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Dear Member 
 

This is the first newsletter we have written that is focused on the political issues that affect the town.  This follows a 

meeting of members held earlier this year when they endorsed the approach the committee was proposing to take on 

making its views clear.  Increasingly, we see the political backdrop as something that is handicapping the town.  It is 

partly the result of a lack of funding, but this is by no means all; there seems to be an unwillingness to communicate 

with ordinary residents, an antipathy towards action and a slide into bureaucratic inertia.   

 

There are many issues that members can confront electoral candidates with and ask them to talk about them publicly.  

Too often, councillors tell us they have taken a matter up but there is little evidence of this.  It is too easy for 

politicians of all sides to blame the other side for whatever is the problem:  most residents see this as both boring and a 

non-answer. At the very least, residents are entitled to have these things debated. 

 

We are not confining the comments made in this newsletter to any one political party.  They all carry some blame and, 

meanwhile, the town and its residents become all the poorer for it. 

  

 

 
Welcome to the second garden city! 
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۩ The current fad for garden cities 

 
A cry from the heart… 

 

‘More garden cities’ is the slogan of politicians presented with the dilemma of needing to build more homes whilst 

faced with the rejection by ordinary people of having massive changes to their own environments.  Quite rightly, 

‘garden cities’ seem to have been identified as nice places to live and excellent places to bring up families, so how 

much better it is to get large numbers of houses into the landscape than by associating the need with some comfortable 

style of living and pretty vistas for residents. 

 

What people reject is lousy design exemplified by boring ‘dwelling units’ as they advance into any landscape.  Even 

the National Planning Policy Framework is an attempt, in some measure, to impose more of the same by decree from 

central government.  But here, in paragraph 52, garden cities get a mention but that’s all.  Now, even the government 

appears concerned that the suggestion of their slogan “more garden cities” might have a negative effect on its re-

election chances in some areas.  Is it surprising? 

 

The slogan hides the fact that the real thinking on a better designed environment - call it what you will - has simply not 

been done, let alone properly legislated for.  What the garden city movement did was to unify the natural environment 

and the built environment into one, manage it as one, and make it intensively local and under the control of those who 

live there. 

 

What chance do more garden cities have under current legislation?  We suggest very little.  Central government frames 

national legislation as to which authority does what and how much can be spent; counties design the roads, imposing 

their county wide policies setting out how things should be done and the boroughs are concerned with the planning 

permissions for houses and conservation under national rules.  The Planning Inspectorate imposes its decisions for 

appeals based on national ideas about planning, so they all manage their aspect of the ‘garden city’ but, in truth, it 

satisfies few people.  Why?  Because there are too many authorities, residents are hardly involved and ‘local’ is barely 

recognised.  As a nation we have the craftsmanship and ingenuity to build exciting designs for real people to feel 

comfortable with, yet we seem to be unable to manage the incredible bureaucracy that we erect to stop things 

happening satisfactorily.   

 

Legislation does not even acknowledge what a garden city is, let alone encourage it to flourish.  For example, our 

garden city is the only one in the country where a local authority is charged with maintaining it as it was originally 

designed.  However, our local authority has exercised its stewardship badly over the years.  Why? - Because it sees the 

residents of the town as an irritant within the wider borough.  It all adds complexity to the way the Borough manages 

the overall (even the trees have to be managed as part of the streetscape) and it repeatedly fails to consult residents on 

important issues.  Just a month or two back, it failed to consult residents even when it applied to itself for planning 

permission for an extension to its own council offices.  Don’t even bother to present a petition as it will find some 

legalistic way to ‘bin’ this anyway. 

 

It is not just the Borough Council which is at fault.  When the Commission for New Towns was wound up, the assets 

of the town were sold and the ‘dividend’ taken into the Treasury, thereby destroying the very means the town needed 

to manage its own environment and enforce its management scheme.  Did they put in place some alternate way of 

financing the place?  Hardly!  Does the current system of providing for local council finance even recognise the issue?  

