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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That the Council RESOLVES that, in light of the submissions received 
during Stages 2 and 4 of the Community Governance Review: 

 

1. The status quo be maintained (i.e. the size of the 
Okehampton Hamlets Parish Council is retained at 8 Parish 
Councillors and there be no adjustments made to the 
Okehampton Hamlets / Okehampton Town Parish Boundary); 
and 
 

2. The Review therefore be concluded with immediate effect.  

1. Executive summary  
 

1.1 In accordance with the adopted terms of reference (as outlined at 
appendix A), the Community Governance Review on a proposal to 



increase the size of the Okehampton Hamlets Parish Council by two 
additional parish councillors is now at Stage 5 of the process; 
 

1.2 In accordance with Stage 5, the Council is now required to consider the 
initial and additional submissions received during Stages 2 and 4 of the 
Review before deciding whether a set of draft proposals should be 
published and subjected to further public consultation.  

 

 

2. Background  
 

2.1 Members will recall that the Council considered a report on the Review at 
its last meeting on 5 December 2017 (Minute CM 47 refers); 
 

2.2 Since the Review had prompted Okehampton Town Council to take the 
opportunity to request that consideration also be given to undertaking a 
review of the town boundaries, the Working Group had been reluctant to 
make any formal recommendations on the draft proposals received; 

 
2.3 The Council supported this view and agreed to: 

 
‘1. Note the main points arising from the initial submissions; 
 
2. Build in an additional consultation stage to the Review timetable to 
provide an opportunity for those who had made initial representations to 
produce definitive proposal(s) for potential changes to the Okehampton 
Town-Okehampton Hamlets Parish Boundary before Friday, 2 February 
2018; and 
 
3. Update the Terms of Reference for the Review accordingly.’ 
 

2.4 As a result of this decision, the initial respondents were advised of the 
updated Terms of Reference and were invited to submit more detailed 
alternative proposals for consideration at this stage of the Review; 
 

2.5 This latest Consultation phase closed on 2 February 2018, during which, 
a further five responses were received; three from Members of the public 
and one each from Okehampton Town and Okehampton Hamlets Parish 
Councils (these are attached at Appendix B); 

 
2.6 In summary, as with the earlier responses received, this consultation 

phase has given no clear consensus on a proposed way forward.  One 
member of the public supports the wider review of Town boundaries, one 
other is strongly against it and one is supportive of the increase in Parish 
Council size; 

 
2.7 The Parish Council has provided detailed information to justify its 

submission for two additional Parish Councillors and has also responded 
to points that were raised in the initial Town Council response.  Likewise, 
the Town Council has provided an equally detailed response outlining its 



reasons for requesting boundary changes and providing its preferred 
choice of five alternative options put forward. 

 
2.8 These replies were presented and considered by the Political Structures 

Working Group at its meeting on 13 February 2018. 
. 

3. Political Structures Working Group Deliberations 

 
3.1 The Working Group meeting was attended by five of its six Members 

(Cllrs Baldwin, McInnes, Musgrave, Sampson and Sanders).  
Furthermore, Cllrs Ball, Leech and Yelland were also in attendance as 
local Ward Members (in a non-voting capacity).  A fourth local Ward 
Member, Cllr Davies, was unable to attend the meeting, but had sent a 
statement for the Working Group to consider during its deliberations; 
 

3.2 The meeting was supported by the Deputy Monitoring Officer; the 
Democratic Services Senior Specialist; and the Democratic Services 
Specialist; 

 
3.3 Before considering the Review, the Chairman of the Working Group 

invited any declarations of interest and these were recorded as follows:- 
 

- Cllr McInnes declared a Personal Interest by virtue of attending a 
meeting with the Chairman and Clerk of the Parish Council in 
December 2017; 

- Cllr Ball declared a Personal Interest by virtue of attending a meeting 
with representatives from the Parish Council and Cllr Davies recently.  
Similarly, Cllr Ball confirmed that he had also spoken to a number of 
Town Council representatives on this matter; and 

- Cllrs Leech and Yelland declared a Personal Interest by virtue of being 
members of Okehampton Town Council. 

 
3.4 To structure its considerations, the Working Group divided its 

considerations into the three main options available to the Council: 

 
Option 1:   To increase the size of the Okehampton Hamlets Parish 

Council by two additional Parish Councillors; 
Option 2: To change the Okehampton Town/Okehampton Hamlets 

Parish boundary; and 
Option 3: To retain the status quo. 
 
Each of the Options were then considered in turn. 

 
In Support of Option 1 the following key points were expressed: 
 
- The proposals would futureproof the Parish Council in light of the 

extensive future development that was intended for Okehampton 
Hamlets; 

- The Parish Council comprising of 8 members for over 100 years and, 
in that time, its electorate had doubled in size; and 



- On those occasions when a Parish Council vacancy had recently 
arisen, there was significant interest in filling this position. 

