22 October 2010

Dear,

Our Ref: 03/10
Daventry District Council – Electoral Review
Request for the disclosure of any documents relating to the proposal of 36
councillors
Thank you for your letter of 1 October, which was received on 5 October, requesting
information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
Please find enclosed a list of all documents released and hard copies of the
information you have requested.
Information that is available on the LGBCE website has not been included in the
attached pack. This is in accordance with Section 21 of the Freedom of Information
Act. However a link to the website has been provided for ease of reference.
Personal information has been redacted in accordance with the Data Protection Act
1998.
If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me, quoting the
reference number above in any correspondence.
If you wish to request a review of our decision, you should write to:
Bolanle Ojoye
Freedom of Information Officer
Local Boundary Commission for England
Layden House

76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
If you are not content with the outcome of your complaint or review, you may apply
directly to the Information Commissioner for a decision; Details of this procedure can
be found on the ICO website: http://www.ico.gov.uk.
Generally, the ICO cannot make a decision unless you have exhausted the
complaints procedure provided by the Local Boundary Commission for England.
Yours sincerely
Bolanle Ojoye
Legal and Implementation Officer
The Local Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
Email: Bolanle.Ojoye@lgbce.org.uk
Tel: 020-7664 8520

FOI 03/10
FOI Request – Information on Council Size
Date
Released/Withheld/reasons

Information
Reports
LGBCE_10_55
Daventry Council size
LGBCE_10_55
Appendix A –
Summary of
representations
LGBCE _10_55
Appendix B –
Daventry District
Council Submission
LGBCE_10_55
Appendix C –
Councillor Lomax
Council Size
Submission
Correspondence
Letter from Director
LGBCE to MD
Daventry
Letter form MD
Daventry DC to
Director LGBCE
Letter from Director
LGBCE to MD
Daventry DC
Letter from MD
Daventry to Director
LGBCE
Letter from Director
LGBCE to MD
Daventry DC
Letter from local
councillor Daventry
DC to Director LGBCE
Letter from Director
LGBCE to local
councillor Daventry
Letter from local
councillor Daventry
DC
Letter from Director
LGBCE to local
councillor Daventry
Email from Director
LGBCE to local

14 September 2010

Released

14 September 2010

Released

14 September 2010

Released

14 September 2010

Released

17 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

22 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

24 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

6 October 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

8 October 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

18 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

20 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

22 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

24 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

24 September 2010

Released – some personal
information redacted

councillor Daventry
Email from Director
27 September 2010
Released – some personal
LGBCE to local
information redacted
councillor Daventry
Transcribed notes from 14 September 2010 LGBCE meeting
Notes - 14 September 2010
Released
Notes - 14 September 2010
Representations – all representations received during the Daventry council
size consultation are available on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk/allreviews/east-midlands/northamptonshire/daventry-electoral-review
Minutes – minutes from the LGBCE meeting on 14 September 2010 are
available on our website at http://www.lgbce.org.uk/about-us/commissionersminutes

LGBCE (10)55
Report to

Commission meeting on 14 September 2010

Subject

Electoral review of Daventry District Council –
evidence relating to council size

From

Tim Bowden – Review Officer
Sam Hartley – Review Manager

Commissioner Professor
Appendices
For decision

Colin Mellors

Appendix A: Summary of representations
Appendix B: Daventry District Council’s submission
Appendix C: Councillor Lomax’s submission
The Commission is invited to agree the council size
for Daventry District Council

Purpose
1 The purpose of this paper is to invite Commission members to consider
the submissions received for the council size of Daventry District Council
and agree the recommendation on council size.

Background
2 This further electoral review is being conducted following the
Commission’s decision to review Daventry District Council’s electoral
arrangements as, based on the December 2009 electorate figures, Abbey
North ward had 43% more electors than the district average. The district is
currently represented by 38 councillors.

Electorate Figures
3 Daventry District Council is forecasting an increase in electorate of just
under 11% across the whole district. However, the team has concerns
over the robustness of the methodology and is currently discussing this
with Council officers.

Responses to consultation
4 The Commission received 11 submissions during this stage of the review.
Only two submissions, one from Daventry District Council and the other
from Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group, Councillor Lomax, were
substantive. Attached at appendix A is a summary of all the
representations received. Proposals for four different council sizes for
Daventry District Council were received. These ranged from 12 to 41 and
included proposals for the status quo of 38 councillors and an increase of
one councillor to 39 councillors from some respondents. The proposals
from Daventry District Council proposed a 39-member council. Councillor
Lomax proposed a council size of 39-41 members.
5 The submission from Daventry District Council has yet to be agreed by the
Strategy Group which has been given delegated authority from full Council
to approve the submission. The Strategy Group is meeting to consider the
submission on 9 September. The team should be informed by 10
September the conclusion reached by the Strategy Group and will provide
the Commission with a verbal update at its meeting on 14 September. The
report from officers to the Strategy Group proposes an increase in council
size for Daventry District by one, to 39 councillors.
6 Other representations received commented on the timing of the review,
the need to review the entire district and some proposed changes to the
external boundaries of Daventry.

Daventry District Council Proposal – 39 members
(Appendix B)
Evidence of the governance and management structure
7 The Council’s submission discussed how it operates as a fourth option
authority under the Local Government Act 2000, i.e. it retains a Committee
structure, whereby the full meeting of the Council is the ultimate decisionmaking body.
8 The Strategy Group comprises 11 members, including the Leader, with
nine members heading a particular portfolio, including:
 Resources
 Economic,
Regeneration & Employment

Housing & Health
 Strategic
Planning

Access & Communication
 Environment

Community, Culture & Leisure
 Business
Development
 Planning

9 The Strategy Group is described as the body that formulates new and
considers existing policies and strategies of the Council. It meets nine
times a year, with portfolio holders having additional separate meetings
with Corporate Managers and five meetings with the Corporate Board. The
Council’s submission stated that it has had no recent debate on whether to
change from the present governance model.
Evidence of the workload and roles of councillors
10 In Appendix 3 of the Council’s submission it describes Committee
membership. The team understands the present membership of
committees is as follows:

Scrutiny & Improvement – 6 members

Planning – 15 members

Licensing – 10 members

Corporate Governance – 8 members

Standards – 4 members, 6 co-opted, 3 parish representatives
11 The Council’s submission notes that the Scrutiny and Improvement
Committee meets nine times per year and also holds Call-Ins and Task
Panels as required. The Planning Committee is the highest in terms of
membership and frequency of meetings; the Council’s submission
suggests that this Committee meets approximately every three weeks, and
acknowledged that the workload of the Planning Committee could change
depending upon the direction of planning from Government.
12 The Council’s submission notes that those members who are part of the
Strategy Group or Corporate Governance Committee are unable to serve
on the Scrutiny & Improvement Committee. This is to provide separation
between corporate functions and effective overview and scrutiny. The
Council do not suggest reducing the membership of any of the above
Committees.
13 The Council’s submission provided details on previous surveys undertaken
on councillor workload. These identified that the time members spent on
duties ranged from 5 hours to 35 hours per week, with an average of 1215 hours. Details are provided on the calculation of allowances for
councillors, which provide for 12 hours/1½ days per week.
14 Daventry district is completely parished. It has one town council (covering
Daventry town), 52 parish councils and 20 parish meetings. The Council’s
submission suggested that the workload of councillors was affected by
parish councils, albeit this varied depending on the number of parish
councils in a particular ward. The Council considered that larger multimember wards would result in councillors having to attend more parish
council meetings.
15 The Council suggested that it had previously considered a council size of
24 members, based on the existing 24 wards, but considered a council of
this size would be inadequate in carrying out its functions effectively. The

Council’s submission notes that a council size of 33 would enable its
statutory functions to be maintained. The Council proposed a council size
of 39 members, given the role members have at a governance level, the
number of parish councils they represent and that this increase of one
would enable the significant imbalance in the Abbey North ward to be
addressed.