Hardly!   

 

The point is that a ‘garden city’ has to be managed and nurtured both as a garden and as a city; otherwise it simply 

reverts to the norm for new towns.  That, we suggest, is simply counterproductive to what politicians actually want: 

more homes.  What is pretty certain is that people simply reject more new towns. 

 

So new towns need more than a mere development authority for success; it needs a load of other people to keep out of 

it for at least a century or more and for the Treasury to keep its hands off its assets for ever. 

 

But gosh, doesn’t a good slogan sound great?   

 

The Society intends to make a submission shortly to the Communities and Local Government Commons Select 

Committee on the NPPF (the National Planning Policy Framework) on this very point and, subject to the agreement of 

the appropriate parliamentary authorities, will publish its submission on the Society web site in due course. 



   3 

 
۩  The Society’s petition on the council office extension 

 

 
A memorial to authoritarian local government 

 

Last December, the Society presented a petition, consisting of more than 1,500 signatures, asking for the proposed 

extension to the council offices to be opened to a full consultation across the Borough and that the Council publishes 

full details of its proposals.  Note that this petition requested action in areas outside the normal planning requirements.  

The Society felt, and still feels that where the Council seeks approval from itself for planning approvals of this sort, 

then it should seek the widest possible involvement and scrutiny. 

 

The status of our petition on the council office extension is now being pursued with the Local Authority Ombudsman.  

Again, this follows the meeting of Society members held earlier in the year. 

 

The complaint is a simple one.  Over 1,500 local people signed the Society’s petition.  Under the Welwyn & Hatfield 

Borough Council (WHBC) Constitution this is enough to ensure that the petition "will" be heard and debated in full 

Council.  This in itself would not be for a long period but at least the full Council would have to listen to some 

comments that the Society wished to put to it.  This has not happened; neither has the petition been presented or 

debated at any of the Council Committees.   

 

The petition was sent by the WHBC Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to the Development Management Committee 

(DMC), as he believed it was a planning matter.  However, his own officials deemed it inappropriate to consider it 

there, since they did not regard it as a planning matter.  This was a point the Society had previously made to the CEO.  

The Society maintains that the petition was not presented or debated at the DMC and the Council also decided it was 

inappropriate for consideration by any of the Overview & Scrutiny Committees, so we argue that the Council has not 

considered the petition at all. 

 

When the matter came to the DMC, the audience present heard that the petition was not deemed to be a planning 

matter and was accordingly not considered.  The Officer appeared to be reading from a written paper.  Subsequently, 

the Society sought sight of the statement on that written paper but was told that the statement made was based only on 

a series of notes to which the Officer was referring.  It was also stated that these notes did not amount to a prepared 

written statement.  The minutes subsequently stated that the petition was considered at the DMC but that it merited no 

weight and therefore was discounted. 

 

The Society maintains that had the matter been properly considered at the DMC, then the Society should have been 

given the right to introduce the petition in accordance with the rights of citizens set out in the Summary of the WHBC 

Constitution.  No invitation to do so was extended to the Society Officers present at the DMC meeting, and they 

assumed (wrongly as it happened) that the Council had changed its mind and the matter would be heard in full Council 

after all.  Therefore, the Society Officers then present did not seek to question the action of the DMC at the time.   
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The Council was applying to its own Planning Department for planning approval to an extension to its own offices.  It 

has a well trodden consultative route for public consultation on major issues that arise from time to time in the 

Borough.  The Society was seeking to have this matter pushed through this consultative process, as there had been a 

public outcry to the proposals the Council had announced.  Unfortunately, under the current administration, the 

Council has a very bad record on consultation (eg, the fiascos of the King George V Playing Field and the High Ropes 

project at Stanborough - both touched on later in this newsletter) and these are harming the town and all the residents 

within the Borough.   

