MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE TOWN ENHANCEMENT COMMITTEE HELD ON WEDNESDAY 26TH JANUARY 2011, 7.15PM IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, SIMPSON CENTRE, STOTFOLD
Committee Members present:

B Collier (Chairman)






Mrs S Bundock


Mrs A Clarey






A Cooper



S Hayes

Also present:



Councillors Mrs M Cooper and Mrs J Hyde, and the Clerk

348.
APOLOGIES


Apologies for absence were received on behalf of Councillors Mrs Haslett-Saunders and Smith.

349.
DISCLOSURE OF MEMBERS INTERESTS

There were no disclosures of interest.  Members were reminded that if at any time during the meeting they feel they have an interest in an item being discussed, they should declare it at that point.

350.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – QUESTIONS, COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

There were no members of the public present.

351.
MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MINUTES

None to report.

352.
CORRESPONDENCE

None to report.

353.
BEDS/HERTS BORDER QUERY

Members considered the following documents: copy of a Boundary Commission document detailing types of boundary reviews, report from Councillor Hayes on his findings, copy of written argument for a boundary change from Mr Haskell (resident making original request), copy of email from a resident, Mr Grieves giving his views on a boundary change.


Members gave the matter due consideration, with the following points being made:

· Following a request in the Stotfold News and the Town Council website for residents to give their views on the matter, an extremely small number of responses were received.  Many requested a Bedfordshire postcode, rather than a change of county boundary, and some pointed out that they prefer to do their shopping in Letchworth than within Bedfordshire’s shopping areas.  Both these points are not the responsibility of Central Bedfordshire Council.  Mr Haskell’s argument refers to shops that used to be in Stotfold many years ago, and it was felt that this is also not the responsibility of, or was caused by Central Bedfordshire Council, and that it is an example of where communities move on and change.

· It is true that rates are currently less in North Hertfordshire than in Central Bedfordshire.
· It is felt that a ‘Type C’ boundary review would need to be taken: ‘A large-scale boundary alteration required to address a substantial transfer of communities from one authority to another.  The change to the boundary would create a need to change all the electoral arrangements of one or more of the local authorities involved.  The change would be likely to impact significantly on the financial position of either authority or on the capacity to provide council services, or the way in which services would be delivered.’

· Examples of services that may be affected by a boundary change: police, fire service, health service, street lighting, highways – repair and maintenance of roads, schools, transport to and from schools, Connexions, refuse collection, Council Tax charge, Social Services – adult and children, fostering service, planning, recreation and sports facilities, public rights of way and footpaths, gypsy and traveller sites, libraries.
· With regard to education, Beds and Herts have two different teaching systems.  Could Hertfordshire take the additional pupils?  Could they fund provision for additional pupils?  Herts has a different tier teaching system to Beds.  A move would drastically reduce the number of children at Etonbury, which is in Arlesey.

· Land to the south and south-west around Stotfold is not green belt, and the Hertfordshire side of the boundary is.  There is a danger that if the boundaries were moved, the land near Stotfold could be built on.

· Central Bedfordshire Council own a large amount of land in Stotfold which would stay in their ownership, even if the county boundary was moved.

· There would be major electoral arrangements – change from unitary Councillors to District and County Councillors, and may mean a change of MP and parliamentary area.

· With regard to gypsy and traveller site provision, Hertfordshire may have different site requirements to Central Bedfordshire in terms of Stotfold.

· With regard to perceived lack of facilities provided in Stotfold, we have recently completed a Town Plan which identifies what residents of the town want.  We may not necessarily be able to provide everything identified, nor any other party, but these matters are being addressed.

· The Boundary Commission states ‘we are not currently undertaking any boundary reviews.  If you think that such a review should take place in your area then you can write to us setting out clearly the issues and reasons for any review of external boundaries of your district or county council.  Further enquiries reveal that the letter needs to be comprehensive, and they will then prioritise consideration of the request, which could take years.  To take the matter much further would take considerable work to produce a detailed report, and may require professional advice.
· There is a minority support and a significantly low response.

· Comparison figures received for Beds and Herts are not like for like, i.e. crime figures – Central Beds population is double and so crime statistics are not comparable.

· The education benefits of moving county are not significantly different.

· With regard to comparing Council Tax figures, what are the Band D numbers for Hertfordshire?  It is easy to get a skew on figures.

· Can’t see any reasons for pursuing this matter, particularly with our office time and cost to any authority.  There don’t appear to be any real benefits to outweigh the time and costs in going any further.

· Most comments and feeling received from residents on this matter are emotive.

· The Localism Bill currently going through parliament may devolve more powers to Town and Parish Councils anyway, and may change how Town and Parish Councils are perceived in themselves.  This won’t be known until 2012.

· The wish to change Beds/Herts boundaries didn’t feature in any of the Town Plan consultations.


Recommended that this Council takes no further action on the matter at this time.

354.
ITEMS FOR INFORMATION PURPOSES ONLY

There were no items for information.

There being no further relevant business the meeting was declared closed at 8.05pm
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