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Crawley Down Community Governance Review :  Submission to Second Consultation 

Additional Evidence of the separate nature of Copthorne and Crawley Down and of community 

cohesion in Crawley Down 

Evidence of Community Cohesion – Supporting the Community in the Pandemic 

It is a matter of fact that when the first lockdown was introduced in March 2020 the two villages set 

up separate community support groups.  There was no Worth Parish coordinated response, just 

separate responses for Copthorne and Crawley Down.  Copthorne residents had the advantage that 

they could use facilities like the telephone answering system in the Parish Offices.  

Evidence of Community Cohesion – Resisting DPD Site SA22 

DPD site SA22 (Land North of Burleigh Lane) is a proposed development of 50 new homes on a 

greenfield site outside the village built-up area boundary.  In 2021 the site promoter wrote to house 

owners in Woodlands Close seeking to buy a property with the intention of knocking it down to 

create an access into the proposed site.  The promoter offered to pay £250,000 above the value of 

the property.  Woodlands Close is a cul de sac with strong sense of community as many of the 

families have lived there for approaching 50 years.   They all refused the Promoters offer and the 

DPD Inspector, Mr Fox, recognised this by removing Woodlands Close as a possible access in his 

Main Modifications. 

The promoter then tried to establish an access to the site through the Burleigh Woods estate in 

which the common areas, including the roads, are owned by the Burleigh Woods Residents 

Association.  The promoter offered all 71 members of the Association a share estimated to be 

£8,000 each and arranged a secret ballot in May 2022.  The residents, many of whom would have 

been unaffected by the development, and despite being a relatively new community, displayed the 

same community cohesion as the Woodlands Close residents, and refused the offer.  In doing so 

they recognised the negative impacts of such development on the rest of the village community in 

terms of access to school places, health services, utilities and other infrastructure. 

Copthorne and Crawley Down are separate communities – Major Events 

Major entertainment events such as the Copthorne Carnival, the Crawley Down Fayre and the Gig on 

the Green are organised by entirely separate community groups in each village.  The role of Worth 

Parish Council is limited to granting permission for the use of its land, and the occasional award of 

grants, but it does not attempt to foster greater coordination or sharing of knowledge and skills. 

Copthorne and Crawley Down are separate communities - The WPC Vision Document 

The WPC response to the first consultation highlighted1 the preparation of a “Vision document – a 

business plan covering a rolling five-year period”.  WPC adopted Draft Version 6.0 of this document 

at a Council meeting on 25th July 2022.  The document presented to Council is reproduced in full at 

Appendix A.  Referring to the last three pages and setting aside the lack of any milestones or other 

time information in the ‘Roadmap’, the key point to highlight is that the document deals with the 

1
 P128 of https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/8172/worth-parish-council-community-governance-review-

first-consultation-summary-of-responses.pdf retrieved 12th August 2022 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/8172/worth-parish-council-community-governance-review-first-consultation-summary-of-responses.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/8172/worth-parish-council-community-governance-review-first-consultation-summary-of-responses.pdf


two villages as separate entities.  There is no vision for Worth Parish, just separate visions for 

Copthorne and Crawley Down.  Separation will not prevent joint working on projects and the cluster 

group of Parish Councils in the North of Mid Sussex already share Speed Indicator Devices.  The 

document confirms the position taken by Cllr Walker as Parish Chairman in 2012 when he requested 

authority to prepare separate Neighbourhood Plans and the Petitioner’s submission to the first 

consultation on the duplication in the operational structure of WPC: 

The operational structure of Worth Parish Council is comprised of two parallel streams of sub-

committees and working groups for each village reporting into an executive structure that controls 

finance and provides the personnel function (see Figure 1).   

In the WPC model, the Environment Working Groups have no decision making powers and must 

make recommendations to one of the executive committees.  The Crawley Down Village Council will 

follow the same model as Turners Hill Parish Council with a single meeting each month providing 

decision making covering all issues. 

Local Councillors and Residents in favour of a separate Crawley Down Village Council 

Alex Cruickshank 

Ian Gibson 

Sally Gibson 

John Hitchcock 

John Plank 
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Crawley Down Community Governance Review :  Submission to Second Consultation 

Additional costs arising from the creation and running of a Crawley Down Village Council 

There are three separate areas of cost associated with the creation of a new Council: 

1. The costs of the Community Governance Review into the creation of the new Council.

2. The ‘one-off’ costs associated with setting up the new Council.

3. The Precept required to support the annual budget of the new Council.

The position of the ‘Petitioners’ as stated in their submission to the first Consultation1 and in other 

documents, is that the costs of the Community Governance Review will be met by Mid Sussex, the 

one-off costs will be modest and can be met from the new Council’s share of Worth Parish Council 

(WPC) reserves, and the improved service can be delivered without any increase in the Parish 

Council tax paid by Crawley Down residents.  The one-off cost was estimated to be £20K and the 

annual budget of the new Council was estimated to be £161K (FY21/22). 

The costs of the Community Governance Review into the creation of the new Council. 

These costs are made up of postage and printing costs and MSDC staff effort.  No figures are 

available for the latter but the postage costs are understood to be £13,3302. These costs have been 

incurred whether or not a new Council is created and Mid Sussex have indicated that the postage 

costs will not be charged to the new Council, should one be created3. 

This is same position as was taken by Sevenoaks District Council in the 2005/6 Hextable CGR.  

Sevenoaks employed the Electoral Reform Society to undertake the consultation and prepare a 

report at a cost of £9,2054.   

The City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council appears to have taken the contrary view that the 

estimated £4,000 costs of the 2015/16 CGR consultation that led to the creation of Bingley Town 

Council should be charged to the new Council5 (see Appendix C).  However, this cost was not 

included in the 2016/17 budget for Bingley Town Council6 (Appendix D) as Bradford carried the cost 

themselves7. 

The cost of the Crawley Down CGR is in line with that of Hextable (allowing for inflation), but 

significantly more than that of Bingley due to the use of a second consultation and three mailings.  

1
 The Case for a Crawley Down Village Council; 14

th
 April 2022 

2
 MSDC email to Petitioners dated 3

rd
 August 2022 - See Appendix A 

3
 MSDC email to Petitioners dated 9

th
 August 2022 - See Appendix B 

4
 See 

https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Electoral%20Arrangements%20Committee/200511151800/Agenda/Report
%20-%20Item%2003%20-%20Seperate%20Civil%20Parish%20for%20Hextable.pdf  
5
 See https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-

2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10 p693 retrieved 12
th

 August 2022 
6
 See https://bingleytowncouncil.gov.uk/documents/budget-2016-

2017/?wpdmdl=27449&refresh=62f621fe4a8f61660297726 retrieved 12
 
August 2022 

7
 See https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-

2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10 p736 retrieved 12
th

 August 2022  

https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Electoral%20Arrangements%20Committee/200511151800/Agenda/Report%20-%20Item%2003%20-%20Seperate%20Civil%20Parish%20for%20Hextable.pdf
https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Electoral%20Arrangements%20Committee/200511151800/Agenda/Report%20-%20Item%2003%20-%20Seperate%20Civil%20Parish%20for%20Hextable.pdf
https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10
https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10
https://bingleytowncouncil.gov.uk/documents/budget-2016-2017/?wpdmdl=27449&refresh=62f621fe4a8f61660297726
https://bingleytowncouncil.gov.uk/documents/budget-2016-2017/?wpdmdl=27449&refresh=62f621fe4a8f61660297726
https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10
https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10


This is useful information for budgeting for future Community Governance Reviews but is not 

relevant to the cost of setting up a new Council and will not be considered further. 

The ‘one-off’ costs associated with setting up the new Council 

The substantial discrepancy between the estimates prepared by the Petitioners and the Council have 

arisen primarily due to the absence of a clear understanding of, and lack of agreement on the items 

and activities that make up the ‘one-off’ or set-up costs.   

The Petitioner’s Approach 

The Petitioners view is that the costs involved apply to the period between the making of an order 

setting up the new Council by the District Council in September or October 2022 to the first Annual 

Meeting of the new Council in May 2023.  However, there is an overlap with the annual budget of 

the new Council which will commence on 1st April 2023 and activities which are considered to be 

normal Council business (e.g. the salaries of any staff TUPE transferred and ongoing contracts) 

should be set against the annual budget, not counted as an additional cost.  The Petitioners original 

estimate of £20,800 is in good agreement with the Bingley Town figure of £20,400 (Appendix C) 

although, as discussed earlier, the latter includes £4,000 CGR consultation costs that were ultimately 

not charged to the new Council.   

The Petitioners estimate of £20,800 included £10,000 for MSDC recharged costs (see Appendix E) 

which was understood to cover the same role as the interim clerk in the Bingley Town estimates.  

The interim clerk costs are also not included in the 2016/17 budget for Bingley Town Council 

(Appendix D) and the Petitioners have seen email correspondence which confirms that no interim 

clerk was recruited and Bradford City Council’s Solicitor arranged and ran the first meeting of the 

new Town Council8.  The one-off costs in the creation of Bingley Town Council are reduced to £7,300 

when the CGR costs (£4,000) and interim clerk (£9,100) are taken out. 

Figure 1. Project plan for creating a Crawley Down Parish Council (also at Appendix F) 

8 Email Cllr Ros Dawson, Bingley Town Council dated 9
th

 March 2022

Sep-22 Oct-22 Nov-22 Dec-22 Jan-23 Feb-23 Mar-23 Apr-23 May-23

Key Events / Lead 

Organisation

Council 28th 

September

TUPE outcome Precept Fixed Financial Year Starts Elections & 1st Annual 

Council

MSDC  Council makes 

Order setting up 

Agree Precepts for CDVC and 

WPC (Copthorne only)

CDVC Locum Clerk / 

Project Manager  

Agree CDVC precept with 

MSDC

CDVC Petitioners Purdah CDVC Established

WPC Agree WPC precept with 

MSDC

[X] indicates cost to be counted as contributing to the Cost of creating a separate Village Council for Crawley Down

[E] Locum Clerk / Project Manager  Salary 

Draft Standing Orders, Financial Regs, and Policies.

[G] Recruitment to fill posts as necessary after conclusion of TUPE process

Book or lease offices and meetings rooms. Set up first Annual Council Meeting 8th May 2023. Costs charged to CDVC 

annual budget as normal business

 Engage with WPC to seek agreement on reimbursing ongoing energy and other shared contracts costs from CDVC annual budget until contracts 

end.

[K] Recruitment to fill posts as necessary after conclusion of TUPE process[J] TUPE consultation with staff (direct consultation as fewer than 10 staff)

[I] Support WPC TUPE Consultation; issue HR support 

services contract with Cronos  (1yr contract)

Existing CD Ward Councillors support Locum Clerk / Project Manager  

[B] Payroll and other HR and accommodation costs for Locum Clerk / Project Manager, to be recharged to CDVC

 [H] Order Computers and other office equipment.

Support WPC led TUPE Consultation [F] Set up bank accounts, website and email addresses.

Determine separate taxbases for Crawley Down and 

Copthorne

[A] Recruit Locum Clerk / Project Manager Any continuing Locum Clerk / Project Manager costs 

charged to CDVC Annual Budget

[D] Local Elections 4th May.  Any costs to be charged to

CDVC annual budget as normal business

[C] Democratic Services/legal costs associated with 

implementing the Order



The Petitioners have reviewed their original estimates and prepared a more definitive project plan in 

order to better understand the activities involved and the contributions to the one-off costs (see 

Figure 1). 

The major changes are the inclusion of a Locum Clerk/Project Manager in addition to the £10,000 

MSDC recharged costs, and recognition that there are some WPC one-off costs that contribute to 

the creation of the new Council.  The revised estimate for the one-off costs is £32,016 which the 

Petitioners propose to meet from the new Councils share of WPC current reserves. A full breakdown 

of the costs is given in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 Petitioners estimate of one-off costs for setting up a Crawley Down Village Council 

The Council’s Approach 

The Petitioners have repeatedly requested a detailed breakdown of component costs to justify the 

highly damaging statement that the cost to residents could be circa £150,0009 and have urged MSDC 

to challenge WPC to provide evidence for the figure.   

