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1.

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for. the Borough of

t
r

Wellingborough in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and

»

Schedule 9 to, the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the
future electoral arrangements for that borough.

2.

In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 6od)

and (2) of the

1972 Act, notice was given on 31 December 197'* that we were to undertake this
review.

This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to Wellingborough

B-rough Council, copies of which were circulated to Northamptonshire County
Council, the Member of Parliament for the constituency concerned and the
headquarters of the main political parties.

Copies were also sent to the editors

of local newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government press.
Notices inserted in the local press announced the start of the review and invited
comments from members of the public and from interested bodies.

3.

The Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of representation

for our consideration.

When doing so, they were asked to observe the rules

laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, and the guidelines
which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the council and
the proposed number of councillors for each ward.

They were also asked to

take into account views expressed to them following their consultation with
local interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of their

provisional proposal about a month before they submitted their draft scheme
to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

*u

The Borough Council have not passed a resolution under section 7(*0(b) of

the Local Government Act 1972.

The provisions of section 7(6) will therefore

apply and the elections of all councillors will be held simultaneously.
5.

On 2k April 1975* the Wellingborough Borough Council present their draft

scheme of representation.

They proposed to divide the area of the borough into

15 wards, each returning 1, 2 or 3 members to form a council of 30 initially,
A

*

'

'

rising to 33 in 1979.
6.

We considered the draft scheme, the comments which had been made on it, .

and an alternative scheme submitted by a group of councillors. We decided to
adopt the Council's draft scheme for the parished area of the district, but in
the urban area to replace 3 of the Council's proposed wards by wards of the same
name from the alternative scheme which had more even elector/councillor ratios.
W«- also increased the representation of 2 of the urban wards to make a council
of 32. Minor boundary realignments suggested by Ordnance Survey were adopted.
7-

On 15 April 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were- sent to all

who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's
draft scheme. The Council were asked to make the draft proposals, and the
accompanying map which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for
inspection at their main offices.

Representations on our draft proposals were

invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by public, notices, from
members of the public and interested bodies. .We asked that comments should
£

reach us by 10 June 1978.
8.

In response to our draft proposals, the Borough Council submitted proposals

for alterations to certain ward boundaries, for increased representation in the
proposed Earls Barton, Irchester, Finedon and South wards, and for division
.

of the proposed North ward into 2 wards (to be known as North and Harowden

,

wards) each returning one councillor.

The effect of these proposals was to

w

provide a council of 37 members. We also received comments on our proposals

from a Member of Parliament, two councillors, a political party, two political
associations and four parish councils.
9.

In view of these comments, we felt we needed more information to enable us

to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with Section 65(2)

of the Local

Government Act 1972, and at our request, Mr N S Fisher was appointed an Assistant
,»

i
~

Commissioner to hold a local meeting and report to us.

Notice of the meeting was

sent to all who had' received our draft proposals, or had commented on them, and
was published locally.

10.

The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting in the Council Offices, Swanspool,

Wellingborough on 2^ November 1977 and the following day visited areas which were
the subject of comment.

11.

A copy of his report to us is at Schedule 1 to our report.

In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of various

areas of the Borough, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft
proposals should be adopted subject to the transfer of an area containing 8 electors
from the proposed Finedon ward to the proposed Castle ward; the addition to the
proposed Croyland ward of an area of the proposed Castle ward, and the allocation
of an additional councillor to each of the proposed Earls Barton and Irchester
wards, thereby increasing the council to 3^ members.

12.

We have reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments which we

have received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report.

Although we felt that

the arguments for the additional councillors were finely balanced, we concluded
£

that the recommendations of the Assistant Commissioner should be accepted and
subject to the modifications he had suggested, we confirm our draft proposals as
our final proposals.

13.

Details of these proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this report and

on the attached map.

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number of

councillors to be returned by eacho

A detailed description of the boundaries

ofjthe proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out in Schedule 3»

o

•
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PUBLICATION

1'*. In accordance with section 6o(5)(b) of ' the Local Government Act 1972, a
copy of this report and copies of the mnpsare being sent to Wellingborough
Borough Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council's
main offices. Copies of this report (without map) are being sent to those who
received the consultation letter and those who made comments.

Signed:

\
' ' NICHOLAS MORRISON1 (CHAIRMAN)

'

JOHN H RAIflCIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN
.

S

TYRRKL BKOCKBANK

D P HARRISON

R R THORNTON
i

.•*•

LESLIE GRIMSHAW (Secretary)

. December 19?8
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SCHEDULE 1

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGIAND

Local Government Act, 1972

Report of an informal meeting at the .Council Offices,
Swanspool, Wellingborough, 24th and 2Sth November, 1977|
in relation to electoral arrangements for the Borough of
Wellingborough.

To the Local Government Boundary Commission for England.
Introduction

1.

Having been appointed by the Secretary of State to hold a local inquiry .
or to carry out any consultation or investigation with respect to the

V

review by the Commission of the electoral arrangements for the Borough
of VJellingborough, I conducted an informal meeting at the Council
Offices, Swanspool, Wellingborough, commencing at 10. 00. a.m. on
Thursday 24th November, 1977 "to hear local views on electoral arrangements
for the Borough which had been proposed by the Commission.

2.

The decision of the Commission that such a meeting should be held was
notified in a letter from the Secretary of the Commission dated
12th October, 1977 addressed to the Chief Executive of the Wellingborough
Borough Council; this letter said that copies of it were being sent to.'
the bodies and persons who received copies of the Commission's
consultation letter and letter relating to the draft proposals and to
those whose comments had prompted the Commission to arrange the meeting.

3.

A copy of the letter of 12th October, 1977, -referred to is on the file
of correspondence which the Secretary of the Commission sent to me
before the meeting.
-This file contains also copies of the Commission's consultation letter,
dated 12th August, 1974? and the letter relating to the draft proposals,
dated l^th April, 1977The meeting commenced at 10. a.m. on Thursday 24th November, 1977| and
concluded at about 4. 45 P«ro. on the same day. The names of those who
attended are shown on the attendance list (Appendix D);
•
to this is attached a list of their addresses, supplied to me by the
Council's officers. To save repetition in the report of the meeting which
follows, I have set out at Appendix C a list of the names of those who
spoke at the meeting, and a note of the interests which they told me they
represented.
On Friday 25th November, I inspected various areas of "the Borough, as
mentioned later, in the appropriate sections of the part of this report
which contains my conclusions, accompanied by Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Holmes
and Mrs. Knight. A general invitation to attend the inspection
had been extended to all who were at the meeting.

6.

This report contains
(i) A summary of the Commission's proposals (paragraphs 7-10).
(ii) A summary of written comments received on those proposals
(paragraph 11)
(iii) My report of the gist of the material arguments advanced at
the meeting, divided into appropriate sub-headings
(paragraphs 12-72)
(iv) My conclusions and recommendations (paragraphs 73-99)
(v) A summary of my recommendations and a consideration of their
overall effect (paragraphs 100-101).

I

With regard to (iii) - ray report of the proceedings at the meeting I have for convenience divided this part of the report into sections
corresponding to the various amendments to the proposals which were
suggested. Not all the arguments advanced at the meeting, however,
were directed solely to particular amendments; some, with reference
for example to community of interest or the particular problems of the
rural areas, were voiced as naving a general application: I have in
ray conclusions borne this in mind.
•
Appendices to this report are:
Appendix A: Table showing the Commission's proposals.
Appendix B: Table showing the effect of my recommendations.
Appendix C: list of speakers showing the interests they represented.
Appendix D: List of persons attending the. meeting.

7«

8.

The Commission's Proposals
The Commission's proposals for electoral arrangements in the Borough of
Wellingborough which in this reportlgenerally call "the proposals",
announced in the Secretary's letter of 15th April, 1977, were for 15 wards
each returning 1, 2 or 3 councillors, the total number of councillors
under the proposals being 32. The 15 proposed wards are named in column 1
of the table at Appendix A to this report; Column 2 of the table shows
the number of councillors proposed for each ward, Column 3 the 1977
electorate for each ward, and Column 4
the "entitlement" (as to \vhich
see the following paragraph) for each ward based on the figures in Column 3.
Column 5 shows the variation in electorate in each ward, plus or minus,
between 1977 and 1981, and 1981 electorate figures are shown in Column 6;
Column 7 shows the "entitlement" for each ward based on the 1981 electorate.
The "entitlements" in Columns 4 and 7 of the table at Appendix A are

o

obtained "by dividing the electorate for each ward by the average
number of electors per councillor for the whole borough.

In 1977

the total number of electors, according to the figures in the table,
is 44,403 and in 1981, 48,307. With a 32 member council, therefore,
the average number of electors per councillor is about 1388 in 1977»
and 1510 in 198!;

these figures, shown at the heads of Columns 3 and

6, are used for calculating the entitlements.
9.

The electorate figures in Columns 3 and 6 of the table at Appendix A
are those which had been provided to the Commission by the Borough
Council.
later.

10.

Certain of these were examined at the meeting, as reported
.

The proposals were accompanied (attached to the Secretary's letter)
by a detailed description of the boundaries of each ward. The
proposals were also illustrated on two maps prepared by the Commission
copies of which were on display at the meeting.

received on the proposals before the meeting,

11.

Comments on the proposals were received by the Commission as follow.
These are briefly summarised here; further details of the comments
are given in the appropriate later sections.of this report.

