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Leicestershire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Felix Fenning

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Personal

Comment text:
My concern is regarding the Ibstock and Appleby Division. Originally the main logic was that by
having the boundaries covering all the south side of the Constituency we had a link with the
many problems of cross area travel (from M1 to M42) the link between Ibstock and Ellistown
(Brick production lorry movements) through to M42). By cutting Ellistown off and sticking
Ravenstone on this reduces the natural link between parishes on the south of the constituency
for marginal benefit in numbers.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Leicestershire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Graham Hart

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The draft proposals meet the requirements and are the best fit that can be achieved to meet
the criteria laid down. If geographical size of a Division couldd have been included as a
governing factor the proposals would need to be different, but as they are not those proposed a
the best possible arrangement.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5314
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Leicestershire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Roy Mitchell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am a resident of Stoke Golding Leicestershire a rural village close to Hinckley, The nature of
our village is that we have more in common with the other rural areas towards Market
Bosworth rather than the urbanised areas of Hinckley and Mallory. On that basis I feel it is
important that the existing division is retained even though it may not quite fit the "standard
model". Experience over the the 14 years I have lived in Stoke Golding is that on a number of
issues, particularly housing developments, the rural villages views can be different to the views
put forward by the representatives of Hinckley or Mallory, and I strongly believe that that the
this ability to express those differences through the current divisional structure should be
retained. Roy Mitchell

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Leicestershire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Matthew O'Callaghan

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: None

Comment text:
Dr Matthew O’Callaghan OBE
21st
July 2015 Dear Sir/Madam, Electoral Review of Leicestershire County Council From 1997 to
2009 I was the County Councillor for the Melton North Division in Leicestershire, 12 years in all.
When I was first elected, Melton North was the largest division in terms of population in the
County and in much need of adjustment. It was unfortunate that the review of the County
Divisions in 2004 did not tackle the fundamental problem of the inequality of the divisions in
the Melton Borough area as it left two significantly disproportionate rural wards Asfordby and
Belvoir and likewise two disproportionate urban wards Melton North and Melton South. It is
equally unfortunate that there has been no political agreement on a way forward for the current
review of boundaries in the Melton Area. This sadly, is not new. When the Boundary
Commission reviewed the district wards for Melton Borough Council in 2002, the Conservatives
used their majority on Melton Borough Council to propose a system that was to their electoral
advantage. The Boundary Commission at the time rejected this proposal and adopted the local
Labour Party’s proposals for its draft recommendations. In para 15 of the final report it states:
“The LGCE’s draft recommendations were based on an amended version of Melton District
Labour Party’s proposals in the urban area and an amended version of Clawson, Hose & Harby
Parish Council’s proposals in the rural area. This provided a significant improvement in electoral
equality….” The current proposals from Leicestershire County Council for boundary changes in
Leicestershire have the support of all the political parties for four of the districts (Blaby,
Charnwood, Harborough and Hinckley & Bosworth) and broad support for two of the other
districts (NW Leicestershire and Oadby & Wigston). It is once again in Melton where there has
been no political consensus and where the Conservatives have used their majority to put
forward their preferred solution. The Conservative proposal for the Melton Area does has the
advantage of simplicity, it moves part (Electoral District E1) of one of the town wards (Egerton)
into one of the rural County Divisions (Asfordby Division). In favour of this proposal it is
claimed that: “There are however, a number of connections between the polling district E1 and
the proposed Asfordby electoral division which includes, amongst others, family connections, a
number of children from the Egerton area attend Asfordby Hill Primary School, and good public
transport connections between the two.” This is not true.
Few families I know in the area have family
connections with the Asfordby Division. A small number of children from the Egerton area do
attend Asfordby Hill Primary School which only has around 130 pupils on roll. However in my
experience the relatively small number of children that go there are not from the E1 area but
are mainly from the other polling district in the Egerton Ward E2. Their number is also
declining, because children from the Grove School get preference for admission to John Ferneley
Academy over those from Asfordby Hill School. As for public transport, people in the Egerton
Ward do not travel to Asfordby on a regular basis. Residents in E1 polling district have a new
large Sainsbury’s within the ward and are within minutes of walking distance to the Town
Centre. The Conservative proposals have little public support. By its own admission the County
Council in its report stated: i. Only a two week period was allowed for responses. ii. Consultees
were asked to provide a view on the preferred option; alternatives were not provided. iii. The
non-parished areas of the County were not specifically targeted given that there was no single
association/organisation through which the consultation paper could be cascaded down. This is
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particularly relevant to the proposals for Melton Town, which is one of the ‘non-parished areas’
mentioned above. No effort was made to consult residents in the ward affected, including
myself. There is a residents group called RAGE covering all of the Egerton Ward which was not
consulted on the proposals. The Egerton Ward is the most deprived Ward in the Melton
Borough. For a long time it was neglected by the Borough Council until the establishment of the
residents group RAGE. Working together with borough and county councillors they managed
through a series of initiatives to improve conditions for residents in the ward, including a
purpose built community centre, and so create a sense of identity in the ward. Splitting off the
E1 polling district would wreck all sense of community in the Egerton Ward. It would make the
local ward councillors task much more difficult in working across two county council divisions
and with two county councillors. There is no town council within Melton so it would separate E1
off from the rest of the town. E1 is one of the most urban polling districts in the borough and
has very little in common with the rest of the Asfordby Division which is profoundly rural in
nature. It is very possible that the initiatives to improve conditions in the Egerton Ward will go
backwards. Currently when there are issues that affect the town it is easy to discuss these with
the two town County Councillors representing the whole of the town, it would be more difficult
when a third rural county councillor is involved whose area of the town is such a small part of
their rural division. There is a better way. This is to preserve the current rural-urban split but
to reorganise the wards within both the rural areas and the urban areas so as to provide
electoral balance, something which should have been done in the last review of the County
Divisions. For the rural areas to achieve balance; the villages of Freeby, Wymondham and
Edmondthorpe (Polling Stations AP, AS, AT – 738 voters) would be transferred from the Belvoir
Division to the Asfordby Division. The Belvoir Division represents a continuum of communities in
the Vale of Belvoir from Bottesford down to Long Clawson and across to Waltham and Croxton
Kerrial. The Wymondham area has never been regarded as part of the Vale of Belvoir. An
adjustment along these lines would produce two rural divisions of roughly equal size and within
the tolerances acceptable to the Commission. For the town a more comprehensive organisation
is needed which would better represent how the town is organised. Instead of the current North
-South divide, the proposal is for an East-West split, comprising in the West; the Dorian,
Egerton and Sysonby Wards and in the East; Warwick, Craven and Newport Wards. In order to
balance the two new divisions an anomaly created in the 2002 Borough Boundary review would
be reversed namely putting Polling District I back with the rest of the Newport Ward where it
used to belong. A look at the map of the town will show how anomalous this change was. The
Newport Ward used to comprise all of the Town East of the Scalford Road. The 2002 boundary
changes carved out part of the area to the North East of the Scalford Road and put it together
with the Sysonby Ward to the West, which was an illogicality. I stood down in May of this year
as the Borough Councillor for the Newport Ward, having first been elected to represent the
ward in 1996 so know from first-hand the difficulties this has created. It is likely that a
subsequent review of the Borough Boundaries might correct this and other anomalies in the
town. The new Town Divisions being proposed are easily identified by axis of the Scalford Road
and the Dalby Road. Again these two new Divisions are of roughly equal size and within the
tolerances required by the Commission. The above suggestions are identical to those proposed
by the Leicestershire County Council Labour Group and the local Rutland and Melton Labour
Party. In conclusion the proposals from the County Council to remove polling district E1 would
significantly and adversely affect one of the most deprived areas of the Borough and remove
the current unity of representation for the town of Melton. The alternative would preserve
natural communities within both the rural areas and the town of Melton Mowbray. Matthew
O’Callaghan County Councillor Melton North 1997-2009 Former Borough Councillor Melton
Newport Ward

