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DERBYSHIRE, LINCOLNSHIRE, NOTTINGHAMSHIRE, STAFFORDSHIRE AND
WARWICKSHIRE
COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT AND PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION
1. On 27 January 1986 we wrote to Leicestershire County
Council announcing our intention to undertake a review of the
County under section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.
Copies of the letter were sent to the principal local
authorities and parishes in Leicestershire and in the;
surrounding counties of Derbyshire, Lincolnshire,
Northamptonshire, Nottinghamshire, Staffordshire and
Warwickshire; to the National and County Associations of
Local Councils; to the Members of Parliament with constituency
interests and to the headquarters of the main political
parties. In addition, copies were sent to those government
departments with an interest; the regional health authorities
and public utilities in the area; the English Tourist Board;
the editors of the Municipal Journal and Local Government
Chronicle; the Police Superintendents' Association of England
and Wales; and to local television and radio stations.
2.

The County Councils were requested to cooperate as

necessary with each other and with the District Councils
concerned to assist us in publicising the start of the review
by inserting a notice for two successive weeks in local
newspapers so as to give a wide coverage in the areas
concerned. The County Councils were.also asked to ensure that

the consultation letter was drawn to the attention of the
police and to services in respect of which they have a
statutory function, such as the administration of justice.
3. A period of six months from the date of the letter was
allowed for all local authorities, including those in the
surrounding counties, and any person or body interested in the
review, to send us their views in detail on whether changes to
the county boundary were desirable and, if so, what they
should be and how they would serve the interests of effective
and convenient local government, the criterion laid down by
the Act.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US

4. In response to our letter we received representations from
the County Councils of Derbyshire, Leicestershire,
Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire and Warwickshire; the District
Councils of North West Leicestershire, Rutland, South
Derbyshire and South Kesteven; the Borough Councils of
Hinckley and Bosworth, Melton, North Warwickshire and
Rushcliffe; a number of town and parish councils; Sir Adam
Butler MP; Mr David Ashby MP; various interested
organisations, and from residents of areas affected by the
proposed changes.
5. Proposals for changes affecting Leicestershire's
boundary with Northamptonshire were considered in the review
of the latter county and are covered in our Report no 539. No
proposals were received for changes to the boundary between
Leicestershire and Staffordshire nor do we see any need for
any. This report deals, therefore, with proposals for changes
to Leicestershire's boundaries with Derbyshire, Lincolnshire,
Nottinghamshire and Warwickshire.
6. The details of our consideration of these proposed changes
and the reasons for our final proposals are set out on a

county by county basis below (paragraphs 7-62). In order to
avoid unnecessary repetition we state at this point that
our draft proposals and interim decisions to make no
proposals, together with maps of the areas concerned and
tables showing the electoral consequences, were published in a
letter to Leicestershire County Council on 20 November 1987.
Copies were sent to the County Councils of Derbyshire,
Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire and Warwickshire; to the
Borough, District and Parish Councils affected, and to Members
of Parliament, organisations and individuals who had made
representations to us or who might have an interest in the
boundary issues. The County Councils were asked to arrange
publication of a notice giving details of our draft proposals
and interim decisions and to place copies of it at places
where public notices were customarily displayed.

They were

also asked to place copies of our letter on deposit for
inspection at their main offices for a period of twelve weeks.
Comments were invited by 12 February 1988.
BOUNDARY BETWEEN LEICESTERSHIRE

AND DERBYSHIRE

SUBMISSIONS
Districts of North West Leicestershire/South Derbyshire
7.