Councillor Lomax proposal – 39-41 members (Appendix
C)
Councillor Lomax
16 The submission from Councillor Lomax described the governance model
of Daventry District Council, and also provided details on working groups;
including Daventry Town Development Implementation Working Group.
Councillor Lomax did not suggest that membership of any of the Council’s
committees be reduced but proposed an increase to the membership of
the Scrutiny & Improvement and Corporate Governance Committees.
17 Councillor Lomax also provided some details on councillor workload and
made particular reference to councillors’ attendance at parish council
meetings, with some councillors attending 30-40 parish council meetings.
18 Councillor Lomax considered that the size of Daventry District Council
should be increased by 1-3 members. She suggested that this would
enable the Council to be strategically effective, ensure that representation
of rural areas is not diminished and this increase would enable the
electoral imbalances in the wards in Daventry town (including Abbey North
ward) could be addressed.
Levels of consultation and support
19 There is no evidence of wider consultation by the Council
.
20 The Commission received a submission from Borough Hill Residents’
Association supporting a council size of 39 members. Representations
from Staverton, Flore and Byfield parish councils supported the existing
council size of 38 members.

Conclusions
21 With the exception of the Council’s and Councillor Lomax’s submissions,
the responses to the council size consultation failed to consider a
proposed political management structure of Daventry District Council.
22 The Council’s and Councillor Lomax’s submissions consider the council
size in the context of the political management structure, the
representational role of councillors and its proposed allocation of members
to committee posts. In the team’s view, there is some evidence that the

Council and Councillor Lomax have thought through the way the Council
works at the moment. However, neither have provided details on whether
any changes to present arrangements could better meet the criteria of
effective and convenient local government.
23 Both submissions argue that the council size needs to be increased to 39
members in order to ensure that workload generated at parish council
level can be effectively undertaken by councillors and that electoral
imbalances in Daventry town, particularly Abbey North ward, can be
addressed. Given the evidence from the Council and Councillor Lomax
and the lack of any evidence from the other respondents, the team
recommends that the Commission adopt a council size of 39 for Daventry
District Council.

Equal Opportunities
24 In preparing this report the team has had regard to the general duty under
section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality
and to the approach set out in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation,
which the Committee considered and agreed at its meeting on 9 April
2003.
Tim Bowden
Sam Hartley
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
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Daventry FER

Key ORGANISATION POSITION

1

2

Member of the
public

Member of the
public

TITLE INITIAL

Mr

J

SURNAME

Harris

COMMENTS
Feels the boundaries should remain the same as they are
at present; considers the important factor is the quality of
the councillor
Explains the differing nature of the district - i.e. rural/urban
and where different parts look towards;
Daventry/Rugby/Northampton.

Council
size
no

Considers that quality councillors is important and
proposes a council size of 12. These 12 councillors would
serve larger wards and only receive expenses.
Mr

D

Collins

Proposes that you should have a ward that covers the
parishes that look towards Rugby, one for those with
affinity to Northampton, one towards Daventry and a
fourth for the town itself. Proposes that these wards are
not of equal size.
Also mentions about Daventry combining with a
neighbouring authority.

12
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Daventry FER

Key ORGANISATION POSITION

3

TITLE INITIAL

SURNAME

COMMENTS

Council
size

wants to avoid increasing the number of cllrs by
amalgamating rural wards to permit additional cllrs for
high density urban wards

Member of the
public

Mr

N

Kent

changes the exterior boundary of Daventry DC

no

change the county boundary that Daventry sits in to
Warwickshire
4

Staverton Parish
Council

5

Byfield Parish
Council

Parish
Clerk

Mrs A

6

Flore Parish
Council

Parish
Clerk

Mrs

7

Borough Hill
Residents
Association

Chairman Mr

Chairman Mr

J

A

Golding

content with the present arrangements

38

Weller

support 38 councillors for Daventry; suggests just
adjusting the wards in Daventry town

38

Weller

support 38 councillors for Daventry

38

Hills

presently in Hill Ward (3 member) and considers that the
review at this time is not necessary; particularly from a
cost perspective
considers that changes should just be made to the wards
in Daventry town. Suggests that the number of councillors
is increased to 39, with an additional councillor going into

39
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Daventry FER

Key ORGANISATION POSITION

TITLE INITIAL

SURNAME

COMMENTS

Council
size

Abbey South and then part of Abbey North is transferred
to Abbey South, with Abbey North and the Middlemore
area forming a ward
indicates that in the future it may be necessary to have a
review with planned development of 1000 homes in
Monksmoor
Endorses the response from Daventry Villages Together
(DVT)

8

Weedon Bec
Parish Council

Parish
Clerk

Provides a number of details on possible growth in
Daventry; particularly referencing RSS8 - East Mids
(2009), Milton Keynes & South Mids Sub RS (2004),
Emergent Joint Care Strategy (2009), Daventry DC Year
Book (2009/10)
Mrs S

Halkett

Indicates that over the next 10 years Daventry DC could
expand to have a population of 105,400; this figure based
on the current average level of representation would
mean 15 more councillors
wants the review deferred for 6 years, seems to support a
reduction in councillors but considers they can not make a
suggestion at this stage, supports elections by thirds

no
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Daventry FER

Key ORGANISATION POSITION

TITLE INITIAL

SURNAME

COMMENTS

Council
size

supports a study to 'reduce the disparity in the number of
populace represented by each councillor such that all
councillors represent the median +/- a maximum of 15%
by adjusting ward boundaries whilst not dividing parishes'

9

10

Liberal Democrat
Group

Daventry
Constituency
Labour Group

Leader Counc

Secretary Mr

illor C

P

Lomax

Wright

considers that the current size of 38 is adequate,
suggests a small increase of 1-3 would take into account
anticipated growth in the town and would address the
occasions when councillors are stretchedprovides details
on the current Committee system of Daventry District
Councildoes not consider its appropriate to reduce the
number of councillors in the rural area and given the
planned development in Daventry suggests that the
number of councillors should be increased by at least one
considers that due to the unique features of Daventry
having urban and rural areas its necessary to have
differing ward sizes of 1, 2 and 3 members
wants each councillor to represent roughly 1,500 electors
considers that the growth in the north of Daventry town
requires an additional councillor to achieve this ration
support 39 members for Daventry DC

39-41

39
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Daventry FER

Key ORGANISATION POSITION

11

Daventry District
Council

Managing
Director

TITLE INITIAL

Mr S

SURNAME

Bovey

COMMENTS

Council
size

support a council size of 39 members. Propose that an
increase is necessary to deal with councillor workload,
particularly due to the number of parishes they represent
and consider that 39 councillors will help to address the
significant electoral imbalance in Daventry Town particularly Abbey North ward. See submission for further
details.

39
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Wards affected:
General

Strategy Group – 9th September 2010
Electoral Review of Daventry District
Corporate Issues
1.

Purpose of Report

To agree a response to the “Council si
ze consultation” stage of the Loc
al
Government Boundary Commission’s rev iew of electoral arrangements for Daventry
District, and to consider future engagement with the Boundary Commission including
at subsequent consultation stages.
2. Advice
That it be
RESOLVED:

That it be
RECOMMENDED:

That the Local Gov
ernment Boundary Commissio n for
England be advised that the “council size” should be
increased to at leas t 39 coun cillors in r esponse t o the
particular issue of Abbey Nort
h ward a nd the forecast
increase in electorate district-wide by 2016.
1. That Council continues to lobby for the electoral
review to be aborted.
2. That, without prejudice to
lobbying, an “Electoral
Review Member/Officer Task Group” be established to
assist in handling future st ages of the review (as per
Terms of Reference appended to the report).