 

It was also quite apparent from the minutes of the various Council committees that the Cabinet wanted the project 

agreed quickly and that it was already behind schedule.  All this is a recipe for more trouble and, as a result, there was 

confusion and pressure on the two departments most affected:  Finance, which was the client for the office extension 

and Planning, which was the legal authority for granting its approval. 

 

Where projects of this sort arise, the Society believes it is essential that the input of residents is effectively taken into 

account and that proper consideration is seen to be given to their views; otherwise, the Council will be seen as judge 

and jury in its own court.  The Council has chosen not to take this route and, by refusing to consider this petition, 

failed in one of its prime obligations to its citizens: namely, to consult and listen to them.  A step in the right direction 

with regard to promoting greater public awareness and inclusion in council meetings would be to record them and 

have them available to view on the internet.  The actual meeting is then captured for posterity, removing any 

ambiguity that may be apparent in the council’s own minutes. This is already being done by two of our neighbouring 

authorities.   

  

Whatever the ruling from the Ombudsman, the Council has not shown itself to be willing to listen to residents, despite 

another requirement in its Constitution to “support the active involvement of citizens in the process of local authority 

decision-making”.  Above all, it is essential when councils are seeking to legitimise their own actions that they open 

themselves to proper and full outside scrutiny.  This has not happened in this case.  However, the situation is that the 

town will get an extension to the Council office that many residents will always regard as inappropriate and obtained 

without their active involvement. 

 

It is deeply ironic to note that in the very same month that the Council decided to ignore the Society’s petition asking 

for the Council office extension to be submitted to consultation with residents, it also approved a new formalised 

procedure relating to consultation.  Society members will find a new paper called “Development Consultation 

Forums” explaining how residents will be able to participate in future, major development proposals.  The preface of 

this new consultation process reads, “This is a new process for Welwyn Hatfield and is being established in the hope 

that it will improve the planning process in connection with schemes that would have a wider impact on the local 

community within the Borough.” 

 

The Society’s committee wondered if the Council office extension would have fallen into the criteria for eligibility of 

projects that could be subject to this new process.  This is unclear, though perhaps it might have fallen under the 

heading of “Potentially controversial proposals, identified by the Case Officer”.  Who knows? 

 

Meanwhile, we await a decision from the Ombudsman. 

 

۩  King George V Playing Field, High Ropes, responsibilities and consultation 
 

The report into the King George V Playing Field (KGV) and High Ropes fiasco and the response of this administration 

to the problems of these two projects goes to the heart of what is wrong with the way this Council operates.  

Essentially, the report on KGV blamed all the ‘underlings’ and the councillors own role in the affair is simply passed 

over. 

 

Indeed, we saw the administration urgently seeking to distance itself from what went wrong.  Its answer was to say 

that the Council must now take a closer interest in what Finesse Leisure is doing in the first instance - thereby 

implying that its so-called leisure contractor is somehow an entity trading on an arm’s length basis from the Council.  

Where was the councillor scrutiny of the Finesse management structure that was supposed to be in control of the KGV 

project?   After all, there were two Welwyn Hatfield councillors on the Board of Finesse throughout the period?  What 

were they doing?  
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Finesse (the trading name of Welwyn Hatfield Leisure Ltd) continues to receive a large fee from the Council every 

year and but for this support, would collapse.  It is the old Council leisure department separated as a legal entity from 

the Council and remains headquartered in the council’s own Campus West building.  When it was set up by this 

administration, the formal controls and full scrutiny by councillors seem to have been lost, along with the right of 

residents to seek information from it under the Freedom of Information Act.  The consequence of this initial decision 

was that councillors were putting the best part of £1M expenditure per annum and its operations beyond public 

scrutiny. 

