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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

We received 401 responses to this consultation, including 3 submitted via email. Of them, the 
vast majority were provided by members of the public (98 per cent). Two parish councils, 
Kennington and Radley, submitted their responses to the online consultation. 
 
The community governance review for Kennington and Radley parishes was the most selected 
one – 92 per cent of respondents commented on this proposal. 
 
Below is a summary of the results relating to each town or parish council. 
 
Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor (KBS) and Tubney and Fyfield parishes: most 
respondents strongly agreed with the proposal to amend the boundary between KBS and 
Tubney and Fyfield parishes to include a new residential development of 650 dwellings within 
KBS parish (78 per cent).  
 
12 comments were made by respondents on this proposal. Of them, the majority expressed 
agreement based on the proximity of the housing development to KBS, and the availability of 
facilities and infrastructure there (75 per cent). 
 
Kennington and Radley parishes: 82 per cent of those who commented on this community 
governance review strongly disagreed with the proposal to include the housing developments 
north of Sugworth Lane within Kennington parish. 
 
223 comments were made by respondents. Among them, the most frequently made expressed 
financial worries - more specifically the worry that the proposal, if approved, will lead to an 
increase in Council Tax and insurance (22 per cent) - and the risk of a loss of 
village/community identity (21 per cent). 
 
Appleton with Eaton Parish Council and Besselsleigh Parish Meeting: the majority of 
respondents strongly agreed with the proposal to create a joint council by grouping together 
the parishes of Appleton with Eaton and Besselseigh (63 per cent).  
 
11 comments were made by respondents. Of them, most expressed agreement with the 
proposal because, in their view, it will improve efficiency due to the use of shared resources, 
and it will benefit their communities (73 per cent). 
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ENGAGEMENT METHODOLOGY 

The ‘Community Governance Review for Vale of White Horse 2026’ consultation was launched 
on 26 March 2026 and closed at 11.59pm on 7 May 2026. The consultation was open for six 
weeks.  
 
The consultation was advertised to residents of the affected towns and parishes by: 
 

➢ Email notification with a link to the consultation, which was sent on the day the 
consultation launched to 28 recipients on our consultation database. 

➢ Letter including a link and QR code to the consultation, which was posted to 594 
addresses identified as being affected by the proposals, and 4 addresses on the 
consultation database. 

➢ Posting on social media platforms (Facebook, Instagram, Nextdoor Agency, Threads 
and Bluesky) on the day the consultation launched and multiple times over the weeks 
that followed. Overall, 12 posts were published on these channels, resulting in 90 clicks. 

➢ Publishing a press release on 26 March to provide information on the reviews 
undertaken by the Vale of White Horse. 

➢ Publishing an article in ‘Vale News’ on 16 April. This newsletter is sent to residents who 
have subscribed.  

➢ Publishing an article on ‘Town and Parish News’ on 26 April March. This newsletter 
goes out to the district’s town and parish councils. 

Reporting methodology 

This report provides a summary of all quantitative and qualitative results of this consultation.  
 
When stating percentages in the analysis, we are referring to the percentage of respondents 
that answered the specific question, rather than the total number of responses to the overall 
survey. Response percentages may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding up over .5 and 
rounding down under .5. Words that appear in italics are quotes taken from comments 
received. 
 

When 5 comments or less have been made in response to a question, these are shown in 
tables throughout the report. When more than 5 comments have been submitted, these are not 
shown in the report and are available in Appendix A. Any personal information supplied to us 
within the comments that could identify anyone has been redacted and will not be shared or 
published. Further information on data protection is available in our general consultation’s 
privacy statement.  

Some punctual errors in the original comments were corrected in the main body of this report.  
 

 
  

https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2021/02/27_01_2021_privacy-policy-general-consultations.pdf
https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2021/02/27_01_2021_privacy-policy-general-consultations.pdf
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KEY FINDINGS – QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DATA 

This section provides an overview of the findings of this consultation. It includes a summary of 
the results for each quantitative and qualitative question. The questions and relative results are 
here presented in the same order as they appeared in the online consultation.  
 