3. Introduction
In June 2010 the Commission indicated to t he Council that it would be undertaking
an Electoral Review of Daventry District. It formally confirmed the revie w by letter
dated 20 th July 2010. Members of t he Commission attended Council on 22 nd July
2010 and presented the reasoning for the review now being undertaken and an
overview of the review process.
Following t he present ation and much debate, the Council resolved that letters be
sent to those in Parliament overseeing th e Review, the Secretary of State for the
Department of Communities and Local Go vernment, the MP for Daventry and the
Local Government Boundary Commission for England to express concerns that a
Review was to be undertaken in the current ly financially challenging env ironment.
Particularly with regard to the LG BCE, Council wanted t o advise its disquiet that the
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Commission had adv ised Parish Councils on the rev iew proces s before advising
District Councillors. It was also resolv ed that the Group Leaders meet to discuss and
agree next action with regard to the electoral review now underway.
Consequently, letters were sent t o the S peaker’s Committee, the Secretary of State
and the MP, copied t o the LGBCE, very fir mly expressing the Council’s position and
calling for t he district-wide review to be ab orted (or at the very least altered to focus
on Daventry town alone). Counc il had also asked for an esti mate of the costs of the
review and this was received as being £180,000 (Commission costs). This generated
a follow-up letter by the Managing Director
to the Chair of the Communities and
Local Gov ernment Select Com mittee, re -affirming the Council’s position that the
review is an unnecessary and untimely expense at this time.
Despite Council’s wishes, the review
has not been aborted or altered. The
Commission is pursuing its original timeta ble. Without prejudice to the Council’s
position, officers have had to engage with
the Commission in supplying technical
information such as an electorate forecast. There remains the need to engage with it
and this report particularly foc uses on the Commission’s cu rrent consultation
regarding council size only i.e. number of councillors.
This report is therefore obliged to focus on council siz e, notwithstanding that this is
narrow and somewhat disconn ected from related matte rs of ward sizes and
boundaries for example. This disconnect must make it very difficult for those that are
less informed to make as
meaningful s uggestions, whereas evidence from the
Council and councillors arguably has an advantage.
It is important to recognis
e t hat the Council is one co nsultee and can not
automatically expect preferred status. In all responses though, the Commiss ion will
be implored to recognise that Council an d its counc illors have s ome unique ins ight
into what is best for such a large rural area based on its unrivalled experience.
The review has technical guidance to follow
large part.

but clea rly this is a politica l matter in

This report also suggests establishing a Member/Officer task group to oversee future
engagement with the Commission on this review - assuming it continues.
4. Informatio

n

For the whole review, there are 3 statutory criteria to be complied with. These can be
broadly expressed as:




reflecting community identities and interests
achieving convenient and effective local government
achieving electoral equality

The preliminary stage of this electoral review is for the Commission to determine the
council siz e – the total number of counc illors – and the Commission is c alling for
evidence from the Council and others on this. This is a critical st age and h elps se t
parameters for the rest of the review including the subsequent stage of defining ward
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boundaries. It determi nes the optimum number of electors each councillor should
represent. The Commission “attach a great deal of weight to this decision.”
Council Size
The Council is asked to come to a view as to whether the current membership of the
Council (38) is appropriate to manage the authority? Could fewer councillors in fact
manage the Council or, on the contrary, is there a need for an increase in number?
In answering these questions, the Commission’s guidance advises it is looking for
arguments and evidence in relation to a number of factors. “These include the
council’s responsibilities, councillors’ representational role in the area, how the
council ‘works’, how the number of councillors proposed relates to the council’s style
of political management, and how effectively the councillors would work together and
run the council.“
At the July Counc il meeting, the Commissi on sought to persuad e that the review
process starts with a blank sheet of paper. However, the relevant Act requires the
Commission to have regard to the “desirability” that councils electing by thirds should
have wards with an “appropriate” number of councillors i.e. the number of councillors
in eac h ward is div isible by three. T here is no such requirement for councils who
have all-out elections. This legis lative bias sets some context for considering the
number of councillor s, but theoretically ne ed not be seen as absolute if there is
evidence of need to retain the historical mi x of single a nd multi-member wards. The
Commission could be advised f or example of the Council’s position on such ward
mix as indicative of local context, if wished.
Appendices to the report are intended
to help suggest a model number of
councillors. Appendix 1 “Relev ant Issues for Council Size” represents officers ’
identification of relevant issues ( as per the Commission ’s Tec hnical Guidance) and
Daventry District characteristics in respons e to those is sues. Appendix 2 “Electorate
Forecast to 2016” is the estimate of electors, taking account of anticipated population
and electorate change (though it has been poin ted out to the Commission that there
is uncertainty about the forecast parti
cularly due to the state of the economy
affecting house-building and mi gration). It identifies the vari ance in wards that exists
/ is expect ed to exist , based on 38 counc illors as now. The Commission defines
variance as being “where 30% of wards in
a local authority have an im balance,
positive or negative, of 10% or more elect ors from the average for the Council, or,
where one ward shows an imbal ance of 30% or more.” Appendix 3 is a cont ribution
to the debate from the Council’s senior
officer responsible for adv
ising on
governance and elections.
It should be noted that the Commission disregards arguments such as the numbers
of councillors should increase simply because there is an increase in electorate. Nor
does it take account of comparisons of council size between local authority areas. Its
stated view is that each local authority is unique and needs to reflect the area it
serves in the way thought best. Similarly, ‘benchmarking’ of the number of electors
each councillor represents across authorities is neither appropriate nor practicable, it
advises in its guidance.
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The primar y reason f or the electoral revi ew is the apparently e xcess n umber of
electors per councillor in the Abbey North ward. This would be wise to remedy. It is
also appropriate to have regard to the foreca st increase in elec torate to 2016 (the
Commission’s horiz on). Taking these int o account along with the issu
es and
evidence in the Appendices, at least
one additional councillor overall would be
appropriate. This would result in an es timated average of 1702 electors per
councillor in 2016 (compar ed with average 1575 electo rs now, and estimated
average of 1747 electors in 2016 if councillo rs remained at 38). Judgement needs to
be made as to whether this is manageable for councillors. Averages will likely vary
once wards are reviewed in the next stage of the review.
Future Handling
The Council is not in control of the review timetable. The steps are scheduled thus:
Stage

Start

Preliminary LGBCE consults on council size
One

LGBCE consults on electoral
arrangements

Two

LGBCE deliberates, based on submissions
received, and prepares draft
recommendations

Three

LGBCE publishes draft recommendations
and consults on them

Four LGBCE

considers comments on draft
recommendations, and formulates and
publishes final recommendations

Finish

20/07/10 30/08/10*
28/09/10 20/12/10

21/12/10 ?28/03/11
?Spring
2011

?Spring
2011

?Summer
2011

?Autumn
2011

* DDC able to submit its response 10/10/10.

