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/2@ Chelmsford
J Clty Council

Chelmsford City Council Governance Committee

o March 2022

Community Governance Review

Report by:
Legal and Democratic Services Manager

Officer Contact:
Legal & Democratic Services Manager, Lorraine Browne, Legal & Democratic Services
Manager, lorraine.browne@chelmsford.gov.uk, 01245-606560

Purpose
The purpose of this report is to consider the final recommendations following the
consultation for the Community Governance Review, for discussion and agreement.
Any changes will need to be agreed at Full Council after which a legal Order,
implementing the changes to parish and town council governance arrangements, will
be made.

Recommendations
1. That the outcome of the formal consultation be noted.

2. That the Committee recommends that Council approves the Final Recommendations
of the Community Governance Review for implementation through a legal Order.
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Background or Introduction

Members will recall that Council agreed to undertake a Community Governance
Review (CGR), with the publication of the Terms of Reference and formal
consultation commencing in January 2021 in accordance with the Local
Government and Public Involvement In Health Act 2007.

The Terms of Reference for the CGR were broad, allowing for a review of all
aspects of community governance within the City Council area. This includes, for
example, the creation or naming of a parish, the establishment of a separate
parish from an existing parish, alteration of parish boundaries, abolition or
dissolution of a parish, change to parish electoral arrangements or parish

grouping.

The overall timescales for the CGR are as follows (as amended by Council in

February 2022):

(2) July to 25 September 2020 — Informal consultation.

(2) January 2021 - Publication of Terms of Reference, signifying the formal
start of the CGR. A copy of the Terms of Reference are included at
Appendix 1.

(3) January to 18 March 2021 — Initial formal consultation, during which

representations were invited on the breadth of community governance
arrangements and opportunities from across the entire City Council area.

4) 19 March to June 2021 - officer-led review of responses and
development of Draft Recommendations.
(5) June to July 2021 — Consideration of responses and preparation of draft

recommendations (including any recommendations to the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England) by Connectivity and
Local Democracy Working Group

(6) September 2021 — Governance Committee consideration and Full
Council approval of draft recommendations

(7) September to November 2021 — Further public consultation on Draft
Recommendations.

(8) Winter 2021/22 — Formulation of final recommendations by Connectivity
and Local Democracy Working Group and Governance Committee.

(9) Spring 2022 — Final Recommendations to be considered by Full Council.

(10)  Spring 2022 — once finalised, there will be a period of time before the
Community Governance Order is made, allowing time for unforeseen
consequences to be identified.

Once approved, the final outcome of the CGR will be implemented ahead of the
2023 local elections. This means that new parish council areas (if any), changes
to parish council areas (if any), changes in the number of parish councillors (if
any), and any resulting changes in council tax arrangements for households all
change at that time. Ahead of those changes, a review of polling districts and
polling places will be carried out, to take account of changes to electoral areas.
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Decision-making process and statutory criteria
The Local Government and Public Involvement In Health Act 2007 sets out two
statutory criteria. Chelmsford City Council must, by law, have regard to the need
to secure 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 addition, the Council must take into account the 2010 government guidance
(published by DCLG at https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8312/1527635.pdf). The Council must also
have due regard for responses submitted during the consultations and be open
and transparent such that local stakeholders are made aware of the outcome of
the decisions and the reasons behind those decisions.

Whilst Members are advised to read the DCLG guidance in its entirety, some key
extracts are included below. Essentially, the guidance supports the 2007 Act
requiring that local people are consulted, and that their views are taken into
account during the CGR. Whilst City Councillors are the decision-makers, those
decisions must be based on evidence submitted through the CGR consultation
process. Numbers refer to paragraph numbers in the DCLG guidance; emphasis
added for clarity:

7. The guidance supports and helps to implement key aspects of the 2006 white
paper. The 2007 Act requires that local people are consulted during a
community governance review, that representations received in
connection with the review are taken into account and that steps are taken
to notify them of the outcomes of such reviews including any decisions.

58. It is clear that how people perceive where they live - their
neighbourhoods - is significant in considering the identities and interests of local
communities and depends on a range of circumstances, often best defined by
local residents. Some of the factors which help define neighbourhoods are the
geography of an area, the make-up of the local community, sense of identity,
and whether people live in a rural, suburban, or urban area.

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

95. The recommendations must take account of any representations
received and should be supported by evidence which demonstrates that
the recommended community governance arrangements would meet the
criteria set out in the 2007 Act. Where a principal council has conducted a
review following the receipt of a petition, it will remain open to the council to
make a recommendation which is different to the recommendation the
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petitioners wished the review to make. This will particularly be the case where
the recommendation is not in the interests of the wider local community, such as
where giving effect to it would be likely to damage community relations by
dividing communities along ethnic, religious or cultural lines.

97. The aim of the 2007 Act is to open up a wider choice of governance to
communities at the most local level. However, the Government considers that
there is sufficient flexibility for principal councils not to feel ‘forced’ to recommend
that the matters included in every petition must be implemented.

It is important to note that it is Chelmsford City Council who decide community
governance arrangements. Therefore, where difficult decisions must be made,
consideration must be given to opposing and differing views in light of legislation,
best practice, and official guidance. Best practice guidance includes, for example,
not having ‘island’ or ‘donut’ parishes or parish wards which are wholly
surrounded by one other parish or parish ward, and using identifiable markers for
boundaries (such as rivers, railways, roads and the edges of properties).

Essentially proposals for change should first identify the identities and interests
of the communities, and then consider the governance arrangements for that
area.

Members are invited to note that the course of appeal is by way of Judicial
Review, a potentially expensive and reputationally damaging mechanism open
to local stakeholders if there is a failure in the decision-making process. For
example, a failure to consult properly, or a failure not to take into account relevant
consideration, or conversely irrelevant issues are taken into account in reaching
a decision. In other words, it is important to ensure that community governance
decisions can be justified both evidentially and procedurally to avoid potential
legal challenge.

It is also important to recognise that the number of responses received is not
necessarily strong evidence on the strength of feeling either for or against any
particular viewpoint. It is true that stakeholders preferring the status quo may not
make representations until and unless there is a suggestion of significant change
that they would otherwise oppose. Therefore, where little response was received,
it cannot be assumed that local people are in favour of supporting the change
proposed by a few submissions; they may well currently be unaware of those
suggestions and happy with no change. That is why the second round of formal
consultation was important, and why targeted requests for responses took place
in areas where changes are proposed. Consultation documents were developed
in conjunction with the Communications Team to ensure clarity for respondents
and adherence to statutory criteria and best practice.

Members will be aware that the Boundary Commission for England (BCE) is
currently developing proposals for new Parliamentary Constituencies. These will
use existing ward boundaries as the building blocks for new Constituencies. The
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current CGR may make proposals for amended ward boundaries. This may result
in a discrepancy between Parliamentary Constituency and City Ward boundaries.
However, in undertaking the CGR Members are encouraged to effectively
disregard the BCE review given it will take several years to reach fruition, may
not be implemented, and we do not know which boundaries may be affected (if

any).

The aim of a CGR is to ensure community governance arrangements are
appropriate at a local level, and to then use any changes to inform proposals for
change at City Ward and County Division level if necessary. It is therefore not
appropriate to use Ward or Division boundaries to determine parish boundaries.

Members are reminded that the scope of the CGR is defined in law. Whilst some
responses have been received that are outside of the scope of the CGR, this
Council has no authority to make decisions or recommendations on those
matters and so cannot engage in meaningful discussion about them. Specifically,
the CGR cannot consider or determine:
(1) Parliamentary constituency boundaries
2 County Divisions, other than requesting consequential amendments are
made to align with any changes to parish boundaries
(3) City Wards, other than requesting consequential amendments are made
to align with any changes to parish boundaries
4) The number of County or City councillors
(5) The powers and authority of different tiers of government (for example, a
CGR cannot recommend granting planning determination powers to
parish councils)

Consultation

Following publication of the Draft Recommendations in September, a public
consultation took place until 30 November 2021. In addition to promoting the
consultation online and through the authority’s social media accounts, direct
physical mailings were sent to all households that may be affected by a potential
boundary change, as well as direct invitations to the county council, all parish
councils and city councillors.

Members are invited to note that whilst two previous rounds of consultation have
taken place, prior to the formal commencement of the CGR and between January
and March 2021, responses made at that time (to ‘blank sheet’ consultations)
have already been taken into account in developing the Draft Recommendations.
They should, therefore, focus on the responses to the most recent consultation
as the basis for their discussions and decision-making.

A total of 479 responses were received, including those through both the
dedicated online form and via paper responses. Some responses refer to multiple
areas, so counts within this report may not sum to this same total.
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Submissions have been weighed against the statutory criteria and used to inform
the Final Recommendations that follow.

Final Recommendations

Introduction

Final Recommendations are proposed here, for discussion by Committee and
subsequent agreement by Full Council. Once approved, the authority will make
a legal Order to implement the changes ahead of the 2023 scheduled elections.

This section of the report repeats the Draft Recommendations, followed by a
summary of responses received to the consultation pertaining to that area,
followed by the recommended Final Recommendation. The report is divided into
sections, with the areas for which no changes were proposed appearing first,
followed by increasingly complex changes. Where boundary changes are
included, the letter code is unique to this report (and may differ from pre-
consultation documents). This is to ensure consistency in labelling.

The Council is required to publish the reasons for making its decisions as a result
of a CGR. As such, the responses to the consultation are included at Appendix
2 with personal information redacted or removed.

The sections of the report that follow show each area in turn, with consideration
given for the boundary and geographical area, the name, and then the
governance arrangements (such as numbers of councillors). Areas are not
shown in alphabetical order, as some areas need to be considered together due
to integrated and overlapping concerns. The Final Recommendations shown are
as amended and agreed by the Connectivity and Local Democracy Working
Group.

Members are invited to note that, based on the underpinning legislation and
guidance, which set out the statutory criteria for a CGR as well as the need to
take into account local representations made through the consultation processes,
at this stage the scope for making further changes or amending Final
Recommendations is limited. Any further suggestions must (1) be supported by
evidence, (2) have been brought to the authority’s attention during the CGR to
date, and (3) have been consulted upon or raised through the consultation
process. This means that proposals for new governance arrangements cannot
now be considered as part of this review.

It is noted that the City Council is required to continue to monitor community
governance arrangements on an on-going basis, and a future CGR may be
required in specific areas as further residential development takes place.

Note that maps are included where a proposed Final Recommendation includes
a change to an existing boundary or creation of a new boundary. Maps that refer
to more than one area may be included multiple times in the report, making each
section effectively standalone.
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4.8. In considering the number of parish councillors to serve a particular area, we
have used the following:

@)

(2)

(3)
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Whilst the National Association of Local Councils (NALC) published
guidance in 1988 on the suggested number of parish councillors per
parish area based on the size of the electorate, these are non-statutory
and there is no requirement for parish councils within an area to have
equal ratios of electors to councillors. The statutory minimum number of
councillors is five; there is no maximum, although it becomes more
difficult and less effective or efficient to maintain an excessively large
parish council. This allows Chelmsford City Council to consider the
current number of parish councillors by area, recognise the different
situations within each area, and then assess the appropriate number of
parish councillors by area. There is no requirement for the number of
electors represented by a single parish councillor to be the same
between different parishes, although they should be comparable
between wards of the same parish.

With each parish area reviewed, the current number of electors and
parish councillors is shown along with information about recent elections
and the number of seats unfilled following the 2019 polls, if uncontested.
In broad terms, the 1988 NALC guidance for the number of councillors
per parish area is used. No such guidance exists for parish wards. We
therefore must consider the current number of parish councillors for the
area, planned changes and development, and try to adjust accordingly.

Where draft proposals suggested a reduction in the number of parish
councillors, this was based on NALC guidance as well as recent
contested elections and the number of unfilled seats following the 2019
elections. As part of the consultation on the draft proposals, parish
councils were invited to submit representations, if applicable and
appropriate, to counter these draft proposals and encouraged to highlight
how local governance is better served by higher numbers than the NALC
recommendations.
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B. Areas where Draft Recommendations advised no changes
4.9. East Hanningfield
4.9.1. Draft recommendations:

(1) No change in parish boundary.

(2) No change in parish name.

(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.9.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.9.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.10. Good Easter
4.10.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.10.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.10.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.11. Great Waltham
4.11.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.11.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.11.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.12. Highwood
4.12.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.12.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.12.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.13. Pleshey
4.13.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.13.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.13.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.14. South Hanningfield
4.14.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.14.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. One response was received supporting the proposal for no
change.
b. A further response was received, suggesting merging South
Hanningfield parish ward and Downham parish ward. However, this
proposal has not been consulted upon and accordingly, it is
suggested that it is noted for a future review.
4.14.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.15. South Woodham Ferrers
4.15.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.15.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. No responses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.15.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.16. Stock
4.16.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.16.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.16.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.17. Woodham Ferrers and Bicknacre
4.17.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

4.17.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. Noresponses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.17.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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C. Areas where Draft Recommendations advised changes to councillor
numbers only
4.18. Danbury

4.18.1.
(1)
(2)
(3)

4.18.2.

4.18.3.
(1)
(2)
(3)
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 15 to 12, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations and reflecting the unfilled seats following elections
in 2019.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
A total of 3 responses were received, including one from Danbury Parish
Council. All three felt reducing the number of parish councillors would be
unhelpful, limiting diversity and restricting the ability of the parish council to
represent the whole community.
Danbury Parish Council currently has 15 seats, but has only 11 sitting
Councillors. At the uncontested elections in 2019, four seats were unfilled.
However, as previously noted, whilst there is a need for a warded parish to
have electoral equality between its own wards, there is no requirement for
different parishes to have the same ratio of parish councillors to electors.
The NALC recommendations, on which the Draft Recommendation was
based, is non-statutory guidance and the actual number of parish
councillors can be adjusted to meet the needs of local communities.
However, given the parish council appears to still have four vacancies and
has not had a contested election for a number of years, Members of the
Working Group were not persuaded that Danbury required 15 parish
councillors rather than reducing to the NALC guideline of 12.
As such, the Final Recommendation remains to reduce to 12 councillors.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 15 to 12.
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4.19. Little Baddow

4.19.1.
(1)
(2)
3)

4.19.2.

4.19.3.
(1)
(2)
®3)
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 8, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations and reflecting the unfilled seats following elections
in 2019.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
A total of 2 responses were received, including one from Little Baddow
Parish Council. Both felt reducing the number of parish councillors would
be unhelpful, with the parish council outlining their extensive forward work
programme.
Little Baddow Parish Council currently has 9 seats, and is carrying one
vacancy which they hope to fill as COVID restrictions ease.
However, as previously noted, whilst there is a need for a warded parish to
have electoral equality between its own wards, there is no requirement for
different parishes to have the same ratio of parish councillors to electors.
The NALC recommendations, on which the Draft Recommendation was
based, is non-statutory guidance and the actual number of parish
councillors can be adjusted to meet the needs of local communities.
Given the extensive forward work programme and plans to recruit a new
parish councillor, Members of the Working Group considered that the
request to not reduce the number of parish councillors was supported by
evidence and, as such, the Final Recommendation is for no change to the
current 9 councillors.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.20. Great and Little Leighs
4.20.1. Draft recommendations:
(4) No change in parish boundary.
(5) No change in parish name.
(6) Increase the number of parish councillors from 9 to 10, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations.

4.20.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. No responses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.20.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) Increase the number of parish councillors from 9 to 10.
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4.21. Margaretting

4.21.1.
(1)
(2)
(3)

4.21.2.

4.21.3.
(4)
()
(6)
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 7, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations and reflecting the unfilled seats following elections
in 2019.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
No responses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 7.
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4.22. Roxwell

4.22.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.

3)

4.22.2.

4.22.3.
(7)
(8)
()
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Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 7, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations and reflecting the unfilled seats following elections
in 2019.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
No responses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 7.
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4.23. Sandon
4.23.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) Increase the number of parish councillors from 7 to 8, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations.

4.23.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. No responses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

4.23.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) Increase the number of parish councillors from 7 to 8.
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4.24. West Hanningfield

4.24.1.
(1)
(2)
(3)

4.24.2.

4.24.3.
(1)
(2)
(3)
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 8, bringing it in line with
NALC recommendations and reflecting the unfilled seats following elections
in 2019.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
No responses were received regarding this area during the consultation.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 8.
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D. Areas where Draft Recommendations advised specific consultation
4.25. Mashbury

4.25.1.
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)

4.25.2.
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
No change in governance arrangements.
However, residents of Mashbury will be invited to comment on whether they
feel local community governance would be more effective and efficient by
being part of Chignal parish instead as a separate parish ward.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:

A total of 12 responses were received (10 electronically, and 2 paper
submissions). Of these, 8 wished to retain the status quo with 4
(representing two households and Chignal parish council) indicating a
preference for Mashbury to become part of Chignal parish.

Respondents supporting the retention of the current parish meeting
commented on the sense of community within Mashbury, which was distinct
from Chignal. They felt remote from Chignal and remarked that there was
no benefit to them of merging with Chignal. The current arrangements work
well, and they felt adequately represented. Respondents also felt that
Chignal would not be interested in the needs of Mashbury, and that they do
not look towards Chignal as a similar or affiiated community. Some
residents remarked that this issue was considered a few years ago, with the
decision being to retain Mashbury as a parish meeting, and expressed
frustration that this was being revisited. Finally, whilst not a material
consideration for a CGR, the increase in Council Tax (being a precept to
Chignal parish council in the event of becoming part of that parish) was
raised by several respondents, in the context of an increase in costs to
residents with no discernible benefit or increased community cohesion or
improved effectiveness or convenience of local governance.

Respondents supporting Mashbury becoming part of Chignal parish
commented on how a number of functions, activities, clubs and newsletters
are known jointly as “Chignal and Mashbury...”. However, whilst this joint
naming shows an inclusivity between the two communities it does not
demonstrate a common sense of community identity or interests. One
respondent felt that the fact the parish meeting did not share information
about the CGR with them was an indication the interests of local people
were not adequately served. However, the CGR is the responsibility of
Chelmsford City Council and although parish councils and other
organisations are permitted to share information about the review they are
not obliged to and it is not an area of their responsibility. Respondents also
remarked on the strengths of Chignal parish council and on some of their
recent community events, and although these would appear to be valuable
and worthwhile to residents beyond the boundary of Chignal, they do not of
themselves lead to the conclusion that Mashbury should become part of the
parish. Chignal parish council advised that in 2015 “There was widespread
and pragmatic support from Chignal residents for amalgamating with



4.25.3.
(1)
(2)
3)
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Mashbury” and that “Chignal Parish Council would be prepared to
reconsider a fresh proposal to amalgamate with Mashbury.” However, this
does not reflect the views of the affected residents in Mashbury.

On balance, the majority of respondents expressed a preference for
retaining the status quo and outlined how Mashbury has a distinct
community identity and different interests from Chignal. Whilst there are a
few respondents who would prefer Mashbury to become part of Chignal,
there is currently insufficient support and a lack of evidence that this would
be better for the community of Mashbury in terms of the statutory criteria.
The final recommendation, therefore, is to make no change to Mashbury.
Whilst legislation permits a future review after a period of time if
circumstances change, given the strength of feeling for retaining Mashbury
as a parish meeting in both this and the previous review, it may be
worthwhile for this Council to require a formal Community Governance
Petition in accordance with the Local Government & Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 before considering this area again to ensure there is a level
of support for a review. At present, this requires signatories from 37.5% of
local government electors for an area such as Mashbury (currently 30
electors, after the statutory period has passed).

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
No change in governance arrangements.
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4.26. Rettendon

4.26.1. Draft recommendations:

(1) No change in parish boundary.

(2) No change in parish name.

(3) No change in the number of parish councillors.

(4) However, all residents in the parish to be invited to respond to the
consultation about specific options for alternative arrangements.

4.26.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:

a. A total of 58 responses were received (23 on paper, and 35 electronic). Of
these, the majority (37) preferred to leave things as they are, with 13
preferring that Hayes Country Park (HCP) becomes a separate parish, and
7 that it becomes a parish ward within Rettendon (the remainder did not
give a specific answer to this question). However, there was also a
difference in view between those who live within Hayes Country Park and
those from elsewhere in the parish:

Option Live in Lives in Total
HCP rest of
parish
Leave things as they are 30 8 38
HCP to become a separate parish 1 12 13
HCP to become a new ward within the 2 5 7
parish
Total responses (% of electorate) 33 (7%) 24 (2%) 57
b. Almost every respondent from HCP preferred the status quo, where
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Rettendon remains a single parish with no parish wards. Respondents from
elsewhere in the parish were more divided in their views.

Importantly, Rettendon Parish Council passed a resolution at their meeting
of 18 November 2021 to respond in favour of leaving the arrangements as
they are.

Respondents in favour of leaving things as they are outlined how HCP is
part of the parish of Rettendon. HCP is a private development, but has no
public or council owned facilities and no opportunity for a new parish council
to have a role in local governance. The current arrangement allows
councillors from across the parish to work collaboratively for the benefit of
the whole community. Respondents advised that there are several distinct
communities within the parish, not just HCP, but they are all part of the same
broader parish community and identity. They value the role and support of
the existing parish council in local governance. One respondent suggested
changing the name of the parish to include Battlesbridge to become more
inclusive of the different communities, although this is not more widely
supported and runs against the proposal to retain the status quo. Some
respondents from elsewhere in the parish felt HCP was an integral part of
the parish community and found them a welcoming and supportive
community.



4.26.3.
(1)
(2)
(3)
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A small number of respondents wanted HCP to become a separate parish
entirely. The main arguments put forward were that as non-HCP residents
they were not allowed to use the privately-owned facilities at HCP and
therefore HCP residents should not have a say in publicly owned facilities
in the parish. This argument does not reflect either of the statutory criteria
for a CGR, and is an illogical conclusion — living in private accommodation,
whether an individual household or a private development, does not prevent
someone from representing their broader community. Other respondents
felt HCP should not be part of Rettendon because it is “not part of the
village”, although the current parish boundaries extend far beyond the
village centre and, as with most parishes, the parish itself is broader than
the central village. One respondent suggested “Ask just them what they
want and see what you get — a vote to leave”; in fact, as noted above most
HCP residents wish to remain part of Rettendon parish.

A minority of respondents felt HCP should become a separate ward of
Rettendon parish. This would allow them to keep a local voice whilst also
being part of the broader parish. One of the reasons given was that parish
councillors who live in HCP have too much influence at present, although if
it were to become a separate parish ward it would have more representation
than at present and this level would be guaranteed into the future. Whilst
some of the responses focus on the common sense of identity and interests
within the parish as a whole, there was little persuasive argument to explain
why a new parish ward would be justifiable.

Overall, the majority of respondents prefer the status quo. Residents from
HCP were more in favour of this compared to those elsewhere in the parish,
although there was also support for retaining the current situation from other
local people. The parish council support the current arrangement, and the
responses received set out the common identities and interests between
the different communities within the parish, of which HCP is just one. There
is, therefore, no justification for changing the current arrangements.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
No change in governance arrangements.
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E. Areas where Draft Recommendations advised boundary changes
4.27. Runwell

4.27.1.
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)

4.27.2.
a.
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Create a new parish ward for St Lukes.
Change the number of parish councillors (4 East, 2 St Lukes, 7 West).

Responses to the consultation and discussion:

There were a total of 9 responses supporting the Draft Recommendation to
create a new parish ward for St Lukes. There were a total of 20 responses
opposing the Draft Recommendation. However, all but one of these
opposing responses were made by existing parish councillors or members
of their households. Several of these each made multiple submissions
despite being advised that the consultation is not a referendum and that the
absolute count of responses is not as relevant as the arguments and
explanations put forward, and that greater weight is necessarily apportioned
to representations made by local people in the affected area. For example,
some parish councillors made 1-3 submissions each (note that some
Councillors did not make an individual submission). In addition, the parish
council made a separate submission requesting the view they submitted
should count as ‘13’ to represent the parish council members. As such, and
as previously noted, the absolute number of responses is less important
than the validity of the arguments made in light of the statutory criteria.

Of the responses supporting the creation of a new parish ward, most (8 of
the 9 submissions) were from people living in St Lukes. Respondents
commented on how St Lukes has a different demographic to the rest of
Runwell, with a separate identity and community interests, and they face
different issues. As a geographically distinct area, respondents felt St Lukes
was a clearly defined and separate area. They felt that local councillors to
address matters specific to them were important. Several respondents felt
they were inadequately represented at present by the existing parish
council. One respondent noted that the land to the north and east of St
Lukes is unlikely to be developed, and so should be excluded from the new
parish ward; however it is important in electoral and governance terms to
ensure island wards are not created so the extent of any new parish ward
should run to the existing external boundary.

Runwell Parish Council made a submission, opposing the changes, stating
that the views of their 13 members should be taken as a balance against
“the views of the 3" local people who originally identified the need for a new
parish ward as they felt inadequately represented by the current
governance arrangements. However, as noted previously and advised to
local representatives, a consultation is not a referendum and it is the validity
of submissions against the statutory criteria, not the number of submissions
made, that is important in determining the outcomes of a CGR. The main
points raised by the parish councillors responding to the consultation are
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below, along with a response to provide context for Chelmsford City

Councillors.

Submission
councillors

by parish

Response

Having 3 wards is too divisive

Runwell currently has two parish wards, and
whilst the creation of St Lukes would
increase that to three, it cannot be argued
that parish wards are a problem in and of
themselves in Runwell and a third ward will
not create division beyond that already
expressed by residents who feel
underrepresented and parish councillors
who reject that suggestion.

Move the west ward boundary
eastwards to even equally the
number of residents in two
wards

Having an equal number of electors in each
ward is not a relevant concern; a CGR seeks
to ensure the identities and interests of
communities are represented, and that
governance is effective and convenient.

Runwell Parish Council already
has 2 councillors who live in
SLP and currently within the
East Ward.

Creating a new parish ward, would ensure
there are 2 parish councillors elected by
people in St Lukes in the future.

City centre should be parished.

There is no support for parishing the city
centre, and any change there is not relevant
to the proposed warding of St Lukes.

Keep the parish wards as they
are. It is not broken, therefore
does not require fixing.

The respondents who live in the St Lukes
area disagree that the current arrangements
work, and highlight they do not currently
reflect the interests and identities of their
community, and do not deliver effective local
governance.

Runwell Parish Council
strongly recommend to leave
the Ward boundaries as they
are and to rename the Runwell
East Ward to be known as:
"Runwell East & St. Luke's"
giving inclusivity to the name.
This will save unnecessary
administration changes and
also save on extra Ward costs
at Elections.

Changing the name of the existing parish
ward will not increase representation for local
residents.

Whilst three wards may increase costs of
elections, that is not a material consideration
for a CGR. It is noted that the parish council
have not suggested removing the existing
parish wards, but rather that the two current
parish wards should continue and that a third
should not be created even though the
current parish ward boundary line is fairly
arbitrary.

This proposal will only separate
the residents in St Lukes from
the rest of the parish.

The location of St Lukes will not change. It
will continue to be part of Runwell parish. The
arguments made against creating a parish
ward for St Lukes could be applied equally to
support the removal of the current parish
wards, although the parish council
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respondents have not that

alternative.

suggested

“The Consultant has made his
recommendations...”

This is a repeated phrase in all the responses
from parish council members. However, all
decisions relating to the CGR have been
made, as required by law, by the full Council
of Chelmsford City Council. There was
therefore broad support for the Draft
Recommendations prior to the consultation.

It should be possible for
members of the public who do
not have access to a computer
to respond in writing.

Residents within St Lukes were sent a letter
and were able to respond in writing (and
some did so); the focus was St Lukes as the
views of directly affected residents carry
more weight. Nonetheless, paper-based
submissions were received and could be
received from residents from any part of the
City Council area.

The Parish Council has finally
managed to recruit two
residents of the estate to its
ranks so the people living there
have no grounds to feel
underrepresented.

This is the key point — whether residents of
St Lukes are adequately represented, and
whether the distinct nature of their
community is taken into account in current
governance arrangements.

| have had to submit responses
online on behalf of a fellow
councillor and two Runwell
residents who do not have and
do not want a computer.

Responses on paper were invited in areas
directly affected by draft recommendations
but any resident who wished to send a letter
instead of the online form would have been
facilitated to do so.

Runwell Parish Council would
like to Ileave the Ward
boundaries as they have been
since 1967.

A reluctance to change is not justification to
not consider the options.

Hopefully you will act on the
wishes of the majority and not
0.7% or part of Runwell Parish.

After removing duplicate responses from
parish councillors, the number of unique
submissions against the proposal reduces to
8, which is less than those in favour.
However, the raw numbers are not the focus
of this CGR — it is the evidence that is
submitted.

d. Whilst the number of responses is small, all residents in the St
Lukes area were provided with information about the review and
the proposal and invited to respond. The default is that the parish
ward would be created, given it is the Draft Recommendation.
Therefore, the consideration at this stage is whether there is
sufficient evidence to support the creation of a new parish ward or

not.
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There are two statutory criteria when conducting a CGR, and these
are summarised below in the context of the Draft
Recommendation and the responses received.
Community governance within the area under review
should reflect the identities and interests of the community
in that area.
The respondents supporting the creation of a new parish ward
for St Lukes have set out that the area has a different
demographic to the rest of the parish, is a distinct geographic
area, and residents feel St Lukes is a clearly defined and
separate area. Issues experienced in St Lukes are different to
the other parts of Runwell.
The respondents opposing the creation of a new parish ward for
St Lukes have expressed that having a new parish ward would
be divisive, although the parish already has two wards without
a sense of division between them.
On balance, there is stronger evidence for the creation of the
new parish ward in terms of this statutory criteria.
Community governance should be effective and
convenient.
The respondents supporting the new parish ward feel
underrepresented by the current governance arrangements.
The respondents opposing the new parish ward expressed that
there are 2 parish councillors from the St Lukes area already,
and the parish councillors felt they do represent the community
of St Lukes.
It is important to consider and balance the two opposing views.
In general, if local people say they feel unrepresented but the
councillors elected to represent them argue that is not the case,
then either there is a lack of representation or a lack of
communication and understanding. A new parish ward will not
hinder effective and convenient local government.
Members of the Working Group considered the representations
made by the Parish Council in opposition to the Draft
Recommendation and the views of local residents. Supported by
the fact that St Lukes is geographically distinct with a different look,
feel and growing sense of community, the Working Group support
the Final Recommendation set out below. Given the above
evidence, and the fact that the respondents from the St Lukes area
feel the need for a new parish ward and it is almost entirely only
the parish councillors opposing the change, the Final
Recommendation remains unchanged.
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4.27.3. Map: Area A
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4.27.4. Final recommendations
(1) No change in parish boundary.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) Create a new parish ward for St Lukes (area labelled A)
(4) Change the number of parish councillors (4 East, 2 St Lukes, 7 West).
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4.28. Writtle

4.28.1.
(1)

(2)
3)

4.28.2.
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Draft recommendations:
No change in parish boundary other than the minor adjustment between
parish wards so the new parish ward boundary follows the polling district
boundary line.
No change in parish name.
Change in the number of parish councillors, to increase the number in South
ward from 7 to 8, and reduce the number in North ward from 8 to 7. This
change reflects the balance of the electorate.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
A total of 6 responses were received. Of these, 2 supported the proposed
change in parish wards.
Of the 4 opposed to the changes, two responses called for the removal of
parish wards, including one from the parish council; one requested the
parish wards be left alone due to the location of the polling station; and one
called for the northern boundary of the parish to be moved such that the
new development falls outside of the parish (this latter view is otherwise
unsupported).
The location of polling stations is determined by a separate process, which
will follow the CGR. The location of the polling station is therefore not
relevant to the CGR as its position is reliant on the outcome of the CGR not
the other way around.
Adjusting the northern boundary is otherwise not supported by other
respondents. Indeed, several respondents referred to the new development
and the need to include it in future plans.
The suggestion to remove parish wards entirely, made by Writtle Parish
Council and another respondent, removes the need for adjusting the
boundary. The parish will likely continue to be divided into polling districts —
this will be determined by the review that follows the CGR.
Writtle parish currently has 4,078 electors (split into two parish wards). This
is expected to increase to 4,459 by 2028 and to 4,932 within a further five
years. In electoral reviews, the forecast is usually estimated 5-6 years
ahead. However, in order to retain continuity, the full projected development
in the north of the parish can be included — giving a final electorate of 4,932.
NALC recommendations would allocate 13 parish councillors for that
number of electors. Writtle Parish Council, in their submission, specifically
requested that the total number of parish councillors for their newly
unwarded parish be left at the current 15. This takes into account the
expected growth in electorate due to Warren Farm development. As noted
in this report, NALC recommendations allow for flexibility to account for local
circumstances.
The Final Recommendation therefore removes the parish wards from
Writtle. There have been submissions supporting this, and no submissions
whose views could be seen to oppose this.
In addition, the Final Recommendation is that Writtle remains to be served
by 15 parish councillors.
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4.28.3. Final recommendations
(1) No change in external parish boundary.
(2) Removal of existing parish wards.
(3) No change in parish name.
(4) No change in the total number of parish councillors, such that Writtle Parish
is served by 15 parish councillors.
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4.29. Galleywood

4.29.1.
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)

4.29.2.
a.

4.29.3.
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
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Draft recommendations:
Change the parish boundary to include the southern part of Goat Hall ward.
No change in parish name.
Remove the parish wards, creating a single area.
Change the number of parish councillors to a total of 12 for the single area.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
A total of 11 responses were received, of which 7 were against the proposal
for Goat Hall to become part of the parish and 4 broadly in favour. Of those
respondents living in the southern part of Goat Hall, 6 were against the
proposal and 2 in favour.
Of those against this proposal, respondents advised they could see no
benefit in changing and no need to. Some expressed no need for a further
tier of governance. They also advised “We do not feel the need for this area
of southern Goat Hall ward to be included in a Parish.”
Those in favour of the proposal included Galleywood Parish Council who
support the proposal, provided the local residents agree to it, but asked “The
Parish Council would like to understand what the rationale of the boundary
change is”; the original request to consider this boundary change came from
Galleywood Parish Council. Another respondent, who lives outside of Goat
Hall, felt Goat Hall was part of Galleywood.
On this basis, there is insufficient support for the southern part of Goat Hall
ward to become part of Galleywood parish. The Final Recommendation
therefore no longer includes this proposal.
On the proposal to remove the parish wards within Galleywood, one
respondent from the parish was against, and the parish council were in
favour. Given the benefits of simpler and more convenient local governance
for the parish, and the rather arbitrary parish ward boundary the Final
Recommendation remains to remove the parish wards in the parish.
Representatives of the parish council have requested that, owing to
difficulties in recruiting parish councillors, the total number of parish
councillors be kept at 9.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
Remove the parish wards, creating a single area.
Keep the number of parish councillors as a total of 9 for the single area.
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4.30. Great Baddow

4.30.1.
(1)
(2)

3)
(4)

4.30.2.
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Draft recommendations:
Change in parish boundary such that number 30 Petrel Way becomes part
of the unparished area.
Change the parish boundary such that Regal Close, Goodwin Close,
Bawden Way and the entirety of Waterson Vale become part of the
unparished area.
No change in parish name.
Change in the number of parish councillors (3 Baddow Road, 6 Rothmans,
6 Village).

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
There were a total of 8 responses to the consultation. Of these, 2 were from
residents in Regal Close, 1 from Goodwin Close, 1 from the parish council,
and the remaining 4 from elsewhere in the parish.
Regarding 30 Petrel Way, one respondent was in favour (none against),
and the parish council had “no real objection”. Given this property is
otherwise separated from the rest of the parish, and given the responses
received, the Final Recommendation is for the boundary to be adjusted
such that 30 Petrel Way becomes part of the unparished area.
Regarding Regal Close, both responses from residents in this road
supported a move to the unparished area. They noted that Regal Close has
little connection to Great Baddow given the only access (and the southern
end of Regal Close, a cul-de-sac) are in the unparished area. The parish
council had “no real objection”. Therefore the Final Recommendation is for
the boundary to be adjusted such that Regal Close becomes part of the
unparished area. In addition, a small area of undeveloped land off Baddow
Road was marked to be moved from the unparished area to the parish of
Great Baddow as it is only accessible from the parish; this is currently a
commercial yard and private parking area. With no responses to the
consultation regarding this area, the Final Recommendation is to tidy this
boundary up as included on the Draft Recommendation maps.
Regarding Goodwin Close, Bawden Way and Waterson Vale, the
response from a resident from that area was against the Draft
Recommendation, preferring to remain in Great Baddow. Other
respondents also felt that these properties sit within “an area that
geographically is clearly Baddow” and that residents in this area use the
local Great Baddow services. As such, they are more closely affiliated with
the parish than the unparished area. One respondent felt the parish
boundary should follow the footpath, as it currently does. One respondent
(from elsewhere in the parish) felt they should move to the unparished area
given the lack of vehicular access from the parish. The parish council are
opposed to a change in this area. Overall, there is a lack of support for this
proposal and the identities and interests of the community appear to be
aligned with Great Baddow. Therefore the Final Recommendations do not
include a change to this area.
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The parish council support the change to the number of parish councillors,
as did some other respondents.

After the consultation had closed a councillor requested that consideration
be given to changing the boundary in relation to r/o 19 Orchard Close. As
this was raised outside of the consultation it was not possible for this to be
considered formally however it is noted later in this report that such issues
could be considered in a later review in the event that planning approval is
implemented.
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Map: Areas C and D
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Change in parish boundary such that number 30 Petrel Way (area B)
becomes part of the unparished area, Goat Hall ward area.

Change the parish boundary such that Regal Close (area C) becomes part
of the unparished area, Moulsham and Central ward area.

Change the parish boundary such that the small area off Baddow Road
(area D) becomes part of the parish of Great Baddow, Baddow Road ward.
No change in parish name.

Change in the number of parish councillors (3 Baddow Road, 6 Rothmans,
6 Village).
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4.31. Chignal

4.31.1.
(1)

(2)
3)

4.31.2.
a.

4.31.3.
(1)
(2)
(3)
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Draft recommendations:
Adjust the parish boundary such that development in the Hollow Lane area
becomes part of the unparished city centre.
No change in parish name.
No change in the number of parish councillors.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
A total of 39 responses were received. Of these, just 2 supported the Draft
Recommendation (one of these was from someone living outside of the
parish, and one from a local resident in the Hollow Lane area).
Of the 37 opposed to the change, most were from Hollow Lane residents
although 7 were from elsewhere in Chignal parish. All spoke of the joint
sense of community linking the Hollow Lane area with the rest of the parish,
of taking part in community activities, of identifying as part of Chignal and
not part of the unparished city centre. The parish council endorsed this view,
outlining the shared interests and identities between Hollow Lane residents
and the rest of the parish.
Within the neighbouring Broomfield, 2 responses referred to this
development area (which is currently split between Chignal and
Broomfield); neither from residents in the affected area. One felt it should
be part of the unparished city centre, and the other that it should remain in
Broomfield. Currently the majority of the development is in Chignal, hence
no responses from residents of the development in Broomfield.
Given almost no support for the proposed boundary change amongst
affected residents, the Final Recommendation is that the boundary remains
unchanged.

Final recommendations
No change in parish boundary.
No change in parish name.
No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.32. Broomfield

4.32.1.
(1)

(2)
3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

4.32.2.
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Draft recommendations:
Changes in parish boundary such that the Hollow Lane area becomes part
of the unparished city centre area.
Changes in parish boundary such that Petty Croft becomes part of
Broomfield parish.
Changes in parish boundary such that the new development north of the
hospital becomes part of Broomfield parish.
Changes in the parish boundary to create the new parish (draft name is
Belsteads, or Chelmsford Garden Community).
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 13 to 12.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
A total of 11 responses were received, including a detailed submission from
Broomfield Parish Council.
In terms of Hollow Lane, two responses (both from residents outside of the
affected area) were received. One felt it should be part of the unparished
city centre, and the other that it should remain in Broomfield. Broomfield
Parish Council suggested this development should become an entirely new
parish, although stated “Careful attention must therefore be paid to
responses from residents in these areas before reaching a final conclusion.”
Currently the majority of the development is in Chignal, hence no responses
from residents of the development in Broomfield. Given almost no support
for the proposed boundary change amongst affected residents in Chignal,
the Final Recommendation is that the boundary remains unchanged.
At the time of this consultation, few properties in the Broomfield area of
Hollow Lane were completed and occupied. Therefore, following discussion
by the Working Group, it was noted that a future review may be required to
ensure local people from both Chignal and Broomfield are able to have their
say as to whether they should continue to be split between two parishes or,
potentially, be joined into one parish (be that Chignal, Broomfield, or a new
parish governance arrangement).
In terms of the new parish, two respondents ticked the box to say they were
against the proposal, although the detail of their submissions indicated they
were in favour of the new development being a separate parish from
Broomfield and so were in support of the proposal overall. Broomfield Parish
Council provided a map, highlighting their suggested new parish boundary
running along the A130. This is the same as included in the Draft
Recommendation, and therefore supports this change.
Six residents from Broomfield responded specifically about the new parish,
with three preferring to leave things as they are and three preferring the
creation of the new parish. Those preferring to become part of the new
parish felt that “the area of Channels is remote from Broomfield and has its
own distinct character and needs. That the development is fragmented over
a number of parishes makes coherent approach to site-wide issues more
challenging. A new parish serving this development will be more focused
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on this area, rather than it being peripheral to the parish and will be more
likely to reflect the views and concerns of residents of that area.” Those
opting against the new parish all felt that Channels should be either part of
Little Waltham (rather than split as present) or a new parish entirely. They
spoke of the community identity within Channels (although several felt they
were part of Little Waltham parish, when they are in Broomfield) and did not
wish to become part of the larger new parish that is developing alongside
them, fearing their views would not be taken into account. Some would
prefer no parish at all, with the local residents management company taking
on those responsibilities.

On balance, it appears some residents favour Channels being part of Little
Waltham or unparished, whilst others feel it should become part of the new
parish. If Channels becomes a separate area in this way, the boundary with
the new parish would become less clearly defined and, in time, the
difference between the two communities could become less relevant whilst
maintaining two parish councils for the same area. This would not be
effective or convenient. Therefore, the Final Recommendations do not alter
the boundary for this area from the Draft Recommendations. The Final
Recommendation is therefore that the boundary for the new parish should
follow the A130.

In terms of Petty Croft, neither Broomfield or Little Waltham parish councils
referred to this proposal specifically although Broomfield support all the
Draft Recommendations. Given these properties are only accessible from
Broomfield and are clearly not part of Little Waltham, the Final
Recommendation is that Petty Croft becomes part of Broomfield parish.
The new development north of the hospital is more contentious. Both
Broomfield and Little Waltham parish councils have submitted detailed
responses, both making points that the development is in their parish and
the boundaries should be adjusted to reflect that. Both refer to local
amenities, schools, GPs and access routes. They refer to travel plan
documents, expected community identities and interests. Members are
invited to note that, having spoken with Essex County Council, officers can
confirm that any change in parish boundary in this locale will neither
enfranchise nor disenfranchise anyone applying for Broomfield or Little
Waltham primary schools based on current admissions policies and criteria.
Given the development has not yet been built, and no local residents can
therefore give a view, it is impossible for us to predict whether they will feel
more closely aligned with Broomfield or Little Waltham parishes. The Final
Recommendation, therefore, alluded to in Broomfield’s submission, is to
leave the boundary as it is for the time being and to consider a review at the
next anticipated wholesale CGR in 10-15 years’ time. This will give the new
residents of the time to develop a sense of identity and community, and
remove the need for predicting their views ahead of time.

Whilst not referred to during this consultation, Broomfield Parish Council
have previously expressed a desire to remain at 13 Councillors.
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4.325. Final recommendations

(1) Changes in parish boundary such that Petty Croft (area E) becomes part of
Broomfield parish.

(2) Changes in the parish boundary such that area F moves to the new parish.

(3) No change in parish name.

(4) No change in the number of parish councillors.
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4.33. Little Waltham

4.33.1.
(1)

(2)
3)

(4)
(5)

4.33.2.
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Draft recommendations:
Changes in parish boundary such that Petty Croft becomes part of
Broomfield parish.
Changes in parish boundary such that the new development north of the
hospital becomes part of Broomfield parish.
Changes in the parish boundary to create the new parish (draft name is
Belsteads, or Chelmsford Garden Community).
No change in parish name.
Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 7

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
In addition to Little Waltham Parish Council, four residents responded to the
consultation. Of the responses from residents, one felt no parish councils
were necessary, two agreed that the new garden community development
should be a separate parish, and the fourth felt the Channels development
should be within one parish but not aligned with the new parish. The parish
council made a detailed response.
In terms of Petty Croft, neither Broomfield or Little Waltham parish councils
referred to this proposal specifically although Broomfield support all the
Draft Recommendations. Given these properties are only accessible from
Broomfield and are clearly not part of Little Waltham, the Final
Recommendation is that Petty Croft becomes part of Broomfield parish.
The new development north of the hospital is more contentious. Both
Broomfield and Little Waltham parish councils have submitted detailed
responses, both making points that the development is in their parish and
the boundaries should be adjusted to reflect that. Both refer to local
amenities, schools, GPs and access routes. They refer to travel plan
documents, expected community identities and interests. Members are
invited to note that, having spoken with Essex County Council, officers can
confirm that any change in parish boundary in this locale will neither
enfranchise nor disenfranchise anyone applying for Broomfield or Little
Waltham primary schools based on current admissions policies and criteria.
Given the development has not yet been built, and no local residents can
therefore give a view, it is impossible for us to predict whether they will feel
more closely aligned with Broomfield or Little Waltham parishes. The Final
Recommendation, therefore, alluded to in Broomfield’s submission, is to
leave the boundary as it is for the time being and to consider a review at the
next anticipated wholesale CGR in 10-15 years’ time. This will give the new
residents of the time to develop a sense of identity and community, and
remove the need for predicting their views ahead of time.
In terms of the new parish, Little Waltham Parish Council have suggested
that, whilst it is for residents to express their views, they were not sure that
including the older existing properties on Pratt’'s Farm Lane, Domsey Lane
and Wheeler’s Hill in the new parish would lead to them being effectively
served by the new parish council. No responses were received from that
area suggesting otherwise, however, so local residents have not expressed
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any objection or provided alternative suggestions. This therefore remains
unchanged in the Final Recommendation.

The Parish Council also referred to the Channels Residents Association,
who have submitted the Parish Council that they wish to remain separate
from the new parish (although did not respond to this statutory consultation).
The Channels development is currently split between Little Waltham and
Broomfield, and is part of the much larger ongoing new development.
Broomfield parish council support the move of this area to the new parish.
At present, it appears some residents feel their identities and interests align
with Little Waltham rather than the new (as yet unbuilt) parish neighbouring
their properties. However, part of the development is closer to Broomfield
village (and part is within Broomfield parish) and this area is identified as
being more closely aligned to the new parish. A single contiguous area
leads to more effective and convenient local government, with clearly
demarked boundaries.
Six residents from Broomfield responded specifically about the new parish,
with three preferring to leave things as they are and three preferring the
creation of the new parish. Those preferring to become part of the new
parish felt that “the area of Channels is remote from Broomfield and has its
own distinct character and needs. That the development is fragmented over
a number of parishes makes coherent approach to site-wide issues more
challenging. A new parish serving this development will be more focused
on this area, rather than it being peripheral to the parish and will be more
likely to reflect the views and concerns of residents of that area.” Those
opting against the new parish all felt that Channels should be either part of
Little Waltham (rather than split as present) or a new parish entirely. They
spoke of the community identity within Channels (although several felt they
were part of Little Waltham parish, when they are in Broomfield) and did not
wish to become part of the larger new parish that is developing alongside
them, fearing their views would not be taken into account. Some would
prefer no parish at all, with the local residents management company taking
on those responsibilities.

On balance, it appears some residents favour Channels being part of Little
Waltham or unparished, whilst others feel it should become part of the new
parish. If Channels becomes a separate area in this way, the boundary with
the new parish would become less clearly defined and, in time, the
difference between the two communities could become less relevant whilst
maintaining two parish councils for the same area. This would not be
effective or convenient. Therefore, the Final Recommendations do not alter
the boundary for this area from the Draft Recommendations.



4.33.3.

Map: Area E

e
o M g B

Page 54 of 510

Agenda Item 6



T
"
'

4.33.4. Map: Area G
Sp-nﬂ;f A ! | X
1 -
S-‘utp-coln ’E: ,,.k’ a i b g v Y
- Cotiege e 3 L.—--"""__| ""‘H?'_ — y
-
ﬂ'mcorﬂs M __,- f"\}‘ {_
Fil‘m'\ 4
Afszead’ i ) e
b L N BN e ﬁ‘“ﬂi&‘;hp =
----- \ i s AL Dratr\Tvra __Whn.‘-\." v
\ o | | R{\;‘ > A FaTm ‘_I'_\_I= | g
~—\ 1 = At
), t { JH e bl Lo \ AR PR "‘“—"‘“:_\
{ huttlgworth L] . L . N
L Whoeles"s Halid Pl T T f | == A
Farm, L L |5P-;~:w Home |_ _!-_L,.- T
LI 3 wify i - .'l W Cotage = e iF
| Sl Ly 5 : |
. A
’f-"' 'f‘ il
Ve B Ky
gl & % v
* . g )
o e 3
R 'l L
-
E Yarud ol
| - ; it P
o k! %
- e R : %,
| k| . LY
e A T, T
g™ P L \:\; \
L)
o g -

fﬁ - ~——|-‘_." "IL
5 b ;51:1. =4
e m*;t":l--'——-ﬁ 74

24 : e LAY ”
| ::;P.Ea""‘__"' Ln:n:ﬁ“ "/

-

4.33.5.
1)

(2)

3)
(4)
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Final recommendations
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Changes in parish boundary such that Petty Croft (area E) becomes part of

Broomfield parish.

Changes in the parish boundary such that area G moves to the new parish.

No change in parish name.

Reduce the number of parish councillors from 9 to 7.
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4.34. Boreham

4.34.1.
(1)

(2)
3)

4.34.2.
a.
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Draft recommendations:
Changes in the parish boundary to create the new parish (draft name is
Belsteads, or Chelmsford Garden Community).
No change in parish name.
No change in number of parish councillors.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
Two responses were received to the consultation, including one from a local
councillor. Both referred to the Boreham Airfield:
“Boreham Airfield must remain within Boreham Parish. It is integral to the
history of the parish and a valued heritage site. During the war it was a safe
haven for many of the villagers, offering protection against bombing raids.
It is the site of the Boreham War Memorial. The airfield has more recently
been used for gravel extraction, in return for which, upon completion of the
mining work, the land was to be restored and returned to the parish as
recreational park land for all to enjoy. We have anticipated the delivery of
this much needed amenity for some time. Finally, it seems perverse that
Boreham Airfield should not be within Boreham Parish. There has not been
an adequate rationale offered for moving the Boreham parish boundary to
exclude this key element of the parish's history.”

“We are extremely alarmed and disappointed that Boreham airfield, one of
our major strategic heritage sites, is to be removed from the parish of
Boreham completely. This site has many historical facts about Boreham
and its residents. During the second world war it was used as a base for
medium bombers of the US Army Air force, and the airfield buildings were
used as temporary housing for the residents. After the war the airfield was
used for motor racing and as a test track for Ford's sports cars and later
their vans. Henry Ford did of course own and live in Boreham House for a
while and this is where the connection comes from. More recently the
airfield has been used as a base for the police helicopter and extensive
guarrying for sand and gravel. Therefore to lose this historic site from the
parish of Boreham would be a tremendous loss to the village, its residents
and the parish of Boreham. | therefore respectfully request that this new
parish boundary (x4) is adjusted to exclude the Boreham airfield completely.
Incidentally there is a war memorial at the entrance to the airfield on
Cranham Road as a constant reminder of those war years. This memorial
has been lovingly restored by Boreham parish council and its residents. |
hope that Boreham airfield remains in the parish of Boreham as a major
heritage site along with its two heritage counterparts New Hall School and
Boreham House. Thank you.”