To save

repetition, the word "Wart!" is in. general omitted ir. the subsequent
paragraphs of this report after the name of a ward in the proposals.
(i)

The Borough Council proposed as amendments to the proposals:
(a) That the boundaries of Castle and Finedon be altered to
transfer an area from Finedon to Castle;
(b) That the boundaries of Castle and Croyland be altered to
transfer an area from Croyland to Castle;
(c) That the boundaries of Croyland and Swanspool be altered
to transfer an area from Swanspool to Croylandj
(d) That the boundaries of Castle and Swanspool be altered to
transfer an area from Castle to Swanspool;
(e) That Earls Barton, Irchester and Finedon should each be
represented!by 3 councillors, instead of 2.
(f) That North Ward be divided into two wards, to be called
North Ward and Harrowden Ward;

(g) That the boundaries of South Ward and Wollaston be altered

to provide for the Parish of Grendon to be grouped with the
Parishes of Bozeat and Ea.ston Maudit in a new South Ward,
and for the Parish of Strixton to be grouped with the Parish
of Wo llaston to provide a new Wo Hast on Ward; and that each of
these new wards should have 2 councillors;
(ii) Wellingborough- and East Korthants Conservative Association
proposed the same boundary alterations for Castle, Croyland and Swanspool
as had the Council in their proposed amendments referred to at (b) (c) and
(d) in sub-paragraph (i) above;
(iii) Mr. F^ter Fry, M.P. proposed boundary alterations identical to
those proposed by the Wellingborough and East Northants Conservative

Association;
(iv) Councillors Bailey and Bailey, representatives for Finedon on the
Borough Council (who also said that Councillor Henderson, the third

Finedon representative on the Council, supported their views) supported
the amendment proposed by the Borough Council to the boundaries of Castle

and Finedon referred to at (a) in sub-par^ra±(i) above; and also the
amendment proposed by the Eoiough Council whereby Finedon would be
represented by 3 councillors;
(v)

Wellingborough laterals proposed

(a) That the number of councillors for Earls Barton and Irchester
should be 3 instead of 2; or
("b) Alternatively, that all wards reaching a level of 4»000 electors
should have 3 councillors
(vi) Wellingborough Liberal Association suggested that the 1981 electorate '
for Earls Barton was likely to be greater than had been forecast, and
would require an allocation of 3 councillors; and proposed a rule that
only wards with 4,000 -f electors at the 1979 election be given 3 councillors;
(vii) Irchester Parish Council suggested that Irchester was entitled to
the same number of councillors as Hemmingwell and Queensway;
(viii) Isham Parish Council protested at the allocation of 1 councillor
to five villages in North Ward;
(ix) Wo Haston Parish Council objected to the grouping of the Parishes of
Grendon, Wollaston and Strixton;
(x) Mears Asiiy Parish Council expressed concern that certain proposals
put forward by the Borough Council may upset the balance between the
urban and rural areas; and suggested also that there had been insufficient
local consultation.

The Proceedings at, the Meeting.
This section of this report contains the gist of the material arguments
advanced at the meeting.
The Electorate forecasts for Queensway, Redv;ell and Hemmingwell

12.

I asked during the meeting for evidence about the increases in electorates,
forecast for Queensway, Redwell and Hemmingwell. Reference to the table
at Appendix A shows that these are:

-

-

-

:

Queensway
: 961 (3269 to 4230 or 29.4^)
Redwell
: 752 (1998 to 2750 or 37.6#)
Hemmingwell :1386 (3244 to 4630 or 42.7^)

Mr. J. W. Young, Senior Assistant Planning Officer, produced a plan and
accompanying schedule, the plan showing development areas referred to in
the schedule. The areas and the notes in the schedule are shown in the
first column bolow, the site letters referring to the map. In the second
column is a precis of Mr Young's evidence in relation to each area.

In Queensway
Site D. South of Olympic Way,
86 dwellings, public sector

These houses are under construction.

Site E. West of Shelley Road. Public
sector. United Kingdom Housing Association.
220 dwellings

The majority of these are under
construction.

Site F. North of Olympic Way.
2uO public sector dwellings

50 dwellings, being built by the
British Legion Housing Association are
scheduled for completion in 1978-79*
The remainder (local authority housing)
should be completed in 1980-81. Other
housing will follow later.

In Redwell
Site A. Vicarage Farm. 85 private
houses.

About 10 or 15 of these are already
under construction. All the houses are
expected to be completed by 1981.

Site B. Kilborn Road. 100 -t- private
houses.

About 30 of these are under construction; i
the remainder should be completed within ~
l
one or two years.

Site C. Golf course development
275 private houses.

No construction work has been started
yet but an access road is being built.

:
j

o

In Hemmingwejj.
Site G. Hemrningwell Lodge,
200 -+ public sector houses.

The figure of 200 + houses is only part
of the development here; a total of
687 houses is planned on 3 sub-sites,
2A, 2B and 2C. 150 houses are already
completed on 2A and 2B; another 237
will probably "be completed by the end of
1977, The balance of 300, on 2C;are
envisaged for 1979-1981 • A few occupants
on Site G may have been included in the
1977 electorate figures supplied, "but the
great majority at least of the expected
occupants (who are electors) of the
687 houses should be added to the 3244
1?77 H^nuningwell electorate.

Site H. Redhill Grange; 350
private houses

About 20 or 30 already built. It is
conjecture whether .the balance will be
up by 1981, but the 1981 forecast
electorate for Hemmingwell includes very
few from this area.

In general, Mr. Young said, in estimating electorates, an occupancy rate
of 2.5 had been assumed and 70$ of the occupants, it had been estimated^
would be electors. The 19^1 electorate forecasts for Queensway,
Redwell and Hemraingwell and indeed all the 19^1 electorate forecasts,
were put forward with confidence; there seemed little doubt that
they would be achieved.

The 1981 electorate forecasts for the

borough generally took full account of recent changes in expansion
plans; all the local authority housing was.in the Council's investment
programme.
The Boundaries_of Finedon and Castle
13

The Borough Council (paragraph 11 (i) (a) above) had put forward an
amendment to the proposals whereby there would be transferred from
Finedbn to Castle an area_(in 'this report called "Area 1")
bounded by a line commencing at NG reference SP 90575°"8251
on the River Ise, thence eastwards to Irthlingborough Road
(Mill Road) thence generally eastwards along that road to
Ditchford lane (Ditchford Road) thence southwards along that
lane to the River Nene, thence generally southwestwards and
westwards along'that river to the confluence of the Rivers
Nene and Ise, thence northwards along the River Ise to the
point of commencement.

~ •

14.

The above area was shown on a map sent by the Borough Council to the
Commission and was there marked "Area 1". A copy of the map was oh
display at the meeting.

15.

Councillors Eailey and Bailey (paragraph 11 (iv) above) had supported
this amendment in a written comment, for reasons similar to those
urged by the Council at the meeting (see following paragraph).

16.

Mr. Atkinson referred to the reasons given for the amendment in the
Council's written comment, which were
(i)
That although there was some uncertainty in a previous
submission by the Council, the intention at the time was
for the boundaries of these two wards to remain as they now are;
(ii)

That the boundaries of Blnedon had remained unchanged for
several centuries and should not be altered now; and
(iii) That Flnedon was a separate community and had no local ties
with the area concerned.

There were 8 electors in the area in question, ard no proposals for
other than industrial development at least until
17.

Councillor Stringer and Councillor Bailey expressed support for "the
amendment .

The Boundaries of Castle and Croyland
-18.

The Borough Council (paragraph 11 (i) (b) above) had put forward an
amendment to the proposals whereby, in accordance' with an earlier
submission to the Commission, there would be transferred from Croyland
to Castle an area (in this report called "Area 2").
bounded by a line commencing at a point being NG reference
SP 898^4^6155 thence due west to a point on the eastern
boundary of. Millers Park (H.M. Borstal) thence generally
northwards along that "boundary to Turnells Mill lane, thence
southwestwards along that lane to the or>aamed road serving
Denington Industrial Estate, thence northwestwards along
that road to the path leading to James Road, thence southwestwards along that path to a point opposite the northeastern boundary of No. 39 James Road thence northwestwards
to and along that boundary and the northeastern boundaries
of Nos 36 and 31 Warwick Road, crossing the. end of Warwick
Road to the rear bounderies of TIos. 20-1? Campbell Road thence

northwestwards along those boundaries to the stream to
the rear of Nos. 1?-3 Campbell Road and to the side of
Ho. 111 Doddington Road, thence southwestwards along the
stream to Doddington Road, thence generally southwards along
that road to the northeastern boundary of Great Doddington
C.P. thence southeastwards along that boundary to the
western boundary of Irchester C.P. thence generally northwards
p.long that boundary to the point of commencement.
" 19,

The above area was shown on the map referred to at paragraph 14 above
and was there marked "Area 2".

20.

Wellingborough and East Northants Conservative Association (paragraph
11 (ii) above) and Mr. Peter Pry M.P. (paragraph 11 (iii) above) had
proposed the same amendment, the latter in his letter advancing arguments
similar to those put forward at the meeting in favour of the amendment.

21.