Derbyshire County Council and South Derbyshire District

Council proposed that a substantial part of the parish of
Ashby Woulds, and a smaller area of the parish of Ashby de la
Zouch, in the District of North West Leicestershire should be
transferred to them. They argued that this would unite areas
of continuous development such as Albert Village; would
resolve anomalies in the present boundary; would make service
provision easier and would produce a clear boundary. Much of
the present boundary was said to be ill-defined. All the
relevant local authorities on the Leicestershire side and
several local groups and organisations opposed this proposal,
claiming that the residents wished to remain in Leicestershire
and that there were few problems in service provision.
Leicestershire County Council stated futhermore that the

boundary line proposed by the Derbyshire authorities would
itself contain anomalies, whereas the present boundary was
more clearly defined than had been claimed.

8. The two Derbyshire councils also suggested that sections
of the county boundary between the parishes of Ashby de la
Zouch and Smisby should be realigned to transfer small areas
to them. They argued that the existing boundary divided
groups of properties and that the residents of these areas
looked more naturally to Smisby for facilities than to Ashby
de la Zouch. These suggestions were in their turn opposed by
the Leicestershire authorities who stated that the present
boundary in this area was clearly defined; that there were no
administrative problems and that the residents had no wish to
be transferred.
9. The Derbyshire authorities also proposed two technical
amendments to the boundary to tie it to stretches of the
Rivers Mease and Trent where their courses had changed. These
changes would affect only uninhabited areas and were
unopposed.
10. Derbyshire County Council, alone, put forward a
suggestion to re-align the boundary between the parishes of
Staunton Harold and Breedon on the Hill, in the District of
North West Leicestershire, and Calke and Melbourne in the
District of South Derbyshire; this would have the effect of
transferring Spring Wood and Spring Wood Farm into Derbyshire
and land at Dimminsdale into Leicestershire. The County
Council argued that the existing boundary divided nature
reserves and seldom followed clear features. Once again the
Leicestershire authorities could see no justification for
change.
11. North West Leicestershire District Council, supported by
Leicestershire County Council and Ashby Woulds Parish Council,
recommended that the whole of the Swainspark Industrial

Estate, currently divided between the parish of Overseal in
Derbyshire and the parish of Ashby Woulds in Leicestershire
should be placed in the latter county. (This whole area would
fall into Derbyshire if the suggestion mentioned in paragraph
7 above were to be adopted.)
12.

Ashby de la Zouch Town Council suggested that a

substantial part of the parish of Smisby in the District of
South Derbyshire should be transferred to Leicestershire on
the grounds that the residents looked to Ashby for services
and facilities. This proposal was not supported by either
Leicestershire County Council or North West Leicestershire
District Council and was firmly opposed by South Derbyshire
District Council and Smisby Parish Council.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
13.

We noted that the present boundary between the parishes

of Ashby Woulds and Ashby de la Zouch in the District of North
West Leicestershire and the parishes of Overseal, Sraisby, and
Woodville, and an unparished area in the District of South
Derbyshire, was poorly defined. It divided areas of
continuous development, such as Albert Village and Spring
Cottage, from their natural centres for employment, shopping
and other facilities, and it crossed a number of industrial
sites and a residential area. In view of the generally
industrial character of the area we thought that a transfer
into Derbyshire would be the right course but we felt that the
line proposed by Derbyshire County Council and South
Derbyshire District Council would involve the transfer of too
large an area and would encompass more rural sections, such as
Boothorpe which we thought likely to have a greater affinity
with Leicestershire. Our draft proposal to transfer parts of
the parishes of Ashby Woulds and Ashby de la Zouch into
Derbyshire, therefore, covered a somewhat smaller area than
that proposed by the Derbyshire authorities.