Given the strength of feeling, and the importance of the war memorial to the
history and heritage of Boreham, it is important that the proposed boundary
for the new parish be adjusted to take this into account. The Final
Recommendation therefore retains Boreham war memorial in Boreham
parish.
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c. In addition the current boundary between Springfield and Boreham runs
through the New Hall School site; given changes discussed later in this
report, this boundary should be adjusted such that the whole of the school
becomes part of Boreham.

d. Finally, the proposed Development Framework Document shortly to be
consulted upon for the Chelmsford Garden Community includes a
Country/Nature Park in the area covered by the airfield. For this reason, it
is proposed in the Final Recommendation that the airfield does move to the
new parish as per the Draft Recommendation.
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4.34.5. Final recommendations

(1) Changes in the parish boundary such that area H moves to the new parish.
(2) No change in parish name.
(3) No change in number of parish councillors.
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4.35.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) Changes in the parish boundary to create the new parish (draft name is
Belsteads, or Chelmsford Garden Community).
(2) Changes in the parish boundary to create Chelmer Village council area.
(3) Changes in the parish boundary to alter the external boundary of Springfield,
taking in part of the unparished area from Trinity and The Lawns wards.
(4) No change in parish name.
(5) Change the number of parish councillors (10 North, 3 Trinity, 6 The Lawns).
4.35.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:
a. A total of 262 responses were received regarding the proposals for
Springfield, including one from the parish council.
b.  Springfield Parish Council’s response was that they felt unable to comment
on the proposals. Some of their reasons are outlined below.
Submission by parish | Response
council

“Lack of engagement from”
Chelmsford City Council

All parish councils were provided with the full
paper agreed by Council as well as access
to the consultation portal. Responses from
the previous two rounds of consultation fed
into the Draft Recommendations.

“There had been an
expectation that parishes would
be consulted during a further
phase of talks”

The statutory consultation phases of the
CGR are the vehicle by which parish
councils, and local residents, have been
consulted.

“A specified timetable... may...
have been helpful to parishes”

The statutory timetable has been shared with
all parish councils, by way of Council reports,
and was accessible through the website.

Some leaflets offer different

options.

This is correct, as the proposals covering the
Springfield area affect different properties in
different ways. For example, the options
available to residents of Chelmer differ from
those of residents in Beaulieu, or Trinity and
The Lawns.

Financial implications unknown

A new parish council will be responsible for
setting their own council tax precepts. It is not
yet possible to know if these will be higher or
lower than precepts in Springfield. Properties
moving from an unparished area to a parish
would see an increase in council tax bills.

Transfer of assets

It is not possible to determine which assets
may be subject to transfer to a new (or
different) parish until such time as the new
parish boundaries are  determined.
Thereafter the City Council will commence a
review of assets and work with parish
councils to identify assets (both financial and
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non-financial) and develop plans for the
effective transfer where appropriate.

Proposed boundary in Trinity | This was discussed and agreed by Members,
ward including local representatives, prior to

consultation.

The southern part of The Lawns | This area is due to be developed, and has
should be included in the | access only from the south of the river and
proposal for the rest of the ward | not the rest of the ward, as explained in the

previous report.

Unparished City Centre This was discussed at previous meetings,

and agreed that there was no support
amongst local residents to parish the
unparished area, as detailed in the previous
report.

C.
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Many of the Draft Recommendations originally came from Springfield
Parish Council; their response to the initial consultation stated

“Suggest that the parish boundary is reconfigured.

1. to create a new parished area for the Chancellor Park and Chelmer
Village areas.

2. Housing and recent development to the north of Chelmsford known as
"new Beaulieu" should be separated from the existing Springfield (A130 -
white Hart Lane being the boundary). A new parish should be formed taking
in new Beaulieu and to also take in parts of Broomfield and Little Waltham.
3. The present Springfield Parish boundary should be reconfigured to
include the historic area known as Springfield Green and its surrounding
area. Possibly the river Chelmer being the identifying boundary on the
western side”

Whilst there were small adjustments in preparing the Draft
Recommendations, to take into account local circumstances and the input
from other respondents, the submission from Springfield Parish Council
was instrumental in the development of these proposals.

In terms of the new parish, 10 responses from Beaulieu supported the
creation of the new parish incorporating this area. No responses objected
to this Draft Recommendation. Respondents advised of the sense of
community and identity, that the area was different to the rest of Springfield
and different to other neighbouring parishes. Long-standing residents (20+
years) supported the change, reflecting that their community identity was
more similar to the new developments than the older parts of Springfield. A
new parish council, respondents felt, would meet their needs and focus on
their community more closely. One respondent summarised “The parts of
the new Beaulieu development that are currently within the Springfield
parish are physically separated by White Hart Lane and have their own
community facilities. The residents of the original Beaulieu Park may well
feel more linked to this new community but work will need to be done to fully
integrate them.” On the basis that the Draft Recommendation is widely
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supported within the Beaulieu community, with no opposing views
expressed, the Final Recommendation is that this area becomes part of the
new parish with one small adjustment — the current boundary between
Springfield and Boreham runs through the New Hall School site; given this
area is moving to the new parish but the majority of the school site is
remaining in Boreham, the boundary should be adjusted such that the whole
of the school becomes part of Boreham.

In terms of Chelmer Village, a total of 153 responses were received. Of
these, the majority (127, or 83%) supported the creation of a new parish
council for Chelmer Village, with 26 against.
Respondents in favour of the new parish outlined how they felt Chelmer
Village is distinct and separate from Springfield, with its own identity and
community interests, separated physically by the main road. Some
residents felt a smaller more focussed parish would be more representative
and more effective. These messages were repeated in many of the
submissions received, and there is considerable strength of feeling and
strong arguments to support the case for a new parish of Chelmer Village.
Of those against, one respondent said they wanted more police and better
lighting (neither of which are related to a CGR); and several felt no changes
would be cheaper (again, the costs of implementation are not relevant to
the CGR decision-making process). One respondent did not want the parish
to be split because Chelmer Village “does not have a Parish centre or a
natural meeting centre” and division of assets between the new parish areas
would be difficult. Some respondents felt the current parish council works
well and so no change was warranted, whilst others felt parish councils in
general were ineffective so no change would be beneficial. Several
respondents felt a new Chelmer Village council would be in addition to
Springfield (which it would not be for this area). One respondent referred to
assets, historic naming of the area, and the loss of access to the library
(which they would not, as it is a community library run by volunteers
affiliated with the County Council). In general, the availability or potential
future transfer of assets are not material concerns for a CGR.
Overall, the balance of views expressed seem to show that Chelmer Village
has a separate identity and community interests from the rest of Springfield.
It is geographically separate from the rest of the parish. Thus, it meets the
first statutory criteria. The number of electors in the area, the discrete nature
of the community and the existing clear boundaries suggest local
governance can be effective and convenient. Therefore, the Final
Recommendation is that Chelmer Village becomes a separate parish area.
The future identification and division of parish assets, both financial and
non-financial, will be determined by the City Council at a later stage.
Regarding expanding Springfield parish to take on parts of Trinity and The
Lawns wards, a total of 28 respondents supported the proposal, and 39
were against. Overall just 39% were in favour.
Respondents in favour of the change said they feel part of Springfield and
are close to All Saints Church than Holy Trinity Church. They felt the historic
part of Springfield should be part of the parish. A few respondents felt more
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closely affiliated with Springfield than the rest of the City. Several referred
to having local representation.
Respondents against the proposed change said they did not feel part of
Springfield. Residents in Trinity ward did not want their community divided.
Respondents said the current arrangements had worked for many years
and there was no reason to change and could see no discernible benefit of
the change. Residents said they did not perceive any community identity
aligned with Springfield, and could already access City Councillors if there
were any local issues. One respondent summarised as “The town and this
area are already well established and our infrastructure links are entirely
townwards.” Residents felt their lives linked to the City and not to
Springfield. Many residents submitted responses expressing the strength of
feeling of not being aligned to or affiliated with Springfield, but all their links,
community and identity aligns with the City. Respondents were happy with
their current representation and could see no need for a further tier of
governance.
Whilst the Draft Recommendation and consultation was based upon both
The Lawns and the northern part of Trinity ward potentially becoming part
of Springfield parish together, analysis of all responses identifies that the
majority of respondents from each of the two areas preferred no change:

58% of respondents from The Lawns did not wish to become part of
Springfield

67% of respondents from Trinity did not wish to become part of Springfield
Overall, the balance is that the identities and interests of the local
communities appear more closely aligned to the City than Springfield and
there is no widespread support for the expansion of Springfield parish to
include these areas. There is, therefore, no justification for expanding
Springfield to include The Lawns or parts of Trinity ward. The Final
Recommendation, therefore, does not include this proposal.
Given the Final Recommendation differs from the Draft Recommendation
in terms of which areas will be part of the parish of Springfield following this
review, there is a need to adjust the number of parish councillors serving
Springfield. The Final Recommendation is for a non-warded Springfield
Parish Council, with 6,386 electors. Based on NALC recommendations, the
number of parish councillors for the new Springfield parish is 13.
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Map: Area K
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Final recommendations
Changes in the parish boundary such that area | moves to the new parish.
Changes in the parish boundary such that area J moves to the new parish.
Changes in the parish boundary such that area K moves to create Chelmer
Village council area.
Changes in the parish boundary such that area L moves to Boreham.
No change in parish name.
Change the number of parish councillors 13; Springfield parish will not have
parish wards.
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4.36. New parish

4.36.1.

Draft recommendations:

(1) Create a new parish council area.
(2) Consult on the name of this new parish council.
(3) The new parish will be served by 7 parish councillors initially.

4.36.2.
a.

Page 66 of 510

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
The discussion regarding the Draft Recommendations for the new parish
boundaries is shown in this report in the sections regarding Broomfield,
Little Waltham, Boreham and Springfield.
The consultation also asked respondents which of two names they would
prefer for the new parish — Belsteads or Chelmsford Garden Community.
Overall, 24 respondents answered the question about the name of the new
parish area. Of these, 18 preferred Chelmsford Garden Community and 6
preferred Belsteads. One respondent noted that Belsteads reflects some of
the history of part of the area encompassed by the new parish.
The Final Recommendations therefore reflect the changes noted in other
sections of this report, with the name for the new parish being Chelmsford
Garden Community. At this stage, the new parish will be split into 4 parish
wards because there is a requirement to split a parish along a City ward
boundary where they bisect a parish area.
The number of parish councillors initially proposed reflected current
electorates, although there is a need to take into account both the current
balance of electorates and the rapid growth anticipated. Therefore, the Final
Recommendation is that the new parish is served by 13 Councillors,
calculated as follows:

Contributing parish area Electors now |Expected additional |Expected new |Total electors |Proportion |Calculation  |Clirs
new properties electors of total

(A} (8] (<) (o) 3] (F) (s) (H}
Springfield - Chelmer Village 1261 0 0 1261 0.1306 1.9589 3
& Beaulieu Park ward

Springlield - Morth ward 950 400 600 1590 0.1647 2.4700 3
Broomfield 793 150 150 Q43 0.0977 1.4649 2
Little Waltham 3bd 000 A000 43bd 0.4517 b. 7761 3
Boreham 4] 1500 1500 1500 0.1553 2.3302 2
Total 340 BOE0 B30 DebE 1 13| 13

(&) The name of the parish and parish ward (where applicable), part of which is becoming part of the new parish,
(B] The number of electors in this area, as reported to Council in September 2021,

(C) The expected number of new properties to be built, from planning services December 2021 (goes beyond the 5-6 year plan).
(D) The expected number of new electors, For smaller areas this uses the electors/property ratio of the current polling district,

however for larger areas it is equal to the number of properties (this may be an under-estimate, but otherwise some areas bacome

hugely inflated),

{E} Total number of electars (equal to B + D)

{F) This is the proportion of the new parish total that this area contributes, based on column E.
{G) If there were 15 councillors in total, this is how many each area should have.

{H) This 15 an adjusted figure, based on G, but taking into account the current electorate (some areas will be larger proportions, but

are currently very small and vice-versa). The adjusted tatal is smaller, too, reflecting the electarate is smaller overall than it will be

in coming years. A future targetted CGR will need to review this as the community is developed further,
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Map: Area F

4.36.3.
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Map: Area H

4.36.5.

£ —— i~ p— .-’_r.._. . :_i.r

o

B / R
H 1 ] A 3 ;
B ‘ RN .{/./ N /
e L AT e + A
P A | .
1% P : 5 SN e«
- 1\ ol oy T R 5 AN i \
TR PRS- R ) K e
1 ey o w, o %5 £
]l Sl s S )

//
N\
N

o
3

Page 69 of 510



Agenda Item 6

Page 70 of 510



4.36.7.

Map: Area J

Agenda Item 6

11111

.. 7/‘/, 2
/ S *'; .«"ff’
7

S

=~
._.--'-lrJ

s
r?

-‘I.

i
f'{r e
o o

[T [ A ¢ B4 & Y Wdemess || T T
:E}'TEEE_;%’B : & ey =TTl 4 III I'n ‘ Wharton',
X .r‘})\v —- \ v Y e 8
! | - :

1 11

N
3

P ﬁ*thf.' - ™

Page 71 of 510



4.36.8.

Map showing the new parish

Agenda Item 6

l‘_(_@»_

T

Gardener’s ;4\

sarm 3

Page 72 of 510

\\ Gécr:agelW-
— O

[Sheepcotes
Farm

Poste House
Cottage

77 2 i

S ,
7 ;&‘Ve',p, el Furin

/
. Vel 3
V5 Gaveld N €
.\/\a.n,gvc. .w.l\)\,.%‘ ;
A S

\ Pic i
= \

g Bulls. Lodge | .

> & .
3
?‘;‘ Russell Green
H

ouse
Russell

\Cottages "7




Agenda Item 6

4.36.9. Final recommendations
(1) Create a new parish council area (noting parish wards are required initially
as the parish is spread across more than one existing City ward):
a. Changes in the Broomfield parish boundary such that area F
moves to the new parish, forming part of North ward of Chelmsford
Garden Community.
b. Changes in the Little Waltham parish boundary such that area G
moves to the new parish, forming North ward of Chelmsford
Garden Community.
C. Changes in the Boreham parish boundary such that area H moves
to the new parish, forming East ward of Chelmsford Garden
Community.
d. Changes in the Springfield parish boundary such that area | moves
to the new parish, forming South ward of Chelmsford Garden
Community.
e. Changes in the Springfield parish boundary such that area J
moves to the new parish, forming South-East ward of Chelmsford
Garden Community.
(2) The new parish shall be called Chelmsford Garden Community.
(3) Chelmsford Garden Community shall have a council, called the Chelmsford
Garden Community Council.
(4) The new parish will be served by 13 parish councillors initially:
a. North ward: 5
b. East ward: 2
C. South ward: 3
d. South-East ward: 3
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4.37. Chelmer
4.37.1. Draft recommendations:
(1) Changes in the Springfield parish boundary to create Chelmer Village
council area.
(2) Name the new parish Chelmer Village.
(3) The number of parish councillors serving the new parish will be 15.

4.37.2. Responses to the consultation and discussion:

a. The discussion regarding the consultation about Chelmer Village is included
within the section about Springfield.

4.37.3. Map: Area K

7 Wt
7 i ;'.‘L‘r'g
4 [
: I
A\
,.// ': ..Iir:"!:ﬁ'.#
¥ N\

 CHELMISFORDY s~ |

..............

S ppasepee Y- ‘,'
i e, M3T = _i F iy £y oL | _‘I'-. \
'a&b!uﬁoﬁa‘t, ol JEE

i g o . couis v b T ‘ -

™

; -
gt o i R mwh._
Iy Rt #PH:T o .ﬂ.:rgr.{llxrn.__!,d,l_.“.l

4.37.4. Final recommendations
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(1) Changes in the Springfield parish boundary such that area K moves to the
new parish of Chelmer Village.

(2) The new parish shall be called Chelmer Village.

(3) Chelmer Village shall have a council, called Chelmer Village Council, and
the number of councillors shall be 15.
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4.38. Unparished city centre area

4.38.1.
(1)

4.38.2.
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Draft recommendations:
Other than the changes noted through other recommendations, no further
changes are recommended for the unparished city centre area and it shall
remain unparished.

Responses to the consultation and discussion:
In addition to the changes noted earlier in this report (Great Baddow), a total
of 15 further comments were received regarding the unparished area, and
some contributors to other parish areas also commented on the City Centre.
A few respondents, mainly those from parished areas, felt the City Centre
should be parished. However, most respondents from within the City Centre
were against this (as the Draft Recommendation did not include creating a
City Centre parish council, there was no direct question about this).
Respondents advised they were happy with how things work in terms of
electoral governance and did not see the need for changes. Two
respondents referred to Moulsham Lodge becoming a parish area (although
one specifically noted this should happen ‘if the majority of residents agree’)
but both mention the need for someone to organise local litter-picks as a
motivator (although this can be done by local people without the need for a
parish council).
Alternatives to parishing the City Centre (including introducing area
committees, for example) were consulted upon and considered during the
initial review stage and due to lack of appetite from respondents this was
discounted from draft recommendations.
Therefore, the Final Recommendation is for no new parish arrangements
for the City Centre.
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4.38.3. Map: Area B
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4.38.5. Final recommendations
(2) Change in parish boundary such that number 30 Petrel Way (area B) becomes
part of the unparished area, Goat Hall ward area.
(3) Change the parish boundary such that Regal Close (area C) becomes part of
the unparished area, Moulsham and Central ward area.
(4) Change the parish boundary such that the small area off Baddow Road (area
D) becomes part of the parish of Great Baddow, Baddow Road ward.
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5. Summary

5.1. Following agreement by Full Council, the changes will be implemented by the
making of a legal Order. The draft Order is included at Appendix 3 for reference.
Following Full Council, officers will finalise the Order in accordance with the final
decisions made by Council. Once made, the Order will take effect from later in
2022to give sufficient time for the necessary review of polling districts and polling
places and changes to be made within Council Tax systems.

5.2.  Where a new parish is formed, there is a need for the assets (both financial and
non-financial) to be reviewed and fairly and appropriately apportioned. This will
take place following the making of the Order. Chelmsford City Council are
required to lead on this process, and will work closely with Springfield parish
council and other affected parish councils to ensure a smooth transition to the
new governance arrangements. This will include identifying assets, establishing
a shadow council to make decisions in advance of the creation of the new parish,
and managing the effective transfer of assets, responsibilities and governance.

5.3. The table below provides a summary of the Draft and Final Recommendations.
The article number is shown to allow cross-referencing to the draft Order.

Area Draft Final Article in
Recommendations | Recommendations | draft Order

East Hanningfield No changes No changes n/a

Good Easter No changes No changes n/a

Great Waltham No changes No changes n/a

Highwood No changes No changes n/a

Pleshey No changes No changes n/a

South Hanningfield No changes No changes n/a

South Woodham | No changes No changes n/a

Ferrers

Stock No changes No changes n/a

Woodham Ferrers and | No changes No changes n/a

Bicknacre

Danbury Reduce councillors Reduce from 15 to | 4
from 15to 12 12

Little Baddow Reduce councillors No changes n/a
from9to 8

Great and Little Leighs | Increase councillors Increase councillors | 5
from 9to 10 from 9to 10

Margaretting Reduce councillors Reduce councillors | 6
from9to7 from9to7

Roxwell Reduce councillors Reduce councillors | 7
from9to 7 from9to7

Sandon Increase councillors Increase councillors | 8
from 7 to 8 from71t08

West Hanningfield Reduce councillors Reduce councillors | 9
from 9 to 8 from9to 8

Mashbury No changes (but| No changes n/a
consult)
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Rettendon

No changes (but
consult)

No changes

n/a

Runwell

(i) Create new parish
ward

(i) Change parish
councillor numbers

() Create new
parish ward (Area
A)

(i) Parish
councillors remain
at 13 in total across
3 wards

10 and
Schedule 1

Writtle

(i) Adjust parish ward
boundary

(i) Change parish
councillor numbers

() Remove parish
wards
(i) Parish
councillors to be 15
in total

11

Galleywood

(i) Adjust boundary to
include southern part
of Goat Hall

(i) Remove parish
wards

(i) Change parish
councillor numbers

() No change in
boundary

(i) Remove parish
wards

(i) Parish
councillorsto be 9 in
total

12

Great Baddow

(i) Adjust boundaries
(Petrel Way)

(i) Adjust boundaries
(Regal Close)

(i) Adjust boundaries
(Waterson Vale etc)
(iv) Change parish
councillor numbers

0] Adjust
boundaries (Petrel
Way) (Area B)

(i) Adjust
boundaries (Regal
Close) (Area C)

(iii) Adjust
boundaries (off
Baddow Road)
(Area D)

(iv) Parish
councillors to
increase to 15 in
total across 3
existing wards

13 and
Schedule 2

Chignal

() Adjust boundary
(Hollow Lane)

No changes

n/a

Broomfield

() Adjust boundary
(Hollow Lane)

(i) Adjust boundary
(Petty Croft)

(i) Adjust boundary
(north  of hospital
development)

(iv) Adjust boundary
(new parish)

(v) Number of parish
councillors

(i) no change

(iDAdjust boundary
(Petty Croft) (Area
E)

(i) no change

(iv)Adjust boundary
(new parish) (Area
F)

14

16 and
Schedule 3
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(v)  Number of
Parish Councillors —
no changes
Little Waltham () Adjust boundary | (i) Adjust boundary | 14
(Petty Croft) (Petty Croft) (Area
(i) Adjust boundary | E) 16 and
(new parish) (i) Adjust boundary | Schedule 3
(i) adjust boundary | (new parish) (Area
(north  of hospital | G)
development)
(iv) Parish councillors | (iii) no change
15
(iv) Parish
councillors- reduce
councillors from 9 to
I
Boreham Adjust boundary (new | Adjust  boundary, | 16, 17 and
parish & Boreham | revised (new parish) | Schedule 3
School) (Areas Hand L)
Springfield (i) Adjust boundary | (i) Adjust boundary | 16 and
(new parish) (new parish) (Areas | Schedule 3
l and J)
(i) Adjust boundary | (i) Adjust boundary | 18
(Chelmer Village) (Chelmer  Village)
(Area K)
(i) Adjust boundary | (iii) no change
(Trinity and  The
Lawns) (iv) Adjust boundary | 17
(iv) Adjust boundary | (Area L)
(Boreham School) (v) Parish | 19
(v) Parish councillors | councillors — reduce
to 13
Chelmsford Garden | New parish called | Create new parish | 16 and
Community Chelmsford Garden | (Areas F, G, H, l and | Schedule 3
Community J)
New parish to be
named Chelmsford
Garden Community
Chelmer New parish called | Create new parish | 18
Chelmer Village of Chelmer Village
with 15 councillors
(Area K)
Unparished area No further changes No further changes | 13 and
(Areas B, C and D) | Schedule 2

6. Consequential amendments

6.1.

There are some Final Recommendations that, if adopted, would require a

consequential amendment (known as a ‘related alteration’) to City ward and/or
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6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

(1)

(2)

®3)

Agenda Item 6

County Division boundaries to ensure ongoing co-terminosity. This ensures
effective, convenient and transparent local governance.
Following the publication of the Draft Recommendations, officers have contacted
the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) to discuss
consequential amendments. The LGBCE are the body responsible for internal
City and County boundaries. At this stage, they cannot guarantee that any
requests made would be accepted as it is a decision that rests with the
Commissioners. However, the value and importance of identifying communities
and ensuring effective and convenient local governance are of paramount
importance. Therefore, small changes that would not cause a significant change
to electorates but would be beneficial to the small number of electors affected
are more likely to be accepted than larger changes.
Members are asked to note that a full electoral review is likely to start within the
next few years, led by the LGBCE. This will include consideration of the size of
the council (humber of Members overall) as well as a review of all warding
arrangements. Therefore, changes that cannot be incorporated into wards now
will be considered as part of that full review. In addition, there is a review of
Essex County Council Divisions underway, which will take effect before the next
scheduled County elections; therefore there is no need to consider the Division
boundaries at this stage as they will be addressed through that review.
The areas affected, and the LGBCE responses, are below
Great Baddow — boundary change affecting City Ward boundaries (Areas B, C
and D)
Whilst the LGBCE cannot guarantee that a request for adjusting the Ward and
Division boundaries, the number of electors in these areas is very small. It is
therefore likely these changes would be accepted by the Commissioners due
to them leading to improved coherence for electors, more clarity, and more
effective local governance.
New parish — City Ward boundaries.
This is a very significant change and, due to the number of electors involved
and the knock-on impact of any changes, consequential amendments would
not be considered by the LGBCE but would wait until the full electoral review.
Chelmer parish (new parish, with adjusted boundary at the north-western
corner) — City Ward boundaries
This is a very significant change and, due to the number of electors involved
and the knock-on impact of any changes, consequential amendments would
not be considered by the LGBCE but would wait until the full electoral review.

As a result, Members are invited to agree that once the Final Recommendations
are approved by Council, the formal process to request consequential
amendments to the areas above will be sought by Officers. Where changes to
City wards cannot be made at this time, the parish arrangements will include new
or amended parish wards; these are included in the earlier section of the report.
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8.2.
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Next steps
Once Final Recommendations are approved by Council, the following steps will
take place:

(1) A legal Order will be made to implement the changes. This will take place

(2)
®3)

(4)
(5)

around 1-2 months following Council.

The LGBCE will be asked to make consequential amendments as noted above.
The Electoral Services team will undertake a review of polling districts and
polling places, to ensure electoral arrangements align with new or amended
parish (and, where appropriate, ward and division) boundaries.

Changes to parish boundaries take effect from the May 2023 elections,
although earlier for administrative processes.

Officers will lead discussions between affected parishes regarding transfer of
assets as appropriate.

Future CGR considerations

As noted through this report, the City Council is legally required to keep
community governance arrangements under review. This is an ongoing process,
with occasional formal reviews taking place. However, in addition, a small
number of potential future changes have been identified through the later stages
of this CGR. Whilst too late for inclusion in this CGR, it is important that these are
noted for future review. Smaller-scale CGRs can be targeted specifically at areas
and issues of concern through tightly worded Terms of Reference. In practical
terms, these are unlikely to be considered within the next several years, giving
local growing communities sufficient time to be established to enable residents
to give their views.

The following is a list of areas identified for consideration in a future review,
subject to Member approval at that time:

(1) Mashbury should not be consulted upon potentially becoming part of Chignal

at a future review, unless a valid petition from local residents is received, given
the strength of feeling from residents and the fact they have been consulted
about this twice in rapid succession.

(2) Broomfield / Chignal (Hollow Lane area), once built-out and occupied. To

consider whether this area should be served by a single parish council, rather
than the current split between two.

(3) South Hanningfield. To consider combining existing parish wards.
(4) Other any further minor new developments, similar to 30 Petrel Way resolved

in this review, should be considered.
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List of appendices:
Appendix 1 : Terms of Reference for the Community Governance Review (as modified by
Council on 21t July 2021 and 22" February 2022)

Appendix 2 : Redacted responses

Appendix 3 : Draft legal Order

Background papers:
Council papers, September 2021, containing the Draft Recommendations.

Corporate Implications

Legal/Constitutional: These are set out in the report and Terms of Reference. There is
a risk that failing to follow the CGR process as set out in legislation and guidance may
lead to a legal challenge by way of Judicial Review. This would represent a significant
legal, financial and reputational risk to the City Council.

Financial: Some additional costs in relation to the final stage of the review will arise, and
approval will be sought for this, as necessary.

Potential impact on climate change and the environment: None.

Contribution toward achieving a net zero carbon position by 2030: None.

Personnel: None.

Risk Management: There is a risk that failing to follow the CGR process as set out in
legislation and guidance may lead to a legal challenge by way of Judicial Review. This
would represent a significant financial and reputational risk to the City Council.

Equality and Diversity: Changing community governance boundaries and local
governance arrangements has no impact on equality and diversity. A small number of
electors may be affected if their property becomes part of a different electoral area as
their polling station may change as a result. However, polling places are outside of the
immediate scope of this review and are reviewed and approved by Council, taking into
account accessibility for all electors. The method of communication and community
engagement took into account equality, diversity and accessibility.
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Health and Safety: None.

Digital: None.

Other: None.

Consultees:

A full public consultation took place to inform these Final Recommendations. This included an
open consultation for any interested parties, as well as targeted mailings to households affected
by proposed draft recommendations and to all parish councils and all elected representatives.

Relevant Policies and Strategies:

Our Chelmsford Our Plan — Bringing people together, empowering local people and
working in partnership to build community capacity, stronger communities through
encouraging participation in local democracy, increasing representation of community
interests to help people feel better represented at a local level and more involved in
deciding how best the interests of their community can be met.
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Appendix 1 : Terms Of Reference

1. Terms of Reference for a Community Governance Review

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

1.6

Chelmsford City Council has decided to undertake a Community Governance Review
(CGR) under the provisions of the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 (“the 2007 Act”).

The review will comply with the legislative and procedural requirements set out in the
2007 Act as well as any statutory guidance (this currently includes Joint Guidance
produced in 2010 by the Department for Communities and Local Government and the
Local Government Boundary Commission for England). It will follow the approach set
out in the Terms of Reference, including the indicative timetable.

The review will initially consider the whole of the City of Chelmsford area but
concentrate on those areas where issues to address are, or become, apparent. The
City area currently has 27 parishes (25 parish councils, 1 Town Council and 1 parish
meeting) and an area in the central part of the city which currently has no parishes.
The area covered by the review is set out on the attached map in Section 3 below.
The review will consider whether community governance arrangements across the
District area are suitable, taking account of areas where housing developments have
occurred or are proposed, with a view to ensuring these remain fit for purpose for the
future. The review will also consider whether it is appropriate to parish unparished
wards, including whether to create new parish council(s) or make changes to existing
parish arrangements.

The Council is keen to encourage all interested parties to engage in this important
project and has already proactively undertaken early consultation, which secured
over 220 responses from various bodies and interested parties.

The Council is developing an area on its website for the Community Governance
Review. This area will be developed further to include maps and statistical information
together with updates that will be published as the review progresses. A summary of
the results of the early consultation will be included in this area. All relevant
consultation responses, available evidence and legal considerations (including those
referred to in paragraph 1.2 above) will be used to help inform the decisions made
during this review.

2. Reasons why a Community Governance Review is being proposed at
this stage

The benefits and timing of undertaking a community governance review are set out in
Section 2 of the Joint guidance referred to in paragraph 1.2 of the Terms of Reference.
It is good practice for the Council to consider undertaking a community governance
review every 10-15 years. The Council has decided to exercise its discretion to
undertake a community governance review so that it can determine whether it is
appropriate to parish the unparished wards and whether changes are necessary as a
result of housing developments (including proposed developments) in the area. The
Council will also consider any other community governance related proposals that may
arise during the review.
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3. Map of the area of Chelmsford City covered by the Community
Governance Review
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4. Next steps including an indicative timescale for the Chelmsford
Community Governance Review 2020-2023

9 December 2020 Full Council to approve Terms of Reference for
the Community Governance Review
Mid-January to end-March | Formal initial Community Governance Review
2021 consultation

June-July 2021 Consideration of responses and preparation of
draft recommendations (including any
recommendations to the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England) by
Connectivity and Local Democracy Working
Group

September 2021 Governance Committee consideration and Full
Council approval of draft recommendations
September- November 2021 | Further  Public  Consultation on  draft
recommendations

Winter 2021/22 Formulation of final recommendations
(including any recommendations to the Local
Government Boundary Commission  for
England) by Connectivity and Local Democracy
Working Group and Governance Committee.

Spring 2022 Final recommendations to be considered by the
Full Council
By Spring 2022 Approval of community governance orders and

consequential matters in place by Spring 2022
for implementation 2023 local and parish cycle
of elections (further time will be taken for
implementation should it be necessary to
consult/make recommendations to the Local
Government Boundary Commission for
England)

May 2023 Parish Council elections to be held under any
new arrangements that may be decided
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Consultation form submitted: No changes
Which parish are you
capacity are commenting on?
you
tesponding?

Do you live inside or
outside the parish
named above?

Do you agree that with the
draft recommendation not to
make any changes to current
community governance
arrangements?

Local

South Hanningfield  Inside

Please tell us anything else
that you think would help
us make a final
tecommendation in this
area

Better off as a large group

Ifyou wish to provide further comments for
additional draft recommendations in other
parishes or the unparished area of the city,
please specify the area to which your
comments relate and provide...

I feel that Hayes country park should still be part

Consultation form submitted: Changes to number of Counciliors onlv
Inwhat  Which parishareyou Doyou live Inside or
capacity are commenting on? outside the parish.
you named above?
responding?

Do you agree with the draft
recommendation to change
the number of parish
councillors who serve this
Councl?

B/1  Danbury
Parish

Council

Danbury Inside

resident of Rettendon
A2 Local South Hanningfield n/a No South Hanningfield Parish -
Councillor Council has three wards. The

smallest is South
Hanningfield, with two Parish
Councillors. With only a small
number of residents it is
difficult to find new parish
councillors and | would
recommend that this ward be
combined with Downham
Ward to enable more
residents to be available to
stand for the Parish Council
South Hanningfield ward has
224 electors with two Parish
Councillors and Downham
Ward - which is adjacent -
has 442 electors with three
Parish Councillors. Ramsden
Heath Ward has 1476
electors and seven Parish
Councillors.

Whilst this suggestion was.
notincluded in the original
recommendations and
response by the Parish
Council it should be included
now. The Parish Council is
aware of this submission.

Why doyou feel this way? Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation

In this area

Ifyou wish to provide further
comments for additional draft
recommendations in other
patishes or the unparished area
of the city, please specify the
area to which your comments
relate and provide...

The Parish Council feel that
reducing the total number of
council seats to 12 would be
too restrictive and prevent
diversity and representation
from the whole village

“The Parish Council is very active and is always
keen to encourage residents to become involved

B/2  Local

resident

Danbury Inside No

1 don't think it needs to -
change. | think there are too
many tiers of local
government and that tier 2's
responsibilities should be
shared between tier 1 and
tier 3 thus providing an
opportunity to remove a tier,
save on bureaucracy and
move issues like planning
applications closer to local
people.

B/3  Local Little Baddow

resident

Inside No

Have an uneven number of councillors. Leave it no comment
at nine or reduce to seven

Better to have an uneven
number in case of a 50/50
decision on an issue. How
would an issue be resolved if
the eight councillors were
evenly split?

B/4  Local

resident

Danbury Inside No

A GREATER NUMBER OF
COUNCILLORS WOULD
ENABLE THE WORK LOAD TO
BE DIVIDED BETWEEN MORE
PEOPLE RATHER THAN
PERHAPS ONE PERSON
BEING REQUIRED ON A
NUMBER OF COMMITTEES,

N/A N/A

B/5 Little
Baddow
Parish

Council

Little Baddow Inside No

Little Baddow Parish Council
(LBPC) discussed the

While there are eight Councilors at present,  N/A
plans to co-opt a ninth Councillor have been
recommendation to reduce  held up due to Covid restrictions however now
the number of Councillors at  with matters much improved a new recruitment
the Parish Council meeting on drive will be underway.

4th November 2021 and

unanimously agreed the need

to maintain 9 Councillors.

LBPC have, in addition to

general responsibilities, a

significant workload with

maijor initiatives underway in

the village:

1) Neighbourhood Plan &

Design Code - this is a very

large piece of work and the

work is being spread around

Councillors

2) Paper Mill Lock Bridge -

Essex County Council have

put forward proposals to

build a new bridge and the

majority of residents are

against the proposal and wish

for the existing bridge to be

repaired. Council is

anticipating a need to

support residents and work

on options for the bridge with

ECC.

3) Major refurbishment

Consultation form submitted: Mashburv
Inwhat  Doyouliveln
capacity are Mashbury?

Doyou feel that the
Identitles and Interests
of residents Inyour area
are best represented by

Why do you feel this way?

you
responding?

Do you feel that you are
best represented by

Why doyou feel this way?2 Please tell us anything else that
you think would help us make a
final recommendation fot this

area

If you wish to provide further comments for additlonal draft
recommendations In other parishes or the unparished area of
the clty, please specify the area to which your comments relate
and provide...
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C/1  Local Yes Option 2 (Mashbury There is no information coming  Option 2 (Mashbury Mashbury residents in the main are not No further comment No comments to add
resident becominga parishward  from present arrangement becoming a parish ward interested in Local Governance as can be judged
within Chignal parish)  regarding City/County Councils  within Chignal parish) by the current Chairperson wishing to stand
plans and development which down but nobody prepared to take over the
may affect the residents. role.
Consider one meeting a year (not
always held) is enough to discuss
local problems.
C/2 Local Yes Option 1 (leaving things as | do not feel that Chignal is Option 1 (leaving things as | feel most peaple in Chignal look towards Mashbury has functioned wellas an No further comment
resident they are with Mashbury  interested in Mashbury, anda  they are) Chelmsford, not more rural towards Mashbury  independent to date, it's a small
continuing to be served by resulting increase to our council which is of no interest parish with few requirements
a parish meeting) tax is unlikely to benefit
Mashbury - but will be swallowed
up and to the benefit of Chignal
parish.




/3 Local Yes Option 1 (leaving things as Option 1 (leaving things as There are so few issues arising .
resident they are with Mashbury they are) annually that require representation
continuing to be served by of any sort. As a consequence
a parish meeting) having to pay a parish council
precept to Chignal Parish Council,
forinconsequential returns, and in
the case of those in higher than the
typical Band D property this would
be an unacceptable increase in
council tax
/4 Local Yes Option 1 (leaving things as It a nice small community &  Option 1 (leaving things as  Being a small community, all our voicesare  Why change? Itis only one resident Mashbury Parish Council - | have no further comments. Happy with
resident they are with Mashbury  communication between us has  they are) heard by our Chairperson, personally that has expressed her wishes for  current Parish status
continuing to be served by been improving over recent years Mashbury to merge with the
a parish meeting) (through the introduction of our Chignals. REDACTED Say no more !
facebook page & direct
messaging). Also, the parish
meetings of recent years have
been warmer and productive and
also allows for residents to get
together, socially
/5 Local Yes Option 2 (Mashbury Mashbury and Chignal Parishes  Option 2 (Mashbury Aggregation with a neighbouring parish with  The only neighbouring parish with  None
resident becominga parishward  have a long history of interaction, becominga parish ward which an established relationship exists. which Mashbury has an established
within Chignal parish) ~ reflected in many established  within Chignal parish) Mashbury needs access to stronger and more  relationship is Chignal. There is no
Joint functions and activities, resilient governance than maintenance of the  clearly defined village nucleus of
including the Village Hall, the status quo can provide: Mashbury, the population
Parish Newsletter, the Church, distribution is scattered throughout
the Community Orchard, the the parish. As such, Mashbury
Wormen's Institute and other blends well with Chignal.
clubs and societies, all of which
are known as "Chignal and
Mashbury...".
In effect, an identifiable local
community already exists
covering the Parishes of
Mashbury and Chignal.
Furthermore, Mashbury.
residents have to travel through
Chignal to reach Chelmsford, the
nearest town, so share a
common interest in
infrastructure issues such as.
highways maintenance, flooding
and planning issues
Keeping Mashbury independent
has already been identified as
unsatisfactory for the local
community because we have a
situation where the community is
no longer able to cope with
/6 Local Yes Option 2 (Mashbury Mashbury residents are clearly  Option 2 (Mashbury 1am fortunate to be on a mailinglist used by The parish of Chignal has been, for  None
resident becoming parishward ot represented by the current  becominga parish ward Chignal PC to keep its residents informed of key - many decades, a close partner with
within Chignal parish)  arrangement as no information  within Chignal parish) issues as well as matters of local concern Mashbury leading to joint activity
about the review was given to Chignal PC works hard to ensure that residents  such as the Chignal & Mashbury
residents and importantly, CCC are informed and listened to. Village Hall and the Community
received no response from the The current Chair of Mashbury PM has stated  Orchard. The Parochial Parish
Parish Meeting. that she is resigning but no information has ~ Newsletter is distributed to every
been received on how this will be resolved. At an Mashbury household keeping them
early meeting called by the current chair she  informed and up to date.
stated that the purpose of a PM s primarily  Chignal PC has a well deserved
social. Social events are laudable but they are  reputation for excellence for its size
not fulflling the purpose of a PM. managing initiatives such as the
Mashbury has none of the key strategies o recent Resident's workshop on
documents underpinning local decision making, - responding to climate change. It
in particular a Local Area Plan. This means that  would seem a privilege for
there is no considered response to any Mashbury residents to be able to
consultation from ECC or CCC about key areas  take advantage of this centre of
such as planning o highways. expertise, experience and good
practice at such a modest cost
whilst retaining the Mashbury
identity.
/7 Local Yes Option 1 (leaving things as Because people resident in Option 1 (leaving things as  Because none of the facilities that are covered  Mashbury isa uniqueareaasit  No further comments
resident they are with Mashbury  Mashbury know what is needed  they are) by parish councils are contained within stands , with its own identity, and
continuing to be served by in their specific area Mashbury we see no need to change any of
a parish meeting) the current boundaries
/8 Local Yes Option 1 (leaving things as The Chignals Parish is an Option 1 (leaving thingsas My preferenceis partly based on an interest i We were granted our Parish Status  No comment
resident they are with Mashbury  increasingly large areaand Ido  they are) the history of Mashbury and the surrounding  several years ago at the Town
continuing to be served by not think we are best served by a area and wishing to remain “independent”. | Council meeting which | attended
a parish meeting) council area that is being also feel that * it ain't broke so don't try to fix it”and | do not believe that the opinion
swallowed up by the city. We are ! of our residents has changed
extremely rural hear and that is Our community works well together and | wish
what we chose when we moved to remain independent from Chignals Parish
here REDACTED years ago. Our Council
Parish meeting serves the
purpose of being able to air any
concerns and problems. Our
chairperson represents us
adequately and brings our
community together.
/9 Local Yes Option 1 (leaving things as Chignalis a larger Parishthan  Option 1 (leaving things as  Mashbury is best represented by our Parish am very disappointed that this  No comment
resident they are with Mashbury  Mashbury and | believe their  they are) council. | do not believe becoming a parish ward merger of parishes is being

continuing to be served by
a parish meeting)

Consultation form submitted: Rettendon
In what In which area of Doyou feel that the
identities and interests
of residents in your area
are best represented by

capacity are Rettendon do you

you live?

responding?

Parish council have enough to
deal with. Mashbury is a small
Parish and our Parish council is
quite capable of making decisions
for for their own interests of
residents and identities.

Why doyou feel this way?

Do you feel that you are
best represented by

with Chignal parish has any benefit to Mashbury
residents.

My partner and | with a few Mashbury residents
supported our Parish Councillor to a town
council meeting at Chelmsford Town Hall several
years ago about this very matter and a motion
was carried that day to keep the Parishes
separate. So | would appreciate we leave well
alone or do we have to have a referendum every
50 often until we please someone’s wishes.

Why doyou feel this way?2

considered again after our efforts at
Chelmsford Town Hall met a
decision in our favour. Please leave
‘this matter alone.

Please tell us anything else that
you think would help us make a
final recommendation for this
area

1f you wish to provide further comments for additional draft
recommendations in other parishes or the unparished area of
the city, please specify the area to which your comments relate
and provide...

/1 Local Elsewhere in Rettendon Option 2 (Separate Hayes Option 2 (Separate Hayes  The interests of Hayes would be looked after Perhaps Gayes should be with South None
resident Country Park soitisno I truly feel they should have their Country Park so itis no longer better by those who represent only them Woodham Ferriers as they are
longer part of Rettendon) ~ own Parish Council represented  part of Rettendon) closer to SWF
by those that live in Hayes
Country Park who would have
the best interest of the residents
of Hayes
/2 Local Elsewhere in Rettendon Option 3 (Hayes County | think that this is the most Option 3 (Hayes County Park  As above Ihave no answer None
resident Park remains within balanced democratic structure,  remains within Rettendon
Rettendon parish, but as a_allowing everyone the chance to ~parish, but as a separate
separate parishward)  have their say but avoiding parish ward)
potential distortions from lobby
groups.
/3 Local Elsewhere in Rettendon Option 3 (Hayes County It does not make sense havingto Option 3 (Hayes County Park  We should have a common approach ata Parish N/a N/a
resident Park remains within fund another Parish Council and ~ remains within Rettendon  level.

Rettendon parish, but as a
separate parish ward)
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the geographical area is not large
enough to justify Option 2.
Option 3 at least gives the ability
for ‘micro’ issues to be dealt with
within the overall Parish.

parish, but as a separate
parish ward)




D/4

/5

b/

/7

0/8

b/9

D/10

D/11

D/12

D/13

D/14

D/15

D/16

D/17

D/18

D/19

D/20

Local Elsewhere in Rettendon
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Elsewhere in Rettendon
resident

Local Elsewhere in Rettendon
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident

Local Hayes Country Park
resident
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Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park soit is no
longer part of Rettendon)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 3 (Hayes County
Park remains within
Rettendon parish, but as a
separate parish ward)

Option 3 (Hayes County
Park remains within
Rettendon parish, but as a
separate parish ward)
Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park so itis no
longer part of Rettendon)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Hayes Country Park is a separate
area, which Rettendon
CommonyVillage has no
involvement with, it is a Privately
owned place. | feel it should be
completely separate as the
counsellors on the Parish
Committee, will be able to put
more into the Villages they are
connected with.

Hayes Country Park s private
land. It has been developed as a
private park lodge retirement site
intended for those aged 55 and
over. It is a private estate with no
adopted roads, street lights, cycle
ways, footpaths or other public
council-owned land or facilities.
There is no need for a separate
Parish Council for Hayes Country
Park as it does not have any
allotments, playing fields, sports
facilities, cemeteries, bus
shelters, play areas or play
equipment. There s no surplus
land to provide any of these
facilities - to do so would require
the purchase of current areas
designated as 'agricultural land'
from the owners of Hayes
Country Park. There is a private,
members-only community club
but this is funded almost
exclusively by sales of alcohol
and does not provided
opportunities for local
community social or leisure clubs
for the wider neighbourhood
outside of Hayes Country Park.
The Hayes Country Park
management team deals with

I have not lived here long, but
this is a unique place, with
unique needs, therefore it needs
representing by someone who
understands the problems

They have been neglected &
underrepresented

The most logical decision given
the expansion of Hayes Park and
the separation that now exists
due to the expansion of the turn
pike and associated road
network.

Hayes has been well served by
Rettendon Parish Councilin
recent years; a large majority of
the Council supported residents
throughout the various planning
and other "difficulties”
experienced on site and
throughout the Covid pandemic
Happily, the planning issues now
appear to have been resolved to
the satisfaction of the
Chelmsford Planners. Options 2
and 3 are clearly not feasible or
cost effective

No need to change something
that appears to be working fine
asitis

Happy with current status and
can see no substantial benefits
from other options

| am quite happy with the way
things are being run.

I feel the best option s to stay as
one parish council

1'am not particularly politically
minded so am happy to keep
things as they are.

It would make me feel part of the
local community and to be
involved with issues that would
include us in decisions made that
affect us

1 wish to feel part of the
Rettendon community

Think this would be the better
option

While there is a small contingent
of Rettendon dweller that would
prefer Hayes Park to go away, we
are here to stay. This is a private
park with unscrupulous landlords
that are well know to CCC. The
owners could exert undue
influence on any elected
Councillors who resideded here.

Community is best served as part
of whole Rettendon parish

I do not want to lose
representation in items affecting
greater Rettendon

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park so itis no longer
part of Rettendon)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 3 (Hayes County Park
remains within Rettendon
parish, but as a separate
parish ward)

Option 3 (Hayes County Park
remains within Rettendon
parish, but as a separate
parish ward)

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park soit is no longer
part of Rettendon)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish counci)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish counci)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

The Parish Counsellors will work towards making We do not have that many Parish

our village a better place, Hayes Country Park
should be for the residents who live there.

As outlined in my response above, a separate
Parish Council would have no responsibilties
and would be a waste of public funds. With the
current arrangements, elected members from
Hayes Country Park can serve the local
community and help to manage wider
neighbourhood issues,

Hayes would have it's own councillors to work
with the parish to cover everyone’s needs

Sothey can get things done and have more
clout.

The most logical decision given the expansion of
Hayes Park and the separation that now exists
due to the expansion of the turn pike and
associated road network

A small handful of disgruntled residents in
Rettendon continue to complain that Hayes
voters impact on the running of their "village""
This misses the point of the Parish entirely, that
is: three local communities co-operating and
working together. There are in fact two Park
home sites in Battlesbridge, Mayphill is the
other. Both are served equally well by the
existing Parish Council. If "excluded" from
Rettendon Parish, Hayes would become isolated
and "cut off" from the surrounding area to the
detriment of the residents here. Continuing to
remain part of a larger Parish, Hayes will
continue to enjoy safety in numbers and
maintain a stronger voice than would otherwise
have been the case if forced to "go it alone".

| understand that a small minority of Rettendon
residents are opposed to us being part of their
parish as we won't vote the way they want us to

Other options could leave vulnerable as we
reside on private land.

| feel that there is more can be achieved by
sticking together.

Ifeel itis better the whole parish council have
responsibility for local services

I'am not particularly politically minded so am
happy to keep things as they are.

It would make us part of the wider community
and to be supportive in helping with local issues
and to generally feel part of the other local
areas and not be isolated from them.

I feel our Councillors are doing a good job as
part of the Rettendon Parish

This seems to be the best route to go

We are a part of Battlesbridge and we are very
much trying to build bridges with Rettendon
Village.. As a separate Parish we would also
loose access to the Rettendon Charities set up
for the "benefit of the Parish".

As above

No duplication of roles less conflict with local
area

No other comments required.
Counsellors and | personally think,

they can do so much more for

Rettendon and Battlesbridge. Also |

have always thought that Hayes

Country Park is more connected

with South Woodham Ferrers, than

our village.

Hayes Country Park residents are
already represented at Rettendon
Parish Council. As we do not have
any allotments, playing fields, sports
facilities, cemeteries, bus shelters,
play areas or play equipment and
issues concerning litter, graffiti, fly
posting and dog offences are
already dealt with by the Hayes
Country Park management team,
there is absolutely nothing for a
separate Parish Council to do.

I have no further comments for other parishes or the unparished
areas of the city.

Hayes needs a voice so that the
parish understands the difficulties in
accessing and leaving the park, and
overall well being of the residents

No

REDACTED Close down or reduce area / times for Lazybones bootsale which has
caused havoc, pollution and a divided community due to excess

traffic, noise, litter and air pollution.

The most logical decision given the
expansion of Hayes Park and the
separation that now exists due to
the expansion of the turn pike and
associated road network.

no

I fully support Chelmsford's own
draft recommendation that "the
boundary and governance
arrangements should be left

It might help unify residents if the Parish were renamed "Rettendon
and Battlesbridge Parish Council", given that Hayes Park borders the
River Crouch and its postal address is Battlesbridge, This might also
help "facilitate" local dialogue and resolve disagreements. | believe
UNCHANGED". In any event, the  that most complaints to the Monitoring Officer against the elected
additional costs that would be Rettendon Councillors come from the same few disgruntled residents
incurred by the community were the of Rettendon who consider themselves to be the only "true villagers"
Parish to be split canin noway be  |strongly suspect that no such complaints have been made by
justified. Hayes residents deserve  residents of Hayes who have two Councillors on site working tirelessly
better not worse. for them and for the other residents of the Parish.

I believe option 1 is best for Hayes  No further comment.

Country Park residents.