 

So lending Finesse another £200,000 for some project just meant it fell into the same black hole.  Then, we have 

another £500,000 budgeted to Finesse for the High Ropes project which residents never wanted in the first place.  The 

Council’s projected total cost of this Splashlands replacement project is between £1.8M and £2.3M, a very significant 

sum in these cash strapped times.  Still the lesson may not been learned.  Councillor Dean is on record as saying, “I 

would suggest that Finesse will learn a very serious lesson about consultation”.  How ironic is that?  

 

We now learn that the Council is taking its own creation, Finesse, along with its building contractor to court over the 

accident that took place immediately prior to the scheduled opening of the High Ropes project.  We make no 

comments on the merit or otherwise of the case but if Finesse gets fined, who is to pay the bill?  Presumably the 

Council!  How absurd is that?  So if the Council is seeking to distance itself from Finesse yet again, it barely seems 

credible. Where the councillor scrutiny of the Finesse management structure that one assumes was was supposed to be 

in control of the High Ropes project and its operation?  Again, there were two councillors on the Finesse Board 

throughout the period.  What were they doing? 

 
(Photos care of Welwyn Hatfield Times) 

 
King George V Playing Field 

 
High Ropes 

 

It is essential that the Council keeps proper control and scrutiny over all its operations, including those in the so called 

arm’s length organisations it has set up - after all residents are entitled to have full sight of what the town’s money has 

been invested in and to know that councillors are being diligent in ensuring the Council’s operations are being 

properly managed.  The Society urges the Cabinet to regain this control; and it should also agree voluntarily to accept 

enquiries, under Freedom of Information terms, into all its so called arm’s length operations.  This is in the interests of 

the Borough as a whole. 

 

If full transparency were the general approach and much greater weight given to engaging in real dialogue with 

residents by the Cabinet, then councillors, the Council, the whole Borough and all council tax payers would be the 

better for it.  Finally, if councillors are placed in positions of responsibility, residents are entitled to ensure they carry 

out their roles effectively and that is something that their review to date has failed to tackle.  As previously mentioned, 

better recording of council meetings would go some way towards achieving this. 

 

Incidentally, the report’s recommendation as regards councillor activity on the boards of Finesse or other third party 

contractor is stated as, “It would be helpful for councillors who have been appointed to sit on the board of a third party 

provider of the project to be given clarification of their role as a ‘council representative’.”  The Society considers this 

to be desperately weak and confirmation that councillors had little idea what their job was.  This is very worrying. 
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۩  Borough councillors’ responsibilities 
 

Time and time again we have come across the problems of councillors saying one thing to us and voting another way 

in some committee.  Seemingly, once elected, they appear to acquire some wider responsibility. 

 

The Society does not think that this is acceptable.  When residents vote for a ward councillor they expect him or her to 

take up issues that they raise with them fearlessly, and to push so far as they are able to ensure that action is taken or 

an issue properly raised.   

 

The Society believes that a ward councillor’s duty is to his or her ward.  With rare exceptions, they are not making 

decisions for the entire borough.  It is not for them to make decisions in the great majority of cases: they are merely 

making recommendations, and it is the Cabinet that makes decisions. 

We looked into this and to our surprise found that this borough is the only one within the entire county that has a 

strange clause within its Constitution covering this.  This is the letter we sent to the Welwyn & Hatfield Times on the 

matter: 

 

“Dear Sir 

 

We have periodically challenged individual councillors on the action they have taken at council meetings and the 

apparent differences between what they have said in public and the manner in which they have subsequently voted or 

not voted at council meetings. 

 

The explanation given to us has always been: “We have to take into account the effect on the wider borough”, or 

words to that effect.  So let’s examine this. 

 

It is based on the Constitution of the Council that includes amongst the key roles of councillors: “All councillors will 

make decisions in the interests of the whole council area”.   It is curious that in none of the constitutions of any of the 

other councils within Hertfordshire could we find a similar obligation.  

