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The Local Government Commission for England
is an independent body set up by Parliament. Our
task is to review and make recommendations to the
Government on whether there should be changes
to the structure of local government, the boundaries
of individual local authority areas, and their
electoral arrangements.
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We are statutorily required to review periodically
the electoral arrangements – such as the number of
councillors representing electors in each area and
the number and boundaries of electoral divisions,
or wards – of every principal local authority in
England. In broad terms our objective is to ensure
that the number of electors represented by each
councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the
same, taking into account local circumstances. We
can recommend changes to division boundaries,
and the number of councillors and division names.
This report sets out the Commission’s final
recommendations on the electoral arrangements
for Northamptonshire County Council.
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Local Government Commission for England

2 November 1999
Dear Secretary of State
On 22 September 1998 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of Northamptonshire County
Council under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in May 1999 and
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have substantially
confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been made (see paragraphs 158159) in the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to the
electoral arrangements of Northamptonshire County Council.
We recommend that Northamptonshire County Council should be served by 73 councillors representing 73
divisions, and that changes should be made to division boundaries in order to improve electoral equality,
having regard to the statutory criteria.
We note that you have set out in the White Paper Modern Local Government – In Touch with the People
(Cm 4014, HMSO), legislative proposals for a number of changes to local authority electoral arrangements.
However, until such time as that new legislation is in place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.
I would like to thank members and officers of the County Council and other local people who have
contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much appreciated by
Commissioners and staff.
Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of Northamptonshire
County Council on 22 September 1998. We
published our draft recommendations for electoral
arrangements on 11 May 1999, after which we
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
●

This report summarises the representations
we received during consultation on our draft
recommendations, and offers our final
recommendations to the Secretary of State.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements
provide unequal representation of electors in
Northamptonshire:
●

●

in 45 of the 68 divisions, each of which are
represented by a single councillor, the
number of electors varies by more than 10
per cent from the average for the county, and
21 divisions vary by more than 20 per cent
from the average;
by 2003 electoral inequality is expected to
worsen, with the number of electors forecast
to vary by more than 10 per cent from the
average in 48 divisions, and by more than 20
per cent in 21 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figures 1 and 2 and
paragraphs 158-159) are that:
●

●

●

●

In 57 of the proposed 73 divisions the
number of electors would vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the county average,
with one division, West Hunsbury, varying
by more than 20 per cent.
This improved electoral equality is forecast
to improve further, with the number of
electors in 59 divisions expected to vary by
no more than 10 per cent from the average
for the county in 2003, and no division
expected to vary by more than 20 per cent.
All further correspondence on these
recommendations and the matters discussed
in this report should be addressed to the
Secretary of State for the Environment,
Transport and the Regions, who will not make
an order implementing the Commission’s
recommendations before 14 December 1999:
The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

Northamptonshire County Council should
have 73 councillors, five more than at
present, representing 73 divisions;
as the divisions are based on district wards
which have themselves changed as a result of
the recent district reviews, the boundaries of
all except four divisions will be subject to
change.

These recommendations seek to ensure that the
number of electors represented by each county
councillor is as nearly as possible the same, having
regard to local circumstances.
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Figure 1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

CORBY BOROUGH
1

Central

Central ward (part); Hazelwood ward

2

Corby Rural

East ward; Rural East ward; Rural North ward; Rural
West ward

3

Danesholme

Danesholme ward; Hillside ward

4

Kingswood

Kingswood ward; West ward

5

Lloyds

Central ward (part); Lloyds ward

6

Shire Lodge

Lodge Park ward; Shire Lodge ward

DAVENTRY DISTRICT
7

Braunston

Abbey North ward (part); Badby ward; Barby & Kilsby
ward; Braunston ward

8

Brixworth

Brixworth ward; Clipston ward; Spratton ward

9

Daventry East

Abbey North ward (part); Abbey South ward; Hill ward

10

Daventry West

Abbey North ward (part); Drayton ward

11

Long Buckby

Brampton ward; Flore ward; Long Buckby ward

12

Moulton

Boughton & Pitsford ward; Moulton ward; Walgrave ward

13

Uplands

Crick ward; Ravensthorpe ward; Welford ward; West
Haddon & Guilsborough ward; Yelvertoft ward

14

Woodford & Weedon

Byfield ward; Weedon ward; Woodford ward

EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE DISTRICT

viii

15

Higham Ferrers

Higham Ferrers ward; Stanwick ward

16

Irthlingborough

Irthlingborough ward; Woodford ward

17

Oundle

Dryden ward; Lyveden ward; Oundle ward

18

Prebendal

Fineshade ward; Lower Nene ward; Kings Forest ward;
Prebendal ward

19

Raunds

Raunds Saxon ward; Raunds Windmill ward

20

Rushden East

Rushden East ward; Rushden North ward (part)

21

Rushden South

Rushden South ward; Rushden West ward (part)
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

22

Rushden West

Rushden North ward (part); Rushden West ward (part)

23

Thrapston

Barnwell ward; Ringstead ward; Thrapston ward

KETTERING BOROUGH
24

Brambleside

Brambleside ward; All Saints ward

25

Burton

Barton ward (part); Latimer ward; Plessey ward

26

Desborough

Loatland ward; St Giles ward

27

Grange

Avondale ward; Warkton ward

28

Ise

Millbrook ward; Spinney ward

29

Kettering Central

St Mary’s ward; St Michael’s ward

30

Kettering Rural

Buccleuch ward; Queen Eleanor ward, Slade ward;
Welland ward

31

Rothwell

Tresham ward; Trinity ward

32

St Andrew’s & St Peter’s

St Andrew’s ward; St Peter’s ward

33

Wicksteed

Barton ward (part); Pipers Hill ward; Wicksteed ward

NORTHAMPTON BOROUGH
34

Abington

Abington ward

35

Billing

Billing ward

36

Boughton Green

Boughton Green ward (part)

37

Castle

Castle ward

38

Delapre

Delapre ward

39

East Hunsbury

East Hunsbury ward

40

Eastfield

Eastfield ward

41

Ecton Brook

Ecton Brook ward

42

Headlands

Headlands ward

43

Kingsley

Kingsley ward

44

Kingsthorpe

Kingsthorpe ward; St David ward (part)
continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

45

Lumbertubs

Lumbertubs ward

46

Nene Valley

Nene Valley ward

47

New Duston

New Duston ward

48

Old Duston

Old Duston ward

49

Parklands

Parklands ward

50

St Crispin

St Crispin ward

51

St David

Boughton Green ward (part); St David ward (part)

52

St James

St James ward

53

Spencer

Spencer ward

54

Thorplands

Thorplands ward

55

West Hunsbury

West Hunsbury ward

56

Weston

Weston ward

SOUTH NORTHAMPTONSHIRE DISTRICT

x

57

Brackley East

Astwell ward; Brackley East ward; Brackley South ward

58

Brackley West

Brackley West ward; Little Brook ward, Steane ward

59

Bugbrooke

Downs ward; Grange ward; Harpole ward; Heyford ward

60

Deanshanger

Cosgrove ward; Deanshanger ward; Grafton ward (part –
Yardley Gobion parish); Whittlewood ward

61

Greens Norton

Blakesley ward; Cote ward; Kingthorn ward; Silverstone
ward; Washington ward

62

Hackleton

Chase ward; Cogenhoe ward; Salcey ward; Yardley ward

63

Middleton Cheney

Kings Sutton ward; Middleton Cheney ward; Wardoun
ward

64

Roade

Blisworth ward; Courteenhall ward; Grafton ward (part –
the parishes of Ashton and Grafton Regis); Tove ward

65

Towcester

Towcester Brook ward; Towcester Mill ward
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

WELLINGBOROUGH BOROUGH
66

Croyland

Castle ward (part); Croyland ward

67

Earls Barton

Earls Barton ward; Great Doddington & Wilby ward
(part – Great Doddington parish South ward); South ward;
Wollaston ward (part – Grendon parish)

68

Finedon

Finedon ward; Great Doddington & Wilby ward (part –
Wilby parish); North ward; West ward

69

Hemmingwell

Castle ward (part); Hemmingwell ward

70

Irchester

Irchester ward; Wollaston ward (part – the parishes of
Strixton and Wollaston)

71

Queensway

Brickhill ward (part); Queensway ward

72

Redwell

Redwell East ward; Redwell West ward

73

Swanspool

Brickhill ward (part); Swanspool ward

Notes: 1 The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the seven Northamptonshire districts which
were completed in 1997. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks, constituent parishes and parish
wards are listed.
2 The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above. The maps in Appendix
A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Figure 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Northamptonshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

CORBY BOROUGH
1 Central

1

6,214

-2

6,361

-5

2 Corby Rural

1

6,727

6

7,332

10

3 Danesholme

1

5,613

-12

6,848

3

4 Kingswood

1

7,019

10

7,106

7

5 Lloyds

1

6,302

-1

6,612

-1

6 Shire Lodge

1

7,241

14

7,367

11

DAVENTRY DISTRICT
7 Braunston

1

6,964

9

7,455

12

8 Brixworth

1

6,944

9

7,198

8

9 Daventry East

1

6,156

-3

6,889

3

10 Daventry West

1

7,260

14

7,478

12

11 Long Buckby

1

5,927

-7

6,053

-9

12 Moulton

1

5,692

-11

5,984

-10

13 Uplands

1

6,833

7

7,108

7

14 Woodford & Weedon

1

6,514

2

6,732

1

EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE DISTRICT

xii

15 Higham Ferrers

1

6,179

-3

6,733

1

16 Irthlingborough

1

6,472

2

6,906

4

17 Oundle

1

6,433

1

6,736

1

18 Prebendal

1

5,476

-14

5,713

-14

19 Raunds

1

6,033

-5

6,251

-6

20 Rushden East

1

6,625

4

6,761

1

21 Rushden South

1

6,077

-4

6,815

2
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Northamptonshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

22 Rushden West

1

6,081

-4

6,103

-8

23 Thrapston

1

5,797

-9

6,104

-8

KETTERING BOROUGH
24 Brambleside

1

5,613

-12

5,996

-10

25 Burton

1

6,288

-1

6,887

3

26 Desborough

1

6,097

-4

6,517

-2

27 Grange

1

5,665

-11

5,794

-13

28 Ise

1

6,196

-3

6,344

-5

29 Kettering Central

1

6,340

0

6,583

-1

30 Kettering Rural

1

7,068

11

7,643

15

31 Rothwell

1

5,419

-15

5,657

-15

32 St Andrew’s & St Peter’s

1

6,238

-2

6,807

2

33 Wicksteed

1

6,686

5

6,976

5

NORTHAMPTON BOROUGH
34 Abington

1

6,280

-1

6,347

-5

35 Billing

1

6,454

1

6,384

-4

36 Boughton Green

1

6,930

9

6,855

3

37 Castle

1

7,009

10

7,106

7

38 Delapre

1

5,614

-12

6,207

-7

39 East Hunsbury

1

6,393

0

6,550

-2

40 Eastfield

1

6,914

9

6,839

3

41 Ecton Brook

1

5,419

-15

5,360

-20

42 Headlands

1

6,450

1

6,380

-4

43 Kingsley

1

6,990

10

6,959

4
continued overleaf
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Northamptonshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

44 Kingsthorpe

1

6,723

6

6,709

1

45 Lumbertubs

1

6,188

-3

6,121

-8

46 Nene Valley

1

5,927

-7

7,814

17

47 New Duston

1

6,586

4

6,521

-2

48 Old Duston

1

6,624

4

6,576

-1

49 Parklands

1

6,435

1

6,365

-4

50 St Crispin

1

6,028

-5

6,326

-5

51 St David

1

6,835

8

6,773

2

52 St James

1

5,829

-8

5,795

-13

53 Spencer

1

6,128

-4

6,179

-7

54 Thorplands

1

5,643

-11

5,615

-16

55 West Hunsbury

1

4,864

-24

6,954

4

56 Weston

1

6,951

9

7,040

6

SOUTH NORTHAMPTONSHIRE DISTRICT

xiv

57 Brackley East

1

7,203

13

7,387

11

58 Brackley West

1

5,629

-12

6,461

-3

59 Bugbrooke

1

6,488

2

6,659

0

60 Deanshanger

1

6,217

-2

6,927

4

61 Greens Norton

1

6,957

9

7,149

7

62 Hackleton

1

6,442

1

6,551

-2

63 Middleton Cheney

1

7,408

16

7,583

14

64 Roade

1

5,812

-9

6,895

4

65 Towcester

1

5,914

-7

6,424

-4
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Northamptonshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

WELLINGBOROUGH BOROUGH
66 Croyland

1

6,942

9

7,468

12

67 Earls Barton

1

7,016

10

7,197

8

68 Finedon

1

6,916

9

7,103

7

69 Hemmingwell

1

6,552

3

6,704

1

70 Irchester

1

6,276

-1

6,430

-3

71 Queensway

1

6,649

5

6,819

2

72 Redwell

1

6,126

-4

6,282

-6

73 Swanspool

1

6,418

1

6,627

-1

Totals

73

464,368

-

486,290

-

Averages

-

6,361

-

6,662

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on material provided by Northamptonshire County Council.
Notes: 1 The electorate columns denote the number of electors represented by each councillor as each division is represented by a
single councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
2 The total electorate figures differ marginally from the totals in Figure 4; however we would expect this to have a
negligible impact on variances.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for Northamptonshire
County Council. Our review of the county is part
of our programme of periodic electoral reviews
(PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in
England. Our programme started in 1996 and is
currently expected to be completed by 2004.

1

In each two-tier county, our approach is first to
complete the PERs of all the constituent districts
and, when Orders for the resulting changes in those
areas have been made by the Secretary of State for
the Environment, Transport and the Regions, then
to commence a PER of the county council’s
electoral arrangements. The Secretary of State
made Orders for new electoral arrangements in the
districts in Northamptonshire, which we reviewed
at the start of the PER programme in 1996/97, in
autumn 1998.