Mr. Atkinson said there were 491 electors in Are?-'2 and referred to the
reasons for the amendment given in the Council's written comment, which
were
(i)
That the electors living in Area 2 hart a greater community
of interest with the electors of Castle than with those of
Croyland;
t
(ii)
That the proposals provided a boundary between Doddington
Road and Turnells Mill lane which is not as easily
identifiable by the electorate as that in the amendment,
which is along Doddington Road;
(iii)
That Area 2 suffers from pollution problems from industrial
processes on the Denington Industrial Estate and that it
should be in the san:5 ward as the industrial estate, to be
represented by the same councillors who have to deal with
electors1 complaints;
(iv)
That Area 2 had been included in the Castle Ward for many
years and should so remain.
The pollution problem referred to was an unpleasant smell from one
particular factory. • Housing in Croyland (outside Area 2) was mainly
local authority development, with some undertaken by housing
associations; that in.Castle was mainly private. The James Road area
housing was private housing.

i
22.

Councillor Ridge opposed the amendment.

:.

Area 2 was separated from the

rest of Castle by the industrial estate and by allotments. There was

a community of interest between the Area 2 and the remainder of
Croylandj

children from Area 2 .went to school at Wan-nek C.P.

school (shown on the maps between Windsor Road and Butts Road),
and were in the same catchment, area for secondary education as the
rest of Croyland.

Local shops in Area 2 on Doddington Road opposite

the Transport Depot served both sides of Doddington Road. As for
the boundary provided by the proposals, it represented the edge of
the housing in Area 2, and its changes of direction were not
relevant.

There was nothing in the Local'Government Act, 1972

which suggested that the question whether houses were publicly
or privately owned was a relevant consideration: it was not
relevant, but it was important that electoral areas should be seen
to be communities as far as possible; to separate people living next
to each other was to store up trouble.
23.

Councillor Holmes, supported what Councillor Ridge had said.
32^ of the pupils at Warwick school lived on the eastern side of
Doddington Road. The only local public houses were on the western
side of that road. People on both sides of the road shared the local
church. Thry also voted at the same polling station, at the school
in the north east corner of Croyland.

24.

Councillor Addis supported the suggested amendment, and stressed the
desirability that the pollution from the industrial estate should be
dealt with by the councillors who represented the area mainly affected
by it, in the James Road area.
to define.

Community of interest was .difficult

Most shopping in Wellingborough was done in the totrn centre

and local shopping provided little in the way of community of interest.
School catchment areas were not a good guide, since they must all cross
some boundaries wherever these are drawn. Different types of housing,
public or private, did affect people's opinions and feelings;
those
opinions and feelings had not been heard, but some people from Area 2
had told him that they felt no affinity
of Doddington Road.
25.

with the area on -the west side

Shared polling stations were common.•

Councillor Stringer said he worked on the Denington Industrial Estate,
and the workers there came from both sides of Doddington Road.

He

opposed the suggested amendment and suggested another, that the whole of
the industrial estate should be included in Croyland by taking the boundary
along London Road; this would involve 258 electors, (NOTE:

the figure

of 258 electors was agreed by the Council's officers during the meeting)
i This alteration would have the incidental advantage of putting the two
i

parts of the same school (the school buildings shown! on the maps in

the north east corner of Cropland and between The Drive and London
Road in Castle) into the same ward.' It was wrong to say that local
shopping was not relevant in considering community of interest;
elderly people at any rate did use local shops, and they were an
important local tie. Mr. Atkinson, at a later stage in the meeting,
said that the Borough Council did not favour Councillor Stringer's
amendment, but "would prefer the status quo".

26.

Councillor Wrenn, supporting the amendment, said that in the Borough
. generally the proposals fairly divided the area into definite communities,
except for the few small areas "being considered today. Thus the housing
in Redwell was exclusively private and in Castle (with Area 2) and
Swanspool predominantly private whereas in Queensway the housing
was almost exclusively public, as it was in Croyland if one excluded
Area 2. Brickhill and Hemmingwell contained mixed development.
With regard to Area 2, if this were included in Croyland, .as in the
proposals| the residents would have a lack of political sympathy with
the rest of Croyland. It was not right that people should have to
vote in an area where they knew their votes would have no effect.
The Boundaries of Croyland and Swanspool

27.

The Borough Council (paragraph 11 (i) (-c) above) had put forward an
amendment to the proposals whereby, in accordance with an earlier
submission to the Commission, there would be transferred from
Swanspool to Croyland an area (in this report called "Area 3")bounded by a line commencing at a point in Croyland Road
where Swanspool Brook flows under it, thence westwards
along that road to Henshaw Road, thence southwestwards
along that road to Kingsway, thence northwestwards along
Kingsway to Northampton Road, thence southwestwards along
that road to the northeastern boundary of Wilby C.P.
thence southeastwards along that boundary ofSwanspool
Brook, thence northeastwards along that brook to the
point of commencement.

28.

The above area was shown on the map referred to at paragraph 14 above
and was there marked "Area 3"»

29.

Wellingborough and East Northants Conservative Association (paragraph
11 (ii) above) and Mr. Peter Fry M.P. (paragraph 11 (iii) above) had
proposed the same amendment, the latter in his letter advancing
;;_

arguments similar to those put forward at the meeting, in favour

of "the amendment.
30.

Mr. Atkinson said there were 429 electors in Area 3, and referred to
the reason's for the amendment given in the Council's written
comment which were:
(i)

(ii)
,

-That the electors in Area 3 have a greater community of
interest with the electors of Croyland than with those of
the remainder of Swanspool;
That the boundary between the two wards provided in the
proposals along Swanspool Brook is not as clearly understood
and recognised by the electorate as that in the suggested
amendment.

With regard to community of interest, in Area 3 the houses were partly
publicly, partly privately, owned; to the north 'of Henshaw Road
the houses were mainly private.
3L

Councillor Eidge opposed the amendment. The brook was an easily
definable boundary. The only claim the Council could make for a
community of interest between Area 3 and Croyland was a reference
to types of housing," the irrelevance of this had already been
stated (see paragraph 22 above). Mannock Road was separated from
Croyland by a wide open space. There were some shops in Henshaw
Road, but these were not apparently used by people from Croyland.

32.

Councillor Holmes supported Councillor Ridge in opposition to the
*
amendment, adding that children from.Mannock Road went to^different

school from that attended by Croyland children.
33.

- Councillor Addis supported the amendment. The "wide open space"
referred to by Councillor Ridge was an ordinar .y local authority
park. The amendment would have the minor beneficial effect of
shortening the boundary of Swanspool-'."

- 34-

Councillor Wrenn supported the amendment; the houses in Area 3 were
perhaps half publicly owned and half privately.
The Boundaries of Castle and Swansoool.

35-

The Borough Council (paragraph 11 (i) (d) above) had put forward an
amendment to the proposals whereby there would be transferred from
Castle to Swanspool an area (in this report called"Area 4")»

bounded by a line commencing at a point in Finedon Road

»

opposite the northwestern boundary of the garage at the
junction of Hnedon Road and Albert Road, thence south.
of
eastwards along the northeastern boundaries^the said
garage to Nos 1-83 (odd) Albert Road, thence southwestwards
.along Grant Road to Thomas Street, thence southeastwards
along that street to York Road, thence southwestwards along •
that : road, to Cannon Street, thence northwards along.that
street to Finedon Road to the point of commencement.

•36,

The above area was shown on the map referred to at paragraph 14 above
and was there marked "Area 4"«

37.

Wellingborough and East Horthants Conservative Association (paragraph
11 (ii) above) and Mr. Peter Fry, M.P. (paragraph 11 (iii) above) had
proposed the same amendment, the latter in his letter suggesting that
the amendment would give a greater homogenity of interests.

38.

Mr. Atkinson said the present electorate of Area 1 was 663, and
referred to the reason given for the amendment in the Councilfs
written comment, which was that, accepting the amendments previously
referred to for Castle and Croyland, and for Croyland and Swanspool
(i.e. in relation to, Areas 2 and 3) the present amendment would help
to achieve a more eo^ial distribution of electors. Area 4 was one of
predominantly private housing.

39-

Councillor Ridge opposed the amendment.

He referred to the Local

Government Act, 1972, section 78 (2) and Schedule 11, The boundary
provided in the Commission's proposals was clear and identifiable;
the Council's new boundary would cut in half Albert Road, Alexandra
Road, Stanley Road, Gordon Road and Thomas Street. The Council's
iiew boundary would not be easily identifiable and would cut across
established identities.
The natural boundary here was Cannon Street.
40.

Councillor Addis said the amendment had been put forward to give a
better balance of representation; he questioned whether it was
really very important that streets which happened to have the same
name should not be divided between wards.

4L

Councillor Wrenn said that Area 4 contained private housing; it
would make little difference to the electors living there whether they
were part of Castle or Swanspool. He supported the amendment for the
reasons given by the Council.

:

The Boundaries of Queen sway and Brickhill
42.

During the meeting, it was suggested by Councillor Ridge that a more
natural boundary between these two wards would be provided by taking
the boundary line, for its whole length, along Queen sway, and deleting
the section of the boundary shown in the proposals which ran along
part of Shelley Road, along Clare Road, and across Stanwell Way,
This would involve the transfer from Brickhill to Queensway of 494
electors (a figure accepted at the meeting by the Council ^s Officers),
The suggestion was made "with no great force".