On 27th October 2021 the Cllr Hodsdon provided the Petitioners with details to support an estimate 

of £100,000.  This was made up of £35,000 for TUPE related HR support, engagement with the staff 

union and other legal representation; £35,000 for the clerk’s pension; £15,000 for new lease 

agreements for the offices; and £15,000 for replacement services, equipment and unforeseen.  The 

Petitioners have questioned the validity of including these items in the one-off cost of setting-up a 

new Council and they have not figured in later revisions published by the Council. 

At a public meeting at the Haven Centre on 4th March 2022 Cllr Scott was repeated challenged by the 

Petitioners and members of the public to provide a detailed breakdown of the figure of £150,000, 

and in his concluding statement he read out a breakdown which is reported in the meeting record10: 

9
 WPC Leaflet circulated with the Mid Sussex first consultation announcement on 14

th
 February 2022 

10
 http://www.worth-

pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/Worth%20Parish%20Council%20Meeting%2004.03.22%20%20NOTES%20EDIT.
pdf  retrieved 12

th
 August 2022 

COST ITEMS 

(from Plan)

Lead 

Organisation

Estimated 

Costs

Purpose Evidence

[A] MSDC £2,000 Recruitment

[B] £2,000 Payroll Services

[C] £6,000 Legal costs

[D] CDVC £0 Elections Incl. in CDVC annual budget as ongoing cost

[E] £10,216 Loc Clerk / Proj Man  Salary NALC Scale point 33, 18 hrs/wk for 7 months

[F] £4,000 Website, etc

[G] £5,000 Computers, etc

[H] £1,000 Recruitment £0 if all staff TUPE transfer

[I] £800 HR support & services Written estimate from Croners

[J] WPC £500 TUPE Consultation Support

[K] £500 Recruitment Dependent on TUPE outcome

£32,016

MSDC email quoting £10,000 assumed to 

refer to these costs

http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/Worth%20Parish%20Council%20Meeting%2004.03.22%20%20NOTES%20EDIT.pdf
http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/Worth%20Parish%20Council%20Meeting%2004.03.22%20%20NOTES%20EDIT.pdf
http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/Worth%20Parish%20Council%20Meeting%2004.03.22%20%20NOTES%20EDIT.pdf


“Trevor Hodsdon had carried out a quick calculation of the costs involved in setting up Crawley Down 

Parish Council and these would be: Set up - £20,000; MSDC - £10,000; TUPE - £55,000; Legal - 

£10,000; cost of Project Manager or temporary Clerk £25,000 = £120,000.” 

When the need for better financial information in the second consultation was announced11, WPC 

agreed on a majority vote at a Council meeting on 30th May 2022 to appoint the Council’s Auditor to 

“produce two budgets, one for each potential new village council, and an estimate of division 

costs”12.  During the discussion of the appointment, the Petitioners expressed reservations over the 

independence of the Council’s Auditor and the scope of his contract, especially as the individual 

concerned had also chaired the Council’s meeting on 4th March in Crawley Down when the need for 

a detailed breakdown of the £150,000 had been requested and Cllr Scott had instead listed a 

breakdown for a figure of £120,000.   

The Parish Council gave the Auditor a new figure of £90,830 for the one-off costs and published a 

breakdown on its website13: 

Table 2 WPC estimate of one-off costs for setting up a Crawley Down Village Council 

As indicated above, the public mailshots are not part of the costs of creating the new council.  The 

£35,000 for the locum clerk is based on £40 per hour based on advice from WSALC and is equivalent 

to point 61 on the 62 point NALC pay scales! The Petitioners are of the opinion that the 

administrative functions involved in setting up a new Village Council do not justify a £77K annual 

salary.  This is also an opportunity to note that WSALC refused to give any advice or support to the 

Petitioners despite advice from NALC that they should do so.  This is clearly contrary to the spirit of 

current legislation on local representation. 

In his analysis, the Auditor does not challenge any of the figures from the Council or the Petitioners, 

nor does he attempt to reconcile the differences between them.  He simply states that a sum 

between £50,000 and £60,000 would not be unreasonable without giving any breakdown or other 

evidence.  This is a disappointment, particularly as the Petitioners wrote to him and offered to make 

themselves available for a discussion.   

11 The existing governance arrangements should continue, subject to further & better financial 
information being submitted to the 2nd public consultation. 
12

 http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/_Minutes/136455-May_30th_2022_Full_Council_Minutes.pdf 
retrieved 12th August 2022. 
13

 http://www.worth-
pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/WPC%20Cost%20Breakdown%20%20JN%20v4%20FINAL.pdf retrieved 12

th
 

August 2022 

http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/_Minutes/136455-May_30th_2022_Full_Council_Minutes.pdf
http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/WPC%20Cost%20Breakdown%20%20JN%20v4%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/CGR/WPC%20Cost%20Breakdown%20%20JN%20v4%20FINAL.pdf


An attempt to reconcile the two sets of figures sent to the Auditor 

The breakdown of costs in Table 2 provides a basis for comparison between the Council and the 

Petitioners estimates.  The Council estimates need to be adjusted to remove the cost of the 

mailshots and the double counting of the £10K MSDC recharged costs which are shown separately 

and also included in the £20K CDVC start-up costs. When the corrected breakdown is averaged with 

the Petitioners figures, the estimated one-cost is £49,358 (see Table 3) which is in agreement with 

the lower bound of the Auditor’s estimate. 

Petitioners WPC WPC Corrected Average 

2x Mailshot £13,330 

Locum Clerk £10,216 £35,000 £35,000 £22,608 

MSDC Legal £10,000 £10,000 £10,000 £10,000 

CDVC start-up £10,000 £20,000 £10,000 £10,000 

Legal WPC £500 £10,000 £10,000 £5,250 

HR Consultancy £500 £2,500 £2,500 £1,500 

Total £32,216 £90,830 £67,500 £49,358 

Table 3 Analysis and averaging of Council and Petitioners estimates of the one-off costs of creating a 

new Council. 

However, the Petitioners remain unconvinced, based on the evidence on the costs of creating 

Bingley Town Council and Hextable Council, that the one-off costs of creating a Crawley Down 

Village Council will be as high as £49,358, but this figure supports the claim that the one-off costs of 

creating the new Council can be met from the new Councils share of the existing WPC reserves. 

The real importance of this figure, or indeed the auditors range of £50,000 and £60,000, in the 

context of the CGR is that they highlight how preposterous and damaging the Councils original 

estimate of £150,000 was.  The Councils position on the one-off costs is summarised in Figure 2 and 

contrasted with that of the Petitioners. 

 Figure 2. Evolution of the WPC and Petitioners estimates of the one-off costs during the CGR 

Consultation. 



The Petitioners believe that the submissions to the first consultation would have focussed less on 

the costs and more on the benefits of one or two Councils had the Council’s estimate of the cost 

been £50,000 instead of £150,000.  As nearly 100 of the 125 negative responses to the first 

consultation cited costs, this throws into doubt the draft recommendation from the first 

Consultation that “The case for division of assets and liabilities at reasonable cost is not sufficiently 

made.  At this time of cost-of-living crisis, many electors are not agreeable to this”.  The Parish 

Council has played on the concerns raised by the financial crisis that has emerged since the petition 

by publicising figures that it cannot justify.  Like the pandemic, the financial crisis creates a 

requirement for increased services support to residents not less.  Crawley Down residents deserve a 

Parish Council that has a presence in the village.  The financial crisis should be a driver for providing 

improved services not for continuing the current arrangements which puts supporting services in 

another village miles away. 

The Precept required to support the annual budget of the new Council 

The Petitioner’s Approach 

Following the first Consultation, the Petitioners undertook a review of their August 2021 annual 

budget estimate with a particular focus on the staff costs and the possible impacts of the TUPE 

process.  The main drivers that determine staff costs are the seniority of the staff required for a 

specific post and the hours required to be worked.  The Petitioners had no information on the 

salaries of individual WPC staff members or their hours worked.  The petitioners used the NALC 

standard calculator to determine the appropriate point on the NALC National Salary Scale for the 

clerk for WPC, a Crawley Down Village Council and a separate Copthorne Council.  The results are 

reported in Appendix G and were used in the budget analysis forwarded to the auditor (Appendix H). 

In preparing the staff costs estimate for the annual budget, the Petitioners considered two possible 

TUPE outcomes representing the different numbers of staff that could transfer to the new Council.   

The analysis indicates that both solutions are viable for the new Council, supporting the Petitioners 

assertion that the split will not result in any need for redundancy payments.  The full budget for the 

new Council was prepared using the TUPE outcome considered to be most likely (Appendix H). 

The Petitioners used figures from the Turners Hill Parish Council budget to inform both their staff 

cost estimates and the wider range of administrative costs in a Council budget.  The Auditor was 

critical of this choice and suggested that Hassocks Parish Council and Hurstpierpoint and Sayers 

Common Parish Council would provide more relevant examples.  The Petitioners dispute this and 

believe that the suggestion highlights a misunderstanding on the part of the Auditor on the scope of 

the new Council’s facilities and responsibilities. While WPC and a future Copthorne Council have 

similar facilities and responsibilities to Hassocks Parish Council and Hurstpierpoint and Sayers 

Common Parish Council, a Crawley Down Village Council will have significantly fewer. This is shown 

in Table 4. 

This is also reflected in the outcome of the NALC calculator for the seniority of staff in terms of 

position on the national pay scale 



Table 4. Facilities and responsibilities of different Parish Councils.  

It is more relevant to compare the different Band D Precepts for this group of Councils (Table 5).  It 

can be seen that WPC is considerably cheaper than Hassocks Parish Council and Hurstpierpoint and 

Sayers Common Parish Council, whereas a Copthorne Council would have a similar estimated Band D 

Precept14 to them on account of having similar facilities and responsibilities.  A Crawley Down Village 

Council will, however, have a similar estimated Band D Precept to WPC.  This highlights that the 

lower cost of the WPC Precept arises from the lower level of services provided to Crawley Down 

residents, 

Table 5. Taxbase and Precept details for several Parish Councils.  [The tax base estimates for Crawley 

Down and Copthorne are based on a street by street analysis of Council Tax Band undertaken for the 

Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan Review in 2019.] 

When the build-out of the Heathy Wood West of Copthorne development is complete in 2024/25, 
the tax base of Copthorne will rise to around 2,700 Band D equivalents and the estimate Band D 
Precept for a Copthorne Council will fall back to current levels. 

Comparison of Petitioners Estimated Budget with WPC Auditors Estimates 

The Petitioners note the Auditor’s comment that the methodology used by them in the preparation 
of an annual budget is “sound”. 

A number of the Auditor’s line entries in the baseline budget for WPC are different to those in the 
FY22/23 budget used by the Petitioners.  The differences are highlighted in orange cells in Appendix I 
and include a new line entry for staff training with a value of £3,000.  Appendix I also shows the 
Auditor’s changes to the Petitioners budget side by side on a line by line basis.  The Auditor increases 
17 of the 36 administrative costs, adding £28,411 (17%) to the Petitioner’s estimate, which is equal 
to an increase in Band D Precept of £10.  Many of the increases are small.  The Petitioners have 
reviewed all of the increases and identified four which they consider should be corrected 
(highlighted in the final column of Appendix I which is an adjusted budget for the new Council): 

14
 Based on the Petitioners budget estimates. 



 There is a difference of £6,000 in the figure for “Election Expenses” (£8,000 vs £2,000).  The
Petitioners estimate takes account of the existing WPC ear-marked reserve of £8,000 for
election expenses and the expectation that the £8,000 for election expenses in the current
(FY22/23) WPC budget will be transferred to that reserve raising it to £16,000.  At least half
of that reserve will be transferred to the new Crawley Down Village Council and the
Petitioners budget figure of £2,000 is therefore sufficient (taking the ear-marked reserve
into account)  to cover any election expenses.

 The Auditors estimates include a figure of £4,500 for “Councillors’ allowances”.  The
Petitioners see no need for an allowance as all Council meetings will be held within the
village.

 The figure of £3,000 for vehicle hire should be deleted as WPC owns its vehicles.

 The figure for “Litter and dog-bin emptying” should be £2,000 (i.e. half the current WPC
budget of £4,000).  This is an error in the Petitioners submission.

These corrections results in an estimate of £177,916 for FY23/24 budget for Crawley Down Village 
Council, an 11% increase over the Petitioners FY 22/23 estimate.  