About you 

Q1. Are you responding as:  

Figure 1 

 

398 out of 401 total respondents answered this question. Of them: 

➢ 98 per cent were members of the public. 

➢ 1 per cent were neighbouring local authorities (a town or parish council/meeting). 

➢ 1 per cent selected the option ‘Other, please specify’. All comments left are listed in 

the table below. 

➢ Businesses/organisations made up less than 1 per cent. 

Although only 3 respondents selected the option ‘Other, please specify’, 5 comments were 

subsequently made: 

Table 1 

ID Response 

ANON-BMP6-AMXX-K I am a resident 

ANON-4EKY-RD45-V  Radley Parish Council 

ANON-ZPQ8-8D53-Q Someone who would (be) affected by this change if it went a head 

(ahead) 

ANON-6KTD-C4GR-9 Resident 

ANON-9GFT-UCZ7-3 Lawns homeowner (REDACTED) 

98%

1% 1% 0%

an individual/member of
the public

a neighbouring local
authority

other (please specify)

a business/organisation

https://theconversation.southandvale.gov.uk/legal-and-democratic/vale-communitygovernance/consultation/response_view?fromQ=opsuite.respondentmanagement.name&user_id=ANON-BMP6-AMXX-K
https://theconversation.southandvale.gov.uk/legal-and-democratic/vale-communitygovernance/consultation/response_view?fromQ=opsuite.respondentmanagement.name&user_id=ANON-4EKY-RD45-V
https://theconversation.southandvale.gov.uk/legal-and-democratic/vale-communitygovernance/consultation/response_view?fromQ=opsuite.respondentmanagement.name&user_id=ANON-ZPQ8-8D53-Q
https://theconversation.southandvale.gov.uk/legal-and-democratic/vale-communitygovernance/consultation/response_view?fromQ=opsuite.respondentmanagement.name&user_id=ANON-6KTD-C4GR-9
https://theconversation.southandvale.gov.uk/legal-and-democratic/vale-communitygovernance/consultation/response_view?fromQ=opsuite.respondentmanagement.name&user_id=ANON-9GFT-UCZ7-3
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Q2. If you are representing a business/organisation or a local authority, please provide 

its name. 

12 respondents answered this question. Of them: 

• 7 answered ‘N/A’. 

• 2 answered ‘No’. 

• 1 was Radley Parish Council. 

• 1 was Kennington Parish Council.  

• 1 comment was redacted. 

All comments made are listed in Appendix A. 

Q3. How did you hear about the Community Governance Review consultation? Tick all 

that apply. 

Figure 2  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Just under half of all respondents heard about the consultation via letter (48 per cent). 20 per 

cent heard of it by word of mouth. Grouped together, these 2 channels made up over two-

thirds of all respondents (68 per cent). 

District council social media was selected by 17 per cent of respondents, and ‘other social 

media by 14 per cent’. 

6 per cent selected the option ‘Other, please specify’, and then made 24 comments. Of them: 

• 8 heard of it thanks to a flyer delivered to their door. 

• 4 said they heard of it on their neighbourhood Whatsapp group. 

• 4 said they read an article in ‘Radley News’. 

All comments are listed in Appendix A. 

 

48%

20%

17%

14%

7%

7%
6%

3% 1%
Letter

Word of mouth

District council social media (e.g.
Facebook and Instagram)
Other social media

Email

Parish/town council/meeting

Other (please specify)

District council website

Another website



 
7 

Community Governance Review (CGR) for the Vale of White Horse 2026  
 

Parishes currently under review 

Q4. Please use the dropdown list below to select the parish you would like comment on.  

Figure 3 

 

92 per cent of respondents, or 368 out of 401, selected the proposal for Kennington and 

Radley parishes, whilst for Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor and Fyfield and Tubney 

parishes, and the one for Appleton with Eaton and Besselsleigh parishes were selected by 4 

per cent each.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

92%

4% 4%

Kennington and Radley
parishes

Appleton with Eaton
and Besselsleigh
parishes

Kingston Bagpuize with
Southmoor and Fyfield
and Tubney parishes
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CGR A) Request for a boundary change 

Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor and Fyfield and Tubney Parish 

Councils 

We have received a request to review the boundary between Kingston Bagpuize with 

Southmoor (KBS) Parish Council and Fyfield and Tubney Parish Council. The purpose of the 

review is to consider including a new housing development currently to the east of KBS within 

its parish. 