This timetable may present logis tical pr oblems for full Counc il to respond to such
consultations, as would otherwise be des ired. Reports have to be supported by
technical evidence and thus lead-in time is required for report production. Othe r
councils that have been recently reviewed established working groups of one form or
another, and granted them del egated authority to manage responses on behalf o f
the Council to the Commission according to the prescribed timetable.
The Commission advises that it is very
appropriate to demonst rate cross-party
agreement to proposals and so Stra
tegy Group, being Members of the
Administration only, would not best achiev e this. Full Council on the other hand
would, but scheduled meetings may not fit the timetabl e set. Specia l full Counc il
meetings could be called, but at extra expe nse that might be viewed as contradictory
to the Council’s first desire to get the review stopped due to disproportionate costs.
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Appendix 4 “LGBCE Electoral Review –
Member/Officer Task Group” therefore
suggests a cross party working group to act on behalf of the Council as need be. The
terms of reference require the Group to
ensure timely response to Commission
consultations and recommendations, so that the Council’s views are taken int
o
account, but identify the desire for that to be via full Council where possible.
Separately (and notwithstanding the Commission’s invitation to deal with the issue of
the number of councillors disconnected fr om the size and number of members per
ward), should Council resolve to move
to all-out elections, the Commission ha s
advised that it will address the resolution and take a view on whether it is appropriate
or not to c ontinue with the revi ew on the c urrent timetable, or wait until clos er to the
implementation date. They can not give any assurances that the review would be
either halted or continued. On single or multi-member wards, if the Council make s
such a resolution it can request a review by the Commission wit h a presumption of
recommending single-member wards for ex ample. Again, the Commission woul d
consider this issue if and when it arose.
5. Implicat

ions

5.1. Policy
None.
5.2. Personnel

/ Financial

There is unplanned resource demand arising from the revi ew, largely time-related,
ranging from generation and su pply of technical informati on to the organis ation of
consultation. There is no real choice
but to accommodate this demand and
consequently adjust regular wor k to minim ise disruption caus ed by the review’s
various deadlines. The Commission has indicated it wishes to minimise the burden.
The number of councillors ultimately c
hosen has implications for the cost of
elections. If the number were to be 39,
then there would be mo dest increase in
costs. If C ouncil chose not to accept the advice and instead suggested a more
dramatic increase or decreas e then, if ultim ately accepted by the Commission, there
would be potentially consequent increases or decreases in elections costs.
Separately, if there w ere a move to all-out elections from elections by thirds then
election costs would be reduced.
5.3.

Legal / Constitutional

The Const itution identifies Strategy Group as normally delegated to respond to
consultations, but Council is able to aut horise different arrangements including the
appointment of task panels.
5.4.
None.

Environmental / Best Value / ICT / Community Safety / Human Rights
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6. Conclusio ns
The electoral review of the district is underwa y despite Council’s protest. It is wise t o
engage in the consultation that is current
ly being undertaken on what size the
council should be. This is dif
ficult and there is s cope for the applic ation of
political/governance evidenc e as well as more technica l evidence. On analys is
against relevant issues, using the Appendice s, it is suggested that the Council siz e
could be increased by at least one councillo r. It is also suggested that a task group
be established to handle the next stages of the review.
Previous Minutes:
Council: July 2010
Background Papers:
LGBCE “Electoral Reviews: what they are and how you can get involved” April 2010
LGBCE “Electoral Reviews Technical Guidance” April 2010
Report Author
Simon Bovey tel. ext. 2570
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APPENDIX 1
RELEVANT ISSUES FOR MODEL COUNCIL SIZE
‘Model of local governance used by the council’
- 4th Option authority under Local Government Act 2000, therefore greater role for all
councillors on policy making / budget setting and other topical issues.
- A total of 61 permanent places on 7 committees (minimum 46 meetings p.a.).
- 19 councillor positions that attract Special Responsibility Allowance.
- High time commitment for 11 councillors required to serve on Strategy Group (the
key advising committee to full Council).
- High time commitment for chairmen of committees.
- High time commitment for significant number of councillors (15) required to serve
on Planning Committee (meeting every three weeks).
- 90 % of councillors have nomination to at least one committee, as well as being
expected to attend full Council.
- Variety of Member working groups and task panels requiring attendance to meet
Council commitments.
- Mixture of formal evening and daytime meetings, the latter requiring sufficient
numbers of councillors so as not to be dependent on those in daytime employment.
‘Role and Responsibilities of councillors’
- Chairman/Directors briefings requiring attendance by chairs of committees.
- Portfolio Holders/Corporate Board briefings requiring attendance by portfolio
holders (minimum quarterly meetings).
- Leader/Deputy Leader/Corporate Board liaison meetings requiring attendance
by Leader and Deputy, (monthly meetings).
- Continuing councillor development commitments to ensure councillors are suitably
equipped, requiring attendance by relevant councillors according to subject (varied
frequency of meetings). DDC is signed up to the Councillor Development Charter
- Increased caseload for councillors due to recent national policy emphasis on
partnership development (e.g. Local Strategic Partnership, Waste Partnership),
shared services (e.g. Travellers Unit, Joint Strategic Planning Committee).
- Increased caseload for significant proportion of councillors due to requirement to
appoint representatives to external bodies.
- Increased caseload for individual councillors statutorily appointed to roles on other
public bodies (e.g. WNDC).
- Average 12-15 hours per week expected to be spent by councillors on their
councillor duties, but ranging from 5 to 35 hours per week.
‘Other central or local government initiatives’
- Anticipated extra caseload for councillors to support ‘localism’ and ‘big society’
initiatives, via the proposed Decentralisation and Localism Bill.
- Extra caseload for councillors in response to continuing national policy emphasis
on partnership development, shared service governance, place based budgeting.
- Extra caseload for councillors given duty to cooperate in place for some services
(e.g. crime and disorder).
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‘Existence of parish councils’
- Large parish caseload for councillors due to large number of town/parish councils
(53) and parish meetings (20).
- Number of district councillors who are also parish councillors.
- Need to ensure rural electorate representation and town electorate representation
are balanced; rural electorate being 69% and town electorate being 31% of district.
- Need to ensure representation of communities is served by genuinely local warding
arrangements, reflecting local community identities and networks.
‘Functions of the scrutiny, planning and licensing responsibilities’
- Extra councillor caseload due to S&I committee or task panel participation,
expected of all councillors.
- Extra councillor workload due to separate Planning Committee site viewings,
attendance expected of its councillors.
- Extra councillor workload due to separate case hearings for Appeals Committee,
Licensing Committee and Standards Committee (via Sub-Committees).
‘Representational aspect of the councillors’ role’
- Extensive area of 257 sq. miles / 666 sq. kilometres, still requiring enough
councillors so as to ensure they can develop suitably local knowledge and thereby
effectively and credibly represent local communities.
- Numerous settlements / communities with large distances between them, own
identities and ‘parochial’ outlooks (even - indeed exaggerated - when next or near to
each other).
- Average population density is low at 88 persons per square kilometre.
- Abbey North has significantly higher than average number of electors per
councillor.
- Number of district councillors who are also county councillors or parish councillors.
- Ceremonial duties for the Chairman of the Council, which require extensive time
commitment and so no other committees/task groups usually participated in.
- Ceremonial duties for the Vice Chairman of the Council.
- Councillors expected to carry out community engagement to varying degree,
whether by meetings attendance, position on community bodies, constituents’
surgeries.