The Petitioners regret that there was no opportunity to meet with the WPC Auditor and discuss the 
reasoning behind his increase of so many individual costs.  The Petitioners note that many of his 
costs estimates are significantly greater than the equivalent costs in the Turners Hill Parish Council 
revenue budget.  Turners Hill Parish Council is regarded as a well-managed Council. 

Additional Annual Costs of Two Councils over WPC 

The WPC Auditor concludes his analysis by calculating the difference between the revenue budget 
for WPC and the sum of the revenue budgets for Crawley Down and Copthorne as separate councils.  
He concludes that there is an increase of £51,456. 

The Petitioners undertook the same exercise in the estimated costs forwarded to him in June.  The 
Petitioners estimate of £39,987 is close to the Auditor’s estimate when the addition of staff training 
and the corrections noted above are taken into account. 

The Petitioners extended their analysis to include the difference if WPC were to make the same 
improvements in services that the Petitioners propose (i.e. open an office in Crawley Down and hold 
meetings there).  Based on this equivalent level of service, the estimated increased in annual 
operating costs of two councils over one is £3,252.    This cost can be seen to be a bargain when the 
other factors should as increased community cohesion and identity that will arise from the creation 
of the new Council are taken into account. 

In Conclusion 

The position of the ‘Petitioners’ essentially remains unchanged.  The one-off costs (£32,214) are 

modest and can be met from the new Council’s share of WPC reserves. The improved service can be 

delivered without any increase above inflation in the Parish Council tax paid by Crawley Down 

residents.  The one-off cost was estimated to be £32K and the annual budget of the new Council was 

estimated to be £175K (FY22/23). 

Local Councillors and Residents in favour of a separate Crawley Down Village Council 

Alex Cruickshank Ian Gibson Sally Gibson 

John Hitchcock John Plank 



Appendix A 

From: Terry Stanley <Terry.Stanley@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Sent: 03 August 2022 12:06 
To: Ian Gibson (Cllr) <Ian.Gibson@midsussex.gov.uk>; Tom Clark <Tom.Clark@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Cc: Aidan Gaff <Aidan.Gaff@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Community Governance Review Costs 

Dear Ian, 
Back in April, when WPC asked about postage costs I did advise them that the first 
consultation postage cost amounted to  £4360.50. As there have now been x3 
MSDC mailings to registered electors of the parish the figure quoted (£13,330) is 
correct. This relates only to postage, and therefore does not include print costs. 

I do not believe MSDC’s administrative CGR costs have been an issue for public 
comment in any of the other CGRs, and these would vary greatly according to  the 
size of the electorate. 

Many thanks, Terry 

Terry Stanley, Head of Democratic Services & Elections (Deputy Returning Officer) 
Direct Line: 01444 477415 | Website: www.midsussex.gov.uk  |  Working together for a 
better Mid Sussex 

mailto:Terry.Stanley@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:Ian.Gibson@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:Tom.Clark@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:Aidan.Gaff@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C01%7CIan.Gibson%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5ef446781b2a47d0fa1d08da7a33c1ba%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C637956659947752706%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=u00P%2BRe6tYNWrrRJweFgVISXVOfaUqeKhQtNBr6clns%3D&reserved=0


Appendix B 

From: Terry Stanley <Terry.Stanley@midsussex.gov.uk> 

Sent: 09 August 2022 17:37 

To: Ian Gibson (Cllr) <Ian.Gibson@midsussex.gov.uk> 

Cc: Aidan Gaff <Aidan.Gaff@midsussex.gov.uk>; Tom Clark <Tom.Clark@midsussex.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Community Governance Review Costs 

Dear Ian, 
I believe we have been clear with all entities that there has been no intention to 
recharge MSDC’s administrative CGR costs. 

You are right about the timing of consideration of the extension mailing. WPC could 
not have known there would be a third mailing, and I do not know how that figure 
was arrived at. It just so happens that it is correct. 

Many thanks, Terry 

Terry Stanley, Head of Democratic Services & Elections (Deputy Returning Officer) 
Direct Line: 01444 477415 | Website: www.midsussex.gov.uk  |  Working together for a 
better Mid Sussex 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C01%7CIan.Gibson%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5ef446781b2a47d0fa1d08da7a33c1ba%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C637956659947596047%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=c8i93j5G33LYfZEN1BpGzcFIlaM1%2B1%2BlUlIk%2BAS6Anw%3D&reserved=0


Appendix C 

Report of the City Solicitor to the meeting of Council on Tuesday 20 October 2015. 

Community Governance Review for a new Local Council in the Bingley area 

https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-

2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10 

p693 – 

https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10
https://bradford.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g3483/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Oct-2015%2016.00%20Council.pdf?T=10


Appendix D 

Progress on Sevenoaks’ responsibilities in establishing Hextable Parish Council 21st February 2008 

https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Council/200802211900/Agenda/Report%20-

%20Item%2006(b)%20-%20Hextable%20Parish%20Council%20-%20Precept%20Setting%202008-

09.pdf retrieved 12th August 2022

https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Council/200802211900/Agenda/Report%20-%20Item%2006(b)%20-%20Hextable%20Parish%20Council%20-%20Precept%20Setting%202008-09.pdf
https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Council/200802211900/Agenda/Report%20-%20Item%2006(b)%20-%20Hextable%20Parish%20Council%20-%20Precept%20Setting%202008-09.pdf
https://cds.sevenoaks.gov.uk/Data/Council/200802211900/Agenda/Report%20-%20Item%2006(b)%20-%20Hextable%20Parish%20Council%20-%20Precept%20Setting%202008-09.pdf


Appendix E 

From: Terry Stanley <Terry.Stanley@midsussex.gov.uk> 

Sent: 04 March2022 13:01

To: Ian Gibson (Cllr) <Ian.Gibson@midsussex.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Cost of setting up a Crawley Down Village Council 

Dear Ian, 
Thank you for your email and the helpful attachment. I have consulted our legal 
services team and they consider that £10k is a reasonable estimate for the setting of 
a new parish council. 

Many thanks, Terry 

Terry Stanley, Business Unit Leader - Democratic Services 
Direct Line: 01444 477415 | Website: www.midsussex.gov.uk  |  Working together for a 
better Mid Sussex 

From: Ian Gibson (Cllr) <Ian.Gibson@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Sent: Friday, 4 March 2022 11:40 
To: Terry Stanley <Terry.Stanley@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Subject: CGR : Cost of setting up a Crawley Down Village Council 

Dear Terry, 

Further to our brief discussion on possible setting up costs after Council, para 9. of the 

attached refers to the Costs Sevenoaks DC incurred in respect of Hextable.  We are trying to 

track whether any sum was withheld from the first Hextable precept (the Clerk and Chairman 

say not), but it would be useful to have a view from you as to both likelihood of a charge and 

its magnitude.  

We have from NALC a separate document from the creation of Bingley Town Council in 

2015 by Bradford which puts the figure at about £10,000. 

Kind Regards 

Ian 

Dr Ian Gibson 

Member for Crawley Down & Turners Hill 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=04%7C01%7CIan.Gibson%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C2ac13db49d7d4cf2d49508d9fddf0738%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C637819956599943526%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=hROxshfJXKT2AXYDvFZn2u3VJ0E97ux3FRpdh5dkwpg%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix G 

Calculating Staff Costs 

Worth Parish Council 

The position of WPC Clerk is assessed to be an LC3 appointment at Scale point 37 (LC3 

substantive) using the standard calculator. 

The WPC Clerk is understood to be at scale point 45 (top of LC3 above substantive). 

The Crawley Down Handyperson is understood to be paid more (based on salary and hours 

worked) than his Copthorne colleague. 

The Petitioners do not have any other information on individual salaries. 

All WPC staff are members of a pension scheme that has a 7% employer’s contribution.  It is 

assumed that employers NIC are paid at 13.25%. 

The WPC budget shows a single cost of employment (salary, employers NIC, & pension 

contributions) for the office staff (Clerk, RFO & Deputy Clerk) and an equivalent figure for 

the two Handypersons. 

 In FY21/22 the costs for the full year were £80,056 and £39,284

 The actual costs in the first two months of FY22/23 were £14,459 and £6,572 give
pro-rata figures for the full FY of £86,754 and £39,432 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement)

The Petitioners have used this information to generate estimates for the individual staff 

costs in the workbook. 

Turners Hill Parish Council (Information provided for comparison/evidence for approach) 

Two office staff (Clerk & Deputy Clerk) with two Stewards for The Ark.  Small parish but large 

community facility (The Ark)). 

The position of THPC Clerk is assessed to be an LC2 appointment upgraded to LC3 

appointment at Scale point 33 (LC3 below substantive) due to the Clerk also being the RFO. 

THPC recently appointed a Clerk/RFO at Scale Point 33 and 25 hours per week (see THPC 

Minutes 1st March 2022). 

Turners Hill PC has recently agreed to recruit a Deputy Clerk at Scale Point 25 and 18 hours 

per week (see THPC Minutes 5th April 2022). 

Full year Staff Costs are £53,333 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement) 

Crawley Down Village Council 

Medium sized council with land, sports and allotments but no buildings (initially).  The 

Council will have two office staff (either a Clerk/RFO + Deputy Clerk as THPC or Clerk + 

RFO/Deputy Clerk) and a Handyperson. 



The position of CDVC Clerk is assessed to be an LC2 appointment at Scale point 33 (LC2 

above substantive) or Scale point 33 (LC3 below substantive) if the Clerk is also the RFO. 

Estimated full year Staff Costs are £69,775 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement) 

Copthorne Parish Council (Residual Worth Parish Council) 

Medium sized council with land, sports and buildings but no allotments.  It is assumed that 

the Council will have two office staff: Clerk + RFO/Deputy Clerk 

The position of CPC Clerk is assessed to be an LC3 appointment at Scale point 35 (LC3 below 

substantive). 

Estimated full year Staff Costs are £86,279 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement) 



Appendix H 

Petitioners Budget Estimates Submitted to WPC Auditor 





Appendix I 

Petitioners Budget Estimates Reconciliation with WPC Auditor 





FINANCIAL IMPACTS OF CREATING A CRAWLEY DOWN VILLAGE COUNCIL 

PETITIONERS VIEW 

SUMMARY 

 The one-off costs are estimated to be £32,016, increased from the Petitioners previous
estimate of £20K by the addition of a Locum Clerk or Project Manager to oversee essential
activities in the 6 months leading to the first Annual Council Meeting.  The Petitioners had
previously expected to undertake these activities themselves at zero cost.

 The estimated additional annual operating costs of two councils over the operating costs of
Worth Parish Council for an equivalent level of service to Crawley Down residents (i.e.
providing an office and holding meetings in the village) are £3,252.

 A Crawley Down Village Council can provide the improved Community Cohesion, Local
Democracy and Service to Crawley Down residents at the current Worth Parish Council level
of Band D Council Tax.

 When the Heathy Wood development in Copthorne Ward is completed, a residual Worth
Parish Council will be able to deliver the current level of service to Copthorne residents at
the current Worth Parish Council level of Band D Council Tax.

The Petitioners are ready to discuss their detailed estimates and the underlying evidence with 
Worth Parish Council, Mid Sussex District Council, or their representatives.  In doing so, the 
Petitioners note that neither Worth Parish Council or Mid Sussex District Council have 
published any evidence to support the claims of costs of £150,000 which has circulated to all 
electors in the Parish.  

Worth Parish Council have recently voted to proceed with a number of recruitments and 
contracts which will have significant financial implications in the short and long term.  These 
will create a substantial financial barrier to the implementation of a split in the future and 
means that a further review in 2025 or later will have little value. 

Finally, the Petitioners believe that the costs of creating a Crawley Down Village Council and 
any increased operating costs should not carry significant weight in deciding the outcome of the 
Community Governance Review.  The key consideration should be the view of the Crawley 
Down community, taking account of community cohesion, improved local democracy and 
services.    



Calculating Staff Costs – Facts and Assumptions – Petitioners View 

Worth Parish Council 

The position of WPC Clerk is assessed to be an LC3 appointment at Scale point 37 (LC3 
substantive) using the standard calculator. 

The WPC Clerk is understood to be at scale point 45 (top of LC3 above substantive). 