2

In undertaking all our PERs we must have
regard to:

3

the statutory criteria in section 13(5) of the
Local Government Act 1992, i.e. the need to:
reflect the identities and interests of local
communities; and

(a)

effective
(b) secure
government;

and

convenient

In considering the approach we should take to
county reviews we valued the responses to the
consultation we undertook in 1995 prior to the
start of our PER programme, and the more recent
discussions we have had with county council
officers and the Local Government Association. We
have also welcomed the opportunity to brief chief
officers and, on an all-party basis, members of
individual county councils, about our policies and
procedures.

6

In October 1998 we wrote to all county
councils setting out further advice on our approach
to county reviews which supplemented our March
1998 Guidance. First, as with all our reviews, we
wish wherever possible to build on schemes which
have been prepared locally on the basis of careful
and effective consultation. Local interests are
normally in a better position to judge what council
size and configuration is most likely to secure
effective and convenient local government in their
areas, while allowing proper reflection of the
identities and interests of local communities.

7

Our Approach to County Reviews

●

divisions. Current legislation requires that county
council electoral divisions should each return one
councillor. In addition, the statutory Rules set out
in the 1972 Act provide that each division should
be wholly contained within a single district and
that division boundaries should not split unwarded
parishes or parish wards.

local

Second, the broad objective of PERs is then to
achieve, so far as practicable, equality of
representation across the county as a whole. For
example, we will continue to require justification
for schemes which would result in, or retain, an
electoral imbalance of over 10 per cent in any
division. Any imbalances of 20 per cent or more
should only arise in exceptional circumstances, and
will require strong justification.

8
●

the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral
Arrangements in Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972.

4 We also have regard to our Guidance and
Procedural Advice for Local Authorities and Other
Interested Parties (second edition published in
March 1998), which we supplemented in October
1998 on our approach to county reviews.

Similarly, we will seek to ensure that the
number of county councillors representing each
district area within the county is commensurate
with the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.

9

We are required to make recommendations to
the Secretary of State on the number of councillors
who should serve on the County Council, and the
number, boundaries and names of electoral

5
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Third, the Rules provide that, in considering
county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We
attach considerable importance to achieving
coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions
and wards. Where wards or groups of wards are not
coterminous with county divisions, this can cause
confusion for the electorate at local elections, lead
to increased election costs and, in our view, may
not be conducive to effective and convenient local
government.

10

We recognise, however, that we are unlikely to
achieve optimum electoral equality and complete
coterminosity throughout a county area. Our
objective will be to achieve the best balance
between the two, taking into account our statutory
criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions
that will be coterminous with the boundaries of
district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be
achieved in a significant majority of divisions.

11

Where coterminosity is not possible in parished
areas, and a district ward is to be split between
electoral divisions, we would normally expect this
to be achieved without dividing (or further
dividing) a parish between divisions. There are
likely to be exceptions to this, however, particularly
where larger parishes are involved.

12

Fourth, we are not prescriptive on council size.
We start from the general assumption that the
existing council size already secures effective and
convenient local government in that county but we
are willing to look carefully at arguments why this
might not be so. However, we have found it
necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the
number of councillors, and we believe that any
proposal for an increase in council size will need to
be fully justified: in particular, we do not accept
that an increase in a county’s electorate should
automatically result in an increase in the number of
councillors, nor that changes should be made to the
size of a county council simply to make it more
consistent with the size of other counties.

13

Fifth, a further area of difference between
county and district reviews is that we recognise it
will not be possible to avoid the creation of
some county divisions which contain diverse
communities, for example, combining urban and
rural areas. We have generally sought to avoid this
in district reviews, in order to reflect the identities

14
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and interests of local communities. Some of the
existing county council electoral divisions comprise
a number of distinct communities, which is
inevitable given the larger number of electors
represented by each councillor, and we would
expect that similar situations will continue under
our recommendations in seeking the best balance
between electoral equality, coterminosity and the
statutory criteria.
Finally, before we started our county reviews,
the Government published a White Paper, Modern
Local Government – In Touch with the People, in July
1998, setting out legislative proposals for local
authority electoral arrangements. The Government’s
proposals provided for elections by halves in
alternate years for all two-tier authorities. This
would mean that district and county councils
would each move to a cycle of elections by halves,
with elections for district councils and county
councils taking place in alternate years. The White
Paper also refers to local accountability being
maximised where the whole electorate in a council’s
area is involved in elections each time they take
place, thereby pointing to a pattern of two-member
divisions in county councils to reflect a system of
elections by halves.

15

In October 1998, we wrote to all local
authorities, setting out our understanding of the
White Paper proposals, following discussions with
the Department of the Environment, Transport
and the Regions, the Local Government
Association and the Association of London
Government. In brief, we will continue to operate
on the basis of existing legislation, and our present
Guidance, until such time as the legislation
changes. We have power only to recommend
single-member divisions in county council areas.

16

As part of this review we may also make
recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the
county. However, we made some recommendations
for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our
district reviews. Furthermore, this is now a power
that is open to district and unitary councils. We
therefore only expect to put forward such
recommendations during county reviews on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to
review the administrative boundaries between local
authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment
of new parish areas as part of this review.

17
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The Review of Northamptonshire
We completed the reviews of the six district
council areas in Northamptonshire in March 1997,
and the Secretary of State has since made the
Orders for the new electoral arrangements. This is
our first review of the electoral arrangements of
Northamptonshire County Council. The last such
review was undertaken by our predecessor, the
Local Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC), which reported to the Secretary of State
in November 1980 (Report No. 403).

18

Stage One of this review began on 22 September
1998, when we wrote to Northamptonshire County
Council inviting proposals for future electoral
arrangements. We also notified the six district
councils in the county, the Northamptonshire
Police Authority, the local authority associations,
the Northamptonshire Association of Local
Councils, parish and town councils in the county,
Members of Parliament and the Member of the
European Parliament with constituency interests in
the county, and the headquarters of the main
political parties. We placed a notice in the local
press, issued a press release and invited the County
Council to publicise the review further. The closing
date for receipt of representations, the end of Stage
One, was 14 December 1998. At Stage Two we
considered all the representations received during
Stage One and prepared our draft recommendations.
19

Stage Three began on 11 May 1999 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for
Northamptonshire County Council, and ended on 5
July 1999. Comments were sought on our
preliminary conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four
we reconsidered our draft recommendations in the
light of the Stage Three consultation and now
publish our final recommendations.

20
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2. CURRENT ELECTORAL
ARRANGEMENTS
The county of Northamptonshire comprises the
seven districts of Corby, Daventry, East
Northamptonshire, Kettering, Northampton,
South Northamptonshire and Wellingborough.
With a population of approximately 600,900 (mid1996), the county has experienced a rapid growth
in population since the last review. Covering nearly
216,000 hectares, the county has a population
density of three people per hectare. The county
town is Northampton. The county contains 261
parishes, while the urban areas, including parts of
the towns of Corby, Daventry, Kettering,
Northampton, Rushden and Wellingborough, are
unparished.

21

To compare levels of electoral inequality
between divisions, we calculated the extent to
which the number of electors represented by the
councillor for each division varies from the county
average in percentage terms. In the text which
follows, this calculation may also be described
using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.

22

The electorate of the county is 464,197
(February 1998). The Council presently has 68
members, with one for each division (Figure 4).

23

Since the last review of the County Council’s
electoral arrangements there has been an increase in
the electorate in Northamptonshire, with around
20 per cent more electors than two decades ago.
The most significant growth in the county has
occurred in Northampton, which has nearly 26 per
cent more electors than 20 years ago. Other
notable increases have been in Daventry and South
Northamptonshire.

24

Northampton borough, where the councillor
represents 172 per cent more electors than the
county average.
As mentioned previously, in considering the
County Council’s electoral arrangements, we must
have regard to the boundaries of district wards.
Following the completion of the reviews of district
warding arrangements in Northamptonshire, we
are therefore faced with a new “starting point” for
considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for
county divisions will be based on the new district
wards as opposed to those which existed prior to
the recent reviews. In view of the effect of the new
district wards and changes in the electorate over the
past 20 years which have resulted in electoral
imbalances across the county, changes to most, if
not all, of the existing county electoral divisions are
inevitable.

26

In considering county council electoral
arrangements, we have regard to the boundaries of
district wards. The term ‘coterminosity’ is used
throughout the report and refers to situations
where the boundaries of county electoral divisions
and district wards are the same, that is to say where
county divisions comprise either one or more
whole district wards.

27

At present, each councillor represents an
average of 6,826 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 7,151 by the year
2003 if the present number of councillors is
maintained. However, due to demographic and
other changes over the past two decades, the
number of electors in 44 of the 68 divisions varies
by more than 10 per cent from the county average
and in 21 divisions by more than 20 per cent. The
worst imbalance is in Nene Valley division, in

25
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Figure 3:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

CORBY BOROUGH
1 Corby Rural

1

5,331

-22

5,926

-17

2 Corby South

1

5,605

-18

5,692

-20

3 Corby Town Centre

1

5,558

-19

5,698

-20

4 Hazelwood

1

5,050

-26

5,197

-27

5 Kingswood

1

6,992

2

8,094

13

6 Lodge Park

1

4,275

-37

4,386

-39

7 Shire Lodge

1

6,286

-8

6,614

-8

DAVENTRY DISTRICT
8 Braunston

1

7,107

4

7,347

3

9 Brixworth

1

7,864

15

8,131

14

10 Daventry East

1

7,094

4

8,522

19

11 Daventry West

1

7,723

13

7,727

8

12 Long Buckby

1

7,522

10

7,635

7

13 Moulton

1

7,035

3

7,361

3

14 Weedon Bec

1

7,945

16

8,173

14

EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE DISTRICT

6

15 Higham Ferrers

1

4,801

-30

5,231

-27

16 Irthlingborough

1

6,623

-3

7,058

-1

17 Oundle

1

8,121

19

8,501

19

18 Raunds

1

8,510

25

8,881

24

19 Rushden East

1

5,695

-17

5,761

-19

20 Rushden South

1

7,606

11

8,604

20

21 Rushden West

1

5,482

-20

5,313

-26

22 Thrapston

1

8,330

22

8,772

23
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

KETTERING BOROUGH
23 Burton

1

8,182

20

8,581

20

24 Desborough

1

6,097

-11

6,517

-9

25 Grange

1

5,637

-17

5,757

-19

26 Ise

1

6,222

-9

6,361

-11

27 Kettering Park

1

7,396

8

7,762

9

28 Kettering Rural

1

7,068

4

7,643

7

29 Northfield

1

9,074

33

9,909

39

30 Rothwell

1

5,419

-21

5,657

-21

31 St Andrews & St Marys

1

6,774

-1

7,017

-2

NORTHAMPTON BOROUGH
32 Abington

1

5,799

-15

5,921

-17

33 Billing

1

6,252

-8

6,265

-12

34 Boughton Green

1

5,099

-25

5,109

-29

35 Dallington &
Kings Heath

1

7,811

14

7,946

11

36 Delapre

1

5,636

-17

6,207

-13

37 Headlands

1

4,789

-30

4,799

-33

38 Kingsthorpe

1

5,317

-22

5,377

-25

39 Links

1

7,239

6

7,254

1

40 Lumbertubs

1

9,380

37

9,399

31

41 Nene Valley

1

18,593

172

21,185

196

42 New Duston

1

8,913

31

8,938

25

43 Northampton Castle

1

5,908

-13

6,067

-15

44 Northampton Park

1

7,435

9

7,450

4
continued overleaf
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

45 Northampton South

1

5,506

-19

5,922

-17

46 Old Duston

1

6,037

-12

6,548

-8

47 St Alban

1

4,666

-32

4,676

-35

48 St Crispin

1

5,020

-26

5,079

-29

49 St George

1

5,295

-22

5,351

-25

50 Thorplands

1

5,590

-18

5,635

-21

51 Welford

1

6,125

-10

6,160

-14

52 Weston

1

8,329

22

8,481

19

SOUTH NORTHAMPTONSHIRE DISTRICT
53 Brackley

1

8,264

21

9,180

28

54 Bugbrooke

1

6,659

-2

6,830

-4

55 Deanshanger

1

5,971

-13

6,647

-7

56 Hackleton

1

6,567

-4

6,672

-7

57 Helmdom

1

6,773

-1

6,960

-3

58 Middleton Cheney

1

7,800

14

7,981

12

59 Roade

1

6,958

2

8,199

15

60 Towcester

1

9,078

33

9,567

34

WELLINGBOROUGH BOROUGH

8

61 Croyland

1

5,578

-18

5,874

-18

62 Earls Barton

1

6,472

-5

6,640

-7

63 Finedon

1

6,022

-12

6,187

-13

64 Irchester

1

6,276

-8

6,430

-10

65 Queensway

1

6,148

-10

6,023

-16

66 Redwell

1

9,407

38

9,854

38
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

67 Swanspool

1

6,098

-11

6,383

-11

68 Wellingborough Castle

1

6,894

1

7,239

1

Totals

68

464,128

-

486,263

-

Averages

-

6,825

-

7,151

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Northamptonshire County Council’s submission.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, hence the electorate columns denote the number of electors represented
by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. For example, in 1998, electors in Lodge Park division in Corby were relatively over-represented by 37
per cent, while electors in Nene Valley division in Northampton were significantly under-represented by 172 per cent.
Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

28 During Stage One we received 16 representations,
from the County Council (which included majority
and minority options for three boroughs), the
Conservative Group on the Council, three borough
councils, four local political associations, two town
councils and five parish councils. In the light of
these representations and the evidence available to
us, we reached preliminary conclusions which were
set out in our report, Draft Recommendations on the
Future Electoral Arrangements for Northamptonshire
County Council.
29 Our draft recommendations were based on parts
of the County Council’s majority and minority
options where we judged that they would provide
the best electoral scheme, having regard to the
statutory criteria. We also proposed alternative
arrangements in those areas where we judged that
none of the locally generated schemes would
adequately meet the criteria. We proposed that:
(a)

Northamptonshire County Council should be
served by 73 councillors;

(b)

there should be 73 electoral divisions, involving
changes to the boundaries of all but four of the
existing divisions.