Mr. Atkinson said later

in the meeting that'' .this alteration would probably not meet with the
approval of the Borough Council,
The representation of Pinedon
43.

The Borough Council (paragraph 11 (e) above) had proposed that Finedon
should be represented by 3 councillors (the proposals provide for 2
councillors).

44-

This amendment to the proposals had been supported by Councillors
Bailey and Bailey (paragraph 11 (iv) above) who had also said it was
supported by Councillor Henderson.

They had proposed that Finedon should

have3councillors until the application for a Parish Council had been
examined, advancing arguments similar to those advanced at the meeting,
45-

Mr- Atkinson referred to the three reasons given for the amendment
in the Council's written comment, which were:
(i)

That l^inedon had the third highest number of electors per
councillor of all wards in the borough, at 1,586,
exceeded only by .Irchester and Earls Barton.
With 3
councillors, Finedon would have 1,054 electors per
councillor (i.e. 3,1 72 minus 8 (in Area 1) = 3,164 -r 3).
This should be compared with the 1,081 electors per councillor
in Hemmingwell, 1,089 in Queen sway and .999 in'Redwell.
Whilst the number; of electors per councillor in Hemmingwell,
Queensway and Redwell were expected to increase, they might
not reach the forecast electorates for

(ii)

That Firiedon now had 3 councillors and the electorate
justified this representation continuingj

(iii)

That the area which is now Finedon Ward was an Urban District
until I935i

an(

i Finedon U.D.C. had 12 councillors.

Between

1935 and 1967 Finedon Ward was represented by 4 councillors on

Wellingborough U.D.C.

Since 1967 it had 3 councillors

first on Wellingborough U.D.C. and then on the present
Borough Council. A reduction to 2 councillors should not
be accepted.
46.

Councillor Bailey supported the Council's amendment and he also
referred to Finedon's history as a local authority unit. It was
a matter of great local regret that Finedon had not "been granted a
Parish Council.
In Plnedon a greater interest was shown in
elections than in town wards, and a poll of 60% or 65$ was quite usual.

•47»

Councillor Addis supported the amendment. There was a very strong
feeling that in view of the apparent impossibility of getting a
Parish Council, 3 councillors should be retained.

48.

Support for the amendment was also expressed "by Councillor Stringer
and Councillor Wrenn.
The reoresentation of Earls Barton and Irchester.

49-

The Borough Council (paragraph 11 (i) (e) above) had put forward an
amendment to the proposals whereby Earls Barton and Irchester would
each be represented by 3 councillors (the proposals provide for 2
councillors for each ward).

50.

Wellingborough liberals (paragraph 11 (v) above) and Wellingborough
Liberal Association (paragraph 11 (vi) above) had made a similar
suggestion, and Irchester Parish Council (paragraph 11 (vii) above)
had also made comments on the representation of Irchester. The
detailed comments of these three bodies are dealt with further below.

51.

Mr. Atkinson referred to the reasons for the Council's amendment
given in their written comment. These were that Irchester had the
highest number of el-ectors per councillor of all wards in tlie borough,
at 1,768; and .that Earls Barton had the second highest at 1,708.
Beth these wards were in the former Rural District. Finedon with the
third highest number of electors per councillor (1,586) and Castle,
with the fourth highest (1,570, were in the former Urban District.
With 3 councillors, Irchester would have 1,178 electors per councillor
and Earls Barton 1,138. These should be compared with Hemmingwell at
1,081, Queensway at 1,089, and Redwell at 999. Whilst the number^ of
electors per councillor for Hemmingwelli Queensway and Redwell were
expected to increase, they might not reach the forecast electorates for

1981.

52.

Wellingborough Liberals in a written comment had suggested that it
was unlikely that the forecast electorate figures for VJellingborough
for 1981 would be reached, considering the effects of changes in
expansion plans for the borough, and that current electorate
•figures were a better guide for deciding the number of councillors
per ward. The proposals gave 3 councillors to Hemraingwell and
Queensway with 3244 and 3269 electors respectively, but only 2 to
Irchester and Earls Barton, with electorates of 3416" and 3536
(NOTE: these figures appear to have been reversed in the liberals'
written comment).
In 1979 the electorates of Irchester and Earls
Barton would be more fairly represented by 3 councillors each.
Alternatively, a rule that all wards reaching a level of 4iOOO

*

electors should have 3 councillors, would be more equitable;
this would mean reducing Queensway and Hemmingwell from^councillors
to 2. Such a rule would also give a basis for controlling ward
sizes; 5jOOO electors would it was felt, be a maximum for a
Wellingborough ward, and the maximum and minimum criteria for the
number of electors per councillor would be 1,333 and 1,667 for wards
with an electorate of 4»000; if these criteria were altered to 1,300
and 1,667 they would cover all the forecast figures for 19^1 in a
way that could be seen to be fair.
53.

54. .

Wellingborough liberal Association in a written comment had referred
to the projected electorate for 1981 in Earls Barton (3,584).
Planning permissions had already been granted for 200 + additional
housesj these would be likely to be occupied by young couples, and
would add about 400 to the electorate (3,416 in 1977) by 1979/80.
There was also a large teenage population in the village, some 200
or 300 of whom could be expected to reach voting age about the time
of the 1979 election. There was thus likely to be an increase in the
electorate to 4,000 + which could require an allocation of 3
councillors to maintain a councillor/electors ratio comparable with
those proposed for the urban areas. Proposals for changes in
expansion plans and the regeneration of inner city areas could
adversely affect projected growth rates for Hemmingwell and other
urban wards. It was suggested that only those wards with electorates,
of 4000+ at the time of the 1979 election should be increased to 3
councillors.
Irchester Parish Council in a written comment, had said they were
. unable to accept that Irchester should only have 2 councillors when
wards of similar electorate, such as Hemmingwell and Queensway, were

to be given 3- Redwell also had 2 councillors, with a much lower
electorate than Irchester.

The next district council elections

would be in 1979* f°r a "terra of office of 4 years, not .3 years
as at present; it was therefore somewhat unfair to base
representations on 198! estimated electorates, about which there
was uncertainty; there might be good grounds for a further review
after 1981. These observations would also apply to Earls Barton.
The Commission were asked to accept that on the basis of the
present electorate Irchester was entitled to the same number of
councillors as Hemmingwell and Qjieensway, this to be achieved by

.' .

giving Irchester 3 councillors or by reducing the others to 2 each.
55»

Mr. J. W. Young, Senior Assistant Planning Officer, said that a
local plan was being prepared for Earl's Barton. The population
in 1976 was about 5jOOOt and planning consents then to accommodate
370 persons in 120 dwellings, a higher occupancy rate than 2.5
having been used in this case.
30 of these dwellings were now
being built5 an area to contain another 25 had just been commenced:
the balance of the 120 dwellings utere outline permissions only.
The County Structure Plan, about to be submitted, placed Earls
Barton in a category in which no new development would be permitted,
except that required for local needs, and there would be no large
scale development. Between 1971 and 1976 the number of young
people in the village had dropped. The 1978 register for Earls
Barton would show 3,424 - an increase of only 8 over 1977*

56.

Councillor Stringer supported the amendment, and reiterated the
arguments put forward in the Irchester Parish Council's written
comment. He produced a copy of an extract from the Parish Council's
minutes for 25th May 1977-

57-

Councillor Taylor and Councillor Bailey both said there was great
dissatisfaction among the rural areas with the current tendency to
base representation solely on electorate numbers; it was most
desirable that the rural areas, particularly the larger ones, should
have more representation in the new authorities than they are getting
now.

58.

The amendment was also supported by Councillor Addis, who said the
figures for the rural areas were more certain than those for the
urban areas; and by Councillor Wrenn.

i
59-

Councillor Ridge, whilst accepting that there was some validity in what

to be given 3- Redwell also had 2 councillors, with a much lower
electorate than Irchester. .The next district council elections
would be in 1979»

for a term of office of 4 years, not 3 years

as at present; it was therefore somewhat unfair to base
representations on 198'' estimated electorates, ,.about which there
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after 198^•
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The Commission were asked to accept that on the basis of the
present electorate Irchester was entitled to the same number of
councillor.* as Hemraingwell and Queensway, this to be achieved by
giving Irchester 3 councillors or by reducing the others to 2 each.
55-

Mr. J. W. Young, Senior Assistant Planning Officer, said that a
local plan was being prepared for Earls Barton.
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Councillor Stringer supported the amendment, and reiterated the
arguments put forviard in the Irchester Parish Council's written
comment.

He produced a copy of an extract from the Parish Council's

minutes for 25th May
-57-

Councillor Taylor and Councillor Bailey both said there was great
dissatisfaction among the rural areas, with the current tendency to
base representation solely on electorate numbers; it was most
desirable that the rural areas, particularly the larger ones, should
have more representation in the new authorities than they are getting
now.

53.

The amendment was also supported by Councillor Addis, who said the
figures for the rural areas were more certain than those for the
urban areasj

59- _

and by Councillor Wrenn.

Councillor Ridge, whilst accepting that there was some validity in what

O"

had been said about the representation of rural areas, said that
these matters were now controlled by the Local Government Act,
1972 which brought urban and rural areas together; it was wrong to
rely, as the protagonists for .'the amendment did, on 1977 figures:
this was not an occasion to argue for rural weighting, which had
disappeared.

.

North Hard
60.