 

All other councils within the county focus on the role of councillors representing their wards.  True, the Welwyn 

Hatfield Borough Constitution also states councillors will “represent the interests of their communities, wards and 

individual constituents and bring their views into the council's decision making process, ie become the advocate of and 

for their communities, wards and individual constituents”, but councillors seem to treat this obligation as subordinate 

to the wider borough. 

 

The perception is that councillors fail to stand up for their wards and it is only very rarely that a ward councillor will 

refuse to toe the party line, let alone speak out against it.  Whilst we think this is convenient for all the political parties, 

we do not think this is in the interest of the electorate and it is certainly not why residents vote for any councillor in the 

first place. 

 

So we think the Constitution should be altered to bring it more into line with other boroughs in the county.” 

 

This newsletter went to press before any response to our letter could be printed. 

 

۩  The third garden city lecture 

 

The third garden city lecture jointly promoted by the Welwyn Garden City Society and the Welwyn Garden City 

Heritage Trust will take place on 25 June 2014 in the Campus West Theatre at 7.30 pm.  All seats must either be 

booked in advance through the Campus West box office or on the day, if still available.  The entry cost of £1.50 per 

person covers Campus West’s expenses so the audience will be invited to make a donation to Trust/Society funds on 

leaving the theatre. 

 

The subject will be Mr Andrés Duany’s submission to the Wolfson Economics Prize, and should offer a fascinating 

insight into modern garden city planning.  The winner of the £250,000 prize - announced earlier in the month - will be 

awarded to the entrant who offers the best answer to the question “How would you deliver a new garden city which is 

visionary, economically viable, and popular?”  
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Andrés Duany is among the most influential architects in the world today.  Famed as the designer of Seaside, Florida, 

he began his career as a modernist designing stylish high-rises in late 1970s Miami.  An epiphany brought on by Léon 

Krier, prompted Duany to change direction to build urban communities.  He formed a town planning design company 

with his business partner and wife, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, and began planning, writing and lecturing around the 

world.  

 

At the invitation of Lord Salisbury, Andrés Duany oversaw the Hertfordshire Charette and later undertook the same 

function for the Hatfield Old Town Charette.  He has also given leading edge lectures on the role and creation of 

Garden Cities at the University of Hertfordshire. 

 

NB  A ‘Charette’ is a structured meeting of interested parties, chaired by an independent person, seeking to explore an 

issue so as to reach common ground. 

 

۩  Estate Management Scheme (EMS) 
 

The EMS, despite its shortcomings in management and enforcement, has still enabled the town to stick to its origins.  

Interestingly, the matter has surfaced as an issue in the local elections and quite rightly so.  The way the Council 

administers the town has been very poor in recent years - the issues are reflected in a letter recently sent by the Society 

to the Welwyn & Hatfield Times. 

 

 
Who cares? 

 

“Dear Sir 

 

No doubt residents will be pleased to learn that Graham Dowler, one of the candidates for the Handside ward elections 

this coming May, feels able to reassure them that there is no truth in the suggestion made by the current incumbent, 

Councillor Tony Skottowe, that there is a plan to “kill off” the Estate Management Scheme (EMS). 

 

It is hardly surprising that a number of residents have come to the same conclusion since many will argue that the 

Council is intent on killing off the scheme by “benign neglect” and the Welwyn Garden City Society suspects that they 

may be correct in arriving at that view.  Let’s look at the facts. 
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With the full support of this Society, the EMS was brought up to date and agreed by the Council on 7 October 2008.  

New documentation was prepared and it was all based on specific actions by the Council which had committed to 

ensure the scheme would be managed properly henceforward. 

 

Essentially, the plan envisaged the following: 

 

1. Refresh and re-launch 

2. A budget would support the EMS  

3. There would be effective enforcement 

4. The profile of EMS would be raised 

5. EMS would be promoted. 

 

That is what the Society was told.  The words used in support of the Council’s action were that “a line in the sand” 

would be drawn on past errors, and residents could look forward to better management of the scheme in the future. 