The Crawley Down Handyperson is understood to be paid more (based on salary and hours 
worked) than his Copthorne colleague. 

The Petitioners do not have any other information on individual salaries. 

All WPC staff are members of a pension scheme that has a 7% employer’s contribution.  It is 
assumed that employers NIC are paid at 13.25%. 

The WPC budget shows a single cost of employment (salary, employers NIC, & pension 
contributions) for the office staff (Clerk, RFO & Deputy Clerk) and an equivalent figure for the 
two Handypersons. 

 In FY21/22 the costs for the full year were £80,056 and £39,284

 The actual costs in the first two months of FY22/23 were £14,459 and £6,572 give pro-
rata figures for the full FY of £86,754 and £39,432 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement)

The Petitioners have used this information to generate estimates for the individual staff costs in 
the workbook. 

Turners Hill Parish Council (Information provided for comparison/evidence for approach) 

Two office staff (Clerk & Deputy Clerk) with two Stewards for The Ark.  Small parish but large 
community facility (The Ark)). 

The position of THPC Clerk is assessed to be an LC2 appointment upgraded to LC3 appointment 
at Scale point 33 (LC3 below substantive) due to the Clerk also being the RFO. 

THPC recently appointed a Clerk/RFO at Scale Point 33 and 25 hours per week (see THPC 
Minutes 1st March 2022). 

Turners Hill PC has recently agreed to recruit a Deputy Clerk at Scale Point 25 and 18 hours per 
week (see THPC Minutes 5th April 2022). 

Full year Staff Costs are £53,333 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement) 

Crawley Down Village Council 

Medium sized council with land, sports and allotments but no buildings (initially).  The Council 
will have two office staff (either a Clerk/RFO + Deputy Clerk as THPC or Clerk + RFO/Deputy 
Clerk) and a Handyperson. 

The position of CDVC Clerk is assessed to be an LC2 appointment at Scale point 33 (LC2 above 
substantive) or Scale point 33 (LC3 below substantive) if the Clerk is also the RFO.  



Estimated full year Staff Costs are £69,775 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement) 

Copthorne Parish Council (Residual Worth Parish Council) 

Medium sized council with land, sports and buildings but no allotments.  It is assumed that the 
Council will have two office staff: Clerk + RFO/Deputy Clerk 

The position of CPC Clerk is assessed to be an LC3 appointment at Scale point 35 (LC3 below 
substantive). 

Estimated full year Staff Costs are £86,279 (excl. FY22/23 pay settlement) 



CGR Division and Operating Budget Costs Workbook Explanation/Notes 

This workbook should be treated as Confidential as it contains estimates of TUPE outcomes in 
advance of consultation. 

Worksheets: 

 Plan (a Gantt Chart for implementing the creation of the new Council.

 New Council Creation Costs (Summary of costs in the Plan)

 NJC Payscales (FY21/22)

 THPC Clerk (Job Evaluation for Turners Hill Parish Council Clerk)

 WPC Clerk (Job Evaluation for Worth Parish Council Clerk)

 CDVC Clerk (Job Evaluation for Crawley Down Village Council Clerk)

 CPC Clerk (Job Evaluation for a ‘Copthorne Parish Council’ Clerk)

 Staff Costs Calculator (see below)

 Budget Analysis (see below)

Staff Costs Calculator Worksheet 

This shows a series of estimated staff costs: 

 Staff costs for a Crawley Down Village Council arising from the Job Evaluation calculation.

 Staff costs for Turners Hill Parish Council based on advertised posts; provided as evidence
for the soundness of the Crawley Down Village Council staff model.

 Estimated staff costs for Worth Parish Council using FY21/22 and FY22/23 Months 1 & 2
out-turn figures as the Petitioners have no information on actual salaries.

 Two costed TUPE outcomes : 4 staff transfer and 2 staff transfer.  The increased annual
staff costs are £58,890 and £24,735 respectively.  The Petitioners believe that the 2 staff
transfer outcome is the most likely and that the increase (arising from an addition of one
post) is £24,735.

Budget Analysis Worksheet 

Column A : Published Worth Parish Council Budget FY 22/23 

The budget is unaffordable as the Total Expenditure of £582,682 exceeds the in-year income of 
£380,803 by £201,852.    

Since the start of the year Council has agreed to recruit a Manager for the 2 Handypersons and 
a Communications Officer.  Assuming that the appointments are taken up in October, the staff 
costs should be expected to exceed the overall budget of £145,000.   

Council has also agreed to appoint a Youth Programme Advisor at a cost of £40,000. 

Council has agreed that the budget of £16,000 for Elections is excessive; WPC has £8,000 
available in EMRs for Elections. A budget of £2,000 will provide adequate cover. 



There is considerable uncertainty in the Street Lighting costs. 

Column B : Revised Worth Parish Council Operating Budget FY 22/23 

This is the ‘true’ operating budget for WPC using the projected staff costs from the first two 
months of the FY, reducing the allowance for elections to £2,000 and excluding Projects costs 
and S106 funds.  The changes are indicated in blue text. There is a surplus of £35,982 over the 
Total Expenditure of £315,830 in this amended budget.  The Band D Council Tax charge is 
£62.89 for a tax base (Band D equivalents) of 4,770. 

Column C : Turners Hill Parish Council Budget FY 22/23 

THPC is a small Parish which runs a significant community facility (The Ark).  Details are included 
as evidence of an alternative models for staffing (Clerk/RFO and Deputy Clerk, rather than 
Clerk, RFO and Deputy Clerk), maintenance (bought-in rather than using own staff) and 
meetings (single Council meeting per month).  The combination of small size and responsibility 
for operating the Ark means that the precept is twice that of WPC. The Band D Council Tax 
charge is £126.59 for a tax base (Band D equivalents) of 666.   

Columns D  Estimated Crawley Down Village Council Budget FY 22/23 

This is an updated version of the budget published by the petitioners in August 2021.  The 
changes are indicated in blue text.  The key changes are: 

 Updated staff costs assuming CDVC adopts the same staff model as THPC.

 Addition of allowances for bank charges, travelling costs and HR support.

 Increased allotment rent income in line with WPC budget.

 Increased costs for Street Lighting to half WPC estimate.

There is a surplus of £6,875 over the Total Expenditure of £169,880.  The Band D Council Tax 
charge is £62.89 for a tax base (Band D equivalents) of 2,652 (estimate taken from an analysis 
of new home CT bands undertaken for the Neighbourhood Plan in 2019). 

Columns E  Estimated Residual Worth Parish Council Budget FY 22/23 

This is a cost item level assessment of the impact of a new council being created based on the 
WPC budget (Column B).  The individual cost items are either kept at the same figure as in 
Column B or reduced to reflect the removal of costs now covered by the CDVC budget.  

There is a deficit of £34,130 arising from a Total Expenditure of £178,680 in this estimated 
budget.  The Band D Council Tax charge is held at the WPC level of £62.89 for a tax base (Band 
D equivalents) of 2,118, but would rise to £79.06 if the precept was increased by £34,130 to 
balance the budget.  

Columns F  Increased Annual Operating Costs of Two Councils over WPC 

This is the cost item level assessment of the difference between the sum of Column D and 
Column E, and Column B.  The analysis indicates that there is an increase in costs of £39,987, of 
which £24,735 is due to the extra staff member, £10,000 is for renting office accommodation 



and £2,000 for hiring rooms for public meetings. Together these three costs total £36,735, and 
the balance of the increased overall cost of £3,252 (i.e. £39,987 minus £36,735) is the increased 
cost of two councils over one for the same level of service. 

Put another way, the cost saving if WPC were to introduce the key service changes requested 
by the Petitioners compared to creating Crawley Down Village Council is £3,252. 

Columns G  Estimated Copthorne Parish Budget after the completion of the Heathy Wood 

This analysis demonstrates that a Copthorne Parish Council will have a balanced budget with a 
surplus of £8,721 on a Band D Council Tax charge of £62.89 when the 540 new dwellings 
currently under construction in Copthorne Ward are completed over the next two years and 
will increase the Copthorne tax base to 2,800 (estimated).   



CGR Cost Analysis Submitted to 

Auditor 

File can be found linked on the 

MSDC website here: 
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governance-reviews/ 
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Summary 

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Parish Council for 
Crawley Down believe that it will provide more inclusive democracy, better serve the local 
community and provide the village with a clearer identity in the local government hierarchy 
than the current arrangements.  This document is their submission to Mid Sussex in response to 
their Community Governance Review (CGR) consultation. 

A Crawley Down Village Council will be unambiguously identified as being associated with the 
village by its residents and the wider general population.  It will be better placed to engage with 
local community groups and provide leadership and cohesion in community life, in a way that 
Worth Parish Council is unable to do. 

The creation of a separate Parish Council will give the village a clearer identity and equal status 
with other members of its peer group, the other large villages in the District, who all have 
Parish Councils to manage their local services and represent their interests. 

The creation of a separate Parish Council will complement the recent Ward Boundary changes 
that will make Crawley Down a separate District Council Ward in the May 2023 local 
government elections.  Together these changes will establish a clear hierarchy for Crawley 
Down in local government.  Residents can be confident that their elected representatives 
understand local issues. The new Parish Council will support their District Councillors and, in 
turn, those Councillors can be confident that a Crawley Down Village Council represents the 
views of the village.   

The creation of a separate Parish Council that maintains an office in the village and holds all of 
its meetings at accessible venues in the village would ensure that all of its residents can 
participate in or observe the business of the Council.  A secondary, but important effect is that 
the money spent on hiring facilities in existing community buildings such as the Haven Centre, 
the village hall, or the Glebe Centre will contribute financially to the upkeep of those facilities.   

The creation of a separate Parish Council will provide an opportunity to greater community 
engagement by generating enthusiasm for taking the role of Councillor in a Council that is 
directly identified with the village and holds its meetings in local venues accessible to all 
residents.     

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Parish Council 
recommend that the new Council should have no more than 9 Councillors.  This number is 
considered to be sufficient for effective engagement with 6,000 residents and robust scrutiny 
of an annual programme with a value of some £160,000, while enabling efficient greater agility 
and pace in service delivery and in responding to problems than the current arrangements 
achieve. 

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Parish Council have 
prepared an indicative annual budget which indicates that the new Council can deliver the 
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benefits they identify to residents within a precept of £160,000, equivalent to the current 
Parish Council tax paid to Worth Parish Council by the village.  

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley Down Village 
Council understand that some of the current Worth Parish Council staff may transfer to the 
new Council under the TUPE1 regulations, and that the employment terms and conditions of 
such staff will be protected.  The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a 
separate Council will work with Mid Sussex and Worth Parish Councils to agree such staff 
matters.   

A Crawley Down Village Council will seek to invest in existing community facilities, including the 
use of Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) loans, and will be pro-active in working with developers 
and Mid Sussex to ensure that Developers Contributions and Government grants, such as the 
New Homes Bonus, are used for their intended purpose; namely to mitigate the adverse 
impacts of development on the local community.  All the monies raised through the Parish 
precept will be spent in the village, to the benefit of the community facilities and local traders. 

The case in favour of the creation of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down is undeniable.  
Mid Sussex can embrace the proposal with confidence that the team of local Councillors and 
residents supporting the creation of a separate Council have the knowledge, skills, connections 
and energy to ensure that it is a success. 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) regulations 
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Introduction 

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Parish Council for 
Crawley Down believe that it will provide more inclusive democracy, better serve the local 
community than the current arrangements, and provide the village with a clearer identity in the 
local government hierarchy.  

This document is their submission to Mid Sussex in response to the Community Governance 
Review (CGR) consultation and sets out the benefits of a separate Crawley Down Village Council 
to its residents in the key areas of identity, community, democracy and services. 

Identity : Geography and Community 

Worth Parish Council is one of 21 Parish Councils in Mid Sussex.  It has undergone significant 
changes over the 125 years of its existence, to the extent that the community which gives it its 
name is no longer part of it.  The following extract is taken from the History of Worth Parish on 
the Worth Parish Council website2:  

“For centuries Worth was one of the largest rural parishes in Sussex. Since the end of the 
Second World War, however, the growth of Crawley and, latterly, the formation of a 
separate Parish of Turners Hill, have eaten into that area so that the present Parish 
occupies little more than a third of the original…… 

…… Since the early 1980s, even the village of Worth itself ceased to be part of the Parish 
which bears its name.” 