 
In Opposition to Option 1, the following points were made:- 
 
- Some Members were not convinced that there was a proven need to 

increase the size of the Parish Council; 
- A Parish Council size of 8 members was considered to be a good 

working number for a rural parish such as Okehampton Hamlets; and 
- Some of the increased areas of workload referred to in the Parish 

Council submission could be undertaken by volunteers and were not 
the sole responsibility of a Parish Council. 

 

It was then PROPOSED, SECONDED and when put to the vote declared 
CARRIED that: ‘the Working Group is not minded to recommend an 
increase in the size of Okehampton Hamlets Parish Council at this time.’ 

 

In support of Option 2, reference was made to:- 
 
- an acknowledgement that, under the existing arrangements, those 

residing in the future development sites will live in the Hamlets 
(thereby paying a lower rate of precept) whilst frequently using the 
services and facilities within the town;  

- there being a number of anomalies and discrepancies with the existing 
Hamlets/Town boundaries which are causing a number of problems 
for the Town Council; and 

- the Town Council request to change the boundaries being triggered by 
the Council Motion to review the size of the Hamlets Parish Council. 

 

In opposition to Option 2, the following points were made: 
 
- There was currently no appetite from the Hamlets to review the 

boundaries; 
- Having just recommended that the Hamlets did not increase its Parish 

Council size, it was felt to be counterproductive to then recommend 
any changes to the existing Hamlets/Town boundaries; and 

- Some disappointment was expressed that the Town Council 
submission did not make any reference to partnership working with the 
Parish Council. 

 
It was then PROPOSED, SECONDED and when put to the vote declared 
CARRIED that: ‘the Working Group is not minded to recommend any 
adjustments to the existing Hamlets/Town boundaries at this time.’ 
 
In light of these recommendations, the Working Group proceeded to 
consider Option 3.  In its discussions, the Group recognised the 
importance of the Town and Parish Council working more closely together 
in partnership; 
 



Whilst it was recognised that this Review had affected working 
relationships between the two councils, this was considered to be to the 
detriment of the electorate.  As a consequence, the Working Group 
encouraged the local Ward Members to facilitate initiatives in an attempt 
to improve these working relationships. 
 
Before a vote was invited on retaining the status quo, the Working Group 
was informed that there would not be the ability to request a further review 
in this area for at least another two years from the date of the decision.  
With this in mind, there was a hope amongst the Working Group that, 
within the next two years, the Town and Parish Council could build upon 
the joint work they are undertaking on a Joint Neighbourhood 
Development Plan.  As part of this exercise, Members felt that there could 
be the opportunity over the next two years to develop a proposal for a 
Community Governance Review that was broadly acceptable to both 
councils.  If this was the case, then a set of proposals could then be 
presented to the Borough Council for its approval to invoke a new Review. 
 
It was then PROPOSED, SECONDED and when put to the vote declared 
CARRIED that: 
  
‘1. The status quo be maintained; and 

 
2. The Review therefore be concluded with immediate effect.’ 
 

 

4. Implications  
 

Legal/Governance 
 

 The Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007 requires the Council to ‘consult the 
local government electors for the area under review 
and any other person or body who appears to have 
an interest in the review and to take the 
representations that are received into account by 
judging them against the statutory criteria (as below): 
 
‘That Community governance within the area under 
review reflects the identities and interests of the 
community in that area and is effective and 
convenient. 
 
In respect of the timing of Community Governance 
Reviews, Section 24 of the Act states that: 
 
‘A principal council is under a duty to carry out a 
community governance review if it receives a valid 
community governance petition for the whole or part 
of the council's area.  However, the duty to conduct 
a review does not apply if: 
 



(a) the principal council has concluded a 
community  governance review within the last two 
years which in its opinion covered the whole  or a 
significant  part of the area of the petition; or 

(b) the council is currently conducting a review of the 
whole,  or a significant part of the area to which 
the petition relates 

 
Financial 
 

 There are no additional financial implications directly 
related to this report  

Risk  By retaining the status quo, there are no risk 
implications directly related to this report.  

Comprehensive Impact Assessment Implications 
 
Equality and 
Diversity 
 

 There are no equality and diversity implications 
directly related to this report. 

Safeguarding 
 

 There are no safeguarding implications directly 
related to this report. 

Community 
Safety, Crime and 
Disorder 
 

 There are no community safety or crime and disorder 
implications directly related to this report. 
 
 

Health, Safety and 
Wellbeing 

 There are no health, safety and wellbeing implications 
directly related to this report. 
 

Other implications  N/A 
 

 
 
Supporting Information 
 
Appendices: 
 
A. Community Governance Review – Terms of Reference; and 
B. Responses received during Stage 4 of the Review. 
 
Background Papers: 
 
- Cllr Davies’ statement to the Political Structures Working Group meeting 

held on 13 February 2018; 
- Council agenda and minutes arising from 5 December 2017 meeting;  
- Responses received during Stage 2 of the Review; and 
- DCLG Guidance on Community Governance Reviews. 