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5710

21/07/2015

Dr Matthew O’Callaghan OBE

21st July 2015
Dear Sir/Madam,
Electoral Review of Leicestershire County Council
From 1997 to 2009 I was the County Councillor for the Melton North Division in
Leicestershire, 12 years in all. When I was first elected, Melton North was the
largest division in terms of population in the County and in much need of adjustment.
It was unfortunate that the review of the County Divisions in 2004 did not tackle the
fundamental problem of the inequality of the divisions in the Melton Borough area as
it left two significantly disproportionate rural wards Asfordby and Belvoir and likewise
two disproportionate urban wards Melton North and Melton South.
It is equally unfortunate that there has been no political agreement on a way forward
for the current review of boundaries in the Melton Area. This sadly, is not new.
When the Boundary Commission reviewed the district wards for Melton Borough
Council in 2002, the Conservatives used their majority on Melton Borough Council to
propose a system that was to their electoral advantage. The Boundary Commission
at the time rejected this proposal and adopted the local Labour Party’s proposals for
its draft recommendations. In para 15 of the final report it states:
“The LGCE’s draft recommendations were based on an amended version of
Melton District Labour Party’s proposals in the urban area and an amended
version of Clawson, Hose & Harby Parish Council’s proposals in the rural
area. This provided a significant improvement in electoral equality….”
The current proposals from Leicestershire County Council for boundary changes in
Leicestershire have the support of all the political parties for four of the districts
(Blaby, Charnwood, Harborough and Hinckley & Bosworth) and broad support for
two of the other districts (NW Leicestershire and Oadby & Wigston). It is once again
in Melton where there has been no political consensus and where the Conservatives
have used their majority to put forward their preferred solution.
The Conservative proposal for the Melton Area does has the advantage of simplicity,
it moves part (Electoral District E1) of one of the town wards (Egerton) into one of
the rural County Divisions (Asfordby Division). In favour of this proposal it is claimed
that:
“There are however, a number of connections between the polling district E1
and the proposed Asfordby electoral division which includes, amongst others,
family connections, a number of children from the Egerton area attend