The present day Worth Parish comprises the villages of Crawley Down and Copthorne and has 
an overall population of approximately 10,000.  The villages are geographically separate 
settlements of roughly equal size, and are about 3 miles apart with poor sustainable travel 
links.  Community life is centred on each village with few joint activities.  Each village has its 
own range of societies, sports clubs and social activities with a significant degree of duplication, 
including separate residents associations.  Residents think of themselves as living in Crawley 
Down or Copthorne, not Worth. 

The separate identities of Crawley Down and Copthorne are best illustrated by the words of the 
Parish Clerk in the request to Mid Sussex District Council to prepare separate neighbourhood 
plans for each village: 

“The reason for requesting designation of each ward in the Parish as a distinct 
neighbourhood area is that there is a significant village settlement within each ward 
(Crawley Down in the Crawley Down Ward and Copthorne in the Copthorne and Worth 
Ward) which has its own unique and particular character, issues and ambitions.  
………………… Each ward is already long-established and clearly identified and therefore 
most appropriate to be designating each ward as a neighbourhood area.” 

                                                           
2
 http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/History_of_the_Parish_21538.aspx retrieved 8th April 2022 

http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/History_of_the_Parish_21538.aspx
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A separate Crawley Down Village Council will be unambiguously identified as being associated 
with the village by its residents and the wider general population.  It will be better placed to 
engage with local community groups and provide leadership and cohesion in community life, in 
a way that Worth Parish Council is unable to do.   

Identity : Equal status within its peer group 

The Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031 places the District’s 24 settlements into a hierarchy of 
five Categories according to the key services they provide and the employment opportunities 
that they support.  Crawley Down and Copthorne are both classed as Category 2 rural 
settlements along with Cuckfield, Hassocks, Hurstpierpoint and Lindfield, all of whom have a 
Parish Council.   

Worth Parish Council is by far the largest Parish Council in Mid Sussex in terms of population, 
and the third largest in West Sussex, but size does not give it a greater voice in the wider 
Council community forums such as WSALC3 and MSALC4, or in campaigning groups such as 
CAGNE5 and GACC6, or in Mid Sussex and PCC7 briefings.  Crawley Down and Copthorne are 
disadvantaged in being represented by a single Parish Council with a single voice compared to 
the other Category 2 villages in their peer group, or smaller villages such as Turners Hill, who 
each have an individual voice. 

The creation of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down will give the village a clearer 
identity and equal status with other members of its peer group, the other large villages in the 
District, who all have Parish Councils to manage their local services and represent their 
interests. 

Identity : A better fit within the Local Government hierarchy 

Parish Councils are the lowest tier of local government, sitting below District and County 
Councils. Crawley Down is virtually invisible within the current structure, being twinned with 
Copthorne in the Parish Council, with Turners Hill in the District Council, and with the western 
side of East Grinstead in the County Council.   

The creation of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down will complement the recent review 
of electoral Ward arrangements in Mid Sussex by the LGBCE8 which has made Crawley Down a 
separate Mid Sussex Ward, and together they will establish a clear hierarchy for Crawley Down 
in local government.  Residents can be confident that their elected representatives understand 
local issues. The new Parish Council will support their District Councillors and, in turn, those 
Councillors can be confident that the Parish Council represents the views of the village.   

                                                           
3
 West Sussex Association of Local Councils 

4
 Mid Sussex Association of Local Councils 

5
 Campaign Against Gatwick Noise and Emissions 

6
 Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign 

7
 Sussex Police and Crime Commissioner 

8
 Local Government Boundary Commission for England 
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Better Local Democracy : Accessibility for all residents 

Worth Parish Council holds all its Council meetings at its offices in Copthorne which are 
virtually inaccessible to Crawley Down residents who lack their own transport. 

Until 2016, Worth Parish Council had its office in Crawley Down and held its Council and 
Committee meetings alternately in Crawley Down and Copthorne.  This format generated 
community engagement at meetings in both villages.  As part of the Council’s move in 2016 to 
new offices at the Church owned Parish Hub in Copthorne, the Council promised to hold a 
regular weekly ‘drop-in’ office presence in Crawley Down but this commitment was dropped 
the same year. The Council also ceased holding meetings in each village immediately on its 
move to Copthorne in 2016 and since then has held only one Council meeting in Crawley Down. 
In effect, Worth Parish Council turned its back on formal community engagement in Crawley 
Down in 2016. 

Crawley Down Ward Councillors have regularly requested that the Council return to holding 
meetings in both villages, but this has always been refused on the advice of the Parish Clerk 
that the Council must use the meeting room (the South Room) that it leases from the Church at 
a cost of £7,500 per year.  Suggestions from Crawley Down Councillors that the Council give up 
its lease on the South Room and hire meetings rooms as and when necessary to remove this 
perverse and undemocratic restriction, have always been refused. 

The creation of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down that maintains an office in the 
village and holds all of its meetings at accessible venues in the village would ensure that all of 
its residents can participate in or observe the business of the Council.  This will be a clear 
improvement in local democracy. A secondary, but important effect is that the money spent on 
hiring facilities in existing community buildings such as the Haven Centre, the village hall, or the 
Glebe Centre will contribute financially to the upkeep of those facilities.   

Better Local Democracy: Elected Councillors and Quality Councils 

Properly elected representatives are an essential part of democracy at all levels of 
Government.  One of the key criteria for a Parish Council to be a Quality Council is that two-
thirds of the Councillors are ‘elected’.  Worth Parish Council proudly displays the Quality 
Council logo on its publications, but only one of the current Worth Parish Council Councillors 
was formally elected to the Council on the basis of votes cast in an election (Cllr Gibson in 
2013).  Like many Parish Councils, Worth Parish Council prefers to avoid the cost of by-
elections, preferring to co-opt to fill casual vacancies and relies on Councillors being deemed to 
have been ‘elected’ in the local government election cycle for its Quality Council status.  There 
have been no elections in Copthorne for over 12 years and the status of Copthorne Ward 
Councillors as democratically elected representatives of their community must be questioned. 

Although lack of interest in membership of Parish Councils is a nationally recognised problem, 
in recent years there has been a significant reduction in the willingness of Crawley Down 
residents to stand for election to Worth Parish Council, and poor attendance of meetings by 
many of those who do.  This can be attributed to the commitment necessary to attend 



7 
 
 
 

fortnightly meetings in Copthorne, the effective exclusion from the role of Councillor of those 
without private transport, and the low perception of the value of being a Worth Parish Council 
Councillor due to its lack of presence in Crawley Down.  This has created a situation in which 
Copthorne residents are co-opted as Crawley Down Ward Councillors, altering the ‘political’ 
balance within the Council. 

The creation of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down will provide an opportunity to 
greater community engagement by generating enthusiasm for taking the role of Councillor in a 
Council that is directly identified with the village and holds its meetings in local venues 
accessible to all residents.     

More Effective and Convenient Delivery of Local Service: A streamlined administration 

The operational structure of Worth Parish Council is comprised of two parallel streams of sub-
committees and working groups for each village reporting into an executive structure that 
controls finance and provides the personnel function (see Figure 1).  The resulting complex 
decision making structure, with over 60 meetings per year, carries a significant administrative 
overhead that is more appropriate for a town council than a parish.  In fact, with 17 Councillors 
for 10,000 residents, Worth has only 2 fewer Councillors than East Grinstead Town Council has 
for 25,000 residents.  This large number of Councillors, coupled with the complexity of its 
decision making structure means that Worth is slow to get things done.  Smaller Parish 
Councils, such as Turners Hill, display greater agility and pace in service delivery and in 
responding to problems. 

This complex structure of committees and meetings also means that Worth Parish Councillors 
must tailor their involvement to the time that they have available to devote to Council business 
and many Councillors limit their involvement to just the Council meetings. 

A separate Crawley Down Village Council would retain the village related activities in the 
shaded boxes in Figure 1 and would follow the Turners Hill Parish Council model of holding one 
Council meeting a month on a fixed day of each month (i.e. on the first Monday of the month) 
covering all business including planning applications and finance.  This will result in a reduction 
of over 30 meetings per year compared to Worth Parish Council with significant savings in the 
proportion of staff and Councillor time devoted to administration without any reduction in the 
degree and quality of scrutiny.  It also ensures that residents have a fixed point in time and 
place where they can raise issues of importance to the community and all Councillors are 
involved in all the discussions and decisions of the Council.  This will significantly improve local 
democracy as well as the effective delivery of services. 

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley Down Village 
Council recommend that the Council should have no more than 9 Councillors.  This number is 
considered to be sufficient for effective engagement with 6,000 residents and robust scrutiny 
of an annual programme with a value of some £160,000, while enabling efficient greater agility 
and pace in service delivery and in responding to problems than the current arrangements 
achieve. 
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the operational structure of Worth Parish Council 

More Effective and Convenient Delivery of Local Service: Indicative Annual Budget  

Drawing on many years collective experience of Parish Council annual budgets and precept 
setting, the local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley Down 
Village Council have prepared an indicative annual budget at FY21/22 costs (Appendix A) which 
indicates that the Council can deliver the benefits stated above to residents within a precept of 
£160,0009.  This is equivalent to the current Parish Council tax paid to Worth Parish Council by 
the village. The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley 
Down Village Council would welcome the opportunity to support Mid Sussex in preparing a 
budget for FY23/24, should the creation of a new Parish Council be confirmed. 

In preparing the indicative annual budget, The local Councillors and residents supporting the 
creation of a Crawley Down Village Council have used a standard staffing model for a Parish 
Council with a CiLCA10 qualified Clerk, a separate Responsible Finance Officer (RFO), an 
Assistant and a Handyperson.  The NALC11 calculator indicates that a separate Crawley Down 
Village Council will require a Level 2 qualified Parish Clerk at salary point 23 on the national 
                                                           
9
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scale.  An estimate of 25 hours per week has been used to give an annual salary figure, but it is 
recognised that this may need to be reviewed.  The RFO will be part-time at 15 hrs per week. 
The Assistant will also be part-time and their role will be related to specific projects.  The 
Handyperson will be full-time.  In total the indicative annual budget included £74,500 in staff 
costs.  The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley Down 
Village Council also recognise that it may not be possible to recruit an appropriately qualified 
clerk at the salary level indicated by the NALC calculation and have sought advice from WSALC 
on this and on other matters, but WSALC have refused to provide any assistance. 

Worth Parish Council has published criticism on the indicative annual budget on the Council 
website and on a number of Facebook pages.  The local Councillors and residents supporting 
the creation of a separate Crawley Down Village Council consider that these criticisms reflect a 
lack of understanding of how the precept tax base is calculated and the impact of inflation and 
increased staff and energy costs on the financial year to which the indicative revenue budget 
applies (FY21/22).  The full response to the Parish Council’s criticisms is at Appendix B. 

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley Down Village 
Council understand that some of the current Worth Parish Council staff may transfer to the 
new Council under the TUPE12 regulations, and that the employment terms and conditions of 
such staff will be protected.  The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a 
separate Council will work with Mid Sussex and Worth Parish Councils to agree such staff 
matters.   

More Effective and Convenient Delivery of Local Services : A ‘can-do’ Council, tackling the key 
issues 

The local Councillors and residents supporting the creation of a separate Crawley Down Village 
Council have identified five projects which are representative of the enhancements that the 
new Village Council will pursue: 

Rat Runs and Speeding Traffic 

The need to manage traffic speeds on a number of roads in the village was one of five 
Proposals set out in the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan which was made in 2016.   

Speeding traffic on the Turners Hill Road has long been a problem and minor accidents at the 
Sandy Lane junction and Worth Way bridge are regular events.  The new signalised pedestrian 
crossings at Sandy Lane and the entrance to Huntsland are expected to have a calming effect 
on through traffic.  The need for a crossing was a key part of the 2016 case prepared by 
Crawley Down Ward Councillors against further development on the green fields West of the 
Turners Hill Road.  The two signalised crossings were mandated by the Secretary of State when 
he approved the development.  The estimated £100,000 cost of the two crossings can in some 
respects be seen as a return on the estimated £80,000 spent by the Councillors in fighting the 
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case, although most residents agree that refusal of the planning application would have been a 
better outcome.   