LGBCE (10)55 - Appendix B – Daventry District Council’s submission
APPENDIX 2
ELECTORATE FORECAST TO 2016
Existing District Ward
Abbey North
Abbey South
Badby
Barby & Kilsby
Boughton & Pitsford
Brampton 1
Braunston
Brixworth
Byfield
Clipston
Crick
Drayton 3
Flore 1
Hill 3
Long Buckby
Moulton
Ravensthorpe
Spratton
Walgrave
Weedon 2
Welford
West Haddon & Guilsborough
Woodford
Yelvertoft

Number of
Electorate 2010 Variance 2010 Electorate 2016 Variance 2016
cllrs per ward
3
2
1
2
1
1
3
1
1
1

2
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
1

6,784
44% 7,536
2,881 -9% 3,071
1,593 1% 1,743 0%
2,673
-15% 3,000
1,522 -3% 1,664 -5%
1,418
-10%
1,435 -9% 1,568
4,413 -7% 5,039 -4%
1,543 -2% 1,659 -5%
1,620 3% 1,834 5%
1,470 -7% 1,661 -5%
4,711
0%
1,616
3%
4,099
-13% 4,672
3,422 9% 3,763 8%
3,431 9% 3,736 7%
1,483 -6% 1,619 -7%
1,466 -7% 1,614 -8%
1,629 3% 1,818 4%
2,633
-16% 2,878
1,573 0% 1,754 0%
1,829
16% 2,054
2,896 -8% 3,252 -7%
1,429 -9% 1,627 -7%

44%
-12%
-14%
1,551

-11%
-10%

5,212
1,737

-1%
-1%
-11%

-18%
18%
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APPENDIX 3
CONTRIBUTION OF DDC ELECTIONS AND GOVERNANCE MANAGER
In their initial presentation the Boundary Commission made it clear that they have no
set idea or formula for how many mem
bers a local authority
of a given siz e
(population/area) might have. Howev er, the Commission does recommend that
certain issues be considered when developing a proposal for council size as follows:
(a)

What model of local governanc e is used by the local authority (e.g.
leader and cabinet or (as at Daventry) fourth option)?

(b)

Does the local authority have a number of parish and town councils?

(c)

The statutory functions undertaken
scrutiny, planning and licensing.

(d) The

by the local authority such as

representational aspects of councillors’ roles.

Accordingly, if the Counc il wishes to make a recommendation to the Loca
l
Government Boundary Commission regardi ng the future number of councillors
making up the authority, t he above issue s will requ ire consid eration; albeit th e
Council would first need to identify its appet ite for change of any kind – be it an
increase or a decrease. Coming to a view on such an issue would be challenging at
any time, but it is a particularly difficult task during the current period of upheava l
within the public s ector. Nevertheless t he following is put forward to aid the
discussion process.
(1) Government

guidance

There is no spec ific guidance from Govern ment on the issue of local authority size.
However, the current coalition Government has made it clear that the number of MPs
is to be reduced suc h that there will be fewe r seats come the next general election.
Members might therefore take a steer from the fact that, despite an increasing
population, the Government is clearly of
the view that a reduction in overall
representation is desirable, or at least to be tolerated.
(2)

Model of Local Governance

The Counc il operates as a four th option aut hority, whic h means t he full meeting of
the Council is the ultimate decision making body. To facilitate the smooth running of
the authority, many operational decisions are delegated to the Corporate Board.
However, the formulation of new strategy and policy and consideration of existing
strategy/policy is undertaken by the Strategy Group. This consist s of 11 members of
the Administration who are appointed as Po rtfolio Holders, with each receiving a
Special Responsibilit y Allowance. Strategy Group me ets 9 times a year and the
Portfolio Holders also have separate meet ings with t he Corpor ate Board 5 times a
year and indiv idual meeti ngs with Corporate Managers.
Portfolio Holders are
figureheads for the Counc il a nd often address the press on relevant
issues .
Members of Strategy Group
cannot also sit on the Scrutiny
and Improvement
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committee due to the fact that they can be
called to account by the Scrutiny and
Improvement committee (see section (4) below).
There has been no recent debate as to whether the Council should move away from
the current model of gover nance. Notwithstanding th is, and although c onsiderable
further research would be need ed, it is possibly the case that whilst the current
governance model works well with the existi ng number of councillors (38), one of the
Cabinet options might suit an authority with fewer members. However, as mentioned
above, radical changes are to be implemented across the public sector during the life
of the current Parliament, and this makes it a particularly difficult time to gauge what
governance model is best suited to the authority, and the role(s) it has to undertake.
The situation is further complicated by the recent statement by the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Govern ment that local authorities will be able to consider
reverting to the Committee model in place prior to the Local Government Act 2000.
(3)

Number of Town and Parish Councils

The District has 1 Town Counc il and 52 Parish Councils (plus 20 Parish Meetings),
and the workload of District Councillors is u ndoubtedly affected by the pres ence of
parish councils in their wards; albeit this will vary depending on the number of parish
councils and the number of councillors r epresenting a given ward. There is an
expectation from most parish councils that their ward member(s) will regularly attend
meetings, and often make a report on matte
rs which may be of concern to the
parish. As most parishes meet every mo
nth, this can impose a signific ant time
commitment on ward councillor s and it will be readily appreciat ed that, should the
Boundary review result in la rger, multi-member wards, the task of attending paris h
councils would be c omplicated and made more difficult through the sheer number of
parishes within a giv en ward and the fact that, in theory, all three members of a
multi-member ward might attend all regular meetings of each parish.
(4) Statutory

Functions

A certain number of councillors are requir ed to undertake the stat utory functions of
the authority. The Scrutiny and Improvement (Overview and Scrutiny) function is now
well established. Meeting 9 times a year , this 6 member Committee oversees and
manages the Scrutiny and I
mprovement process, dealing with Ca ll-in’s and
establishing Task Panels as required. Me mbers of the Committee receive a Spec ial
Responsibility Allowance due to the increas ed workload required by the position. All
Members (except for Strategy Group member s) can sit on Task Panels, and these
can require a c onsiderable al location of time. The new Coalition Government ha s
given ever y indication that it shares
the previous Administ ration’s appetite for
allocating new duties and oblig ations on to local authori ty scrutiny committees. As
such, it is certain that the scrutiny workload will increase during the life of the current
parliament.
The Planning Committee’s role is one of the
Council’s most visi ble activities. It is
currently the Counc il’s largest committee in terms of membership (15), and has the
highest frequency of meetings (approxim ately once every 3 weeks). Its future
workload and respons ibilities may change as , again, the new Coa lition Government
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has made it clear that ther e will be changes to the pla nning regulatory environment.
Notwithstanding this, there will be an ongoing requirement for a planning committee.
Other statutory functions in clude Corporate Governance, Standards and Lic ensing.
Best practice guidance recommends a
separation between the Scrutiny and
Corporate Governance functions, and therefore the same members should not serve
on both Committees. The Licensing Committee (10 members) is mainly u sed as a
pool of m embers to call on to sit on Lic
ensing s ub-committees. The Standards
Committee (13 members) is mainly made up of Co-opted members, with only 4
Councillors serving thereon. Again, it is mainly used to provide a pool of members to
serve on Assessment, Review and Hearing Sub-Committees.
As with the Scrutiny and Pla nning functions, all of thes e statutory committees wil l
continue to be required, albeit the Go vernment will undoubtedl y introduce c hanges
as yet unk nown wh ich will, in turn, impac t upon the workload of these Com mittees
one way or the other.
In addition to the abov e, the Council appoints or nominates members to serve on a
number of outside bodies, whether partners or other organisations.
(5)