Draft Recommendation
Northamptonshire County Council should
comprise 73 councillors serving the same
number of divisions.
30 Our proposals would have resulted in significant
improvements in electoral equality, with the number
of electors per councillor in 57 of the 73 electoral
divisions varying by no more than 10 per cent from
the county average. This level of electoral equality
was forecast to improve further, with 60 of the
divisions expected to vary by no more than 10 per
cent from the county average in 2003.
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, we received 49
representations, including those from the County
Council and five borough and district councils. All
representations may be inspected at our offices
(and those of the County Council) by
appointment. A list of respondents is available from
us on request.

31

Northamptonshire County
Council
At Stage Three Northamptonshire County
Council submitted proposals agreed between each
of the political groups for county council electoral
arrangements in the districts of Daventry, East
Northamptonshire, Kettering, Northampton
and South Northamptonshire. In Daventry,
Northampton and South Northamptonshire it
reiterated its original Stage One proposals. In East
Northamptonshire, the Council continued to
prefer its own proposals for the three divisions
covering the north of the district, while in
Kettering it resubmitted its Stage One majority
proposal, although with cross-party support. In
Corby borough the Council included two
proposals: a majority option reiterating its Stage
One proposal for seven councillors covering the
district, and a revised minority option proposing
six. In Wellingborough borough it resubmitted its
initial majority and minority proposals which
differed for the four divisions covering the urban
area of Wellingborough.

32

Overall the County Council accepted the
proposals for 44 out of 73 of the divisions which
we put forward as part of our draft
recommendations.

33

District and Borough
Councils
At Stage Three Corby Borough Council
supported the County Council’s majority option
which would retain seven divisions covering the
borough, mainly for a mixture of community and

34
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geographical reasons. The Borough Council also
referred to the inadequacy of representation of rural
interests which would result from any proposed
reduction in the number of councillors serving the
borough. East Northamptonshire District Council
supported the draft recommendations for the
district, stating that “your proposals for
coterminosity between district wards and county
divisions is both logical and consistent”.
35 Kettering Borough Council stated that it did not
wish to comment on the draft recommendations with
the exception of its “hope that the creation of a Barton
Seagrave Parish Council will not be jeopardised by the
Commission’s final recommendations”. South
Northamptonshire District Council opposed the draft
recommendations for the town of Brackley, instead
supporting the Council’s Stage One proposal for the
district. Wellingborough Borough Council supported
the County Council’s majority proposal for the
district, arguing that it would better reflect local
community identities.

Members of Parliament
At Stage Three Phil Sawford, MP for Kettering,
supported our draft recommendations for
Kettering borough with the exception of the
proposed Brambleside and St Andrew’s & St
Peter’s divisions, for which he supported the
County Council’s alternative configuration.

36

Parish and Town Councils
At Stage Three we received representations
from 13 parish councils, three town councils and
Mr Higson-Smith, chairman of Easton on the Hill
Parish Council. In Daventry district, Welton Parish
Council opposed the proposal to combine rural
parishes with part of Daventry town to form
Braunston division on the grounds that it would
not reflect community identities locally. Crick
Parish Council supported the County Council’s
proposal for its area in preference to the draft
recommendations, as it argued that it would better
reflect the community affinity between Crick and
Kilsby parishes. East Haddon Parish Council

37
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generally supported our draft recommendations for
Daventry, stating that it particularly favoured the
proposal to include Ravensthorpe ward in Upland
division. Moulton Parish Council supported the
draft recommendations for its area.
In East Northamptonshire district, Barnwell
Parish Council opposed the draft recommendations
for Oundle and Thrapston divisions as they would
not reflect local community identities. Duddington
with Fineshade Parish Council, Easton on the Hill
Parish Council and Mr Higson-Smith, Chairman of
Easton on the Hill Parish Council, each opposed
the proposed Prebendal division stating that it
would not generally reflect local community
identities and geography. Raunds Town Council
opposed the draft recommendations for Raunds
and Higham Ferrers divisions, instead reiterating
its own Stage One submission. Harringworth
Parish Council supported the proposals for the
parish, but considered that Bulwick village should
remain within Oundle division. Irchester Parish
Council supported the draft recommendations.

38

In Kettering borough, Burton Latimer Town
Council considered that there should be a single
division covering the town for community reasons.
The Town Council also opposed the proposal to
split Barton ward between different divisions.

39

In South Northamptonshire district, Brackley
Town Council stated that it had considered the
draft recommendations and, while it considered
that Brackley town could not easily be combined
with the surrounding rural wards, the draft
recommendations represented “the lesser of two
evils”. Farthinghoe and Newbottle parish councils
both opposed the proposal to combine their
parishes with parts of Brackley town. Kings Sutton
Parish Council supported the County Council’s
proposals for its area. Whittlebury Parish Council
supported our draft recommendations.

40

Other Representations
During Stage Three we received a further 25
representations from local political parties,
councillors and local residents.

41

In Corby borough, the County Labour Party
Local Government Committee and Lodge Park
Ward Members’ Branch of Corby Constituency
Labour Party opposed the proposal to reduce the
number of county councillors serving the borough
from seven to six.

42
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43 In Daventry district, the County Labour
Party Local Government Committee, Daventry
Constituency Labour Party, Daventry Town Labour
Party and Councillor Luke (member for Hill ward)
each opposed the proposal to divide Abbey North
ward between two county divisions, instead
favouring the retention of the existing arrangement
of divisions in the town. Daventry District Council
Liberal Democrat Group supported the proposed
Moulton division, but expressed concern at the
proposed division of Abbey North ward. The
Liberal Democrat Group also considered that the
villages on the Warwickshire border should together
form a division. Daventry District Conservative
Group supported our draft recommendations for the
district, stating that “this is the most logical proposal
to ensure electoral balance and protect community
identity”.

In
East
Northamptonshire
district,
Northamptonshire County Labour Party, East
Northamptonshire Labour Party Local Government
Committee, Raunds Members’ Branch of the Labour
Party, Councillors N and S Harvey and a local resident
all opposed the proposals in the Raunds area, instead
proposing alternative arrangements of divisions in
the locality. Irthlingborough & Woodford Branch
Labour Party proposed that Irthlingborough division
should be retained on its existing boundaries.
Councillor Seery, member for Thrapston ward,
supported the County Council’s proposals for East
Northamptonshire. He considered particularly that
Oundle should remain part of a division with the area
to its north for community reasons. Wellingborough
Conservative Association supported the proposed
Higham Ferrers division.
44

In Kettering borough, Councillors Unwin and
Lamb and three residents of Barton Seagrave
opposed the proposal to divide Barton ward
between two separate electoral divisions, as they
considered that this would not reflect community
identities locally. Councillor Gordon, member for
Burton division, expressed support for the County
Council’s proposals in the Barton ward area. The
County Labour Party Local Government
Committee and Kettering Constituency Labour
Party opposed the proposed Brambleside and St
Andrew’s & St Peter’s divisions, instead supporting
the County Council’s alternative configuration.
Kettering Conservative Association reiterated its
Stage One submission for the borough.

45

In Northampton borough, Northampton
North Conservative Association and Northampton
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North Constituency Labour Party opposed the
proposal to depart from coterminosity in the north
of the borough. A resident of the borough
supported our proposal to depart from
coterminosity in the Boughton Green area,
although he also submitted alternative boundaries
for this area for consideration.
Daventry Constituency Labour Party accepted the
proposals for South Northamptonshire district. In
Wellingborough borough Councillors Crofts,
Dholakia, Prescod and Robinson, together with a
resident of the area, opposed the proposal to divide
Castle ward between two county divisions, arguing
that this would be to the detriment of local
community identities. The Councillors instead
supported the County Council’s majority proposals
which retained Castle ward wholly within one ward.
Wellingborough Conservative Association considered
that Great Doddington and Wilby parishes should be
retained in the same electoral division.
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
48

As with our reviews of districts, our prime
objective in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Northamptonshire
County Council is to achieve electoral equality. In
doing so we have regard to the statutory criteria set
out in the Local Government Act 1992 – the need
to secure effective and convenient local
government, and reflect the interests and identities
of local communities – and Schedule 11 to the
Local Government Act 1972, which refers to the
number of electors being “as nearly as may be, the
same in every division of the county”.

53

In
relation
to
Schedule
11,
our
recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on existing electorate figures, but also on
assumptions as to changes in the number and
distribution of local government electors likely to
take place within the ensuing five years. We must
have regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable
boundaries and to maintaining local ties which
might otherwise be broken, and to the boundaries
of district wards.

Electorate Forecasts

49

We have discussed in Chapter One the
additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need
to have regard to the boundaries of district wards
and coterminosity. We will also seek to ensure that
the number of county councillors representing each
district council area within the county is
commensurate with the district’s proportion of the
county’s electorate.

50

It is impractical to design an electoral scheme
which provides for exactly the same number of
electors in every division of a county. There must
be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach,
in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such
flexibility must be kept to a minimum.

51

52 Our Guidance states that we accept that the
achievement of absolute electoral equality for the
authority as a whole is likely to be unattainable,
especially when also seeking to achieve
coterminosity in order to facilitate convenient and
effective local government. However, we consider
that, if electoral imbalances are to be kept to the
minimum, the objective of electoral equality should
be the starting point in any review.
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We therefore recommend that, in formulating
electoral schemes, local authorities and other
interested parties should start from the standpoint of
electoral equality, and then make adjustments to
reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of
district wards and community identity. Regard must
also be had to five-year forecasts of changes in
electorates. We will require justification for schemes
which result in, or retain, an imbalance of over 10
per cent in any division. Any imbalances of 20 per
cent and over should arise only in exceptional
circumstances and will require strong justification.

At Stage One the County Council initially
submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2003,
projecting an increase in the electorate of 4 per cent
from 464,197 to 484,145 over the five-year period
from 1998 to 2003. It stated that this projection was
based upon information relating to future
development supplied by six of the seven districts in
Northamptonshire. One borough, Corby, did not
provide this information until towards the end of the
consultation period. The County Council then
adopted Corby’s revised electorate forecasts which
included an additional 2,138 electors, increasing the
2003 forecast electorate to 486,283. The County
Council, in consultation with the seven district
councils, estimated the rates and locations of housing
development, having regard to structure and local
plans, the expected rate of building over the five-year
period and assumed occupancy rates.
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Kettering Constituency Conservative Association’s
proposals for the Kettering borough area
included forecast electorate figures which differed
from those put forward by the County Council.
Advice was also provided by the County Council as
to the likely effect on electorates of changes to
division boundaries. We accepted that forecasting
electorates is an inexact science and, having examined
the methodology and assumptions used by the
County Council, were content that its figures
represented the best estimates that could reasonably
be made at that time.
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At Stage Three there was a general acceptance
of the electorate forecasts by respondents, although
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Kettering Constituency Conservative Association
resubmitted its Stage One proposals. However, after
the end of Stage Three, Daventry District Council
provided us with details of its 1999 electoral register
for the district, which it stated “shows that in several
of the new electoral divisions proposed, the 2003
projected electorate has already been exceeded with
significant further development still to take place”.
In the light of this concern, we sought further
clarification from the County Council regarding its
electorate forecasts. The County Council stated that
it did not wish to revise its electorate forecasts.
However it did indicate that, due to “confusion ...
about the split of Abbey North [ward] and over the
transition between the old and new boundaries of
this and Hill ward”, the electorate for the proposed
divisions of Braunston, Daventry East and Daventry
West should be redistributed. This change would
affect the levels of electoral equality achieved in the
divisions concerned with one division, Daventry
West, varying by more than 20 per cent from the
county average. We therefore consider that a minor
modification to the division boundary in this area is
necessary to provide improved electoral variances
(detailed at paragraph 92). However, subject to this
amendment, we note that the forecasting of
electorate projections is an inexact science and
continue to consider that the Council’s electorate
forecasts represent the best estimates that can
reasonably be made at the present time.