No further comment No further comments

I'think both parties will benefit from I have no further comments to make regarding this.
staying merged together.

Hayes Park Will be better served as  None

part of a singe Parish

Iam not particularly politically Nothing to add
minded so am happy to keep things

as they are.

I feel Hayes country park has been
viewed as being a separate
community in the past. This
appears to be slowly changing and
links are now being established to
include Hayes as part of the wider
community - can only be good for us
all

I would wish for Hayes to remain with the current parish
arrangements and hopefully this can benefit us all

The boundaries are fine in my view  No comment

1fully support Chelmsford's own
recommendation that the Parish
"arrangements should remain the

1 fully support Chelmsford's own recommendation that the Parish
"arrangements should remain the same"

same’
None None
None None



D/21 Local

resid:

D/22
resid

D/23  Local

Local

| Hayes Country Park
lent

Hayes Country Park
jent

Elsewhere in Rettendon

Councillor

D/24  Local
resid

D/25 Local

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

I believe that all residents in both
areas are better to stick together
and work together. When
something is not broken don't try
tofixit.

Hayes Country Park is a privately
owned site and the opportunities
for the use of council tax paid by
all the residents to be used within
the park would be extremely
limited, it would be more
beneficial to remain part of the
parish of Rettendon.

The current parish boundary
includes 4 main populations:
Battlesbridge, Hayes, Rettendon
Common and Rettendon Village.
| see no advantage to the
majority of residents in any of
these 4 areas in changing the
current arrangements. If Hayes
were to be joined to SWF, why
not join Battlesbridge with
Rawreth, or Rettendon Common
with East Hanningfield? That so
few residents responded to this
CGR evidences the lack of
appetitie for change from the
vast majority in the parish.

Elsewhere in Rettendon Option 1 (leaving things as The current parish boundary

jent

they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

includes 4 main populations:
Battlesbridge, Hayes, Rettendon
Common and Rettendon Village.
I see no advantage to the
majority of residents in any of
these 4 areas in changing the
current arrangements. If Hayes
were to be joined to SWF, why
not join Battlesbridge with
Rawreth, or Rettendon Common
with East Hanningfield? That so
few residents responded to this
CGR evidences the lack of
appetitie for change from the
vast majority in the parish.

Elsewhere in Rettendon Option 1 (leaving things as | feel that splitting the areas

resident

D/26 Local

Hayes Country Park

resident

D/27 Local

Elsewhere in Rettendon

resident

D/28  Local

Elsewhere in Rettendon

resident

D/29  Local

Elsewhere in Rettendon

resident

D/30 Local

Elsewhere in Rettendon

resident
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they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 3 (Hayes County
Park remains within
Rettendon parish, but as a
separate parish ward)

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park soitis no
longer part of Rettendon)

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park soit is no
longer part of Rettendon)

Option 3 (Hayes County
Park remains within
Rettendon parish, but as a
separate parish ward)
Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park soit is no
longer part of Rettendon)

further will only add to costs,
administration and complexity,
which in turn dilutes funds and
resources available across the
current parish.

Hayes would be totally ignored if
we potentially had no councillors
yet some residents feel intimated
50 would not stand as councillors

option 2. Hays parkis a private
park which | am not allowed on
tovisit Itis very one sided in that
respect

They were against improvements
toan area in Rettendon Common
Recently When many of them did
not even Know Where it was | do
not think Hays is in anyway part
of Rettendon

Hayes Country Park is very large
separate community with their
own facilities, that | am not
allowed to use.

Itis a private estate and yet this
council hold some council
meetings there to discuss the
needs of Rettendon,

Hayes makes up 1/3 of
households in the currrent Parish

hays country park is a huge
private area that we are not
allowed to enter or have any say
in what ever is going on there,
they should be completely
independent from Rettendon

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 1 (leaving things as
they are with the whole of
Rettendon served by one
parish council)

Option 3 (Hayes County Park
remains within Rettendon
parish, but as a separate
parish ward)

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park so itis no longer
part of Rettendon)

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park soit is no longer
part of Rettendon)

Option 3 (Hayes County Park
remains within Rettendon
parish, but as a separate
parish ward)

Option 2 (Separate Hayes
Country Park so it is no longer
part of Rettendon)

There must be extra expenses involved if we
were to split so how is that a good idea?

Hayes Country Park is a privately owned site and
the opportunities for the use of council tax paid
by all the residents to be used within the park
would be extremely limited, it would be more
beneficial to remain part of the parish of
Rettendon.

As per my response to 8

The current parish council are a good cross
section of the local community

As per my answer in section one, plus keeping
Hayes Country Park in the parish offers better
overall representation.

I'do not think residents would be adequately
represented by Hayes Councillors alone.
Although desirable as they know our concerns,
there is doubt that they would be able to
express their views freely.

Ina meet the councillors meeting before the last
Election The 2 councillors from Hayes Told
myself and many others that they would vote to
stop wasting council money on High Court
Action over the Bell Fields Within minutes of
being voted in office One proposed to go to High
court The other one second it Council wasted
Aprox 180 thousand pounds of our money

When the council held a survey to discuss
wether to build a new Pavillion on the Bell fields,
residents from Hayes came to vote in droves
and the outcome was to vote against it, and yet
some of the residents were asking where The
Bell fields were,

As previous answer

as we cannot visit or comment on anything
going on in hays it should be separate from us

| believe that things should be left as None

they are now.

At no time have the residents of
Hayes Country park ever indicated
that they wished to become a
separate parish even though this
has been suggested by a local
serving parish councillor resident in
Battlesbridge on several previous
occasions including the latest local
newsletter.

I see no benefit to the majority of
residents arising from a change to
the existing arrangements:

- option 2 would decrease the total
precept for Rettendon (assuming no
change in the precept payable per
household) and thereby increase
the % of each household's precept
spent on parish council
administration.

- assuming Hayes joined SWF under
option 2, they would join a much
larger population and, presumably,
have less of a voice in local affairs.
- if Hayes were to become a
separate ward, why not make
Battlesbridge, Rettendon Common
and Rettendon Village separate
wards too? | see nothing for
residents to gain from this, and
instead they would likely incur
increased administration costs.
Wherever the parish boundary is
drawn, and whether or not it is sub-
divided into wards, there will never
be 100% agreement among

residents. That so few residents are

proposing change is a strong
indicator that the majority are
comfortable with the current
arrangements.

I see no benefit to the majority of
residents arising from a change to
the existing arrangements:

- option 2 would decrease the total
precept for Rettendon (assuming no
change in the precept payable per
household) and thereby increase
the % of each household's precept
spent on parish council
administration.

- assuming Hayes joined SWF under
option 2, they would join a much
larger population and, presumably,
have less of a voice in local affairs.

- if Hayes were to become a
separate ward, why not make
Battlesbridge, Rettendon Common
and Rettendon Village separate
wards too? | see nothing for
residents to gain from this, and
instead they would likely incur
increased administration costs.
Wherever the parish boundary is
drawn, and whether or not it is sub-
divided into wards, there will never
be 100% agreement among

residents. That so few residents are

proposing change s a strong,
indicator that the majority are
comfortable with the current
arrangements.

No change needed, this is a small
community anyway surely any
smaller makes it less effective and
more niche

Just take more notice of the
concerns of Hayes residents.
Basically we feel ignored

If | can't visit part of my Parish Then
that should not be part of my Parish

Asthere are so many residents on
Hayes | think they should have their
own Parish Council

No further comment

i think boundary's should be only
the land owned by hays country
park, also as two of our councillor's
are from hays at the point of being
"sworn in" they proposed, 1st and
2nded a vote to spend more than
£130,000 of our money! for safety
sake they should only be allowed to
look after there own funds.

Nothing further to add

I've no comments on other parishes

I have no other recommendations for other parishes

none

Nothing to add

no comment

My comments only relate to Rettendon

No further comment

my only concern is for Rettendon, as i live here, i don't know of any
possible issues in any other parish so it wouldn't be fair for me to

comment



D/31 Local Hayes Country Park  Option 1 (leaving things as Hayes Country Park is small Option 1 (leaving thingsas  REDACTED Therefore, if an election was to take | think this suggestion hasbeen  No comment
resident they are with the whole of section on the edge of a larger  they are with the whole of  place within Hayes Country Park itself, the raised by some residents of
Rettendon served by one  community and the Parish Rettendon served byone  owners could have a unfair influence onthe  Rettendon Village because their
parish council) Council as it is can best support parish council) result and even who stood for election. preferred candidates have not been
the maintenance of general elected to the Parish Council, | do
service such as street lighting, not think it is a democratic action to
roads and buses. REDACTED. change electoral boundaries for
Therefore, if Hayes Country Park political gain.
had its own Parish Council the
owners could and probably
would have an unfair influence
on the decisions made. The
Parish Council as itis has in
recent years supported the
residents and City Councilin
preventing the owners
undertaking illegal development
of the site. The residents consider
themselves as part of a larger
community and over the past 5
years have raised more than
£20,000 for local charities.
D/32 Rettendon  Elsewhere in Rettendon Option 1 (leaving things as A resolution by RPCwiththe ~ Option 1 (leaving things as A resolution by RPC with the majority of No further comment to add No further comment to add
Parish they are with the whole of majority of members votingin  they are with the whole of  members voting in favour of option 1. (RPC
Council Rettendon served by one  favour of option 1. (RPC meeting Rettendon served by one  meeting 18 Nov 2021.)
parish council) 18 Nov 2021.) parish council)
D/33  Local Hayes Country Park Option 1 (leaving things as See no point in enlarging number Option 1 (leaving thingsas  Process of creating a new Ward just because Area currently well served creatinga No view
resident they are with the whole of of wards. To change an issue they are with the whole of ~ agreement cannot be reached new Ward cannot be of help to
Rettendon served by one  must be by Democratic principles Rettendon served by one current residents would only
parish council) not just because an issue cannot  parish council) increase costs and make decision
be resolved by a small group more difficult.
wanting to change an issue
without a vote
D/34 Local Hayes Country Park Option 1 (leaving things as The Parish voice will be louder, ~ Option 1 (leaving thingsas  The Parish voice will be louder, and thus Standing together is always stronger Rettendon Parish
resident they are with the whole of and thus stronger. they are with the whole of  stronger. - division just creates weakness.
Rettendon served by one Rettendon served by one
parish council) parish council)
D/35 Local Hayes Country Park  Option 1 (leaving things as The Parish voice will be louder,  Option 1 (leaving things s The Parish voice will be louder, and thus Unity is strength, division is Unity is strength, division is weakness
resident they are with the whole of and thus stronger. they are with the whole of  stronger. weakness
Rettendon served by one Rettendon served by one
parish council) parish council)

Consultation form submitted: Runwell

Inwhat  Inwhicharea of
capacity are Runwell doyou live?
you

responding?

Doyou agree with the
draft recommendation
to create a new patish
ward for St Lukes?

Do you agree with the draft
recommendation to change
the number of councillors that
serve East and West Wards of
Runwell?

Why doyou feel this way
for the two questlons
above?

Please tell us anything else that you think
‘would help us make a final recommendation
In this area

If you wish to provide further
comments for addtional draft
recommendations In other
patishes or the unparished area
of the city, please specify the
area to which your comments
relate and provide..
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E/1  Local St Luke's St Lukes has the opportunity St Lukes by its nature as a new development has
resident to become a pleasant place  clear boundaries. The whole site and immediate
to live with good facilities, area around the new roundabout should be
however there are a number  included in boundaries.
of negative factors which
could prevent success. | feel
more focus on the area as a
separate ward and with more
councillors willincrease the
chance of a pleasant
community being built
/2 Local Elsewhere in Runwell  Yes Yes I feel this new large housing ~ All said in question 10 All said in question 10
resident estate was built away from
the main part of Runwell.
Perhaps it is too much for the
current parish council. | can
only assume it would place a
strain on the current P.C
financial purse. As a current
Runwell resident | know the
pressure on Doctors surgeries
and schools that we use in
Wickford, which comes under
Basildon council. Ido feel St.
Luke's has put even more
pressure on these facilities,
which is why they need their
own Parish Council.
E/3  Local St Luke's Yes Yes St Luke's needs its own There is quite a difference in the demographic of N/a
resident representation Runwell and st Luke's park
E/4  Local St Luke's Yes Yes We have more councillors to N/a N/a
resident deal with more specific
matters to our area
E/5  Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No Having 3 wards is too divisive, Runwell Parish Council has had 13 councillors  The reasons for the rejection of
Councillor especially given the reasons  since May 1967. The proposed increaseisto  applying the 3rd level of governance
for the proposal. This divides 13?11 in the non-parishes areas of
communities, it does not The research for this has not been done properly Chelmsford appears to be politically
bring them together. SLPis  and is therefore confusing to residents, motivated. Most of the political
slightly remote because the  especially those who have just moved from party in administration are only
location is on a site in the areas where the 3rd level of governance of represented in this area. The so
middle of Green Belt land on  parish council does not exist. called “working group” therefore
350 acres previously used as  Runwell Parish Council already has 2 councillors has a majority to make the
ahospital, wereit notused  who live in SLP and currently within the East recommendation that these areas
for the purpose previously it - Ward. remain unparished. Therefore, their
would not exist. Move the funding comes from the revenue
west ward boundary generated by AL taxpayers to
eastwards to even equally Chelmsford City Council. All the
the number of residents in improvements to these areas are
two wards. paid for by everyone not the
residents who live in that area.
Itis unbalanced, unfair and allows
‘this administration to take
advantage for their own political
gain.
E/6  Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No There are already 13 Move the west ward boundary to have equal Residents in the parished areas
Councillor councillors and have Ben for - numbers in the existing 2 wards and this will not appear to paying for the facilities
over 50 years. Who proposed require the extra ward proposed. that residents in the non parished
this nonsense and at what areas have on their doorstep and
cost? pay less for. These are provided by
Chelmsford city council and not a by
the additional parish precept. Hence
the huge increase of 540% in the
special expenses charged to Runwell
residents this year. The same charge’
was decreased to resident in the
non parished areas. Totally
unbalanced, there must be a reason
not obvious to many for this. Why
should they not be parished as well,
or at least charged more for the
facilities in their area.
E/7  Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No I'think there are already 13 Move the existing boundaries to make the 2 There is an unbalanced nature
resident and it works wards equal. where the parishes are paying more
for their amenities than the
unparished areas.




E/8  Local StlLuke's Yes Yes For better representationat  The boundary for the new St Luke's ward should Nothing further to add.
resident Parish Councillevel for the  be extended at its southern end to include the
residents of St Luke's Park  approach road from the roundabout on the
A132
E/9 Local StLuke's Yes No I do not know about change  None None
resident the number of councillors
that serve runwell however |
do think we should have a
new parish. At lukes has
great history with the original
1930s hospital and beautiful
church still llocated which will
be made into a
nursery/school which will
benefit for the families in St
lukes park.
E/10 Local St Luke's No No The recommendationsare  Keep the parish wards as they are. It is not No views
resident based on St Luke's being broken, therefore does not require fixing.
“distinctly different” from the
rest of the parish. This is, in
my opinion, divisive on the
rest of the parish. We are no
different to those who live in
other parishes.
The area is already
represented by two parish
councillors and therefore this
change is completely
unnecessary in both a
democratic and bureaucratic
standpoint.
Itis concerning that these
changes have been made on
the basis of 3 respondents to
the original consultation, out
of a pool of nearly 450
residents at the time of
consulting,
E/11 Local St Luke's Yes Yes Given the size of the St Lukes Given the separation of St Lukes to the existing  N/A
resident development i think that itis ~parish of Runwell | believe it is important to
important to have tohave a  ensure that local residents are better supported.
separate parish in order to | also believe separate representation may
better support the local encourage greater collaboration between St
community with parish Lukes, Runwell east and Runwell west on
related issues and concerns.  tackling common issues.
E/12 Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No Not necessary already have  Existing Boundaries are sufficient and St Lukes is N/A
Councillor Maximum number of part of that varrangement
councillors
E/13  Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No Already correct number of  Existing Boundaries East and West are sufficient N/A
resident Councillors
E/14 Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No No necessary Runwell Parish Council strongly recommend to
resident leave the Ward boundaries as they areandto /A
rename the Runwell East Ward to be known as:
"Runwell East & St. Luke's" giving inclusivity to
the name. This will save unnecessary
administration changes and also save on extra
Ward costs at Elections.
E/15 Local Elsewhere in Runwell ~ No No Runwell Parish Council The Consultant has made his recommendations Runwell Parish Council strongly
Councillor strongly recommend to leave based on the feelings of 3 residents (of the recommend to leave the Ward
the Ward boundaries as they stated 444) from St. Luke's who responded to  boundaries as they are a
are and to rename the. the initial consultation and the issues they
Runwell East Ward to be raised were not a responsibility of a Parish
known as: "Runwell East & St. Council. To make changes solely upon 3
Luke's" giving inclusivity to  comments is totally dis-proportionate. Runwell
the name. This will save is an inclusive community separating St. Luke's is
unnecessary administration  divisive. Runwell Parish Council has already
changes and also save on attracted 2 members that live at St. Luke's and
extra Ward costs at Elections. engage with the community regularly. The
recommendation to create a new ward is
unnecessary. The letter sent to St. Luke's
residents stated that the Parish Council would
be increasing in numbers which is factually
incorrect as the numbers are staying the same.
(The report on the website is correct)
€/16  Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No Its not broken so why are you St Lukes should always be and have been Its not broken so dont waste time
resident tryingto fixit, itwill just  included as part of Runwell this proposal will  and money trying to fix it
spread the parishoutand  only separate the residents in St Lukes from the
dilute effectiveness rest of the parish
E/17 Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No No The Consultant has made his - Runwell Parish Council strongly recommend to  Runwell Parish Council strongly
Councillor recommendations based on  leave the Ward boundaries as they areandto  recommend to leave the Ward
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the feelings of 3 residents (of
the stated 444) from St.
Luke's who responded to the
initial consultation and the
issues they raised were not a
responsibility of a Parish
Council. To make changes
solely upon 3 comments is
totally dis-proportionate.
Runwell is an inclusive
community separating St
Luke's is divisive. Runwell
Parish Council has already
attracted 2 members that live
at st. Luke's and engage with
the community regularly. The
recommendation to create a
new ward is unnecessary. The
letter sent to St. Luke's
residents stated that the
Parish Council would be
increasing in numbers which
is factually incorrect as the
numbers are staying the
same. (The report on the
website is correct)

rename the Runwell East Ward to be known as:
"Runwell East & St. Luke's" giving inclusivity to
the name. This will save unnecessary
administration changes and also save on extra
Ward costs at Elections.

boundaries as they are and to
rename the Runwell East Ward to
be known as: "Runwell East & St
Luke's" giving inclusivity to the
name. This will save unnecessary
administration changes and also
save on extra Ward costs at
Elections.




E/18

Local Elsewhere in Runwell
Councillor

No

No

the consultant has made his  Runwell Parish Council strongly recommendto  None
recommendations based on  leave the Ward boundaries as they are and to
the feelings of 3 residents (of - rename the Runwell East Ward to be known as
the stated 444) from St ‘Runwell East & St Luke's giving inclusivity to the
Luke's who responded tothe name. This will save unnecessary administrative
initial consultation and the  changes and also save on extra ward costs at
issues they raised were nota _Elections.

responsibility of a Parish

Council. To make changes

solely upon 3 comments is

proporationate. Runwell is

aninclusive community and

separating St Luke's is a

divisive act. Runwell PC has

already attracted 2 members

that live in St Luke's and

engage with the community

regularly. The

recommendation to create a

new ward is unnecessary.

The letter sent to St Luke's

residents stated that the

Parish Council would be

increasing in number which is

factually incorrect as the

numbers are staying the

same. (The report on the

website is correct).

E/19

Local Elsewhere in Runwell
resident

No

No

The consultant's Increasing the number of Wards also increases  None
recommendations appear to  the budget at Elections. Seems an unnecessary
be based on the response of  cost for an unnecessary action.
only 3 residents from a total

of 444. To make changes

based on less than 1% of the

area of St Luke's appears

disproportionate. The

comments made by the

residents related to issues

that were not within the

remit of the Parish Council.

Strong efforts are made to

ensure that Runwell remains

an inclusive community and

to create a further Ward is a

divisive act

With the 2 residents of St

Luke's already serving on the

Parish Council the need to

create a further Ward

appears redundant.

Having flexibility of

representation, by leaving

the Council area as 2 Wards

increases the flexibility of

inclusion by residents from St

Luke's

E/20

E/21

Local Elsewhere in Runwell
Councillor

Local Elsewhere in Runwell
Councillor
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No

No

No

No

To make changes affecting  Runwell Parish Council strongly recommend to  No comment
all residents in the whole of  leave the Ward boundaries as they are.
Runwell solely upon 3

comments from the St Luke's I any change is deemed necessary then the
estate is totally dis- Runwell East Ward might be renamed to be
proportionate. Runwell known as: "Runwell East & St. Luke's" giving
Parish Council already inclusivity to the name of the new estate. This
consists of 13 councillors and  will save unnecessary administration changes
has done so for a and also save on extra Ward costs at Elections.
considerable length of time

so the proposal to increase

the number of councillors is

incorrect. There are potential

cost implications to

unnecessarily increasing the

number of wards when the

number of people serving on

the council will be

unchanged.

The Consultant has made his
recommendations based on
the feelings of only 3
residents (of the stated 444)
from the new St. Luke's
estate in Runwell who
responded to the initial
consultation and the issues
they raised were not actually
a responsibility of a Parish
Council. To make changes

The Consultant has made his Runwell Parish Council strongly recommend to It should be possible for members of
recommendations based on  leave the Ward boundaries as they areand to  the public who do not have access
the feelings of 3 residents (of rename the Runwell East Ward to be known as: to a computer to respond in writing.
the stated 444) from St. “Runwell East & St. Luke's" giving inclusivity to

Luke's who responded tothe  the name. This will save unnecessary

initial consultation and the administration changes and also save on extra

issues they raised were nota Ward costs at Elections.

responsibility of a Parish

Council. To make changes

solely upon 3 comments is

totally dis-proportionate.

Runwellis an inclusive

community separating St.

Luke's s divisive. Runwell

Parish Council has already

attracted 2 members that live

at St. Luke's and engage with

the community regularly. The

recommendation to create a

new ward is unnecessary. The

letter sent to St. Luke's

residents stated that the

Parish Council would be

increasing in numbers which

is factually incorrect as the

numbers are staying the

same.




E/22  Local Elsewhere in Runwell

resident

E/23 Local Elsewhere in Runwell

resident

E/24  Local
resident

Elsewhere in Runwell

No

No

No

No

No

No

I have been a resident of
Runwell for REDACTED years.
Runwell Hospital, as it was
known before the St Luke's
estate was built on the site,
was an important part of the
village. The residents of the
new housing development
live in Runwell, not St Luke's.
The Parish Council recently
had two vacancies, three
people from the new estate
applied and two were duly
elected, Runwell Allotments
now have several new
plotholders from the estate,
we are all part of Runwell,

I'have lived in Runwell for
REDACTED years and since
1967 the parish has been
served by ‘13 councillors.
The site of the former
Runwell Hospital had a
thriving community which
was part of Runwell East
ward and the residents of the
hospital or the staff houses
were a valued part of the
wider Runwell community.
The system works well for all
residents so why change it on
the opinions of only 3
residents of the new housing
estate who may, or may not,
understand what a Parish
Councilis or does.

The Consultant who provided
the information for this
process has not properly
checked the FACTS.

The new housing estate at St
Luke's is built upon the site of
the former Runwell Hospital
and is within the East Ward
of Runwell Parish. Runwell
Parish Council has had 13
members since 1967 so the
proposal to increase the
number of councillors is
factually incorrect,
Separating the estate to form
a third ward with 2
councillors from that ward
and the proposal to have 4
councillors from the East
Ward willin fact
disenfranchise the residents
of the East Ward as their
number will be reduced by 2
to accommodate the creation
of a new ward and may then
cause East Ward residents to
feel underrepresented.
‘Countryside' have
consistently promoted their
development as a separate,
unconnected residential area

Runwell has always had two wards, Runwell East
and Runwell West, served by 13 Parish
Councillors since 1967.

There is absolutely no need whatsoever to
create a new ward. We live in a democratic
country, why would you change things and
introduce the potential or increased election
costs on the opinion of only three people. You
need to listen to the majority of the people you
serve.

The Parish Council already has 13 members, 2 of
whom live on the new housing estate, so there is
no need to alter the current system, Change for
the sake of change on the whim of only 3
residents is undemocratic.

Your proposal is based on incorrect information
and should be abandoned. The Parish Council
already has 13 members, 2 of whom live within
the new housing estate at St Luke's so the only
difference crating a new ward will make will be
to potentially impose additional election costs
on all Runwell residents and to disenfranchise
residents of Runwell East Ward by reducing their
representation by one third. Creating a third,
separate ward for the residents of St Luke's on
the basis of the opinions of only 3 people is also
devisory when all communities should be
striving for harmony and unity.

All areas should facilitate responses
by people who do not have, or wish
to have, access to the internet.

Allareas

Residents who do not have or want
touse the internet should not be
discriminated against and should be
given the opportunity to respond to
surveys, consultations or planning
applications in writing and not have
toask someone else to submit their
responses for them.

Allareas

I have had to submit responses on
line on behalf of a fellow councillor
and two Runwell residents who do
not have and do not want a
computer. | have used their words
but | feel that it is discriminatory for
them to have to ask me to o this for
them. Al residents should have the
ability to forward their responses to
surveys and consultations in writing.

E/25 Local St Luke's
resident

St Luke's Park is very distinct
from the rest of Runwell and
quite large with almost 600
homes to be bult. It has its
own community and identity.
It also has its own unique
problems with Countryside
Properties and The Land
Trust. It would be very
beneficial for St Luke's to
have its own representation
at the very local level to give
avoice to the residents on
these points and more,

The nclusion of the land to the north of the
northern ditch boundary of St Luke’s Park, and
inclusion of the land to the east of the A130,
seems llogical. This is green belt land but even if
there were properties here they would not be
part of the identity of St Luke’s Park.

N/A

E/26  Runwell
Parish
Council

Elsewhere in Runwell
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No

No

The Consultant has made his
recommendations based on
the feelings of 3 residents (of
the stated 444) from St
Luke's who repsonded to the
initial consultation and the
issues raised by these
individuals were not a
responsibility of a Parish
Council. To make changes
solely based upon the views
of 3 residents is totally dis-
proportionate. Runwell is an
inclusive community,
separating St. Luke's is
divisive. The
recommendation to create a
new ward is unnecessary and
at election times will create
extra expenditure for the 2
seats in the new ward,
PLEASE NOTE THAT
RUNWELL EAST WARD
ALREADY HAS TWO
REPRESENTATIVES FROM
ST.LUKE'S. Runwell Parish
Council has ts full quota of
13 councillors, no changes
are needed. Please take into
account the views of the 13
members as a balance to

Runwell Parish Council would like to leave the
Ward boundaries as they are. It should be noted
that there is only ONE road that accesses St.
Luke's and that loops around the development
and enters and leaves the development at the
same point on a roundabout - there is no other
access to St. Luke's and this access is from the
East Ward. The changes in our opinion create an
“island" community. (This is divisive) The
consultant has tried to offset thenew
boundaries this by adding surrounding farmland
to the new ward. The effect of this isolates the
northern boundaries of Runwell. This is felt to be
divisive and there are no merits in the changes
Runwell Parish Council repeats that the changes
will also mean adding extra administative costs.
at Election times for basically do the same thing
that has always been done as the
representation on the council will remain the
same.

N/a




E/27 Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No
resident

No

The proposals are change for The final recommendation should be "No. N/a
change sake. Thereisanold ~ Change" in Runwell. There needs to be a better
saying "If it ain't broke - don'tbalance to the reviews made by the consultant
fixit". Runwell has been which appears to have been accepted "en bloc"
served by 13 Councillors by the Council - this is not democratic! A change
since 1967. Is it really of this scale would not normally be made
necessary to createanew  following the comments of 3 - hardly

ward but keep the numbers  proportionall

the same? Will residents of

the East Ward be consulted,

we are being affected

(representation being

reduced) but have to find out

for ourselves?! St. Lukes

Development was the former

Runwell Hospital with

Doctors, Nurses, technicians

(along with their families all

living on site) and patients

registered to vote with

numbers not far off the

numbers of residents now

living at St. Luke's - it was a

community and it was

included in the East Ward it

was not separate. The

consultant recommending

change suggests that the

identity of St. Luke's is

"different” and that it is not

represented - really? Whose

E/28 Local Elsewhere in Runwell  No
resident

No

I have lived in Runwell for  Hopefully you will act on the wishes of the Allow postal responses to reduce
nearly REDACTED years and  majority and not 0.7% or part of Runwell Parish. discrimination against those without,
in that time my experience of access. to the internet.

the Runwell Parish Council
(East and West Wards), is
that there seems to be no
need to add another, St
Luke's. The success that the
present Council has had
under t's leadership has
more than served the whole
area very well. Having read
the documentation that has
been available | am
convinced that the facts of
the consultation are
somewhat flawed. There are
13 Council members already,
two of which represent St
Luke's. Since the St Luke's
build began, the residents
have been kept informed of
Parish activities and
encouraged to get involved
If there was any interest it
was not forthcoming and it
has taken a great deal of
effort by the leader of the
present Council to get any
interest from the residents. |
do ot believe that a housing

Consultation form submitted: Writtle

In which ares of Doyou agree with the
capacity are Writtle do youlive?  draft recommendations
you to change the parish
responding? ward boundaries in this

area?

F/1  Local Elsewhere in Writtle
resident

Do you agree with the draft
recommendation to change
the number of councillors that
serve North and South wards
of Writtle?

Please tell us anything else 1f you wish to provide further comments for
that you think would help  additional draft recommendations in other
us make a final parishes ot the unparished area of the city,
recommendationinthis please specify the area to which your

area comments relate and provide.

N/a N/a

F/2 Local Elsewhere in Writtle  No
Councillor

1 would propose that the two  No
Writtle Wards, North and

South, are combined to form
asingle Writtle Ward of 15
Councillors to ensure full
coverage especially when the
new Warren Farm

development s created

which will be in the Parish of
Writtle.

F/3  Writtle Elsewhere in Writtle  No
Parish
Council

No

Writtle Parish Council meton N/A
1 November 2021 to consider

the draft recommendations

of the CGR. At the meeting, it

was agreed that the council

would like to remove the

warding within the Parish,

such that the whole of

Writtle becomes a single

area.

F/4  Local Western end of Ongar ~ No
resident Road
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There s a clear need to 1 would support a case for the whole of the lttle
rebalance the members of  Hollows estate to be parished and within the
the Writtle Parish Council to  Boundary of the Chignal Parish Council

take account of the increase

in electors anticipated from

the Warren Farm

development.

However to re-designate
properties on the Ongar Road
(and roads off) as part of the
South Ward is unnecessary
and inconvenient particularly
when the polling station for
the South Ward (in all
elections) will be located
some 1/2 mile distant. |
would suggest that the Ongar
Road, Lordship Road and all
roads off them remain in the
North Ward.

Afurther justification for this
reversal of the draft
recommendations, is to
retain the connection
between the established
properties in Writtle and the
new ones to be built at
Warren Farm.




F/5  Local Western end of Ongar  No No the northern boundaryof  no

resident  Road Writtle Parish should be
moved back to the A1060
and exclude the new
development which should
be included in the Melbourne
boundary area. Including new
development in Writtle
boundary will increase the
chance of Writtle being
absorbed into Chelmsford by
future local governments and
Writtle losing it's identity. Did
not agree with new
development being built and
being part of the Writtle
Parish.

Consultation form submitted: Galleywood

In which area of Doyouagree withthe Do you agree with the draft  Why doyou feel this way Do you agree with the draft recommendation Please tell us anything else that If you wish to provide further comments for additional draft
capacity are Galleywood doyou  draft recommendation recommendation to change  for Q8 and Q97 to remove the parish wards in this area?  you think would help us mske a  recommendations in other parishes ot the unparished area of
you live? to change the parish  the number of councillors who final recommendation for this  the city, please specify the area to which your comments relate
responding? boundary in this area?  serve this council? area and provide...

G/1  Local Southern part of Goat  No No Youmean Q7 &Q8. (7)1 Yes | don't believe there's any need or /A
resident  Hall don't believe there's any advantage for the residents of the
need or advantage for the southern end of Goat Hall Ward
residents of the southern end becoming part of the Galleywood
of Goat Hall Ward becoming parish, everything seems to be
part of the Galleywood working fine as it is

parish, everything seems to
be working fine as itis. (Q8)
The form required me to
choose YES or No to this
question. No real opinion as
I'm not a resident of
Galleywood council

6/2 Local Southern part of Goat  No No 1am happy with the current  No Though at present we would appear Nothing to contribute
resident Hall arrangement. REDACTED we to be in limbo the current structure
gain lttle from being more has worked and there seems little
engaged with the parish reason to justify the change
counciland I find little to particularly because there is no hint
justify the extra expenditure of possible consequential
which would be involved improvements in the consultation
63 Local Elsewhere in Yes No The 222 electors wholive i No I'm not sure what effect removing 1. Suggest a change in the boundary between Great Baddow and
resident  Galleywood the Goat Hall area that is the ward boundaries would have. |~ Galleywood Parishes so that the Lawns Cemetery becomes part of
proposed to become part of assume it would have a bearing on  Great Baddow Parish - since it is owned and run by Gt Baddow Parish
Galleywood Parish are in an how Councillors for the Parish can  Council
area that | feel is part of be chosen. If it does not have sucha 2. Also suggest that Essex County Council automatically amend their
Galleywood. It seems to bearing then | have no objection to  register(s) of Town and Village Greens and/or Commons whenever a
make sense that they should removing the ward boundaries. | new Parish is legally set up, or the boundaries between Parishes
have a say in what goes on in assume removal of the boundaries  change, so that the new owner of such land is recorded in each
Galleywood Parish. This would mean all electors in the register. This may require legislation or government order, or an
might swell the number of Parish could vote for all candidates ~ amendment to the Essex Act. (NB some commons in Galleywood are
electors in the Parish by in elections for Councillors, instead st recorded in the ECC register s being in Gt Baddow!)
about onessixth, | think, s0an of only voting for Councillors
increase from 6 to 8 standing for their ward
Councillors would seem more
appropriate than the
suggested increase to 12
G/4  Local Southern part of Goat ~ No No We do not feel an additional No We Do not feel the need for this N/A
resident Hall layer of bureaucracy is area of southern Goat Hall ward to
needed in addition to our be included in a Parish.

local City Councillor and MP.
Especially as by doing so will
increase the already high
Council Tax charge imposed
onlocal residents. This
follows closely behind the
imposition of car parking
charges in Hylands Park,
which have incensed those
local residents that use the
park on a regular basis.

G/5 Local Outside of this parish ~ No Yes. Itis not clear as to whether ~ No | would suggest that the properties ~ Consider extending Galleywood Parish to include the properties in
resident the properties in Galleywood on Galleywood Road, as far down as Galleywood Road, Chelmsford currently under the Goat Hall ward
Road are included in the Linnet Drive should be included in
proposal to expand the south the parish of Galleywood,
of Goat Hall. Our property is alternatively as far down as the
classed as Goat Hall ward, roundabout on Wood Street.
but we currently fall under
Chelmsford
G/6  Local Southern part of Goat ~ Yes Yes We fill that we are already Yes REDACTED No
resident  Hall part of the parish as e live

very close to the boundary,
we use all the facility’s of the
parish, the local shops,
REDACTED and participates
in all local events our friends
live in the parish, it makes
sense that we should be part
of it, maybe extra councillors
will be required as the parish

Brows.
G/7 Galleywood Elsewhere in Yes Yes Q8 — agree with the change f Yes The Parish Council would like to see no.
Parish Galleywood the Goat Hall residents have the results of the survey of the
Council been consulted and agree. residents in Goat Hall

The Parish Council would like
to understand what the
rationale of the boundary

change s,
G/8  Local Outside of this parish ~ Yes Yes This will bring us into a parish Yes no other comment no other comment
resident that we actually feel part of
G/9  Local Southern part of Goat  No No 1am content with the current No 1am satisfied with the Seell
resident  Hall arrangements, therefore no representation | enjoy with the
need for change existing arrangements with both the

City Council and County Council. |
note that there is no regard paid to
the communities that occupy areas
not covered by this Review, that
would seem unrepresented at Tier
1. Were there to be changes made,
would the remaining area become a
Town Council?. If this is the case.
then the whole exercise appears
flawed, as areas such as mine would
not have been given a choice.

Consultation form submitted: Great Baddow:
Inwhich area of Great Doyouagreewiththe  Doyouagree withthedraft  Why doyoufeelthisway Please tell us anything else thatyou think f you wish to provide further
capaclty are Baddow doyoullve? draft recommendations recommendation to change  for Q8 and Q37 would help us make a final recommendation comments for additional draft

you to change the parish  the number of parish for this area recommendations In other

responding? boundarles In this area? councillors who serve this patishes or the unparished area
counclf? of the city, please speclfy the
area to which your comments
relate and provide...
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H/1 Elsewhere in Great

Baddow

Local
resident

No

The houses in Goodwin close
and Bawden Way sit in an
area that geographically is
clearly Baddow. The people
living in those roads wil
clearly use many of the
services, schools and shops in
Great Baddow as well as
Chelmsford. The houses
there have been part of Great
Baddow since they were
built.

n

H/2 Elsewhere in Great

Baddow

Local
resident

The boundary changes seem
to match the surrounding
estates better but | believe
the local residents views
should take precedence.

The increase to the number
of councillors is needed to
increase representation for a
Parish that is growing.

The directly affected residents should have the
final say. I have found the Parish council to be
very helpful and effective at a really local level
and | would be reluctant to lose such
representation as is being proposed for those
residents.

Parish councils do provide local
representation at a level that is
easily accessible for residents,
Removing this level of
representation from a large number
of Chelmsford in the unparished
areas does not seem like a forward
step in local representation.

H/3 Elsewhere in Great

Baddow

Local
resident

Local
resident

Gooduwin Close, Bawden No
Way or Waterson Vale

No

Q8. 30 Petrel Way seems to
be a historical anomaly. It,
and the named streets near
Waterson Vale, are totally
disconnected from the rest of
Gt Baddow. All have vehicular
access only from the
unparished area

if you mean Q7 and Q8 not
sure why Q9 is asking about
and question prior to it being
answered!

Q7 we do not wish to live out
side of the parish as we have
lived and made use of the
parish community facilities
for REDACTED yrs. School,
shops church, playing fields,
library etc. for this to based
on there being no direct
vehicular access from
goodwin close directly into
the parish is absurd during
times when people are being
encouraged to get out of cars
and onto bikes or walking and
public transport. the buses.
when we dont walk to get to
town are on baddow road
which is REDACTED.
REDACTED perhaps the
footpath from baddow road
toloftin way should be the
boundary. We have chosen
tolive within the parish for
good reason and dont see
any reason we should be
moved out on an
administrative basis to keep

| agree with the draft new boundary lines.

1 propose the baddow boundary could be the
footpath from Baddow road to Loftin way so
that goodwin close and bawden way remain
within great baddow. the actual original access
when the development was built and where
there brought customers in when we purchased
our property from plan having moved from
REDACTED

No further comments.

no thanks

H/S. Elsewhere in Great

Baddow

Local
resident

No

No

I'am not strongly opposed
and if reducing the size of the
parish then a proportionate
reduction in councillor(s)
makes sense. However the
proposed Manor Farm and
Molrams Lane developments
will more than compensate
for the proposed changes.
Though sl to be built the
numbers are already known
sowhy put this off to the
next review?

Great Baddow is already one of the largest
villages i the country but with continued
building within its existing boundaries i am just
surprised at how small the proposed changes
actually are.

None

H/6 Elsewhere in Great

Baddow

Great
Baddow
Parish
Council

No

On the whole and as per the
Council's previous comments
the Parish Council feel the
boundaries for Great Baddow
Parish should remain the
same, Although as the
changes to Petrel Way and
Regal Close are small then
the Council would not have
real objection to these
changes.

However the Council feels
very strongly that a great
deal of weight should be
given to the views of those
who actually live in the roads
that are affected within the
current proposals.

The Council is in agreement
with the increase of
Councillors to Great Baddow
Parish Council

Please see answer to question 10

Please see answer to question 10

H/7  Local

resident

REDACTED Yes

REDACTED

NA

H/8  Local

resident

REDACTED Yes

Consultation form submitted: Chignal & Broomfield
URN  In what Which parish areyou In which area of
capacity are commenting on? Broomfield do you live?
you
tesponding?

Local
resident

A Chignal
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In which area of Chignal doyou
live?

Outside of this parish

REDACTED

Do you agree with the draft
recommendation(s) to
change the parish
boundary/boundaries in
this area?

None

Please tell us anything else that you think
‘would help us make a final recommendation
in this area

Chignal Is a Rural Parish and all the assets are in
the Chignal area by the Village Hall. The
Character of the Parish is predominately houses
with plenty of green space and no street lighting
, narrow roads , no pavements . There are only a
few residents spread around the parish.

Little Hollows and the persimmon development
are a brand new development up to the most
modern standards next to the City of
Chelmsford. They have urban roads, street
lighting and a dense population base. These
should be rolled together in to the Unparished
area. Physically there s a distance between
Chignal and little hollows that is empty of
houses so its a physical barrier .

Would the Persimmon and Little Hollows not
benefit from creating their own parish Council
more i line with their needs. Hollow lane is
being closed off so this becomes almost an
enclave of several hundred residents

Some Little Hollows residents are involved with
the Chignal organisations but the majority take
their entertainment and direction from
Chelmsford rather than Chignal.

1f you wish to provide further
comments for additional draft
recommendations in other
patishes or the unparished area
of the city, please specify the
area to which your comments
relate and provide..

Mashbury should be rolled in to one
of the surrounding Parishes with
Chignal being the most logical.
Mashbury has not held its annual
parish meeting for years. There is no
governance and its a joke that
Chelmsford has not resolved the
governance in this area. Mashbury
is another rural area and this would
link in well - much better than Little
Hollows. Mashbury is a small
population so this would not change
the mix of residents too much.




12

113

Local
resident

Local
resident

Broomfield

Broomfield

Elsewhere in the
8roomfield parish

Elsewhere in the
Broomfield parish

No

No

Ilive in Channels, the neighbourhood s divided  Adding another level of managing
in 2 Parishes Little Waltham & Broomfield. The  and potentially adding an increase
proposal is to created a new Parish to absorbed in Council Tax is not the beneficial
Beaulieu and the future developing area. Adding for us residents. We already have a
another level of managing and potentially Managing Company which do a lot
adding an increase in Council Tax is not the of the work that Council does in
beneficial for us residents. We already havea  adopted areas. We do not need a
Managing Company which do a lot of the work  Parish Council as that wont benefit
that Council does in adopted areas. We donot  us residents

need a Parish Council

I think that Hollow lane should remain in the No comment
Broomfield parish

/4

Local
resident

Broomfield

Elsewhere in the
Broomfield parish

No

Don't agree with the inclusion of Chelmsford ~ No
Garden Village. In proposals this new area is
positioned as a new place, not a suburb.
Culturally, it will be similar to Beaulieu which has
lots of its it's own resources. The sheer size of it
in terms of population and buildings could mean
broomfield parish resources being relocated to
the garden village and away from the
Broomfield village, which currently benefits from
parish resources and activities being focussed
on Broomfield as the centre and helping
maintain a community feel. This change could
weaken Broomfield. This new development will
not feel part of the broomfield village or parish
either, as it is separated by a major road (the
A130) and several fields and green spaces. It is
nearer to little Waltham than it is to broomfield
Culturally and location wise it makes sense to
group it with Beaulieu and make those two their
own parish

/5

Local
resident

Broomfield

Elsewhere in the
Broomfield parish

I agree in principle to the recommendations to  None
encompass the Little Hollows development into
the Chelmsford City unparished area

Regarding the hospital development, would it
not be more practical for the Broomfield parish
boundary to also encompass the houses on the
western side of Main Road as they seem to be
already swaddled by the new development, thus
forming a clear boundary down Main Road at
that point?

| agree that the new parish X4 should be
created as indicated. My preference for the
name would be Belsteads.

/6

17

118

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Chignal

Chignal

Chignal
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Hollow Lane

Hollow Lane

Hollow Lane

No

No

No

Hollow Lane s part of our Community, "our  Nothing to add here, just interested
Lane" we call it locally. REDACTED. REDACTED to in my wonderful Parish of Chignal.
look at the nature, taking photos and enjoys
spotting the local wildlife, deer, fox, kestrels,
birds at all times of the day. He says it's his place
to think and enjoy REDACTED. REDACTED we
pick up the itter down the Lane throughout the
year. The current traffic that uses the Lane is
moderate | would say. Although we would like to
close it altogether we understand that might not
be possible but i it were to become part of the
City's jurisdiction, then | fear that it would not
be given enough thoughts to its existence or
worse than that, that the Council might suggest
the use of it as  cut through for other boroughs
The traffic can move fast down the Lane and
sometimes it's dangerous when we are walking
but what I do not want is for it to be a rat run
for people to avoid congestion on the main truck
roads going in and out of Chelmsford
Chelmsford already has a traffic issue but using
country lanes should not be part of the solution
I understand change happens, we live in a new
development, but we should also have access to
green and pleasant spaces. Given we have just
gone through a global pandemic, this Lane and
the area was a REDACTED for my household and
many others near me, so for these reasons
outlined, I vote for Hollow Lane to stay within
the parish of Chignal. A parish that is committed
tothe area and its people and the people to it

I have moved into the REDACTED and currently n.a
sit under Chignal parish. The proposal s for the
development to fall into an unparished zone. |
do believe that as part of the housing plan, this
should have been considered and adjustments
made to existing parishes rather than in effect
leaving the people who have moved into this
area to fend for themselves. | do not see an
issue with a split between Chignal/Broomfield
and seems fair to share across existing parishes.
There i still vehicular access through Hollow
Lane from Broomfield to the development as
well as via Chignal Road (this being the main
access). Many local residents have commented
on social media that they still use Hollow Lane
as access from Chignal to Broomfield and vice
versa and therefore | feel strongly that we
should continue to have representation at a
parish level.

We are engaged with the local Parish and have  None
access tofacilities. The proposed changes do

not give us anything better. It will also mean the
existing Parish community will remain

dislocated. The Hollow Lane community is

newer and more diverse and hence brings

diversity to the Parish in areas such as race, ages

of inhabitants and religion. This is positive for

the area and communities and the Parish is

likely to lose the diversity




1/9  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

No

I think this proposal is basically ludicrous, the  No other comments
stated aim is 'CGR's are an opportunity to
ensure communities have effective
arrangements to hear the voice of the
community." I'm not sure what this is supposed
to mean. However | assume it means that the
voice of a community should have a means of
being heard and represented which is currently
done by our excellent parish council. In what
conceivable way would this situation be
improved by us becoming 'unparished'? Since
these houses were bult 5 years ago we have
had great support from the parish council but
nothing from the City Council which would be
our only local government in the event of this
change taking place.

During the extensive building and road changes
we have had since moving here the parish
council has built links with Persimmon and Essex
highways which have allowed us to stop heavy
lorries using our narrow estate roads, to have an
extended 40mph limit, to stop an inappropriate
and pointless traffic island, to reduce excessive
road signage and street lighting, to construct
earth banks to shield our development from
traffic, to increase the amount of tree and
hedge planting and to improve the pedestrian
access to local shops. The council has also
provided many bulbs to give a super flower
display and helped with dealing with anti-social
behaviour. This is an impressive list.

1/10  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

I/11  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

No

No

Thisis a crazy ideal We and other residents of  no further comment
Little Hollows DO NOT want to be removed from
the village in which we have become 2,
important part. | like others are on a number of
village committees and we have been able to
bring new energy and ideas to this small village
which otherwise will begin to struggle to keep
everything going with it's rapidly ageing
demographic.

In five years, Little Hollows has become a
community in it's own right with the help of a
community group, a watts app group and our
neighbourhood watch. We have a bootcamp
and pilates group and feel that we are entirely
separate from the new Persimmon houses,
which | understand have their own separate
social network

We have benefitted enormously from what
Chignal village has to offer in terms of it's W,
friendship/care group, community network
group, gardening club, community orchard,
summer croguet, table tennis, monthly coffee
morning and wine group. Our parish council is
second to none. We have benefitted
enormously and in so many ways from their
assistance during the building of this
development. They have helped with some
antisocial behaviour issues at the Clarion flats,
initiated tree and bulb planting which the LH
community have helped with and untold
planning issues.

I feel that changing the boundaries of the parish Chelmsford city - | do not wish to be
would fundamentally have a negative impact onout of chignal parish
our voice within the local community. The

Chignal parish has invested in the little hollows

area in order to improve planting, lighting, traffic

speed and supported residents suffering from

anti- social behaviour. We moved to this area so

we could experience living in a semi-rural area -

to get the benefit of  local parish council where

we feel we really get a say in local decisions,

Being swallowed up by Chelmsford city would

stop all of that and that is why | am opposing it.

1/12 Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

1/13  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

1/14  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

No

No

We would like to stay part of the local parish N/A

Allnew developments including Copperfield  Not applicable
Place in Hollow lane should join with Chelmsford

City Centre

None None

1/15  Local Chignal
resident

1/16  Local Chignal
resident

Elsewhere in the Chignal parish

Elsewhere in the Chignal parish

No

No

We bought our house in Little Hollows because  N/a
it was in a semi rural village location and part of

the local Chignal Parish. | moved from

Chelmsford City where | lived for REDACTED

years especially because of the local parish

please do not change.

| moved to this semi rural village location from a N/
city in REDACTED especially because of the local
parish commitment. My husband is REDACTED
involved in the local parish and as residents of

Little Hollows we have seen great benefit from

tree planting, social activities & generally people
caring about those in the parish - please please

do not change boundaries.

/17 Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

No

We'd like to be part of the Chignal Parish as we  The Parish area is Little Hollows
have in the last REDACTED years. We're very

happy to be in the Parish and take part in

various activities

1/18  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

No

We have been served well by our local Parish None
Council on a range of issues, particularly

including safety and and feel the alternative

would not replicate the service

1/19  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

1/20  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

1/21  Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident

1/22 Local Chignal Hollow Lane
resident
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No

No

No

No

We enjoy the local level parish council model. | NA
am not aware of any case being made for

change, ie no benefits have been communicated
that enable the support, decision to change

Like being part of a village, having a
community orchard and access to
activities which is good for old and
young

Residents of Hollow Lane have been actively N/a

involved in a range of decisions affecting the

parish which has been extremely helpful. | have

never had this level of involvement whilst living

in other areas within Chelmsford . My decision

to purchase the property in Hollow Lane was in

part due to being situated in the Chignal Parish .

Little Hollows boundaries should be part of We view ourselves as part of
Chignal Parish residents of Chignal parish




1/23

1124

1/25

1126

1127

Local Chignal
resident

Local Chignal
resident

Local Chignal
Councillor

Local Chignal
resident

Local Chignal
resident
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Hollow Lane

Elsewhere in the Chignal parish

Hollow Lane

Hollow Lane

Elsewhere in the Chignal parish

No

No

No

No

No

1 am a resident within the relatively new 1do not have any comments for
development of Little Hollows. We have lived  other areas.
within the Chignal parish since we moved here
REDACTED years ago and as the development
has grown and established itself we have felt
more and more a part of the local community
thanks to the efforts of the parish council. When
we first moved in we were given a welcome
pack to the local area giving us important and
useful information, essential when you have
moved from REDACTED and feel a bit
overwhelmed! This was immensely comforting.
We continue to receive regular parish
newsletters which invite residents to join in with
the local community events such as summer
fetes, events at the community orchard,
REDACTED at the lovely Chignals and Mashbury
Village hall which we wouldn't have known
anything about without newsletters with details
of how to hire. This newsletter also provides
details about local church services and interest
groups that have enabled us to make links with
other members of the community. This has
helped us settle into our new lives in Chelmsford
and feel like we have a home here.