Representational aspects of Councillor’s role

A counc illor’s role in pr omoting democratic engagement, acting as a com munity
champion and ability to reflect the identity and interests of local c ommunities should
also be taken into acc ount when determi ning the num ber of councillors making up
the authority. Whilst the C ouncil could perhaps undertake it s statutory functions with
fewer councillors, it can be argued that a greater number of councillors is desirable if
the representational role is to be properly fulfilled. For instance, the rural nature o f
the District places inc reased demands on c ouncillors representin g areas where the
population is widely s pread. Also, whilst an increas e in the number of councillors
would increase the administrative support costs, there may arg uably be s avings in
the longer term as a result of more effect ive policy making and us e of resources, as
councillors are more likely to be in clos e contact with residents and correspondin gly
have a greater understanding of their views and concerns. It is certainly the case
that, irrespective of the shift in loca
l aut horities to being enablers rather than
producers, through the Government’s localism and place-based budgeting initiatives,
the individual councillor’s representational role is clearly going to increase.
Regarding workload as a w hole, previous surveys have identified that the time
Members spend on their duties r anges from 5 hours to 35 hours per week, with an
average of 12-15 hours. These figures ar e in line with publis hed material whic h
suggests that, on av erage, all councillors ac ross all authorities , including the hig h
density multiple deprivation urban authorities, spend 74 hours per month on counc il
business ( Young and Rae, 1994). This approxim ates to just over 2 days per week.
The Daventry District Council Members Allowances Panel use the 12 hours figure as
their base f ormula for members allowances. This figure of 12 hour s equates t o 1½
days per week and represents the mini
mum expectation of what Co
mmunity
Councillors should put into their role.
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Conclusion
From the above it can all too readily be seen that coming to a view on Council size is
a very difficult task. This task is made still more difficult at the current time due to the
uncertainties regarding the future shape
of local government, and the role of
councillors within it. However, as
part of its review proc
ess the Boundar y
Commission requests the view of the C
ouncil with regard to Counc il size, and
Members might consider any number of opt ions in this res pect. From a pur e
governance point of view, look ing at “Statutory Func tions”, there is a point below
which ther e would simply be insufficient
councillors to ensure the effective and
efficient running of the authorit y. In this respect a figure of 24 councillors has been
suggested at previous Council (based on 24 wards). Howeve r, it is the view of the
Council’s Governance Manager that, although 24 co uncillors would in principle b e
sufficient to ensure the Council’s statutory functions were undertaken, in practice this
number would prove i nadequate. Councillors have many responsibilities and calls
on their time and, of course, also have personal commitments. A council made up of
only 24 councillors would be c onstantly at risk of being unable to deal with its
statutory functions due to the absence of some of its members. To ensure that
statutory functions were maintained, a council of at least 33 is suggested and, when
taking the Counc il’s current governance model into a ccount, the substantial number
of Parish Counc ils in the District and, abov e all, the representational aspect of
councillor’s role, Members may feel that a recommendation should be made to the
Boundary Commission to maint ain the stat us quo or, in order to address the iss ue
with the Abbey North Ward, perhaps increase the ov erall number of councillors to
39.
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APPENDIX 4
LGBCE ELECTORAL REVIEW MEMBER/OFFICER TASK GROUP:
TERMS OF REFERENCE
Purpose:
To consider appropriate levels of electora l representation across the district up to
2016 and beyond, considering counc il size, electoral equality, community identity,
and convenient local government.
Membership:
Cross-party complement of five councillors, plus seni or officers. The Group will b e
chaired by the Administration Core officers will be the Corporate Manager (Customer
Services), Elections and Governance Manager, Senior GIS Officer, and Performance
Manager.
Other officers will be required to advise the Group at various points during the review
period as appropriate. The Leader, Deput y Leader and Corporate Board will receive
regular briefings on the business of,
and outcomes from, the Group and wil
l
participate in the meetings where required.
Key Tasks:
1. Consideration of the s tatutory criteria c ontained within Schedule 2 to the Local
Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act):




The need to reflect the identities and interests of local
communities
The need to secure effective and convenient local government,
and
The need to secure equality of representation

2. Reviewing the current warding arr angements and giving consideration to the
future number of w ards and their boundar ies in the light of the increased
electorate forecast up to 2016.
3. Responding in a timely manner to LGBCE draft proposals
4. Submitting recommendations to LGBC E supported by written rationale and
documented evidence
5. Promotion of all coun cil’s prop osals and L GBCE rec ommendations throughou t
the four stages of the Review by means of:
 Media awareness
 Consultation with the electorate and community groups
 Information material on website, and all council front counters
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Reporting arrangements:
The Group will report through to Council, unless the revi ew timetable necessitates
response outside of its scheduled meetings; the Group are authorised to submit such
responses.
Frequency of Meetings:
The Group will meet on an ad-hoc basis that, by necessity, must be governed by the
various work-streams and stages of the review.
Administration:
A PA will administer the
Group and s upply all technical submissions
to the
Commission. Minutes of meetings will b e agreed by the Group and circula ted to all
Councillors and the Corporate Board.
Review of Group arrangements:
The existence of the Group will be time-limited to match the duration of the review.
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APPENDIX
TECHNICAL PAPER – DETAILED CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTED CRITERIA

***************************************EXTRACT FROM DP*************************
The second consideration relat es to anot her aspect of representation. F rom the
presentation on 22nd July, it was made clear by the Commission that, whilst on the
one hand they take the view that the pr ocess is very much commenced from the
point of view of a blank piece of paper, t here is nonetheless a presumption on their
part that the Rev iew will result in 3 member wards. However, it was c lear from the
discussion that subsequently took place that Members were firmly of the view that
there should be no such presumption and t hat, on the contrary, there should be a
presumption of single member wards in the rural areas of the District. Accordingly, it
is therefore suggested that, at this initial stage of the Review,.
A further consideration for the Council might be to rec ommend that the Com mission
focuses its Review on the to wn wards where, and specifically with respect to Abbey
North, the major issue lies. Acc ordingly, if the 2016 projected el ectorate equates to
61,871, then the av erage electorate per
councillor in the
District would be
approximately 1,628. Electorate per member in the town only in 2016 would be:
Abbey North
Abbey South
Drayton
Hill

-

Electorate of 7,357 (i.e. 2,452 electors per councillor)
Electorate of 3,513 (i.e. 1,756 electors per councillor)
Electorate of 4,719 (i.e. 1,573 electors per councillor)
Electorate of 4,807 (i.e. 1,602 electors per councillor)

As can be seen, the problem area remain s the Abbey North Ward, with an electoral
variance in excess of 30%. However, if ward boundaries within t he Daventry town
area were adjusted, it should be possi
ble to ac hieve an average figure of
approximately 1,854 electors pe r councillor – a variance of approximately 14%. If
the review concluded that the town required an additi onal member then that would
equate to 1,699 elect ors per c ouncillor; an insignificant variance . Either way the
variance issue would be resolved without t he need for major change s to the majority
of wards in the District. As such it could perhaps be recommended that:
(i)

In order to ensure elected members
can effectively represent their wards,
there be a presumption of one member wards in the rural areas of the District;

(ii)

That the Boundary Commission be enc ouraged to co ncentrate its efforts on
the Daventry town area and

(iii)

That a Member Working Group be established to:-
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(a)

Consider the current size of the Council, and subsequently make a
recommendation for consider ation by the Council, prior to
submission to the Boundary Commission.

(b)

Review the initial proposals
when submitted by the Boundar
Commission and subsequently

(c)

Report to the Counc il thereon, recommending accept ance wher e
appropriate or, where recommending rejection, advising reasoning
and suggesting alternative proposals.

y
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Daventry District Council

Lodge Road, Daventry, Northamptonshire NN11 4FP
Tel: (01327) 871100 Fax:(01327) 300011
Minicom: (01327) 312844 DX21965
Website: www.daventrydc.gov.uk

Our Ref:

SB/FR

Your Ref:
E-Mail:

sbovey@daventrydc.gov.uk

Directorate:

Corporate Board

Please respond to:

Simon Bovey

Direct Line:

01327 302 400

22 September 2010
Mr A Gall
agall@lgbce.org.uk
Director of Reviews
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
3rd Floor
Layden House
76-86 Tummill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
Dear Mr Gall
Electoral Review of Daventry
Thank you for your letter of 17 September 2010, advising of the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England’s recommendation on Council size.
We are very conscious of the Commission’s desire for evidence to back up proposals that
consultees submit. This Council’s recommendation to you for at least 39 councillors was
made having regard to advice and contributions in the Officer’s report to it. However, the
Commission has taken a piece of that report – from the contribution of the Elections &
Governance Manager – and is quoting that as the Council’s submission ie. “the
submission from your Council that a council of 33 Members was sufficient …” That was
not a submission from the Council – the submission from the Council was for “at least 39
councillors”.
Even if it is to be read that the “submission” was to the Council by its officers, that same
officers’ overall assessment led to the advice of officers to the Council for “at least 39”!
I labour the point because it is important that the Council’s position is accurately
understood and reported. To that end, before finalising the decision on Council size, it
would be our request that the Commission confirms it will reconsider the Council’s actual
submission of “at least 39”. Could the Commission also correct any information on its
website or in its publicity?