Council Size
We indicated in our Guidance that we would
normally expect the number of councillors serving
a county council to be in the range of 40 to 80.
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Northamptonshire County Council presently
has 68 members. At Stage One, the County
Council’s majority option proposed a council size
of 74, six more than at present. This was based on
the County Council’s proposal that coterminosity
in Northampton borough should continue, with
electoral divisions and borough wards having
identical boundaries. As a result of our review of
Northampton borough, the number of wards
covering the borough increased by two to 23 and,
accordingly, the County Council proposed an
increase of two divisions in Northampton.
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In the remaining six districts, the County Council
considered that, in the light of the substantial growth
in electorate across much of the county and the
proposed increase in county council representation
for Northampton borough, the districts of Daventry,
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East Northamptonshire, Kettering and South
Northamptonshire should each have one extra
councillor, while Corby and Wellingborough should
retain the same number of councillors as at present.
It calculated that under its proposals all the districts,
except Corby, would have the correct level of
representation commensurate with each district’s
proportion of the county’s electorate. In the case of
Corby, the County Council’s majority view was that
the borough should be represented by seven county
councillors, although the County Council recognised
that “to follow strictly the LGC guidelines ... it could
be argued that Corby still does not justify seven
electoral divisions ... this reflects the fact that, despite
expectations of a substantial increase in housing
development, Corby is currently over-represented
and major growth will be required to correct this”.
The County Council’s minority option for Corby
proposed six divisions (and consequently a council
size of 73).
In arriving at our draft recommendations we
gave careful consideration to the representations
received relating to council size as proposed under
the County Council’s majority and minority
options. While we noted that the Commission does
not actively seek a substantial increase or decrease
in council size, we stated that we were prepared to
consider the case for change where the evidence is
persuasive. The achievement of a high level of
coterminosity between the borough wards and
county divisions in Northampton in order to secure
effective and convenient local government, and the
consequential change in the level of county
representation in other district areas to ensure fair
representation between districts, led us to propose
an increase in council size, as put forward by the
County Council.
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However, we stated that we were clear that the
number of county councillors representing each
district (or borough) area should be commensurate
with the district’s proportion of the county
electorate. Consequently, we were not convinced
that the electorate in Corby should be represented
by more than six councillors. The appropriate level
of representation for Corby is six county
councillors, based on both 1998 electorate figures
(when, under a council size of 73, the electorate
would merit 6.1 councillors, and under a council
size of 74 it would merit 6.2 councillors) and the
revised 2003 forecast figures (when, under a
council size of 73, the electorate would merit 6.2
councillors, and under a council size of 74 it would
merit 6.3 councillors).
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Having considered the size and distribution of
the electorate, the geography and other
characteristics of the area, together with the
representations received, we concluded that, in
Northamptonshire, the achievement of electoral
equality and the statutory criteria would best be
met by a council of 73 members. While the County
Council and other respondents resubmitted
proposals for seven members in Corby borough,
and consequently a 74-member council size for the
county, we have not received evidence during Stage
Three to persuade us to move away from the view
which we arrived at regarding this issue during our
draft recommendations. We have therefore decided
to confirm our draft recommendations for a
council size of 73 as final.
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Electoral Arrangements
We considered carefully all the representations
received at Stage One, including the county-wide
proposals from the County Council which included
majority and minority options in Corby, Kettering
and Wellingborough boroughs. In the remaining
four districts the County Council submitted one set
of proposals. As detailed above, we concluded that
a council size of 73 would provide the appropriate
level of representation across the county and
facilitate a good electoral scheme.

In our draft recommendations we noted the
positive approach taken by the County Council in
putting forward proposals for new electoral
arrangements which would improve the severe
electoral imbalances which exist among the existing
county divisions. Under both the majority and
minority options, substantial improvements in
electoral equality would be secured across the county.
However, we noted that under the County Council’s
options, a significant number of divisions would not be
coterminous with district wards: under the majority
option only 55 per cent would be coterminous, while
under the minority option 58 per cent would be
coterminous. Prior to the district reviews, 75 per cent
of the divisions were coterminous with district wards.
As outlined earlier we seek to achieve coterminosity
between the boundaries of divisions and wards in
formulating new county electoral arrangements where
possible as this can be conducive to effective and
convenient local government. Consequently, while we
adopted elements of both the majority and minority
options across the county, we also put forward our
own proposals in those areas where we believed that
improvements could be made as part of our draft
recommendations.
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We have reconsidered our proposals for the
arrangement of divisions in the light of the further
views and evidence which we have received during
Stage Three from the County Council, borough and
district Councils and other interested respondents.
For the purposes of county electoral divisions, the
seven district areas in Northamptonshire are
considered in turn, as follows:
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We have reviewed our draft recommendations
in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. We
noted, however, that the County Council’s Stage
Three proposal generally reiterated its Stage One
proposals without significant new evidence.
Moreover, a number of the other proposals put
forward during consultation would result in a
significant worsening of the various indicators due
to the consequential effect of changes in particular
areas. Taking all relevant factors into account, we
continue to consider that the optimum level of
electoral equality can be achieved across
Northamptonshire, having regard to the statutory
criteria, with a council size of 73, five more than at
present (see also the section earlier in this chapter
relating to council size).
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(a)

Corby borough;

(b)

Daventry district;

(c)

East Northamptonshire district;

(d)

Kettering borough;

(e)

Northampton borough;

(f)

South Northamptonshire district;

(g)

Wellingborough borough.

Details of our draft recommendations are set
out in Figures 1 and 2, and illustrated in Appendix
A and on the large map at the back of this report.
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Corby borough
Under the current arrangements, the borough
of Corby is represented by seven county councillors
serving seven county divisions: Corby Rural,
Corby South, Corby Town Centre, Hazelwood,
Kingswood, Lodge Park and Shire Lodge. There is
a high degree of electoral imbalance in these
divisions, with the number of electors varying by
more than 20 per cent from the county average in
three divisions. Overall, the electorate in Corby is
relatively over-represented on the County Council.

68

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

19

At Stage One, the County Council included
majority and minority options for electoral
divisions within Corby. It informed us that, during
its own consultation, Corby Borough Council had
submitted modified electorate projections for the
borough, arguing that a case could be made for the
borough to retain seven county councillors. In its
majority proposal the County Council argued that
Corby should continue to comprise seven electoral
divisions, with six divisions covering the urban area
and a single division covering the rural area. Such
proposals would, it argued, permit the formation
of divisions which would take into account the
significant differences in community identity
between the rural and urban areas. However, the
County Council stated that “it could be argued that
Corby still does not justify seven electoral divisions
even based on the new projections as the electorate
overall will still be 9.5% below the county
average”. In the minority proposal five divisions
would cover the majority of Corby town, while one
division would combine the rural area with the
eastern part of the town. The minority proposal did
not include names for the proposed divisions.
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The County Council also submitted a minority
option for Corby town as “there was a minority
view that even the enhanced electorate predictions
did not support six electoral divisions within the
urban area”, as proposed under the majority
option. Consequently, the minority option was for
a total of six divisions in Corby: the borough wards
of Rural East, Rural North, Rural West and Corby
East would form one division; the wards of Lodge
Park and Shire Lodge would form a second
division; another division would comprise Lloyds
ward and that part of Central ward generally north
of a boundary following Cottingham Road,
turning south into Elizabeth Street, then east into
Station Road, southwards to the west of Wheatley
Avenue and north of East Avenue, to the east of
East Avenue and then east along Oakley Road until
reaching the ward boundary; a fourth division
would comprise Hazelwood ward and the
remainder of Central ward; Kingswood and West
wards would form a fifth division; and
Danesholme and Hillside wards would comprise a
sixth division.
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Under the County Council’s majority option
for a total of 74 divisions, Corby would be
significantly over-represented: three divisions are
projected to be more than 10 per cent below the
county average in 2003, one of which, Corby
Rural, would be 28 per cent below the average.
Under the minority option for Corby, two
divisions would vary by more than 10 per cent
from the county average initially, and only one
division, comprising Lodge Park and Shire Lodge
wards, would vary by more than 10 per cent from
the county average in 2003, at 11 per cent above
the average. Under the majority option, two out of
seven divisions would be coterminous with
borough wards, while under the minority option
four out of six divisions would be coterminous
with borough wards.
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The County Council’s majority option included
a Corby Rural division that would comprise the
borough wards of Rural East, Rural North and
Rural West. Central division would comprise East
ward together with that part of Central ward north
of Oakley Road and that part of Lloyds ward south
and east of a line from Rockingham Road along
Studfall Avenue, Tansfield Grove and Occupation
Road. Kingswood division would comprise
Kingswood ward together with the remainder of
Central ward to the south of Oakley Road. Lodge
Park division would be formed from Lodge Park
ward, together with that part of West ward north
of a line from Uppingham Road through the
Beanfield School site, along Farmstead Road as far
as Beanfield Avenue, and that part of Lloyds ward
north and west of the centre of Burns Drive
and Rowlett Road. Shire Lodge division
would cover Shire Lodge ward and the remainder
of Lloyds ward. Hazelwood division would cover
Hazelwood ward and the remaining part of West
ward. Danesholme division would comprise
Danesholme and Hillside wards.
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The County Council informed us that Corby
Borough Council had stated that the majority
proposal would have the support of the Borough
Council, the county councillors in the Corby area,
the rural parishes and the wider community.
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We also received representations at Stage One
from Corby Borough Council, and Hazelwood
Ward Members’ Branch and Lodge Park Ward
Members’ Branch of Corby Constituency Labour
Party which all opposed any proposal to reduce the
number of county councillors serving Corby
borough from seven to six. Corby Borough
Council stated that it supported the County
Council’s majority proposal for the borough,
adding that any proposals to combine parished and
urban areas would be opposed locally for
geographic, historic and socio-economic reasons.
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In supporting the minority option,
Northamptonshire County Council Conservative
Group stated “we can see no justification for Corby
as a borough having a larger number of councillors
proportionally than the rest of the county”.
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In our draft recommendations report we gave
careful consideration to the views which we
received relating to the County Council’s electoral
arrangements for Corby borough. While we were
sympathetic to the views of the Borough Council
and others for retaining the current level of
representation of seven county councillors, we
considered that the number of county councillors
representing each district (or borough) area should
be as nearly as practicable commensurate with the
district’s proportion of the county electorate. We
concluded that the Corby area should be
represented by six county councillors. The
configuration proposed in the County Council’s
minority option for six divisions is described
earlier. It would achieve reasonable electoral
equality and also coterminosity with borough
wards in four out of six divisions. We included the
minority option for Corby as part of our draft
recommendations.
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The County Council’s minority option did not
propose names for the divisions. Having regard to
the names suggested under the majority option,
some of which cover broadly similar areas, we
proposed that the six divisions concerned should be
called Central, Corby Rural, Danesholme,
Kingswood, Lloyds and Shire Lodge.
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At Stage Three the County Council reiterated
its Stage One majority option which would retain
seven councillors for the borough, arguing “that
the removal of a democratic representative from
Corby would be detrimental to the future
development of the town at a time when it is
beginning to experience an economic upturn”. It
also considered that the draft recommendation for
Corby Rural division would not reflect community
identities locally. Corby Borough Council
supported the County Council’s majority option
for the borough. It also argued that the distinct
nature of the community identities in the rural
parishes meant that they should be represented by
a single county councillor while the remaining
urban area of the borough should be covered by six
county councillors. Corby County Labour Party
Local Government Committee and Lodge Park
Ward Members’ Branch of Corby Constituency
Labour Party and a resident of Stanwick opposed
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the proposal to reduce the number of councillors
serving the borough area from seven to six.
The County Council also submitted a minority
option which supported the Commission’s draft
recommendation reducing the number of county
councillors from seven to six but offering an
alternative configuration of divisions to that
included in the draft recommendations. Under this
revised minority option, three divisions would vary
by more than 10 per cent from the average initially,
reducing to two in 2003. Three divisions out of six
would be wholly coterminous with borough wards.
One division, comprising the district wards of
Rural East, Rural North and Rural West, together
with part of Danesholme ward, would be in three
detached parts.
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We have reviewed our draft recommendations
in the light of the further evidence which we have
received at Stage Three. As stated earlier, in
conducting a PER of a county we will seek to
ensure that the number of county councillors
representing each district council area within the
county is commensurate with the district’s
proportion of the county’s electorate. We are
therefore not persuaded that Corby should retain
its existing seven councillors, but consider that it
should be represented by six county councillors, the
appropriate level of representation which it merits.
In considering the County Council’s revised
minority proposal, which it was considered would
better reflect the identity of the rural parishes, we
are particularly concerned that the proposal would
result in a division which would be detached in
three parts. While we understand that there is local
opposition to the draft recommendation for a
Corby Rural division comprising the wards of
Rural East, Rural North, Rural West and Corby
East, we do not consider that the alternative
proposal to create a division in three detached parts
would facilitate convenient and effective local
government. We are therefore confirming our draft
recommendations for the borough as final, as we
judge that they constitute the most satisfactory
balance between the need to secure improvements
to electoral equality while having regard to the
other criteria. Our proposals are shown on Map
A1 and the large map at the back of this report.
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Daventry district
Under the current arrangements, Daventry
district is represented by the seven single-member
divisions of Braunston, Brixworth, Daventry East,
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Daventry West, Long Buckby, Moulton and
Weedon Bec. Since the last county review in 1980,
the electorate in Daventry district has increased
from approximately 42,000 to 52,000. As a result
the area is relatively under-represented, with the
number of electors in three divisions being more
than 10 per cent above the average for the county,
and with further growth forecast over the five-year
period to 2003.

and Welton (in Barby & Kilsby ward) to form a
Braunston division, thereby combining parts of
Daventry town with parts of neighbouring more
rural wards. In the south-west of the district the
County Council proposed a Woodford & Weedon
division comprising the wards of Byfield, Weedon
and Woodford together with Newnham parish (in
Badby ward).
In the eastern half of the district the County
Council proposed four divisions: Brixworth
division, comprising the district wards of
Brixworth, Clipston and Spratton; Long Buckby
division, comprising the wards of Flore, Long
Buckby and Ravensthorpe together with the
parishes of Althorp, Brington and Harlestone (in
Brampton ward); Moulton division, comprising
the wards of Boughton & Pitsford, Moulton and
Walgrave together with Chapel Brampton and
Church Brampton parishes (in Brampton ward);
and Uplands division, comprising the wards of
Crick, Welford, West Haddon & Guilsborough and
Yelvertoft together with Kilsby parish (in Barby &
Kilsby ward).
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At Stage One the County Council calculated
that the district merits an additional, eighth,
county councillor. It stated that no clear view on
electoral arrangements for Daventry district had
emerged from its consultation. It informed us that
Daventry District Council had supported three
county councillors for Daventry town, although
the County Council noted that the electorate for
the town “would be too low to justify a third seat”.
The County Council stated that such an option
would have meant that all of the rural divisions
would have been significantly under-represented,
varying by more than 10 per cent from the county
average, and considered that the case for a third
member for the town could not be justified.
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Under the County Council’s proposal for a 74member council, the electorate in the divisions of
Braunston, Brixworth, Daventry West and
Woodford & Weedon would vary by more than 10
per cent from the county average initially. By 2003
no division is projected to vary by more than 10
per cent from the county average.
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The County Council also informed us that
Kettering Constituency Labour Party and
Daventry Town Labour Party had supported a
pattern of coterminous divisions for the district but
that under such proposals significant electoral
inequalities would remain. The County Council
concluded that “without overwhelming local
support [it] did not believe that it would be
possible to recommend an option where half of the
divisions would be outside the Commission’s
criteria on electoral equality”. It therefore
submitted a proposal for county electoral
arrangements within the district which were based
on its second consultation option, modified
to include Newnham parish in Woodford &
Weedon division.
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The County Council proposed that most of
Daventry town should be covered by two
divisions: Daventry East division, comprising
Abbey South ward and the part of Hill ward south
of Eastern Way; and Daventry West division,
comprising Drayton ward and part of Abbey
North ward south of Drayton Way and west of the
disused railway line. The remaining northern areas
of Hill ward and Abbey North ward would be
combined with Braunston ward, the parishes of
Badby, Catesby, Hellidon and Staverton (in Badby
ward) and the parishes of Ashby St Ledgers, Barby
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Daventry Constituency Conservative Association
which supported the County Council’s proposals
for Daventry district. Kilsby Parish Council
supported the County Council’s proposals for its
area, stating that it has closer links with Crick and
Yelvertoft.