KBS Parish Council holds that the proposed development will bring more than 650 new 

dwellings to an area immediately adjacent its parish, so that the new homes will, in effect, form 

an extension of KBS village.  The future residents of the development will look to KBS for local 

amenities, community engagement, representation, parish governance and integration. The 

proposed change is supported by Fyfield and Tubney Parish Council. 

You can visualise the proposed change by clicking on this map. 

For more information about the community governance review, please read the Terms of 

Reference. 

Q5. How far do you agree or disagree with the proposal to amend the boundary between 

Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor parish and Fyfield and Tubney parish in order to 

include the new residential development within Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor? 

Figure 4 

 

18 respondents answered this question. Of them, 78 per cent strongly agreed with the 

proposal to amend the boundary to include the new residential development within Kingston 

Bagpuize with Southmoor, and another 11 per cent agreed with it. 

11 per cent strongly disagreed with this proposal. 

Q6. If you have any comments on this proposal, please provide them below. 

12 comments were made by respondents. Of them, the majority expressed agreement with the 

proposal (9, 75 per cent), mostly due to the proximity of Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor to 

the new development, and to the availability of facilities and infrastructure there, which 

respondents said new residents will use. 

78%

11%

11%

Strongly agree

Agree

Strongly disagree

https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGR-MAP-1-KB-FT-V2.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGRValetermsofreference_draft.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGRValetermsofreference_draft.pdf
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2 comments expressed disagreements with the proposal where respondents said: it’s 

unnecessary and will make Council Tax more expensive. 

1 comment was unclear with respect to its support or opposition to the proposal. 

All comments are listed in Appendix A. 
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CGR B) Request for a boundary change 

Kennington and Radley Parish Councils 

We have received a request to review the parish boundary between Kennington Parish Council 

and Radley Parish Council. The purpose of the review is to consider including the housing 

developments north of Sugworth Lane within Kennington parish. Click on this map to see the 

proposed changes. 

For more information about the community governance review please view the Terms of 

Reference. 

Q8. How far do you agree or disagree with the proposal to include the housing 

developments north of Sugworth Lane within Kennington parish? 

Figure 5 

 

365 respondents answered this question. Of them, the majority strongly disagreed with the 

proposal to include the housing developments north of Sugworth Lane within Kennington 

parish (82 per cent), with another 6 per cent disagreeing with it.  

10 per cent agreed with this proposal, including 8 per cent who strongly agreed with it, whilst 1 

per cent neither agreed nor disagreed.  

Q9. If you have any comments on this proposal, please provide them below. 

223 comments were made by respondents. Of them, the vast majority expressed 

disagreement with the request to review the boundary between Kennington and Radley 

parishes (93 per cent). 

Among the reasons provided by those who disagreed, the most common were financial 

reasons, more specifically the worry that, if approved, the proposal will lead to an increase in 

Council Tax and other expenses for the affected households (22 per cent); and loss of village 

identity, with many comments saying that Radley Parish Council invested in community 

development and made them feel welcome (21 per cent). 

Other comments frequently made by respondents were:  

• ‘I see no good reason for this change’ – 14 per cent. 

82%

8%

6%

2% 1%

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGR-MAP-2-RAD-KEN-V2.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGR-MAP-2-RAD-KEN-V2.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGRValetermsofreference_draft.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGRValetermsofreference_draft.pdf
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• ‘I don’t want to be part of Kennington parish’ – 10 per cent.  

4 per cent of respondents agreed with the proposal, mostly based on the proximity of 

Kennington parish to the housing developments north of Sugworth Lane. 3 per cent of 

comments were unclear over their support for, or opposition to the proposal. 

You can see a list of the reasons provided in the table below. All comments are listed in 

Appendix A. 