As you say, the Council’s proposals are of “substantial” status and such weight needs to
be given to the correct submissions.
Returning to my opening paragraph, the importance of evidence applies to the
Commission also, we suggest. The letter reports the “view” of the Commission but does
not indicate its evidence base for that. Please could that be supplied. If not immediately,
it would be wise to factor in the evidence for electorate projections that we are finalising –
apologies for its production time but recent national data releases have been necessary to
apply to the model we use. This evidence is particularly intriguing given the Commission’s
recommendation not for 33 or 39 but for 36.
Please accept that we are seeking to ensure a robust process when such a letter as this is
sent.

Managing Director
c.c.

Cllr Chris Millar
Paula Green
Tim Bowden

i8tK September 2010
"Ref: -100918 'Boundary Commission
Mr A QaCC
Director of'Reviews
The LocaC(government 'Boundary Commission
for "EngCand
3rd ^Coor Lay den ^Couse
76-86 TurnmiCC Street
London

Having seen your Cetter of i7 tfl September 2010 to Mr "Bovey, our Managing
Director, I have to say that the contents are extremeCy disappointing and
contradictory.
'When a presentation "was given to this CounciC it was stated that one of the
reasons for the review was the imbaCance in Abbey North 'Ward. In your Cetter
you discount this, decCaring you onCy take decisions on counciCsize on the Basis
of poCiticaC management and decision making structures. I wouCdsuggest to you
that you couCd have saved some considerable amount of money in these austere
times (I beCieve weCC over £180,000 (et aCone money that this CounciC wiCC have to
spend) if you had Cistened to us from day one. This CounciC does have an
extremeCy good poCiticaC management which is fit for purpose. 'With regard to
our decision making structures, these are aCso weCC managed and constantly
under review.
'With regard to your statement that '3-Caving carefuCCy considered the
representations received, the Commission is currentCy minded to recommend a
counciC size of 36'. 'Where you pCucked this figure is beyond comprehension, you
cite that there were eCeven submissions received which you carefuCCy considered.
Not carefuCCy enough I wouCd suggest. 3-Caving Cooked at aCC of the submissions I
havefaiCedto see in any of them proposaCs for a counciC size of 36. Terhaps that
figure was reached because of some other agenda. JA-Cthough our proposal'was for
a counciC size of 39, we didmake thefoCCowing comments: To ensur e tha t statutor y functions wer e maintained, a council o f at least 3 3 is suggeste d
and, whe n takin g th e Council' s current governanc e mode l int o account , th e substantia l
number o f Paris h Council s i n the Distric t and , abov e all , th e representationa l aspec t o f
councillor's role , Member s ma y fee l tha t a recommendatio n shoul d b e mad e t o th e
Boundary Commission to maintain the status quo or, in order to address the issue with the
Abbey North Ward, perhaps increase the overall number of councillors to 39

you wiCC oBserve, or perhaps you didn't, that -we cCarified our comment 0/33 By
"and whe n takin g th e Council' s curren t governanc e mode l int o account , th e
substantial numbe r o f Paris h Council s i n th e Distric t and , abov e all , th e
representational aspec t o f councillor' s role , Member s ma y fee l tha t a
recommendation shoul d b e mad e t o th e Boundar y Commissio n t o maintai n th e
status qu o or , i n orde r t o addres s th e issu e with th e Abbe y Nort h Ward , perhap s
increase th e overall number of councillors t o 39.
Admission is made in your Cetter that our proposal for Council size was 39. you
aCso state tfiat insufficient evidence had Been provided for you to enaBCe you to
recommend a counciCsize 0/39.I wouCd ask you to cCarify 'where the evidence is
for you to recommend a counciC size of 36, Because I faiCto see in it in any of the
eCeven submissions.
At T>aventry "District CounciC-we have 38 Councilors "who -work extremeCy hard
in representing their communities and your efforts to undermine their efforts
•with this iff thought out and premature Boundary review is unwarranted.
It -wouCdappear to me that there is some other agenda here, such as reducing
counciC sizes on a nationaC Basis. Can I suggest that this iCC timedagenda whether
it is a genuine consideration of Boundary changes or some other agenda Be put
on hoCdto aCCow Councilors to tackCe the majorfinanciaCchaCCenges we are aCC
facing!"

22nd September 2010
Ref: - 100922 Boundary Commission

Mr A Gall
Director of Reviews
The Local Government Boundary Commission
for England
3rd Floor Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG

Dear Mr Gall,
Thank you for your latter dated 21st September 2010. I appreciate your speedy
reply.
Despite your letter I fail to see where the evidence for your recommendation of a
Council size of 36 is. In chapter 5 of your technical guide it clearly lays out the
importance of providing evidence and yet it would appear that the Boundary
Commission is not subject to this. It has clearly arrived at a recommendation of
36 without a scrap of evidence published for the reasoning behind the decision.
When Daventry District Council sent its submission to you, it clearly contained
the reasoning behind it. Councillor Catherine Lomax’s response was also
extremely detailed and accurate in the rationale behind her response. As I have
pointed out before, when you read the response from this Council you failed to
take into account the clarification behind the submission. I totally accept that
the figure of 33 was mentioned but the document also went on that the Councils
current governance model, the substantial number of Parish Councils in the
District, there are 74, and above all, the representational aspect of councillor’s
role resulted in the Councils submission for 38 or 39.
Once more, I would ask, considering the responses that you have received, where
is the reasoning behind your recommendation.
I will reiterate my original request that this ill timed, ill considered and
unwarranted Boundary review is deferred until a later date.
Yours sincerely
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Bowden, Tim
From: Gall,
Sent:

Archie

24 September 2010 15:56

To:
Cc:

Bowden, Tim; D'souza, Joan

Subject: RE: Boundary Commission Review -

It is not a question of refusing but of being unable to say more than I already
have in previous correspondence.
So far as a move to whole council elections is concerned, I fear you colleague is
a little incorrect.
Clearly, it would not be possible for the Commission to complete its review of
Daventry and implement its final recommendation by elections in 2011, were that
to become your Council’s new election year. However, electoral imbalances
remain in Daventry, and will need to be addressed through a review. It may be
that, if your Council does move to whole council election, the Commission may
wish to reconsider the review timetable, to avoid consultations taking place in the
run up to elections. But the review itself would continue, and be implemented in
elections in 2015.

Archie Gall
Director of Reviews
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG
Tel: 020 7664 8509
www.lgbce.org.uk
From:
Sent: 24 September 2010 15:10
To: Gall, Archie
Cc: Bowden, Tim
Subject: Boundary Commission Review -

Dear Mr Gall
Thank you for reply sent to me by Mr Bowden. I understand from the
contents of it that you are steadfastly refusing to provide any evidence
for your minded recommendation.
Can I also ask for your clarification on the following point.
One of members are proposing that this council moves to all out elections
in 2011 on a four yearly cycle.
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His comments are: The "New" factor facing us is this ‐ do we want 12 x 3 member wards or not. If we don't then the way to
dispose of that is to bring in Whole Council elections with effect from 2011. We then have 4 years of
stability and also probably no Boundary review at all.