' The Borough Council (paragraph tU')(f) above) had put forward an
amendment to the proposals whereby the proposed North Ward
(comprising the parishes of Isham, Orlingbury, Great Harrowden,
Hardwick and little Harrowden) would be divided into two wards to
be called North Ward and Harrowden Ward, as shown below, each new
ward to have 1 councillor:
North Ward
;
the Parishes of Isham and Orlingbury
• .
Harrowden Ward ;
• the Parishes of Great Harrowden,
•Hardwick and little Harrowden.

61.

Isham Parish Council (paragraph 11 (viii) above) had in a
written comment protested about the allocation of one councillor
to represent 5 villages covering a very wide and scattered area,
and had said that the present representation of the two villages
of Isham and Orlingbury was considered just adequate.

62.

The Clerk of little Harrowden Parish Council had sent me a letter
(which I have forwarded to the .Commission) dated 12 November 1977, which
was read to the meeting, saying that at the present time little
Harrowden, Great Harrowden and Hardwick Parishes were served by
one councillor on the Borough Council, and Ishara and Orlingbury
by another. Under the proposals all five parishes would be
represented by one councillor. There was already considerable
difficulty with restricted and contracting rural transport, with
its high cost, for people wishing to visit their councillor; and
councillors had or ought to visit two or three parish council
meetings; under the proposals, these difficulties would increase.
The'Parish Council asked that the present rural proportion of
councillors to villages be retained, the number of councillors in
the urban area being increased, if necessary, to provide the same
councillor/electorate ratio.

63.

Mr. Atkinson said that the present electorates for the parishes were:
Isham
Orlingbury

521
216 *

737
Great Harrowden
Hardwick
little Harrowden

i

63
5"*
697

'
811

The five parishes were widespread, with very limited public transport;
contact between electors and councillors was difficult. The amendment
would ease this difficulty, and continue the present representation
of the parishes on the Borough Council. The Borough Council felt
deeply about the lack of criteria in the Local Government Act
relating to difficulty of access to .councillors; there should be
a measure of rural weighting. In the District of East Northamptonshire,
.wards with widely varying councillor/electorate, ratios had been
approved; a statement showing the figures was produced at the meeting.

64«

Councillor G. P. Timms said that rural bus services were very
infrequent; a councillor had to "be a car—owner. Prom Isham" to
Hardwick was over 8 miles. Wot all parts of the proposed North Ward
were accessible by bus by direct service; for some journeys one had
to go into VJellingborough and out again.

65.

Councillor Taylor said +he rules in the Local Government Act put
rural electors at a great disadvantage; there should be provision
for special cases, and this was certainly one.

66.

Councillor Bailey' said that one trouble with large areas was that
conflicting interests often occurred, with people in one part of
the area having an interest opposed in some matter to that of
others in the same area.

67.

Councillor Ridge accepted the points made about transport, but
suggested that this was a general problem quite separate from those
now being considered.
South Ward and Wollaston

68.

f<

The Borough Council (paragraph 1ltJ(g) above) had put forward
amendments to the proposals whereby the proposed Wollaston and
and South Wards would be rearranged and the representation
increased.

The proposals provide as follows:

Ward

.Councillors

Parishes

Wollaston

2

Wollaston, Grendon and
Strixton.

South

1

Easton Kaudit and Bozeat.

The Borough Council's amendment would provide two new wards as
follows":
Ward

.

Councillors

Wollaston
South
69.

2
2

Parishes
Strixton and Wollaston
Grendon, Easton Maudit and
Bozeat.

Wollaston Parish Council (paragraph 11 (ix) above) had in a
written comment objected to the grouping of that parish with
Grendon and Strixton without increasing the number of councillors,
reducing the ratio of councillors to electors. Wollaston had no
relationship with Grendon, the villages had no common interests and
their characters were entirely different. Thero had been
considerable residential development in the village and the
electorate had increased.

70.

Mr. Atkinson said that the present electorates for the parishes were:
Bozeat
Easton Maudit
Grendon
'

1,343
50
368

1,761
Strixton
Wollaston

24
2,249

2,273
There were few local ties be'-ween Wollaston and Grendon but Grendon
did have local ties with Bozeat and Easton .Maudit. The proposed
new South Ward would have 1,761 electors, and because of the rural
nature of :the area and the limited public transport facilities
contact between councillors and electors was difficult; for that
reason the amended South Ward should have 2 councillors. The
electorate for the amended Wollaston Ward (2,273) was sufficient
to justify 2 councillors. The amendments would ensure the
continuation of the present representation of the parishes on the

Borough Council.

The Council questioned the reference to

increased development in Wollaston (see Paragraph 69 above);
there were nine dwellings now under construction there, and 25
dwellings had been completed since 197571,

The amendments were supported by Councillor S.B. Woodrow, who
said the grouping provided by the proposals would be sure to
cause friction. The amendments were also supported by Councillor
Taylor and by Councillor Addis; the latter asked for consideration
to be given, in deciding this issue, to the urban/rural balance
throughout Wellingborough.
Written comment by Hears Ashby Parish Council

72.

Hears Ashby Parish Council (paragraph 11 (x) above) had submitted
a written comment to the Commission (to which reference was made
at the meeting, but no discussion of it followed) saying that no .
comment was made on the proposals, but expressing concern that

were.
amendments/put forward by the Borough Council [not affecting West
Ward, in which the Parish lies) which might alter the balance
between the urban and rural areas, and suggesting that by reference
to population the representation might be out of balance now.
It was also felt that there had been insufficient local consultation;
amendments to the draft should be circulated for comment before they
v/tre settled.
Conclusions and Recommendations
The Electorate Forecasts for Queen sway, Redwell. and Hemmingwell

73.

I deal with these first because it seeras important to consider how
reliable they are, not only to determine whether the number of
councillors allocated to these wards in the proposals can be supported,
but in order to consider certain of the suggested amendments; doubt
has been expressed about the electorates for these wards forecast
for 1981 by-jamongst others, the Borough Council themselves, who in
support of their proposed amendments to the,representations of Earls
Barton, Irchester and Finedon (paragraphs 45 and 5^ above) rely to
some extent on a suggestion that these forecast figures may not be
reached.

74»

The sizes of the increased electorates forecast for the three wards
are set out in paragraph 12 above.

I visited on inspection all the

development sites mentioned by Mr. Young (paragraph 12 above).

o-

House-building was under progress on Sites D and E in Queensway
on sites A and B in Redwell and on Sites G and H in Hemmingweli;
on the largest of these development sites, Site G, a considerable
number of houses were apparently already occupied.

Site F in

Queensway was the only one of the sites showing no activity — it
was still a clear area of land; the access road on Site C in Redwell
was under construction.

I have no reason to doubt that the housing

developments on all these sites are likely to proceed as Fir. Young
forecasts, and if this is so, this new housing development will,
it appears, provide substantially the whole of the additional
electorate which has been forecast by the Borough Council in the
figures supplied to the Commission.

I conclude that the 1981

electorate figures for Queensway, Redwell and Hemmingwell have
been substantially justified.
The Electorate Forecasts for other wards

75.

•

No evidence was given about where the additional residents in
Queensway, Redwell and Hemmingwell would be likely to come from,
but there was no suggestion of any large-scale clearance elsewhere
in the borough which might render unreliable any of the 19&1
electorate forecasts for the other wards. I accept Mr. Young's
evidence that the forecasts for the Borough generally take account
of recent changes in expansion plans and conclude that the figures
given by the Council, and shown in the table at Appendix A to this
report, should be accepted for the purpose of this review.

I refer

to the particular case of Earls Barton in a later section of this
report.
The Proposed amendments
General considerations
76.

In considering the amendments which have been put forward to the
proposals, I must have regard to the relevant provisions of
paragraph 3 of Schedule 11 of the Local Government Act, 1972.
These provisions are:

"3

(1)
(2) Having regard to any change in the number or distribution
of the local, government electors of the

borough

likely to take place within the period of five years
immediately following
arrangements)

the consideration " (of electoral

"(a) the ratio of the number of local government electors
to the number of councillors to "be eleuted shall be, as
nearly as may be, the same in every ward of the

....

borough.

...............

oo

(c)
...............
(3) Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering the

electoral arrangements . . . regard shall be had to (a) the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will
remain easily identifiable; and
(b) any local ties which would te broken by the fixing of any
particular boundary".
77-

I interpret these statutory provisions to mean that I am required
primarily to make recommendations which appear most likely to
achieve the objects described in sub-paragraph (2) (a) of
paragraph 3T and that consideration of the matters referred to
in sub-paragraph (3) must be regarded as subject to that
requirement.
The Boundaries of Finedon and Castle

78.

The Borough Council's suggested amendment (see paragraph 13 above)
would leave Finedon as it is at present, and as it apparently has
been for a very long time. The amendment received general support
at the meeting; no opposition to it was expressed. The area (Area 1)
proposed for transfer from Finedon to Castle contains only 8 electors
and its transfer would have no significant effect on entitlement
figures. No residential development is proposed before 1981.
I can express no opinion about the suggestion that the inclusion
of Area 1 in Finedon was an error, "but recommend that this
amendment be accepted.
The Boundaries of Castle and Croyland, Croyland and Swanspool
and Castle and Swan spool

79«

The Borough Council's suggested amendments to these boundaries
relate to Areas 2, 3 and 4 (paragraphs 18, 27 and 35 above).
If all these amendments were, adopted, then according to figures
provided by the Council to the Commission and taking account of
the 8 electors to be .transferred from Finedon to Castle in Area 1,
if this is approved, the electorate for the three wards would
become:

o1977
Castle

»

.