87

In our draft recommendations report we gave
careful consideration to the proposed electoral
divisions for the Daventry district area. We agreed
that the size of the electorate in Daventry district
merits eight county councillors, based on a council
size of 73. While seeking to improve electoral
equality, we also noted that we attach considerable
importance to the achievement of coterminosity
between the boundaries of county divisions and
district wards, and would normally have expected
such coterminosity to be achieved in a significant
majority of county divisions. We noted that, while
the County Council’s proposals for this area would
secure good electoral equality, they would produce
only one wholly coterminous division, Brixworth.
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We considered alternative options in order to
secure good electoral equality and improve the level
of coterminosity, while recognising that the options
in this district are limited if we were to have regard
to the other statutory criteria. Our proposals
therefore built on the County Council’s proposals
in this area, with modifications to achieve greater
levels of coterminosity than under the County
Council’s scheme.
We concluded that the County Council’s
proposed boundary between Long Buckby and
Moulton divisions should be modified so that the
whole of Brampton ward is included in Long
Buckby division. We proposed transferring
Ravensthorpe ward from Long Buckby division to
Uplands division and retaining the whole of Badby
and Barby & Kilsby wards in Braunston division. We
proposed modifying Daventry East division so that it
would comprise the whole of Abbey South and Hill
wards. These proposals would provide six
coterminous electoral divisions in Daventry district,
out of a total of eight. While the number of electors
in Daventry East division would be forecast to vary
by 15 per cent from the county average in 2003, we
considered that our proposal for the division would
secure enhanced coterminosity and would be more
readily understood by the electorate. Any further
improvement in electoral equality would have
necessitated at that time departing from
coterminosity and therefore dividing another district
ward between divisions, which, we judged, would
have a negative impact on local community identities
and interests. Under our draft recommendations for
a 73-member council, two divisions, Braunston and
Moulton, would vary by more than 10 per cent from
the average initially. One division, Daventry East,
would be expected to vary by more than 10 per cent
from the average in 2003, at 15 per cent. Overall, our
proposals would have produced six divisions which
were wholly coterminous with district wards out of
a total of eight.
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At Stage Three Northamptonshire County
Council reiterated its support for its original Stage
One submission, arguing that its proposals
achieved better electoral equality than the
Commission’s draft recommendations and would
better reflect local community identities in
Daventry town. Moreover, the Council was “not
convinced that the Commission’s proposals make
any improvement to community identity in the
rural area”. The County Labour Party Local
Government Committee, Daventry Constituency
Labour Party, Daventry Town Labour Party and
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Councillor Luke (member for Hill ward) opposed
the proposal to divide Abbey North ward between
two divisions, instead favouring the retention of
the existing arrangement of divisions in the town.
Welton Parish Council also opposed the proposal
to combine rural parishes with part of Daventry
town to form a Braunston division as it would not
reflect community identities locally. Crick Parish
Council opposed the draft recommendations for its
area instead preferring the County Council’s
submission, as it argued that it would better reflect
community identities locally. Daventry District
Council Liberal Democrat Group supported the
proposed Moulton division, but expressed concern
at the proposed division of Abbey North ward. The
Liberal Democrat Group also considered that the
villages on the Warwickshire border “eg Lilbourne,
Yelvertoft, Crick, Barby, Kilsby, Ashby St Ledgers,
Welton and Braunston” should be grouped
together. Daventry District Conservative Group
supported our draft recommendations. East
Haddon and Moulton parish councils supported
our proposals for their areas.
We have considered carefully the views which
we have received during Stage Three, and note that
no consensus has emerged locally in response to
our draft recommendations. We also note the
opposition of the County Council and others to
our draft recommendations but, although better
levels of electoral equality would result under the
County Council’s proposals, we remain concerned
at the poor coterminosity which would result
across the district under the County Council’s
proposals. We have also considered the alternative
proposals which we have received during Stage
Three relating to specific configurations of
divisions within the district, but consider that they
would not be compatible with our proposals for
the district area as a whole, which would achieve a
good balance of the criteria. We remain of the view
that our draft recommendations for county
divisions represent the most effective balance of the
need to achieve improvements to electoral equality
alongside the other statutory criteria.
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However, as described earlier, the County
Council has submitted revised electorate figures for
the divisions of Braunston, Daventry East and
Daventry West in the light of evidence submitted
to us by Daventry District Council. We note that
these new figures would have a substantial negative
impact upon the electoral equality achieved under
our draft recommendations: by 2003 one division,
Daventry West, would vary by 21 per cent from the
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county average. Consequently, we are proposing to
transfer an area of Abbey North ward (around
Falconers Hill School) from Daventry West division
to Daventry East division in order to improve the
electoral equality in the area concerned. We are
therefore confirming our draft recommendations for
Daventry district as final, subject to the minor
boundary amendment between Daventry East and
Daventry West divisions. Under our final
recommendations five divisions out of eight would
be coterminous with district wards, while two
divisions, Daventry West and Braunston, would vary
by more than 10 per cent from the county average,
with each varying by 12 per cent in 2003. Our
proposals are shown on Map A2 and the large map
at the back of this report.

East Northamptonshire district
At present, the district of East Northamptonshire
is represented by eight county councillors serving the
eight divisions of Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough,
Oundle, Raunds, Rushden East, Rushden South,
Rushden West and Thrapston. There are significant
electoral imbalances within the district area, with the
number of electors in four of the eight divisions
varying by at least 20 per cent from the average for
the county.