As the development has begun to take shape
the parish council has also helped with tree
planting and flower planting in order to help
create an area that has quickly become part of
the local environment and soften it's newly built
appearance. As building of the new Persimmon

We moved here in REDACTED as we used to live
locally REDACTED. We decided to return to the
Chignal's to enjoy the countryside, its
surroundings and the more rural way of life. We
support and join in with Chignal Parish activities,
We regularly attend and support the Chignal
Parish Council Meetings.

We enjoy, support and participate in the local
events that Chignal Parish promotes.

The Blue House CM1 455, and it's Cottage are in
the Chignal Parish and will remain so. REDACTED
adjacent land which was also part of the parish
The Chignal Boundary, if changed, should
include our development, known as The Little
Hollows estate. The Boundary line, if changed,
should run between the newer Persimmon
Estate & The Little Hollows estate, allowing us to
remain in the Chignal Parish Boundary.

In the REDACTED years of living in Little Hollows
we have had invaluable support from the parish

council in many ways, such as

Stopping Persimmon when they started building

before they built the new road - we had huge

lorries trying to pass on our narrow estate roads.

Subsequently building links with Persimmon

management and with Essex Highways to

achieve many of the results below

Reduced the planned excessive street lighting on

the new Hollow Lane.

Achieved an extension to the 40mph speed limit

We moved to this area to have the benefit of a | have no further comments on
new property but in a semi rural location. We  other areas

enjoy being part of the Chignal Parish and are

involved in most of the local clubs, village hall,

orchard etc

In fact, to become further involved, assist and
improve this new area, and in an attempt to give
it some protection from urban spraw! | joined
the Chignal Parish Council and have been an
active member now for around REDACTED
years.

During this time | have been successful in
ensuring that Hollow lane still resembles a lane
by questioning with Essex Highway's the
proposed huge spread of street lights,
illuminated pedestrian crossings and other
signage.

These have all been reduced due to the direct
involvement of the Parish Council and Little
Hollows residents.

In addition we have managed to ensure the

40mph limit has been extended on these new

roads to protect cyclists, walkers & children and
an tothe

and tree planting scheme with Persimmon and

Chelmsford planning & parks departments

We have, with the assistance of other Little

We moved to Little Hollows in REDACTED. We | do not wish to be part of the
grew up on the REDACTED. Therefore we were  unparished area of the city.
always enjoying the countryside in the the nort
West of Chelmsford during this period. We had
strong feelings for the villages in this area,
Chignals Smealey and St James, High and Good
Easter and the various hamlets such as
Clatterford End. All of these were within cycling
distance for us and our friends. When we
became aware of the Little Hollows
development and the opportunity to live in the
Parish of the country area we loved it was an
opportunity to good to miss. As we lived in
REDACTED we made the choice to move which
would give us a rural life with the benefit of
village activities and a village parish council
involvement. We support and join in with
Chignal Parish activities, We regularly attend
and support the Chignal Parish

Council Meetings. We enjoy, support and
participate in the local events that Chignal
Parish promotes. Chignal Parish Council has
supported our small development on several
issues. We have a resident as a member of the
council and the council has worked hard to
integrate Little Hollows into the rural
surroundings. Some of the achievements are
listed below:

Stopping Persimmon when they started building
before they built the new road - we had huge
lorries trying to pass on our narrow estate roads.

| moved to this property in REDACTED, The boundary for the Chignal area
REDACTED in the parish of Chignal St.James.  should include Little Hollows,
REDACTED. We are involved with many Copperfield Place should be in

activities in the village and identify with the rural Broomfield.
way of life. The boundaries should remain
unaltered



/28 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No We are residents of the Little Hollows 1
resident development and don't believe we should
become part of the unparished area of
Chelmsford. We have benefited greatly from
being part of the Chignal Parish and don't want
tolose being part of a local community.

We have benefited in terms of having earth
banks constructed to protect our development
from traffic, trees, hedging and bulbs have been
provided to us by the Parish. We have also had
assistance from the Parish with the new
Persimmon development stopping Persimmon
when they started building before the new road
had been built.

We also enjoy being part of village life sharing
Chignal's village hall and having access to village
clubs etc which we would lose if we become part
of the vast unparished area. We feel that if we
wanted to live in the City we would have chosen
amore central location in Chelmsford to live in
and would be very disappointed if the Parish
boundary was changed now

1129 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No I do not want a Parish Boundary changeas | No further comments as | have
resident have lived in Little Hollows, Chignal Parish, for  listed my comments above.
REDACTED years now and very much enjoy the
community spirit it brings.
1 am involved in community lfe and would very
much like it to remain UNCHANGED.
The Parish has achieved many benefits to the
surrounding area, with help from many of the
Little Hollows residents, including:- landscaping,
additional trees, consideration for road users
plus many other local benefits,
| feel strongly that it is important to keep this a
semi-rural area and to have a voice on many
local issues rather than being engulfed by an un-
parished Chelmsford City Council.
I strongly hope you take all comments into
consideration,
It's very disappointing that CCC have NOT issued
this letter to other residents in the Chignal
Parish for their comments!

/30 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No We bought our house in Little Hollows after  No comment
resident living in REDACTED years. | feel that by living in
the Chignal Parish we have had quite a lot of
support when we have had issues in and around
our development. | do not feel we would get the
same level of support if we were taken out of

this parish
/31 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No We've lived here now for REDACTED yearsand  Chignal Parish
resident enjoyed being part of the Parish of Chignal. The

sense of community is paramount to us and is
greatly needed especially since COVID. We
moved to this area to be more rural and not part
of a suburb. The parish council of Chignal has
been an enormous help to us all at Little Hollows
with regards to the Persimmons development,
road developments, signs, speed limits, planning
etc. They listened to residents concerns and
acted on them accordingly. Along with all the
social activities they provide and the Chignal
News which is regularly produced and delivered
tousall. It'sall invaluable to us. We are small
development and would really like to stay in the
boundaries of Chignal Parish as we were when
we moved here.

/32 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No REDACTED. Being part of the Chignal Parish has Chignal
resident always been important to us. We are involved  Parish
with parish meetings and enjoy participating in
various activities including REDACTED organized
by the Parish Council. We have made many
acquaintances through this which has been
particularly invaluable since COVID. We strongly
object to the boundaries being moved so that
we will no longer be part of the Chignal Parish

/33 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No We gain a tremendous sense of supportand  Please keep us in Chignal Parish
resident community being part of Chignal Parish. We
strongly wish to remain in the Parish. We are
concerned about the lack of local voice and
representation if we are simply swallowed up
into an enlarged Chelmsford City Area. The
Parish council works hard on behalf of all Hollow
Lane residents and we wish to stay part of this
tight need community.

Chignal Parish has supported with the following.

THOUGHTS FOR LITTLE HOLLOWS RESIDENTS
USE IN OBJECTING TO BEING TAKEN OUT OF
CHIGNAL PARISH.

In the REDACTED years of living i Little Hollows
we have had invaluable support from the parish
council in many ways, such as:-

1] Stopping Persimmon when they started
building before they built the new road - we had
huge lorries trying to pass on our narrow estate
roads

2) Subsequently building links with Persimmon
management and with Essex Highways to

achieve many of the results below.

3] Reduced the planned excessive street lighting

1/34  Local Chignal Hollow Lane No We have had help with tree planting, traffic N/A
resident management.

1/35  Local Chignal Hollow Lane No Nothing to add N/a
resident

1/36  Local Chignal Hollow Lane No nfa n/a
resident
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/37 Local Chignal Elsewhere in the Chignal parish ~ No I'm a resident of Little Hollows and feelasa  None
resident community we have benefited greatly from
being part of Chignal Parish. To remove us
would have a detrimental effect - the ways we
have benefited are as follows, so it is of great
importance to us to continue to have a voice:

1] Stopping Persimmon when they started
building before they built the new road ~ we had
huge lorries trying to pass on our narrow estate
roads,

2] subsequently building links with Persimmon
management and with Essex Highways to
achieve many of the results below.

3] Reduced the planned excessive street lighting
on the new Hollow Lane.

4] Achieved an extension to the 40mph speed
limit on Woodhall Hil.

5] Stopped a proposed over illuminated traffic
island on Hollow Lane

6] Had the earth banks constructed to shield our
development from traffic.

7) Significantly increased the tree and hedge
planting in the vicinity.

1/38  Local Chignal Elsewhere in the Chignal parish ~ No Little hollows has been part of our community ~ No comment
resident for a few years now and during this time they

are starting to get involved in village activities -
which benefit us all. As a small community we
relish newcomers bringing their fresh
enthusiasm to ‘the table’!

/39 Local Chignal Hollow Lane No We feel that we are part of the Chignal The city council does great work but

resident community and the Parish council have done  being part of the parish has helped
excellent work in giving us a voice that has made my mental well REDACTED
wonderful improvements to the all the residents especially during the lockdown, the
of the Parish. community pulled together and we
If we move away from the Parish we feel we will assisted one another. Being part of
be losing our voice and feel we willlose the  the city will be counter productive
community which we have become part of. o my sense of community and

mental being.

1/40  Local Chignal Hollow Lane No NA NA
resident

1/41  Local Chignal Hollow Lane No I have lived in REDACTED Hollow Lane for over My comments relate to the Little
resident REDACTED years , and have seen the Hollows estate off Hollow Lane

development grow and become established. It
has a unique feel to it and we as residents do
feel part of the Chignal Parish- we are involved
in activities, and are informed of and are able
to partake in and enjoy events within the parish
, whichis a vibrant and active community.
The parish council have been very proactive in
ensuring that building regulations and highways
stipulations were adhered to by Persimmon
once their new development was started , which
helped prevent dangerously heavy traffic on the
small estate roads . They have also helped with
reduction of light and noise though construction
of an earth bund to shield the development,
and have been careful to maintain the relatively
rural aspect with thoughtful tree and hedge
planting, while also extending the 40 mph limit
at Woodhall Hill and preventing excessive light
pollution which was unnecessary
I feel that if significant issues were needed to be
raised that they would have a fair hearing at the
parish council meetings , with effective
representation and decision making. This | feel
would be lost i the proposed boundary changes
went ahead, due to the much larger populations
and local issues that would need to be
addressed at City council level,
In summary | feel the subsuming of this estate:
into the Chelmsford city envelope is not needed

1/42 Local Chignal Elsewhere in the Chignal parish ~ No Many of the Countryside Little Hollows residents Comments refers to Chignal Parish
resident have taken an active role within the Chignal boundaries only
community whiclt has been welcomed. | would
suggest keeping the Countryside Little Hollows
development within Chignal Parish and the
newer (currently unoccupied) Persimmon
houses to be part of Chelmsford

Consultation form submitted: Little Waltham
URN Inwhat  Inwhichareaof Litle Doyouagreewiththe Doyouagreewiththedraft Please tellus anythingelse Ifyouwish to provide further comments for
capacity are Waltham doyou live? draft recommendations recommendation to change  that you think would help ~ additional draft recommendatlons In other

you to change the parish  the number of counclliors who us make a final parishes or the unparlshed area of the clty,
responding? boundarles In this area? serve this council? recommendationnthls please specify the area towhich your
area comments relate and provide...
1 Local ElsewhereinLittle  No Yes personally i don't think there ~1'm sure one councilis more than capable of
resident  Waltham is a requirement for to many  looking after the whole of Chelmsford City and
councillor's there s a public  surrounding village's thus reducing wages and
savingtobemadehere.  expense's making probably a large saving to the
public purse.
W2 tocal Outside of this parish ~ No ves Almost 3 years ago, residents The community of Channels has specific
resident signed a petition toinvoke a  concerns which have not been addressed or

CGR to have all of Channels  considered. Further discussion is required as no
sitting in one Parish i.e. Little options appear to be suitable.

Waltham. Why has this not

even been considered in the

recommendations?

J/3  Local South eastern Yes Yes Little Waltham should remain N/a

resident little. | don’t recall any
residents in favour of
developing the countryside
within the parish and so to
expand the boundaries to
include more housing only
adds insult to injury. The vast
and ever expanding new
developments (Channels and
beyond) simply don’t belong
in an ancient parish that date
back to the doomsday book.
A whole new parish should be
created to accommodate the
new developments.

Consultation form submitted: Boreham
URN Inwhat  Doyoulivelnsideor Doyouagreewiththe Please tellus anythingelse fyouwish to provide
capacity are outslde the parishof draft recommendation that you think would helpus  further comments for
you Boreham? tochange the parish  make a final recommendation ~ additional draft
responding? boundary to createa for Boreham recommendations In other
new parish? (this parishes o the unparlshed

proposal does not affect area of the city, please

electors) specify the area to which.
your comments relate and
provide...
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K/1

Local
resident

Inside

Consultation form submitted: Springfield

No

Boreham Airfield must remain
within Boreham Parish. It is
integral to the history of the
parish and a valued heritage site,
During the war it was a safe
haven for many of the villagers,
offering protection against
bombing raids. It is the site of the
Boreham War Memorial. The
airfield has more recently been
used for gravel extraction, in
return for which, upon
completion of the mining work,
the land was to be restored and
returned to the parish as.
recreational park land for all to
enjoy. We have anticipated the
delivery of this much needed
amenity for some time. Finally, it
seems perverse that Boreham
Airfield should not be within
Boreham Parish. There has not
been an adequate rationale
offered for moving the Boreham
parish boundary to exclude this
key element of the parish's
history.

Not applicable

In which area of Doyou feel that the Why doyou feel this way? Doyou feelthat youare ~ Why do you feel this way?2 Please tell us anything else that  If you wish to provide further comments for additional draft
capacity are Springfield doyou identities and interests best represented by you think would help us make a  recommendations in other parishes or the unparished area of
you live? of residents in your area final recommendation for this the city, please specify the area to which your comments relate
tesponding? are best represented by area and provide...

/1 Local Elsewhere in Springfield Option 1 (The Lawnsand  The Lawns and the northern part Option 1 (The Lawns and the - The reconfiguration of the parish will allow a Nothing to add Nothing to add
Councillor the northern part of of Trinity are clustered around  northern part of Trinity ward new parish council to focus on the needs of a
Trinity ward becoming the original Centre of Springfield  becoming part of Springfield  more homogenous area with similar demands
part of Springfield parish) ~and as a community are better  parish)
linked together with the
Springfield parish in terms of age
and type of housing, transport
links and community identity ("I
live in Springfield").
/2 Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and  N/A Option 1 (The Lawns and the  N/A N/A N/A
resident the northern part of northern part of Trinity ward
Trinity ward becoming becoming part of Springfield
part of Springfield parish) parish)
/3 Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and | am really quite surprised that ~ Option 1 (The Lawns and the | think that local needs would be better served  Communities need effective means None
resident the northern part of such alarge area of Springfield  northern part of Trinity ward by having this additional layer of of iti
Trinity ward becoming has no parish council status. becoming part of Springfield  and responsibility for local issues being in place. ~for discussion of local issues and the
part of Springfield parish) parish) ability to defend and enjoy the best
aspects of the local area.
L/4  Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as Unnecessary to add another tier  Option 2 (leaving thingsas  Unnecessary to add another tier of local There is nothing to be gained by Leave City Centre unparished and with current boundaries.
resident they are with Trinity ward  of local government. Single tier  they are with Trinity ward government. Single tier should be sufficient. It is change of this sort. We should be
and The Lawns ward should be sufficient. It is good for and The Lawns ward having  good for the are to be associated as City Centre  looking to simplify our local
having no parish council)  the are to be associated as City  no parish council) and not outside of that area. Extra financial government not add layers.
Centre and not outside of that burden on Council Tax to deliver services we
area. Extra financial burden on already get without having to support parish
Council Tax to deliver services we councillors etc,
already get without having to
support parish councillors etc,
/5 Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as There is no community feelto  Option 2 (leaving things as _ Springfield Parish council appears to do lttle for This seems like an additional charge on council tax.
resident they are with Trinity ward area and no community assests.  they are with Trinity ward  the area it currently covers so why add
and The Lawns ward We feel we would be paying and The Lawns ward having ~ additional area.
having no parish council)  extra council tax for no additional no parish council)
benefits. Additional cost is not
value for money for resisdents.
L/6  Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as Things have progressed well Option 2 (leaving thingsas Do not wish to pay yet more council tax No other comments None
resident they are with Trinity ward  enough without a parish council  they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward and The Lawns ward having
having no parish council) no parish council)
/7 Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as | see no advantages to havinga  Option 2 (leaving thingsas | see no evidence of being worse off inany of  Council tax will be rising significantly N/A
resident they are with Trinity ward Parish Council. | see no evidence  they are with Trinity ward  the areas a Parish is responsible for. Most over the next few years, | do not
and The Lawns ward of The Lawns being worse offin ~and The Lawns ward having  people don't even know they have a parish want the additional cost of
having no parish council)  any of the areas a Parish is no parish council) council or what it does. supporting a Parish Council
responsible for. Therefore | do
not want the extra cost and to
pay for the additional
bureaucracy.
L/8  Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and ~ More voice on local issues Option 1 (The Lawns and the  More voice on local issues No No
resident the northern part of northern part of Trinity ward
Trinity ward becoming becoming part of Springfield
part of Springfield parish) parish)
/9 Local Elsewhere in Springfield Option 2 (leaving things as The interests of Springfield will  Option 2 (leaving things as  The interests of Springfield will only be best If the Lawns and Trinity want to pay None
resident they are with Trinity ward  only be best served if it remains  they are with Trinity ward served if it remains only Springfield. Once other ~ for a parish then give them their
and The Lawns ward only Springfield. Once other and The Lawns ward having  areas are brought within the Springfield Parish  own Parish Council
having no parish council)  areas are brought within the no parish council) boundary, then our money could be spent on
Springfield Parish boundary, then those areas instead. | therefore feel that there
our money could be spent on should be no changes made to our Springfield
those areas instead. | therefore Parish boundary.
feel that there should be no
changes made to our Springfield
Parish boundary.
L/10  Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as With being part of the City has  Option 2 (leaving thingsas  Feel quite happy with the way it works now. So  Why pay more to be part of a parish Have no comment to make,
resident they are with Trinity ward  been fine. See no need to be part they are with Trinity ward why change councils unless there is evidence  for no apparent improvement.
and The Lawns ward of Springfield Parish. If had any ~ and The Lawns ward having  making a change will improve what already
having no parish council)  doubts about this, | would vote  no parish council) seems to work fine.
for a change. The Springfield
Parish Council area seems large
enough as it is without making it
bigger. This makes it possible
they could not cope.
/11 Local Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as More cost and more Option 2 (leaving things as  As stated above in section 8. We have livedin  With an ageing population, many on These comments relate to the unparished area - North Trinity
resident ward they are with Trinity ward  bureaucracy. they are with Trinity ward this area for REDACTED years and the system  a fixed income, this is yet an other
and The Lawns ward and The Lawns ward having  has worked well for us to date. If it isn't broken  additional unnecessary cost at a
having no parish council) no parish council) why fix? time of great economic uncertainty.
/12 Local Northern part of Trinity Option 1 (The Lawnsand  We already identify with, and feel Option 1 (The Lawns and the We can now be properly represented by a Parish | think this is a very good ideaand  No Comment
resident  ward the northern part of more part of Springfield than  northern part of Trinity ward ~ Council very much hope that the changes
Trinity ward becoming  Trinity, attending Springfield becoming part of Springfield are made. | think that most people
part of Springfield parish) ~ Parish church etc. We are closer parish) in the area proposed for change
to All Saints than Holy Trinity already assume they are part of
Church Springfield Parish
/13 Local Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as | don't really want to pay Option 2 (leaving things as | don't really want to pay any more tax as | feel Please don’t make s pay anymore | have no more comments. | just just don’t want to pay anymore tax
resident ward they are with Trinity ward anymore tax as | feel | am already they are with Trinity ward they are already high enough. tax in difficult economical climate. ~ as | feel they are high enough.
and The Lawns ward paying enough tax as it is. and The Lawns ward having
having no parish council) no parish council)
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/14

/15

/16

/17

/18

/19

/20

/21

/22

/23

/24

L/25

L/26

/27

/28

/29

/30

Local The Lawns
resident

Local

resident ward

Local

resident ward

Local The Lawns
resident

Local

resident ward

Local

resident

Local

resident ward
Local The Lawns
resident

Local The Lawns
resident

Local The Lawns
resident

Local

resident ward
Local The Lawns
resident

Local

resident ward
Local The Lawns
resident

Local

resident ward
Local The Lawns
resident

Local The Lawns
resident

Northern part of TrinityOption 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Elsewhere in Springfield Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Northern part of Trinity Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
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Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as Identity - many residents in 'The
they are with Trinity ward  Lawns' feel connected to the City
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Centre where they travel, work
and shop.

Ilive in the northern part of
Trinity ward proposed to become
part of Springfield Parish. | have
always considered that | live in
Springfield, and include
‘Springfield! in the address that |
provide to friends and family.
People living in this area consider
that they live in Springfield and
identify with the parish. Itis
extremely confusing that the
historic area of old Springfield is
not already included within the
civil Springfield Parish and until
reading this consultation | was
not aware of this.

your information says | would
have to pay extra council tax if
my currently unparished area
became part of Springfield parish.
1 do not feel there would be any
advantage in this, and would
much prefer to save the money. |
feel there are too many layers of
government,

Don't see the need for change

I feel | have access to my ward
councillors when required to
discuss local issues. We do not
need a parish council at extra
costs

The local council have little
impact on Beaulieu park
Residents pay additional
maintenance fees to cover the
work the local parish/council
‘can’t afford’ to maintain.

I cannot see the point in moving
boundaries and imposing
additional council charges on me
I see this as another back door
tax that | am opposed to.

Although from the map my road
does not appear to be in the area
specified | am concerned that
given the very large rises in fuel
costs and increase in food prices
there will be many residents who
willfind it hard to afford the
additional costs associated with
the proposal

Unnecessary complication of
local area

There is a close relationship
between the Option 1 areas and
North Springfield included in the
existing Springfield parish, with
many crossovers in terms of
schools, shops, transport,
churches and other community
facilities that they use. In terms.
of community identity this is one
area already and Option 1 would
therefore provide more effective
governance.

Option one is the correct answer
Elected local representatives
must, almost by definition, better
represent the local interests than
not having them. But | have
ticked option 2 to reflect that |
don't think the change has been
sufficiently justified in what has
been provided

The Lawns and the North
Springfield part of the existing
Springfield parish are effectively
a single community sharing
shops, schools, transport,
churches, leisure and other
community facilties without
regard to the existing boundary
between them.

There is no doubt that this area
of Chelmsford is widely
considered as part of Springfield -
not least due to travel to learn
patterns and extant community
assets like Springfield CC in this
area. Very strongly support.
Specific issues with our area will
be better addressed

If it's not broke, why fix it

I don't think a swarm of parish
councillors will make any
difference - it just creates jobs for
aspiring MP's and “jobsworths”

Parish Councils are more attuned
to local needs

There are no problems with the
present system and any changes
will add to the financial costs.

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

There are already adequate mechanisms for
local people to be represented directly through

the City Council. An additional tier of

governance adds complexity, bureaucracy and

cost.

As a member of the Springfield community, |
wish to be represented by people who are

working for my community and considering local
needs of the Springfield residents, of which | feel

part.

As above

Don't see the need for change

As above

The local council have little impact on Beaulieu
park. Residents pay additional maintenance fees
to cover the work the local parish/council ‘can’t

afford’ to maintain.

The services | receive are barely adequate at the
moment. Poor road conditions, lack of lighting

and general repair works

I feel that this is another back door tax that will

not improve the area in general
Why bother with Parrish councils?

They seem to do little to improve the area

Asin 8 above

Very happy with the way things run at the

moment

Option 1 would enable the Lawns residents to
have their issues better understood and
democratically represented at the local level.
Although the Lawns City Councillors are very
good, we would have more influence on specific
local concerns as part of the parish council
dedicated to serving the Springfield area.

Option one is the correct answer again; by
definition this must true. However, | don’t see a
change has been justified from a cost benefit
point of view so | have ticked option 2,

Being part of the Springfield parish council area
would give us representation focused on
Springfield issues in a way which is more
influential and effective than relying on our City
Councillors to raise issues directly through the

City Council.

See above

Specific issues with our area wil be better

addressed

I have no problems at present - | can't see any

advantages

Parish Councils are more attuned to local needs

As above.

The 'Community Governance
Review' published 22nd September
2021 does not provide evidence
that residents of The Lawns are
seeking to become part of the
Springfield parish. Indeed paragraph
4.107 of this document states that
in the absence of strong opinion for
a parish council, the default is to
retain the status quo. Paragraph
4.109 states there s a 'lack of
evidence to support a decision that
the Draft Recommendations for the
city centre to become parished"

Consideration should be given to
changing the boundaries of The
Lawns ward to incorporate both the
areas TS (as marked on maps being
moved into Springfield Parish) into
The Lawns ward rather than Trinity
‘ward which would provide better
identity for residents and greater
definition to areas included in the
new Springfield Parish.

Whilst the proposals will change the
boundaries of Springfield Parish
substantially, the name of
Springfield should be retained.

see above

No comment

None

The local council have little impact
on Beaulieu park. Residents pay
additional maintenance fees to
cover the work the local
parish/council ‘can’t afford’ to
maintain.

Leave things s they are.

I think given increasing concerns
about the less well off in our
communities now is not the time to
be adding additional costs to
peoples living expenses

Leave boundaries as they are

none

I haven't read the whole 600+page
report that went to council but the
information provided in the leaflet is
wvery light on costs of this and with a
full cost benefit analysis | fail to see
how anyone can determine if this is
the right thing to do.

none.

Nothing additional other than it
would be absurd for this area not to
be captured within the new
Springfield parish boundary.

You give me a reason why it's a
good idea ie: what's in it for me ?

I can't see any advantages, only an
increase in council tax (which is
already ridiculously high)

No comment

I can't see any real advantage from

The Lawns are currently unparished, see my comments above.

In respect of the proposed new parish incorporating Beaulieu, | would
favour the name 'Belsteads' - providing a link to the history of the
area

See above

no comment

No

The local council have little impact on Beaulieu park. Residents pay
additional maintenance fees to cover the work the local
parish/council ‘can’t afford’ to maintain.

Ihave nothing more to add

No

We see vans and operatives with Springfield Parish Council on them
and a website.

none

I don’t see there is a problem with the current arrangements so why
incur the costs of change and running the new layer of bureaucracy?

none.

No comments

None

No comment

I have no suggestions except that you should only make changes

the change. The Lawns is simply part where there is a real need for them and where there will be a

of Springfield with no real distinctive
identity and doesn't need an extra
layer of government in the form of a
parish council.

noticeable improvement.



/31

/32

/33

L/34

L/35

L/36

/37

1/38

1/39

L/40

/a1

/a2

/43

L/44

L/as

L/46

L/a7

L/a8

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local

resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Northern part of Trinity
ward

The Lawns

The Lawns

The Lawns

Northern part of Trinity
ward

The Lawns

The Lawns

Northern part of Trinity
ward

The Lawns

The Lawns

The Lawns

The Lawns

The Lawns

Elsewhere in Springfield

The Lawns

The Lawns

Northern part of Trinity
ward

The Lawns

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming.
part of Springfield parish)
Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming.
part of Springfield parish)
Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
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Having lived in this area for over
REDACTED years without any
problems | cannot see any reason
for change.

I feel Springfield has its own
community and local
representation is important to
promote this

Because you willincreas council
tax to pay for it with no benefits
to me as a resident. This will
simple add an additional layer of
bureaucracy. | will not gain
additional services.

This small part of The Lawns is
already detached from
Springfield and The Lawns and
we feel a far greater connection
to Chelmsford and the city
centre. Our daily lives generally
involve the town and not
Springfield. We have no affinity
with the wider Springfield areas
or particularly the burgeoning
developments beyond Pump
Lane and White Hart Lane or
indeed with Chelmer Village. The
town and this area are already
well established and our
infrastructure links are entirely
townwards.

There appear to be no clear
benefits to Trinity Ward joining
Springfield Parish Council.

As a parish council we may have
a more direct say with things that
are going on i.e. looking after
areas and walkways that are
never maintained REDACTED.

Ilive in the Lawns and it is
described as historic in the
report. | know it is called "Old
Springfield" but nearly all the the
houses date from the 1960s
onwards. The Lawns is in
Springfield but that part is an
area within the city and it cannot
be appropriate to have it as an
area with it's own identity
separate from the city. Road
signs point to Springfield but if
you follow them they stop
because you are basically in one
of the housing estates and that's
it

Itis our local community

More say in local affairs

AllSaints' Springfield Parish
Church will again be in the parish
of Springfield. It has caused
confusion since North Springfield
was built with a Parish Council
The ability to influence local
decisions through a parish
councilis very valuable

We do not need an extra tier of
local government and from my
observations Springfield is in a
worse condition than The Lawns
despite having a parish council.
Parish councils may work in
isolated villages with their own
distinct identity but not in
conurbations like Chelmsford.

Do not need another layer of
Councillors

I thought we were already part of
Springfield Parish so am happy to
Join.

Happy as itis

Important for the local area to be
represented at a local level

Respond to local needs

1 do not think that another tier of
Government would change
things for the better. | believe it
is an unnecessary additional
expense

I don't think there is any benefit
to becoming part of Springfield,
especially as there would be an
extra cost involved

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Why change when all is working wel at present.

see above

Because you will increas council tax to pay for it
with no benefits to me as a resident. This will
simple add an additional layer of bureaucracy. |
will not gain additional services.

Our area would be totally overwhelmed by
Springfield and developments to north and east,
areas as mentioned that are distant and
unrelated to us. These other areas will be highly
demanding and an imbalance of interests and
needs will always be apparent. The existing
Parish Council has not demonstrated its value to
date and there is nothing evident on its website
and meeting minutes to suggest they can or will
improve services to older areas beyond what
The City and County Councils already provide.
Indeed theres nothing to suggest Parish
Councils in general have any benefits to
communities.

There appear to be no clear benefits to Trinity
Ward joining Springfield Parish Council

As above

Representation for The Lawns should continue
as part of the City because we are part of it. The
separate matters that the precept pays for are
really of no consequence.

Itis our local community

Have more say on Springfield affairs by Shifting
more emphsis to old Springfield rather than
concentrating on Buleigh Park area. Council
seem to be concentrating on Buleigh, and try to
have more input on the dreadful state of old
Springfield roads and infrastructure,

We will be able to elect our representatives to
the Council

InThe Lawns we are perfectly represented by
two councillors. No need to change.

Do not need another’s layer of councillors

I thought we were already part of Springfield
Parish s0 am happy to join.

Happy as itis

local representation

respond to local needs

As above. | do not wish to fund another layer of
Government

I feel more part of Chelmsford, and think we are
just as represented by Chelmsford City Council
as, for example Old Moulsham.

Thearea | live s such a smalltagon No comment
area | think the change would

involve costs etc which would be of

no benefit.

nothing else

Split the council if you want but | fail No
to see why | should have to pay
more council tax

This proposal laoks solely to be a
revenue grabbing exercise, to boost
parish income and to circumvent
Council Tax rules for increasing local
taxation. We do not need another
layer of representation or political
structure and we do not need
additional financial burdens. There
appears to be no reason for a third
tier in either this area o the City
Centre area. There has been no
consultation on this before (as the
online documentation confirms) and
no case has been made for it yet
this process seems to suggest the
decision has already been made.
This is unimpressive. There is no
need or demand for change.

There appear to be no clear benefits
to Trinity Ward joining Springfield
Parish Council.

Anything that will make our area a
better place to live.

I would say that the reasons in the
report do not give an adequate
reason for this change. The
comments from the parish say that
thousands of people in the north
east of Chelmsford relate to
Springfield but that they are not in
the parish. That is because the
urbanisation of this part of
Chelmsford enveloped the old
Springfield. The Lawns are better to
be part of a city ward.

I work with REDACTED and our
catchment area includes Lawns
ward and Trinity ( north)

Start a lobby group to get Pump
Lane widened,

| agree with the suggested NO

boundaries.

Maybe you should ask the residents Ask Old Moulsham if they want to be incorporated with Moulsham

and not have them find out by
chatting to the only person in the
road to have been sent a
questionnaire. Ask people - Do you
want a third tier of local
government? and do you want to
pay an extra fee in the rates for the
privilege? But ask ALL of them -
that's democracy.

Na

Lodge

Na

Nothing to add Nothing to add

No Answer No answer
Local representation None
None None

I do not wish for any changes to the
current as|donot

no further comment

City Centre unparished area: Does not require a third tier Council

There appear to be no clear benefits to Trinity Ward joining
Springfield Parish Council.

do not have any comments,

No other comments.

No further comments.

Start a lobby group to get Pump Lane widened and improve road.

I do not wish there to be an additional reviews or draft

believe an additional layer of
Government will benefit anyone.

1 feel more allied to Chelmsford and
am more likely to use facilties in
Chelmsford, such as the library
rather than the Springfield library

I don’t understand why this question is compulsory when it starts off
with "if you wish ...
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resident

Local
resident

The Lawns

The Lawns

Elsewhere in Springfield

Northern part of Trinity
ward

The Lawns

The Lawns

Northern part of Trinity
ward

The Lawns

Northern part of Trinity

ward

The Lawns

The Lawns

The Lawns

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and
the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
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We have been an unparished
area since the days of
Chelmsford M8 and RDC we are
not a rural area and we have
nothing in common with North
Springfield. It seems to me that
with your plan to split Springfield
Parish Council by pairing off
Chelmer Village and Beaulieu
Park you have been left with the
scraps which you think will match
Old Springfield. We are part of
Chelmsford 10mins. walk away,
we have our vilage green, our
Parish Church, our schools, our
local surgery, our local pubs, our
riverside walks etc. North
Springfield has Sainsbury's. We
do not need or want their Parish
Council.

There is no need for a parish
council. The proposed boundary
does not form a natural parish
area and there s not an obvious
identity for residents across the
proposed area.

I see no benefits to expanding
the area served by the current
Springfield parish. No benefits of
such a change have been aired in
the consultation information

But there will clearly be
disbenefits. The leaflet advises
that there will 'probably’ be
additional costs. | am shocked
that the cost implications of such
a change have not been
thoroughly considered nor
understood. Nor shared with
consultees to enable an informed
decision. Expanding the parish
willincur additional costs and
dilute the sense of community of
the Springfield parish. | cannot
support any such ill-considered
change.

Better with local input on local
issues. Identify more with
Springfield not the city

Don't see the need for one - use
the money more wisely!

1. Current unparished
arrangement works well

2. Introduction of 3rd Tier would
duplicate what is currently done.
In particular we don't need Parish
planning committee (they are not
decision makers - planningis City
Council responsibility).

3.We don't need an extra 6
parish councillors to speak for
the Lawns. Waste of time and
money. We have 2 City
Councillors already who respond
to our issues.

4. We won't get any extra
services to those we currently
enjoy but it will cost us additional
on our council tax by way of a
precept.

Areas within the existing
Springfield Parish Council (SPC)
area such as Chelmer Village and
North Springfield are clearly
distinct communities with a
“centre” and their own
community facilities and have
been developed over a fairly
short time frame. On the other
hand the North Trinity does not
have a similar centre and has
been developed over many
decades as part of the organic
growth of the city centre to
which it is more naturally aligned.
North Trinity has been part of the
ity centre ever since the present
district was formed in 1974 and |
believe for many years previously
—well over 50 years. Although it
may have been part of a parish
many years beforehand, that is
now well in the past and there is
no need to take a retrograde step
and treat it differently from the
remainder of the city of which it
now forms an indistinguishable
part

Worried about impact on GP
services

Because we are attached already
and are away from Trinity ward

I can see the advantage of a
parish council having our
concerns on its agenda but |
don't particularly want to have to
add "Springfield” to my postal
address.

Devolved decision making and
budgets allows more targeting to
the needs of the community.
Decisions made by those who live
in the community.

S0 our local concerns can be
heard by a local parish council

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

I have looked at Springfield Parish Councils
minutes, their internet site etc. - they don't

seem to do anything.

Click on places of interest on their website - it
comes up with 'nothing found' It sums it up it is
a souless housing estate and nothing else, We
do not need a third tier of local government.

I have seen no benefits from the proposed
changes and do not want to pay the extra costs

involved,

My needs will be best served by the existing
parish council. The additional costs will only
serve to dilute the service provided. This change
would stretch the resources of the parish council
frustrating their ability to deal with issues.

Local representation on local issues through

parish option

As above

as per 8 above,

I'am more than happy with the governance
arrangements provided by CCC and do not
believe that we have a democratic deficit in
North Trinity. In the urban part of Chelmsford, |
believe that a third tier of local government is
totally over-the-top and that a Parish Council

will not provide added value.

Impact on services

We were always part of Springfield

While 'm happy the way things are | can see the
advantage of a parish council having our

concerns on its agenda

Same answer as above.

As above.

Make North Springfield an
unparished Town Ward and scrap
the parish council

Make North Springfield an unparished Town Ward and scrap the
parish council

You need to ensure that all residents None
understand the benefits and costs
of this change.

You need to publish a fully costed  No | do not
and considered proposal for such a
change. Stating that costs will
'probably’ increase is disingenuous.
How much extra cost will Springfield
rate payers be charged? What
benefits will Springfield rate payers
enjoy? No benefits have been
described so why should | support
this proposal? No changes should
be considered until full details are
made available. Until such time, no
changes should be made.

Suggested boundary is suitable no further comment

Leave the Lawns Ward unparished
It has served us well for decades. If
itisn't broken don't change it.

It seems that the council feels a
need to a) create a new Garden
Community north east of Springfield
and b) take Chelmer Village out of
Springfield Parish and make it a
parish n its own right. Such a
strategy would leave Springfield
parish with fewer households, so
you are looking to make up for that
reduction by allocating Lawns Ward
to Springfield Parish. It might solve
the numbers issue but it is.
absolutely detrimental to residents
of the Lawns Ward. We would have
the same services with slower
delivery of some because of
duplication - and it would cost us
more. It just doesn't make sense to
lawns Ward residents.

Leave Chelmer Village in Springfield Parish and create one new parish
for the Garden Community

Given the increase in SPC’s tax base
and hence its income that would
result from the inclusion of North
Trinity within its boundaries the
proposal may be to their benefit
However | do not believe that this
proposal will provide me with an
additional benefit and certainly not
to to justify an additional payment
of, in my case, around £75 per
annum. Furthermore, households
generally are currently experiencing
a squeeze on their budgets. Soitis
unwelcome that CCC is minded to
choose tointroduce a decision that
willimpose yet more costs on
households this time of increasing
inflation. Overall | believe there is
no justification for this change to be
made,

If the unparished area has remained substantially unchanged for over
50 years then why is just one area being singled out for a transfer to
aparish? If it is such a good idea then why is this principle not being
replicated across the City?

Map not very clearly defined No

The small area of TS north of the
railway is better represented by the
same parish as those attatched to
us and not by the Trinity ward the
other side of the railway

I have nothing else to say.

None

Ido not wish to provide further comments,

Turnout - already very low and likely N/a
to he lower if there was a by

election to elect councillors for an
enlarged parish Council.

As above Thank you
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Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as
resident they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
Local The Lawns Option 2 (leaving things as
resident they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and
resident the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Local Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
resident  ward they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
Local Elsewhere in Springfield Option 1 (The Lawns and
resident the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Local Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
resident  ward they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
Local Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
resident  ward they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and
resident the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Local Elsewhere in Springfield Option 1 (The Lawns and
resident the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Local Northern part of Trinity Option 2 (leaving things as
resident  ward they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and
resident the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Local The Lawns Option 1 (The Lawns and
resident the northern part of
Trinity ward becoming
part of Springfield parish)
Local Outside of this parish  Option 2 (leaving things as
resident they are with Trinity ward

and The Lawns ward
having no parish council)
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1am happy with the present
situation and don't think we have
anything to gain by having a
Parish council other than another
layer of bureaucracy which will
cost us extra money. We have
City and County councillors to
represent us we don't need
another group to do the same
job.

We have been well represented
by the current arrangements and
the proposal to add a third tier to
the process is just adding to the
bureaucracy. The current system
is not broken, so we do not need
tomend it!!

Better to be represented than
not

In reality north trinity is an
integral part of the city centre
area

This would follow the more
natural boundary line and give
these residents a voice on local
issues.

I can't see how an extra layer of
local government is of benefit.
The same functions will be
spread around at increased cost
toresidents. The long, repetitive
and opague report seems like a
cover story for a bureaucratic
tidying up exercise and nothing
more,

My area of concern for planning,
litter etc is the river and this isn't
covered by the changes

At present the Lawns have no
grass roots representation and
no opportunity to give ones
views.

2?2 Totally confused by this. The
leaflet | have details Option 1 as
Chelmer Village becoming a
separate parish, so the options
above do not match the options
on the Chelmsford City Council
leaflet!

Personally | feel that Chelmer
Village should be a separate
parish. | moved to Springfield in
REDACTED. Since that time there
has been extensive new housing
within Chelmer Village itself, at
Chancellor Park and at Beaulieu
Park. Thus the parish is far, far
larger in terms of residents than
it was in REDACTED. The Parish
Centre, Library and Community
Garden have all been located in
North Springfield, separated from
Chelmer Village by a main road. |
rarely hear of anyone from
Chelmer Village using these
facilities as they do not feel
connected to them. Chelmer
Village (in my opinion) has
become Cinderella, with the
focus of the parish elsewhere.

I don't see what they would give
us that we don't currently
receive. We would just have to
pay parish council tax - more
money each month for nothing
I think the Lawns is typical of
what people describe as
‘Springfield'. For the Springfield
Parish to include North
Springfield, Chelmer Village,
Chancellor Park and parts of
Beaulieu is odd

Lawns residents need to have
this representation

Ilive in the south section of
Trinity ward and it feels like those
cul de sacs off Springfield road in
the northern part of the ward are
more affluent than the rest of us.
If they weren't on our team, we'd
bea lot less diverse as a ward.
We'd also lose all that green
space of coronation park, and
Trinity already lacks green space.
Also trinity stands for three and
the ward is shaped like a triangle;
if you slice the top off we lose the
charming coincidence that's an
attractive quirk for the area

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (The Lawns and the
northern part of Trinity ward
becoming part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Trinity ward
and The Lawns ward having
no parish council)

We are happy with the existing representation
that we have. | believe there is a problem in
some areas in finding the right number and
calibre of Parish councillors.

Our Councillors represent us well. We have been

led to believe this will cost us an extra £200 a
year for no benefit.

The system works well as it is and we are happy
with the current situation. Many people will not
have fully understood the cost implications of
the proposal and have no benefit for the Tax
payers.

As above

Three tiers of local government is overkill

These areas are affected by issues that would
best be served by being part of the Springfield
Parish

Same comments as question 8.

As above

At least you can attend parish meetings and put
your views as tier 1 represents local residents

Chelmer Village is a distinct area, with little to
connect it to North Springfield and Beaulieu
Park. | believe it has sufficient residents to
justify having its own parish council and its own
facilities. The village hall is quite small and lacks
the resources of the present, larger, Parish
Centre. | feel that parish councillors would
better represent Chelmer Village residents if
they did not have to consider the needs and
desires of North Springfield residents as well.

I don't see what they would give us that we
don't currently receive. We would just have to
pay parish council tax - more money each
month for nothing

As above.

Lawns residents have no representation
otherwise.

Ilive in southern trinity and I'm concerned that
your planned changes would include the south
oftrinity becoming part of a large City Ward
We've experienced a decline in services and
facilities in Trinity, and this would likely be
exacerbated if we were amalgamated in a
megaward,

The map provided on the leaflet is
absolutely appalling and the
majority of people will not have
understood what it all means and if
it affected them. The majority of the
leaflets will have been recycled
many weeks ago. The default
situation is that we will have a
Parish council, when | believe that
the majority of people if they
understood the cost implications,
would vote against it. Most people
will not respond therefore your
default situation is not democratic.
Why mend it when its not broken?

The map provided in the leaflet was
extremely poor and many will not
understand it. Also, a great
percentage will have discarded the
leaflet with junk mail and not
respond. The default is geared to
accepting the proposals before us,
and is undemocratic. People will not
realise the implications until they
receive increased bills. Much of the
revenue raised will simply be
swallowed up in administration
costs and lost in the "black hole".

No further comment

Boundaries for north trinity should
remain unchanged

Obtain better responses from
residents of the area by having pop-
up venues where they can view the
proposed changes rather than just
putting them in local publications
that never really get looked at.

I can find no specific examples of
the benefits that a parish council
brings. Why didn't you include a list
of achievements which Springfield
Parish Council delivered in the last 5
years and which would not have
been met by local councillors?

No comment

Should tier one and tier two be
completely separate?

Chelmer Village should become a

distinct parish in its own right, not
simply an addition to the original

springfield parish.

Please do not make us part of a
parish. We are fine as we are

N/A

Nothing to add

Residents have told you in your
initial consultation that they're not
excited by your plans, so why are
you spending our tax money,
government money, on such a
derisory exercise. It's not broken,
don't fix it.

none

No further comments.

No further comment

As a resident of Chelmer Village and after attending the CGR at the
springfield Parish Office earlier in November, and being presented
with the options 1. Chelmer Village to become a separate parish. 2.
Stay as part of Springfield. It became obvious from questions
regarding how option 1 would be funded, where would the offices be,
how would equipment needed to maintain the new parish be
provided? No answers could be given as stated that no budget had
been agreed or set aside for these issues. How residents could chose
without knowing how these issue would affect them seems to have
been overlooked.

From a personal perspective having lived in Chelmer Village for over
REDACTED years | would like to thank Springfield Parish staff for the
effort they put into maintaining our parish over the years and in what
is very testing times at the moment. | would prefer to stay as part of
Springfield rather than be a separate Parish. | do feel part of
Springfield and the Parish Council does work hard on making Chelmer
Village an integral of the Parish.

I'do not wish!

No comment

Making Beaulieu and Chelmer Village a separate parish is a good idea

As mentioned above, | have found this consultation confusing. Why
do the options above not match the options on the printed leaflet |
received in the post?

N/A

Nothing to add, except to say that this survey doesn't seem very well
designed

Q7 and Q9seem much the same.

Q11 and Q12 ask for further comments, but an answer is demanded
even if there is nothing to say.

live in southern trinity and I'm concerned that your planned changes
would include the south of trinity becoming part of a large City Ward.
We've experienced a decline in services and facilities in Trinity, and
this would likely be exacerbated if we were amalgamated in a
megaward.

Bring back the public toilets please in Lionmede park they are sorely
needed for elderly, young families, people who work locally at Essex
police hq and also people travelling by foot or on bicycles into the city.
More green space s needed in Trinity ward.

More tree cover is needed in all wards and you need to be better at
showing how much tree cover thee is and how much it has increased
by.



Consultation form submitted: Chelmer Village

In what In which area do you
capacity are live?

you

responding?

Doyou feel that the
identities and interests
of residents in your area
are best represented by

Why doyou feel this way?

Do you feel that you are
best represented by

Why doyou feel this way?2

Please tell us anything else that
you think would help us make a
final recommendation for this
area

1f you wish to provide further comments for additional draft
recommendations in other parishes or the unparished area of
the city, please specify the area to which your comments relate
and provide...
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Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as Chelmer Village does not havea  Option 2 (leaving things as  As above. Any split would be difficult and costly. As above It probably makes more sense to split off Beaulieu as they have a
resident they are with Chelmer Parish Centre or a natural they are with Chelmer Village building and 'separate’ community but again the transfer of assets.
Village remaining part of  meeting centre. remaining part of Springfield would be tricky as they are a newer community and contributed less
Springfield parish) The transfer of assets from parish) to Springfield.
Springfield would be a nightmare.
 assume we would get roughly
30% of the historic assets to do
something with but where would
Springfield come up with £500k +
M/2  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new | believe Chelmer Village is a Option 1 (creating a new Smaller parishes are easier to maintain - -
resident parish council for Chelmer separate entity and should be parish council for Chelmer
Village) recognised as such Village)
M/3  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer Village s distinct from  Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer Village has its own distinct community Local representation that people  No further comments.
resident parish council for Chelmer  Springfield with its own parish council for Chelmer  and community assets that would be best feel connected to, is important, but
Village) community around the schools,  Village) represented by its own parish council. Projects  cost and efficiency should also be
church etc. and funds could be prioritised with Chelmer considered so extra parishes should
Village needs in mind. not be recommended it the
additional cost is disproportionate.
M/4  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  The area has its own identity and Option 1 (creatinganew  To feel more locally represented None None
resident parish council for Chelmer has a decent geographic parish council for Chelmer
Village) footprint by itself Village)
M/5  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  Because CV is diff to Springfield  Option 1 (creatinganew  Because CV is large enough to have its own c c
resident parish council for Chelmer parish council for Chelmer  parish
Village) Village)
M/6  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer Village is totally Option 1 (creatinganew  We are big enough on our own to make No No
resident parish council for Chelmer  separated from Springfield by the parish council for Chelmer  decisions for ourselves.
Village) main road and the Springfield  Village)
Parish sign at the bottom of
Pollards Green is a constant
eyesore. Hopefully once this has
been agreed the sign can be
removed and replaced with one
that says "Chelmer Village"
M/7 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  Springfield is now too big a parish Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer Village (and the other two areas) have Nothing Nothing
resident parish council for Chelmer with a number of different parish council for Chelmer  their own identities and all need proper
Village) entities to be truly local. Village) representation individually.
M/8  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  This best achieves of objectives ~ Option 1 (creatinganew  Refer to response to Q8 None None
resident parish council for Chelmer  of the local government structure parish council for Chelmer
Village) -local representation via tier 1 Village)
parish council. By creating a
Chelmer village parish, the
representation becomes more
focused on the locality with it's
specific issues, opportunities, and
challenges.
M/9  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer Village has its own Option 1 (creatinganew s above answer N/a N/a
resident parish council for Chelmer  identity and | feel the residents  parish council for Chelmer
Village) would be better served by this  Village)
option
M/10 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating anew  create/preserve identity of area  Option 1 (creating a new see8 smaller is better -
resident parish council for Chelmer parish council for Chelmer
Village) Village)
M/11 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  Chelmer Village is a separate  Option 1 (creatinganew  There are various very-local-level issues (eg.  The interactive map on the. Springfield/unparished area - | was surprised to discover that most if
resident parish council for Chelmer community to old Springfield and - parish council for Chelmer  paucity of bus services in the evenings) which  consultation website doesn't appear not all of ‘old" Springfield, including what I'd consider to be its centre,
Village) the north Springfield hosuing Village) would probably be better addressed if there to show the proposed boundaries is not in Springfield parish but in the unparished area. | therefore
estates, largely separated by the were a parish council focused on Chelmer for the Chelmer Village parish - agree with the proposals to move most of The Lawns ward and the
A138. In many places, there is Village, which would have more interest in them, although they're not difficult to 'TS" areas of Trinity ward to Springfield parish.
non-residential development and so better draw the attention of the City and figure out.
sitting alongside the A138, County Councils to those points. | suspect these
further exaggerating this don't get much attention in a council which is
distinction. (perceived to be) focused on Springfield proper.
M/12 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new | live in Chancellor Park and don't Option 1 (creating a new See above For others to decide Nothing to add
resident parish council for Chelmer feel any links to Springfield or parish council for Chelmer
Village) Beaulieu Park but do so for Village)
Chelmer Village
M/13 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  Chelmer Village has grown Option 1 (creating a new | feel confident that | will be able to Iam not entirely clear as to how Did | mention the scooters? Please ensure this and any other
resident parish council for Chelmer substantially and has its own parish council for Chelmer  communicate with the councillors who are from, Chancellor Park and Brook End fit  businesses given permission to operate on footpaths are shared and
Village) needs, eg getting rid of the Village) and understand our area and will get rid of the  into the proposals and would ask  voted on by the residents.
electric scooters. electric scooters. that you make this clear in future
communications. And return the
paths to use for pedestrians and not
allow a scooter business to be run
on them.
M/14 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  The demography of the current  Option 1 (creating a new would provide more local input and encourage  chelmer village is a discrete local nothing to add
resident parish council for Chelmer parish does not adequately parish council for Chelmer  greater engagement with local people area whose sense of community
Village) address the specific needs / Village) ‘would be immeasurably enhanced
priorities of Chelmer Village by being its own parish
M/15 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  The area has its own identity and Option 1 (creating a new As above - 8 The old A12 is a sensible boundary  n/a
resident parish council for Chelmer  the change is thus logical. It parish council for Chelmer and reflection of physical reality.
Village) makes little sense for CVtobe  Village)
part of Springfield
M/16 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer Village should be Option 1 (creating a new Local people always have a far more avid Chelmer village is avastareaand ~ N/A
resident parish council for Chelmer recognised in its own right. There parish council for Chelmer interest in their own local area than those from  should cover the areas between
Village) has never been close liaisons Village) outside the parish. In addition, people from Chelmer Road and the Dukes Park
with Springfield and the new outside the parish are not seeing the concerns  industrial estate/ Toby Carvery (also
parish council could deal orissues raised first hand, they actively have to  covering the bridge between the
specifically with issues relating to go out of their way to see them. A Local parish  chelmer village retail park and the
local services and arrangements council will have local councillors that know Army and Navy roundabout-
more quickly and effectively. At their area well and can therefore be more including the land either side of the
present, Springfield Parish accurate with information and can have better  bridge). Springfield parish should
Council have to deal with a much suggestions on solutions based on their then take over from the Rugby Club
wider area, meaning that issues knowledge of local vacinities. onwards towards Springfield Road
are being dealt with at a slower and out towards Lawn Lane.
pace.
M/17 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  Because there really is no Option 1 (creatinganew  Because there really is no connection between  No further comment. No further comment.
resident parish council for Chelmer connection between the people  parish council for Chelmer  the people or infrastructures of the two areas -
Village) orinfrastructures of thetwo  Village) so residents of Chelmer Village are entirely
areas - so residents of Chelmer unaffected by changes in Beaulieu Park and vice
Village are entirely unaffected by versa.
changes in Beaulieu Park and vice
versa.
M/18 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new Al areas are growing in size and it Option 1 (creatinganew A more local parish council will be able to The growth of the area means that a na
resident parish council for Chelmer would make sense to have the  parish council for Chelmer  represent the area better. split makes sense.
Village) existing Parish Council splitinto  Village)
more managable size areas.
M/19 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new | never understood why we were Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer village is now large enough to warrant  The boundaries should be from the  N/A
resident parish council for Chelmer classed as Springfield as we are parish council for Chelmer  its own parish dukes way including chancellor park
Village) no where near there Village) up to the retail park encompassing
all properties and including
properties from the original Chelmer
village as well
M/20 Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as Chelmer village has always been  Option 2 (leaving thingsas  Chelmer village has always been part of Chelmer village has always been Chelmer village has always been part of Springfield, Springfield has a
resident they are with Chelmer  part of Springfield, Springfield has they are with Chelmer Village Springfield, Springfield has a long history part of Springfield, Springfield has a  long history
Village remaining part of  a long history remaining part of Springfield long history
Springfield parish) parish)
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Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)
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Currently | am satisfied with the
level of service provided by our
Parish Council within current
budgetary allocation/constraints.
In consideration of the next ten
years to increase the level of
Parish councillors and associated
operational costs generated by a
separate Chelmer Village Ward is
unwarranted.