1981

4,550 (4,722)

4,813 (4,993)

Croyland

4,^1 (4,203)

4,304 (4,290)

Swanspbol

4,785 (4,550

4,651 (4,480)

The electorate figures in brackets are 'these for the wards in the
proposals, but taking, account also of the recommended transfer
"of Area 1. These figures give entitlements, calculated as
described in paragraph 8 above, and assuming a 32 member council;
as follows:
•

-

Castle
Croyland
Swanspool

'

1977

1981

3.28 (3-40)
2.98 (3.03)
3-45 (3.28)

3.19 (3.31)
2.85 (2.84)
3.08 (2.97)

The figures in brackets are the entitlements produced by the
Commission's proposals, again taking account of the recommended
transfer of Area 1. (Wellingborough and East Jorthants Conservative
Association and Mr. Peter Fry M.P. had in their written comments
used slightly different electorate figures for Areas 2, 3 and 4;
in the above calculations I have used the Council's figures;
the differences are not significant).
80.

In my view the entitlements produced by the adoption of the three
amendments would be acceptable, although it would be necessary,
in order to achieve such acceptable entitlements, to adopt them all;
to adopt one only or two only, I find, would produce entitlements
which I consider to be markedly less acceptable than either of the
sets of entitlements in paragraph 79 above. I do not think it is
necessary to set out in full here the calculations which lead me
to the conclusion expressed in the last sentence; there are 49"!
electors in Area 2, 429 in Area 3 and 663 in Area 4, and an
inspection of the figures in paragraph 79 above, is sufficient.
I believe, to show that the transfer of one only, or two only,
of the three areas in question would produce a marked imbalance in
the electorates of the three wards. The Borough Council, Wellingborough
and East Korthants Conservative Association and Mr. Peter Fry M.P.
all proposed the three amendments together and they were apparently
intended to be considered together. I consider, therefore, whether
as a group'they can bo supported having regard to the provisions of
paragraph 3 (3) of Schedule 11 (paragraph 76 above).

81.

Area 2, it was said, has a greater community of interest with
Castle than with the remainder of Croyland "but, as is clear from
the maps, Area 2 is separated from the "bulk of the residential
areas of Castle "by an area which includes the large Denington
Industrial Estate, allotments, a cemetery and playing fields.
On my inspection, I stood in the cemetery on Doddington Road,
a high vantage point, and found that whereas the houses in the
James Road area were but a short distance away, the main
residential area of Castle, apart from the houses in and around
The Drive, were too far away to "be visible.

Whilst this effect

was caused partly by the lie of the ]and, I nevertheless formed
the conclusion both from that view-, and from my more general
inspection, when I visited both the James Road area and the northern
parts of Castle, that there is some considerable physical
remoteness between the two areas.
82.

I think there must be a number of ties between Area 2 and the
remainder of Croyland which arise from their contiguity.

. '

Common schools, public houses and a church were mentioned in
the arguments•

the shops on Doddington Road within Area 2

(four, I found: a newsagent's, a betting office, a fish and chips
shop and a general store) must, I think be used by people on both
sides of Doddington Road.
83.

On the other hand, it was strongly argued that deep differences
were felt between the residents of Area 2, where the houses are
privately owned, and those oh the other side of Doddington Road,
where the houses are publicly owned.

Although I could not readily

accept that differences in house ownership should as a general
rule necessarily or automatically determine ward boundaries, I
can accept that here there may well be felt to be ties between Area
2 and parts of Castle, with which Area 2 is now linked for
electoral purposes, being in the same ward, which would be broken
if the boundary provided in the proposals were to be adopted.
With reference however to the Council's argument that Area 2 is
now in (the present) Castle Ward and therefore should so remain,
it is right to observe that the Castle Ward in the proposals
is not the present Castle Ward, but includes a large area now
in Eastfield Ward.

(A map'showing the present wards in the borough

was supplied to me by the council officers).

84.

I find it difficult to accept that as much weight as was urged should
be given to the argument that the same councillors should represent
the electors in the .James Road area and the Denington Industrial
Estate, "because ofo-pollution problem. I know nothing of the facts
of the case, but if there is a problem which is tractable to local
authority action it would appear to be a matter ..for the Council as
• a whole. Nevertheless, I can appreciate that common representation
might have some advantages.

85.

I very much appreciate the difficulty of judging these matters .on the
basis of a short visit to the area, but although I find the arguments
fairly finely balanced, I would incline to the view,if considering
Area 2 on its own, whilst having regard to the ties now said to exist
between Area 2 and Castle, that the .remoteness of Area 2 from the
main residential areas of Castle may render it more convenient and
satisfactory for the future if the Commission's boundary here were to
be adopted. This boundary was criticised for its tortuousness;
if it ran through a residential area, there would be perhaps be more
force in this criticism, but although it is not always easy to
follow on the ground, it should cause no difficulty since it clearly
includes in Croyland all the houses 6n the east side of Doddington
Road.

86.

Area 3 was said to have a greater community of interest with Croyland
than with Swanspool. Having inspected the area closely, I find this
difficult to accept. The playing field, Croyland Park, which separates
the Mannock Road area, from Croyland, slopes down to Swanspool Brook from
Kingsway, and it includes open grassed areas, as well as about six
football pitches, a netball ground and other playing areas. I formed
on inspection the impression that this park separates two communities,
to the south and to the north of it. That the housing -to the south
may be publicly owned and some or most of that to the north privately
owned does not in my opinion alter this conclusion. I saw three shops
in Henshaw Road (a hairdresser's, a fish and chips shop and a grocerfs);
there was no suggestion that these are commonly used by people from
Croyland.

. 87-

. Area 4., which I also inspected closely, is in my view physically and
socially part of the general-residential area to the east of Cannon
Street. This general area consists of what appear to be 19th century

houses with the odd corner shop. The suggested amendment would produce
what I consider to be an artificial and confusing "boundary along
residential'streets;

the Commission's boundary, on the other hand,

uses Cannon Street, which is wider than any of the residential streets
to the east, and, consisting of a mixed development of shops and
offices as well as houses, appears to me to be a more easily
understood and clearer line to adopt. The Council proposed the transfer
of Area 4 from Castle to Swanspool primarily to balance the electorate
figures, to enable Areas 2 and 3 to "be traribferred as they .suggest,
but Mr. Peter Pry M.P. in his written comment does refer to an identity
of interest on either side of Cannon Street and "the need to preserve
the whole of the Mill Road development area within Castle Ward".
No such identity of interest was referred to at the meeting and I regret
that I am unable to follow Mr. Fry's point about the Mill Road
development. For the reasons I have given, I do not consider that it
would "be right for any reasons relating to community of interest or
local ties, to accede to the transfer of Area 4 as suggested.
88.

I have dealt with the three amendments relating to Areas 2, 3 and 4
in considerable detail because the cases for them were closely and
strongly argued at the meeting, and the Council clearly attach
importance to them. For the reasons I have given at paragraph 80 above
I think they must be considered together; but even considering them
individually, I have come to the conclusion that in each case the \
boundaries in the proposals are to be preferred. I therefore recommend
that none of the three amendments submitted by the Borough Council should
be accepted.

89.

It remains in this section of this report to deal with Councillor
Stringer's suggestion (paragraph 25 above) that the eastern boundary
of Croyland should be drawn down London Hoad. This suggestion was not
supported, and was opposed on behalf of the Borough Council although no
reasons were advanced against it. The suggestion has the attraction
that it would reduce the electorate of Castle, which has the largest

•

electorate of all wards in the proposals, and hence the largest
entitlement $ if, as I recommend later, the size of the Council is
increased to 34, Castle as in the proposals would have an entitlement
of 3.52, which is rather high. The transfer of 258 electors from

oCastle to Croyland would produce the following figures, the corresponding
figures for the proposals being given in brackets (8 electors
transferred from Finedon to Castle are assumed):

'1977

,

"

.

1981

Castle

Electorate Entitlement
4464 (4722) 3-22 (3.40)

Croyland

4461 (4203) 3.21 (3.03)

Electorate
4740 (4998)
4548 (4290)

Entitlement
3.14 (3-30)
3.01 (2.84)

These entitlements (calculated on the assumption that there would be
258 electors transferred both in 1977 and 1981, and assuming a 32
member council), are for 1981 an improvement on those produced by
the proposals, for 3 councillors per ward. Acceptance of
Councillor-Stringer's suggestion would have the incidental effect of
meeting the Council's point about common representation of the Denington
Industrial Estate and the James Road area. It would also link the
isolated development around The Drive with the development in Croyland,
which is nearer to it than the main residential area of Castle.
Although I have hesitated before reaching a conclusion on this suggestion,
since I formed the impression that it had been made without previous
notice, and it provoked no discussion - merely a.'statement on behalf of
the Council at the end of the meeting that the Council would not be in
favour of it - I can perceive no reason why it should be rejected.
I have accordingly concluded that since it has the apparent advantages
I have referred to, and produces improved entitlements, I should
recommend its adoption.
The Boundaries of Queensway and Brickhill

90.