93

At Stage One, the County Council noted that
East Northamptonshire district had experienced an
increase in electorate of some 20 per cent (9,000
electors) over the period since the last review, and
that the electorate was expected to grow further,
with an additional 3,000 electors by 2003. The
County Council argued that, in the light of this
growth and the proposed increase in the number of
divisions for Northampton, the district as a whole
merited an additional county councillor.
Accordingly it proposed nine divisions for East
Northamptonshire. The County Council’s
proposals would have provided two wholly
coterminous electoral divisions out of a total of
nine. Under its proposals for a 74-member council
the number of electors would initially vary by more
than 10 per cent from the average in four divisions
(three divisions in 2003).
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In the south of the district the County Council
calculated that the electorate in the unparished
Rushden town should be represented by three
county councillors. However, as the town is
covered by four district wards, some degree of noncoterminosity between electoral divisions and
district wards was inevitable. The County Council
proposed a Rushden East division comprising
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Rushden East ward, together with polling districts
TC and TCA from Rushden North ward; a
Rushden South division comprising Rushden
South ward and polling district TO from Rushden
West ward; and a Rushden West division
comprising the remainder of Rushden West and
Rushden North wards. It stated that it had
considered an alternative arrangement for the town
which would have included polling district TCA in
Rushden West division, but this proposal would
have necessitated the electors in that polling district
voting at a different polling station for county
council elections to all other elections, which it
considered would be confusing to the electorate.
Under the County Council’s proposed 74-member
council, the number of electors per councillor
would be 13 per cent above the county average in
Rushden East division (10 per cent above in 2003),
3 per cent below the average in Rushden South
division (4 per cent above in 2003) and 10 per cent
below the average in Rushden West division (14
per cent below in 2003).
In the remainder of the district, the County
Council proposed an Oundle division comprising
Fineshade and Oundle district wards together with
the parishes of Blatherwycke, Harringworth,
King’s Cliffe and Laxton (in Kings Forest ward),
Cotterstock and Glapthorn parishes (in Lower
Nene ward), and Apethorpe and Southwick
parishes (in Prebendal ward). It stated that its
proposal sought “to retain Oundle’s links with
parishes to the north” which, it said, had the
support of local councillors and Oundle Town
Council. The County Council proposed a
Thrapston division covering the east of the district,
comprising Thrapston and Barnwell wards,
together with the remaining parts of Lower Nene
and Prebendal wards. In the west of the district,
Brigstock division would comprise the wards
of Dryden, Lyveden and Ringstead together
with the remainder of Kings Forest ward and
Woodford parish (in Woodford ward). To the
south, the County Council proposed a single
Raunds division covering the two wards of Raunds
Saxon and Raunds Windmill, and a Higham
Ferrers division covering Higham Ferrers and
Stanwick wards. It proposed that Irthlingborough
ward and the parishes of Great Addington and
Little Addington (in Woodford ward) should form
an Irthlingborough division.
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Great Addington Parish Council supported the
retention of the existing arrangements for
Irthlingborough division, which comprises the
parishes of Great Addington, Little Addington,
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Irthlingborough, Twywell and Woodford, arguing
that any changes would be detrimental to securing
convenient and effective local government in the
area. Raunds Town Council considered that the
town should be represented by two county
councillors, “one representing the newly created
Saxon ward, together with Stanwick and Hargrave,
and the other representing the newly created
Windmill ward, together with Ringstead”. It also
made its view known to the County Council, who
calculated that the electorate in Raunds does not
merit two councillors and considered that to
maintain Raunds division on its present boundaries
would have a detrimental effect on electoral equality
in the neighbouring Higham Ferrers division.
We gave careful consideration to the views which
were put forward for East Northamptonshire
district in arriving at our draft recommendations.
In our deliberations we sought to achieve, where
possible, coterminosity between the boundaries of
county divisions and district wards, and good
electoral equality. While we tried to reflect
community identity where this was compatible
with the other statutory criteria, we concluded
that to combine Oundle town in a division with
the parishes to the north would have precluded
the achievement of coterminosity and a fair balance
of representation across the district. Consequently,
we put forward alternative proposals for the
divisions in this area as part of our draft
recommendations.
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Under our proposals Prebendal division would
cover the north of the district and include the
wards of Fineshade, Kings Forest, Lower Nene and
Prebendal. In the west, the wards of Dryden,
Lyveden and Oundle would be combined to form
Oundle division, while in the east Thrapston
division would include the wards of Barnwell,
Ringstead and Thrapston. Irthlingborough
division would comprise Irthlingborough ward
and Woodford ward. We proposed adopting the
County Council’s proposals for Higham Ferrers
and Stanwick divisions.
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We noted that the configuration of district
wards in Rushden did not lend itself to the
formation of three coterminous county divisions.
Consequently we proposed three divisions for
Rushden town: Rushden East, comprising
Rushden East ward and polling district TC (in
Rushden North ward); Rushden South,
comprising Rushden South ward together with
polling district TO (in Rushden West ward); and
Rushden West, comprising the remaining parts of
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Rushden North and Rushden West wards. We
considered that our proposals would secure good
levels of electoral equality while utilising clear
boundaries. Under our draft recommendations the
number of electors would be 4 per cent above the
average in Rushden East division (1 per cent in
2003), 4 per cent below in Rushden South division
(2 per cent above in 2003), and 4 per cent below
in Rushden West division (8 per cent in 2003).
This would provide better electoral equality for the
three divisions in the town than under the County
Council’s proposals while utilising clear
boundaries. We noted the County Council’s view
that the proposal to include polling district TCA in
Rushden West division would necessitate the
electors in that polling district voting at a different
polling station for county council elections to all
other elections which, it considered, would be
confusing to the electorate. However, we stated
that we believed that this could be overcome
through appropriate liaison between the County
Council and the District Council over a venue that
would be convenient to electors for both district
and county elections.
Our draft recommendations, based on a 73member council, would secure six coterminous
divisions out of a total of nine covering the district.
The number of electors would vary by more than
10 per cent from the average in only one division,
Prebendal, which would vary by 14 per cent from
the county average. We judged that any further
improvements in electoral equality would
necessitate moving away from optimum
coterminosity with district wards.
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At Stage Three the County Council supported
the draft recommendations for the divisions of
Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough, Raunds,
Rushden East, Rushden South and Rushden West.
It opposed the proposals for the three divisions of
Oundle, Prebendal and Thrapston in the north of
the district as, it argued, they would not reflect
local community identities and interests. The
County Council stated that it instead preferred its
original Stage One proposal, which it stated would
achieve comparable electoral equality while better
reflecting community identities locally. Councillor
Bob Seery, member for Thrapston division,
expressed support for the County Council’s
proposals. Barnwell Parish Council opposed the
draft recommendations for the divisions of Oundle
and Thrapston as they would not reflect local
community identities. Duddington-with-Fineshade
Parish Council, Easton-on-the-Hill Parish Council
and the Chairman of Easton-on-the-Hill Parish
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Council each opposed the proposed Prebendal
division, stating that the new division would be
geographically large and would not reflect existing
community ties. The Chairman of Easton-on-theHill Parish Council also opposed the proposal to
call the division Prebendal, instead offering the
names of Northern Villages, Kings Cliffe or
Rockingham Forest. Harringworth Parish Council
supported the proposals for the parish, although it
considered that Bulwick village should remain
within Oundle ward.
East Northamptonshire District Council
supported our draft recommendations for the
county divisions in the district, stating that “your
proposal for coterminosity between district wards
and county divisions is both logical and
consistent.” In particular it stated that while the
town of Oundle has strong community links with
the parishes to the north, it also retains strong
community links with all its neighbouring parishes.
Irchester Parish Council supported the draft
recommendations.
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Raunds Town Council opposed the draft
recommendations, instead reiterating its Stage One
proposal. A resident of Stanwick opposed the
proposal to include the area in a Higham Ferrers
division, instead arguing that it should continue to
form part of a Raunds division. Councillors N and
S Harvey put forward alternative proposals for an
arrangement of divisions in the Raunds area
including grouping together the wards of Raunds
Saxon, Raunds Windmill and Stanwick, a proposal
which was also supported by a resident of Raunds.
Northamptonshire County Labour Party Local
Government Committee proposed that Higham
Ferrers should form a division on its own, whilst
Stanwick would form part of the Raunds division.
East Northamptonshire Labour Party Local
Government Committee and Raunds Members’
Branch of the Labour Party proposed that Higham
Ferrers division should be retained on its existing
boundaries, that Ringstead should form part of a
division with Thrapston and considered that
Stanwick has a natural community affinity with
Raunds. Wellingborough Conservative Association
supported the proposed Higham Ferrers division.
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In arriving at our final recommendations we
have given careful consideration to the views
which we have received during Stage Three. With
regard to the submissions received proposing
amendments in the Raunds area, we note that the
proposals which have been made to us would lead
to a less equitable representation of the electorate
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in the divisions affected and would not be
compatible with our proposals for the wider area.
We are therefore not proposing such modifications
to our draft recommendations in this area. The
County Council and the District Council both
supported our draft recommendations for the
divisions of Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough,
Raunds, Rushden East, Rushden South and
Rushden West. With the exception of the
comments relating to Raunds and the surrounding
area, we did not receive other views relating to
these divisions. We are therefore confirming our
draft recommendations for the six divisions in the
south of the district as final.
With regard to our draft recommendations for
the divisions of Oundle, Prebendal and Thrapston
we note, in particular, the County Council’s
opposition to our proposals in this area. However,
we consider that our draft recommendations,
which are supported by the District Council,
would offer a wholly coterminous pattern of
divisions in this area, which may be more readily
understood by the electorate locally, while
achieving comparable electoral equality to the
proposals put forward by the County Council. We
also note the District Council’s view that Oundle
shares a community of interest with all the parishes
with which it borders, and not solely those which
lie to the north, as asserted by the County
Council. We are therefore endorsing our draft
recommendations for East Northamptonshire as
final. With regard to the name of the proposed
Prebendal division, in the absence of evidence of
widespread local support for an alternative, we are
confirming our draft recommendation as final. Our
proposals are shown on Maps A3 and A4 and the
large map at the back of this report.
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Kettering borough
Under the current arrangements, the borough
of Kettering is represented by nine county
councillors serving nine divisions; Burton,
Desborough, Grange, Ise, Kettering Park,
Kettering Rural, Northfield, Rothwell and St
Andrew’s & St Mary’s. Five divisions vary by more
than 10 per cent from the county average, with one
division, Northfield, varying by 33 per cent. The
electorate in the borough has increased by some 17
per cent over the last two decades, from around
53,000 to 62,000.
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At Stage One the County Council argued that,
under a council size of 73 or 74, the electorate in
Kettering borough should be represented by 10
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county councillors, an increase of one. The County
Council informed us that it had been unable to reach
a consensus view on its proposals for the Kettering
area. It stated that while agreement had been reached
for six of the 10 divisions, in the remaining four
divisions, located in the centre and south of
Kettering town, a majority option and a minority
option had been put forward. Under the majority
option, eight divisions would be coterminous with
borough wards, while under the minority option six
divisions would be coterminous.
The majority and minority options were the
same in the following six divisions: Kettering Rural
division would comprise the wards of Buccleuch,
Queen Eleanor, Slade and Welland; Desborough
division would comprise Loatland and St Giles
wards; Rothwell division would comprise Tresham
and Trinity wards; Northfield division would
comprise Brambleside and St Peter’s wards; Park
division would comprise All Saints and St
Andrew’s wards; and Ise division would comprise
Millbrook and Spinney wards (it should be noted
that the division names indicated are those
included under the majority option – the minority
option did not include proposals for division
names). The County Council supported the
Borough Council’s view that the proposed
Northfield division, in Kettering town, should
comprise the two wards of Brambleside and St
Peter’s which “are not entirely contiguous, being
split by the railway line, but this is not seen to be
an overriding problem as there is easy access via an
underpass and children move from one area to the
other to go to school”.
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In the remaining four divisions, in the centre
and south of Kettering town, the majority option
proposed that: Grange division should comprise
Avondale and Warkton wards; Saints division
should comprise St Mary’s and St Michael’s wards;
Burton division should comprise Latimer and
Plessey wards together with part of Barton ward
generally in the area of Gotch Road and Radnor
Way; and Wicksteed division should comprise
Pipers Hill and Wicksteed wards and the remainder
of Barton ward. Under the majority option for a
74-member council, by 2003 the number of
electors would vary by more than 10 per cent from
the average in the four divisions of Grange,
Kettering Rural, Northfield and Rothwell. The
County Council argued that the electoral
inequalities in these divisions were justified as the
divisions would reflect community identities and
interests in each of the areas concerned.
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The County Council informed us that, during its
own consultation, Burton Latimer Town Council
had objected to any proposal to combine the parish
with the rural parishes in Buccleuch ward. It also
informed us that Weekley Parish Council opposed
such a combination. Kettering Borough Council
stated that it did not believe that such a combination
would be appropriate as the parishes concerned have
differing identities and interests.
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The minority option proposed a division
comprising Avondale and Warkton wards together
with polling district LB from St Mary’s ward; a
division comprising Pipers Hill ward and the
remainder of St Mary’s ward; a division comprising
St Michael’s and Wicksteed wards together with
polling district KD from Barton ward; and a
division comprising Latimer and Plessey wards
together with the remainder of Barton ward.
Under the minority option five divisions would
vary by more than 10 per cent from the county
average both initially and in 2003. The division
comprising the wards of Latimer, Plessey and part
of Barton was projected to vary by 22 per cent
from the county average by 2003.
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At Stage One we also received a submission from
Northamptonshire County Council Conservative
Group, which differed from the County Council’s
minority option, and Kettering Constituency
Conservative Association, both of which proposed
an alternative configuration of divisions to cover
the borough. The Conservatives’ proposed
divisions of Desborough, Ise, Northfield, Park and
Rothwell were the same as those proposed by the
County Council’s majority and minority options.
In the remainder of the borough, the Conservatives
proposed that the wards of Queen Eleanor,
Slade and Welland should form one division; that
the wards of Buccleuch, Latimer and Plessey
should form a second division; a third division
should comprise Avondale and Warkton wards
together with polling district LA (in St Mary’s
ward); a fourth division should comprise the
remainder of St Mary’s ward, St Michael’s ward
and polling districts KQ and KR (in Pipers Hill
ward); a fifth division should cover Barton and
Wicksteed wards together with the remainder of
Pipers Hill ward; and a sixth division should
comprise the wards of Buccleuch, Latimer and
Plessey. No names were proposed for the divisions.
Under the Conservative Group’s alternative
proposals for Kettering, the number of electors in
two divisions would vary by more than 10 per cent
from the county average both initially and in 2003.
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These proposals would secure seven out of 10
divisions which were wholly coterminous with
borough wards.
Burton Latimer Town Council proposed that
Burton Latimer parish should form a division on
its own and be represented by a single county
councillor, as had been the case prior to the last
review of electoral arrangements in 1980.
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In our draft recommendations we gave careful
consideration to the views received in relation to
electoral divisions for Kettering. We noted that
there was a considerable amount of agreement
between the borough-wide schemes which we
received, with the County Council’s majority and
minority options providing the same proposals in
six of the 10 divisions and the Conservatives’
alternative scheme agreeing with five of these
divisions. We concluded that the proposals for
three of these five divisions, Desborough, Ise and
Rothwell, would reflect the defined communities
in the areas concerned, and be wholly coterminous
with borough wards while appearing to enjoy local
support. We therefore consulted on these three
divisions. While, under a 73-member council, the
electoral variance in Rothwell division would be 15
per cent below the county average, we believed that
such a division would achieve the optimum balance
between the statutory criteria.
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In the remaining two divisions on which all
three schemes agreed, Northfield and Park, we
were concerned at the proposal to combine
Brambleside and St Peter’s wards to form
Northfield division. We noted that the two wards
do not share a substantive common boundary, have
no direct communication routes, and that the
residential areas of the two wards are separated by
an industrial area. We considered that, in this case,
there is a clear alternative for the configuration of
divisions, unlike in the proposed Kettering Rural
division (detailed below). Accordingly, we
proposed a new Brambleside division, comprising
All Saints and Brambleside wards, and a new St
Andrew’s & St Peter’s division, comprising the
wards of St Andrew’s and St Peter’s. We considered
that these proposals combine wards which share a
community of interest, would provide divisions
which are coterminous with their constituent
wards and achieve acceptable levels of electoral
equality, with both divisions varying by no more
than 10 per cent from the county average in 2003.

Welland, two alternative proposals were received.
The County Council’s majority and minority
options both proposed a Kettering Rural division
covering these four wards which, although
relatively under-represented (11 per cent initially,
15 per cent in 2003), would reflect community
identities in this area and be coterminous with
borough wards. The alternative proposed under
the Conservatives’ scheme would have provided
improved electoral equality but would have
created one division in three detached parts
and combine the rural Buccleuch ward with the
urban Burton Latimer ward, a proposal which was
opposed by Burton Latimer Town Council and
Weekley Parish Council. We judged that, in this
case, the statutory criteria would best be met by
the Kettering Rural division proposed in both the
County Council’s majority and minority options,
and we therefore endorsed it as part of our draft
recommendations. While the proposed Kettering
Rural division would not cover a continuous
area of the borough, being separated in the far
west by a thin spur of Desborough parish which
extends from the urban area of the town
westwards to the borough boundary, we found
that the alternative configurations for this area
were severely limited if coterminosity, community
identity and electoral equality considerations were
all to be met. We also recognised that the County
Council’s proposal would have considerable
support locally.
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With regard to the proposals for the four rural
wards of Buccleuch, Queen Eleanor, Slade and
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In the remaining urban area in the centre
and south of Kettering town, our draft
recommendations for Kettering Rural and the
northern part of Kettering town precluded us from
adopting the proposals put forward by the
Conservative Group for the rest of the town. We
therefore adopted the County Council’s majority
option for the divisions of Burton, Grange,
Saints and Wicksteed as part of our draft
recommendations. The County Council’s majority
option for these four divisions would have
provided acceptable electoral equality while
forming two coterminous divisions out of four; the
minority option would have resulted in none of the
divisions in this area being coterminous with
borough wards. The majority option proposed
departing from coterminosity with borough wards
for the boundary between Burton and Wicksteed
divisions in order to achieve reasonable electoral
equality. We considered that this would be a good
solution and we included the divisions of Burton,
Grange, Saints and Wicksteed divisions, as
proposed by the County Council’s majority option,
as part of our draft recommendations.
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Our proposals would form eight coterminous
county divisions out of a total of 10, and in three
divisions the electoral variance would be more than
10 per cent from the county average. By 2003, four
divisions would vary by more than 10 per cent
from the county average; the worst imbalance
would be 15 per cent in Kettering Rural division.
We concluded that any further improvement in
electoral equality would be at the expense of
coterminosity and thus convenient and effective
local government.
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At Stage Three the County Council accepted
the proposals for eight of the 10 divisions in
Kettering, but opposed the proposals for
Brambleside and St Andrew’s & St Peter’s
divisions. It argued that its own Stage One
proposals would better reflect community
identities and interests locally and that there are
good communication routes between Brambleside
and St Peter’s wards. The County Council also
requested that the proposed Saints division should
be renamed Kettering Central as it considered that,
as six wards in the Kettering borough contain
‘Saints’ in their title, such a division name may
cause confusion locally. The County Labour Party
Local Government Committee, Kettering
Constituency Labour Party and Phil Sawford MP,
member for Kettering, also opposed the proposals
for Brambleside and St Andrew’s & St Peter’s
divisions.
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Kettering Borough Council stated that it
did not wish to comment on the draft
recommendations except to state that “it expresses
the hope that the creation of a Barton Seagrave
Parish Council will not be jeopardised by the
Commission’s final recommendations”. We heard
directly from Councillors Unwin and Lamb and
three residents of Barton Seagrave who opposed
the proposals to divide Barton ward between
Burton and Wicksteed divisions. Councillors
Unwin and Lamb included details of a survey
which they had carried out locally, the results of
which generally supported their opposition. They
included an alternative configuration of divisions in
this area which they stated would better reflect
local community identities. Councillor Gordon,
member for Burton division, supported the
County Council’s proposals for Barton ward.
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Burton Latimer Town Council also opposed the
proposal to divide Barton ward between Burton
and Wicksteed divisions stating that it would not
reflect local community identities. The Town
Council also argued that the Burton Latimer
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community should be represented by a county
councillor representing that community alone.
Kettering Conservative Association resubmitted its
Stage One proposals, outlined earlier.
We have given careful consideration to the
views which we have received in response to our
draft recommendations. With regard to the views
of the County Council and others regarding the
two divisions in the north of Kettering town, we
remain concerned at the configuration which was
proposed at Stage One by the County Council
and continue to consider that the draft
recommendations for Brambleside and St
Andrew’s and St Peter’s divisions represent the best
balance of the need to seek improvements to
electoral equality while having regard to the
statutory criteria. We note the views which we have
received opposing the proposed division of Barton
ward between Burton and Wicksteed divisions. We
have examined the proposals put to us by
Councillors Lamb and Unwin for an alternative
configuration of divisions in the south-east of the
borough area, but note that their solution would
produce worse coterminosity than under our draft
recommendations and would not be compatible
with our proposals for the wider area. With regard
to the concerns which have been raised regarding the
possible formation of a new parish in the Barton
Seagrave area which might straddle the boundary
between divisions, it should be noted that in
conducting this review we are only able to have
regard to existing electoral arrangements. However,
if a new parish were to be formed, consequential
warding of the parish could take place in order to
reflect such an arrangement of divisions. We are
therefore confirming our draft recommendations for
the borough as final, subject to renaming Saints
division as Kettering Central, which we agree may
be more easily understood by the electorate locally.
Our proposals are shown on Map A5 and the large
map at the back of this report.