 

What happened? 

 

After the re-launch early in the following year, the Society found it very difficult to find out exactly what was taking 

place in terms of action and, despite repeated reassuring statements, it was far from evident over the following few 

years that anything had changed.  Out of the blue in March 2012, without any notice or consultation with anybody, a 

new body, an Estate Management Panel was set up by the Council to deal with appeals against decisions taken by the 

then Planning Committee (since renamed the Development Management Committee) on EMS matters.  The Society 

had earlier submitted its views as to how an appeal body should be constituted, but no regard was taken of that input:  

it remains a group of local politicians simply doing their best and, specifically, they do not have access to properly 

independent professional advice which, in our view, is essential. 

 

We then learned that there was a backlog of outstanding enforcement cases, many of which have been allowed through 

due to the time delays involved.  Even now, it is difficult to be certain how many outstanding cases there are.  Indeed, 

it is unclear how many, if indeed any, cases have now been enforced. 

 

What is alarming is the attitude and actions of the Chairman of the Estate Management Panel, Councillor Jon 

Beckerman.  He seems to think that, when there is an equality of votes on his panel, voting against the Officers’ 

recommendations is in order, when actually it is creating still more inconsistency in managing the scheme.  We think 

that his actions have certainly contributed to the view that the Council wants to kill the scheme off.  Furthermore, the 

Society has now learned that Officers have been tasked to report on the future of the scheme; and we would hope and 

expect that the Society and residents will be properly consulted on the matter.  We think that this is essential. 

 

The EMS has been the mechanism that has ensured that the town has retained its own identity amid an ocean of 

“cloned” towns up and down the country.  This identity is the most important point of “differentiation” that the town 

can now offer if it is ever to re-energise its own town centre.  Any scheme which is intended to ensure that our unique 

identity is maintained has to be properly managed and enforced. 

 

What is now certain is that residents of the town are entitled to ask some challenging questions about the future of the 

EMS in the forthcoming local election.  They will need to see real determination and action from the Council and its 

leadership, rather than fine words from any election candidate.  They want to see genuine support for the residents of 

the town from its Council after effective consultation with them.” 

 

The leadership of the Council subsequently released a statement on the matter which reads as follows: 

 

“Welwyn Garden City is famous throughout the world.  At a time when the concept of garden cities is being discussed 

nationally I believe it is important that we start to look again at the management scheme to see whether we can 

improve its effectiveness in order to maintain and improve the town. To that end I have asked officers to start planning 

the review over the next few months, and that is all that has happened at this stage. Clearly there will need to be 

further discussion and consultation at the appropriate time. We all want a town which is fit for modern living but 

where the garden city ethos is as strong as ever. It is disappointing that neither Councillor Skottowe nor the WGC 

Society saw fit to contact me once the ‘rumours’ about killing off the management scheme started to circulate.”  
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Our response to this announcement was as follows: 

 

“The Welwyn Garden City Society is pleased to learn that Councillor Dean intends that the effectiveness of the Estate 

Management Scheme is to be improved and that is the purpose of the review that he has initiated.  As up to now the 

Society’s concerns and those of residents have not been addressed, this statement from the Council Leader will start to 

allay their fears.  So we look forward to working with Council officials on improving the effectiveness of the scheme.” 

 

This response was also carried in the paper. 

 

۩  A town council for Welwyn Garden City 

 

Following the meeting of members earlier in the year, we can confirm the Society’s position on the proposal to have a 

local town council for Welwyn Garden City.  That this proposal should be made is not surprising, but the Society’s 

view is that whilst the analysis is right, the solution is inappropriate. 

 

The Society thinks the proposal is a reflection of the views of many residents who feel that the existing administration 

in the Borough Council does not care about the town, other than to issue the occasional fine words about its pedigree.  