Social services, schooling etc
requires an such budgetary
allocation rather than an another
group of Parish councillors
however well intentioned.

€V and springfield so large now it
needs to be broken into two.
Never understood why Chelmer
Village wasn't standalone to
begin with

I feel that our interests will be
best served having a new parish
council with 15 councillors who
arelocal.

I feel that Chelmer Village has
issues and needs that are in
some ways unique to other
residential areas

REDACTED | am also very happy
with the way they carry out their
other responsibilities within
Chelmer village and on that basis
am in the frame of mind 'if it aint
broke, don't fix it

We are a specific area with
specific requirements.

Given the size of Chelmer Village
and the number of people who
live in it, our own parish council
makes good sense.

Chancellor Park and Chelmer
village are in very different
locations to Springfield, with
different opportunities and
potential challenges. Therefore |
think the community is best
served with its own dedicated
parish

I think it wil allow the new-
council to focus more directly on
what the people of Chelmer
Village want

Feel that Chelmer village should
be a seperate Parish

Keeps things simple

Chelmer Village has always been
a combined community, with its
pathways and central shopping.
We do not feel part of Springfield
nor Beaulieu Park. With our own
parish it is suggested that more
people would become involved
with a Parish Council; the
community would feel the
council to be more relevant ?

Local decision making, hopefully
from locally elected councillors
that benefit my immediate home
environment.

Chelmer Village is a discrete area
and would benefit from a Parish
Council focused on local needs.
The area has grown with the
development of Chancellor Park

my perception is support from
the local council parish works
well. Areas clean and well
maintained

Increasing population therefore
new parish needed to keep on
top of local issues

The Parish Council could
concentrate solely on Chelmer
Village & not the whole of
Springfield

Given the increase in housing
over recent years it seems a
sensible idea

Pointless to create another
parish council when they serve so
little purpose. Put residents first,
keep council tax and abolish
parish councils altogether.
Completely unnecessary level of
bureacracy.

Chelmer Village has its own
distinct community feel and
throughout the time I've lived
here, I've never felt like we were
part of Springfield. The close
proximity of Barnes Farm and
Chancellor Park Primary
catchments also creates lots of
ties in the immediate area.

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

AS noted in 8 | am satisfied with the service and
see no obvious benefit to change the current
arrangement.

CV and springfield so large now it needs to be
broken into two. Never understood why
Chelmer Village wasn't standalone to begin with.

As above, 15 local councillors.

Same as number 8 above.

sorry - have answered both questions in box 8

We were built as a village and it is nice to be
treated as such by local representation

As above.

Chancellor Park and Chelmer village are in very
different locations to Springfield, with different
opportunities and potential challenges.
Therefore | think the community is best served
with its own dedicated parish.

Ilive in Chelmer Village and think the size of the
area warrants it's own parish council

Feel Chelmer village would be served better as
an independent parish

| consider the present arrangement adequate

We would feel more as a community ?

Local knowledge and self interest.

Representation by Parish Councillors who live in
and know the local community

Same as above. Do not fully understand the
changes / benefits that could happenif a new.
Chelmer village parish is formed,

As above

Local issues would be dealt with by local
representatives

Local people for local needs

As above. Option should have been included to
abolish parish council altogether.

We rarely venture towards or use the facilities
surrounding Springfield, with plenty of closer
facilities and areas to explore around Chelmer
Village and Chancellor Park.

Cost:

Establish the true annual
Operational costs for current
system and proposed Chelmer
Village Ward over the next ten years
and basis of budget allocation
between each Ward.

Parish Council Systes

Define what is currently going wrong

with the current arrangement and
true (not anecdotal) root causes.
Define what are the constraints the
currently prohibit root cause
resolution

Define why a separate Chelmer
Village Parish Council would address
these root causes.

Cost Vs Root Cause Resolution:
Justify with data the agreed root
causes, the cost to resolve and
justification compared to other
areas reuiring budgetary support.

None

The new boundaries on the map
look fine thanks,

I'am not clear on the area being
considered for a Chelmer Village
parish. | have outlined what would
seem reasonable in number 12
below.

Finding candidates to become
parish councillers is not always easy
and there have been unfilled
vacancies and unapposed
appointments in the past. Having a
separate Parish council for Chelmer
Village will further dilute the pool of
talent for this important role.

Chelmer Village has become so big
but would benefit from being made
to feel like a community again (as it
used to be)

None

No Comment

None

We have so much beauty
surrounding Chelmer Village, maybe
these could be promoted with our
own Council ?

| presume the boundaries will
fundamentally encompass Chelmer
Village and chancellor Park as
appropriate.

Nil to add

My perception would be more funds

would be available i we are a larger
parish. Would i be wrongin
assuming this point.

N/a

If boundaries expand into
Chelmsford City funds may be more
in demand for the City area &
Chelmer Village would suffer

No comment

Just do whatever is most cost
effective for the residents you
represent.

Boundary suggestions are East of
the A138 and West of the A12 with
the most southerly point being.
either the Army and Navy
roundabout or the roundabout next
to the retail park, stretching as far
north as the Boreham interchange.

Springfield Parish Council:
Councillors should agree top five problem areas/ failures and reason
why these cannot be resolved within current operational framework.

None

No further comments thanks.

I would imagin the boundries to be
* Essex Yeomanry Way & Maldon Road on the South

* A12 on the East

* Chelmer Road on the West (to where it meets the A12)

nfa

Not enough knowledge of other areas to comment.

None

N/A

No Comment

None

Beeleigh Link, Chelmer Village

N/A

Nil to add

no

None

No comment

Abolish parish councils.

As the city centre, | think it's important to retain a higher lever of
oversight to ensure the entire area gets a say, rather than installing a
parish.
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Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new
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Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Outside either of these ~ Option 2 (leaving things as

resident  areas they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Outside either of these  Option 1 (creating a new

resident  areas parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as

resident they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as

resident they are with Chelmer
Village remaining part of
Springfield parish)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new

resident parish council for Chelmer

Village)
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We have never felt inked to
Springfield, let alone the new
Beaulieu development, Chelmer
Village and Chancellor park is
surely able to support being it's
own Parish. My only worry is will
there be enough people who step
forward to be on the committees
etc. We don't have any
complaints about Springfield
Parish either, so happy if it stays
asitis.

Chelmer Village is big enough to
have its own parish

Chelmer Village is not well
represented as a part of
Springfield Parish.

Parish council for Chelmer Village
will provide more focus on
individual needs representative
for a commensurate population.
Whilst it's identity is that of a
Village, it's population and
importance to the overall wealth
of Chelmsford the City, is more
like that of a small town. The
scale of the residential
population merits the more
focussed coverage of our local
based councillors.

Springfield is such a large area
alone without including Chelmer
Village and so should be one
single parish in its own right. We
refer to where we live as Chelmer
Village when giving out our
address but I'm aware our
council tax letters refer to us in
Springfield. Chelmer Village is
now a large area with 2 primary
schools and this should be
recognised

The area covered by Springfield
Parish is expanding

A new parish council would
theoretically be better placed to
understand and respond to the
needs of Chelmer village.

1 do not want to answer Q 7 as
my answer would be neither
However this response will not
let me do that, and there is no
none of the above option, very
poor. Would it not be a better
option toleave Springfield and
Chelmer Village as one Parish, as
it has been since Chelmer Village
was built, and then create a new
parish to cover Beaulieu Park?

The more local the decision
making, the better.

We could potentially have more
things to do with our local area
acted upon.

1live in North Springfield and
think that Chelmer Village should
have it's own parish. They feel
quite separate anyway.

There is a tried and trusted Parish
Councilin Springfield which has
proved very efficient in the past.
The introduction of another level
is not needed

System works well now and there
is no need for further costs /
admin

Both Springfield and Chelmer
Village have grown tremendously
since we first lived here in
REDACTED. One parish to cover
the entire area is far too
stretched. Chelmer Village is now
big enough to warrant its own
parish, where needs may be
different to those in Springfield.

Chelmsford village is very
different to Springfield. We
contribute towards a library that
we never use, as it is inaccessible
if you don't drive. We also no
longer have a bank or post office
in our local shopping centre.

I believe that the identities and

interests of both areas are very

different and best served locally
No reason

Chelmer Village is very different
to Springfield and has grown a
great deal in the last 20 years.
The population is also very
different with different needs
We are much too big to be
treated as merely part of
Springfield.

Chelmer Village is currently a
satellte of Springfield. Funding
tends to go to Springfield, where
the village would benefit of it's
fair share

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmer Village
remaining part of Springfield
parish)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish councilfor Chelmer
Village)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmer
Village)

see above

Chelmer Village is big enough to have its own
parish

Our parks and green spaces are not very well
funded by Springfield parish representative and
the population in the area is growing too.

The size and scope of the significant residential
population merits a more focussed
representative body.

As above

A parish council dedicated specifically to
Chelmer Village should be able to focus on the
needs of the village without the distractions of
other areas.

As stated above, leave Springfield Parish as is,
create a new parish, if needed (see below) for
Beaulieu Park

Local issues ought to be more promptly
addressed

Our own area (Chelmer Village) has its own
needs.

Ilive in North Springfield so my parish if
Springfield represents me.

Their past record is superb at organisation.

As above.

Chelmer Village is a community of its own.
Springfield feels like another separate area as
we are disconnected by the A138.

A parish council just for Chelsea Village will be
able to represent the needs of its area better
than the current set up

Local councilors will understand the needs of
the areas to a greater extent

No reason

As above

Personally parish councils are pointless, but if

there was one it ought to be for the specific area
such that local peoples interests are best served

Make Chelmer Village and
Chancellor Park it's own parish

Nothing to add

Our parks and green spaces are not
very well funded by Springfield
parish representative and the
population i the area is growing
too.

Chelmer Village encapsulates a
population that is singularly an
important contributor to the larger
Chelmsford economy. It s
important to get its people
represented to ensure its interests
are addressed quickly and

efficiently. A local Parish council will

be able to better connect with its
people; more frequent surgeries,
more individual focus on direct
issues that affect the people of
Chelmer Village. The local
environment, health and safety are

all key areas that | believe are better

served by local councillors. There is
also a much shorter path of
escalation should local issues arise
that need prompt attention.

Chelmer village has now been in

existence for approx 40 years and is

now a popular area for house
buyers

as stated above.

Ilive in Chancellor Park and cannot
see from the information provided
which Parish | would belong to
under the new proposals?

The Chelmer Village hall could be
used for consultations with local
residents?

Nothing else

No comment

Need to keep admin costs down so
that funds are devoted to providing
service

A138 appears to be the obvious
boundary

Nothing to add

No comment

N/A

No suggestion

I've o idea who the parish
councillors are (although, i haven't
tried to find out either). They are
invisible. I'm not sure if having a
separate parish would help, but it
certainly won't hinder it.

none

Nothing to add

Our parks and green spaces are not very well funded by Springfield
parish representative and the population in the area is growing too.

No further comment

N/a

as above.

I'am not sure that | understand the benefit of being in a parish.
REDACTED. | note from the leaflet it claims this allows for local views
and Parish Councillors are elected every 4 years; | have lived in
Springfield for over REDACTED years and | have no recollection of ever
wvoting for a Parish Councillor. How do they represent my view? It
seems to me we would be better off, certainly financially, by doing
away with all Parish Councils and leaving the local representation to
the City Council who are accountable and elected.

NA

n/a

More signage of what parish you are in and information in the parish
areas on what is going on would be good

No comment

n/a

N/a

Nothing to add

No comment

N/A

No suggestions

What happens if you didn't want to provide further comments?



M/59 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  There is a different sense of Option 1 (creatinganew  For the same reason as Q8 above, thereare | believe that a new Parish Council  No

resident parish council for Chelmer_identities across the current SPC ~parish councilfor Chelmer  distinct differences between the older for Chelmer Village would help to
Village) area between the Chelmer Village) Springfield and the newer Chelmer Village and  bring together the community with
Village and Chancellor Park areas Chancellor Park. more focus on the uniqueness of
and the broader and older area the parish.

of Springfield. In addition, the
areas are also split as major
roads pass through them pushing
them further into distinct areas.
My view is that Chelmer Village
and Chancellor Park would be
better served through their own
identities and Parish Council.

M/60 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer Village is large enough ~ Option 1 (creatinganew  As above N/A N/A
resident parish council for Chelmer to be a parish on it's own, parish council for Chelmer
Village) especially in the light of the Village)

development of Beaulieu which
would make the existing parish
extremely large. Chelmer Village
is also different to Springfield and
I think it would give it its own
identity. The councillors will be
able to focus on the needs of
Chelmer Village specifically.

M/61 Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as Not a time to be spending money Option 2 (leaving thingsas  Not a time to be spending money on new I don't have anything further to say, |don't have anything further to say, this question should be optional.
resident they are with Chelmer on new signage, branding etc. they are with Chelmer Village signage, branding etc. ‘this question should be optional.
Village remaining part of remaining part of Springfield
Springfield parish) parish)
M/62 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer Village and Springfield ~ Option 1 (creating a new This will allow issues solely for the Chelmer The new boundary between the two -
resident parish council for Chelmer are distinctively different areas;  parish council for Chelmer  Village area to be raised directly and dealt with ~ areas should be the A138.
Village) both are effectively contained  Village) by people directly involved with that area.

within their own boundaries and
are separated by the A138 and
the industrial area next to that. It
would be better for the residents
of each area to be able to create
their own identities.

M/63 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Given the size and the Option 1 (creatinganew  Given the size and the boundaries of Chelmer
resident parish council for Chelmer boundaries of Chelmer village,  parish councilfor Chelmer  village, this area should have it's own parish
Village) this area should have it'sown  Village) council
parish council
M/64 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer Village (CV) isa long-  Option 1 (creatinganew  BP will continue to grow for many years to come There isittle mention of the new  None thank you.
resident parish council for Chelmer established community. Thereis ~parish council for Chelmer o meet demand and fulfilits potential. CVand  railway station which | assume will
Village) little synergy at householder or  Village) BP willincrementally grow apart as BP creates  be in BP (2) that willn itself become
community levels between CV its own identity. More so if Springfield Parish & small community and far removed
and Beaulieu Park (BP). takes on part of the City centre area. from CV.
M/65 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew | agree that Chelmer Villageisa  Option 1 (creatinganew  As above. Ihave no other suggestions No views on other areas
resident parish council for Chelmer separate community, and with  parish council for Chelmer
Village) Springfield becoming increasingly Village)

large it should become a
separate parish.

M/66 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new | feel that Chelmer Village hasa  Option 1 (creating a new The above points can be better supported with ~ None None
resident parish council for Chelmer  different residence base and also parish council for Chelmer  our own unique parish council
Village) has differing needs to Springfield. Village)

We are lacking access to local
shops, pubs and would require
more input on local green spaces.

M/67 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Springfield Parish has expanded  Option 1 (creatinganew  Springfield Parish has become too large to NO NO
resident parish council for Chelmer over the years so maybeits time ~parish council for Chelmer  properly represent the needs of everyone
Village) for change Village)
M/68 Local Outside either of these ~ Option 2 (leaving things as  if there has to be changes Option 2 (leaving things as  either no change or three if we have to change i prefer thee  no
resident  areas they are with Chelmer  chelmer village could be new  they are with Chelmer Village parishes
Village remaining part of  parish but not with beaulieu, the - remaining part of Springfield
Springfield parish) Iatter could be on its own or with parish)
springfield
M/69 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer villageis too biginsize  Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer village is too big in size and population  n/a n/a
resident parish council for Chelmer and population to still be under  parish council for Chelmer  tosstil be under Springfield parish.
Village) Springfield parish. Village)
M/70 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  We are best represented by Option 1 (creatinganew e shall make best decisions suited to Chelmer - -
resident parish council for Chelmer  Chelmer Village residents. parish councilfor Chelmer  Village.
Village) Village)
M/71 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  They are are two entirely Option 1 (creatinganew  Have a better say and decisions made by people Not sure if Beaulieu aligns well with  N/A
resident parish council for Chelmer different areas. CV residents  parish councilfor Chelmer closer to the heart of the area. cv/cp?
Village) should determine local Village) Surely a better it with Springfield
issues/arrangements through our being the other side of the bypass??

own parish council, especally as
CV could be considered as the
economic driving force of the

City?
M/72 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  How s it possible to answer the  Option 1 (creatinganew  How is it possible to answer the question A proper assessment of the pros A proper assessment of the pros and cons for each option is required,
resident parish council for Chelmer  question without you explaining parish council for Chelmer  without you explaining the pros and cons for the and cons for each option is required, including the true costs. It should be obvious then which option is
Village) the pros and cons for the 2 Village) 2 Options? How much money is this exercise  including the true costs. It should be best. Why you didn't do this first and then present the evidence is
Options? How much money is taking? The Council never seems to listen to the  obvious then which option is best.  beyond me. Your process shows little understanding of business in the:
this exercise taking? The Council residents or learn lessons from previous Why you didn't do this first and then real world and this exercise s very costly. Oh, wait a minute, you
never seems to listen to the mistakes. present the evidence is beyond me. don't care, it's not your money that you waste!
residents or lear lessons from Your process shows lttle
previous mistakes. If creating a new parish council for Chelmer  understanding of business in the
Village results in a more efficient use of tax real world and this exercise is very
If creating a new parish council payer's money and lower council tax, then | costly. Oh, wait a minute, you don't
for Chelmer Village results ina would be in favour. | would not be in favour of  care, it's not your money that you
more efficient use of tax payer's any option than results in an increase in council - waste!
money and lower council tax, tax. It is extorniate as it is.
then | would be in favour. | would
not be in favour of any option
than results in an increase in
council tax. It is extorniate as it is.
M/73 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new  New identity more benefits for ~ Option 1 (creatinganew A A Boundaries need redoing with all new housing developments
resident parish council for Chelmer local residents in CV only . Parishparish council for Chelmer
Village) is too big now including beaulieu  Village)
M/74 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew | feel we are not apartand have  Option 1 (creatinganew  Better support our local interests We are self contained with a Village None
resident parish council for Chelmer o links with Springfield parish.  parish council for Chelmer centre Parish hall and a range of
Village) Chelmer village is a large enough  Village) other facilites within walking
community and would be be distance,
better represented by a local
parish.
M/75 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new ~ Chelmer Village s a distinct part ~ Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer Village is a distinct part of Springfield.  No other comments. No other comments.
resident parish council for Chelmer of Springfield. parish councilfor Chelmer
Village) Village)
M/76 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Our current parish israthera  Option 1 (creatinganew  Because | live in chelmer village By having a voice for our area within N/A
resident parish council for Chelmer large area and | believe by having parish council for Chelmer the council, residents will be overall
Village) a more dedicated representation, Village) happier and the area will benefit
chelmer village residents would and improve.
benefit massively
M/77 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  Chelmer Village appears to have  Option 1 (creatinganew  The views of the residents would | feel, be heard Elected officials would be None
resident parish council for Chelmer become the poor relationto  parish council for Chelmer  more and allowing pressure on the authorities  accountable to improve the
Village) Beaulieu. It requires further Village) to reduce anti social behaviour and drivingat  neighbourhood.
investment in its public spaces excessive speeds especially along Chelmer
and proper maintenance of its Village Way. Funding could be more targeted to
pathways. meet the needs of the community. Pressure

could also be applied to the owners of the
Village Square to make it a more appealing place

to visit,
M/78 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer village is very nice & | Option 1 (creating a new I wish to submit the Same comment as | have  Good luck to chelmer village. My comment above i put here to
resident parish council for Chelmer feel it would benefit the village  parish council for Chelmer  written above Thank you Thank you
Village) becoming a New Parishonit’s  Village) Thank you.

own,
The community keeps areas
clean & lots of other good stuff
s0 we all live peacefully together.
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M/79 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew  The area is becoming more built  Option 1 (creatinganew  The area is becoming more built up and I think  As above Chelmer village
resident parish councilfor Chelmer up and | think chelmer village parish councilfor Chelmer ~ chelmer village needs its own identify to
Village) needs its own identify to Village) Springfield
Springfield
M/80 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  It's more localised and should ~ Option 1 (creatinganew  It's more localised and would reflect our views  We are Chelmer Village, we are NOT
resident parish councilfor Chelmer_reflect our views and needs parish council for Chelmer  and needs Springfield!
Village) Village)
M/81 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew Chelmer Village has an identity  Option 1 (creatinganew Residents are generally represented with Springfield is growing. [t makes  N/A
resident parish councilfor Chelmer_that is different to Springfield in parish councilfor Chelmer greater passion and honesty when the issues are sense to create separate
Village) general. A parish councilthat  Village) close to their ives' hearts. entities, and it feels
resonates with this identity like this is the right time to do it (to
would inevitably provide a more. maintain full control and support).
successful, bespoke service.
M/82 Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as Chelmer Village (CV) has Option 2 (leaving thingsas  See above Develop Beaulieu and Channels as a See above
resident they are with Chelmer  developed as part of Springfield  they are with Chelmer Village new parish.
Village remaining part of i was indeed known as East  remaining part of Springfield
Springfield parish) Springfield until some bright ~ parish)
spark changed it to CV. Chelmers
Village Hall has the "s" to
demonstrate the link between
Chelmer Village and Springfield
and it was the sole parish facility.
But CV can't run it so Springfield
Parish Council does so. The
Anglican Church boundary has
North and East as part of the
same parish. If CV becomes
separate residents lose massively
ie Springfield Parish Centre and
library -or is Chelmsford City
Council (CCC) going to find Land,
and build an equivalent centre,
within a year or two? The costs
will be tremendous. If CCC wants
tossplit the area, then hive off
Beaulieu and Channels which
have nothing in common with
CV/Springfield. As a REDACTED in
CV, we'd lose out there; indeed
5o few roads in CV are members
of NHW, and over the last nearly
REDACTED years I've lived here, it
is well known that things start
but always fail in the Village eg
M/83 Local Chelmer Village Option 2 (leaving things as A new Council will be additional  Option 2 (leaving things as  Same as above Look at the efficient, lower N/a
resident they are with Chelmer  cost and have less economies of — they are with Chelmer Village overheads option and seek better
Village remaining part of  scale. | think we can be well remaining part of Springfield ways of ensuring being part of
Springfield parish) represented in Springfield. parish) Springfield represents all its area
equally.
M/84 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating @ new  Because Chelmer Village is Option 1 (creatinganew  See above No No
resident parish councilfor Chelmer geographically distinct from parish council for Chelmer
Village) Springfield and has quite a large  Village)
population of it's own.
M/85  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Springfield parish is getting bigger Option 1 (creatinganew  Asabove N/a N/a
resident parish council for Chelmer and by having its own parish  parish councilfor Chelmer
Village) council residents of Chelmer  Village)
village will have more of a say
M/86 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Chelmer Village started outasa  Option 1 (creatinganew | live in Chelmer Village and feel a closer affinity  The demographics of the two areas My principal concern is the need, should a separate CV Parish Council
resident parish councilfor Chelmersort of addendum to the parish council for Chelmer o a Parish Council specific to that area (Chelmer Village and Springfield) are be established, to create a separate Secretarial and support
Village) established Springfield Parish but Vilage) similar but different enough to have infrastructure with its own premises - unless some form of sharing
has in recent decades grown to separation and more equally divide ~arrangement could be set up with the existing Springfield admin.
such an extent that it deserves its the resident and business Various Committees, Working Parties and so forth will be needed
own identity populations specific to CV - there's a lot of additional work behind the scenesis
going to be needed here!
M/87 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew | agree with the premise that  Option 1 (creatinganew  Same as above. No comments No comments
resident parish councilfor Chelmer Chelmer Village has its own parish council for Chelmer
Village) identity separate from Village)
Springfield, and decisions made
for Chelmer Village should not be
influenced by Springfield.
M/88  Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating @ new  The area due to developmentis  Option 1 (creatinganew  Because the issues that effect Chelmer Village A local Parish council will look after ~ As above
resident parish councilfor Chelmer too bigand the needs of the  parish councilfor Chelmer  are not always relevant to Springfield and the local residents, Springfield and
Village) residents are differentinthe  Village) Beaulieu Beaulieu need their own parish
different areas council to look after their best
interests
M/89 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinganew Chelmer Village has grown over  Option 1 (creatinganew At present, Chelmer Village representation has _Having lived in the Chelmer Village | have no further comments to make.
resident parish councilfor Chelmer_the years and forms it's own area parish councilfor Chelmer  to compete with the other areas in Springfield so area since it's inception, | have seen
Village) within the current Springfield  Village) a new Parish council for Chelmer Village alone, it grow L
Parish. A parish area for the would allow funds to be targeted in the at times, we have been threatened
interests of Chelmer Village immediate area, with the removal of various bus
residents would allow their views services, including an important one
and comments to be more which runs to Broomfield Hospital.
specific to the area in which they feel that a Parish Council exclusively
live. for Chelmer Village would give us
more 'clout' in challenging these
matters and would ensure that local
services remain and if possible, are
improved.
M/90 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating a new  Currently Springfield Parish Option 1 (creatinganew  More specific to Chelmer Village's landscape and | suspect that in the future more N further comments, thank you.
resident parish councilfor Chelmer Council covers a large parish council for Chelmer  community activities. housing developments will occur in
Village) geographical area and Chelmer  Village) Chelmer Village which would make
Village i distinct enough to have it sensible for Chelmer Village to
its own have its own new parish council
M/91 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creatinga new It has become too biganareato Option 1 (creatinganew  See above See above N/a
resident parish councilfor Chelmer have Chelmer village included  parish councilfor Chelmer
Village) with Springfield. We are our own  Village)
community.
M/92 Local Chelmer Village Option 1 (creating @ new  They are both completely Option 1 (creatinganew  As per answer to Q.8 Chelmer Village's boundaries should N/A
resident parish councilfor Chelmer separate area and separated by a parish councilfor Chelmer include Chelmer Village and
Village) major road - A138. Village) Chancellor Park only. The following
roads have Chelmer Village or
Chancellor Park off of them:
Chelmer Village Way, A138 and New
Dukes Way. See map for reference.
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Consultation form submitted: Proposed new Chelmsford Garden Community parish
In which area do you

Doyou feel that the
Identitles and Interests

of residents Inyour area
are best represented by
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Why do you feel this way?

Do you feel that you are
best represented by

Why doyou feel this way?2 If a new parish was created,
which of the following names do

You prefer?

Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a
final recommendation for this area

If you wish
to provide
further
comments
for
addltional
draft
recommen
datlons in
other
parishes

comments
relate and
provide...



N/1

N/2

N/3

N/4

N/5

N/6

N/7

N/

N/9

N/10

N/11

N/12

N/13

N/14

Local

Councillor

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Local
resident

Springfield

Beaulieu Park

Beaulieu Park

Little Waltham

Outside of these areas

Broomfield

Beaulieu Park

Broomfield

Beaulieu Park

Beaulieu Park

Broomfield

Beaulieu Park

Broomfield

Broomfield

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford

Garden Community being
served by different parish

councils in the area)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating  new
parish councilfor
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating  new
parish councilfor
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford
Garden Community being
served by different parish
councils in the area)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)
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The parts of the new Beaulieu
development that are currently
within the Springfield parish are
physically separated by White
Hart Lane and have their own
community facilties. The
residents of the original Beaulieu
Park may well feel more linked to
this new community but work
will need to be done to fully
integrate them.

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

This area reflects more closely  Option 1 (creating a new

the present community in which  parish council for Chelmsford
we have lived for the past Garden Community)
REDACTED years and the

proposed developments which

are scheduled to take place in the

near future

To create a sense of community.  Option 1 (creating a new

To have the Beaulieu school parish council for Chelmsford
catchment and parish match Garden Community)

more closely.

Be better for the new
devolpment, Little Waltham not
near the new development

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

Didnt have the option to select ~ Option 1 (creating a new
Channels Estate in previous parish council for Chelmsford
question. | feel this would best  Garden Community)

serve our interests representing,

ourarea.

Neither. Channels is split across  Option 2 (leaving things as
two Parishes and aligns better to _they are with Chelmsford
Little Waltham. It should not be  Garden Community being
swallowed upina hugenew  served by different parish
Parish where our voice is unlikely councilsin the area)

to be heard

The area already hasit'sown  Option 1 (creating a new.
identity and is generally referred  parish council for Chelmsford
to as either Beaulieu or Channels Garden Community)

rather than Springfield or

Walthams

Whilst there is some advantage
to being part of the existing
parish councils in terms of
connection into the wider
community eg for active travel
infrastructure proposals, the area
of Channels is remote from
Broomfield and has its own
distinct character and needs.
That the development is
fragmented over a number of
parishes makes coherent
approach to site-wide issues
more challenging. A new parish
serving this development will be
more focused on this area, rather
than it being peripheral to the
parish and will be more likely to
reflect the views and concerns of
residents of that area.

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

New Parish is required to specific
challenges with New
Development and associated
amenities.

Beaulieu has its own identity and
needs to be represented as such

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

Option 1 [creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

BETTER REPRESENTATION OF
THE AREA

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

We don't currently have a voice
and are not heard when raising
issues of concern

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

Neither of the above and you
have missed Channels from the
list which actually falls into two
Parishes which confuses matters
Option 1 means residents end up
asa small voice in a massive area
and Option 2 does not resolve
the current issues either.

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford

Garden Community being
served by different parish

councils in the area)

Some of residents of Channels (I
believe) are part of Little
Waltham and some are part of
Broomfield.  think we should all
be part of Little Waltham (as my
first choice) or be putin a new
Parish that wil better serve the
interest of residents.

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

The parts of the new Beaulieu development that Chelmsford Garden Community
are currently within the Springfield parish would

be better served by a new community council

that can oversee the formation of the

community as it develops.

As detailed bove Chelmsford Garden Community

To represent more effectively the increasing Belsteads

number of households.

Different parish areas break up the new
development

Chelmsford Garden Community

As previously said Belsteads

Neither. Channels is split across two Parishes
and aligns better to Little Waltham. It should not
be swallowed up in a huge new Parish where our
voice is unlikely to be heard.

Chelmsford Garden Community

Recognises that the new suburb being built has  Belsteads

it's own identity

Whilst there is some advantage to being part of - Chelmsford Garden Community
the existing parish councils in terms of
connection into the wider community eg for
active travel infrastructure proposals, the area
of Channels is remote from Broomfield and has
its own distinct character and needs. That the
development is fragmented over a number of
parishes makes coherent approach to site-wide
issues more challenging. A new parish serving
this development will be more focused on this
area, rather than it being peripheral to the
parish and will be more likely to reflect the views
and concerns of residents of that area.

New development and people moving from
outside to chelmsford will have different
aspirations/needs compared to well established
communities.

As above

Chelmsford Garden Community

Chelmsford Garden Community

WANT NEW SURGERY AND SCHOOLS NEAR BY  Chelmsford Garden Community

I feel this way because currently the issues of
concern in this area are not being dealt with and
the introduction of a separate Parish council of
our own may get us heard

Neither. There could be another option. We
already have to pay additional service charges
(which won't ever go away) and we will
potentially have a CIC that can look after the
interests of Channels residents specifically in the
future. Rather than pay circa £90 per year to a
Parish Council, why could we not be un-parished
and instead pool that money with what we
already pay in service charges to the CIC who
can be more pro-active and re-active to the
needs of the local community? The Council put
us in this position and is now not even
understanding the issues that have been
caused.

Chelmsford Garden Community

Chelmsford Garden Community

No. As per the above, I'd be prefer to be part of - Chelmsford Garden Community
Little Waltham Parish Council.

Nothing to add

Nothing

The map isn't very clear, I'm assuming the new area would be Old
Beaulieu, New Beaulieu and Channels which makes sense.

Make all the Channels estate in same parish

We already have an excellent residents management company that
manages our estate and affairs. We would be better off being
unparished and paying our proportion of council tax to our own
management company that could look after things and be far more
pro-active in representing residents needs.

Nobody in Chelmsford refers to this new area as Chelmsford Garden
Community but Belsteads at least relates to the old farm that used to
be here

The parish should include the full developments of Channels and
Beaulieu along with the Beaulieu Park School, as well as the future
areas to be developed.

New Beulieu Park, Channels

NEED LOCAL AMENITIES

It would be nice to have been given another option - Greater Beaulieu
- perhaps (since it already a known destination)

You have seemingly not taken on board any of the issues that
surround Channels. You may recall that almost 3 years ago residents
signed a petition to invoke a CGR to ensure that we all sat within the
same local Parish i.e. Little Waltham. That Parish works well with us
50 why has this not even been considered? As usual Channels is just
seen as a chunk of population that can be bundled wherever it seems
most convenient and it's not acceptable or fair.

Please ensure that the Council tax we currently pay (which | think is
extortionate) does not go up as a result of this.

Nothing to
add

Nothing

n/a

N/A

N/A

only
interested
in
Belsteads/
Chelmsford
Garden
Community

The
parliament
ary
boundary
commissio
n review
places this
area again
outside of
Chelmsford
With the
developme
nts as part
of the
Chelmsford
Garden
Community
itis
important
that
parliament
ary
representa
tionis as
part of
Chelmsford
,perhaps a
new
Chelsmford
North
constituenc

comments

I think
Beaulieu
should be
represente
dbyits
own parish
council; it is|
alarge
community
with its
own
identity
NIL

Beaulieu
park - the
original
version
We would
welcome a
further
discussion
around
Channels
specific
issues and
the best
stewardshi
pmodel
which may
be
becoming
anun-
parished
area.

I reside in
Bellway at
Channels.
I'd prefer
to be part
of Little
Waltham
than break
awaytoa
new parish
andrisk
paying
morein
Council tax
to fund this
new parish



N/15  Local Beaulieu Park

resident

Local
resident

N/16 Beaulieu Park

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

As development explands the old
Parish organsiation needs to
refelct the new area and
represnet the new population.
Keeping the current bounderies
will spread the Parish Councils to
far and focus will be lost.

There s a lot of development
around the back of Channels and
in new Beaulieu along with the
Boreham Interchange and Bypass
works. | think a new council
specific for this new area is
important to reflect the local
needs.

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

New development and new communities need
new council representation.

Chelmsford Garden Community | am ok with the outline proposed for CGC.

Some of the parts of old Springfield are not
reflective of Beaulieu Park and the new
development areas nearby. | feel a new parish
will be more aligned to the feel of this area of
Chelmsford

Chelmsford Garden Community

I believ
local parish
councils
shoud!
ahve more
independa
nce and
decsion
making
capability,
to improve
and reflect
local wants
and needs.

N/17  Local Boreham

Councillor

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford

Garden Community being
served by different parish
councils in the area)

We are extremely alarmed and
disappointed that Boreham
airfield, one of our major
strategic heritage sites, is to be
removed from the parish of
Boreham completely. This site
has many historical facts about
Boreham and its residents.
During the second world war it
was sed as a base for medium
bombers of the US Army Air
force, and the airfield buildings
were used as temporary housing
for the residents. After the war
the airfield was used for motor
racing and as a test track for
Ford's sports cars and later their
vans. Henry Ford did of course
own and live in Boreham House
for a while and this is where the
connection comes from. More
recently the airfield has been
used as a base for the police
helicopter and extensive
quarrying for sand and gravel.
Therefore to lose this historic site
from the parish of Boreham
would be a tremendous loss to
the village, its residents and the
parish of Boreham. | therefore
respectfully request that this new

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford

Garden Community being
served by different parish

councils in the area)

please see answers under item 8. please see answers under item 8. Boreham airfield to be left in

Boreham parish and not moved to new parish suggested as x4

no
comments
regarding
any other
areas.

N/18  Local
resident

Broomfield

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford
Garden Community being.
served by different parish
councils in the area)

Having lived in Channels for
REDACTED years we have feel
part of the community known as
Channels and the local Parish of
Little Waltham. We Channels
have all worked hard in
developing a friendly caring
community we can be proud of,
taking responsibility for our open
spaces and each other, building
relationship with the local
parishes and understanding each
other's differences and working
together where we have shared
priorities and issues. Pulling
together and supporting our
community to live in a place we
are proud of, that is looked after
by those that live their and hold
community. events, family trails
and look after our opens space,
litter picking, organising our
andscaping and management of
our own community and open
spaces. Any move to make us
part of a larger town has the
potential to loose our identity as
channels and sense of
community and all the work and
advantages of community
ownership, increasing costs, to

Option 2 (leaving things as
they are with Chelmsford

Garden Community being
served by different parish

councils in the area)

Having lived in Channels for REDACTED years we
have feel part of the community known as
Channels and the local Parish of Little Waltham.
We Channels have all worked hard in developing
a friendly caring community we can be proud of,
taking responsibility for our open spaces and
each other, building relationship with the local
parishes and understanding each other’s
differences and working together where we
have shared priorities and issues. Pulling
together and supporting our community to live
in a place we are proud of, that is looked after
by those that live their and hold community.
events, family trails and look after our opens
space, litter picking, organising our landscaping
and management of our own community and
open spaces. Any move to make us part of a
larger town has the potential to loose our
identity as channels and sense of community
and all the work and advantages of community
ownership, increasing costs, to loose direct
control and the sense of community
responsibility we all now have.

Neither names seem representative of the communities that are
already in existence and if anything Belsteads reminds me a lot a
council estate and not a name of somewhere | would want to live!
Channels is representative of the areas history and should be
maintained. My recommendations would be that phases 1 & 2 of
channels be moved into Little Waltham with the rest of Channels and
it is excluded from any garden community proposals!!! Keep our
community small and invested in its future....please! Significant risk
that residents become disinterested and disinvested in their
community.

My only
comments
are for
Little
Waltham
as above

N/19  Local Beaulieu Park

resident

Consultation form submitted: Rest of the unparished areas

URN  In what Do you live inside or
capacity are outside the
you unparished area?

responding?

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for
Chelmsford Garden
Community)

Doyou agree with the
draft recommendation
not to make any
changes to current
community governance

arrangements in the rest
of the unparished city
centre area?

The dynamics have completely
changed and this is now one new
community best served by one.
parish council

Please tell us anything else
that you think would help us
make a final recommendation
in this area

Option 1 (creating a new
parish council for Chelmsford
Garden Community)

Ifyou wish to provide
further comments for
additional draft
recommendations in other
parishes or the unparished
area of the city, please
specify the area to which
your comments relate and
provide...

0/1  Local Satisfied with current None
resident
0/2  Local Yes I do not feel it is beneficial to add The unparished area of the
resident another layer of governancein  city should not become
the area which | live. parished
0/3  Local Yes Don't need to be part of a parish  Springfield - have done fine
resident Council. Also not everyone can  without being part of a Parish
afford the additional costs that  council so far so don't see
will potentially be added to the  why we need to become one.
council tax to be able to afford
this.
0/4  Local Yes No change required for northern - Confused here as the booklet
resident part of Trinity ward received says that northern
part of Trinity where | live will
become part of Springfield
parish. This form says no
changes ... ?
0/5  Local Yes Resident for REDACTED years not None
resident experienced any adverse impacts
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in that time from the current
arrangement so against any
changes

As above Chelmsford Garden Community  Gel the community together. Represent the whole body of residents.

Reflect the change from rural to urban setting

No further
comment




0/6  Local Yes
resident

0/7  Local No
resident

0/8  Local Yes
resident

Your flyer recommends changes,
this site recommends no
changes. Potentially confusing.
My preference is for NO CHANGE

Why has the city
centre/Moulsham been deemed
to be not n need of a parish
council?

Incorporation of Goat Hall Lane
and Private Road into
Galleywood Parish Council - | see
no reason to change the current
boundary. Reasons: A parish
council's function is to provide
and maintain the following:
village hall, recreation grounds,
parks, children's play area,
crematoria and cemetries,
cleaning of ditches,
watercourses, litter control,
public toilets, footpaths and
bridleways, cycle and motorcycle
parking, rights of way, public
clocks, war memorials and
encouragement of tourism. The
proposed area to be
incorporated has none of the
above amenities / facilities
therefore joining the Galleywood
Parish Counci gives us no
advantage.

Local councils are bedevilled
by bureaucracy,
impenetrable language and
anonymity. In so-called
consultations they frequently
contravene the wishes of
residents. Addingyeta
further layer of bureaucracy,
i.e. parish councils is an
unwarranted complication
and expense for no
perceptible benefit. Better to
abolish all parish councils.
Three layers of MPs. town
and county councilors are
more than enough

City centre / Old Moulsham

No further comments relating
to other parishes or the
unparished area of the city.

0/9  Local Yes
resident

0/10 Local No
resident

0/11 Local No
resident

0/12 Local No
resident

0/13 Local Yes
resident

0/14 Local No
resident

The local parish council seem
inept with the local parks and
walk ways such as the bunny
walks which is often littered by
overflowing bins and poor street
lighting

Consider a community council for
the unparished area at the heart
of the City

The existing arrangement for the
northern part of Trinity Ward
where i live has worked
effectively for the REDACTED
years i have lived in the Borough
(now City). Other than expanding
the remit of Springfield Parish
Council and incurring an
additional Council Tax charge for
residents in the unparished
areas, i cannot see how the
addition of another layer of Local
Government will benefit
residents in any material way,
whilst at the same time
acknowledging the remit of
Parish Councils.

Suggest Moulsham Lodge Estate
area become a Parish, if a
majority of the residents agree.

Itis clear to me that becoming.
part of Springfield Parish will
bring one large disbenefit
(payment of the Parish precept)
with no discernible benefits. tis
difficult enough to get the.
existing Ward Councillor to
respond POSITIVELY.
DISAPPOINTED THAT
MOULSHAM LODGE NOT
AWARDED PARISH COUNCIL
STATUS AS FUNDS WOULD THEN
BE LOCALLY AVAILABLE TO MAKE
IMPROVEMENTS TO JOHN
SHENNAN PLAYING FIELD E.G.
UPDATE THE CHILDREN'S PLAY
AREA. ALSO SUPPORT COULD BE
PROVIDED TO LOCAL GROUPS
AND THE COMMUNITY STATION.
LOCAL ACTION TAKEN ON
LITTER, ARRANGING LITTER
PICKS WITH HELPERS REWARDED
WITH REFRESHMENTS.

Non parished area at the
heart of the City

No thanks

This could provide the
residents some control over
litter, over use of John
Shennan Playing Fields, and
possibly help in the upkeep of
public rights of way in that
area.

1 am referring to the
unparished part of Trinity
Ward

NO COMMENT.

0/15 Local Yes
resident
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Happy with the way The Lawns is

No further comment




Your Name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

Our draft recommendation is that there is no change and that Mashbury remains a separate area
served by a parish meeting.

1. Do you feel that the identities and interests of residents of Mashbury are best represented

by?
Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2 (Mashbury becoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal parish council) N O

parish meeting) \f' ES

2. Do you feel you are best represented by?

Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2 (Mashbury becoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal parish council) NO
parish meeting) NE < :

3. Why do you feel this way?

PLQLL%E- SRy f;c.:.,‘oc;_ij.. 'E\\aal:

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

Plocse Seo. sepamtE 2heale

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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3 Why do you feel this Way ...
MASHBURY is a very spread out "village”, covering many miles in total. It is, none the less,
a very friendly orientated community. Everyone being willing to help their neighbours
when possible, the residents of MASHBURY being predominantly elderly. In

MASHBURY we have absolutely no facilities and are very happy to continue in this way,

with no extra cost.

and feel much more aligned to Good Easter and Pleshey—

We believe there is nothing to be gained by any amalgamation and are very happy to

continue with our annual meeting.

4 Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final
recommendation for this area .....ccccocevviviinsciisreae

As we mentioned earlier, MASHBURY residents are predominantly elderly and we do not

think that there would be two residents prepared to represent us on any Parish Council.
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Wele.

Your Name (optional)

-

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) _

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the boundary of this parish ward?

G ¢

2. Why do you feel this way?

{iN Vigw ©F TV & LRowi NG JoPulATION

UF "THe \/u_g_gz\qe’,f 1T e eamS To

B¢ THe Se~s BLe ©OPToN.

3. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

NoTHr NG ™MoRe To ADD,

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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G‘i::_a'}’ H:J ]]

222JJ City Council

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) —

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the parish boundaries in this area?

Yes

2. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to remove the wards from Galleywood Parish
Council?

Yes

3. Why do you Teel this way for Q 1827

Wt wXide m:u’_/L Wadd é_mjé/@\ﬂ f{uz why of Lie
DL Lihe Lo Aax L&A MR Qe wdo
00y N\ i\ st Dadd.

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

Please Yeel free to use additional paper if required
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.ﬁ’/ City Council

Your Name {optional) —

> Chelmslord cm—

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) —

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the parish boundaries in this area?

Yes

2. Why do you Teel this way?

Bl waslued e Uaagued LJ?A Cude *E/\\Sdﬁ ~e_u£n_,5¥’uwf.\cj
U e L kas o o L We deall o veny )
\N*Pa\ﬂ'a;\r Ao laa M?r-@.-%e!\-}rﬁd \9:3 o an‘?L Coun%\ "

. r i .
Ty we o o0 locad poopls "a TR

\

3. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

l;JQ_ Cann m\-k.b .n.é() hows é-\“Sq\o‘)me;cl o \JPB“J/
e wonldd e iﬁ Wt taee r-QMm\,‘e_é} -qu\ Mo
C'\./u..f) ol PQ.V(‘*J«. Co L,\vx\ul (O -JN

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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% Chelmsford

: ..v.gy City Council

Your Name {optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) -

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the parish boundaries in this area?

Yes

2. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to remove the wards from Galleywood Parish

Council? _
Yes @

3. Why do you feel this way for Q 1&27

’TW f:)rsﬁb woV See &4»3 m} %‘:"f
‘Q_-\-\m,v\.,c\e ) .

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation Tor
this area

Please feel free to use additional paper if required

Page 124 of 510



Mashbua
/iifd Chelmsford o Meebuy
:n:/’ City Council

Your Name {optional)

Contact details (optional

Postcode (essential)

Our draft recommendation is that there is no change and that Mashbury remains a separate area
served by a parish meeting.

1. Do you feel that the identities and interests of residents of Mashbury are best represented

by?
Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2._(Mash/bur9"5:ecom‘|ng a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chiyal parish council)
parish meeting) £

2. Do you feel you are best represented by?
Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2 (Mashbupybecoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal.parish council)
parish meeting)

3. Why do you feel this way?

\h

V/Wtéy//x Ay

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

(gw{-’ wic A 2z
M%q L@f%&;ﬁﬁg‘%ﬁy/@n m‘s&/f/?/

Please feel free to use additional paper if required

s 47 A floce 4 Live v e wxigue!
We ol bte "’f"”’"’? Ll ey
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S Lukes

Your Name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to create a new parish ward for St Luke’s?

2. Why do you Teel this way?

we. waddl e St wiel bo be indepe~dant
oF W& orer wardl ol it ¢ den e_,'\cnp.‘.f\j
T b G ol in kly twvon r\\(:)'}-\‘c-

3. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation Yor
this area

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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2 Chelmsford

2/ City Council

Your Name {optional) —

Contact details (optional) s

Postcode (essential) e

2 -« In this area
1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the parish boundaries in this 3
%E; No

2. Why do you feel this way?

s 0 SY :\Ew@s-

Lol e e ?c...ch f tla -.'?c\_::.\s.\-

|

v, TUr
3. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation
this area
= e
/ﬁ“—m L\\"Y\ « HasW\oiss v:.l.«"_ue.\a\gw\.-a W& e\ \G’\“:) Ca\*"“\":bs‘c\a' Lot
C—-C}a?'ﬁ: c].. ‘1‘.._ Lo \ -;\E\_e:)q_ Vesian ‘ST“L‘(LWE_ \-H\' i

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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718 Chelmsford

%:ﬂ City Council

Your Name {optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

Our draft recommendation is that there is no change and that Mashbury remains a separate area
served by a parish meeting.

;{f 4 ,o’T . Do you Teel that the identities and interests of residents of Mashbury are best represented |

by?
/ Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Optibn 2 (Mashbury becoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal parish council)

parish meeting)

- ?
/ ”3 /2. Do you feel you are best represented by? X

Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2 (Mashbury becoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal parish council)
parish meeting)

3. Why do you feel this way?

WE AL RAAN / C A ATTND CHIG 4fa  SARISY
oo L frET GoSER + AL O R FCEIVS THE

5 7 ; £ pf = =
As Sl WSp)8 LEFTeR_ . WS AR S Lo CALo5&F £ 50K
AL L/ e IBT I THE r7HE .