123

Northampton borough
Under the current arrangements Northampton
borough is served by 21 county councillors
representing 21 divisions which were coterminous
with the 21 borough wards which existed prior to
the borough review: Abington, Billing, Boughton
Green, Dallington & Kings Heath, Delapre,
Headlands, Kingsthorpe, Links, Lumbertubs,
Nene Valley, New Duston, Northampton Castle,
Northampton Park, Northampton South, Old
Duston, St Alban, St Crispin, St George,
Thorplands, Welford and Weston. At county level,
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there is extreme inequality in the borough with the
number of electors in 17 divisions varying by more
than 10 per cent from the county average, and 10
divisions varying by more than 20 per cent. The
worst imbalance is in Nene Valley division where
the number of electors is 172 per cent above the
county average. Our review of Northampton
borough resulted in 23 new borough wards.
At Stage One the County Council informed us
that, during its consultation, “the clear response
received, both from the political parties and the
Borough Council, was that the existing
coterminous approach between borough wards and
county electoral divisions should be maintained”.
The County Council accepted this view and
included proposals for 23 divisions coterminous
with the borough wards in Northampton. It
considered that an increase of two county
councillors is justified in view of the significant
growth in electorate in the town which has
increased by some 26 per cent since 1981, and is
expected to continue growing. It acknowledged
that some electoral inequality would remain,
particularly in Boughton Green division, which
would be coterminous with the three-member
borough ward of the same name while all the other
borough wards in Northampton are two-member
wards. The electoral variance in Boughton Green
division would be more than 30 per cent from the
county average by 2003. The County Council
considered that the need to retain coterminosity
across the borough and reflect the statutory criteria
outweighed the need to achieve good electoral
equality. Northampton Borough Council
supported the view that the new divisions for
Northampton borough should be coterminous
with the borough wards.

23 county councillors. Furthermore, we recognised
that there was some benefit in maintaining a pattern
of 23 divisions which were coterminous with
borough wards in Northampton. While we attach
importance to securing coterminosity between
electoral divisions and their constituent wards, we
considered that we must also balance this criterion
with the achievement of reasonable electoral equality
across the county as a whole.
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Under the County Council’s proposals for a 74member council, the number of electors would
vary by more than 10 per cent from the average in
seven of the 23 divisions, one of which, Boughton
Green, would vary by 43 per cent from the county
average initially (36 per cent in 2003).The County
Council’s proposals would form an entirely
coterminous pattern of 23 divisions covering the
borough. The County Council proposed the same
division names as are used for the borough wards.
There were no other representations received
concerning Northampton.
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We gave careful consideration in our
draft recommendations to the proposals for
Northampton borough. Under a council size of 73,
we agreed that the electorate in Northampton merits
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As the County Council observed, Boughton
Green ward is represented by three borough
councillors while the remaining wards in
Northampton are represented by two borough
councillors. Consequently, this leads to a relatively
larger electorate in this ward than in other wards in
the borough, which does not lend itself to electoral
equality at county level if electoral divisions have
the same boundaries as the borough wards. Under
a 73-member council and utilising the County
Council’s proposed boundaries, Boughton Green
division would be significantly under-represented,
with 41 per cent more electors than the county
average (34 per cent in 2003). We also noted that
the two neighbouring wards (and proposed
divisions) of Kingsthorpe and St David would be
relatively over-represented, which is expected to
worsen by 2003. Consequently we proposed
amending the County Council’s proposed
boundaries between the divisions of Boughton
Green, Kingsthorpe and St David to improve the
acute electoral inequality in this area. In the
remaining 20 divisions we proposed adopting the
County Council’s proposals without modification.
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First, we proposed transferring 2,051 electors
in the Sunnyside Estate from the County Council’s
proposed Boughton Green division to our
proposed St David division; second, we proposed
transferring 948 electors from the south of the
County Council’s proposed St David division to
our proposed Kingsthorpe division. These
modifications would improve the electoral equality
in the areas concerned while utilising recognisable
boundaries.
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As a result of our boundary modifications, the
number of electors would vary by more than 10 per
cent from the county average in only four divisions
both initially and in 2003. Although West
Hunsbury division would initially be 24 per cent
below the county average, the development expected
to take place in the area is forecast to result in an
electoral variance of only 4 per cent in 2003. Our
draft recommendations would produce 20 wholly
coterminous divisions out of a total of 23.

130

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

As part of our draft recommendations we
proposed adopting the same division names as
submitted by the County Council, which reflected
the names of the borough wards. However, we
recognised that our proposed boundaries for the
divisions of Boughton Green, Kingsthorpe and St
David differed from the County Council’s and
would not be wholly coterminous with ward
boundaries. Therefore, we considered that
alternative names might be considered more
appropriate. For instance, possible names for the
proposed Boughton Green division could include
White Hills or Obelisk; Kingsthorpe division could
be renamed Welford; and St David division could
be named Bective or College.
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At Stage Three the County Council,
Northamptonshire County Labour Party Local
Government Committee, Northampton North
Conservative Association and Northampton North
Constituency Labour Party each opposed the
proposal to depart from coterminosity in the north
of the borough as they considered that a pattern of
divisions wholly coterminous with district wards
would be more readily understood by the electorate
locally and would better reflect community
identities. The County Council also stated that in
the event that the Commission decided to endorse
its draft recommendations in this area it would
wish to be consulted again on division names. It
stated that the possible alternatives put forward in
our draft recommendations report did not find
support with any of the political groups on the
Council. A resident of the borough generally
supported the proposed transfer between
Boughton Green and St David divisions. He also
considered that the proposal to amend the
boundary between Kingsthorpe and St David
divisions was “appropriate to obtain electoral
equality between the three electoral divisions”. He
also included a proposal for an alternative
boundary, which was similar to that included in our
draft recommendations. Northampton North
Constituency Labour Party and the resident also
considered that Boughton Green division should
be renamed White Hills, and Kingsthorpe and St
David divisions should retain their existing names.
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We have given careful consideration to the
views which we have received in response to our
draft recommendations for Northamptonshire.
While we note the opposition of the County
Council and other respondents to our proposal to
depart from coterminosity in three divisions, we
remain concerned at the levels of electoral
inequality which would persist in Boughton Green

133

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

division if it was wholly coterminous with the
borough ward. In this case, we consider that the
need to secure improvements to electoral equality
outweigh the need for coterminous divisional
arrangements. Having considered the alternative
boundary put forward by a resident of the
borough, we remain of the view that our draft
recommendations for amendments to the
boundaries of the divisions of Boughton Green,
Kingsthorpe and St David provide the best
balance of the various criteria. We therefore confirm
our draft recommendations for the divisions in
Northamptonshire as final. With regard to the issue
of names, we note that the County Council requested
that they should be consulted again if we decided not
to endorse a pattern of wholly coterminous wards.
We also note that Northampton North Constituency
Labour Party and a resident of the borough favoured
renaming Boughton Green division as White Hills.
However, in the absence of views received during our
consultation on the draft recommendations or
evidence indicating widespread support for changes
to names for the divisions of Boughton Green,
Kingsthorpe and St David, we are confirming our
draft recommendations for division names as final.
Our proposals are shown on maps A6 and A7 and
the large map at the back of this report.

South Northamptonshire district
Under the current arrangements South
Northamptonshire district is served by eight
county councillors representing the divisions of
Brackley, Bugbrooke, Deanshanger, Hackleton,
Helmdon, Middleton Cheney, Roade and
Towcester. There is currently a degree of electoral
inequality in the area, with four divisions varying
by more than 10 per cent from the average for the
county, and one division, Towcester, varying by
more than 30 per cent.
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At Stage One the County Council calculated
that, under a council size of 73 or 74, the electorate
in the district merits an additional ninth county
councillor. It argued that such an increase was
justified particularly in the light of the growth in
electorate, which had increased by some 12,000
since the last review of electoral arrangements for
the county.
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The County Council stated that it had
encountered particular difficulty in attempting to
address the electoral inequality in Brackley town
(which comprises three district wards). It
calculated that, while a division covering Brackley
town alone would be significantly under-
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represented (under a council size of 74 it would
have a variance of 40 per cent in 2003), the town
does not merit two divisions. During the County
Council’s own consultation it had not received any
support for dividing Brackley town and combining
parts of it with the surrounding rural wards. The
County Council added that Brackley Town Council
had argued for two county councillors for the
town, while South Northamptonshire District
Council opposed the amalgamation of Brackley
town with the adjacent rural area.
Under the County Council’s proposals, five out of
nine divisions in South Northamptonshire would be
coterminous with district wards. It stated that, in the
light of the widespread opposition to dividing
Brackley town between different county divisions, it
was putting forward its consultation “Option One”
as its submission for South Northamptonshire
district. Under its proposals Brackley division would
cover the three wards of Brackley East, Brackley
South and Brackley West. The adjacent rural wards of
Astwell, Little Brook and Steane, together with
King’s Sutton ward, would form King’s Sutton
division. In the north-west of the district Middleton
Cheney division would comprise Middleton Cheney
and Wardoun wards together with Moreton Pinkney
and Sulgrove parishes (in Washington ward). Greens
Norton division would comprise the wards of
Blakesley, Cote, Kingthorn and Silverstone, together
with the parishes of Abthorpe, Wappenham and
Weston & Weedon (in Washington ward).
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The County Council proposed five divisions in
the east of the district: Bugbrooke division,
comprising the district wards of Downs, Grange,
Harpole and Heyford; Deanshanger division,
comprising the wards of Cosgrove, Deanshanger
and Whittlewood together with Yardley Gobion
parish (in Grafton ward); Hackleton division
covering the wards of Chase, Cogerhoe, Salcey and
Yardley; Roade division, covering the wards of
Blisworth, Courteenhall and Tove together with
the parishes of Ashton and Grafton Regis (in
Grafton ward); and Towcester division comprising
the wards of Towcester Brook and Towcester Mill.
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Under the County Council’s proposals for a 74member council, only one division, Brackley,
would vary by more than 10 per cent from the
county average, and in fact it was projected to vary
by 40 per cent from the county average by 2003.
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During Stage One we also heard from Daventry
Constituency Conservative Association which

140

32

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

generally supported the County Council’s
proposals for South Northamptonshire, stating
that Brackley should be considered an exceptional
case with regard to electoral variance and not
combined with the surrounding rural area. The
Constituency Conservative Association proposed
to include Tiffield parish in Towcester division.
In our draft recommendations we gave careful
consideration to the views which we received in
relation to electoral divisions for South
Northamptonshire and the various configurations
available. We noted that Brackley town has an
electorate of 8,264 which is forecast to increase to
9,180 by 2003. Under a council of 73 members,
the average number of electors per division across
the county is 6,361 (becoming 6,662 in 2003). We
calculated therefore that Brackley town merits 1.3
councillors, rising to 1.4 councillors in 2003.
While we had received considerable opposition to
any proposal to amalgamate parts of Brackley town
with the surrounding rural area, we considered that
retaining a single division covering Brackley town
would result in unacceptable electoral imbalance,
and an inequitable level of representation on the
County Council. Consequently, while we endorsed
the County Council’s proposals for the five
divisions of Bugbrooke, Deanshanger, Hackleton,
Roade and Towcester in the east of the district, we
put forward alternative warding configurations for
the four divisions covering the west of the district,
including Brackley town.
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Under our draft recommendations a new
Brackley West division would comprise the wards
of Brackley West, Little Brook and Steane, while a
new Brackley East division would comprise the
wards of Astwell, Brackley East and Brackley
South. Middleton Cheney division would include
the wards of King’s Sutton, Middleton Cheney
and Wardoun, while Greens Norton division
would include the wards of Blakesley, Cote,
Kingthorn, Silverstone and Washington. While
this proposal would include parts of Brackley town
in different divisions, it had the benefit of using
whole district wards to form coterminous
divisions. We also noted that elsewhere in the
county proposed divisions would comprise parts
of towns together with neighbouring rural areas,
for example in the towns of Corby and Daventry.
We were not convinced by the proposal that
Brackley town should have such an unequal level
of representation on the County Council
and therefore be treated differently to elsewhere in
the county.
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Under these proposals seven out of nine
divisions would be coterminous. The number of
electors would vary by more than 10 per cent from
the county average in three divisions initially. By
2003 only two divisions, Brackley East and
Middleton Cheney, are projected to vary by more
than 10 per cent from the county average – the
former at 11 per cent and the latter at 14 per cent.
Overall our draft recommendations for South
Northamptonshire would provide a better balance
of representation across the district at county level
than under the County Council’s submission, while
achieving a higher degree of coterminosity.
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of further evidence or new proposals for this area,
we judge that our draft recommendations
for South Northamptonshire district represent the
best available balance of the need to secure
improvements to electoral equality while having
regard to the other statutory criteria. We therefore
confirm our draft recommendations for the South
Northamptonshire area as final in their entirety.
The proposed divisions are illustrated on the large
map at the back of this report.