It was suggested during the meeting (paragraph 42 above) that the
boundary between these two wards -be continued down Queensway from
Shelley Road to Northampton Road.

I agree that this would be a clearer

and more easily understood boundary.

494 electors would be transferred

from Brickhill to Queensway producing the following figures, those
for the Commission's proposals being shown in brackets.

1977
'
Electorate
Entitlement
Queensway 3,763 (3,269) 2.?1 (2.36)
Brickhill 3,636 (4,130) 2.62 (2.98)

19.81
Electorate
Entitlement
4-724 (4,230) 3.13 (2.60)
3,576 (4,070) 2.37 (2-70)

The figures are calculated on the assumption that there would be a
'j
•V.

transfer of 494 electors both in 1977 and 1981 and on the basis
of a 32 member council. Whilst the entitlements for Queensway in

', for 3 councillors, is improved, and in 1981 it is probably
equally acceptable, the entitlement for Brickhill for 1977) for 3
councillors, is less satisfactory than under the proposals and is
unsatisfactory for 1981. The adoption of this change would mean that
serious consideration would have to be given to reducing the number of .
councillors in Brickhill to 2. Councillor Ridge, who put this
suggestion forward, did not apparently contemplate doing this.
In view of the less satisfactory electorate figures produced, I
do not recommend that this suggestion be adopted.
The representation of Pinedon
Incorporating the transfer of 8 electors from Pinedon to Castle
(paragraph 78 above) the figures for Pinedon are;

1917.

ML

Electorate

Entitlement

Electorate

3,164

2.28

3,352

Entitlement

2,22'

The entitlements are calculated assuming a 32 member council.
If 3 councillors were allocated to Pinedon, as suggested, and no
other change was made in the size of the Council, the entitlements
(dividiigby 1,346 and 1,464) would become 2.35 for 1977 and .2.29 for
1981. If my later recommendation of 2 additional councillors elsewhere
were also adopted, the entitlement for 198! would be 2.43.
92.

r

The Borough Council supported their request for 3 councillors for
Finedon by referring to the 1977 electorates for Qaeensway,
Hemmingwell and Redwell, and suggested that the.1981 electorate
figures forecast for those wards might not be reached. Schedule 11
of the Local Government Act, 1972, requires that regard "must be had f-o
changes likely to take place within the ensuing five years, and the
Council's own evidence at the meetingjwhich I have accepted, was that the
1981 forecast figures would be achieved, I am unable therefore to
accept the Council's invitation to have reference only to other 1977
electorate levels in considering this amendment. Notwithstanding
therefore the strong support which this amendment received, I am
bound "by the provisions of the Act to consider this amendment by
reference to the .entitlement figures I have shown above. Doing so,-.
I am unable to recommend the allocation of 3 councillors to Pinedon.

o
93.

The representation of Earls Barton and Irchester

The Borough Council supported their request that each of these wards
should have 3 councillors by an argument about other 1977 electorates
similar to that referred to in the previous paragraph in relation
to Finedon, as do Irchester Parish Council and Wellingborough
Liberals, in their written comments. I express the same conclusions
as I have expressed above,namely that I accept the 1981 electorate
forecasts generally, and that I am required to take account, in considering
my recommendations, of future changes.

With reference to the suggestions

made by Wellingborough Liberals and.Wellingborough Liberal Association
(paragraphs 52 and 53 above), in my view the Local Government Act does
not authorise fixing different numbers of councillors for different
years. I must, I consider, determine my recommendations "by reference
to the likely situation in 1981,..this being the year to which forecasts
have been made.
94-

Having considered the comments by Wellingborough Liberal Association
(paragraph 53 above), and heard the evidence of Mr. Young, about
development at Earls Barton, I find no reason to do other than accept
the Council's forecast electorate for this ward for 1981.

95-

The electorates in these two wards, and the entitlements based on
a 32 member council, from the figures in the table at Appendix A are;
1977

1981

Electorate

Earls Barton
.Irchester

3,416
3,536

Entitlement

Electorate

Entitlement

2.46
2.55

3,584
3,612

2.37
2.39

.

If 3 councillors were allocated to each, producing a 34 member council,
the entitlements (dividing by 1,306 and 1,421) would become, for
Earls Barton 2.62 (1977) and 2.52 (1981) and for Irchester 2.71 (1977)
2.54 (1981).
-96.

I do not find either of these sets of entitlement figures to be very
satisfactory, but, concentrating on the 1981 figures, the allocation
of 2 councillors to each ward produces entitlements which represent
18|$ and 1?J$ deviations from the average, whereas the allocation of
3 councillors to each produces entitlements representing 16$ and
15-1/3$ deviations from the average. Thus the allocation of 3 councillors
• produces a slightly less unsatisfactory result in both cases.
The allocation of 3 councillors to each ward would go some way towards<
redressing what was clearly felt to be a bias in favour of the urban

areas in the representation of the borough as a whole, and although
rural weighting is not now a feature of the legislation governing
these matters, this affect may "be not regarded as unacceptable.
I accordingly recommend that this amendment be accepted, and that
3 councillors be allocated to Earls Barton and to Irchester.
North Ward •
97.

The Borough Council suggest, with support, that North Ward "be
divided into two. I have carefully considered the arguments which
were advanced in support of this amendment and although I fully

*.

appreciate these I conclude that I am precluded by the terms of the
Local Government Act, 1972, from recommending acceptance of this
amendment. The figures for this ward are;
•
1977
.1981.
Electorate

Entitlement

Electorate

Entitlement

1,548
1.12 (1.19)
1,623
1.07 (U4)
The entitlement figures in brackets are those which would result if
Earls Barton and Irchester were to be allocated 3 councillors each,
as I have recommended: the first entitlement figures are based- on
a 32 member council, as in the proposals. It appears clear, using '
either set of entitlement figures, that 1 councillor for the
whole of the . North Ward in the proposals is the correct allocation.
The amendment suggested would produce the following figures, which
*
show the entitlements which would result if there were a 33 member
council; the effect of a 35 member council on the entitlement figures
is shown in brackets:
1977
Electorate.

.
r

f

Ml

Entitlement

Electorate

Entitlement

0.55 (0.58)

792

0.54 (0.57)

North

737
Harrowden 811

0.60 (0.64)

0.57 (0.60)
831
The electorate figures used are derived from Table 'B of the Borough •
• Council's written comment. The entitlements, for 1
councillor per ward in all cases, are much less satisfactory than for
the North Ward in the proposals, and I recommend that this amendment
be not accepted.

South Hard and Wo Hasten
98

The figures for the wards in the proposals, showing entitlement figures
for a 32 member council^ and for a 34 member council in brackets are;

1977

1981

Electorate

Entitlement

Electorate

Entitlement

South
1-,393
1.00 (1.07)
" 1,405.
0.93 (0.99)
Wollaston 2,641
1.90 (2.02)
2,624
1.74 0-85)
The proposals provide for 1 councillor for South and 2 for V.'ollaston.
99.

The Borough Council propose two new wards, to be formed out of the
five parishes in the South and Wollaston wards of the proposals, and
that each should have 2 councillors. The figures would be as follow;
the entitlement figures first given are those calculated For. a 33

*•

member council and those in brackets are those calculated for a 35
member council.

1977

J221

Electorate

Entitlement

Electorate

Entitlement

1.761

1.31 (1-39)

1.778

1,21 (1.29)

2.273

1.69 (1-79)

2.251

1,54 (1.63)

South (Bozeat,
Easton Maudit and

Grendon)
Wollaston
(Strixton and

Wollaston)

The electorate figures are derived from Table B of the Borough Council!s
written comment, on Document 1. Having carefully considered the arguments
advanced in favour of the amendment, and appreciated all that was said,
I consider that I am precluded by the terms of the Local Government Act
from recommending acceptance of this amendment, Even if the suggested
new South Ward were only to be allocated 1 councillor - which was not
suggested - the entitlement figures produced are much less satisfactory
than those of the Commission's proposals.
Summary of Recommendations
- K)0.

-

-

I have recommended that the proposals be modified as follows:

(i) By the acceptance of the amendment proposed by the Borough Council
whereby Area 1 (described in detail by the Borough Council in their

written comment, and referred to at paragraph 13 above) would be
transferred-from Finedon to Castle;
(ii) By adding to Croyland the area of Castle on the west side of
London Head, the eastern boundary of Croyland to be taken from
the southern boundary of Swanspool on London Road, along London

i

"Road to the south-eastern boundary of Castle as shown in the map
illustrating the proposals;

•

•

-

t
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t
\
i
j
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(iii)

By the allocation of 3 councillors to Earls Barton and 3 councillors
to Irchester.

101.

I have to some extent, in the course of my conclusions, already considered
the effect of the modifications I am recommending on electorate/councillor
ratios generally, but in order to do so completely I have prepared a table,
which appears at Appendix B to this report, showing the representations
and entitlements for each ward. For the second modification referred to
in paragraph 100 above, I have assumed a transfer of 2^8 electors in 1981
as well as in 1977* I have not prepared separate calculations for an
urban/rural balance, a subject referred to on a number of occasions during
the meeting, because I do not find the. distinction here between urban and
rural areas to be sufficiently clear. It appears to me that in the area
of Wellingborough, to put all areas which because of their local
government .:history are now parishes into a "rural" category, and all
others which because of their history are not parishes into an "urban '"
category, is-too artificial to produce a useful result. I consider that
the figures, shown in.the table at Appendix B, constitute as reasonably
even a result as can be achieved. I recommend that the proposals be modified
as I have indicated, and that as so modified they be adopted.