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area :

SR ot S oG- Pul PR SNT SIS SRR

ORI 2R E] CowTow st 7o plocd Az pl

s .4&’.7 ) WE QAT SEE iy W& SH ey
C HANE=E

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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& Chelmsford

%"'y City Council

iy

Your Name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the parish boundaries in this area?

Yes

2. Why do you Teel this way?

o G~ o v o g
Suppot Brevn our pawrish couwncer)

O shrprivg Pesi mmon's building  ohen he P\QLAJ.V'c:oLal
creaked - Puge lovries down ouw rood . thiting
brees o

® Had edrth bonkea comfa‘m-tc,‘Lccl lo Shaddc oy
denvgloprnaink o edhc.

6 Wm\}ed vedeshlaug  linlo o Pets imalnon

site

3. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

We #reed Vo veirndum paut o‘g'd/\igv‘\d.l» \
e Wowe gevwaedl cgfoooL Dundis Wik e wodor ]acbrtsh,
ClAdein. howe laeenn g’w_win o\ccess ko e
recrasMnendl  phOAILLD

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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7.8 Chelmsford

?;"y City Council

=

Your Name {optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

Our draft recommendation is that there is no change and that Mashbury remains a separate area
served by a parish meeting.

P
1. Do you feel that the identities and interests of residents of Mashbury are best represented

by?
Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2 (Mashbury becoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal parish council)

parish meeting)

&+
v/ 2. Do you feel you are best represented by?

Option 1 (leaving things as they are with Option 2 (Mashbury becoming a parish ward
Mashbury continuing to be served by a within Chignal parish council)
parish meeting) '

3. Why do you feel this way?

: Y2 -

‘-v-\}‘;f. ronse. v po_g’f\t'\ L Nas” f,‘b-?‘l‘:l?’\-ﬁt’gs Lot '{{:»Q.{F_
- o : . A\ ) \

Chaiimual s, W are gl ~ sodppaed Lo

-
SYPNPL I R R X1 "‘{:52?'32: Svacilar {-3 ..H:&_‘rf

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

4 vj e ue {irvu'?-"- Ris s a %—’{5%“- v "(95‘1:;1
— ~

5;‘“}‘0 ws} ‘54'_ iAa‘_.‘ Ay o= —ﬁ-‘-?.ﬁ-—x) lﬁé‘f}rj o e 2L Sede Mmé-‘-—-‘-f)}
w 8 ]

X ; ; 5 g
Wﬂ»ft'\x_ﬁ \5\’-&5&. —kw e o5 L

—

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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| Chelmsford

‘%ﬁy City Council

Your Name {optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) __-

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to change the parish boundaries in this area?
ﬁ%s No /

2. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to remove the wards from Galleywood Parish
Council?

%s‘- Nmr/

3. Why do you feel this way for Q 1&2?

T WAVE WED pm R T dadiE ket ReCoadTeR e Auty
f

YROBISAE WATh Ads DReESSET ARRA R Gz umtd - ANEREFOMs T AW Amiast
A Eimd Fi":"?“ Chaartme SHWE | Q/RD ‘F:}.‘-&Wh w\\{Eﬁ:m W s Yo
WENER Tz Ko fam RESHENTS o e SouTisRs /RsA oF

CORT Niaa WA

4. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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/.8 Chelmsford

-: ‘B A
bes

=2/ City Council

a
S

Your Name {optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. Do you agree with the draft recommendation to create a new parish ward for St Luke's?

2. Why do you feel this way?

RECAVSE  Counnt@HSI0E AND —THE CAND NWLT
HAJE Nov Peowdels A Seuice To VS 7o
Kep? O TQRE CReondS  DESC\TE UL Ph4yrG

;;oo A Yerk On TP oF OI CouNCiC T,
NE NOD SonE MOLE RERLESENIRN AT

CodNeAC LA “Tp NN chunGe D
THE REMOVKL of “Tre (AND ST

3. Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation for
this area

Plows € Mre€ TS CHANGE.

we wee e A7 (D

Please feel free to use additional paper if required
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4

Community Governance Q’
Review - Survey /

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you:live? (ick one)

l:l Hayes Country Park EThe rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

_[Q/Option 1 l:l Option 2 ]___I Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettenden
‘ parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.:

T 1S NETETLANLW FOT WM Oy vy
P O CEMeN LT AN THE MY
Jo Thas RUGUE ElaMenam o T™ME

PR CuutNCiL TTRET TTHE TR N

oy NEW Cieandg— ConNtldL. Prile Wy
LV U &2«

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

%)pticm 1 D Option 2 I:I Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
: parish) ward of Rettendon
: parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? A YMEL S voud
(LETN A o e AL \ONA - VO i e G EANL
NCewC oF PaAL oot ot S
MO et M CERrN T TS et

el TEOETSE  oF e PARsa AR

N W e

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
TAE W (YT FA A CWES

AN CTAUVUT

¢ AU\

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

P Chelmsford

=7/ City Counci
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0

Community Governance (all
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) ﬁ

1. In which area do you live? (tick-one)

m{ayes Country Park l:l The rest of Rettendon ]:I Qutside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

mpﬁon 1 I:] Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a-distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how:

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.

_-__%__--..-..--.-..----..-.._--__--._--_......‘_..-_--___-..-..-..___-----.._..---____-,.---__-_..---_--,---_-_-..--_-_-____________-. ,
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

M/Optian 1 I:I Option 2 I:I Option 3

(no changetothe * . - (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
' parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

A \ﬁ(ﬁwo %c For DL oF Us 1o __'m'y’ BN Ph--e.r OF Re:.’-'-r@m_@,]
fanisy, | -

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4 Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
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Community Governance L
H my
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

[QH/EWQSI Country Park D The rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of -
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ 21 Option 1 D Option 2 l:] Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Eﬁ;ﬁon 1 [ ] option 2 [ | option 3.
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
. parish) ward of Rettendon
il parish)
%_ i
5. Why do you feel this way? .
6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
All completed responses.must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
P Chelmsford
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Community Governance @J’
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

lZ] Hayes Country Park D The rest of Rettendon I:‘ Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Option 1 D Option 2 D Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes anew parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.
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I
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]
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() 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
]

1

I
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

M option 1 [ option 2

|:| Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes'a separate becomes a new parish
- parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)
5. Why do you feel this way?
6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
7@ Chelmsford
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Community Governance @,’
Review - Survey =

Your name (optienal)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

IE Hayes Country Park D The rest of Rettendon D Qutside of Rettendon
parish

: 2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
i residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Eﬂ)ptlon 1 D Option2 D Option 3

(na change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
par:sh arrangements) becomes a separate becomes anew parish
. parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

) Corsdet Hayes bo be Pack
S %QELQSO:W,@G

() "we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

g{pﬁon 1 D Option 2 ! I:I Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) : ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

-St(on\cjev‘ l:ojele\r\a("

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would heln us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

=

i =~/ City Council
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Community Governance al .
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

#

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

E Hayes Country Park D'The rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Option 1 - D Option 2 l:l Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you.feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

m Option 1 D Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

416 Chelmsford

227/ City Council
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Community Governance ,@?
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

EH/EWES Country Park D The rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

l:l Option 1 Q(ptian 2 L__I Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish.arrangements) - becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Uk)& (GVA] mrdlmb CQ@u.QO'l .Q’Lcu)@ QU
\fu;x Coonce\lael O Jo toha b

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[j Option 1 I:\Zl{ption 2 I___] Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

e

5. Why do you feel this way?

WV \noeo s LQC)UL-QC&. Q\Q_KJC j’o
a0 mi%ib”\ o Po.ru:)\f\Qoonq_D
evend Loe o2 cuncoronn

0 AAS Lona U Cone Yo cur @:)onaD

»

U

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i Chelmsford

=7/ City Coundil

|
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Community Governance al
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

B{Iayes Country Park [:I The rest of Rettendon D Ou‘FsLde of Rettendon
paris

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

| i}Opti'on 1 D Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

§TeENGTH I N M UMBERS

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Eﬁ)pﬁon 1 |:| Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
w& SHovln Shek yol €THEIN

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 Noevember 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

Ey City Council

Sy
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Community Governance m,’
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

MYES Country Park |:| The res;t of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

]Eo/ption 1 [ ] option 2 [ ] option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becemes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: ftick one)

[Sption 1 [ ] option 2

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate
parish)

I:J Option 3
(Hayes Country Park
becomes a new parish
ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

v wokKS Leave Y olone .

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

=\
SR

D Hayes Country Park m/The rest of Rettendon D Qutside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

l:l Option 1 Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinet and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

W anE Qmﬁ‘r(—«\.s Pody  wesld b=
badkay, Densed loy TREsa LS.
; ?Cﬂ'\fﬁ A2 L\L\JQ\_:V\ j }t"\t\-Q.._.I-L : (l“&_;:n"\ Ces M\L\\\Q(%

leeXed '\D\j hemsell bte Sewmje Thare

Nre e des
'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2 l:l Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
: ' o parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Houges ‘f:c:rwr\.!tuj Ceuds 15 MNede .
B reXic o an ey T %

ST Cnoeld

SS  Vaw o) CTe NeX TR S el TV t—;{jﬂ"‘

AR \""‘\\3 {9 S -

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

l"'\-C‘)C_ - . \ - e \': \ \ ~
t\)\ ?“‘:‘JF\"{ oy =@ s (__j( \ O m_‘:l

VOO Weed (_,_\T zae_c:pi-e._ T U Dot s

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/a1 Chelmsford

—.
gty

%2/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=
&

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

D Hayes Country Park % rest of Rettendon l:l Qutside of Rettendon
. ‘parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

mﬁon 1 D Opticn 2 I:l Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becores a separate becomes a new parish
- parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? -
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

“The WA':) on Yeoed  jpdese 2sb
o Won e ket % s TC.

€ -2 M tan deddy walmg; o Yo
Seddome. R Sree b \St swe w2 c&m@x
D30 s \oue B 02 R st Aol

we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

@épﬁon 1 I:l Option 2 " D Option 3

(nochange to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes & separate becomes a new parish
parish) = ward of Rettendon
| parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

B So Ao commindy Non oo

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

3

\ube Toay 2 '\‘Q@% ¥ '}‘-";\.\)&J‘ @ .AD" ‘\j)_) \
)U_G):\ M@Q\m\ Corr™  0xd  Jo Sk sk s
Fividsd en Ruec,

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford

257/ City Council
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Community Governance _ﬁ_j?
Review - Survey =7,

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1..In which area do you live? (tick one)

|:| Hayes Country Park gl The rest of Rettendon |:| Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 lﬂ Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and

separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how. "

(} Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2 [ ] option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
L parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
Pe cacre L s neok ?&xf” c\fi,

Q«;Hl«ulm ‘I)V@()a%g_

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i Chelmsford
57/ City Council
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Community Governance Il
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Hayes Country Park @'he rest of Rettendon D Qutside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

\:I Option 1 B(Optlon 2 |___J Option 3

(no changeto the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Whres ¢ P 1s HAemoie FHOH
fe TTEADON  AND HLOAYS -m
MY O0ivion A SEMERATE ENTITY, NovE

VE THE  AFFmhes oF RE77enDon) OPERLTY
Me 7o BF 0F NTEReST To RESIDoVTS p¥
M3 Yes C. paiK

‘we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 m Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
: parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? |
s iw fXﬂkﬂr;\fﬁﬂonj y @ [ FEE
U Res DewNTs oF  HAYES C.PANK ONLY
Nae 74 R O INTERESTS AT HeAlT
NOT THoste ©F M4n Pars A&
Y A7 7o~ Dol

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

;’?/S MC}O’@/

__ All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i Chelmsford
%?/J City Council
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Community Governance C .
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Hayes Country Park LZ(I’he rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon

parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by ick one)

l:l Option 1 r_—l Option 2 ErOpﬁon 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes aseparate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? \
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate |dent|ty from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

ks, Mo e iy ‘*"‘?f

'we need this.to make sure we are receiving engagement-Irom all areas across Chelmsford.

Page 159 of 510



4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 D Option 2 w}ption 3

(no change to the ‘ (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes.a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
: parish)
5. Why do you feel this way?
6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
7@ Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

X\
a

Piss)

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

|:l Hayes Country Park Mhe rest of Rettendon l:l Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Egption 1 l:l Option 2 D Option 3

(ho change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

OUR FRRISH Comcw. 17AS ZWTNE
TRIEN TO THE BESF OFTHERSE TR
7O A 00l 2777/~ O L s M/foé{ S

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: fick one)

E%tion 1 I:l Option 2 l____l Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes-a separate becomes a new parish
parish) - ward of Rettendon
2 R ' parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
Sz 7, g//f/é) w72 OOK

Koo L J777 sy Coomen

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford
%57/ City Council
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Community Governance il

Review - Survey =7,

Your name (optional

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)
l:l Hayes Country Park D The rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish
BaTTesBein6E

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

\E Option 1 D Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes.a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 || option 2

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park

parish arrangements) becomes a separate
parish) ’

I:l Option 3
(Hayes Country Park
becomes a new parish
ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

Page 164 of 510
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=)
!

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential®)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

l:l Hayes Country Park l]’The rest of Rettendon I:l Outside of Rettendon
' parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
. residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

|_] option 1 ljgption 2 [ ] option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and

separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how. ?
lore one 2 ﬂmlw /»/ /@s f on <
Moy /Lo ej.dm-

f?@zam
@/ggyifgwal

'we need this to make sure we.are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you ar;?represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2 [ ] option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
© parish) ward of Rettendon
L parish)
/ e wa’; : Y éﬁ ﬂﬂ%
/Z» ey f%e &Pl a0 slew il

%nfaf

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
ould help us make a final regommendation.

i ol wAMng
?@rﬁwm/xw&vozo/mm ¢

or Teyuurs’
wotee 722 C"‘Hm:u*s Vi Nm;mﬂm&

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
SR

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Hayes Country Park |:[ The rest of Rettendon D Ou?s::ie of Rettendon
paris

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

‘Z{/Optlon 1 D Option 2 '___I Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becemes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2 : D Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford
%’3’/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=
&Y

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I:I Hayes Country Park the rest of Rettendon D Qutside of Rettenden
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

l:l Option 1 B/Option 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Hayes ore a olen $t—’.2{tf pgfa.u_-.f ez communily
ﬁ o lofer ‘F/‘-@OP[QJ witks needs el :-_ar‘rﬁm-ﬁ’l@
to suit. PPC Ras ne Jl'wfgo!fef’{?c;}\_ o n_Thel [
preintZly ovmned Eite. |
Ie Ay idef- village copes © ik M ages, cgf’famlbﬁfg
anel peofle. Civaly @cf_wo(\&o.an/*&mé{ nep,e{,wtﬁr va el
%M@ﬁ'm'-ﬁ‘mabw&znﬂitg .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I_—_l Option 1 E/Option 2 E[ Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? . .
#@L{Qg Jes1doitS Rore &f{;@@,m@- 78
the reskof Rettandon. rowol the veels

%%f Rottauolon are. nol= mamﬂéaaoﬁ 1o
Viguz Hoyes. s M&uli?@ 5P~
Ol 3,;%[@ ts ‘OL%KQOL 5 con 9,4@}/ r)-m

aven Chie g -

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

pedkacbﬁabﬁaﬁ, heeol o Lo abls 1o oloal
wAHC Thetv~ ewn 188ueq, inadshondd uitly.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(el Chelmsford
257/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

a
B

A
e

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

[Yéayes Country Park I:l The rest of Rettendon l—__] Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

%ption 1 D Option 2 I:l Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

é—-\a@es P-le 1g lje,{\r é?m\/ee( 6
glrc,\x/‘i b{j wn Reltten Yocc,rig ’

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Option 1 [ ] option 2 [ ] option 3
(ho change to the . (Hayes Country Park : (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate ' becomes a new parish
parish) - ward of Rettendon
, parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

%QS\*QZW@/( \ ”‘S\(’ Y. J/Ja,v(: 5’6 a

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7P Chelmsford
=272/ City Council
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Community Governance (il
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Hayes Country Park Iﬁ\The rest of Rettendon E[ Ou‘r_;s:::ie of Rettendon
i parisr

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

I:I Option 1 M\O_‘ptionE ]:I Option 3
(

(no change to the ayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements). - becomes a separate becomes anew parish
parish) ward of Rettendon

parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.” = - = . . .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

]

I:I Option 1 Option 2 I:' Option 3 i
(no change to the /" \(Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park i
parish arrangements) ecomes a separate becomes a new parish |

parish) ' : ward of Rettendon :
-' R parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? B -

\\ ool l\cw’b\ \~ Cr %8 L&\\C\M’\ﬁ &5\ ()\M\ol\)j

DB\ AVTS GEISOVIVEVIN H¥e ot s v
RN e vfw:rvk\lnn o P oA s

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation. .

Gﬁ\ : ! £ 1
\\C,ij ; é

- O\L ¥ *\um\ \xs’\z\c)&‘ Y \:t?u\-\t\‘ Dw\l‘./\
r%?.rz_ é\‘)\f_cv\c‘ v&‘r\f\ < ' .._.\:?\wb s \ovo—e. .

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%@ Chelmsford )
'm:y City Council .
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Community Governance @
Review - Survey | -

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

El Hayes Country Park E[ The rest of Rettendon [:l Ou’FsLde of Rettendon
paris

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

]Zl Option 1 D Option 2 l:l Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
L parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel mare of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how. .

I TARE AL Acriue PART X

RET7EADELR AcTiU7T(E= AP
THE ZAECEE Jodicie MEAS
MO CE JOTBECLATION £F PEOPLE
1 THE PALCSH

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[] option 1 ["] option 2 [ ] option 3

(ne change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
. parish) - ward of Rettendon
: Co parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

PerreEe Fo ot VNcTy
IN7BG TS oF A W PEER
o OF AaE Gl P

( Ha7es HdINLY peSleED Pmpaﬁ)
HATES evodaas abvE o ULAACE Ha L

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

IT 12 Deauentds To BREAS
P HE PaLcsH st To

C NI SEY DIFFERET EATIoS
HATES 1= Clasep 7o peTreassiin
THALY BPAT7<=BLPIEE

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

-'g
| %57/ City Council
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Community Governance (el
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

I]H/ayes Country Park [:I The rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

ﬂmn 1 L—_I Option 2 I___I Option 3

(ne change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becemes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Caziam Bion Be Wzptv A\
Vi,

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagementfrom all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

E{ptiorﬂ [ ] option 2

(no changeto the (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate
parish)

[ ] option 3
(Hayes Country Park
becomes a new parish
ward of Rettenden
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

AN

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford
27/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
S0

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

prs

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Hayes Country Park ‘{aﬁrest of Rettendon [:I Qutside of Rettendon

parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 Béption 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park hasa distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Nes kc\.D'?.s“ heg e g&_{)um{’e 1&%4\;[- J
\C @ G \/\U&D& w-\wbn Dt'%eté vt
AN AA S adwx;’ ANaok e haue Yo .
(Dw’('f o - Moesk oA Ve eoh\e \ (e
Wore hove 1o Know \ecloye d:@& e

. : i o
\)\-U\o\éa_ L Need o .08 36{\%2

O 1Ssves

'we need this to-make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 mﬁon 2 [ ] option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

“‘r\a.(jes fadhjﬁ’s @WK \> % e
NN Q)\\e N - b.L .\f\as \‘?(S owrs \SSveg
O Soes st f’(. QN)(\Q {Doq:u&r (e
\eass — K{s«c}u\z‘v"% v Dot \owve

been \Y> SV \,r\kld) \Ssyed W CL:)CMJ_
R 2 O e Mle A
Q(:-FQ é\% m O \SSues L

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

\ /ijl' ]ﬁeel By/\-ér ' L8 m\s%u\g :
oL FL 'aY-" TR a5 %A&u{m @M\G/ ‘\\B;’L\Qﬂ_
‘;ovwe__‘lv\m:n 5 needs e C,\me/w\%'e_ ag :

Mg one\~ g aoirdred - T \\we!
- é—‘QQD‘&V‘é \WWWes bl no u\?\) % oA |
All completed responses must be received VS as we C“m“&f
no later than 30 November 2021. \De- A DLPCUJ“ N&‘/

2§ NV T
@ Chelmsford

=27/ City Council
|
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Community Governance ﬁi?
Review - Survey | =7

~ Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Hayes Country Park Whe rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 [ Qi Option 2 D Option 3

(ne change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

‘wene&&isw f
btk Bo de Ml
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D'Option 1 IjOption 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
" parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

J oo not [l thet Comnedors Jom o Pevels ek nhoul )

e aflowed 1o vete on mettim thek tadiamglinn chon

Q2 Hpspn CP. in owned and a0 o prvels enlsmpeig

MMMM dﬁdwNa. dmadqr wth CC.L.on
Pty o\ okbor Mokl anch Aponduia,

Mwwﬁwﬂaﬂ,mw u‘"“?

6. Please tell us anythmg else that you thmk
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed respenses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%1% Chelmsford

=7 52/ City Council
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Community Governance e
Review - Survey <7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Hayes Country Park B*The rest of Rettendon D Qutside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 D Option 2 E’Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becemes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

W GENERAL IF You Agi wlpsy FeorLeé g
ey EVER BEEny 7o /ﬁé’yé! Y e / 7Y
IS EE 1L VO No fepon To (o
TR

we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 D Option 2 E/Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? .
THAE Do Lyve THEsE AN on) THEE

/)

G N NEEDS,

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

wwiil S KENEW wits s7qfrep ! //,47
Ne (2R TIi7 foky RNl Fasi/le J/vsE
AT MRy ES FRRK jiIcH 15 Hillly [ yam/k
DPTION 3 sHone) GE aé/c?fcjv.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4 Chelmsford
=52/ City Council
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Community Governance il
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

[:I Hayes Country Park me rest of Rettendon [::I Outside of Rettendon

parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

EI Option 1 * Option 2 D Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

“THEY MAVE & DIST/InCG PIFFERENCE FRaM
THE [esT osETHE Pa@isk i THAT THEY LveE

AN ﬁPg,v&T.{; ST, WVE RS A ﬁﬂf?\.Sh HavE
NGO Saq BT Ty Have Alay on Whes pAded
Us, LF THEY HaD THE R oum ZoDSed THE

Wound Haus 4 Rertree Uinies of Seimag
Mtﬁnﬁk& e‘r&.ﬁﬂlng %geﬁ@m amsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 \;Z{ption 2 I:I Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park

parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
_parish) ward of Rettendon
: = parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that '-you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

A

All completed responses must be re;:gived
no later than 30 November 2021.

| mﬂ Chelmsford
%?ﬂ City Council
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Community Governance Il

. _ =7,
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Hayes Country Park Whe rest of Rettendon D Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Eéption 1 [ ] option 2 [ ] option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
~ parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

Thare o dntade Cowncdlovs

F O t"’\my@"b Poyde.  onm Ho }70:;‘/\ %jﬁ
covnel w | do ror Lo -
' QN e
Pwr;\::b Of' Q-B;f‘b o (’_)Q\QS ‘N o

pds Ge Rbed chwdh ek of wlloge )

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas-across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

BO/ption 1 I:{ Option 2 D Option 3

(ne change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements)  becomes a separate becomes a new parish
< parish) - ward of Rettendon
5 o parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
e CLW PO\f\E]ﬂ OW\C‘J] (}/Lf\chc)D
oS W@'\H /WAL W@M dvu
O AS

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford
Ey_.// City Council

Page 188 of 510

- e e e

B T Srym——



Review - Survey =

Community Governance /el

“Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

MHayes Country Park . |:[__The rest of Rettendon I::[ OUTSEE of Rettendon
paris

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

,D_SI Option 1 D Option 2 ]:l Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
- parish arrangements) ~ becomies a separate "~ becomes anew parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
. parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

LN S I’(“'\Q\)ﬁe; (25 0nYS AR ook
'\'8({’\’8‘5@/{\\‘@9 \&ﬁ é‘f%“\ﬁ votThiw,
ke widel o o) Ptiondon
) Redtledord|e-

'we need this to make sure we are receiving. engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (iick one)

J&Option 1 l___] Option 2 D Option 3

no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
| parish) 'y : ward of Rettendon

' _parish)

B, Why do you feel this way?

T
RO W TCN

Caunaid ¥ 'ch\lﬁ oA v o to—ux\(:.:\\ms
l\f\\d C(j\f\g:(‘tt[’ ‘ub\hu*‘w\\b toud b

«'QXOL\R( \,\(\éu@_ P\’E?k_SSbvfﬁ o™ \’Q—S‘i(‘)@ UDN\B
CCWC;\\-LD JS

6. Please tell ué ény’chi‘ng‘ else that you thi'nk.

would help us make a final recommendation. |
ol Qe ot e ran e Rlecked {‘Mu\h’-'%
o Lope G N ponele S,

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

%.y City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Hayes Country Park I B The rest of Rettendon I:I Outside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 Mcption 2 D Option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

AR LONCERTRATION oF PRPPERTY 110 D S™MalL

ARE A LIKE Ty\x COWNTRY PRARK  GIVES THg

‘30 }14, TASRE @ VISR RATOET VODAL NOTIWR

.‘m\m(.;\ VLo Qe AAONGRENN] ARELA A A

ijﬁ%ME\Q"?%D ¥ SeAde o SANy

&YTT‘ZN&{D% o
i S

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

[ ] option 1 - [XI Option 2 | ] optien 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
-parish) . ward of Rettendon
S parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

00 W97 TUINER TUe @RESENTY SrTaiNiion
LEREES TN TS THE PLORQE DE ThE
SEITEvdon ARE D

‘-—’-.-‘.--_-__

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

%y City Council ;
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Community Governance @J’
Review - Survey <=7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

|:| Hayes Country Park ]ZThe rest of Rettenden D Qutside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 |Z Option 2 D Option 3
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

e ] B e e e S

3. Why do you feel this way? -
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

H‘%«(&S’ Cﬁd@’ﬁﬁj R‘&K ‘b A ‘D"'W*tﬁmfx RIS

{-OW\QA-Q@:; W VPR ’;I’u(_, QG’S{ or Ko EDe ) Winoy 18
@%f-(.ﬂcu_ - b1 fh{gmnjt‘q /qu ..14”1?_\.1 i""’"‘d“.&ﬂ_‘ M Gl X
HoMES Haua ®deads “Tusc Aok N, Comwveqen Te
o/ 3 ’

Me ek of T ey Ui 1) Havz DAty

Twe need this to make sure.we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
(no change to the (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate

parish)

l:l Option 3
(Hayes Country Park
becomes a new.parish
ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you- feel this way?

i8S o 3.

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

\—lﬂu\' s ﬁ?bﬁu FOMAS Aqr Difearad To hic
Lk o Te Brorgn
All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
1@ Chelmsford

%7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

=N
N

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

IZ( Hayes Country Park D The rest of Rettendoen |:| Qutside of Rettendon
parish

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

mp’cion 1 [_] option 2 [ ] option 3

(ne change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

'\ Teew VAT e 'L»)‘t‘-L-F\?’E- OSTRAC\SED AN D
Lemr<c Bs N Woor RQeusto~ (P Separeten Fean

y\};ﬂ = (‘uﬂﬂe‘:’.r_u"(' Pﬁ RATW R ceamCeEmENT.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Izgpﬁon 1 [ ] option 2 | ] option 3

(me change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
: parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford
=7/ City Council
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Community Governance | @’
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

:B{H ayes Country Park D The rest of Rettendon L__I Ou’f-sLde of Rettendon
parisk

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

:-.Egption 1 [ ] option 2 [ ] option 3

(no change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements) becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? |
For example, if you feel more of Hayes Country Park has a distinct and
separate identity from the rest of the parish, tell us why and how.

'we need this to. make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Iﬂégtion 1 [ ] option 2 |1 option 3

(ne change to the (Hayes Country Park (Hayes Country Park
parish arrangements). becomes a separate becomes a new parish
parish) ward of Rettendon
parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%12 Chelmsford

27/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I 'Ei Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park I:I Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Z/Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

e Dbt g Mﬁm
d:u@:zw-o’ub"

o )
Mmg«m -

'we need this ta make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

> |
m Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) - you feel that
Chelmer Village parish- council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way'?

2l e WW@/‘/”M

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation. o

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i Chelmsford

572/ City Council
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Community Governance 7l
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) -

Contact details (optional)

——y

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

mmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 ption 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

/ﬂ tonsvdad  Crodmas \J x\\aﬁa & B2 u
Pl o o{\f\aadﬂ S\r\cj@, w\ar\_«/) \och'
aneaVies -

T oV Lo thawn duanmal W
SP\»“@ W\ e

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option. 1 : Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new ¥ (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) —you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views

better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Tosrs ond avalabe duads o

oinu Yo nhade t
_j/Sﬂ\.- Boan\2ean Pale \95 \o .
\c&(g@,f (J(J()\A\m\f\or\ \\o Cl \C-QM%Q Lo W\OGDUM

W Opsn | would |cowd Toznk (n
O Poofor' and ‘(\hesT pplian. T

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021. \OQ\‘Q'\’ *5 OP\{\O £3 \

(oW Clanve on dt\JLdQ. ,
LS boowidh v e g

M@ Chelmsford
=7 %57/ City Council
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Community Governance al

Review - Survey =
Your name (optional) ﬁ

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

IE/Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Iﬂ/option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

{ MW&WL Q/
__.(;j— (CL-\E,LW U1 H“gﬂ" b l_w—;_;?:/—ma {’1 'tg _SL)“wrrC‘

o \Oa_'ns h tpvn C*l

'we need'thisto make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas.across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

méption 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Wore- localk OQD.&U S

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford

=57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

al

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (ickone)

mmer Village I:I Beaulieu Park EI Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Eéption 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
\ fer Ushtsr Uddlage 1 & el
- m Fme WW Ol It O

jead (ev S ol Mi&}.

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all-areas across'Chelmsford.

Page 205 of 510



;;D) you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)
Op

tion 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no.change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

gbz !‘-ﬁu*ia'u: W

6. Please tell us anything else that you thlnk
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford

=2/ City Council
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Community Governance - P
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? gick one)

melmer Village D Beaulieu Park [ ] Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of

residents in your area are best iepresented by (iick one)
A\ Pption 1 \94:1 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new ™ (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3 Why do you feel this way? ‘ | & -
T Would e . Mmord
Pol lconey = L IAJF’U”\‘E/

U\ CAIMS P—ofd o

teo oRdd

o mcr\+l gﬂf\@US of '
'we need tiﬁ make s e_r?m all areas across. Chelmford Ca{l n a’b i \Jt
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4. Do you feel you are best represente by: ttick one)

D {,“.c - J $ .. .
(LPpiton 1 “Option 2

(CRelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that ' arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council - Springfield parish council
would represent your Iocal views - represents your local views
better i

5. Why do you feel this way?

o7 Sule QGALL_Y
Rav

/

\/ 6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

= L5l TTEE RWERSIDE
O PR PATLX NQGOS MOfR€
Seour )y < Poly C,HQG
RAned are \9 N/SJ“J

= U’@’
All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

cnd o pard. anend Sak

T MuUlh kartfe L
wP Chelmsford
p YU 9 WWQ % %52/ City Council

Page 208 f5\’0




Community Governance
Review - Survey

N
A5

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

%er Village l:l Beaulieu Park |:| Quitside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

M'i D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (iick one)

Lption 1 ; D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council . . Springfield parish council

- would represent your local views represents your local views
better :

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i@ Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance ﬁi?
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) ——

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

mmer Village D Beaulieu Park I:l Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

lg{ption 1 |:I Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we.need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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%Dylou feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 [ ] option2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council - Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

A Chelmsford

=572/ City Council
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Communlty G'Overnance E!.y’
Review - Survey =7/

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park I:I Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

Ig{p-tion 1 :‘ Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new {(no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acress Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

m-ﬁm 1 I_—_] Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) —you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views

better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford

257/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

(=)
S

Your name (optional) -

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

Ij Chelmer Village : D Beaulieu Park |:| O\utside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

E{ Option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no-change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

-

3. Why do you feel this Way?

l g\.mm;; Ehon. Alov Swoon BL Saf R evonasd %\.( oy
| Ders pb’ﬂ...\%&-&. Choicih Teo Gusaly “TAVT Tl f i s+t
Sroél. W Logtay RET— Tls WMEST o & o
tbmwk-'m-( fosn b2K ‘;Q[n‘ AR A Ca'\umbt'@-(

Mmz[c. Q&W’(Mmmﬁ*

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across:Chelmsfard.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

¥ option 1 [] option2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) —you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent.your local views represents your local views
better ]

5. Why do you feel this way?
Betmzssas "3-01 s oWy S5 Tovrlawisn < ‘g‘n{._.
OETan. wHEL ‘Sutoowy  Fleas *‘{‘m-l e Mo BRACNT
M Wons— ‘v?a‘, Koo .

—

6. Please tell us anything else that you think

would help us make a final recommendation.

Conpan_ Vikaae 1o ‘Tho oLOEST b:s«.:‘.\g(’m-v B OuansTed
Moy W, Dot Q«hﬂki.l%.: Rivamaw: &Psm@x%-(w .
Dagssix onad,, be @ LIBLy  \SBNERG WO@:W Villass
B e b B War stexi

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(i@ Chelmsford

=7/ City Council (}
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

N

L)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

[erhelmer Village l:l Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

EI’ Option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
As A Newrdt Veyspopee Recn Du Nesassnt
Crosizag ffw ds Tancire Fhows has Quriz Vidr eten

N

o Twe Nesz o2 jac VRS

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acress Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

MOptio'n 1 I:I Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views. - represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way? .
Covwerep s Woveds Coworwyyanis Owef ow ez

Jss reg ]C‘Ev,(/&,ge,‘f,,\rg ‘G-fﬂ,.;,ﬁ4 Visa 2z NArb TA’/;’%

Tl’mé wapr, N&'f' aB;g f/’f?ﬂ? oA 7”;;-" &;w@_,@,,r_r 0~

7;}-5 12272, f fazy K TP ¢ Il 21D Zﬁﬂ/l&#’

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 Nevember 2021.

4@ Chelmsford

%:W City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
I\

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

méﬂmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Option 1 | D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? ‘

-~

E,\\.tf»-ﬂ}p—a-ﬂnm 1o s oL»JD\:W“‘Q’

(3 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Mption‘l - I:I Opt:ion 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that ' arrangements)— you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views

. better ' |55

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that ydu think
would help us make a final recommendation.

U\Jq,/*ruuwi V—"*“""“""’m"—"' ‘*‘Lﬂ %EWM)Q%..

All completed responses must be received

no later than 30 November 2021. =
M % ‘ .

B T U LN glen o mrfe
m@b u—w_,a-u-tj\ ’ f g.g &bg!mcﬁford

A,I.’zaaﬂ, ﬂsmgb-f).d;ﬂ"“‘?—& &‘E&W(.
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Community Governance ﬁ?
Review - Survey <7/

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

%élmer Village D.Beaulieu Park I:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

14 Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? L

Ao LQ‘LQ.G_G%-S | Heor & C\"’z'd’i’mJ
CEPANSIVELY  OVEL T‘HG" LAST
geas + [ TN BIG GRouGH
New 7O Beome SePrrpTe
FPoeastdes .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acress Chelmsford,
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better -

5. Why do you feel this way?

s VSeDd BefFoRke ;| T
Wi e Remer 10 BEhovne
0 sePelkare PakilHEs—  RoTH

ARE Noeos Bi¢ &~nouLgiH 2D
LM L~ BE BerTel Sepved.

6. Fiease tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i@ Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance il

Review - Survey ' *ﬁ‘f-y

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

EChelmer-Vill‘age D Beaulieu Park S El"QUtSide either-area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by ick one)

lz Option 1 D Option 2
- (Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a-distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

Sprne freld Pcun{\,: (Jau\u.k Sl d
AT b o wummimg’ hadlers an/
CMNfL’ V\.I\CLS)L. "TI/L.U/\ b\}w_m_g_l
Mo L, lﬂO\lLCChMV_L A\ MPG?:"V\'H\K
1S SULS cL.‘{LeUT.«X' eV.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

IZ\Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that . arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Lo S»L:_S*la\r w\g\m& { ¢ oo
ne-(fe g iﬁ\)a—vd ok ‘b,e/\tcie-fw
% "McL\‘\,Lrs W\.g,{)a_cllfw\'{’ C\/-*

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Failed\. towmad Dlecvorad 'V‘D“: et &
W pPove  povenmends s AN
L el bo—cib.b/ NQ2e st L
N L

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 Nevember 2021.

(@ Chelmsford

¥=27/J City Council
Sy
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Community Governance @9
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ickone)

Eéheimer Village [ ] Beaulieu Park [ ] Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

@/option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

o 1 CR ol

0\[\1 ( ,

o fleaey

M@DQ%{:Q@MQ_

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagemenit from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

:ngtio_n 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) ~ you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish-council ‘ Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way‘?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

ke $ '(Z’zd\bdl \ﬁ ‘Ef\e Coteck. 00X a2
¢ the Bt @l bt G en -
Cen edlosle

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i Chelmsford

=7/ City Couneil
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

|:| Chelmer Village = [:l Beaulieu Park |:| Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need thista make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Dp you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)
o

ption 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

'R

4

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

m‘thelmer Village |:| Beaulieu Park |:| Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

I:l Option 1 a“bpﬁqn 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no ch:’:inge to the parish
parish council) ~ you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford,
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

_ l:l Option 1 m Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council _ Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views

better

;é. Why do you feel this way?
Jam HouPPY
How 11 15

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

hont

3

All completed responses must be received X
no later than 30 November 2021. : -

i@ Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
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Community Governance ial
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential') —

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

@/Cheimc-ir Village [:I Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

l—!l

[\ Option 1 L_| Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

ﬁff:.e-/}w M‘/Lz‘czgzér o o fw—rﬁ.,? cau-ﬂca..
i Acrez ot ey e Shopo, se fzdl
Povks el 2 bawr crur oo™
clih Fem et Pt #y -

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

m{)pﬁon 1 |:| Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

M sz 3Ty oS 'f-"/f,’"-'z; Femal cniRo

siobhe  Loeonde A2

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%1 Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

Chelmer Village L__I Beaulieu Park Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

v o W

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

i€ Ve wsalR OOV %@-\f\%@\@_\c\ ‘
\J\—‘ iﬁ \(DCQ‘-\Y}YQK' \ G@MC‘}L Q‘%?‘\_‘QA" H‘C)uv-\_
Chelwer Vi\aoo o \XT mmi;
'\‘\('\Q_. @O\r‘\%\r\ Cc:)\:rr\c:\\ oo ey

\)Q%xr@g)\ \\I\A@Q%A\— ‘\\I\AY\'\Q\{’” COHREAV
O TG, -

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that . arrangements)— you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

| P\ g LIOLY \Z)Qc_c:noSQ \odana
Frat Cralwer Vilgee. 1o © vaally
grest Paca o e and rada

o o ovver ey STe

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

57/ City Council

Page 234 of 510

™



Community Governance _@?
Review - Survey =Z

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Melmer Village D Beaulieu Park |:| Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Ey%}ption 1 |:I Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
Gzl Cowvrlor. HSocas > R
g@w@m@ P T Pmired  OF
Erlnerd S NeshHE ofF
@‘Sxa;dr:g' ‘

%MK 70 o s

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tickone)

Béptitm 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) ~ you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

g‘% ga)& - ‘P

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

7 Vores Gk tww Local Q,,:MU‘M;;7
OS  HlesayS A Bsras grrbRse -

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford
=7/ City Council
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Community Governance @
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

[Z(Chelmer Village ':1 Beaulizu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E/Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

Lye ove Now in Tuch e \arﬂa
Wward bhat Lt malces sens<

thals saur A T)d_rﬁg\\ ﬂc.\_,;r\c‘_h\l in

C el mer Ull\aﬁx’, could deal much ol
e fficeatly with sur local issues.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engageraent from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

II/]/O'p'tion 1 I_—_] Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new . (no change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that - arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish-council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views . represents your local views
better :

5. Why do you feel this way?

“The waed as 1k Sl:anc_lg-;mu.azh
haue A \nerea s‘ai work laad ot bl
t-\ve {x?m‘ion v the erea. W wouwld
hove oo More poianibised sbance wibh dur
S0 N par:ts\'\ Zouncil Tn Chel mer U'i(.\_a.ﬂ«al.

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

ﬂ‘. \O A o %\\ﬁ. WNcCrea SL.rB ?d?wlcik}—ldi'\
A iuide @MV"M\“‘B Bewulieun Park ‘
ﬁiﬂa‘rnst: Che exisbing Spungei eld end Chelmer
Uldage Awvide. Cach area would \aaue.

i frent Aemands .

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford j

%52/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Béhelmer Village [ ]Beaulieu Park : D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E{ Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
j; HAve Neved Viedsd Ciecrtet Vicc A6k
Hs Bante Spanberier) .

Twe need this to. make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are béest represented by: (tick one)

|z(0ption 1 ! D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomesanew ~ (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that ' - arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council: Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better ‘ |

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

!

7@ Chelmsford |

=572/ City Council d
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A
8

Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) -

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (itick- one)

m’le‘mer Village D Beaulieu Park l:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

: /
u Option 1 m Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish

parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? |
£ wowon\t malke adx%e»rex\m No M&Di

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best reynted by: (tick one)
e

[:] Option1 ption 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that - arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

No r\awlformtbd““"%“

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

"ﬁ) YMJQ_,']Q\M& i Nno dJS(.QXl‘LGé)LQ oﬂzﬁ!e«mc&
betiveon the oo Ateas.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(i@ Chelmsford

&

y City-Council

b )
ety
]
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

41

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one) -

D(elm_er'\/illage EI Beaulieu Park |:| Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

‘E{pﬁon 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
/Q)chs@. CJ’\UMQ&— \ll” 2 W oW J‘

tocined) v fotul
c:«ﬂcQQp%O Oﬁg s,w lew l

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Dg you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)
Eét

fon 1 I:[ Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomesanew (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that . arrangements)—you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council - Springfield parish council
-would represent your local views - represents your local views
better R

5. Why do you feel this way?

"Becouna Cfve/f V fcx\g '
}b‘h’.] I U\CQQf Nm

Oupan BLAP\COO-FD )'\Q )

e o — e

6 Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

C}\@Jm@r U “akbe & l\auo 2N
@,u/) 5 ancQ EQMQQ

) ?‘3 i@g@mﬁﬁﬁ Penrfrald

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford
57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

i

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Eﬁhe[mer Village I___l Beaulieu Park l:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

[\ option 1 ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

CHEMER AWK APPEres KEMTE
7RO, PRINDSFED PHARIH LENRE.,

"we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acrass Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

%pﬁon 1 |:| Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) -youfeelthat =~ .- . arrangements)—you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council =~~~ Springfield parish council
would represent your Iocal views  represents your local views
better 5 : -

5. Why do you feel this way?
TR AL TINC LS ﬁ’mfw 2

SIVRE. AL Ei7nT ABRE T 79E
FECHE /N %W /WWC

THAN AT 7HE 7

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

A Ve JARH ACENTRE AV 002D
Be NEEDED . MHEMRLFHY 7R
TS L ENSTING SRCHPEN 5 MWD
WU BE prares o fanp 795 7700T)

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford
%y City Council
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Community Governance m/’
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

%he!mer Village ]:l Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Iﬁ Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
CECHUSE UF THIE WERML SNEC oF
Ehan YOO ) vk TYEY Srieup

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement frorn all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 [:| Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new . (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that _~ .. arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better ; 27

5. Why do you feel this way?
THS PAISY i Litud BE AAE

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
HE MV ES Rigugge COUR S IS
N qwiE VAR veaTnEge Taed

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford |
57/ City Council "
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

o\

Y

e

D{helmer Village D Beaulieu Park [:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E{pﬂon 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
CoU 1S oW B L ARGE-

Yo nC SELF Co A D E0

D52 &=

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagerment from all-areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

‘E%ptien 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

e

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

__fgiﬂ Chelmsford

g.y City Council
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7

Contact details (optional) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Community Governance
Review - Survey

)

43

Eéelmer Village D Beaulieu Park El Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E/O;:ntion 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

THESY vae -To SEPRRSE
L ANLERS

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

E’éation 1 l:l Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that - .. - arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council | Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

[oce SeSnnces

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford
257/ City Council
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DEMUT Y &1 DEXVICES

Community Governance f 1
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional) _

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential")

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

lz/Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park I:l Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

|:| Option 1 IE/ Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
PStocdovy Yoo c).wp_cxfu) ez‘:»,e/\,'\.‘eﬁ

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 A option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views . represents your local views

- better '

5. Why do you feel this way?
Pr.-g\oa»\o vy e C\zue_m@ 12 Vo

6. Please tell us anything else that you think

would help us make a final recommendation.

Griven lkial- | h.fu;_l,; A\ *Pm's:\n. CODAeAl y e
L Weuster o\- Ve r\g_\b o Dl O \'\AL‘D

hove ‘conlvel' cuer con Booily s TElen LY

Lﬂ Cee | imadld Vo ¢ L G Bony C:‘a]fw-.
1s cheeapes . ‘

ND Vit wedV % S P ) \Ow\:;\\, t‘c}an_,:\s = \hay
have o P po—es  on n Hoerer e e

All completed responses must be received s che W\ s [
no later than 30 November 2021. |seal  legidonts =~ poledcs
eoask ¥ (leecin <) PJ\,l ce (lewen t;\f} i

ekc, =Xt M) ‘pﬁw COeas ot =z s

do Sepe2 S _
:r'k.c.q-_?:. matiy 2 VO

eYe ciirse Ines i::r-ﬁ‘\oav\o_\j CO 5V
>0 Ltk e Ko Bime.
PPl TESAE S o (P Chelmsford
2Xnei e o Cl Somnaby %2/ City Council
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Community Governance m?

~.
Ry

Review - Survey =7/

Contact details (optional) -

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

E(Chelmer Village I:l Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

‘E/O'p.tion 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
Chelaggod 15 "5""3‘“"9 ﬁndl ﬁw b hov
Thore ]Dl‘ﬂﬂwf_ o~ Q‘FMQM Pmu/\ Ct)rt-c-/{. .
o Y Spishll g & ki s
b}gQ Cﬂv&re,.t/é maks  Xeac2 /J,n b V,/(/(l{?(
&‘7 ]mwm A N }DC\(L;L.

'we need this ta make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

/] option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new - (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council - Springfield parish council
would represent your local views - represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

b b

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford |

57/ City Council g
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Community Governance - f 7
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

E{Zhelmer Village i:l Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

[ | option1 E/Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
cormmunity with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
M s @k E’_ﬁf ' ‘Q..ME

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.

Page 257 of 510



4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I:I Option 1 E/Opt'ion 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better :

5. Why do you feel this way?
A pkR

6. Please tell us ahything else that you thinl
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

mﬂ Chelmsford

227/ City Council

-
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Community Governance .@,’
Review - Survey =<7

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

}I/lé\elmer Village I:l Beaulieu Park EI Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D/Option 1 [:l Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (mo change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
RBeconse Leawliom W wu P ‘3:;5
Uhars k2 doowe  Jegeeslt g v wlekie S
Wose o Ly Bhewr , %o th W2 e

P ViU

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

@é,ﬁm [T cstionz

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Rtk Yere il e e
‘.6\\ S SN TSN tor ekl beesn,

kh,- oI D e LQWL "L’c.-w t”k’ [N
A ee s gfene WA allou vews  ue dedod

e hgﬁwa&’,@hm&-w-&
il vl W

T e~ Tae

sga«.l’.;b

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i@ Chelmsford

%52/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

A=
9

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

mer Village D Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

-
l:l Option 1 Mﬁon 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
cornmunity with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
VQA’B wa wuk He woy Chebmox™
\fJ,la%f, s _Sorodeod hj e Presernt
a;‘rawva:_inu\)éi.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 B{p‘tion 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?
Treos < grass oleas fegulatly ad A

Frimred 1o wake Cholmar \tllagp lock.
poat e a__mTCD.zFlaccx_’ro Lo «

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i@ Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

Eé'lelmer Village D Beaulieu Park l:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

m'ption 1 B Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish.
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Option 1 |:| Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views - represents your local views
better _ By

> i W = T

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Piease tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford

%’? City Council
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Community Governance @’
Review - Survey =

Contact details (optional) -—
Postcode (essential) _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

m Chelmer Village I:I Beaulieu Park |:| Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

m( Option 1 . I:l Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
L A Howe THer BY cresmng
A New PARISK Coodl, e meney
P TTHIs couneil Wil Bs ABKS TTd B¢
DiNPoiRD T SPecic. YHTTECTS .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

d Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford
=27Z) City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Zéhélmer Village ‘:I Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

4

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

‘JZOption 1 Ei Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish.council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (iick one)

\ZGption 1 D Option 2
C

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(i Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

\

i

Your name (optional)  ~——

Contact details (optional) +~—

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

Ezhelmer Village EI Beaulieu Park D:Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 _ m:ﬁion 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no.change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

b 'we need this to-make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I:I Option 1 E/Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

| sea_ No Need S %«F}'LJ

s TS

7 }foc.d-} '&f”m \ ;,u P n&at:{ta—g

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

N“-’ YY) eb é"‘m@% & t;c:,u«nc:
X Renars S emse

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/@ Chelmsford

S=%/)J City Council
~
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

)
D

Y
i

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) -

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

méelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

/
E Option 1 l:l Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

UK coss &3 & -Sefaraa uéw.ﬁ“g

'we need thisto make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 [:l Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better " ‘

5. Why do you feel this way?

Ervaloam | dloge sras Tyek”

Bo et Pote

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Al

\S

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

@-Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

B Option 1 @ Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a:separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3: Why do you feel this way?
e HBUE—: ENO LG %Ci“ﬁg_s e ‘l\'f\(gl-t

TBVES  Ten Ve Y. R Seuiees
VoL Raagi o

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 H’ Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better :

5. Why do you feel this way?

O vize 8§ GO T SN R
waNe foney

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

EDuce Toves  BY  Rebuciae,
{eSTs

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

=572/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? ickone) == - -

=)
S

Mé;lmer Village [I Beaulieu Park I:] Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

Ao TMoune 1wt Siouvey &g
lecocnisés  Sicuraesy, ot Sk
Al o Mao Qes veys N Newd
o Lé R@\:i:})

‘we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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? you feel you are best represented by: tick one)
o

ption 1 : D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way? , _
Callens Yadastk Counac 1S

. oo e o Srye  Ren Dt

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

27/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

51

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

m-elmer Village I:I Beaulieu Park l:l QOutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Mpﬁon 1 | E Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

cormnmunity with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? ‘
Chalniexr VLLLa e s (ks oun oMt

and'l t;wouﬂﬁkﬁﬂ%i_M%s
‘ﬁOW\ akkﬂ. LEy o) Luwh. S

je does NoC
becouse Chgdmer Lu n C@mpcufd

O
B i e, S

e ‘ouLS areatso
%m é“d&w Uterond doy woste -

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Mc‘m 1 [l Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Aam U/LQLMULL ¢ (s (b5 own
’ N hcﬁsd:fouﬂvowe,

Chelmer m
%%orﬁ dz*oui? aua EDO | to
mm ko rucer P La,ce to uare.

| mcae% _W‘OW
%’%’?MW Lerepiot wmmw

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Chativer Yilloge (}r&m neds :
pCU/hUUIDUf bon B0 MJee (€

aleken
mr(’, oyoble . For
%%d @ﬁ\@f plonts ond
JHouers o ol Jarten s oven
Venches’ Be OJA_LUUN ovs
o\r\a,m,cuof \0 Céﬂ‘! e
(ore mﬁ\d dﬂﬁor&b on , (DM partd o
All completed responses must be received \J Ma%e

no later than 30 November 2021. Wdﬂ_ LS \o Q,CO
run glswn .