Table 2  

Disagrees with proposal 93% 

Financial reason (i.e. increase in Council Tax and 
insurance) 

22% 

Loss of identity 21% 

I see no good reason for this change 14% 

I don't want to be part of Kennington PC 10% 

Kennington risks becoming part of Greater Oxford 7% 

I don't want my postcode/address to change 6% 

I am satisfied with current arrangements 5% 

It feels like a money/land grab 5% 

Kennington Parish Council did not involve 
residents and Radley Parish Council  

4% 

I need more information on the proposal 3% 

Other 3% 

Agrees with proposal 4% 

Proximity of Kennington to the development 54% 

Use of Kennington facilities and services 23% 

I need more information 15% 

Other 8% 
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CGR C) Request for alternative governance arrangements 

Appleton with Eaton Parish Council and Besselsleigh Parish Meeting 

We have received a request to consider grouping Appleton with Eaton Parish Council and 

Besselsleigh Parish Meeting under one parish council. 

This review is supported by both parishes and would create a joint council, with each parish 

retaining its separate identity and boundaries. Under this proposal both parishes would 

maintain their distinctiveness whilst allowing resources to be shared. Click on the map to see 

the location of both parishes. 

For more information about the governance review please view the Terms of Reference. 

Q11. How far do you agree or disagree with the proposal of grouping both Appleton with 

Eaton parish and Besselsleigh parish under one parish council? 

Figure 6 

 

16 respondents answered this question. Of them, the majority strongly agreed with the 

proposal to group Appleton with Eaton and Besselsleigh parishes under one parish council (63 

per cent), with another 13 per cent agreeing with it. 

Conversely, 25 per cent disagreed with this proposal, including 19 per cent who strongly 

disagreed with it.  

Q12. If you have any comments on this proposal, please provide them below. 

11 comments were made on this proposal. Of them: 

• 8 expressed agreement with the proposal to group the two parishes under one council 

(73 per cent). The reasons provided were the efficiency gained from the sharing of 

resources, and the benefit to communities which are already connected via the use of 

the same facilities.  

• 3 disagreed with the proposal because of the following reasons: a smaller size council 

offers better local governance; the two parishes have different issues and priorities, and 

there is lack of precise information on which areas would be affected (27 per cent). 

 

63%
19%

13%

6%

Strongly agree

Strongly disagree

Agree

Disagree

https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGR-MAP-3-BES-APP-V3.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGR-MAP-3-BES-APP-V3.pdf
https://www.southandvale.gov.uk/app/uploads/sites/3/2026/05/CGRValetermsofreference_draft.pdf
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA1 

Below is the demographic data collected in the engagement. Not all respondents answered, so 
percentages given refer to the number of responses obtained for each question.  
 
Q14. What is your sex? 
 
Figure 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

395 out of 401 respondents answered this question. More females than males responded to 
this consultation, making up 52 and 42 per cent respectively. This compares to an equal 50 per 
cent split in the real district’s population. 
 
6 per cent preferred not to answer this question. 
 
Q15. Is the gender you identify with the same as your sex registered at birth? 
 
Figure 8 

 

There were 391 responses to this question.  
 
91 percent of respondents said that the gender they identify with is the same as their sex 
registered at birth. This is not too far from the figure recorded in the real population, where the 
proportion is 95 percent.  

 
1 Data for the actual population is taken from the 2021 Census and is available here. 

0%

5%

94%

No (please
specify below)

Prefer not to say

Yes

52%42%

6%

Female

Male

Prefer not to
say

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland
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Less than 1 percent said their gender is different from the sex registered at birth (.25 per cent), 
which is close to the figure registered within the real population – 0.11 percent.   
 
5 percent of respondents preferred not to say. 
 
We received 1 additional comment from respondents:  
 
Table 3 

 
Q16. How old are you? 
 
Figure 9 

 

395 respondents answered this question. 
 
The largest age group to respond to the consultation were the 55-64-year-olds, which made up 
22 per cent of all respondents. They were followed by the 35-44 and 65-74-year-olds, which 
made up 18 and 16 per cent of respondents respectively. All three age groups participated in 
larger proportions relative to their shares of the district population, as per the above chart.  
 