Asfordby Hill Primary School, and good public transport connections between
the two.”
This is not true. I live in the polling district E1, on the Western edge of the Town on
the Asfordby Road. Few families I know in the area have family connections with the
Asfordby Division. A small number of children from the Egerton area do attend
Asfordby Hill Primary School which only has around 130 pupils on roll. However in
my experience the relatively small number of children that go there are not from the
E1 area but are mainly from the other polling district in the Egerton Ward E2. Their
number is also declining, because children from the Grove School get preference for
admission to John Ferneley Academy over those from Asfordby Hill School. As for
public transport, people in the Egerton Ward do not travel to Asfordby on a regular
basis. Residents in E1 polling district have a new large Sainsbury’s within the ward
and are within minutes of walking distance to the Town Centre.
The Conservative proposals have little public support. By its own admission the
County Council in its report stated:
i. Only a two week period was allowed for responses. ii. Consultees were
asked to provide a view on the preferred option; alternatives were not
provided. iii. The non-parished areas of the County were not specifically
targeted given that there was no single association/organisation through
which the consultation paper could be cascaded down.
This is particularly relevant to the proposals for Melton Town, which is one of the
‘non-parished areas’ mentioned above. No effort was made to consult residents in
the ward affected, including myself. There is a residents group called RAGE
covering all of the Egerton Ward which was not consulted on the proposals.
The Egerton Ward is the most deprived Ward in the Melton Borough. For a long time
it was neglected by the Borough Council until the establishment of the residents
group RAGE. Working together with borough and county councillors they managed
through a series of initiatives to improve conditions for residents in the ward,
including a purpose built community centre, and so create a sense of identity in the
ward. Splitting off the E1 polling district would wreck all sense of community in the
Egerton Ward. It would make the local ward councillors task much more difficult in
working across two county council divisions and with two county councillors. There is
no town council within Melton so it would separate E1 off from the rest of the town.
E1 is one of the most urban polling districts in the borough and has very little in
common with the rest of the Asfordby Division which is profoundly rural in nature. It
is very possible that the initiatives to improve conditions in the Egerton Ward will go
backwards. Currently when there are issues that affect the town it is easy to discuss
these with the two town County Councillors representing the whole of the town, it
would be more difficult when a third rural county councillor is involved whose area of
the town is such a small part of their rural division.