[thow e outdoor s a Shoht
&#\pm\fgj’m o b &8 Lt éﬁj\ mcomrer&mt
place pLkin V\O (U:f“ QCLRSS . @ Chelmsford

S\owd o W O \(LQU: =7/ City Council
‘%ggmmw. v o & Ao (%uﬂ: A i ey




Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essentia]‘)—

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

=)
&

)

B?heimer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 @ Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no-change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

oA

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

% -

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

41 Chelmsford

222/ City Council
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Community Governance m?
Review - Survey <7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

Mmer Village EI Beaulieu Park I:I Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

@/Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this te make sure we are'receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

mmn 1 [ ] option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that ; arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council - . Springfield parish council
would represent your local views . represents your local views
better '

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford

%’.’y City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

i

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

@ghe[mer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

B/Option 1 El Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
LocAc RES/IDE NTS DEARLING

WrTH LecAL gROLeEMI

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford,
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: ick one)

%pﬁon 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views

. better

5. Why do you feel this way?
JAATH 00 ¢ry JHE EXrST/NG
FHRISH COONC/L HAVE BEE N D
g peed JOoE JITWoILD B Be7le42
oo R ALoc AL FEOPLE To BE
JELPRESENTED BY I AOUSE
COINSELAORS

vg

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

SR IN CFIEAD PN D CHEAMER
L L A FE HRE R ARG WY
FIFPART

All cbmpleted responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

227/ City Council
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Community Governance fal
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

A

#
&

Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you live? gick one)

melmer Village D Beaulieu Park [:l Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E/ﬁ)pﬁon 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
WE’ VI T AT (ﬁegAME'fC
| \/;z;z_ Aar wovnDd b [5E8T
ReprecEnTED By T
Zeto PR E  oF CarEmwEl
Vivane.

'we need this te make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

%ﬁon 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?
)T MARES RENYE  THAT

(oG ViLAAE 1S
Dip rESENTED Y [eoPrk

O JAAVE A CROEE et
O Aocah  PROGAE ML,

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Zocak RESIDENTS @JILL
Have A Muck ol
PN BIFLSTANPIVE ©F WHETC

AEEDED  Folt THEIT fff}ra{,—/ﬁl

All completed responses must be received
no later-than 30 November 2021.

%1 Chelmsford
E:// City Council
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Community Governance @’
Review - Survey =

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one) -

'Zéelmer Village D Beaulieu Park : D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

E/Optian 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? fzyz/é v /é 2eneunkey

ﬁ% &7 7 _97/&,;77442// %Z{ Only Ul g 5T/
and Nas #5 2vn /cﬁh‘f;@-‘zw- M/-y_(lx’m

@Afﬂf Cnom{ﬂ/ tZ Mf* .ﬁmfmiw C O/hm U7 ,éoz@
ﬁ#emﬁﬁ b \p%fv}uz. CV an East Spangpeld

Were neves /a é-ea,pxés | TeRs ceepifpr and eve ntaly
B andonod -

'we need this.to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across'Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

E{)ption 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your Ioc:al views represents your local views
better

5, Why"'do you feel this way? /7/%31}4 k-2 PC Jop alr
ZrAte o A -m/mmai' (V/M it 75)‘7'{275/113‘7 wz'z'om
% cop ysTEe  Lompetng Mmnandl oG srtmg e SFC
4 “J’Lf’// o7 m//@ihfc ﬂiﬁ“—/%l;/;fl/ Hen e
5‘J9A£z¢ j/‘f;y ty{j? (, ‘e 1IONE

&z g ? 5“‘47 JIs 7L,567/?Hn$

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

7y e SPC aervice Jm‘&/a// (l//z,rbwf”/ﬁ».e/

T U ML E rmsdne ﬁ/ @w/ﬁ”‘m‘/ zeN(2 -
Have papervadton %o /Ld DY ya !I‘Z(?,p.f/

févMMI/VZ Zovis N s .-17_/3'

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7D Chelmsford

=2/ City Council

Page 288 of 510



Community Governance il

Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (opticnal)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

IgC/heimer Village El Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

E/Option | I:l Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? |

/

b we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Eo/ptio‘_n 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council)—you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

I

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i Chelmsford

%27/ City Council
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Community Governance @,’
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

lerhelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by ick one)

\[Z/ Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

W n e cral M - “- O M«kn/f“:wd-a
j'/L’, P Vorin L Commerle m{smﬂq o fa
V‘WV‘”*’A ﬁ}-\cutn% b, Beowdiew loalk

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

,Jj Option 1 [ 1 option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way? ,

' I L A .

ohwr. o Arpordy U w%wm 15 Geonlie
Wmh)-— Qj\-e/ﬂ-'w"—‘\ '"\/@Wﬁﬂ- Mven 1o /W

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
o Aepoacle thelime Veklogt L and.

_ "N ote s 0%

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford

%.@' City Council
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Community Governance @J’
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

IE/Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park |:| Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

[“A option 1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

K wenld e Cuaduner \f\ucj)q, 4 |
oo w ek o v, b b eble b
male cb»w;uéhr, o b o waq bWk b 30,
Sl B decivont o T DPW\FIQ' sl lie & Chdwsr
Vlage .

'we need:this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
Page 293 of 510



4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

%p’cion 1 [] option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Becowte Chisdonr \)Z.\\aja Rl Toun (,:l we»\u?
heue ‘M\\’\ i Jiews : Chdmve \)‘i-l(a:\e
reedentc to porscder  Shan el 4 c?qa&i-.mg}mz[.
ok hode to Walc oot Mol vllier wlcer benb e
B qe Wuu‘a.] 14!7\\}:.1\3 ko wm?wm-,a_ .

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i@ Chelmsford

57/ City Council
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Community Governance @J’
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

\E Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

\E‘ Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

c}l&‘fmfi!" ‘Lfl'”(:ccjv_ i'flr{b Cur iL‘afu)zi?@
ﬁr,yzd ‘ Y o G:-uicz &&cmqm 18 M’r‘ (f@?lfma,u,;@__

\AA.::*“F{, b Dwn }Dar{;}\,.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

] option 1 [ ] option2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views

better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Our owun Pcw‘r‘sﬂx Pocisicel would hofa ;
{cote. tt,}l-ﬁr At G ch vt aezd ﬁ/ﬂ ‘77@/}0\
For deghliag o Securl - wBle  Lalesny tare
D]p the Em«mmmu@“ ,

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(i Chelmsford

=

"‘-&g/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

N

A

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential‘)-

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

QChe[mer Village D Beaulieu Park |:| Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

M Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

g.()ption 1 |:| Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential") _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

melmer Village D Beaulieu Park |:| Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

| !i Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield-parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'SP(”EA.:B??"EUCX Par‘fﬁk s Foo Lafée, Sance.
all e newy I\ﬂuﬁ-‘a\\f\; he been bile
wn lecanl vesls.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[géption 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?
See owsues o Guesdhion 3.

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

-f/l’\e_, S-Fcrlﬂf; ﬁ_CLC,.‘L.h'C!S QY C(,\,q.»\cqjlar Pq{K
exle PEIMCU\Q,“"\\/ locKed . Tr weuld be :)OQCX

Yo hede. ol Faws towrt adallcble sund Fo
Sere e bwi\d-.‘ts\.&%q_cl.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

421 Chelmsford

m'f'./j City Council

ey
S~y
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
S

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postecode (essential) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Chelmer Village El Beaulieu Park l:l Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

El Option 1 E‘ Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
WONK  TOGETHEL Notv Seepisety

DD sove Money e Yool
Coone:

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[Joptiont 5T option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your Iocal views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

Teo MY WUmes oL Seoees
MEKNe money Baom Peobre THmn
WORK HARD Eveny Han

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

erucﬁ mt; % ?@@Lg AND
LET OS Ypesvie

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

41 Chelmsford

52/ City Council
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Community Governance | (@l
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcade (essential?) -

1. In which area do vou live? tick one)

M Chelmer Village D‘Bea‘ulieu Park I:I Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

lZI Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) - you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish eouncil
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford

'*.g? City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) —

.1. In which area do you live? tickone)

@Ehe[r—ﬁér\!i:il"age _ : D.Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

@/ Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
. parish council) —you feel that arrangements)
~ ‘Chelmer Village is a separate
. . community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? e anal
s #’z.f.'f?f' iy T~ 345:{@;../ = ‘_&, Lf)
iz '/\ca._;?*/.s"& 22D i Ae_\,_,«_e: /-»zma,

g_;g__:}/ fﬁv(‘%ﬁ&éf{}&ﬁd-ﬁ ,@;ﬂ N
ﬁ_.if;._-, BT B o7 AP ‘T T T 6 B tene (’W

% 5

g FREm e a:"f-d' Mf‘-—-— LR
ﬁ;ﬁsﬁh Z,‘-; /A; TR 2 —51::: / %

h 7o “""5‘1:"—1- S A ~ ‘y!@f/ ' 4 / "‘\'75‘.
J; o e f__Z; J 2. o / e 5"
il L8 o
PR / /?’.«f? o) e7¢,
we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Cheimsfcrd
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)
IZG:

? tion 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
’ parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way'? 7 u&e—_)db e’

A e R 5% ﬁ*l'r“glﬂ B ."‘J"A ;ﬁ'g/z,z'-g/.é’
I S § ,g} Pz s ;/
a—h{?l_ P Rmh 4,»‘&7 .

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
iyld help us ngsake a final recommendation.
COEY TGl P> Cane o & Lz,¢ﬁ “ f“&;;’f&gj
S PR et s /2’:.::: {f—az
e g 4—&}’.}3 STr<E A <zPay
wltr g ‘);3 "f"w”“’(&&é&?
AW A R il Sezy, FE @
fq’“‘%{r_a—-—e’ﬁ“ﬁhﬁ"r . O "#‘7/':"5—' 457;? ‘Ci—
‘Z}? s %gm?fé\:ﬁwj ,r% =g f; W
L9 toin 2t P s

All complete'd responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021."

/i Chelmsford

227/ City Council
Sl
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

m/Cheimer Village I:l Beaulieu Park |:| Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[M option 1 [ option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

] Do F’m BerrrATE FReM Braoiy ::—:uf_Phk(i
ANp ORLDo™ Go “TupRE.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas.across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

@/Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?
k52 PeobhE To R GREE!

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7 Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
™

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') —

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

B/Cheimer Village D Beaulieu Park ]:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

M Option 1 ) [] Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
D o T e s
DTS & ORGSR S

" @ Y v

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best rep}-‘esented by: (tick one)

m/Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better a2

5. Why do you feel this way?

A <X S

P delasVs

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/a8 Chelmsford

=7 City Council
iy
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Al

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

[E Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
; residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

: [ Option 1 [ ] option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinet identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
As ofTleN [ AROVE

() 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Mpﬁon 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better :

5. Why do you feel this way?
FS obPTioN i ABDVE

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.
HoPEFuLLY, fl moRE Lo CALLY-[ocit SED
APPROACH wouid HELP To STe P THE
DANGEROWS & SFLAISH PARKING AT
T HE TUNCTION ©F GoldING
THOROW? FRARE Y (N CHEUNER VILIRGE
Way

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford
=7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

443

\S

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

E Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park I:l Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

o o ' Lﬂ-"g
s NAME, UL LMER U:L ;4
rJUTE T
yr 1S AR 2 LN N HOUSA T BSTATE Ot THE
’ = v —
EDpa ®F  CUALMSRLD .
WIS ACRA WIAs  ogE Ry
UM MAVM A e fG T,

AGeleUALTURZAL- SiELD

‘we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish eouncil ‘Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

L gfE o JACUR o S0GuDe & WMo EY MAKW G-
A cosfieTic CHAVEE . WE ACE NOT A elMUWN T
N THE. SAMTE tdAY AT A RADiIMeNn AL VWA GLE LIKE

@2&?_(4;} Moo LR eTTRE
CosT , tow P9

Yoin WACE No i ADild ME ‘mé’
Voo EXFECT ME W ;‘-{A{(E A v I‘\JPO&{\'\G_D

Lt

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Wity e gB TNRLL N0 ofTos - EAVE THA
PACISH BNTWERLY T i Woulr pREAER TT 342

A WALD WKL PROPLE i WA CENTRE o
PR LMS FotP Witieh could gz A CHEAPLEE

afTo0  ME ME DAY NEGHEcHES

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford
%gj City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

#Hi=2\
\

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Eéwelmer Village D Beaulieu Park |:| Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 B/dption 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

Sprl‘@(ﬁ@l& paci sh ogeaays to cadias
o o 22As ow oad G ‘E\AD_.POA&}'.
i Bieaknd awloy  as a segosale poCish
Councld, o A luzm the 6%%12,:;\"1 NEX W3 )
o cay e (Smaller) podsh councit |

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

D Option 1 B/Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?
See box »

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford
g.;...--:y City Council
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Community Governance f ’

m’;

Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

| V] Chelmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

m[:tion 1 [ ] option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate

community with a distinct identity

from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

l b
ol T

Meore \OCQ.\ ‘o,QqDKQ

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acrass Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2

(Chelmier Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

e 08 qm%

6. Please tell us anything else that you think

would help us make a final recommendation.
)

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford
%57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A3=\
&

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

E(Che[mer Village I:l Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

lZ(Option 1 ]:] Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? ¢ AGAEE A AT
CRELHeR Vi Leage (S A
SEFCARATE Cowvurt JunT¥
WY A OWST (et e Y
o~ e nest oF
S (WG T ECR PAISH

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

B/Option 1 I___I Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council - Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?
CoNCILLOTS  wodlS RE
MARE APAET ©OF Cocac
IS S

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would hel_p us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

&@ Chelmsford

=52/ City Council
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Community Governance _@?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

M\Chelmer Village [:I Beaulieu Park D Qutside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

E/’Option 1 l:l Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
CweMel VILLBGe 8 SgUTR  OF
sPaNGFIEl  ARD  RlRdy DY
SSOART =5 BY © BusY QRedd.
BT Pgv' T WNeeNSE  Cad peg L
T |

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

mp’cion 1 I:I Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that - . arrangements)— you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council ' Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%1 Chelmsford

L ] y . .
%27/ City Council
Page 322 of 510



Community Governance (@l
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

Melmer Village |:| Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

‘Z Option 1 D Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) —you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
fromthe rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?
THE QoPULATIeny 1N SHELMER VI-LAGe /¢ of A

StZE wow ((IPcLonme HAVNG ~“TWo PRnARY ScHoas)
THAT T WoulD BenePIT™ PRom HAUV NG —7's owsn

%
PRaisy Commcil- To PROVIDE TROGETED Scpuces

4 RumninG 1o %%f’ﬂwa-aslimpawg s
SPecfi e NEEDS,

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[/ option 1 [ ] option2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that : arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you feel this way?

CHELMER Villpse 18 A DisTweT PRen oF
QHCLMSR-:R:Q WeTy s owN Mived AGe GCROWS
v TLLTRAL "BRekGROWSTS | .

ITS Oun PARISH Coudal ean '@‘QQL-\SI{L-SUf

CodDISER THOSE WHEN MAk G "DESS el\S
T+ DT SEpVE (TS mmmu:\lﬁy

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/i@ Chelmsford
227/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=)
S

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) “

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

%helmer Village I:' Beaulieu Park I:l Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

‘E/Option 1 I:I Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

Whilst there maybe additional Councillors elected to cover
the extending Beaulieu Park, it’s quite possible that their
needs are somewhat different to those of Chelmer Village
and even Old Springfield would be served better by Chelmer
Village having its own Parish Council.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

B{)ption 1 D Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better ;

5. Why do you feel this way?

Everyday Beaulieu Park is becoming bigger and bigger. 1
understand that building houses will carry on for at least
another fifteen years meaning Springfield Parish Council will
become top heavy.

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford
=57/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

f

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

: Ex:hélmer Village D Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

: 2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

@/Option 1 I_:| Option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)
Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way?

T I

m/@L oL (,Qﬁa/Y }’)M

we need this to-make sure we are receiving engagement from all-areas across Chelmsfard.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Eéption 1 |:| Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views . represents your local views
better '

5. Why do you feel this way‘?

b)— PR o l,c,um/( oL Sm/;ﬂﬂa,-\/
e, ey bt

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

e i g S

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford
%f_’/y City Council
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Community Governance al

- =,
Review - Survey =:
Your name (optional)
Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) ﬁ
1. In which area do you live? (ick one)
E Chelmer Village I:] Beaulieu Park D Outside either area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[v] option1 [ ] option 2
(Chelmer Village becomes a new (ne change to the parish
parish council) — you feel that arrangements)

Chelmer Village is a separate
community with a distinct identity
from the rest of Springfield parish.

3. Why do you feel this way? o
y ):?zi OF A ENE $SAaNGEQ0

512153 g ' :
(oS AL (Y2ED QENIRS T TDO WALRYS
NS :

iy —2 n e T
=) QCC,O\-—KQ\QDF)’TE L - DESIOETS
nIEED S

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

.ptian 1 I:[ Option 2

(Chelmer Village becomes a new (no change to the parish
parish council) - you feel that arrangements) — you feel that
Chelmer Village parish council Springfield parish council
would represent your local views represents your local views
better

5. Why do you fe.el, this way?

RN IS g VT Sdou o Not Pe

h ; 3 A 27 1 S , }
(\,l- N K;L:"—}) O ?a e S P\é_,l (\JC,ltt'\tﬂ_O O

A EU LU O otk

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us malke a final recommendation.

W E W 62— et Tevo T 26

{ﬂ.\)O wf Sy O J2 - S Jiﬁ” @Q{-”u (AT ICRUR
| T NO w2 Sw_fl LT TD [V THe
LINKS o ese NHMNBY Py tome UGN TERAS

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

Chelmsford

‘ Il
=7 =52 City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

l:l The northern part mhe Lawns D Elsewhere in D Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 \m/,Option 2
(The Lawns and the

(no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

é 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 \Q/Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the

northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part ]
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford  \
52/ City Council d
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

All=\
S\

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D The northern part l:l The Lawns IZ]/EIsewhere in El Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

l___l Option 1 B/Opticn 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

I A R g
RO, ho-ld e Yol y %c-,\_,(
K\J\ “‘ﬁ\/\lg WY o ()owf VWG e
o les QSN

L 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 B/Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Seo  ovel{Ref- Couw \jou{“

ol yaoe X Vabh&e o m\o\g\

WA & Read W\ \Doc;\ Coda_
o weh alledad oy R

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
~ would help us make a final recommendation.

o Wnewre \/\ol\?igé\ W von b@/\\&
Wowse qgl V- LN VYN SYSROPRVE \Lé

W dacls Tty c, ltsu\ e QK
Lm}JQ,r\\’\‘-k gjtk’ RN _S*U\c*\é\

AENCR AT T QLJ@ ’v\»\o\ Lot X o\chggmﬁo )

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

faf@ Chelmsford

= // City Council
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Community Governance falle
Review - Survey =7

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') i

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

DThe northern part B/Tf; Lawns D Elsewhere in I:l Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

s

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

mn 1 || option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: tick one)

[ ] option 1 [ 1 option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part-of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

=

=~/ City Council d
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Community Governance @
Review - Survey =

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

\:l The northern part The Lawns D Elsewhere in D Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Mopﬁon 1 || option 2

(The Lawns and the (mno change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
Thar aias §howis be teprtsended -

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)
o

ption 1 [ ] option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? ¢ i
FESTR L pmyy\ L otmnts a bu?di/

Qm W/t—o()a‘-w A dsila
L,{"F‘:\.& aron

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Y "L\L hmm vy wa) M(,WM/U-’\

Al o o e

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

., Chelmsford

‘-&9 City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

l:l The northern part mwe Lawns ‘:I Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E/Option 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

T w0 e R weasPik Sor Mo \ocab
(ommundiy o Vowt oo 1t fresen BAAS )
O R ey Poson. CLovnull Yo ous
m Vb &R d tamtg_g'r.\,_s‘

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from al| areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 I:I Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part :

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

C_O\,uf\ C_,\\_\Qﬁ" E) /s VPN 'CD‘V‘\-B_C,E \"‘r'\':j ‘I}@kﬂk@mg\
Vol o oo fSevea" "

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford
=7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part mhe Lawns D Elsewhere in |:| Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

D/Option 1 I:I Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3 Why do you feel this way? Y M Hhak ,M,wa
Mmm B mnidtew v Aol Coren
rnche 4o Prvera s a . ~vend ﬂ%nm
MMW W,,r,g, yp_:‘._ﬂ.ﬂ
W.

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acress Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Eﬁ)ption 1 I:[ Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part Ha ¥ o
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? ;2,9 : o e
A contahado- v | «

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

9 Hhde e Nelh bootlipd tiuied,
Hew e a oS AP 39 S

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

fa® Chelmsford
%57/ City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey 97

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

DThe northern part MLawns D Elsewhere in D Qutside-of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 E{p’cion 2

(The Lawns and the (ne change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? W

() 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

I:] Option 1 m/()ptian 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity . current arrangements)
ward to become part
“of Springfield parish)

5. Why do Slou feel this wéy?

NA - T DONT MHINK ANy
CHAMGE | S NEEDEDd AT THe
MoMen . |

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4 Chelmsford

E.'fj City Council

e
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

l____! The northern part D The Lawns M/Eisewhere in [:l Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

[Zl Option 1 D Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

ﬁt’uﬁ i E‘E"" cet bad t_)'LQf?k?i/l lakicn :Pﬂjﬂcu[w('y Nw 'Q)t B
. s .Lie&{gmaﬁum Hﬂ) {T€> "

Gt | e pbabn ets
Qﬁfﬂ‘%c Qortaaviatianl, W2elS -

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D/Option 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
A el s}%mtul L3 w:ﬁ b5 e bhassoid
1B G baals an 3, oot S t
okl *W—J&:‘k s VL@_:JT; s Hes

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

?{'Uu-:r-{_\n_ Aan LMOL(JE'W L Wz AiBacl bic Ly B e
oo 0 Uoloest ek Mabines rovesen, i

é&ﬂau(j EWMQLL(I M%)C'?‘ Qd’?.eww—iﬂ"k\&_'?
U&E Pt fegieNa teon j Aty o, b (g‘“"""“ (t, Q‘gfﬁ‘-wga_cr"
All completed responses must be received ,; b f .- &) A
no later than 30 November 2021. e, i _ X ‘
d&h&dﬁ#‘ﬁb"‘t@' hpae . ‘i"\.‘j@&w

/afP Chelmsford
=57/ City Council
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Community Governance .
Review - Survey | =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D The northern part B/T'he Lawns D Elsewhere in I—__I Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 IE/Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? 3£c gusz  ©/=

ff\fc—l’?.-lfﬁs;."; "aJ Q—{;‘;{N@{L yr",;} \<

I WE  edpnee

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: tick one)

[ ] option 1 B/Optio.n 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/4 Chelmsford‘

27/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

ARy

Contact details (optional)

Your name (optional

Postcode (essential?)

|;’which area do you live? (tick one)
The northern part D The Lawns D Elsewhere in D Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 \EO/{:»’cion 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do yoﬁ'feéi‘-%his way? ,
“f AL W AR Lo muE v\bf\‘f AT S (e AND |
©BEa= o BN WD INCZAMEES a4 e
Pounden L AR o vba#c{'e-msL &w\/ -

AR coumen TWAST hode & T, Lday
MONEY IS pasrEDd ANb A PR AS T A
(Q%Q‘\“-%D TRl LWOdeLE oOaTheen 1S A ) AgEL
of- MENSY. | sasid Srronei

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represenfed by: ttick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (ne change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
A woV . LoD o f COUREA LLsZ2s
N WS Pased Bl 2 and)mde COWA LT
TSR 22ROCES, - WE B8coniz v
PASH Aaed "Il sew e O w oD
DRI Lol B3 e B

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Ae A Dangionastt “"_J:”i'-“c:'_v.f’:.l._ KWW OCT TS
srme, ESU- o s £
Brwme RS S @ & BezP 4oe FAR Rl

S,

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(a8 Chelmsford

7

2272/ City Council (}
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

D The northern part w The Lawns |:| Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area ;‘7 best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of -
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? fg_tj"}e/fawt?x Liave

O r fDr’;d(c};‘ﬁf y e V@ij s Cer
cAlowht i IV ek ot Jacecd
feaple have vegublrest Ra P e touey D,

Cu/(/tb e %--c)u f«‘-f&r?""‘tfj Z;@u)”

= pqe. Sraal  Tur VIon® St qp‘
O T S J e e BT

A Lo ,yé/crm@/?— eCo gau }Qoecyafe 5

rer et r -

Ywe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement frem-all areas across Chelmsford.

/
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4. Do you feel you are[?jf represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel thisway? ~—/ ‘Ziave o
Aesie To 76(,(,““0( S f;@%g-@,&c/
f@f}i(/{. Covencrl -« ’Qw \ |
Un necessan) ceolol s o=t fc.:cj)te.f%_
Coonnzulioan | wxepenle C}t'--h.o"’i?
éuf‘é-ab‘f"m‘"y . Jiae L& bas é\"—l@.-a—\

L= T o~ fbevd/af ;60:’“0{:@314 ' 7Co"‘
over A Cetotte 25 ,

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

L/%tbc*a,--? fbe.eyafe,. =t s OT
. @ T

;VC?(A' Liaveal  ©ver Mmoo’ e &

Ceed e 74)/’ r}r T here /S \Md

J} Lol for g C w02

-

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/VOLL &UXV‘EZ C/-@_cx/b c:xf/eoc_.vfb pade %W
cfec /s /det O\/&.D AL @@u wou/bb

CP(I&./,J'“% /CGf cure Vvi€ewL e déd ‘9
Tl §  is Ao T i@ Chelmsford
52/ City Council

TR L0 CraCey .
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) —

Contact details (optional)

45%!%

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part lzrfhe Lawns D Elsewhere in D Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

I:I Option 1 IZéption 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

Munwigls TI@RS oF GoVEENbwets

' we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 ] Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part 5 34 R
of Springfield parish) al i < IZB"@@?‘L:D

b

5. Why do you feel this way?

RS OVERLAE Ny i G, 3

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final reconfmendation.

//

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

(a1 Chelmsford

52/ City Council
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Community Governance

=77
® Ry v
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

D The northern part X | The Lawns l:l Elsewhere in D Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E Option 1 I:l Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

I

() 'we need this to-make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acress Chelmsford.
i

]
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Ke CQuap q,{ i Rz g !f'\J Q3 ™0 Con Vi hut
™
;E lqt\guaf B co 9& i&u& VNS W PP

R lle tbq szbw TlT_g Pcuu@vu/\),fx L\J\Mczt—
RN T N S S A Y GLQ*\fa—JUDM NaVey

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

'“_.{/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part The Lawns D Elsewhere in |:| Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 @/Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
/D@Ni‘f“ W T TO PR

s _=ree Y0P JTIoN AL Pagis 4
Covwvert. TAXY A uee AL
THe A~ owvasT 1 BLROA R Y
PAye 1 A ow Banvp &

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.

Page 357 of 510



4.. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[_] option1 D/Option 2

(The Lawns and the - (no change to the
northern part of Trinity ¢urrent arrangements)
ward tobecome part '

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
NS 7R TEY v RUESSTIony

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/a@ Chelmsford
=7/ City Council
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Community Governance ;ﬁ
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

Qﬁhe northern part D The Lawns l:] Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by ttick one)

EZéption 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

b 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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tllﬂ.?o you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)
Op

tion 1 El Option 2
(The Lawns and the . (hoe ehange to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

/L ok éw’w reyresonted 5?
AP d/%/ md d P 435075

pw- Gréan o Las o %_}f doearl
sk, Cowal e lontr s

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

P above « Chonyc ke montyy:

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

%27/ City Council

Wiy
Page 360 of 510 _ .



Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
R

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? gick one)

DThe northern part l Z The Lawns |:| Elsewhere in D Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

EI Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

| | option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no-change to the:

northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

Ef,y City Council

-
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

DThe northern part @ The Lawns I:l Elsewhere in I:' Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ ] option 1 M Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? - : ~
OPTron oS APPEARS TO CREATE Mﬁcﬁ

LAVER O FGOVERM rr /7 Y TROGT 7
DISCERNIBEE PEAIG T R CHAVCLE 1797
ASCC s BT AT AN ABTEOVAL COST
AT B Fracls THAT ROTH <Iir¥ /Mf? S DAy
Con/ClLL ARE STRESSTNG THE S =

/=P R HORE [Zon/ Dl 7O TEET B i
gf{f;;- G REEPoNI] RLT TS (T SEE T
BoTHs N SLE AND eV WERA SO TO
INTREODLe . FURTHER CoS7 T e RATEPPIZR

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 M Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4 Chelmsford

.:._J City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) —

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

B(Fhe northern part D The Lawns [—|_—| Elsewhere in D Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

/V__I/Option 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
L/:U\‘;J'X Wgﬁ\ww Rowd ,\ ot
oQsorp tasdestd Yo R pad— O
3«1\\1\3‘9\“—&/‘& {Gf , SOM'F?” ; S\N"ig /U*Wa'\/
\jow Community] Condiit plosy-oksn ..
3 ot \,&i,) Egkg C\:;\J‘W& u‘\(:\f\,— T«N\i
AL

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 [ | option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

6. Please tell us anything else thiat you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

]7Z/ City Council
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Community Governance I
Review - Survey =Z

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

\

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

DThe northern part The Lawns [l Elsewhere in I:] Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 IZI Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

NS - AL}W’ o dea] (ot 5 Joadung v
TR L 4S5 VW{@MMW} a:%/u

'we negd this to make € we prer cejying eng: ngrit alkareds ach ss<helmsford _ .

Page367?551(/6V\— | tﬁ%w | m@fw .%ﬁﬂﬂ P :



4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5 Why do you feel this way?

h :ﬁ)ﬁm rt ladlsr PMLZ,)\;M“
’f‘MW\C/U? has Ho ﬁVeﬂpgﬂth
b@)ﬁ (,W"L Cnd© %"mx&é %ZUD”%L
uzx\%}f%»cwf ferde Leom Gl Gy

6. Please tell us -éznything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford
""‘“f/j City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') —

1. In which area do you live? ick one)

D The northern part [:l The Lawns msewhere in I:l Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
1) W Its Nt ‘me’m Wiy QH,:N;F h'
77) Moee Tiens = Mot jfc-gc'(,(; mo{&f‘co,-f'

S ABns Like My “ThAxoz o Bz
Srear As WICIETO'C},/ {'{3 ;%sszﬁ.gg’

ff" bo.«% ﬂ E é}Q C C:"??‘m BE‘?‘%?:YL

Zeveyicss A SulleeT borve. Us FPeepss™
T , | o7 CARG e “Tueg JOircics O)F T

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford. A [ 57 Y

Page 369 of 510



4. Do you feel you ar‘_b_'est represented by: (t}tk one)

D Option 1 L__l Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
7 HavEs N0 DeA AK s A0 K.

S épuchs Liks The iZc;Mr %vﬂz:: 75
ez THE REHT '774?_’5 R TllE

Rec7 Kentson |
SrenemXs monZy EASELY S I Ao TAIT

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

SN An> WaLue Fossidie,

7 2ol T Corenir 3@4&3 7 IANT Tht=n, S
S ///‘Mv' 7> Ay Oxtyemy,

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

1 Chelmsford

J_/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D The northern part me Lawns l:l Elsewhere in El Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ ] option 1 @{pﬁan 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

V PonT SeEc ALY ADVARTAGE o
3EC®1M1 e PA{:IE’ e B P2 aE) E@
PACISH &KS eoomdel - TRy WL
TNClEAIE Fol o A Lov o
ODICL=P e & nS THIEL 2 aa s AudaT Y

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 E/Optian 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

| AM oo TE LALA Wy e T UGS AX
e I

(HEY Ade, T uar SEEMS LIKE AN
ONDOERHALD METHpDd OE GENERATIIOG
Mo & = N oMM eE b

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
nho later than 30 November 2021.

(@@ Chelmsford |

%f_’)ﬂ City Council
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Community Governance

Review - Survey =7

i

Your hame (optional) -

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

%he northern part D The Lawns D Elsewhere in L__‘ Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

| ] option 1 @{pﬁon 2

(The Lawns.and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this.way? o
Do 06T ezl CaRm ¥F T
Qe Wt ARA

(j Twe need this-to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: tiick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no ehange to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

COONSID (et es Raesary
0S8

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

\/CC@ TR \\Q\‘O“] WD SHoow)
P WS T VRS 0000 WRILL.

Do 05T (R TR CHAYE. SAkR -

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford  \
%"JJ City Council d
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

AR
N

Postcode (essential")

1. In which area do you live? (ick one) ?

D The northern part I:I The Lawns D Elsewhere in |:| Qutside of
qf Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

-

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 D Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

L Unabe Mo decde @ fRe M@
on e meoi—a}e page o }thpaﬂ—?o g

nol” nuabereg ‘) is vfr\&ua\h lmpo:\&ib(e

b veod v U u P loe small -Pokaps

L 10@%““ Ma) 2 g’ﬁu}x@ P g Lsull
Rl - Please ook & youdel| /
(} Youwr: tomments

'we need this to make sure we are receivingt:rgé‘g%n%]r&rgm all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I:] Option 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

—

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

faif® Chelmsford

257/ City Council c\f
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g -

Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcéde (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

D The noerthern part @"The Lawns I:[ Elsewhere in I:l Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

[_] Option 1 |t Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why db, you feei';this way?

/%(7 C “"/ M 4@ C‘Xa(&)‘"/; %f’ Pet o
o }/75('/ éép)’%‘f; 5797{;7/ e«mf‘/é/ 'f?//-e
Tt col ﬁ:{(é/ C o . |
ﬁﬂ/}}h a’ '}Zlou{/ﬁ/ Lam: &e&«z 3.727’

"we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I:l Option 1 Mfion 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Wiy ill chawpe qpot Ao
/58 CGZW(C// 7;2(,{’ w /f aZrtze

L’ezby J%&/’fﬁfﬁo/ «7”{%’2 ZL éa

Uitce 71344/? %?L

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Lﬁ/flx& iléh éﬁ, é&%
cMe/b% Zer f?t V MM/W"Z@D

Wfﬂ/ /ﬁwwz/il w?L L

bl e fL W %
All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4P Chelmsford

%""J City Council
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f
o

Community Governance el .

o Bz,
Review - Survey =

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

DThe northern part |:| The Lawns D Elsewhere in [:_I Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

5prvspel &

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

p—

T 1T LT B RIS 1

D Option 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current -arrangements}
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

' we need-this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[:l Option 1 Option 2 -
(The Lawns and the (ne change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

=7/ City Council
-y
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

| The northern part [ V]| The Lawns i I Elsewhere in | - i Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

I___i Option 1 E Optlon 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

FTid ALeA 1S DR EEeTLy  WELL
fOYERMED  UNDER “THE ExiTinG  ARLANGEMNENTS
WHY  ZuAn&e 1T T INCUR FLLTHE R

Ao Aemo chaey JUJD Ex{eENse < ki

This v A Suf’;.;g’..‘m\m{u.’e_";.-tw ARErR — NoT

A VAL E .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

I:I Option 1 @/ Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish) -

5. Why do you feel this way?
CoUNY  rounNCin  AND  GtTY Louuddin
ARLE  Enovc iy,
WHY Do wWe Need A& THIRD el

OF  CrodERN ANCE 7 {\

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

ToTAaLLy UNECESSARY Ay Tie A L

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%@ Chelmsford
=52/ City Council
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e

Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional) .

Postcode (essential) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part The Lawns D Elsewhere in D Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

|Zl Option 1 L__] Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
b Lmr; Lot ot Gl of
O\a!,/- LD Cﬂm@ gpem Lo O\P‘/L ‘V"‘t&

»wm(ﬂw\.@j PR, vA~27J "V’"M

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 | | option 2

(The Lawns and the (ne change to the
northern part of Trinity - current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

5. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford
257/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

=7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

M\e northefn part I___l The Lawns D Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Mption 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do 'yolu feel this way?

A Mo wt wsaddh and/ean.
opphndansy Qe Jocal Shodls 4 o
be gt of ¥uo  duth faris .

Ywe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ Bption 1 [ ] option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Mol wse ek f)wm oz
O‘[?O_L JAce. b M wole wncluogi e
r kv dacisend- .

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

A ot Al o S
%ﬁ%&?ﬁ %m@wﬁ{wc
b}ooe,f\(\\%& oudeonnan- b audl

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/1 Chelmsford

%.y City Council
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2)

Community Governance
1 m’ihy
Review - Survey <=

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

|:| The northem part | \Z] The Lawns D Elsewhere in [l Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

pasf

E Option 1 M Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

Q 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas acress Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I:I Option 1 [E/Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Nou ME ALL AS BAD AC BACH STHEL AND

M NoT Paving, kxR ES\ Tor

SOWMETHhnG, THT W it IMRZNE Ayl |
ja}ﬁf AL N T PO THE Man B AJD DowT
A

e 4 (I AcoUT THE eRoideTs [

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

%.?ﬂ City Council
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J



Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=
S

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D The northern part Eél,awns D Elsewhere in I:I Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

@gpﬁon 1 D Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
‘ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
Rebhen tepreag-takain e otod.
\&luen.

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

@{pﬁon 1 [ ] option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity * current arrangements)
wardto become part :

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

MW@M@\

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

| condoichked (w b@ud\o\.i oJoouto
Wtedh ando~n o i‘éﬂ?@w\l’i KTU
o MW

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

@ Chelmsford

J City Council
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Community Governance @ﬂ
Review - Survey =7/

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part The Lawns L__I Elsewhere in D Outside of
of Trinity ward : Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

[ ] option 1 I}I{)ptiun'z

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

1() Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
nerthern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part :
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recornmendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford

%27/ City Council d

-y
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

N

__

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

m northern part D The Lawns D Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ ] option 1 | B{p;ion 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? |
-1 y,a@?_ /Tyy,rr-" A Ng7Hcaz LVl

of ByREACLIT LS N&T 7 12D

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

L—_l Option 1 Mon 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way? )Z//h// M7 W;?M
fﬂih@fi/f (OQMMC/ZJ i’\ﬂj}é&\_‘? O 2 A}
Ay Lo Ty 7 T el %’67
HNE A TTUE 1 ptrs VPR e Y
Aocrnz PN N) T R s Wity S 770480
we  Prg s exren IS s

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

on Tb/7 o Caepixy Coont £ Tr
Y2y Vim@? 2oy 7R g2 BN
Cowme,z MAThar WHE sy AL

Ao ferty Crelers ocd7 & 7€ G

lowwer2
All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.
1 Chelmsford

gy City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

|:| The northern part I:I The Lawns l:/ﬂilsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ ] option 1 @/opﬁon 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel t'his way?
 EsFELD 5,{%*5/49,5:)73/ THOEE //ﬁ/mﬁ
i i D 75 Al OV
M irs e D PAoEE P AT
Tins WAL AP LRIl vl THE
Fo9 e 1S ER DD S E NEED S

WAL 7™ WETCESS 741y B 7HE ST 1/~
T = FIATSS /S LALAARNEED

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all-areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
I 75 e iy Rewi By

St dil eSS eq SPEMEAERD
PS5 TS ppn” e s Ts.

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

' yﬁ@ 75 BE A7 ,v&a’%'?s// Foontred o8
MDD J Fowwrp THAT SALNEFELD
FEBDErS wisw vS Aup SHTlD TR
VEUNTE o pyFn. AaS EA/LAAAEEFTEA) T W )
FB LAY o THYS JUAK 2 770 SHP Wit 74
L o dl FEBIOLSTS

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%@ Chelmsford

257/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part ”___'7/1';19 Lawns I:I Elsewhere in D Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 m&on 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
Cpou,l(f NEIY 0-\'/\-«7 quf’?&w S vl i

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Weth  Couvme L Ter JOL"U‘?—) L‘_v: Ga~ch L,\.(s:,
e werd ke adal. A2 S Dcin
[caﬂ‘?,( ﬂwmaw"ﬂ- C_QA:\.Y Wo s oy \...J\L\

‘jﬁ\{f&- m:v\_sj(lx\_wu) %—vw v-(J(' b\u}-‘[’w mmﬁic,\'eij
e op TORKS,

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

\f\/a«,\h- cb,g Twu Oun ok ‘\}kbrb

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

/P Chelmsford

52/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional) -

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D The northern part l, z The Lawns I:I Elsewhere in D Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

A=)
\S

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 \Q/Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no echange to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
No ohvien M{)\ﬁx j{w”m WMW%A

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 B/Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

o Lo

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4% Chelmsford

52/ City Council
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Community Governance il

Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

]:l The northern part Me Lawns |:[ Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

btion 1 [ ] option 2
(The Lawns and the (mo change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

?).(\N%' do you feel this w&y? t\z\b JEJUUL pw
= oK A w2 & No. o
AL \?Ww AL .

JONY f AL~

\ bt
IS ¢

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

[FGption 1 [] option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the !
northern part of Trinity current arrangements) |
ward to become part |
of Springfield parish) |

5. Why do you feel this way? L. 1o Ao ;
(Wt U od oo e L

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation..

w Pv&aﬁwmv Crnto 5
A WMDW&

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%@ Chelmsford (}‘

&7/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\
A\

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part M Lawns D Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D Option 1 @{ption 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
We live . Tle Lawes Ward and He
awrent tres e S?ﬁwc&%elcl Pans\, - C/Wc\m)
Pansh Redl Shmqs efe) Gie no W necoy where

so |} ve omd im possible (& ock h_

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 D/Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward te become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
N Searide C,L»\.urckn S oo

' - LLQ,\;Q_,O.
\)ng T

fsu..?-e.}-, Tl .{Tolun a3 +Qh oo uste .

e o-cLUw[aje ol all te Wto’we_—(b SQ(\.MC&%O_Q:[_ ?cm“SR

P s
| ¢~
©

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

iy should \m_w cver ST por u&g
fa_}( —

wre Caan G e.:,-&v\q,
ne ewnme ’Lf aflQ - Co "gc.z;,(, mcs\-\_q_q}g dowsin. Foa_ dieinn
Gk oo S,rv\c[: dis od Vol

Cow we. +~==r7 Hea et o, Crunell e /as( wWe
mmoﬁimo—}l o

All completed responses must be received -
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

227/ City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

—

Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I:I The northern part M& Lawns |___—] Elsewhere in D Outside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ ] option 1 ./Optmn 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
Cost -

‘we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2 ;
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
. northern part of Trinity current arrangements)

ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

prpj parh ot a,vmgw

cotv

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

1@ Chelmsford

R i
]

Page 406 of 510

o,

Z/J City Council

e oy k- s, . o e . O, e W W



Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=\

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) i

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I:l The northern part m The Lawns D Elsewherein D Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

I:‘ Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

\rjfa,proj L-.;LJ:._‘}\ ‘o v\_}-c':ﬁ J-Ch:f-:ﬁs e —

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

D Option 1 ]Z Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

See over leaF.

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 Nevember 2021.

(1@ Chelmsford

%y City Council
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Community Governance @ Z
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) -i

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D The northern part IjThe Lawns [:l Elsewhere in |:| QOutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 'I/(C)ption 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward te become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way? @7 AVE (gCAL
CoudcaLony

"we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 lerption 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you fe.gl this Way? Sé'é'MS RY(¥3Y] -?(’0 OANGS
|1 4 W) CosT of argte o TVt
TAR. \We P @’”Wﬂh T
Lroncl To Bkkféct.ok:j

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

€ NS Worked, ol Huesl Yeass, . a5 &k 2
0o fourd c)(\mﬂm\;j b éw Q\«.Q ?a%@
o Q\I\OM&Q

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

i@ Chelmsford

""y City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

'Postcode (essential)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

|j| The northern part D The Lawns D Elsewhere in D Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

l

\/] option 1 || Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to-become part of
Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
' gaser 10 Becess ifﬁfnﬁ e Zéﬁ .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

EJ__I-Option 1 |:| Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity - current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

m‘y

%7/ City Council
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Community Governance Il
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

1. In which area do you live? (ticc one)

D The northern part IZ' The Lawns [:I Elsewhere in D Quitside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by ick one)

[:l Option 1 B Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

\D\DW Q_S"'Ox_‘v:_\—b

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I:l Option 1 lz Option 2

(The Lawns and the (no chzange to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

S S

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation. .

Q-QeQ\n_ et O 53:ch<‘5\%3 \;.;j\.,\‘\n
\a\,Q.S *v\».tz_\ﬁ DT ST D Yo =0
Cco\r\c_x& (o . TN, U_)c‘\M.LQ.‘Ev%GJ\;\B\

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

%@ Chelmsford

e,
e

.qﬂy City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

==

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D The northern part Me Lawns D Elsewhere in D Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 E,L'(Sption 2

(The Lawns and the (ne change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?
\ do nol” l/\i(u\i—' 'S L;\ug_ggg Cr\
(_,OJ‘ILI‘\CJ‘ Tox s st C)P Tj l/JuM

un U(gr\um ond Mol Qoryieet -

l/\ilmi. d CMC@W\JJ fun %L U/\.\MQOIUD'S

ond AOT et s Haa(dre Parshh
I_onld de T Seuma,

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part K ]
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way‘? |

Too v~ S PN e~ N \ &\J@MQ‘OJ\z

Ed Paense el e N

T

Dovic \X\an o feSelahs
N A ™y M:)w“‘“'ﬁ.\

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

\

wl Coasks k_ {

.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

7@ Chelmsford

%57/ City Council

Page 416 of 510

N Powl o csimah. Tefn A e AR
ok o elfeo Ao MOV A

-



Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? itick one)

D The northern part The Lawns Elsewhere in D Qutside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[] Option 1 [“/Optieh 2

(The Lawns and the (ne change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

e or2osn salocked laceue oule
oSk of Ao %@M.NM@ T
Senn s Q%M aLPuoank podts
NONIL.  bheen ChNasQn VoVndcu~ <
mrof\%. Eira ¢ redca e wolela
{—r\r\kﬁ DD o e e W

Twe need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are?pr.esented by: (tick one)

[ option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity currént arrangements)
ward to become part
of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
“Tids s ko =g enste offluanas
ond  lolcles Sqdq_‘}_t-e&-@of\&ib{\l}l
1o “Vhdre vdnas fegd U, \? l e re
to e “ Yoy bheoon &%&Q&
b\Q G CornS=cVo R+ Quic o
b§%o-g\_f CarI= OO IR Couna .

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

71 Chelmsford

=7/ City Council

-
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) -

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

%noﬂhern part [:l The Lawns ‘:l Elsewhere in l___l Qutside of

of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

A=)
@

T zm

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E/O/é;on 1 [ ] option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of

Springfield parish)

3. Why do you feel this way?

T thank the soukianel nerin pad o)
Trnthy wourd oure G{Wdl - Ape )
arel wud e naw ﬂwpmai,m enchucled
e oure e siMilor ool b UL

woold  he Wrroba,bbj AL Funaudous .

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Elo/ptiom [ ] option 2

(The Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?

Bann reaneny o oveslecy

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4P Chelmsford

~u
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optiohal)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’) _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D'The nerthern part @ The Lawns I:l Elsewhere in I:I Outside of
of Trinity ward Springfield parish this area

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 Option 2
(The Lawns and the (no change to the
nerthern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part of
Springfield parish)

- 3. Why do you feel this way?
T s EE No MNANTACK 0/

Ccrity vl AnNGTRER “TTER ©/=
Lot & oV EANMNENTS
T Aneh oF OA» SURING7EAD

VNG S oA 57 AL P57 ot

'we need thisto make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

[ ] option 1 [V option 2

(FThe Lawns and the (no change to the
northern part of Trinity current arrangements)
ward to become part

of Springfield parish)

5. Why do you feel this way?
i/adtn /(_(v{'“b In) LY

AN D ™M
(_:-""' :
A M NS /z’ ey v LohX

WA o@t’ﬂ 7E /?’f\/‘?_h’/?f,q cocT o VS AL
éo\)z,/ﬂNMt/\);/i vy A?i'—ﬂ/;’éfd'@ 7@/&’!7604/%1-/

‘ ’%'zﬁfg DRLECENT M £

6. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received
no later than 30 November 2021.

4@ Chelmsford
57/ CityCouncil
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Community Governance @’
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential!)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Boreham D Springfield ]:] Little Waltham
D Beaulieu Park |:| Broomfield MSomeWhere else

channels

2. Do ﬁ)u feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

[ E | Option 1 D Optien 2
creating a new single parish no change, where the new

council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

weare anew pansh with new -
communities +a digferent set o Fobjersives
fram the X131 I panshed -

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[ﬁOpiin 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do yoﬁ feel this way?
TOTCPresent establishing 0 ew
Cemmunity

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

D Belsteads IjChelmsfer.d Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received i Chelmsford
no.later than 30 November 2021. '&'ﬁ‘y City Council
Sy
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name {opt’i‘o‘n_

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)-

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

l:l Boreham D Springfield D Little Waltham

]:' Beaulieu Park Dw%émfieid |:| Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

%on 1 l:l Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whele of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

%‘?@?W\wjm Vm@ Pm{ 5?

Shwulour

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

mtion 1 l:l Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

meads I:I Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received 7@ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. a’gy City Council
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Community Governance _@?
Review - Survey =2

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') —

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Boreham ]:l Springfield Me Waltham

D Beaulieu Park L__] Broomfield I:I Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

@{pﬁon 1 D Option 2

creating.a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is-split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

“Bagre The \\Xf@m*:ﬁi\i d’;’f\m&ofeq
dre Corblred) al pre..

’ 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

@éption 1 I:I Option 2
no change, where the new

creating a new single parish
council to represent people from community is split between
existing parish councils

the whole of the community

5. Why do you feel this way?

ARenwige. uevﬁbﬁ 1@@,@@“

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

D Belsteads %msford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. E.fy City Council

Page 428 of 510



(o Ml

Community Governance il

©
Ty
Ry

Review - Survey 27/

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

l:l Boreham D Springfield [E@e Waltham

I:l Beaulieu Park D Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

Eéption 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
Becamst  athouin  we ot m
MHe  INodTham pa,-ri She W art

Ve remele b Tl heaet
o Wittle  WaMam

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

_ @)pﬁon 1 L—_| Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from | community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

%Qccmgz W oug oD (:pv oy (me
¥ le WW‘W@WK oundl | feal  Counallor
ol Jopte ko %22nd] Mondy) @0 an
BNt Se renpued (ﬁwm Floiea, «

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

D Belsteads Mmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

A Tle NS5 %”;W?_, %A\S N, ij/@
.ar?i&u ME:L{ @9/%5 DWn JGMA//
e shed ¢ A 1]

A I e

bl/((/\ﬂ.a anel Lo ‘M&“m
m</ {2(‘9&( R m af Least 10"
el , A aurag COMMUM%V\‘@CU(
oW\,
[ ]

All completed responses must be recewed ' helmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. oo J City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey -

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential’) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I:l Boreham %Springﬁeld D Little Waltham

Beaulieu Park D Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[Zro;;tion 1 [ ] option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

Beaud e baric 15 goun ’37) b{ /.