Indeed, we have seen an increasing desire on the part of the leadership of the Borough Council to be rid of the special 

demands that have been imposed upon it in order to safeguard its heritage for future generations.  It is possible that 

this may change following the leadership’s recent statement about the Estate Management Scheme, but time and 

events will tell.  

 

Residents might suppose that the Welwyn Garden City Society would jump at the chance of seeing a town council in 

place, but that is not the case.  As they say, you have to be very careful what you wish for; it is one thing to seek to 

manage your own affairs, but the Society does not think that a town council would have the authority or the resources 

to do this on those issues that matter most to the town. 

 

 
Not so much greensward as yellowsward! 

 

There are two key elements that a town council needs if it is to manage the place properly.  We are a garden city: this 

requires both the natural environment and the built environment to be managed as a single entity.  Sadly, today, local 

government is not organised in this way.  Responsibilities are already split between county and the borough.  Adding a 

town council to the mix will bring very little benefit, and certainly increase costs to residents.  The latter seems to the 

Society to be out of place in this period of austerity which we know is planned to continue for some years to come. 
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Under a town council, responsibility for the built environment (ie planning) and the environment would not change: 

these would remain with the borough.  It is these two elements that residents are most concerned about.  With a town 

council, residents would still not get local control over these two key elements that are central to what the place stands 

for.  The town would find it just had a different body able only to determine relatively unimportant issues (eg 

determining the location of park benches) and manage a number of facilities that currently are the responsibility of the 

Borough Council but with little or no additional funding for those facilities. 

 

However, the Society does think that some minor changes in the way the Borough is organised would enable residents 

to feel that they have greater control over their town.  These would make local councillors more accountable to their 

electorate than they are at present: 

 

1) Ward councillors should form a Welwyn Garden City panel - just as many other local councils do already - to 

ensure that their views are properly taken into account by the Cabinet.  The Cabinet should be required to consult 

with the panel on all matters that relate to the management of the town. 

 

2)    The current Development Management Committee (formerly the Planning Committee) should be split into two, 

giving responsibility to locally elected ward councillors for planning issues within the town.  This is done elsewhere in 

the country. 

 

3)   Add independent advice to the Estate Management Appeals Committee (EMAC) as this Society has long 

advocated.  Currently, it seems that some ward councillors are determined to ignore the advice given to them by their 

own planning officers, and are following a highly political path that will surely result in the destruction of the garden 

city as we know it and which has also had the potential to be damaging to property values.  Adopting our suggestion 

would give some consistency to the decisions EMAC might take in the future. 

 

We are already on record as stating that it is difficult to see the point of electing ward councillors if their views are not 

even canvassed, let alone taken into account by the Cabinet when it makes decisions about the town. By adopting our 

proposals, residents would get their views heard by the decision makers on the two key issues that are really important 

to the town.  The approach also has the benefit of almost negligible costs in comparison with a town council, and 

avoids the bureaucracy that a town council would generate. 

 

There remains the issue of county wide decisions that are taken without any regard to the town.  You would have 

thought by now that county authorities would know that there are conservation areas within the town that require 

slightly different road markings, lamp posts that should match a particular specification, pavements that should be 

repaired with paving stones rather than asphalt, etc, etc, but time and time again their contractors start work with the 

incorrect materials and too often it has to be done afresh, at unnecessary public expense.  That is a county issue to be 

rectified once and for all. 

 

Finally we ask the basic question: “Would a town council make any difference?”  We don’t think so. What is needed 

is a Borough Council Cabinet that listens and takes residents’ views into account. Getting closer to residents by 

consulting with their ward councillors and taking their views into account would be a good start. 

 

۩ Any thoughts or observations on this newsletter and/or the issues within, would be very much appreciated.  You can 

get in touch with the newsletter coordinator, Sheila O’Reilly, by email on sheila.oreilly@talktalk.net or by telephone 

on 01707 324272.  Alternatively, you can go online and approach the Society via the website (given at the top of page 

one) and the relevant person will get back to you. 