There is a better way. This is to preserve the current rural-urban split but to
reorganise the wards within both the rural areas and the urban areas so as to
provide electoral balance, something which should have been done in the last review
of the County Divisions.
For the rural areas to achieve balance; the villages of Freeby, Wymondham and
Edmondthorpe (Polling Stations AP, AS, AT – 738 voters) would be transferred from
the Belvoir Division to the Asfordby Division. The Belvoir Division represents a
continuum of communities in the Vale of Belvoir from Bottesford down to Long
Clawson and across to Waltham and Croxton Kerrial. The Wymondham area has
never been regarded as part of the Vale of Belvoir. An adjustment along these lines
would produce two rural divisions of roughly equal size and within the tolerances
acceptable to the Commission.
For the town a more comprehensive organisation is needed which would better
represent how the town is organised. Instead of the current North-South divide, the
proposal is for an East-West split, comprising in the West; the Dorian, Egerton and
Sysonby Wards and in the East; Warwick, Craven and Newport Wards. In order to
balance the two new divisions an anomaly created in the 2002 Borough Boundary
review would be reversed namely putting Polling District I back with the rest of the
Newport Ward where it used to belong. A look at the map of the town will show how
anomalous this change was. The Newport Ward used to comprise all of the Town
East of the Scalford Road. The 2002 boundary changes carved out part of the area
to the North East of the Scalford Road and put it together with the Sysonby Ward to
the West, which was an illogicality. I stood down in May of this year as the Borough
Councillor for the Newport Ward, having first been elected to represent the ward in
1996 so know from first-hand the difficulties this has created. It is likely that a
subsequent review of the Borough Boundaries might correct this and other
anomalies in the town. The new Town Divisions being proposed are easily identified
by axis of the Scalford Road and the Dalby Road. Again these two new Divisions
are of roughly equal size and within the tolerances required by the Commission.
The above suggestions are identical to those proposed by the Leicestershire County
Council Labour Group and the local Rutland and Melton Labour Party.
In conclusion the proposals from the County Council to remove polling district E1
would significantly and adversely affect one of the most deprived areas of the
Borough and remove the current unity of representation for the town of Melton. The
alternative would preserve natural communities within both the rural areas and the
town of Melton Mowbray.
Matthew O’Callaghan
County Councillor Melton North 1997-2009
Former Borough Councillor Melton Newport Ward
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Leicestershire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Michael Thornton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Proposal to retain the current two-member division in Oadby I refer to two linked extracts from
the current proposals for Blaby District: “Proposed Glenfields, Kirby Muxloe and Leicester
Forests Division This is the only two member division that the County Council is proposing. The
proposed division is made up of the existing divisions of Glenfields and Kirby Muxloe and
Leicester Forest East together with the addition of the parishes Leicester Forest West and
Thurlaston from the existing Stanton, Croft and Normanton electoral division. The County
Council is proposing this two member division on the basis of electoral equality.” and “The
County Council ruled out all the above options and in particular options 2 and 3 which would
split the parish of Kirby Muxloe which in the County Council’s opinion is a distinct community.
“Having ruled out the splitting or adding of the parish of Kirby Muxloe to Glenfields, the only
viable option for the County Council was the proposed creation of a two member division.” and
ask why this reasoning this should not apply to Oadby, which is also a distinct community.
Furthermore, I refer to the previous Boundary Review: Extract from Final Report of Boundary
Review in 2004 "227 We also noted the support of Harborough Liberal Democrats, Oadby &
Wigston Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg MEP, W. Newton Dunn MEP and Councillor Gamble for
the Borough Council’s proposal for a two-member Oadby division comprising all five Oadby
wards. We agreed with their contention that the Borough Council’s proposed Oadby division
would provide improved electoral equality, compared to the County Council’s two single-member
Oadby divisions. We concurred that the Borough Council’s proposed division would better reflect
community identity by proposing to include the whole Oadby community within one division. In
light of the submissions received during Stage One and the excellent levels of electoral equality
and coterminosity, the reflection of community identities and the strong support for a proposed
two-member Oadby division, we proposed to adopt the Borough Council’s Oadby division as part
of our draft recommendations." and ask where is the evidence that anything has changed. The
county Council doesn't seek any justification for the proposed change, other than to say that
they don't like two-member divisions. I'm also objecting to the names proposed for the new
divisions. As I anticipated when I objected to the naming of the Oadby Grange Ward at the
time of the last review of Borough ward boundaries, there is confusion among local residents to
the ward name, as the Oadby Grange Farm and the Oadby Grange Estate are at the other end
of Oadby, and not in the ward at all. The proposed name of Oadby Uplands Grange merely
reinforces the confusion, as neither are located in the proposed division. A not-very-original, but
more accurate, alternative would be Oadby North. Part of the Washbrook forms part of the
boundary between the proposed divisions, and most of the rest of it goes through people's back
gardens so is not visible from the road, so that it could also be a source of confusion if it is
incorporated in the name of the other proposed division, so why not Oadby South?

Uploaded Documents:
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Leicestershire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Mark Twittey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation
Name:

Former Independent Melton Borough Councillor for Egerton Ward and former
Independent Candidate for Melton Mowbray North Division

Comment text:
The town of Melton Mowbray is clearly defined from the surrounding rural area and the current arrangements
for the four Melton divisions seem fair. I'm concerned about the draft proposals from the County Council for
Melton. The suggested change is to move half of the (Borough Council) Egerton Ward (in the town of Melton
Mowbray) into the rural Asfordby division. I don’t believe residents living in the town of Melton Mowbray
would feel connected to the rural Asfordby division. The proposals would mean that residents living in Melton
Mowbray town centre (e.g. Wilton Place / Terrace) would be part of a rural division. Melton Mowbray Library
on the edge of Melton Mowbray town centre would also be in the rural Asfordby division under their draft
proposals. It would make the job of Egerton Ward Borough Councillors more difficult, as they would have two
different County Councillors to liaise with. Many residents would also be unsure who their County Councillor
is. Egerton Ward has traditionally been represented by Labour and/or Independent Borough Councillors, with
one of its two current Borough Councillors being an Independent.
http://www.melton.gov.uk/info/1000/elections_-_results/380/borough_election_results Egerton Ward is
currently one of three Borough Council wards which make up Melton Mowbray North Division in County
Council elections. This balance has meant that over the past decade the Melton Mowbray North division has
been represented by both Labour and Conservative County Councillors, often after close contests:
http://www.leics.gov.uk/index/your_council/local_democracy/aboutthecountycouncil/useyourvote/election_results
I believe the four divisions in Melton should be left as they are, as there is a clear and logical boundary
between the town and rural divisions and they seem to serve both the town and rural areas well.
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