~

Very b g (Smmun g andie o kes
SQ\jﬁ b/ S fo- DL represesteq

\Dj o nen/ Sw\j& *Paefig}\

' we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

IZ(Option 1 [] option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

See ovel

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

D Belsteads melmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received a1 Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. =7JJ City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey e

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? tick one)

[l Boreham |:| Springfield I:I Little Waltham

\JZ/Beaulieu Park D Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

_\Egpﬁon 1 [ ] option 2
creating a new single parish

no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
N Q,Q,GL JL‘O Carop X O CoO m\\ X
-~ - A
Lok o (?u\}uk ‘o 1

\j/\,\vo VO B ol '@L_;*}S\r\Q:g o

Cﬁaotﬁ“«ra@MLa}v e Lonked

ake sure we are receiving engagemst from all areas across Chelmsford. M\ﬁqﬂg
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

%pﬁon 1 D Option 2
creating a new single parish noichange, where the new
council to represent people from cornmunity is split between

the whole of the community existing parish councils
|

5. Why do you feel this way?
e NMokes SenSe

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: ¢ick one)

\)Zéelsteads D Chelmsford Garden Community Cl G ' \J\_o_,k L\k@

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Poro ooy ond Choaneds fedd
Ulo VO ious “”\J"%\*ﬁf3=\/r\"“”%
o) e odmost i posstble
1o ke Woge Hlek ve
et e o o lhare |bdcod

All completed responses muﬁ?ﬁm( S 4if Chelmsford

no later than 30 November 2021. %@ City Coundl )
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (op-tional]—

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) —

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

4l

I:I Boreham D-Springﬁeld . |:| Little Waltham
[z] Beaulieu Park |:| Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ ] option 1 Option 2
creating a new single parish no-.change, where the new
council te represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
W C/O\/é.:. W—r@——% W igﬁ,e_,u\ Méﬂeﬁ

CVlend Tk el Lvia vl

'we-need this to make sure we are receiving engagerent from all areas across Chelmsfordl.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

D Option 1 M Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way? :
1 é@u& LQp_Et\Q/\yﬁ.Q o ey {2evis
LA:DU MJQQ AEH'@“WCQ
r?““ﬁ\fh\ Sbwé Lo %\)w LN
MgWLAOH/\/V@_) &KX \M% YC@/\/L&\AQ \
& oy dor Liaread -

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

D Belsteads I:I Chelmsford Garden Commumty/t" M &Oﬂ
CALOAN
Vo ow\?_?t

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Ao Vet Lodll Cmnted 4

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. =22 City Counci
Ny
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Community Governance (il
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Boreham D Springfield D Little Waltham
eaulieu Park D Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

[\:4 - W

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

6c_=_o‘uﬂe\_> N -1
CO n i~ i) Or\o\ e b-ﬂ&ﬁ@é
CTA e O A h o Courﬂc\ ]
V‘Q Fle  broec
- \Dc,\he@\ Mu\Q\*LblL‘\)F\Q‘ l
¢ 5 Lo ey co N eaw fb\am_'}
1& Oaar™ WSS eS M. (ylo VN
'we need this to make sure we are recewlng engagement from all'areas across Chelmsford. \

el g [ feel I wuoe dlhe

Pag'e437"‘?51!1‘ i.......f) — . - e ~ - ,_\, . n\_a.-—- /-:} ~~ !""\



4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Option 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish couricils

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

I:I Belsteads I:l Chelmsford Garden Community £ ?‘ /‘ L-\e ™,

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received 718 Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. 2=27/J City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential) -

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Boreham Es/pringfie!d r_—l Little Waltham

El Beaulieu Park I:I Broomfield D Somewhere else

A=\
S8

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

I:' Option 1 mon 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

Tus 5 o woy) & Chagngt
S WNare woray| Feouchag) e
o dowg s WM

'we need this to- make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

D Option 1 W 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?
Bravse thas has ypo 80
Kirefilo <o veop\d

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

I:] Belsteads D Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Redu. buds ond 40

All completed responses must be received Yl | Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. -_gzy City Council

Page 440 of 510



Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optianal)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

| Z Boreham D Springfield |:| Little Waltham
[:] Beaulieu Park D Brcnomfie;ld D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identiti,es and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

[ Towtiens [/ Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to-represent people from : community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

f’mlng emé...ﬂ /"a-,,ﬁ/

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsfard.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

D Option 1 D Option 2

creating anew single parish no change, where the new
councilto represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

mBelﬂeads D Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. E"y City Council
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Community Governance @,ﬂ
Review - Survey =<

Your name (optional) -

Contact details (optional) —
Postcode (essential’) - '

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Boreham D Springfield D Little Waltham

Qﬁeauiieu Park D Broomfield [:] Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

Option 1 I:l Optian 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council te represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

Jhrn'a :
Veo F,, . ;
; Cnyg O Tae N v ﬂ("'"‘"‘\;.;_ r :

> s A
'ﬁ({“] IR Pﬁﬂﬁ-ﬂ b Car

e

U ey &

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas.across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

Option 1 I:I Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
: council to represent people from community is split between

the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
wouid prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

l:l Belsteads /IZ/Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received 718 Chelmsford
no later than 30 Nevember 2021. 'ﬁ-yy City Council
= \
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential')

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Boreham I:l Springfield D Little Waltham

I:’ Beaulieu Park Broomﬁeld @d"\"‘e@ D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

E{pﬁon 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way? M— d,v\
\‘N& AV ér.‘tgj\"\ftqér J\)i—w', )Evmj l/
\, '&(1 AR m\,\é A_Q/;E.M/..Q_ S\
12]C 4 1 \QLQJ‘/\’J\—V%/ *‘QW @,“\ih \QL_QQ

[RSES ﬂ\&_g vy

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

l]étion 1 [ ] option 2
no change, where the new

creating a new single parish
council to represent people from community is split between
thé whole of the community existing parish councils

- 5. Why do you feel this way?

O @—»dsk\ui) 6 Viatnn w—@% G:R*
&ANAL« euQ; < S-F—*Lcjr \204+ niRaL,
A TR O AN NN
comedid s il 7

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
wouid prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

I___I Belsteads Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

OAmvaQS s & ﬁ.rﬁ'wu—j Cevvn )/

and \,@_Jg a_? BWIL,
\—-&Qmsm&z‘:ln@s R ‘LQMQ

é] G UL~V &
All completed responses must be received 7 Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. m’y City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essential) _

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

%?‘“ addle [ springfield ™~ [] Little Waltharm

€aulieu Park D Broomfield [:l Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

@O/pticn 1 |___| Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

] TN 1T LJ i PReUDE a gs:,;-r’?&@
Aety  Mogs. Locac. “Seevice 1O

Recipgurs IR Tams  Heeass

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement fromall areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

an 1 D Option 2

creating a new smg?e parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from- - L ‘cormilnity is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

¥

5. Why do you feel this 'i;vayJ?

f‘ - 1 X ‘?') » 4 &
SAiiEL  bacal.  Parer, Wi

£

Dotnppnr  Rpeosd?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

l—_—l Belsteads E Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received Vel | Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. -ﬁy City Council
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

A=)
N

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Boreham I:l Springfield |:| Little Waltham
D Beaulieu Park E@roomﬁeld D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

D Option 1 mption 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils
3. Why do you feel this way? - - |
€} no(,

e m:nkﬁgdo Wid"/’o

Comnl $2 he foik W ey
. Blso we oo NV Wany” o ]ze,

gy e o0t e

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagemerit from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

|:| Option 1 |Z(Optio,n 2

creating a new:single parish , o change, where the new
council to represent people from | .community is split between

the whole of the community | existing parish councils
o

5. Why do you feel this way?

A ol aek vt e 0

—

®

@We C Loowa S @ W

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: tickone)

D Belsteads I:I Chelmsford Garde:n Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be receiv;éd /a8 Chelmsford

no later than 30 November 2021. @?ﬂ City Council
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Community Governance | f o
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

-

1. In which area do you live? (ick one) -

D Boreham D Springfield D Little Waltham
@;Beaulieu Park |:| Broomfield D Semewhere else.

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

@Opﬁen 1 @_Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
-~ Ugay Ostwmebrois i st Rpae vl
Wnpebne 10 ke Teepdad

Aa 1y Le

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all-areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

I_q_:[ Option 1 E[ Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from - community is split between
the whole of the community _ existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

QBelsteads mChelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. 227/ City Council
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Community Governance

Lo te =,
Review - Survey =
Your name (optional)
Contact details (optional)
1. In which area do you live? (tick one)
D Boreham D Springfield E’ Little Waltham
l:l Beaulieu Park B Breomfield D Somewhere else

CLUARPRELS VEVSTTUHY ME T

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

@'Opﬁon 1 D Option 2
creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing.parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

oo, QUEE ARLT 6F T B ONARNRCS
News VEVTAHIMENT — TE
Lelow Y QpetT s> Roomiedd
Pl TRE o DT Qo fAQoug

PRET & R LATTLE LoALCTrRMm
st e \s W o T et GO

1we need this to make-sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.

Page 453 of 510



4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

E Option 1 I:l Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

< skl X.

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

[ ]Belsteads E’- Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

/

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. =7, City Counci
Sy
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Community Governance ﬁ,ﬂ
Review - Survey

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I:l Boreham D Springfield D Little Waltham
mBeaulieu Park l:l Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

@ Option 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

Very wge ner POPUGN R
Thour Vc:ums_ﬂS N W”M@‘@p}”’

GuP)O(QC ema@ homedS.

'we need this te make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

M Option 1 [ ] option 2
creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel shis way?
Acld:h onad Sulpbrc //é’m/t ree
D reven s reedS 6F nones
281 0L NIS

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

r_—l Belsteads IE Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

{an@m B aging
Sy inpudt .

All completed responses must be received /i Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. ?..gy City Council
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Community Governance _C ’
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential?) —

1. In which area do you live? (ick ohe)
D Boretiam D Springfield [:l Little Waltham
‘Beaulieu Park D Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by tick one)

Bo/ption 1 I:I Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
he SonOomeit j(% o atter
uD w2 and) ocdu YN
s >

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

Eéﬁon 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?
Y\/LM (occeped) C:Md&\}ﬂ
\JUJIUG A2 ;’Oc;(;/( ),/_,A@Q_D[,Z é/]p

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

|:| Belsteads Chelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

Peudorh v e @B@ be(./
o o) Winge | dewedaped
cud /,,a Vﬁ;@/p— j@%@%\

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. ﬁ'?y City Council
=
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

N
Lo

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') — |

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

[:I Boreham IZ’Springﬁeld D Little Waltham
D Beaulieu Park D Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

|:| Option 1 Eéption 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

‘P%l \\’chr -Q o N ‘%‘q(ﬂ_ L
Countih . werl_ 1o “Qr\éfsa ﬂ)@wsa\a_ \Pﬁw«.
JVEL \;u\r\eB’{.O— CLe) Py \:x% Ho Maw \*@
dadol & el A poles WL ho \ost

N hNL‘"\ 1 ‘\t)\“ C&CN\Q

'we need this ta make sure we are receiving.engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

D Option 1 Béptien 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community-is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?
SQQ—— huw-)))\ d% .

gwmp__ N Ro®

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (ick one)

D Belsteads B/C,helmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

\% \wg@‘ bodis® o esenlod f_xa)J.QJ‘
w ogedad |\ pbeed
\\4\\ \M\NQJ\— | |

tu&('} Ve 8')\—-
\I)Uf‘duc

\ﬂ-ﬁ”\d’\“(g— OYCA_
0o QR ?{)Ln:\ob pl\e}iL sl

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. E’Z_y City Council
.
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Community Governance
Review - Survey

AR
T

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)
Postcode (essenti_

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

D Boreham |:| Springfield ' D Little Waltham ~

eaulieu Park [I Broomfield ‘:l Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

/
méption 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?

. . - .
Beaiew. 15 S 000 Comeunndi, 8 So b
CroGRedy O N (mélx ko 5 oble o

Rpreseat piple fan T spoegus Coreundsy

(] 'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (ick one)

m‘eion 1 ' D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is.split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way? I‘,.! SLe2 4\"1@.9

Sone 0% ol 5 &\ltzbjcbws éﬂwaeed%?«
o0 P el T S Pm%m
rﬁg‘\db’fb rP,LBdm/,B 10 2L, »bhﬁzg,r

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: tick one)

D Belsteadls %elmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. =7, City Council
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Community Governance @?
Review - Survey =7

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential') -

1. In which area do you live? (tick one)

I:l Boreham l:l Springfield [I Little Waltham
@,Beaulieu Park [I Broomfield D Sormewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (tick one)

E'Option 1 D Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whele of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
D/ STIxre7— IENTITY

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

lj/()ptien 1 |:| Option 2

creating a new single parish ne change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

D Belsteads MChelmsford Garden Community

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

BELSTERDS MERKLS WO 1M—T0 ME.

All completed responses must be received m’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. =7, City Council
-y
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Community Governance @
Review - Survey =

Your name (optional)

Contact details (optional)

Postcode (essential’)

1. In which area do you live? (ick one)

D Boreham D Springfield D Little Waltham

l:[%ulieu Park |:| Broomfield D Somewhere else

2. Do you feel that the identities and interests of
residents in your area are best represented by (ick one)

D@ 1 [ "] option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

3. Why do you feel this way?
o MOUYs for & O Corinity fu -
0 MO reloont o [0tal asva posds

'we need this to make sure we are receiving engagement from all areas across Chelmsford.
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4. Do you feel you are best represented by: (tick one)

[;pﬁm 1 I:I Option 2

creating a new single parish no change, where the new
council to represent people from community is split between
the whole of the community existing parish councils

5. Why do you feel this way?

y 24 03 oSwe

6. We would like to know which of the following names you
would prefer for the new parish area, if it is created: (tick one)

I—__—l Belsteads Chelmsford Garden Community

uoerw' !

7. Please tell us anything else that you think
would help us make a final recommendation.

All completed responses must be received m.’ Chelmsford
no later than 30 November 2021. Elyj City Council
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CGR survey: Areas with changes to boundaries

Response by Broomfield Parish Council - November 2021

Q.1 -8 (where relevant):

Mark Hembury

Clerk to the Council

Council Offices, 158 Main Road, Broomfield, Chelmsford CM1 7AH
Tel: (01245) 441660 E-mail: clerk@broomfieldessex.co.uk

9. Do you agree with the draft recommendation(s) to change the parish
boundary/boundaries in this area?

Broadly, yes. At its meeting on 20" October (item 223), the Council approved the following motion:

The Council welcomes the Community Governance Review's recommendations for Broomfield Parish
and authorises the Planning Committee to respond accordingly to the current consultation.

It was noted that the Review’s recommendations for Broomfield are broadly in line with the Parish
Council’s submission to the earlier consultation (our ‘previous response’). This is attached again for
ease of reference. In addition, having studied the Guidance on Community Governance Reviews
(the ‘2010 Guidance’) we would like to add or emphasise the following points:

a) Hospital Approach and forthcoming ‘North of Broomfield’ (SGS8) developments

We support the logic that ‘North of Broomfield’ should be in one parish and strongly support the
recommendation that this should be Broomfield Parish, along with the entirety of the Hospital
Approach development (aka Hanbury Manor). The reasons are set out in the Council’s previous
response, but to summarise:

- ‘North of Broomfield’ will be physically joined to the existing settlement of Broomfield. It
will be physically separated from Little Waltham village by a strategic gap and by the B1008.
This important factor is cited in Para. 83 of the 2010 Guidance:

As far as boundaries between parishes are concerned, these should reflect the “no-man’s
land” between communities represented by areas of low population or barriers such as
rivers, roads or railways.

It is also presumably why the development is called ‘north of Broomfield’ rather than ‘south
of Little Waltham’.

- The developments are focussed around Broomfield Hospital, within Broomfield Parish.
Whilst residents will doubtless access services both in Broomfield and Little Waltham, day to
day retail services will likely be provided mostly by facilities within the Broomfield Hospital
campus.

- The direction of daily travel for most residents will be southwards — into Broomfield and
then into Chelmsford (see the TTHC report and update attached to the previous response).
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Whilst it is impossible to survey the residents of houses yet to be built, the balance of evidence is
therefore that inclusion in Broomfield will better ‘reflect the identities and interests of the
community in that area’ and that this solution will be more ‘effective and convenient’, as required by
the 2010 Guidance.

The existing houses adjoining the west side of Blasford Hill are proposed to remain in Little Waltham
Parish. These properties face east and do not particularly relate to the planned ‘North of
Broomfield’ development behind them, so the Council appreciates the rationale for drawing the
boundary along their western boundary, rather than along the B1008. We appreciate that the
residents of these existing houses may identify with Little Waltham Parish for historical reasons.
However, they would also be most welcome in Broomfield Parish which might be more ‘effective
and convenient’ for them. We request that they are asked the question, so that their sense of
identity can best be reflected in the parish boundaries.

b) Springfield Parish, north-west of the A130/A1016

The Council suggested in its previous response that a small part of Springfield might be added to
Broomfield, purely to create a more coherent and logical arrangement on the ground. However, we
appreciate this is not one of the statutory criteria, so are happy to withdraw the suggestion.

c) North of Copperfield Road

The Council’s suggestion in its previous response was that the Broomfield and Chignal portions of
the new development form a new parish together with Newlands Spring. We believe there are
good reasons for a new Newlands Spring parish, subject to local support — see our answer to Q.11
below.

We did not suggest that ‘north of Copperfield Road’ should become a new parish by itself. It would
clearly be too small and lack a clear rationale.

The case for simply absorbing ‘north of Copperfield Road’ into the unparished area is much weaker.
On the one hand, the focus of the development is clearly on the existing Newlands Spring
neighbourhood centre (which would be ‘effective and convenient’ to quote the 2010 Guidance).
However, residents may prefer to be in a parish rather than a huge unparished area - i.e. staying in
Broomfield or Chignal may better ‘reflect the identities and interests of the community in that area’.

Careful attention must therefore be paid to responses from residents in these areas before reaching
a final conclusion.

10.Please tell us anything else that you think would help us make a final recommendation
in this area

Broomfield Parish is preparing a neighbourhood plan. If successful, this should be adopted at the
end of 2022/start of 2023, coinciding with the implementation of the CGR. The Neighbourhood Plan
will cover issues such as design and housing types throughout the Parish and will clearly have a
strong influence on new development.
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Paragraphs 56 and 57 of the 2010 Guidance considers the relationship between community
governance and creating a sense of ‘place’. Para. 56 states:

Parish councils can contribute to the creation of successful communities by influencing the quality of
planning and design of public spaces and the built environment ...

The Council believes this aspiration can best be achieved by including the new ‘north of Broomfield’
development in Broomfield Parish and extending the Broomfield Neighbourhood Plan Area
accordingly. This will help to ensure that the entire development as it unfolds is designed in
accordance with a coherent, locally-agreed vision.

11. If you wish to provide further comments for additional draft recommendations in
other parishes or the unparished area of the city, please specify the area to which your
comments relate and provide your views below

Newlands Spring and North of Copperfield Road

We understood that consideration would be given to creating a new parish based on the existing
Newlands Spring area (commonly known as ‘the Dickens estate’). It has a well-established residents
association which considered applying for parish status some years ago.

It is not clear whether this option has been considered and tested during the Review so far. If not,
the Council believes it should be. Newlands Spring is a substantial and coherent community, with a
clear focus on the neighbourhood centre at Dickens Place. It could both support and benefit from
becoming a parish.

Broomfield Parish Council Planning Committee

November 2021

5 Attachments:

Our previous response to the CGR consultation in March, together with the map; and supporting
information from TTHC
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COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW (CGR)
RESPONSE BY BROOMFIELD PARISH COUNCIL (‘the Council’)
MARCH 2021

This response follows the format of the CGR online form from Q.7 onwards.

7. Would you like to keep a parish/town council in your area?

Yes.

8. Some of our boundaries are old and do not take into account new housing developments and
community identities. Do you think we should make any changes to the current boundaries?

Yes. The following changes should be considered. Please see the map attached where these changes are all
indicated.

a)

b)

Broomfield Parish east of the A130.

This area has now been developed. The northern section is part of the Channels development and
the southern section is part of ‘Greater Beaulieu Park’. The current boundaries between Broomfield,
Little Waltham, Springfield and Boreham make no sense as they split up real communities ‘on the
ground’ according to historic boundaries. We support the creation of a new parish or parishes
(Channels, Beaulieu Park) to strengthen and build upon the actual communities that are emerging.

Springfield Parish, north-west of the A130/A1016

This area contains few dwellings, as it falls within the Chelmer Green Wedge and flood plain. We
believe it would be more logical now for the boundary between Broomfield and Springfield to follow
the major roads (A130 and A1016) rather than the River Chelmer. In terms of landscape character,
this area belongs to the Chelmer Valley. Most of adjacent parts are within Broomfield Parish, so we
believe this section of Springfield should be added to Broomfield.

We stress that this suggestion is purely to create a more coherent and logical arrangement on the
ground. There is no financial incentive for Broomfield to ‘acquire’ this piece of the Chelmer Valley,
as development and consequent CIL receipts are ruled out by the Green Wedge policy.

For the same reasons, the tiny extreme south-east corner of Broomfield should be transferred to
Springfield, so that the boundary follows the A1016, rather than the previous course of the River
Chelmer (we think the river was diverted slightly when the current A1016 was built).

North of Copperfield Road

Most of this NCAAP development lies in Chignal Parish. If a new parish were to be set up based on
the Newlands Spring neighbourhood centre, the Council would be sympathetic to this section of
Broomfield Parish being detached to join the new parish. However, this would also require the
agreement of Chignal Parish Council. There would be no point in putting the Broomfield part of
‘north of Copperfield Road’ into a new parish without the Chignal part doing the same.
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d)

‘North of Broomfield’ (Bloor Homes) development SGS8 and ‘North of Hospital Approach’

‘North of Hospital Approach’ is a NCAAP development that is almost complete — most of the
dwellings being in Broomfield Parish. ‘North of Broomfield’ is a Local Plan site, which is
masterplanned and currently the subject of an outline planning application. Based on the
masterplan, it’s likely that most of the dwellings will be in Broomfield, as a large part of the Little
Waltham portion has been designated as green space.

The Council believes that both developments should be in Broomfield, for the following reasons:

Both form part of a continuous settlement area with Broomfield. There is a clear settlement gap
between these developments and Little Waltham village

Both developments are focused around Broomfield Hospital, which lies within Broomfield Parish

Topographically, these developments lie on the gravel terrace between the Chelmer Valley and
the Pleshey Farmland Plateau, as does the rest of Broomfield. Little Waltham village falls within
the Chelmer River Valley landscape area

Day to day service delivery will be provided by both Broomfield and Little Waltham villages.
Primary school places will be provided by both village schools; secondary school places will be
entirely provided within Broomfield (at Chelmer Valley High School), except where parents
specifically choose otherwise. Day to day retail services will likely be provided mostly by
facilities within the Broomfield Hospital campus. On balance, this suggests a greater affinity with
Broomfield

The direction of travel for residents of these developments will be southwards, as evidenced by
the TTHC Transport Report commissioned by local parish councils in connection with the Local
Plan, and subsequently updated by the Council (update attached) in connection with the current
Bloor Homes planning application. In particular, para.s 18 — 35 describe the impact of traffic
from the new development on Broomfield Parish.

Therefore, the provision of new travel infrastructure for these homes will need to be funded by,
or at the instigation of, Broomfield Parish Council — particularly the provision of new cycle routes
into the City Centre as part of the Broomfield Neighbourhood Plan. CIL receipts from the
developments will be needed to part fund this infrastructure

By contrast, where residents of the new developments do access services in Little Waltham, such
services are not particularly related to the parish share of CIL. This is because the services are
generally either private sector (e.g. pubs, shops) or non-parish public sector (e.g. primary school,
health services). These new developments may positively affect the sustainability of local
services in Little Waltham, which is to be welcomed, but there is little reason why Little Waltham
Parish Council would need additional CIL receipts for this purpose. In contrast, there is a
pressing need for Broomfield Parish Council to contribute to investment in transport
infrastructure along the ‘Broomfield Road corridor’.

The Council therefore believes that the parish boundary should be moved northwards to follow the

edge of the Bloor development to the north and the B1008 to the east.
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The Council would be willing for the parish boundary north of Woodhouse Lane to remain as it is for
a trial period of 10-15 years, until the next review. This would enable further study of service
delivery, transport and wider community patterns once the Bloor Homes development has been
built out. However, the Council is strongly opposed to the boundary being moved southwards as
part of the current Review, for the reasons stated above.

9. Do you think we should change the name of your parish council?

If the eastern part of the Parish (east of the A130) is detached and made part of a new parish(es) of
Channels and Beaulieu Park, Broomfield Parish would be much more focused on the Village itself.

In this case, we would consider the case for renaming the Council to ‘Village Council’ or ‘Community
Council’. However, we have no definite view at the moment and would want to consult residents
before reaching a view.

Also, this question would only arise if the boundaries were to change, focusing the Parish more clearly
on the Village. If the Parish boundaries remain largely as they are now, we would want it to remain as
‘Broomfield Parish Council’, to emphasise that the Parish is more than just the Village.

10. Do you think we should change the number of councillors on the parish council?

No. The Council is currently 13 strong and has no vacancies. It rarely has more than a couple at any one
time. We need a reasonable number of councillors to carry the burden of work in this large parish with
an expanding population, without the Council becoming too large and unwieldy.

11. Do you think we should make changes to the warding arrangements within the parish?

No. We have no wards at present and do not need them. Having ward arrangements could make it
more difficult to achieve a full guorum of councillors.

12. Do you think we should make any changes to the grouping status of the parish/town councils?

Not in relation to Broomfield.

13. Other comments/feedback

When we began our neighbourhood plan (NP) in 2016, we were advised by the City Council to include
the whole parish in the neighbourhood area, even though we could foresee the possibility of the eastern
section (east of the A130) being detached in 2023.

Our draft NP is nearing completion and we expect it to be adopted in 2022. If parts of the
parish/neighbourhood area are detached in 2023, will the NP continue to apply to those areas or not?

Broomfield Parish Council
March 2021.
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M21003 LAND NORTH OF WOODHOUSE LANE, BROOMFIELD
TRANSPORT REVIEW NOTE

JANUARY 2021

Introduction

1.

TTHC Ltd have prepared this Technical Note on behalf of Broomfield Parish Council,
in relation to the “Land North of Woodhouse Lane” planning application (Chelmsford
City Council ref 20/02064/OUT). The site is at the north end of Broomfield, and

immediately north of Broomfield Hospital.

Broomfield Hospital includes an A&E department and serves an extensive area to the

north of Chelmsford, including Braintree and the surrounding villages.

TTHC previously carried out an independent review of this allocation during the
Chelmsford Local Plan consultation. In the 2020 adopted Local Plan, the site is now

allocated as Strategic Growth Site Policy 8, to provide 450 dwellings.

The application includes a Transport Assessment (TA) by Mayer Brown, which in turn

forms Volume 3 of the Environmental Statement (ES) by Barton Willmore.

Changes from the Allocation

5.

7.

The allocation is for 450 dwellings, but the live application is for 550 dwellings. This
will result in additional vehicle movements compared to the Local Plan assessed

position.

The adopted Local Plan lists the following principles under “Movement and Access”:

e Main vehicular access to the site will be from Blasford Hill (B1008)

e Provide a new vehicular access road to serve the development and provide
access to Broomfield Hospital and Farleigh Hospice

e Provide pedestrian and cycle connections

e Provide a well-connected internal road layout which allows for bus priority

And in relation to Broomfield Hospital:
7.292 The development will provide a new vehicular access road into Broomfield

Hospital campus. This will help serve Broomfield Hospital, Farleigh Hospice and King

M21003-01 1
JAN 2021 the Traffic, Transport & Highway Consultancy m
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Edward VI Grammar School playing fields. In addition, the new link road will facilitate
a reduction of traffic on the rural lane network with a view to downgrading
Woodhouse Lane and North Court Road to routes for local access only. It will also
help to ease wider congestion on the Main Road, Broomfield corridor. The delivery of
the new access road into Broomfield Hospital is a strategic objective of the Local
Plan. Site developers should work in partnership with the Mid-Essex Hospital Trust to

facilitate this proposed new vehicular access road to the Hospital.

8. Modelling for the Local Plan assumed that the access road into Broomfield Hospital
from the north would be ‘multipurpose’ and thus open to all motor traffic, including
hospital patients. However, the TA (para 1.6) states that the link road would be

restricted to hospital staff, deliveries, buses and ambulances.

9. The adopted Local Plan also lists under “Site infrastructure requirements”:
e Appropriate improvements to the local and strategic road network as required by
the Local Highways Authority
e Appropriate measures to promote and enhance sustainable modes of transport
e New and enhanced cycle routes, footpaths, Public Rights of Way and bridleways
where appropriate [...]

e Financial contributions to delivery of the Chelmsford North East Bypass

Review of Transport Assessment

10. For consistency with previous work, TTHC have used vehicle trip rates from the
industry standard TRICS database, rather the Local Plan generic rates which were

used for urban and rural sites across the City of Chelmsford.

11. The TA Appendices are provided as low-resolution scans and so it was not possible

to validate the trip distribution data.

12. TTHC’s previous assessment showed that the proposed development would
increase traffic on the B1008 through Broomfield village by 8-10%, relative to 2036
Base traffic flows.

M21003-01 2
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13.

The application includes 22% more dwellings than the allocation and so the traffic
increase on the B1008 would now be 10-12%. These trips are shown on the local

road network in Appendix A.

Hospital Approach and Link Road

14.

15.

16.

17.

As set out in the Local Plan, the link road would allow some Hospital traffic to/from
the north to divert through the application site, and avoid the B1008/Hospital
Approach roundabout. With the proposed restrictions to usage of the link road, it is
unlikely that more than one third of the Hospital traffic would divert in this manner.

This diversion is also shown in the attached diagrams.

If the proposed restriction is a physical gate, at peak times there would be a queue of
idling vehicles through the application site to enter the Hospital and vice versa, with

adverse noise and air quality impacts locally.

A more sophisticated system would use ‘free flow’ camera technology, as used at
other hospitals. This would allow patients from the north of Chelmsford to use the
new access route, reducing congestion at the B1008/Hospital Approach roundabout.
Patients could provide vehicle registration details within the Hospital buildings, and

enforcement action could be taken against non-permitted use.

Although the Local Plan identified a committed improvement scheme for the B1008 /
Hospital Approach roundabout, this has not been delivered so far. If the link road
allowed a wider range of users, the need for this improvement scheme could be re-

examined.

Broomfield Village

18.

19.

Regardless of the final form of the link road, there would still be a net increase on the

B1008 corridor through Broomfield, between Hospital Approach and the city centre.

As shown in Appendix A, the majority of development traffic will route to and from
the south on the B1008 corridor through Broomfield. The B1008 (Main Road) through

Broomfield is a key bus corridor, with around 10 buses per hour in each direction. It is

M21003-01 3
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also the emergency vehicle route between central Chelmsford and Broomfield

Hospital.

20. At the B1008 Main Road/School Lane junction, the impact of the development has
not been tested adequately in the TA (para 7.5). The TA refers to the capacity
assessment from the Local Plan, which only tested the impact of 450 dwellings, and

found that the junction would be above capacity in 2036.

21. By failing to include this assessment, the application fails to “address the potential
impacts of development on transport networks” as required in the National

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF para 102).

22. The TA (para 7.28) does not propose capacity improvement, but instead proposes
‘Smarter Choices’ measures to encourage modal shift. While this is welcome and

aligns with the Local Plan allocation, the TA assumptions may be too ambitious.

23. Appendix B presents Census data for Chelmsford 0017 MSOA which covers the
application site. This shows that 72% of people currently travel to work by car, and
15% travel by public transport. These levels reflect the site’s location on the edge of

the Chelmsford urban area.

24.The TA claims that vehicle trips could be reduced by 7-8% by encouraging modal
shift, but does not provide any evidence for this claim beyond a vague reference to
‘DFT pilot studies’.

25. The B1008 corridor will therefore remain over capacity with the development in place.
This is of particular concern as the B1008 forms the emergency route between

central Chelmsford and Broomfield Hospital.

26. Returning to the potential for modal shift, there are no physical measures proposed
along the B1008 corridor by the applicant (or any other body) which would improve

general traffic capacity, or bus journey time reliability.

27. There is scope to introduce traffic light signals at the B1008 Main Road / School Lane
junction, including a short flare on for vehicles turning right into School Lane. The

pedestrian crossing further south could be relocated into this junction.

M21003-01 4
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28. Although a signals arrangement would require a small amount of land from the
village green to the west, this could be mitigated by stopping up the ‘slip road’
alongside Madelayne Court, and incorporating that land into a larger village green.
As this is a registered village green, this would require the consent of the Parish

Council and may need to follow a legal process.

29. The applicant should explore this option further. It would both reduce the forecast
congestion at this junction, and improve bus journey times between the site and

central Chelmsford.

30. The applicant could also contribute towards the scheme of cycle routes proposed by
Broomfield Parish Council via the Neighbourhood Plan process. These routes would
enable easier cycling between Broomfield and central Chelmsford. Although routes
exist between central Chelmsford and the Valley Bridge area, there is no cycle path,

nor a funded proposal for one between Valley Bridge and Broomfield.

31. It should also be noted that the Local Plan relies heavily on completion of the
Chelmsford North Eastern Bypass. However, there is still uncertainty over the
delivery of this scheme. In any case, the Bypass would not affect the local distribution

of the development traffic on the B1008 corridor through Broomfield.

Recommendations

32. The proposed link road to Broomfield Hospital would be most beneficial as a
multipurpose route. However, if this is not possible, the access to the Hospital site
should at least allow patients from north of Chelmsford to access the Hospital, with

suitable access control.

33. The application should include an updated capacity assessment for the B1008 Main
Road / School Lane priority junction. It should also investigate fully whether capacity
mitigation can be provided at this junction, which would benefit bus and cycle

movements as well as general traffic.

34. Additionally, the applicant could contribute towards the cycle routes proposed in the

Broomfield Neighbourhood Plan.

M21003-01 5
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35. These changes would provide more effective mitigation for the impacts of the
development, as identified by the criteria for the Chelmsford Local Plan allocation,

and as the National Planning Policy Framework requires.

M21003-01 6
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M21003-E-001 Broomfield Parish Council
Census data

QS701EW - Method of travel to work

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 21 January 2021]

population All usual residents aged 16 to 74
units Persons
area type 2011 super output areas - middle layer
area name E02004485 : Chelmsford 001
rural urban Total
Method of Travel to Work 2011 Percent
All categories: Method of travel to work 5,081
Work mainly at or from home 322
Underground, metro, light rail, tram 11
Train 341
Bus, minibus or coach 116
Taxi 11 0%
Motorcycle, scooter or moped 32 1%
Driving a car or van 2,290 72%
Passenger in a car or van 149 5%
Bicycle 44 1%
On foot 183 6%
Other method of travel to work 15 0%
Not in employment 1,567
Public transport total 468 15%
Total excl home work / not in employment 3,192

100%

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information,
records have been swapped between different geographic
areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly small counts
at the lowest geographies.
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Little Waltham Parish Council representations for Community Governance

Review

The Parish Council wishes to submit the following representations —

1 Land to be developed by Bloor Homes across the boundaries of Broomfield
and Little Waltham Parish

It is noted that the recommendation is that the entirety of the new development
should be part of the Broomfield Parish. The Parish Council objects to this proposal
and contends that all the houses to be constructed on the Bloor Homes site should
all be part of the Parish of Little Waltham. The report upon which the
recommendations are based makes assertions that the Parish Council challenges as
follows -

The report states that the majority of the development will be in the Broomfield
Parish. This is not correct. Although the precise position of the homes is yet
to be determined, it would appear from the plans alongside the latest planning
application submitted by Bloor Homes in relation to the site that around 60%
of the homes will be in the current Parish of Little Waltham with the possibility
it may be more.

The report states that once the development is complete there will be 800
homes on the site — this is not the case. The Local plan anticipated 450
houses on the site and the current planning application for development is for
550 houses. It is understood that an amended application is due to be
submitted shortly proposing 513 houses on site.

The report states that access to the site will be via the Broomfield Hospital
estate — whilst one of the main drivers for the site was to provide a second
access into the hospital that will not provide the main access for the houses
which will be via a roundabout on Blasford Hill which will be well within the
Parish of Little Waltham adjacent to the current allotment site. It is proposed
that the access point to the hospital will be managed by ANPR cameras so
that only those who work at the hospital may pass by the cameras and this
will not be for general access to the houses which as stated above will be
from Blasford Hill.

It is suggested that the development will be seen as an extension north from
Broomfield as opposed to south from Little Waltham — this has not been the
case in the early stages of planning consultation in that the developers have
consulted with Little Waltham Parish Council and Broomfield Parish Council
on an equal basis and input from residents has seen this as an addition to the
community of the Parish of Little Waltham bearing in mind the close proximity
to existing housing and the village centre whereas the centre of Broomfield is
far more remote and the new houses will be very much on the periphery of
that Parish.
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It is appreciated that the criteria is to consider how residents identify with the area
and whether they see themselves as part of the community of Little Waltham.
Although there are no residents to ask at present, the Parish Council would wish to
refer to the master planning documentation submitted under planning application
20/02064/0OUT which makes repeated reference to anticipating that new residents of
the proposed development will use the services of Little Waltham Parish.
Specifically, it is stated that children will attend Little Waltham Primary school which
is far closer to the site than Broomfield Primary school and also residents using the
GP surgery in Little Waltham village centre which again follows as it is by far the
closest surgery. There is also reference to using the White Hart pub in the village
centre — again being the closest public house. In addition, it is anticipated that
occupiers of the new development will access Little Waltham village on foot and
bicycle via the existing public rights of way leading into the village centre

Little Waltham Parish Council contends that bearing in mind how close the residents
will be to the village centre it is inevitable and logical that they will see their interests
served by Little Waltham and not Broomfield and will see themselves as part of the
community of Little Waltham.

In addition, the criteria suggests that the boundary should be in a logical position and
not result in strips of land being isolated. As the rest of Blasford Hill has been within
the Parish of Little Waltham for centuries it would be logical that the land immediately
behind those historic houses should be in the same Parish of Little Waltham.

2. The Beaulieu/Channels development and the new Garden Community

It is noted that the recommendation is to make Essex Regiment Way the boundary of
the new Parish for the Garden Community which would in effect bring existing areas
such as Pratt’'s Farm Lane, Domsey Lane and Wheeler’s Hill into a new Parish for
the Garden Community.

It is appreciated that it will be for residents to express their views on these proposals,
however, the Parish Council does wish to points out that there is a marked difference
between the existing heritage properties in those locations, many of which are
extremely historic and the new build developments and a question mark over
whether the interests of those existing residents will be appropriately served by
becoming part of a community that is predominantly made up of new build estate
development.

In relation to the Channels portion of the development, the Parish Council has
received representations from the Channels Residents Association which point out
that they had put together a petition which was presented to Chelmsford City Council
prior to the launch of the current Community Governance Review, which requested
such a review and proposed that the Channels portion of the new development
should be within the Parish of Little Waltham. They maintain the view that Channels
is a bespoke community within the wider development and that the residents see
themselves as part of the Parish of Little Waltham as many children attend Little
Waltham primary school and many residents are registered at the GP practice in
Little Waltham.
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Springfield Parish Council,
Parish Centre,

St. Augustine’s Way

CM1 6GX

30t November 2021

Community Governance Review Consultation
Chelmsford City Council,

Civic Centre,

Duke Street,

Chelmsford

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find below the response of Springfield Parish Council to the Chelmsford City
Council Community Governance Review Consultation and Survey. The response is
submitted in this separate written format rather than through the consultation
leaflet distribution. The reason for this format is the inability of the leaflet to allow
the Parish Council to respond collectively about the whole parish.

Springfield Parish Council is disappointed at the lack of engagement from, and
detail provided by, Chelmsford City Council and at this stage must reject the
proposals. We are however prepared to reconsider the matter given more
engagement.

Whilst considering their response members have taken account of the proposed
boundary changes, some of which have previously been commented upon during
an early ‘phase 1’ period of dialogue in August 2020. There had been an
expectation that parishes would be consulted during a further phase of talks and
provided with factual information about the processes and implications that such
changes might bring. Being given a specified timetable for the review process
may too have been helpful to parishes.

In early November Springfield parish held a public meeting for its residents to
discuss the changes and gauge opinions around the proposals. Attendance at the
meeting was very limited, with most representation coming from residents in the
Chelmer Village area, with one from North Springfield and none from Beaulieu
Park. Those who did attend were seeking clarification about what the Review
meant for them. Unfortunately, the circulated information leaflets did not provide
the information that residents were seeking. Questions referring to financial costs,
what % of responses would be received before changes are implemented and
transfer of assets were just some of those asked. There were aiso some attendees
who had not received any information leaflet and questioned the reasoning for
this. The targeted gquestions and options listed in the information leafiets, where
circulated, did not provide enough information and in some lacked questions such
as an option to “leave things as they are” or “have no parish”.
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Following the public meeting explanations were sought from the City Council
review team and an invitation to attend a meeting to explain some of the
reasoning behind the significant boundary changes for our parish. However, the
response to that invitation was declined and it was emphasised that all households
could respond via the website, there were no exceptions.

The proposals have been viewed in detail by the Parish Council, with the process
raising more questions than answers. Without detailed explanations and
information about the reasoning behind some of the boundary changes it is not
possible for the parish council to make an informed response. For example:

s Trinity Ward has been split, Springfield Park Road and Springfield Park
Avenue and surrounds remain outside the revised boundary. Why has the
boundary change been delineated here?

» Is the delineation related to number of residents and households?

o The small piece of land referred to as LS seems to be an extremely odd
boundary change, particularly as the river cuts this off from Springfield
Hall Park.

» New Hall School land remains cut in half, as does Generals Lane, detailing
half in the new parish and half in Boreham - Why? Might the new radial
distributor road be a better boundary? Or Generals Lane? Having New
Hall premises straddle two parishes has caused significant problems in the
past, especially over planning matters. A small part of the premises is
currently in Springfield and part in Boreham. It would make sense to
have the whole of the premises included in one or the other parish.

¢ Isthere a need to wait until residential units are built and occupied before
changes in the greater Beaulieu area are made? This will enable people to
have a more grounded sense of place and community.

« Isthere a reason why this specific timeframe has been launched?

« Should the whole of the unparished Chetmsford area be proposed for
change into parishes and all residents consulted?

In summary, for the reasons outlined above, Springfield Parish Council feels
unable to comment favourably on the proposed Review, due to the lack of
information provided and reasons for boundary changes delineated in the
consultation. It is suggested that there is a further period of consultation that
provides detailed information to all the parish councils and residents affected by
the changes.

Yours sincerely,
B. Larken

Barbara Larken
Clerk to the Council

Server/cttee/CGReview/response to CCC
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Appendix 3 — Draft legal Order

Note this is a draft Order to allow cross-referencing, checking
and verification against decisions made by Full Council. No
decisions have been made, and subsequently the content of
this Order may change following Full Council.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
IN HEALTH ACT 2007

The Chelmsford City Council (Reorganisation of
Community Governance) Order 2022

Made - - - - [day] [month] 2022
Coming into force in accordance with article 1(2)

Chelmsford City Council (“the council”), in accordance with section 82 of the Local Government and
Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 (“the 2007 Act”), has undertaken a community governance
review and made recommendations dated [month] 2022.

The council has decided to give effecttg these recommendations and, in accordance with section 93 of
the 2007 Act, has consulted with the decal government electors and other interested persons and has
had regard to the need to secure that.eommunity governance reflects the identities and interests of the
community and is effective andwgonvenient:

The council, in accordancewith section 100 of the 2007 Act, has had regard to guidance issued under
that section(f):

The council makes.the following Order in exercise of the powers conferred by sections 86 of the 2007
Act.

Citatién'and commencement

D~ (1) This Order may be cited as the Chelmsford City Council (Reorganisation of Community

Governance) Order 2022.

(2) Subiject to paragraphs (3) and (4) below, this Order comes into force on 1st April 2023.

(3) Articles [number of article establishing parish electoral arrangement, i.e. numbers of
parish councillors and names of parish wards] shall come into force on the ordinary day
of election of councillors in 2023.

(4) For the purposes of:
(@) thisarticle;
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(b)  proceedings preliminary or relating to the election of parish councillors for the
parish of Chelmer Village, to be held on the ordinary day of election of councillors
in 2023; and

(c) proceedings preliminary or relating to the elections of parish councillors for the
parish of Chelmsford Garden Community, to be held on the ordinary day of
election of councillors in 2023,

this Order shall come into force on [15th October [year preceding parish election]][the day
after that on which it is made]].

Interpretation

2.— In this Order —
“city” means the city of Chelmsford;

“existing” means existing on the date this Order is made;

“map” means the map marked “Map referred to in the Chelmsford CityCouncil
(Reorganisation of Community Governance) Order 2022 and deposited'in accordance with
section 96(4) of the 2007 Act: and any reference to a numbered.sheetis a reference to the
sheet of the map which bears that number;

“new parish” means the parish constituted by articles 16.and\17;

“ordinary day of election of councillors” has the meaping given by section 37 of the
Representation of the People Act 1983(b); and

“registration officer” means an officer appointed_for the purpose of, and in accordance with,
section 8(c) of the Representation of the Pegple"Act 1983.

Effect of Order

3.— This Order has effect subject te~any agreement under section 99 (agreements about incidental
matters) of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 relevant to any
provision of this Order.

Number of parish cogncillors for the parish of Danbury

4.— The numpeér ef councillors to be elected for the parish of Danbury shall be 12.

Number of parish councillors for the parish of Great and Little Leighs

5=~ The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Great and Little Leighs shall be 10.

Number of parish councillors for the parish of Margaretting

6.— The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Margaretting shall be 7.

Number of parish councillors for the parish of Roxwell

7.— The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Roxwell shall be 7.
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Number of parish councillors for the parish of Sandon

8.— The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Sandon shall be 8.

Number of parish councillors for the parish of West Hanningfield

9.— The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of West Hanningfield shall be 8.

Wards of the parish of Runwell and numbers of parish councillors

10.— (1) The existing wards of the parish of Runwell shall be abolished.
(2) The parish shall be divided into 3 wards which shall be named as set out.in
column (1) of Schedule 1.
(3) Each ward shall comprise the area of the city ward specified in respect’of the ward in
column (2) of that Schedule.
(4) The number of councillors to be elected for each ward shall bethe number specified in
respect of the ward in column (3) of that Schedule.

Numbers of parish councillors for the parish of Writtle

11.— (1) The existing wards of the parish of Writtleshall be abolished.
(2) The number of councillors to be elected-for the parish of Writtle shall be 15.

Numbers of parish councillors for the parish of Galleywood

12— (1) The existing wards of the‘parish of Galleywood shall be abolished.
(2) The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Galleywood shall be 9.

Alteration of parish areag for the parish of Great Baddow

13.— (1) Each areacoloured and designated by a letter on the map and specified in column (1) of
Schedule 2 shall cease to be part of the parish and parish ward or unparished area
spegified in relation to that area in columns (2) and (3) of that Schedule and shall become
part of the parish and parish ward or unparished area specified in relation to that area in
columns (4) and (5) of that Schedule.

(2) The number of councillors to be elected for Baddow Road ward of Great Baddow parish
council shall be 3 and the number of councillors to be elected each of the Rothmans ward
of Great Baddow parish council and Village ward of Great Baddow parish council shall
be 6.

Alteration of parish areas for the parish of Little Waltham

14.— The area coloured and designated by the letter “E” on the map shall cease to be part of the
parish of Little Waltham and shall become part of the parish of Broomfield.
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Number of parish councillors for the parish of Little Waltham

15.— The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Little Waltham shall be 7.

Constitution of new parish of Chelmsford Garden Community

16— (1)
(2)

©)
(4)

®)
(6)

()

A new parish, comprising the area outlined with a red line on the map, shall be
constituted within the city.

The name of the new parish shall be Chelmsford Garden Community.

The new parish shall have the alternative style of community.

Each area coloured and designated by a letter on the map and specified in.¢oltmn (1) of
Schedule 3 shall cease to be part of the parish and parish ward or unparished area
specified in relation to that area in columns (2) and (3) of that Schedule-and shall become
part of the parish and parish ward or unparished area specified in.rélation to that area in
columns (4) and (5) of that Schedule.

In consequence of paragraph (1) of this article, the area of the-new parish shall cease to be
part of the existing parishes of Springfield, Broomfield, Cittle Waltham, and Boreham.
The number of councillors to be elected for East ward of Chelmsford Garden Community
shall be 2 and the number of councillors to be elected to the North ward of Chelmsford
Garden Community shall be 5 and the number.ef\councillors to be elected to each of the
South ward of Chelmsford Garden Community‘and South-East ward of Chelmsford
Garden Community shall be 3.

The elections of all parish councillors’for the parish of Chelmsford Garden Community
shall be held simultaneously on the-oerdinary day of election of councillors in 2023.

Alteration of parish areas for the patish of Springfield and Boreham

17.— The area coloured and desighated by the letter “L” on the map shall cease to be part of the
parish of Springfield @and shall become part of the parish of Boreham.

Constitution of new parish of Chelmer Village

18— (1)

)
©)
(4)

®)
(6)

Afnew parish, comprising the area outlined with a blue line on the map and labelled “K”
shall be constituted within the city.

The name of the new parish shall be Chelmer Village.

The new parish shall have the alternative style of village.

In consequence of paragraph (1) of this article, the area of the new parish shall cease to be
part of the existing parish of Springfield.

The number of councillors to be elected for the parish of Chelmer Village shall be 15.
The election of all parish councillors for the parish of Chelmer Village shall be held on
the ordinary day of election of councillors in 2023.

Number of parish councillors for the parish of Springfield

19— (1)
(2
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Annual meeting of parish council

20.— The annual meeting of the new parish councils of Chelmer Village and Chelmsford Garden
Community in 2023 shall be convened by the Monitoring Officer [name of officer] of the
Chelmsford City Council. The meeting shall take place no later than 14 days after the day on
which the councillors elected to the new parish council take office.

Electoral register

21.— The registration officer for the city shall make such rearrangement of, or adaptation of;\thé
register of local government electors as may be necessary for the purposes of, and in
consequence of, this Order.

Transitional provision

22.— Until the councillors elected to the council of the new parish of Chelmer Village at the
elections to be held on the ordinary day of election of councillors:in 2023 come into office, the
new parish shall be represented by those persons who immediately before 1st April 2023 are
the elected councillors for the city wards of [names].

23.— Until the councillors elected to the council of the new parish of Chelmsford Garden
Community at the elections to be held on the.ordinary day of election of councillors in 2023
come into office, the new parish shall be represented by those persons who immediately
before 1st April 2023 are the elected counciblors for the city wards of [names].

Order date

24.— 1st April [year] is the order'date for the purposes of the Local Government (Parishes and
Parish Councils) (England) Regulations 2008.

Sealed with the seal efithe council on the [day e.g. 31st] day of [month] 2022.

[Signature]
[day e.g. 31st] [month] [year] [Title of signatory]
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SCHEDULE 1

article 9.—

WARDS OF THE PARISH OF RUNWELL

NAMES AND AREAS OF WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

Column (1) Column (2) Column (3)
Name of Ward Area of Ward Number of Councillors
Runwell West The existing parish ward of Runwell West. 7
1
AN\
St Lukes The area marked “A” on the map comprising the 2 Q‘{\‘
residential development of St Lukes and surrounds, ,
currently within the existing ward of Runwell East. N
y g (§
Runwell East The remainder of the existing ward of 4 )
Runwell East. @
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SCHEDULE 2

article 12.—

ALTERATION OF AREAS OF PARISHES AND PARISH WARDS

Column (1) Column (2) Column (3) Column (4) Column (5)
Area Parish from | Parish ward | Parish to which | Parish ward to
which omitted from which | added which added
omitted
“B” Great Baddow Rothmans ward Not applicable Not applicable
“C” Great Baddow Baddow Road Not applicable Not applicable
“D” Not applicable Not applicable Great Baddow Baddow Road
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SCHEDULE 3

article 16.—

ALTERATION OF AREAS OF PARISHES AND PARISH WARDS

Column (1) Column (2) Column (3) Column (4) Column (5)
Area Parish from | Parish ward | Parish to which | Parish ward to
which omitted from which | added which added
omitted
“F Broomfield Not applicable Chelmsford North ward
Garden
Community
“G” Little Waltham Not applicable Chelmsford North ward
Garden
Community
“H” Boreham Not applicable Chelmsford East ward
Garden
Community
“1” Springfield Springfield North | Chelmsford South ward
Garden
Community
“J” Springfield Chelmer Village | Chelmsford South-East ward
and Beaulieu Park| Garden
Community
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