In order to addressing the wider problems of passing traffic speeding on the roads through the 
village, the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan Committee requested in 2019 that Worth 
Parish Council purchase a Speed Indicator Device (SID) for the use in the village. A number of 
locations where it could be mounted were identified in Hophurst Lane, Vicarage Road, Sandy 
Lane and the Turners Hill Road.  A SID was purchased at a cost of £3,000 and Crawley Down 
Ward Councillors were trained in its use by Ashurstwood Village Council.  It was expected that 
the use of the SID would be managed by Ward Councillors and volunteers, following the same 
approach as Turners Hill.   Unfortunately, a Worth Parish Council Health and Safety audit 
concluded that mounting the SID was a two person operation and it has remained unused since 
it was delivered. 

The problem of speeding by traffic passing through the village is continuing to increase with 
Hophurst Lane and Vicarage Road becoming the focus due to traffic from the new housing built 
on the Crawley Down Road in Felbridge.  A Crawley Down Village Council will make addressing 
this problem a priority.  It will invest in a SID with an Automatic Number Plate Recognition 
(ANPR) capability at an estimated cost of £20,000 and will work with Sussex Police and local 
residents to identify locations where it will provide most benefit.    The management of the 
device will follow the approach used in Turners Hill and will be delegated to Councillors and 
volunteers who have the appropriate skill set and training.  A request to Worth Parish Council 
to budget for the purchase of such a device in 2021 was refused. 

3G Football Pitch 

Crawley Down Gatwick runs 24 sides drawing from all age groups in the village.  The first team 
plays in the premier division of the Southern Combination League.  The main ground at the 
Haven Centre is currently undergoing a major upgrade using Developers Contributions to meet 
league standards but replacement of the current grass pitch with a modern artificial surface  
would enable the club to play and train in Crawley Down more often, avoiding the need to hire 
expensive facilities elsewhere.   

A separate Crawley Down Village Council will not need to balance the relative demands of 
Crawley Down and Copthorne and will engage with the Mid Sussex review of playing pitches to 
promote the requirement for an artificial playing surface in Crawley Down as a priority.  The 
new council will support applications by the club for grants from sporting bodies and for 
Developers Contributions to be focused on improving the sports facilities at the Haven Centre. 

Sustainable Transport Links 

Crawley Down Ward has an extensive network of footpaths, but bridleway and cycleway 
provision is poor, particularly in respect of North-South routes.  Cyclists using the Turners Hill 
Road often create congestion and numerous ‘near-misses’.  A separate Crawley Down Village 
Council will work with landowners to improve North-South links such as the Sussex Border Path 
from the Worth Way to Copthorne and from Rowfant to Tulleys Farm. 
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The Village Pond 

The Village Pond is situated just North of the Worth Way at the Eastern end of the village.  The 
pond is owned by West Sussex, while the grassland around it is owned by Mid Sussex.  The 
Worth Way is heavily used throughout the week for leisure and as a sustainable transport link 
between East Grinstead and Crawley.  The pond has potential as a stopping-off point where 
nature can be admired, but has suffered significant clay silting in recent years due to 
contaminated surface water run-off from a succession of building sites around Burleigh Woods.  
The ecology of the pond has been badly damaged with a resulting decline in the wildlife that 
live around it.   

A separate Crawley Down Village Council will take responsibility for the pond and the 
surrounding land and will restore and improve the natural habitat. The paths alongside the 
stream that link the village and the pond will be improved to create a linear park at the heart of 
the village. 

The Royal Oak and the Crawley Down Village Centre 

A solution to the problem of the virtually derelict Royal Oak, and its relationship to the village 
centre as a whole, has been sought since the pub closed in 2014.  Crawley Down Ward 
Councillors of that period used Worth Parish Council as a vehicle to request (and renew) an 
Asset of Community Value status for the building and included a requirement for any 
redevelopment of the site to include a pub in the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan.  
Subsequently, the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan Committee recognised that a solution 
was most likely to be found in a redevelopment of the village centre as a whole to create a 
more ‘complete’ suite of shopping offerings and exploit its potential as a destination on the 
Worth Way. The pandemic brought this work to a halt in 2020, but the proposals have potential 
to contribute to the Government’s net zero carbon agenda by reducing the need to travel 
outside the village for services and to promote sustainable travel. 

A Crawley Down Village Council will engage with Mid Sussex through its work on Village Action 
Plans and delivery of its Sustainable Economy Strategy 2022-2025 to create a more sustainable 
village centre, including a solution for the Royal Oak. 

More Effective and Convenient Delivery of Local Service : Investment in Community Facilities  

Worth Parish Council has failed to support the community facilities in Crawley Down.  All its 
major capital investment programmes in the past decade have been in Copthorne.  PWLB13 
loans totaling almost £250K have supported the building of the Sports Pavilion on Copthorne 
Bank and the Parish Hub owned by the Church on Borers Arms Road.  The failure to invest in 
the Crawley Down Village Hall in 2016, with the Council opting to leave its offices there and 
invest in the Parish Hub, has resulted in its decline to the extent that the Trustees have applied 
for its demolition and propose to sell the freehold.  The village hall is the only community 
facility on the western side of the village which has seen significant growth in recent years. 
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Worth Parish Council has also failed to grasp the potential of Developer’s Contributions and 
other sources of funding related to housing development to provide new facilities for the 
village.  Instead of being proactive in engaging with developers and Mid Sussex, the Council has 
limited its ambitions to the replacement of existing playground equipment.  Major projects, 
such as the Millenium Car Park in the village centre and the proposed parking on Bowers Place 
for the village green, have been led by the Crawley Down Ward Councillors who support the 
creation of a new Council. 

As well as the lack of capital investment, Worth Parish Council’s failure to hold meetings or 
other events in Crawley Down has meant that the community facilities there have had no 
opportunity for income from the Council’s revenue budget, despite the village being the 
biggest contributor to the budget.  Community facilities across the District have faced 
significant financial challenges from the pandemic and are facing further challenges from 
increased energy costs and the need to reduce their carbon footprint.  Against this background 
financial support from Councils at all levels is essential.  

A separate Crawley Down Village Council will seek to invest in existing community facilities, 
including the use of PWLB loans, and will be pro-active in working with developers and Mid 
Sussex to ensure that Developers Contributions and non-ring-fenced Government grants such 
as the New Homes Bonus are used for their intended purpose; namely to mitigate the adverse 
impacts of development on the local community.  All the monies raised through the Parish 
precept will be spent in the village, to the benefit of the community facilities and local traders. 

The approach to the CGR taken by Worth Parish Council 

Worth Parish Council discussed splitting the Council in June 2019 and agreed that it should not 
be pursued.  The Council’s existing policy is therefore that it is opposed to a split.  Despite this 
policy, in the Council and public discussions of the CGR since September 2021, the Council has 
purported to be maintaining a neutral position while arguing against the creation of a new 
Parish Council.  The central tenet of the Council’s argument has been a claim that the cost of 
the split could be as high as £150,000.  In publishing such a figure and failing to publish 
promised supporting documentation despite numerous requests, the Councillors promoting 
this claim could be considered to have brought themselves and the Council into disrepute. 

Alongside the figure of £150,000 the Council has published a series of estimates for revenue 
budget costs that fail to take account of the growth in tax base and the lower complexity of the 
Clerk’s role in Crawley Down.  These scare tactics echo the Project Fear of the BREXIT debate 
and have effectively derailed the democratic process and destroyed the opportunity for proper 
debate in both villages of the key issues of identity, community, democracy and service. 

The Parish Council has also endeavoured to make political capital of the withdrawal of two of 
the Crawley Down Ward Councillors during the collection of signatures for the petition and the 
recent departure of another from the village.  The remaining Local Councillors and residents 
supporting the creation of a new Council are confident that they have the knowledge, 
experience and expertise to deliver the new Council (see Appendix C). 
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Remarkably Worth Parish Council has failed to address the ‘easily re-butted’ aspects of the case 
for a separate Crawley Down Village Council, such as committing to holding meetings in 
Crawley Down.  This highlights the arrogance of the Councillors who have led the Parish 
Council’s case and their complete lack of commitment to democracy. 

The approach to the CGR taken by the local Councillors and residents supporting the creation 
of a Crawley Down Village Council 

One of the recurring questions when Crawley Down Ward Councillors hold drop-in sessions to 
encourage residents to become a Councillor is “why doesn’t Crawley Down have its own Parish 
Council like Turners Hill?”  Councillors do not find this an easy question to answer.  There is a 
modest cost saving14 in combining ‘back-office functions’ such as accounts, but as this paper 
has shown, that is at the expense of a considerable loss in identity and local democracy.  The 
inverse of the question is far easier: “If Worth Parish Council didn’t exist, would we create it?”  
It is hard to find a single resident in Crawley Down or Copthorne that would answer “yes”. 

It is difficult to pinpoint the exact point in time at which this Community Governance Review 
became a compelling option given the extent of the effort involved and the expertise required 
to successfully implement a separate Crawley Down Village Council.  One of the key factors was 
the LGBCE Review of Mid Sussex Ward Boundaries announced in July 2020, together with initial 
support from six long standing Crawley Down Ward Parish Councillors, including all three Mid 
Sussex Crawley Down and Turners Hill Ward Councillors.  Other factors were the completion of 
the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan, the repaying of the Copthorne Pavilion loan and the Local 
Government Election Cycle with Local Elections due to be held in May 2023.  Examination of 
case studies suggested by NALC highlighted the need for the order establishing a new Council 
to be made several months before the first elections in order to allow sufficient time to 
complete the initial setup of the new Council before the first elections and the first Annual 
Council Meeting in mid-May.  In this respect it is important to also take account of the 
approximately 6 week mismatch between the start of the Council’s financial year (1st April) and 
the first Annual Council Meeting.  Together these suggest that the order establishing the new 
Council should be made no later than November 2022. 

A petition was used to initiate the Review after consideration of the other options.  The 
Boundary Review itself was not expected to recommend a Community Governance Review as 
Crawley Down and Copthorne are already in separate Wards.  It was assessed to be unlikely 
that Worth Parish Council would reverse its June 2019 decision not to support a split following 
discussion with the Chair and Vice-Chair.  Mid Sussex Democratic Services Officers expressed 
support for a Review after the Boundary Review had concluded in initial discussions in February 
2021, but a petition was seen by most, but not all, of the Councillors involved as the best way 
of guaranteeing a timely Review. 

Following a recommendation by NALC that the split of Hextable away from Swanley Town 
Council in 2008 was the most appropriate case study, a visit was made to Hextable to review 

                                                           
14

 Equivalent to one part-time Responsible Finance Officer 
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the paper files from the period concerned and understand in particular the costs involved and 
the implications for staff.  With regard to the latter, the Hextable Parish Clerk had herself 
TUPE’d from Swanley to Hextable and was extremely helpful in describing the process.  This 
visit was followed up with phone calls to the protagonists in both Swanley Town Council and 
Sevenoaks District Council, and a Zoom conference with the current Chairman of Hextable 
Parish Council. 

Similar conversations were held with Bingley Town Councillors who effected a split from 
Bradford Municipal Council in 2016.  The separation of Bexhill Town Council from Rother 
District Council was also studied as an example of a politically driven outcome.  The 
recommendation to create a new Council was initially refused, but the decision was reversed 
two years later following a change of political leadership in Rother District Council.  This is seen 
as an undesirable outcome for the current Review.  

The wording of the petition (attached at Appendix D) was agreed with Mid Sussex in June 2021 
who insisted on setting a target of 10% of the electorate, or 461 signatures15.  Over 500 valid 
signatures were collected in just four weeks of campaigning in the village and through a 
Facebook Page set up for the purpose.  The speed at which the signatures were collected, and 
the very low refusal rate (2% or 3%) was a clear indication of the significant community interest 
in the creation of a Crawley Down Village Council.  Mid Sussex validated the petition on 15th 
September 2021. 

Both the Parish Council and the Local Councillors and Residents supporting the creation of a 
new Council were invited to comment on the draft Terms of Reference and it remains the 
opinion of the latter that the consultation lost the clear focus on the future of Crawley Down 
that the Petition requested.  The insistence on qualitative responses without any quantitative 
element is also significantly different to the approach used in the Hextable Review and is itself 
expected to have impacted adversely on community engagement. 