Wellingborough borough
Under the current arrangements, Wellingborough
borough comprises the eight divisions of Croyland,
Earls Barton, Finedon, Irchester, Queensway,
Redwell, Swanspool and Wellingborough Castle.
The number of electors varies by more than 10 per
cent from the county average in four divisions,
with one, Redwell, varying by 38 per cent from the
county average.
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At Stage Three the County Council supported
the Commission’s proposals for the divisions of
Bugbrooke, Deanshanger, Hackleton, Roade and
Towcester. Both the County Council and South
Northamptonshire District Council opposed the
proposals for the remaining four divisions in the
west of the district, instead favouring the retention
of a single division covering the Brackley town
wards, and proposing the adoption of the County
Council’s original Stage One proposals in this area.
They each argued that the County Council’s Stage
One proposals would better reflect local
community identities and interests. King’s Sutton
Parish Council also supported the County
Council’s proposal, while Farthinghoe and
Newbottle Parish Council opposed the proposal to
combine them with parts of Brackley town.
Brackley Town Council stated that while it did not
feel that rural areas should be combined with
Brackley town, the Commission’s proposals for
Brackley West and Brackley East divisions would
be “the lesser of two evils”. Whittlebury Parish
Council supported our draft recommendations.
Daventry Constituency Labour Party accepted our
draft recommendations.
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We have carefully reconsidered our draft
recommendations for South Northamptonshire in
the light of further views received during Stage
Three. We note that there is general agreement on
the proposals for the five divisions in the east of the
district. In the case of our draft recommendations
for the four divisions covering the west of the
district, we note that there is local opposition to
our proposals with respondents expressing a
preference for the County Council’s Stage One
proposals. However, we remain concerned at the
severe electoral inequality which would persist in
the proposed Brackley division under the County
Council’s proposals. Consequently, in the absence
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At Stage One the County Council calculated
that, “although the electorate since the last review
has increased from 46,000 to 53,000
Wellingborough still has the same percentage of the
overall electorate as in 1980/81 and on that basis
should still be entitled to eight divisions”. It noted
that as the urban wards in Wellingborough contain
between 4,000 and 4,500 electors it would not be
possible to secure good electoral equality, under the
proposed council size, and achieve coterminosity in
this area. The County Council submitted two sets
of proposals, a majority option and a minority
option. The two options contained identical
proposals for the three rural divisions (Earls
Barton, Finedon and Irchester) and Queensway
division, but differed in their proposals for the four
remaining urban divisions, each option securing
similar levels of electoral equality. Under the
majority option no division would be coterminous
with borough wards, while under the minority
option one division, Redwell, would be
coterminous with borough wards.
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As a result of our review of Wellingborough
borough, the part of Great Doddington parish to
the east of Wilby Way (the North ward of Great
Doddington parish) now forms part of Croyland
ward for the purposes of borough warding. The
following references to Croyland ward therefore
reflect this arrangement. Both the County
Council’s majority and minority options proposed
the following four divisions; Earls Barton division
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comprising Earls Barton and South wards together
with Great Doddington parish South ward (in
Great Doddington and Wilby ward) and Grendon
parish (in Wollaston ward); Finedon division
comprising the wards of Finedon, North and West
together with Wilby parish (in Great Doddington
and Wilby ward); Irchester division comprising
Irchester ward and the parishes of Strixton and
Wollaston (in Wollaston ward); and Queensway
division comprising Queensway ward together
with polling districts AA and AB in Brickhill ward.
In the remaining urban area of Wellingborough,
the majority option proposed a Croyland division
covering Croyland ward and polling districts NA
and NB in Swanspool ward. It proposed that
Redwell division should comprise Redwell West
ward and polling district KA in Redwell East ward
and polling districts GA and GB in Hemmingwell
ward. Swanspool division should comprise polling
districts NC, ND and NE (in Swanspool ward),
polling districts AC and AD (in Brickhill ward),
polling district GC (in Hemmingwell ward) and
polling district KB (in Redwell East ward). It
proposed that Wellingborough Eastfield division
should comprise Castle ward and polling districts
GD and GE (in Hemmingwell ward). It stated that
these proposals would reflect community identity
in the areas concerned.
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Under the majority option for a 74-member
council, the number of electors would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the county average in
two divisions, Earls Barton and Wellingborough
Eastfield. By 2003 no division would vary by more
than 10 per cent from the county average.

The County Council informed us that
Wellingborough Borough Council opposed the
proposal to divide Castle ward as proposed in the
minority option, arguing that dividing this ward
would not reflect community identities and
interests in the area. In addition, Wellingborough
Borough Council informed us directly that it
supported the County Council’s majority option
for Wellingborough.
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In our draft recommendations we gave careful
consideration to the views which we had received
for this area. While the level of coterminosity
which would be achieved under either the majority
or minority options is much lower than that
achieved elsewhere in the county, we agreed that
the ward pattern in the urban area does not lend
itself to the creation of divisions which would be
both coterminous with borough wards and have
good electoral equality. We also recognised that the
configuration of the rural wards prevents the
achievement of both coterminosity and reasonable
electoral equality in those areas. We noted the
agreement between the majority and minority
options in four of the eight proposed divisions and,
in view of the acceptable electoral equality which
would result, put them forward as part of our draft
recommendations. We also endorsed the division
names of Croyland, Finedon, Irchester and
Queensway put forward under the majority option.
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In the remaining urban area, the County
Council also included a minority option which
proposed four alternative divisions, although it did
not put forward names for these divisions. The
minority option included: a division covering the
wards of Redwell East and Redwell West; a second
division comprising Hemmingwell ward and
polling district BA (in Castle ward); a third
division comprising Swanspool ward and polling
districts AC and AD (in Brickhill ward); and a
fourth division comprising Croyland ward and
polling districts BB and BC (in Castle ward).
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Under the minority option for a 73-member
council, no division would vary by more than 10
per cent from the county average initially. By 2003
only one division, Croyland, is projected to vary by
more than 10 per cent from the county average, at
11 per cent.
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In the four remaining urban divisions, we noted
that both sets of proposals would achieve similar
levels of electoral equality overall. The majority
option did not include any divisions which would
be wholly coterminous with borough wards while
the minority option proposed one coterminous
division, Redwell. We also noted that the proposed
division boundaries under the minority option
would make greater use of the ward boundaries
than the majority option and we considered that, as
such, it would provide more convenient and
effective local government. We noted the Borough
Council’s objection to dividing Castle ward
between two different divisions. However, the
county review is a separate review to that of the
borough, and we are dealing with considerably
larger elected areas, with divisions generally
comprising larger numbers of electors. At county
level we are restricted by the need to recommend
single-member divisions only; moreover, we are
seeking to achieve a fair level of representation
across the county and consequently concluded that
the best solution would necessitate splitting Castle
ward between two divisions. The proposed
boundary between Croyland and Hemmingwell
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divisions would follow Mill Road, providing an
easily identifiable boundary. Our proposals for the
remaining four divisions would reflect the minority
option, and we recommended the names of
Croyland, Hemmingwell, Redwell and Swanspool.
156 At Stage Three the County Council supported
the proposals for the divisions of Earls Barton,
Finedon, Irchester and Queensway. For the
remaining four divisions the Council resubmitted its
Stage One majority and minority options. In
particular the majority option opposed the proposal
to divide Castle ward along Mill Road as it “would
actually subdivide a well-established community
which is the most multi-racial in Wellingborough”. It
also considered that linking the Croyland Estate with
the southern part of Castle ward to form a new
division would create a ward which “was over-large
geographically with no commonality of interest”.
The minority option supported the Commission’s
draft recommendations. County Councillor
Robinson and Borough Councillors Crofts,
Dholakia, and Prescod and a resident of the borough
all opposed the proposal to divide Castle ward
between two county divisions as they argued that
such a proposal would be to the detriment of local
community identities. The councillors made
particular reference to the fact that Castle ward
comprises “the most multi-racial and one of the
most deprived and oldest communities in
Wellingborough”, and stated that they instead
supported the County Council’s majority option.
Northamptonshire County Labour Party Local
Government Committee also supported the County
Council’s majority option. Wellingborough Borough
Council supported the County Council’s majority
proposal for the district, arguing that it would better
reflect local community identities. Wellingborough
Conservative Association considered that Great
Doddington and Wilby parishes should form part of
the same electoral division as this would better reflect
community identities locally.

We have considered carefully the views which
we have received during Stage Three. With regard
to the four divisions of Earls Barton, Finedon,
Irchester and Queensway, we note that there is
general support for our draft recommendations,
although Wellingborough Conservative Association
support the inclusion of Great Doddington
and Wilby parishes in a single division. Such a
modification would produce a less equitable
representation of the electorate between the divisions
concerned than our draft recommendations and are
not including this proposal as part of our final
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recommendations. We are therefore confirming our
draft recommendations for the divisions of Earls
Barton, Finedon, Irchester and Queensway as final.
We note that there is some opposition to our
proposals for the remaining four divisions of
Croyland, Hemmingwell, Redwell and Swanspool,
with a number of respondents expressing a particular
objection to the proposed division of Castle ward
between two different electoral divisions. We have
therefore reconsidered our draft recommendations
in this area. We consider that the arguments here are
finely balanced but we remain of the view, expressed
in our draft recommendations, that the greater use
of ward boundaries made by the minority option
would be more readily understood by the electorate
locally. However, we note the concerns raised by
some respondents who considered that the division
of Castle ward would not best reflect local
community identities and, having visited the area
concerned, are putting forward an alternative
boundary in this area, as shown on Map A9, which
we believe would better reflect community identities
locally. Subject to this amendment we are confirming
our draft recommendations for the divisions of
Croyland, Hemmingwell, Redwell and Swanspool as
final. Our proposals are shown on Maps A8 and A9
and the large map at the back of this report.

Conclusions
Having considered all the representations and
evidence received in response to our consultation
report, we propose that:
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(a)

there should be an increase in council size from
68 to 73, serving 73 divisions;

(b)

changes should be made to the boundaries of
64 of the existing divisions.

We have decided to substantially endorse our
draft recommendations, subject to the following
amendments:
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(a)

in Daventry the boundary between Daventry
East and Daventry West divisions should be
modified;

(b)

in Kettering borough, Saints division should be
renamed Kettering Central;

(c)

in Wellingborough borough the boundary
between the proposed Croyland and
Hemmingwell divisions should be modified.

Figure 4 (overleaf) shows the impact of our
draft recommendations on electoral equality,
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comparing them with the current arrangements,
based on 1998 electorate figures and with forecast
electorates for the year 2003.

Final Recommendation
Northamptonshire County Council should
comprise 73 councillors serving the same
number of divisions, as detailed and named
in Figures 1 and 2 and illustrated on the
large map inserted at the back of this report.

As shown in Figure 4, our draft
recommendations for Northamptonshire County
Council would result in a reduction in the number
of divisions with an electoral variance of more than
20 per cent from the county average from 21 to
one. By 2003 no divisions are forecast to vary by
more than 20 per cent from the average. Our final
recommendations are set out in more detail in
Figures 1 and 2, and the large map inserted at the
back of this report.
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Figure 4 :

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1998 electorate
Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

68

73

68

73

Average number of electors

6,826

6,361

7,151

6,662

Number of divisions with a
variance more than 10 per
cent from the average

45

16

48

14

Number of wards with a
variance more than 20 per
cent from the average

21

1

21

0

Number of councillors/
divisions

36

2003 forecast electorate
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6. NEXT STEPS

Having completed our review of electoral
arrangements for Northamptonshire County
Council and submitted our final recommendations
to the Secretary of State, we have fulfilled our
statutory obligation under the Local Government
Act 1992.
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It now falls to the Secretary of State to decide
whether to give effect to our recommendations,
with or without modification, and to implement
them by means of an Order. Such an Order will not
be made earlier than six weeks from the date that
our recommendations are submitted to the
Secretary of State.

163

All further correspondence concerning our
recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to:
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The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for Northamptonshire:
Mapping

Map A1 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Central and Lloyds divisions.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Braunston, Daventry East and Daventry
West divisions.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Rushden East and Rushden West
divisions.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Rushden South and Rushden West
divisions.
Map A5 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Burton and Wicksteed divisions.
Map A6 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Boughton Green and St David divisions.
Map A7 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Kingsthorpe and St David divisions.
Map A8 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Queensway and Swanspool divisions.
Map A9 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Croyland and Hemmingwell divisions.
The large map inserted at the back of the report
illustrates, in outline form, the Commission’s
proposed divisions for Northamptonshire,
including constituent district wards and parishes.
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Map A1:

Proposed boundary between Central and Lloyds divisions
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Map A2:

Proposed boundary between Braunston, Daventry East and Daventry West divisions

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

41

Map A3:

Proposed boundary between Rushden East and Rushden West divisions
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Map A4:

Proposed boundary between Rushden South and Rushden West divisions
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Map A5:

Proposed boundary between Burton and Wicksteed divisions
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Map A6:

Proposed boundary between Boughton Green and St David divisions
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Map A7:

Proposed boundary between Kingsthorpe and St David divisions
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Map A8:

Proposed boundary between Queensway and Swanspool divisions
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Map A9:

Proposed boundary between Croyland and Hemmingwell divisions
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APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for Northamptonshire
(May 1999)
Our final recommendations, detailed in Figures 1
and 2, differ from those we put forward as draft
recommendations in respect of a number of
divisions, where our draft proposals are set out
below. The only other change from draft to final
recommendations, which is not included in Figure
B1, is that we propose that Saints division should
be renamed Kettering Central.
Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

DAVENTRY DISTRICT
9

Daventry East

Abbey South ward; Hill ward

10

Daventry West

Abbey North ward (part); Drayton ward

WELLINGBOROUGH BOROUGH
66

Croyland

Castle ward (part); Croyland ward

69

Hemmingwell

Castle ward (part); Hemmingwell ward

Note: The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the seven Northamptonshire districts which
were completed in 1997. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks, constituent parishes and parish wards
are listed.

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

49

Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Northamptonshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

DAVENTRY DISTRICT
9 Daventry East

1

6,334

0

7,690

15

10 Daventry West

1

7,082

11

7,044

6

WELLINGBOROUGH BOROUGH
66 Croyland

1

6,859

8

7,385

11

69 Hemmingwell

1

6,635

4

6,787

2

Source: Electorate figures are based on material provided by Northamptonshire County Council.
Note: The electorate columns denote the number of electors represented by each councillor as each division is represented by a
single councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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