December, 1977

-

N.S. fisher

APPENDIX A

Wa rd.

Number of councillors

1977 Electorate Entitlement

Variation in

1981 Electorate Entitlement

(Average 1388)

Electorate

(Average 1310)

3

47H

3-40

+ 276

4990

3.30

Croyland

3

4203

3.03

+

87

4290

2.84

Kemmingwell

3

3244

2.34

+1386

4630

3.07

Finedon'

2

317?-

2.29

+ 188

3360

2.23

Queen sway

3

3269

2.36

+ 961

4230

2.80

Redwell

2

1998

1.44

+ 752

2750

1.82

Erickhill

3

4? 30

2.98

- 60

4070

2.70

Swan spool

3

4551

3.28

- 71

4480

2-97

North

1

1548

1.12

+

75

1623

1.07

West

• 1 •

1284

0.93

+

26

1310

0.87

Earls Barton

2

3416

2.46

+ 168

3584

2.37

Wo Hasten

2

2641

1.90

- 17

2624

1.74

South '

'i

1393

1.00

+

12

1405

0.93

Irchester

2

3536

2.55

+

76

3612

2.39

1

1304

0.94

+

45

1349

0.89

32

44 i 403

Great Doddinj
TOT A IS

Wi Iby

+3904-

'

48,307
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APPENDIX B

Ward

Number of Councillors

1977 (AVE 1306:1) .
Electorate
Entitlement

1981 (AVE 1421 : 1
Entitl
Electorate

Castle

3

4464

3-42

4740

3-34

Croyland

3

4461

3.42

4548

3.20

Hemmingwell

3

3244

2.48

4630

3.26

Fine don

2

3164

2.42

3352

2.36

Queen sway

3

3269

2.50

4230

2.98

Redwell

2

1998

1.53

2750

1.94

Brickhill

3

4130

3.16

4070

2.86

Swan spool

•3

4551

3.48

4480

3.15

Worth

1

1548

1.19

1623

1.14
tf

West '

1

1284

0.98

•1310

0.92

Earls Barton

3

3416

2.62

3584

2.52

Wollaston

2

2641

2.02

2624

1.85

South

1

1393

1.07

1405

0.99

Irchester •

3

3536

2.71

3612

2.54

1

1304

1.00

1349

0.95

34

44,403

«

Great Doddington and
Wilby
TOTALS

48,307

. APPENDIX C

List of sneakers and interests represented
Mr. D. Atkinson

Borough Secretary, for the Borough Council.

Mr. J. W. Young

Senior Assistant Planning Officer, for the Borough
Council.

Mr. B. A. J. Taylor

Borough Councillor^ Chairman, Grendon Parish
Council. Representing Bozeat, Easton 1'laudit and
Grendon.

Mr. S. B. Woodrow

Member of Wo liaston Parish Council. Representing .
Wollaston.

Mr. L. E. Stringer

Borough Councillor. Chairman, Irchester Parish
Council. Representing V.'ellingborough liberal
Association. (Organising Secretary).

Mr. R. J. Wrenn

Borough Councillor. Representing Wellingborough
and East Northants Conservative Association.

Mr. G. G. AddiS

Borough Councillor. Deputy Leader of the Conservative
Group of Councillors on the . Borough Council.
Parish Councillor for Great Doddington. Representing
Great Doddington and Wilby.

Mr. G. P. Timms

Borough Councillor. Parish Councillor for Ishaia.
Representing Isham and Orlingbury.

Mr. G. T. Ridge

Borough Councillor. Representing the labour Group
of Councillors on the Borough Council.

Mr. M. R. Holmes

Borough Councillor.
Group.

Mr. J. H. L. Bailey

Borough Councillor and County Councillor.
Representing Flnedon.

Mrs. D.' J. Knight

Representing Vlellingborough Labour Party,

Also representing the Labour.
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THE BOHOUGH OF \VKLLIIiGBCKOUGH
NAMES OF PKOPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

NAKK OF WARD

Brickhill
Castle

•

'

Irchester
North
Queensway
Rcdwell
South
Sv/anspool
West
Wollaston

'
'

3
3

'

Earls Barton

Groat Doddington and

NO OF CGUi:CIJ.LO:-i3

-

Croyland

Finedon

"

3

-

3
2

. SCHEDULE 3
BOROUGH 'OF WELLINGBOROUGH

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

Note: Where the boundary is described as following a road, railway, river

canal or similar feature it should be deemed to follow the centre line
of the feature unless otherwise stated.

FINEDON WARD

'

Commencing at the point where Finedon Road meets the River Ise at Finedon
Bridge thence northwestwards and following said river and continuing along
the eastern boundaries of Great Harrowden CP, Little Harrowden CP and
Isham CP to the northern boundary of the District, thence eastwards and
northeastwards along said boundary and southeastwards and following the
eastern boundary of the District to Irthlingborough Road, thence southwestwards along said road to a point opposite the northern boundary of parcel
No 0005 as shown on OS 1:2500 Plan SP 90-9168 Edn of 197*N thence northwestwards to and northwestwards and southwestwards along said boundary and
continuing generally southwestwards along the northern boundaries of parcel
Nos 7^20 and 7000 to the River Ise, thence northwestwards along said river
to the point of commencement.

CASTLE WARD
Commencing at the point where London Road meets Irthlingborough Road,
thence northeastwards along Irthlingborough Road to Castle Street, thence
northwards along said street to Midland Road, thence westwards along said
road to Victoria Road thence northwestwards along said road to Cannon Street,
thence northeastwards along said street and Finedon Road to the western
boundary of Finedon Ward, thence southwards along said boundary and northeastwards along the southern boundary of said ward to the eastern boundary
of the District, thence southwards along said boundary to the northwestern
boundary of Irchester CP, thence southwestwards along said boundary to
London Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the point of
commencement.

a
CROYLAND WARD
Commencing at the point where the northeastern boundary of Great Doddington
CP meets Swanspool Brook, thence northeastwards along said brook to
Croyland Road, thence eastwards along said road and the road .known as
Broadway to London Road, thence southeastwards along said road to the
western boundary of Castle ^Ward thence generally southeastwards along said
boundary to the western boundary of Irchester CP thence southwards along
said boundary to the northeastern boundary of Great Doddington CP, thence
northwestwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

SWANSPOOL WARD
Commencing at the point where the northeastern boundary of Wilby CP meets
Northampton Road, thence northeastwards along said road, Westfield Road

:

and Gold Street to Cross Road, thence southeastwards along said road to
the western boundary of Castle Ward, thence generally southwestwards along
said boundary to the northern boundary of Croyland Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary to the northwestern boundary of Great Doddington
CP, thence southwestwards along said boundary to the northeastern boundary
of Wilby CP thence northwestwards along said boundary to the point of
commencement.

BRICKHILL WARD
Commencing at the point where the road known as Queensway meets Hardwick
Road thence southeastwards along said Hardwick Road to the northwestern
boundary of Swanspool Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary

3
to the northeastern boundary of Wilby CP, thence northwestwards along said
boundary to a point being the prolongation southwestwards of the boundary between Nos 65 & 6? Stanwell Way, thence northeastwards along said
prolongation, said boundary crossing Stanwell Way and continuing along
Clare Road to Shelley Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the
road known as Queensway, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along
said road to the point of commencement.

QUEENSWAY WARD

Commencing at the point where the northwestern boundary of Brickhill Ward
meets the northeastern boundary of Wilby CP, thence northwestwards along
said boundary to the eastern boundary of Mears Ashby CP, thence northeastwards along said boundary and the southeastern boundary of Hardwick CP
to Sywell Road, thence southeastwards along said road to the northwestern
boundary of Brickhill Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary to
the point of commencement.

REDWELL WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Queensway Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Hardwick CP, thence northeastwards along
said southeastern boundary and southeastwards and following the southern
boundary of Great Harrowden CP to Harrowden Road, thence southeastwards
along said road to the northwestern boundary of Swanspool Ward, thence
southwestwards along said boundary to the northern boundary of Brickhill
Ward, thence northwestwards along said boundary and the northern boundary
of Queensway Ward to the point of commencement.

H04MINGWELL WARD
Commencing at the point where the northwestern boundary of Swnaspool Ward

meets the eastern boundary of Redwell Ward, thence northwestwards along

said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Great Harrowden CP,
thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said boundary to the
western boundary of Finedon Ward, thence southeastwards along said
boundary to the northwestern boundary of Castle Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary to the northeastern boundary of Swanspool Ward,
thence northwestwards along said boundary and southwestwards along the
northwestern boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

NORTH WARD

The parishes of:
Great Harrowden
Hardwick
I sham
Little Harrowden
Orlingbury

WEST WARD
The parishes of:
ECton'
Hears Ashby
Sywell

GREAT DODDINGTON AND WILEY WARD
The parishes of:

Great Doddington
Wilby

EARLS BARTON WARD
The parish of:

Earls Barton

IRCHESTER WARD
The parish of:
Irchester

WOLLASTON WARD

The parishes of:
Grendon
Strixton
Wollaston

SOUTH WARD

The parishes of:
Bozeat
Easton Maudit