The Local Councillors and Residents supporting the creation of a new Council provided a single 
sheet A4 leaflet setting out the case for a Crawley Down Village Council to Mid Sussex to be 
circulated to all electors at the start of this consultation (see Appendix E).  A Facebook Poll was 
used to understand how residents wished to obtain information and have their questions 
answered.  This indicated that a Facebook Group, a leaflet and a public meeting were all 
favoured.  A dedicated Facebook Group was set up agreed answers to a series of questions 
from residents were posted there (see Appendix F).  A presentation was given and questions 
answered at public meeting in Crawley Down and Copthorne arranged by Worth Parish Council 
(see Appendix G) and the Local Councillors and Residents supporting the creation of new 
Council arranged a Q&A session moderated by Councillor Heidi Brunsdon on 1st April.  A leaflet 
setting out the benefits to and costs was hand delivered to over 2,200 households in the Ward 
in the Week of 21st March (see Appendix H). 

                                                           
15

 Changes to the Legislation introduced in 2015 requires only 7.5%.  The insistence on a higher target meant that 
Mid Sussex did not qualify to receive ‘New Burdens’ funding for the cost of the Review or the creation of the new 
Council. 
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This document provides a record of the information gained and used by the Local Councillors 
and Residents supporting the creation of a new Council.   

Next Steps 

The responsibility for setting up and running the new Council rests with Mid Sussex until the 
first Annual Council Meeting.   This responsibility includes establishing the legal basis for the 
new Council, setting an initial precept, opening bank accounts, purchasing computer 
equipment and software licence, making provision for the payment of staff TUPE’d to or 
otherwise joining the new Council, reviewing contracts for shared services such as street 
lighting maintenance and energy and calling the first Parish Council Meeting. 

The Local Councillors and Residents supporting the creation of a new Council look forward to 
working with Mid Sussex to achieve this aim. 

Conclusion 

The case in favour of the creation of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down is undeniable.  
Mid Sussex can embrace the proposal with confidence that the team of local Councillors and 
residents supporting the creation of a separate Council have the knowledge, skills, connections 
and energy to ensure that it is a success. 
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Appendix A : Indicative Annual Budget 
 

CRAWLEY DOWN PARISH COUNCIL 
 Draft Revenue Budget (FY21/22 ex VAT) 
 

  Staff Costs 
 Clerk, RFO (p/t), Admin Asst (p/t), Handyman £60,000 

NI £8,000 

Pension £5,000 

Staff Training £1,500 

  General/Admin Costs 
 Office rental £10,000 

Utilities £500 

Postage £100 

Photocopying/Photocopier £1,250 

Office supplies £250 

WSALC/SALC subscriptions £1,500 

Web site/IT support/Zoom/Office365 £3,000 

Parish Online £500 

Accounting package RBS Rialtas £750 

Audit fees £600 

Legal fees £1,000 

Telephone/Broadband £750 

Insurance £2,500 

Publicity £1,000 

Meeting Room Hire  £3,500 

Meetings/Conferences £500 

Purchases £2,000 

Loan repayments £0 

  Councillor Costs 
 Chairmans Allowance £200 

Councillors Allowance £0 

Councillor Training £750 
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Parish Maintenance Costs 
 Handyman vehicle lease £3,000 

Handyman vehicle servicing £1,000 

Handyman vehicle fuel £1,200 

Handyman equipment  £1,000 

  Land & Tree  £2,500 

Churchyard  £500 

Allotments fencing & security £500 

Playground  £2,500 

Litter bin replacement £500 

Bench seating £500 

Litter and dog bin emptying (MSDC) £5,000 

Car parks £1,000 

  Streetlighting maintenance & repairs (SSE) £5,000 

Streetlighting energy (SSE) £9,000 

  Community 
 Grants to Community Groups £5,000 

Elections £2,000 

Environmental projects £15,000 

Neighbourhood plan £2,500 

  Income 
 Allotment rents  -£2,000 

  Total £160,850 

  Precept of £160,000 equates to £61 for Band D 
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Appendix B Response to Criticism of Indicative Budget  
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Promotors Adjusted 

  Staff costs 
    Salaries 60000 73843 

  NI 8000 9874 
  Pension 5000 5216 
  Staff Training 1500 1500 
  

 
74500 90433 

  

     General/Admin costs 
    Office rental 10000 10000 

  Utilities 500 500 
  Postage 100 100 
  Photocopying/Photocopier 1250 500 
  Office supplies  250 250 
  WSALC/Subscriptions 1500 1900 
 

we won't be joining WSALC! 
Website/IT Support/Zoom 
Office/Office 365 3000 7000 

 
John Plank to Review 

Parish Online 500 500 
  Accounting Package 750 270 
  Audit fees 600 760 
  Legal Fees 1000 1000 
  Telephone/broadband 750 0 
  Insurance 2500 2500 
  Publicity 1000 1000 
  Meeting Room Hire 3500 3500 
  Meetings/Conferences 500 500 
  Purchases 2000 2000 
  Loan Repayments 0 0 
  

 
29700 32280 

  Councillor Costs 
    Chairmans Allowance 200 200 

  Councillors allowances 0 0 
  Councillor training 750 750 
  

 
950 950 

  

     Parish Maintenance Costs 
    Handyman vehicle lease 3000 0 

  Handyman vehicle servicing 1000 1000 
  Handyman vehicle fuel 1200 1200 
  Handyman equipment 1000 1000 
  Land and Tree Management 2500 2500 
  Churchyard 500 0 
  

Allotment fencing and security 500 1000 
 

This is a 21/22 estimated budget; not 
22/23 
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Playground 2500 2500 
  Litter bin replacements 500 575 
  Bench seating 500 500 
  Litter and dog bin emptying 5000 2500 
  Car parks 1000 1000 
  

Streetlight maintenance (SSE)  5000 7500 
 

This is a 21/22 estimated budget; not 
22/23 

Streetlighting energy 9000 17500 
 

This is a 21/22 estimated budget; not 
22/23 

 
33200 38775 

 
But of course these costs have 

    
risen considerably. 

Community 
    Grants to Community Groups 5000 5000 

  Elections 2000 2000 
  Environmental projects 15000 15000 
  Neighbourhood plan 2500 2500 
  

 
24500 24500 

  

     Income 
    Allotment rents 2000 3400 

  

 
2000 3400 

  

     Total expenditure 162850 186938 
  

Total Income 2000 3400 
 

This is a 21/22 estimated budget; not 
22/23 

Budget/Precept 160850 183538 
  

     Omitted 
    Bank charges 0 100 

 
OK 

Office cleaner 0 1250 
 

Covered by Rented Office 

CCTV 0 ? 
 

We haven't got any 

Youth support 0 ? 
 

We haven't got any 

HR Support 0 1500 
  SLCC subs 0 285 
 

OK 

Total omissions 0 3135 
  

    
Difference 

Budget/Precept 160850 186673 
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Appendix C : Brief Details of Relevant experience of the Local Councillors and Residents 
supporting the Creation of a Crawley Down Village Council 
 
Elaine Anscomb 

Worth Parish Council Crawley Down Ward Councillor 2015 – 2022 
Chairman Worth Parish Council 2017 – 2021 

Alex Cruickshank 

Crawley Down Resident since 1978 

Worth Parish Council Crawley Down Ward Councillor 2015 - 
Chairman Worth Parish Council Allots Sub-Committee 

Chairman of the Crawley Down Allotment Gardens Association 2008-2018. 
A member of the CDCCA committee 2008-1018 

Ian Gibson 

Crawley Down Resident since 1997 

West Sussex County Councillor for Imberhorne Division (Imberhorne & Crawley Down) (2021- 
WSCC Planning & Rights of Way Committee (2021- 
WSCC Performance and Finance Scrutiny Committee (2022- 
WSCC Standards Committee (2021-22) 

Mid Sussex District Council Member for Crawley Down & Turners Hill (2019- 
MSDC Audit Committee (2022- 
MSDC Licencing Committee (2019 -2021) 
MSDC Scrutiny Committee for Leader, Finance & Performance (2021-2022) 
MSDC Scrutiny Committee for Community, Customer Services and Service Delivery (2019-2021) 

Worth Parish Councillor, Crawley Down Ward Councillor 2013 - 
Chairman Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan Committee (2016 –  
Chairman Planning and Highways Committee (2016 - 2018) 
Member of the Finance and General Purposes Committee  
Co-author of the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan 

Turners Hill Parish Councillor 2019 -  

Chairman Mid Sussex Association of Local Councils (2017 - 2019) 
Director West Sussex Association of Local Councils (2017 - 2019) 

Sally Gibson 

Crawley Down Resident since 1997 

Support on legal issues in the 2016 Hazel Close and Land West of the Turners Hill Road Call-In 
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John Hitchcock 

Crawley Down Resident since 1982 

Worth Parish Councillor, Crawley Down Ward Councillor 2014 - 
Chairman Planning and Highways Committee (2018 –  
Member of the Finance and General Purposes Committee  
Co-author of the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan 

8 years as a Governor at CD Junior School 4 of which were as Chair of Governors, leading to 4 years as a 
Governor at Imberhorne School 

Scout leader for the past 26 years with 1st TH and CD Scout Group and still active within the East 
Grinstead District as a Skills Adviser 

Committee member for several years at Crawley Down FC, responsible for processing all planning and 
development issue. 

John Plank 

Crawley Down Resident since 1984 

Member of the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan Committee 

CDRA committee member 2006 to 2015  
Chairman 2012 – 2013 & 2015  

Established and managed Crawley Down Village Website from 2005 to present day 
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Appendix D : The Petition 

SHOULD CRAWLEY DOWN HAVE ITS OWN PARISH COUNCIL? 

Crawley Down will soon have over 6,000 residents.  Should it continue to be part of Worth 
Parish Council or should it have its own Parish Council?   
 
Parish Councils are the lowest level of local government and look after facilities like allotments, 
playgrounds, playing fields, village greens and street lighting.  Crawley Down is currently part of 
Worth Parish Council, the biggest Parish Council in Mid Sussex and the third largest in West 
Sussex.  Worth is one of the oldest parishes in England and used to be much bigger.  Over the 
years, several areas have left to form new Parish Councils or other community groups.  The 
Tilgate area is now part of Crawley, and Turners Hill split away in 1986.  Since the early 1980s, 
even the village of Worth has itself ceased to be part of the Parish.  This gradual attrition has 
left just Copthorne and Crawley Down in the modern version of the Parish.  In terms of identity, 
character and activities, the villages have little in common.  Mid Sussex includes them both in 
the second tier of settlements with Cuckfield, Hassocks, Hurstpierpoint and Lindfield, all of 
whom have separate Parish Councils.    Operationally Worth already exhibits many similarities 
to a Town Council with 17 elected Councillors (just two less than East Grinstead Town Council) 
and a complex set of committees and sub-committees to deliver its services.  Much of its 
business is actually conducted in two parallel streams, one for each village. 
 
Worth Parish Council has no office in Crawley Down and holds no public meetings here.  In 
recent years this remoteness has led to a lack of interest in the work of the Council and 
difficulties in recruiting Councillors.  
 
A Crawley Down Parish Council would be clearly identified with the village and would have its 
offices and meetings in the village.  Its smaller size would avoid the need for a complex set of 
committees with all business dealt with in a monthly Council meeting as is the case for other 
local Parish Councils.  This will reduce the administrative burden on staff and provide a more 
rewarding experience for Councillors 
 
The process for creating a new Parish Council requires Mid Sussex District Council to undertake 
a Governance Review and consult with the local community.  The Governance Review is 
triggered by a petition signed by 10% of residents.  If you are in favour of Crawley Down having 
a separate Parish Council please sign the petition overleaf.   
 
The following current Crawley Down Ward Councillors and residents believe that a separate 
Parish Council would be the best approach and encourage you to sign the petition: 
 
 
Elaine Anscomb Alex Cruickshank Ian Gibson 
John Hitchcock  John Plank 
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PETITION : CALLING ON MSDC TO UNDERTAKE A GOVERNANCE REVIEW TO CONSIDER THE CREATION OF A CRAWLEY DOWN PARISH COUNCIL 
 
We, the undersigned residents of Crawley Down, request Mid Sussex District Council to undertake a Community Governance Review to consider the creation 
of a Crawley Down Parish Council based on the Crawley Down Neighbourhood Plan Area and, in the event of a positive outcome to the Review, complete the 
establishment of such a Council by May 2023.   