I would appreciate clarification on this.

**********************************************************************
This e-mail message is from Daventry District Council but expresses the views of
the individual and not necessarily that of the authority. This e-mail is intended
exclusively for the individual(s) to whom it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, or confidential.
If this Email has been misdirected, please notify the author immediately. If you are
not the intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any
of the information contained in it or attached, and all copies must be deleted
immediately.
The information contained in this e-mail, and in your reply, may be subject to
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or other legislation, and its
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.
Daventry District Council has taken every reasonable precaution to ensure that an
attachment to this e-mail has been checked for any viruses. Daventry District
Council cannot, however, accept liability for any damage sustained as a result of
software viruses and would strongly advise that you carry out your own virus checks
before opening any attachment.
Daventry District Council will not accept any liability for damage caused by computer
viruses emanating from any attachment or other document supplied with this e-mail.
Communications via daventrydc.gov.uk may be automatically logged, monitored
and/or recorded in accordance with relevant legislation.
Daventry District Council is committed to the concept and practice of sustainable
development. Please refrain from printing this email unless absolutely necessary so
as to save energy and paper.
**********************************************************************
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Bowden, Tim
From: Gall,
Sent:

Archie

27 September 2010 09:53

To:
Cc:

Bowden, Tim; D'souza, Joan

Subject: RE: Boundary Commission Review -

Your colleagues on the Council, and senior officers, will have been briefed on
this issue.
As Daventry elects by thirds, there is a presumption in legislation that the
Commission should recommend, at the end of the review, a uniform pattern of
three-member wards. This is a change introduced by the Local Democracy,
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
That is our starting point. However, the presumption of delivering a uniform
pattern of three-member wards must be weighed against the other statutory
criteria to which the Commission is required to have regard: electoral equality;
effective and convenient local government; and community identity and
interests.

Archie Gall
Director of Reviews
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG
Tel: 020 7664 8509
www.lgbce.org.uk
From:
Sent: 27 September 2010 07:48
To: Gall, Archie
Cc: Bowden, Tim; D'souza, Joan
Subject: RE: Boundary Commission Review -

Dear Mr Gall
Thank you for your speedy reply.
I would be grateful if you could give me one further point of
clarification.
As you are aware, Daventry District Council elect by thirds at present.
We also have a mixture of 0ne, two or three member wards.
You will notice from my previous e mail that my colleague also believes
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that once the review is over the recommendation will mean that all wards
will have to be three member wards because we elect by thirds. Is this true
or will there be a mixture of present.

From: Gall, Archie [mailto:Archie.Gall@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 24 September 2010 15:56
To:
Cc: Bowden, Tim; D'souza, Joan
Subject: RE: Boundary Commission Review -

It is not a question of refusing but of being unable to say more than I already have in
previous correspondence.
So far as a move to whole council elections is concerned, I fear you colleague is a
little incorrect.
Clearly, it would not be possible for the Commission to complete its review of
Daventry and implement its final recommendation by elections in 2011, were that to
become your Council’s new election year. However, electoral imbalances remain in
Daventry, and will need to be addressed through a review. It may be that, if your
Council does move to whole council election, the Commission may wish to
reconsider the review timetable, to avoid consultations taking place in the run up to
elections. But the review itself would continue, and be implemented in elections in
2015.

Archie Gall
Director of Reviews
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG
Tel: 020 7664 8509
www.lgbce.org.uk
From:
Sent: 24 September 2010 15:10
To: Gall, Archie
Cc: Bowden, Tim
Subject: Boundary Commission Review -

Dear Mr Gall
Thank you for reply sent to me by Mr Bowden. I understand from the
contents of it that you are steadfastly refusing to provide any evidence for
your minded recommendation.
Can I also ask for your clarification on the following point.
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One of members are proposing that this council moves to all out elections in
2011 on a four yearly cycle.
His comments are: The "New" factor facing us is this ‐ do we want 12 x 3 member wards or not. If we don't then the way to
dispose of that is to bring in Whole Council elections with effect from 2011. We then have 4 years of
stability and also probably no Boundary review at all.

I would appreciate clarification on this.

**********************************************************************
This e-mail message is from Daventry District Council but expresses the views of
the individual and not necessarily that of the authority. This e-mail is intended
exclusively for the individual(s) to whom it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, or confidential.
If this Email has been misdirected, please notify the author immediately. If you are
not the intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any
of the information contained in it or attached, and all copies must be deleted
immediately.
The information contained in this e-mail, and in your reply, may be subject to
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or other legislation, and its
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.
Daventry District Council has taken every reasonable precaution to ensure that an
attachment to this e-mail has been checked for any viruses. Daventry District
Council cannot, however, accept liability for any damage sustained as a result of
software viruses and would strongly advise that you carry out your own virus checks
before opening any attachment.
Daventry District Council will not accept any liability for damage caused by computer
viruses emanating from any attachment or other document supplied with this e-mail.
Communications via daventrydc.gov.uk may be automatically logged, monitored
and/or recorded in accordance with relevant legislation.
Daventry District Council is committed to the concept and practice of sustainable
development. Please refrain from printing this email unless absolutely necessary so
as to save energy and paper.
**********************************************************************
**********************************************************************
This e-mail message is from Daventry District Council but expresses the views of the
individual and not necessarily that of the authority. This e-mail is intended exclusively for
the individual(s) to whom it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, or
confidential.
If this Email has been misdirected, please notify the author immediately. If you are not the
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intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any of the
information contained in it or attached, and all copies must be deleted immediately.
The information contained in this e-mail, and in your reply, may be subject to disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or other legislation, and its confidentiality
cannot be guaranteed.
Daventry District Council has taken every reasonable precaution to ensure that an
attachment to this e-mail has been checked for any viruses. Daventry District
Council cannot, however, accept liability for any damage sustained as a result of
software viruses and would strongly advise that you carry out your own virus checks
before opening any attachment.
Daventry District Council will not accept any liability for damage caused by computer
viruses emanating from any attachment or other document supplied with this e-mail.
Communications via daventrydc.gov.uk may be automatically logged, monitored and/or
recorded in accordance with relevant legislation.
Daventry District Council is committed to the concept and practice of sustainable
development. Please refrain from printing this email unless absolutely necessary so as to save
energy and paper.
**********************************************************************
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Transcribed Notes - 14 September Commission Meeting


5/Daventry – congratulations on paper!



38 elects by 3rds – trying to justify current 38 – not divisible by 3 –
propose to go up to 39 - Recommending 39.



3-2-1 member wards – legislation no updates on change on ward
numbers. Electorate 66,000 decreasing, awaiting discussion at Council
meeting.



33 Councillors Recommended at end of report.



Councillor Lomax wants slightly higher number.



suspect that 33 could be operational, but 39 is nearer the status quo.
Perhaps 36 following earlier examples.



Appendix 3 – Covering paper paragraph 55. Feel needs to be deleted.



accept 33? Sufficient?



step up from minimum, adjusting governance model – highly parished.



Political com(position) 35 cons, 2 lib, 1 lab.

 33?



36 – AGREED.

Transcribed Notes - 14 September Commission Meeting
Daventry


Argument roughly status quo – except in 1 ward



If go up to 39 not the reason



Consistency between decision on this and Swindon. Re Abbey North



At Mid Beds gave 36 – consistency again?

 Agreed:

36