Conversely, younger cohorts appear to be underrepresented relative to their share of the 
district’s population, possibly due to the subject matter of this consultation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1%

11%

15%

18%

22%

16%

11%

6%

9%

13% 13% 13% 13%

10% 10%

16-24 25-34 45-54 35-44 55-64 65-74 75+ Prefer
not to say

Respondents Vale population

ID Response 

ANON-46D7-P6KP-6 A very annoying question 
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Q42. What is your ethnic group?  
 
Figure 10 

 

 
385 respondents answered this question.  
 
83 percent of respondents said they are White – English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or 
British. This is the same proportion registered in the district’s population. 
 
Other groups that took part to this engagement were: 
 

• Any other White background (3 per cent). 

• Chinese (2 per cent). 

• Indian (2 per cent). 

• Any other Asian background (1 per cent). 

• White and Black Caribbean (1 per cent). 

• White Roma (1 per cent). 
 
8 per cent preferred not to answer this question. 
 
12 further comments were received in response to this question. Of them, 4 said ‘European’. 
All comments are listed in Appendix A.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

83%

8%
3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1%

83%

7%
1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

White -
English,
Welsh,

Scottish,
Northern

Irish, British

Prefer not to
say

Any other
White

background
(you can
specify
below)

Asian or
Asian British

- Chinese

Asian or
Asian British

- Indian

Any other
Asian

background
(you can
specify
below)

Mixed or
Multiple
Ethnic

Groups -
White and

Black
Caribbean

White -
Roma

Respondents Vale population
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Q18. Do you have any physical or mental health conditions or illness lasting or 
expecting to last 12 months or more? 
 
Figure 11 

 

388 out of 401 respondents answered this question. 
 
80 percent of respondents said they do not have a physical or mental health condition or 
illness lasting 12 months or more - this compares to 85 percent of district’s residents who state 
they don’t have a disability or illness. 
 
11 per cent said they do have a physical or mental disability or illness, compared to 15 per cent 
in the real population. 9 percent preferred not to answer this question. 
 
Q19. Do any of your conditions or illnesses reduce your ability to carry out day to day 
activities? 
 
Figure 12 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Among those who said they have a disability or illness lasting more than 12 months, 52 per 
cent said this impacts on their daily activities ‘a little’; 36 per cent of respondents said this 
impacts on their daily activities ‘a lot’, and another 11 per cent said their disability or illnes does 
not have any impact on their daily actvities. 
 
 
 

80%

11%

9%

No

Yes

Prefer not to say

52%
36%

11%

Yes, a little

Yes, a lot

Not at all
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HOW WE HAVE USED RESULTS OF THE CONSULTATION 

Thank you for taking part to the Community Governance Review consultation for Vale of White 
Horse 2026.  
 
District councils are responsible for reviewing parish arrangements and implementing any 
appropriate changes with the aim to improve local democracy and service delivery. Previous 
reviews were undertaken and changes were implemented at the scheduled elections in May 
2015, May 2019 and May 2023. Any changes agreed as part of this review will be implemented 
in time for the elections in May 2027. 
 
Your feedback has been reviewed and will help us shape our final proposals, which will be 
presented to the Community Governance and Electoral Issues Committee (‘the Committee’) on 
28 May 2026. The Committee will consider the responses and then put forward draft proposals 
for further consultation later this year. 
 
Following a second consultation, the Committee will consider responses and decide whether or 
not to implement the proposed changes. We expect to carry out the second consultation in the 
summer/autumn of 2026, with the Committee meeting shortly afterwards to make their 
decisions. More information is available on our website. 
 

FURTHER INFORMATION 

If you have any questions about this report or require it in an alternative format (for example 
large print, Braille, audio, Easy Read and alternative languages) please contact: 
 
Consultation and Community Engagement Team 
South Oxfordshire/ Vale of White Horse District Council 
01235 422 425 
jointheconversation@southandvale.gov.uk 
 
If you have any questions on this consultation or would like to know more about the 
Community Governance Review for Vale of White Horse, please contact: 
 
Chris McMullin  
Electoral Services Officer 
South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse District Councils 
01235 422528 
cgr@southandvale.gov.uk  

https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/vale-of-white-horse-district-council/local-democracy-and-elections/community-governance-review/
mailto:jointheconversation@southandvale.gov.uk
mailto:cgr@southandvale.gov.uk

