associations

Sands Residents' Association
Brands Hill Residents Association

All believe it is important to have an organisation that promotes the 
interests of the town

6 support new Town Council covering all 10 wards, 
1 supports a smaller TC with parish councils for petitioning wards
1 unsure – depends on costs and how well new arrangements work 
(Buckinghamshire Council with a High Wycombe Town Committee)
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NO CONSENSUS. Some for
parish councils for own wards
(eg Sands); others for parish
councils in all wards; others for
single Town Council for all-HW

All wanted TOWN COUNCIL for 
all-HW, particularly as their 
own wards had not petitioned 
for a Parish Council

Most wanted TOWN 
COUNCIL for all-HW but 
some felt parish councils 
provide closer links with 
communities

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

I think a parish council for 
every parish but, if not, 3 is 

better than nothing… 
perhaps there would be a 

knock-on effect and  Crescent 
might get a parish council as 

well

The lesser evil is the town 
council because we need 

that voice. In an ideal 
world I would probably go 

for a parish council for 
every parish. It’s all or 

nothing

I think it’s important to 
have local 

representation. Simple as 
that!

Having a voice is good; 
knowing that you have a 
voice because sometimes 

that missing link is ourselves 
… Wycombe is sort of losing 
a little bit every year – it’s 

about replenishing that

I’d like to protect the 
heritage of the town and 
protect the nice areas”

We need to raise the 
profile of the town and 
regenerate the areas 
with local priorities in 

mind

Three Focus Groups
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Five Submissions

West Wycombe Parish
…wholeheartedly supports a new 

localised tier of local government for 
High Wycombe so that it’s not left as the 

only major unparished town

Downley Parish Council
… firmly believes there should be no 
change in the current boundaries or 
responsibilities. It also believes the 

financial impact would impact Disraeli 
disproportionately

Cllr. Brian Pearce 
(Booker & Cressex ward)

… strongly supports a town council: otherwise 
others towns would have influence over HW. 

A TC would have the influence, ability and 
finances to get things done; avoid 

fragmentation into individual parishes

Pimms Action Group
… does not believe there should be 
any further layers of bureaucracy in 
the form of Parish Councils (more 
fragmented). Instead supports a 

unified Town Council: more able to 
deal with contentious issues

Councillor Darren Hayday
… is in favour of a Parish Council in 

Sands; believes Parish Councils 
more able to give communities the 

resources they need to flourish
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• Big majorities identify strongly with High Wycombe, even residents in Totteridge, Sands 
and Micklefield

• Less than a third identify with and feel attached to another area in Buckinghamshire, 
or named their own ward

• 90+% feel it is important to have Town Council in High Wycombe or Parish Councils in 
some areas that…
• Preserves the town’s/area’s identity and heritage
• Promotes the interests of the town/area
• Has democratically elected local representatives
• Delivers some local services

• More than two-thirds support Town Council in High Wycombe
• Primarily for greater local decision-making & representation, and improving the town
• Main criticisms are disagreement with need for additional tier of local government, extra 

councils are a waste of money, CT already expensive & rising as result of changes

• Main alternatives include:
• Individual parish councils for all 10 wards; 
• A smaller TC for the centre covering fewer wards, with PCs for other wards that want it

• If a Town Council were not created, strong support for creation of parish councils in in 
Micklefield, Sands & Totteridge
• Residents of those wards are significantly more likely to support a PC in their ward

Summary Conclusions
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Community
Governance Review

SUBMISSIONS
in more detail
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Organistion Address

Sands Residents' Association

Warren Wood Residents' Association

St. James Gate (High Wycombe) Residents Association

Shields Residents' Association Ltd 35 Crendon Street, High Wycombe, Bucks 

Newtowner Court Residents Association 32 Kingsley Crescent, High Wycombe, Bucks

Highlands Residents Association 6 Highlands, Lance Way, High Wycombe, Bucks

Poets Corner Residents Association

Speakman Gardens Residents Association Ltd Gate House, High Wycombe, Bucks HP12 3NR

Ashwells Forum Local residents action group

Bowerdean Residents Action Group Local residents action group

Brands Hill Residents Association Local residents action group

Bucks Housing Association

not-for-profit Registered Provider of affordable homes in Buckinghamshire

Catalyst Housing Association Housing association

Cock Lane Area Residents Association (CLARA) Local residents action group

Daws Hill Neighbourhood Forum Local residents action group

Daws Hill and Abbey Barn South Sustainable Transport Liaison Group Local residents action group

East of Amersham Hill Residents Association Local residents action group

Green St Community Association Local residents action group

Hazlemere Residents Association Local residents action group

High Wycombe District Neighbourhood Watch National scheme for local volunteers to help reduce crime in their neighbourhoods

High Wycombe Society The protection and enhancement of the built and natural heritage in High Wycombe

Hughenden Park Estate Residents Association Local residents action group

Hughenden Valley Residents Association Local residents action group

Keep Hill Residents Association Local residents action group

Loudwater Residents Action Forum Local residents action group

Marsh and Micklefield Residents Association Local residents action group

Penn and Tylers Green Residents Society Local residents action group

Pimms Action Group Local residents action group

Ryemead Forum Local residents action group

Sands Residents Association Local residents action group

Warren Wood Residents Association Local residents action group
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http://www.dhnf.org/
http://www.hazlemereparishcouncil.org.uk/local-information/local-contacts/societies-clubs/hazlemere-residents-association/
https://neighbourhoodwatchwycombe.org/
https://www.highwycombesociety.org.uk/
https://hughendenresidents.org/
https://pennandtylersgreen.org.uk/?v=79cba1185463
https://ryemeadforum.co.uk/
http://www.sandsresidents.co.uk/
https://wwra.co.uk/about-us/


P
age 56

A
genda Item

 4.
A

ppendix 3


	Agenda
	4. HIGH WYCOMBE COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW (TO FOLLOW)
	Wycombe CGR Report
	Appendix 1
	Appendix 2
	Appendix 3