The new Parish Council would: 

 Assume ownership or guardianship of land and buildings within the proposed Parish Area. 

 Inherit the responsibility for services provided by Worth Parish Council within the proposed Parish Area including: 
o Maintenance of the allotments, the village green, playing fields, buildings, car parks, cemeteries and war memorials. 
o Emptying of litter and dog waste bins. 
o Provision and maintenance of bus shelters and street lights. 

 Inherit an appropriate share of the equipment and financial holdings of Worth Parish Council as at 6 April 2021, based on relative electorate numbers. 

 Become the precepting authority for the proposed Parish Area. 

 Become the statutory consultee for the proposed Parish Area. 

 Appoint representatives to local and national bodies as appropriate for a Council of this nature. 

 Exercise such other duties and hold such rights as are appropriate for a Council of this nature. 

 Seek to manage its affairs in a manner that enables it to be granted General Power of Competence at an early stage. 
 

Signed Name Address Postcode 

……………………………….. …………………………………………… …………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………. 

……………………………….. …………………………………………… …………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………. 

……………………………….. …………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………. 

……………………………….. …………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………. 

……………………………….. …………………………………………… ………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………. 

Local Councillors will be collecting signed forms in the village centre on Saturdays during August 10.30 to 12.30hrs.  Alternatively a scanned or photographic 
image of the form can be emailed to petition@kilnwood.com 
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Appendix E : Supporting Leaflet Circulated by Mid Sussex to all Electors 
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Appendix F : Residents Questions and Answer thereto posted on Facebook  
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Appendix G : Presentation to Worth Parish Council Public Meeting 4th March 2022 

Good evening, thank you for coming tonight 

Can I start by getting a quick understanding of my audience 

Can you put your hand up if you’re a resident of Crawley Down 

Thank you and if you’re a resident of Worth put your hand up 

This highlights the key issue that we are discussing tonight: IDENTITY; we think of ourselves as 
living in Crawley Down or Copthorne, not Worth. 

I am going to say a few words about the importance of Identity in local government and then 
talk about 

The level of Service that you could expect from a new council 

What is involved in setting up the new council 

And finally, why this is happening now 

The importance of Identity in local government  

For those who don’t know me I am Ian Gibson; I have lived in Crawley Down for 24 years and I 
am a Worth Parish Councillor; a District Councillor and your County Councillor; however, in 
none of these roles am I representing just Crawley Down. 

Lack of identity was one of the problem that I highlighted in 2019 in the leaflet that I delivered 
to every property in the village. 

Crawley Down is effectively invisible in local government; it is twinned with Copthorne in 
Worth Parish Council; with Turners Hill in Mid Sussex District Council and with part of East 
Grinstead in West Sussex County Council. 

A village with a population of 6,000 should have a separate voice in local government.  

Both Crawley Down and Copthorne are classed as large villages in Mid Sussex along with 
Cuckfield, Hassocks, Hurstpierpoint and Lindfield, all of which have a Parish Council. 

There are 15 other parish councils in Mid Sussex with smaller populations, one as low as 300.  
All parish councils are treated equally in local government, it’s not dependent on size. 

Crawley Down already has the basis for a clear identity.  It is geographically separate. There are 
a large number of active community groups and sports clubs which represent Crawley Down in 
leagues.  It also has a Neighbourhood Plan which set out the criteria that new developments 
must follow.   

A Parish Council that speaks for just Crawley Down will be better placed to address local issues 
than one which has to balance its position across more than one village. 
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So what level of Service could you expect from a new council 

The funding for your parish council is a very small part of the Council Tax bill that will soon drop 
on your doormat.  The bill for a Band D property this year will be £2,023.90.  Just £62.89 of this 
is for your Parish Council.   

Since 2015 Worth Parish Council has had no offices in Crawley Down and has held no Council 
meetings in the village. Residents have to travel to Copthorne if they want to ask questions or 
speak to the Council about planning applications or other issues.   

A Crawley Down Village Council would rent offices and hold all its meetings in the village.  

Worth Parish Council has a complex structure of Committees and sub-Committees that in total 
hold some 60 meetings a year.  A Crawley Down Village Council will adopt a simpler model of 
one council meeting per month like Turners Hill which will significantly reduce the amount of 
time spent in preparing minutes and agendas by the Parish Clerk and in meetings by 
Councillors. 

Since Worth Parish Council moved out of the village in 2015 it has become increasingly difficult 
to find residents who are prepared to represent Crawley Down as Councillors.  Attending 
meetings in Copthorne twice a month is not an attractive long term option.    The creation of a 
separate council for Crawley Down that holds its meetings in the village will lead to more 
residents willing to become Councillors.  

A new village council dedicated to Crawley Down would do the simple things that have eluded 
WPC, like installing speed indicators on the rat runs through the village.  Solving the Royal Oak 
would become a top priority.  

And ALL the council tax money that funds the Council would be spent back in the village. 

So what is involved in setting up the new council 

Firstly, it is important to understand that Worth Parish Council is not being abolished.  Staff will 
not be made redundant and contracts cancelled.  There will be no need to renegotiate leases. 

A new council will be established for Crawley Down and the remainder of Worth Parish Council 
is then expected to change its name to Copthorne Parish Council.   

The new Council will be created in May next year when its first councillors are elected in the 
scheduled local elections.   We expect the number of Councillors to be 9 as at present.   

TUPE (Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment)) rules will apply to the creation of 
the new council. We expect to see the same staff doing, broadly, the same work.  Worth Parish 
Council has two qualified clerks, a Finance Officer, two Handymen and a Communications and 
IT Administrator.  We think that a Crawley Down Village Council will need a Clerk, a Finance 
Officer, a Handyman and in the longer term an assistant.   

Many Clerks are also the Finance Officer and Turners Hill have just appointed a new Clerk who 
will also be the Finance Officer.  
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The Petitioners , 523 of us signed the petition, have published a draft budget last August which 
demonstrates that the new Council could achieve the promised benefits without an increase in 
the Parish element of the Council tax.   

The Parish Council has challenged our figures, but they have inflated the energy costs to reflect 
the recent increases and failed to take account of reduced administration in the staff costs.  
Otherwise their assessment agrees with our budget and we thank them for that endorsement.  

When we revise the budget in preparation for the new Council we will need to include the 
jump in energy costs, I’m afraid that is inescapable. 

The Copthorne Councillors opposing the split have suggested that it will cost, well various 
figures at various times over the last 6 months - £50,000, £100,000, £300,000 – and they seem 
to have settled on £150,000 but, even as late as yesterday, they have not published a 
breakdown or any evidence to support this figure, or indeed any other.   

We have studied a large number of recent new councils and found no evidence of such costs.  
We spoke again yesterday with the Clerk and Chairman of Hextable Parish Council who split 
from Swanley Town Council in 2008 who recall only that Sevenoak District Council gave them a 
loan of £20,000. This is a Bradford City Council report on the creation of Bingley Town Council 
in 2015 which includes a figure of £20,000 for set cost, precisely the figure we published last 
August. 

We are forced to conclude that the figure of £150,000 has been published to scare you.   

Please ask them for details tonight, are they counting redundancy costs, or anticipating 
constructive dismissal cases.  Press them for evidence, don’t let them hide behind phrases like 
staff confidentiality – they can talk generally about numbers, maximum costs and probabilities.  
Its called Risk Assessment. 

It goes with saying that it would be more advantageous for all Councillors to work towards a 
well-managed split and we are disappointed that the Parish Council has chosen to resist the 
creation of a new Council so aggressively. 

And finally, why this is happening now 

The benefits of a separate Parish Council for Crawley Down have been evident for many years, 
in fact since Turners Hill left Worth Parish Council in the 1990s.  So why has the petition been 
brought forward now. 

When current construction is completed in 4 years there will have been 30% growth in both 
villages since 2010. The villages will be the same size and the Parish population will have risen 
to around 12,000, past the threshold at which a Parish Council should consider becoming a 
Town Council 

But the villages are facing different challenges.  Proposed housing developments are drawing 
Crawley Down into East Grinstead, while Copthorne faces a similar challenge from Crawley with 
the threat of a further 2,500 homes on Crabbett Park either side of Old Hollow. 
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Administratively, May 2023 is a good moment to go separate ways.  The District Council 
elections are due to be held then so the £8,000 cost of separate elections for the new Parish 
Council will be avoided.  

The Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan was finally completed last year, so both villages now have 
the protection of current Neighbourhood Plans. 

I am not going to pretend that the split will be as financially beneficial for Copthorne as it is for 
Crawley Down in the short term.  There is an imbalance in the land and buildings owned or 
leased by Worth Parish Council.  The lion’s share will go to Copthorne as both the sports 
pavilion and the offices are there.  The down side for Copthorne is that the associated running 
costs and loan repayments will fall on them.  However, the level of debt is very low, the loan 
for the pavilion was paid off this year and the lease agreement for the offices is such that the 
loan repayment of £10,000 a year is equivalent to the £10,000 budgeted by the Petitioners for 
the rental of offices in Crawley Down. We think that this is fair, especially as the villages will be 
the same size when the 500 homes on Copthorne West are completed. 

Of course, the new council in Crawley Down will have the same ability to take out low interest 
loans from the Public Works Loan Board for capital projects.  This is one of the key 
opportunities that we expect the new council to exploit. 

I look forward to your questions and I will be around afterwards if anyone wants to ask about  
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The case for a separate Crawley Down 
Village Council 

Appendix H : Leaflet delivered to all Households in Crawley Down 

 
Dear Resident, 
 
You recently received a letter from Mid Sussex District Council seeking your views on whether a new Parish Council should be 
created for Crawley Down.  This letter is from the local Councillors and residents supporting the new Council.  Following the 
public meeting at the Haven Centre on the 4

th
 March, we have set out overleaf a clear description of the Benefits of the new 

Council, and the Costs involved in setting it up and running it.  We hope that this will help you decide.  If you have further 
questions please contact us: 

Buildings & Land John Hitchcock 01342 716831 
Budget & General Ian Gibson 01342 716790 
Allotments Alex Cruickshank 01342 714328 
Website & IT John Plank 01342 716731 

There will be a further public meeting at the Haven Centre on Friday 1
st

 April at 7.30pm which we encourage you to 
attend.  

Mid Sussex District Council are asking you to respond to the consultation by submitting a short statement setting out your 
views on a number of points.  If you are supporting the new Council you might include some of the following points in your 
submission: 

Crawley Down is a rural village, surrounded by fields, with a different character and issues to those of its 
neighbours.  

A Crawley Down Village Council would better represent the village on important local issues such as plans for more 
development, quality of services and the condition of local roads and other infrastructure. 

Residents would be more likely to attend Parish Council meetings held in the village then meetings held in 
Copthorne. 

A Crawley Down Village Council would spend all the money it received on supporting the community groups, 
facilities and sports clubs in the village. 

I would be more likely to get involved in a Parish Council that is clearly linked with and holds its meetings in the 
village. 

We have investigated the start-up costs of new councils in great detail and can provide evidence, including written quotations, 
for the figure of £20,000 shown overleaf.  Do not be misled by the figure of £150,000 published by the Parish Council.  They 
have provided no evidence for this figure.  Please speak to us if you are worried, or have been put off supporting a new 
council by this figure. 

If you have mislaid the letter from Mid Sussex District Council your submission can be emailed to them at 
communitygovernancereviews@midsussex.gov.uk or posted to Electoral Services (CGR), MSDC, Oaklands Road, Haywards Heath 
RH16 1SS.  Submissions should be from individuals not households, but you can put more than one submission in the same 
envelope. You should include your name and address. The closing date for submissions is Friday 15th April. 

Even if you have already responded to Mid Sussex, you can send a further submission to add to or revise your previous 
comments. 

If you would like a copy of this letter in MSWord format please email CDVC@kilnwood.com 

mailto:communitygovernancereviews@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:CDVC@kilnwood.com
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