14. Further to the north east, we noted that the existing
boundary divided a group of properties at Wicket Nook and that
the area was only accessible by roads from Derbyshire. It
appeared likely, therefore, that the residents looked more
naturally to Smisby than to any centre in Leicestershire.
issued a draft proposal accordingly, to transfer into

We

Derbyshire from the parish of Ashby de la Zouch an area
containing South Wood and and one property.
15. We also issued a draft proposal to realign the boundary
between the parishes of Staunton Harold and Breedon on the
Hill in the District of North West Leicestershire and the
parishes of Calke and Melbourne in the District of South
Derbyshire. This would have the effect of transferring Spring
Wood and Spring Wood Farm into Derbyshire, with a
corresponding transfer of land at Dimminsdale into
Leicestershire. We considered the existing boundary to be
anomalous in that it split a nature reserve and it was, in
part, poorly defined. The revised boundary would be tied to
the clearly identifiable features of Burney Lane and Heath
Lane.
16. We agreed with Derbyshire County Council's and South
Derbyshire District Council's suggestions to tie the county
boundary to the course of the River Mease near the village of
Netherseal, and to the course of the River Trent from Derwent
Mouth to King's Mills. We noted, however, that at the latter
location several islands formed part of a single property
which is to be the subject of some development. We thought,
therefore, that it would be right for the boundary to be
diverted to the north bank at this point in order to bring the
proposed development into one county/district. We issued
draft proposals accordingly.

OUR INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS

17.
We carefully considered the suggestion by Ashby de la
Zouch Town Council that a substantial part of the parish of
Smisby should be transferred to Leicestershire but, in view of
the distance between the two settlements, we were not
satisfied that such a transfer would be justified. We reached
an interim decision, therefore, to make no proposals here.
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RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS AND INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE
NO PROPOSALS

Ashby Woulds and Ashby de la Zouch
1

18.

Our draft proposals were strongly opposed by

Leicestershire County Council, North West Leicestershire
District Council and the Parish Councils of Ashby Woulds and
Ashby de la Zouch. It was argued that the residents of Albert
Village were completely opposed to being transferred; that the
inhabitants of the whole area had close community ties with
Leicestershire; that the present boundary was, for much of its
length, better defined than we had stated, whereas our
proposed line would give rise to new anomalies; that there was
i

no evidence of problems in the provision of local government
services and that electoral representation would be worsened
at both district and parish level. Moreover, it was claimed
that the transfer of Albert Village Primary School would
create problems in providing schooling for children living
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outside the transfer area and that land reclamation in the
area would be made more difficult. It was further alleged
that the Derbyshire authorities had requested the boundary
change solely to enable them to use the area for waste
disposal. Finally, a local meeting was requested if we were
not prepared to withdraw our draft proposal.
19. The Leicestershire authorities forwarded copies of a
petition opposing change signed by 130 residents. In

addition, several local organisations and 73 individuals wrote
directly to us, to urge us to withdraw our draft proposals. A
set of 155 standard letters was also received, some from
persons who had also written individually. The arguments
advanced were similar to those put forward by the local
authorities.
20. Derbyshire County Council and South Derbyshire District
Council supported our draft proposals in principle but
objected to the precise line we had chosen. They suggested
that at certain points it followed no clear feature and that
one stretch followed the line of mining spoil heaps, which
would in all probability not remain permanently visible. It
was also pointed out that our proposed boundary would divide a
large commercial waste disposal facility of which we were
previously unaware, as well as cutting through areas for which
authority for fire clay extraction had been given. The two
councils urged us to adopt their original line which followed
roads and lanes. Overseal Parish Council, in the District of
South Derbyshire, said that our proposed boundary would divide
the hamlet of Spring Cottage.
21. The County Council sought to allay some of the fears
which had been expressed by stating that Albert Village
Primary School would not be under threat and that it saw no
reason why appropriate cross-boundary arrangements for the
provision of education should not be made. The Council said
that its policies on land reclamation and waste disposal would
be similar to those of Leicestershire and, in particular, it
would not permit waste disposal near residential areas.

South Wood/Wicket Nook
22. Leicestershire County Council opposed our draft proposal
stating that the occupants of the property at Wicket Nook
wished to remain in Leicestershire. South Derbyshire District
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Council and the National Trust supported the draft proposal.

Spring Wood/Dimminsdale
<J
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23. Leicestershire County Council and North West
Leicestershire District Council stated that our draft proposal
would transfer farm buildings into Derbyshire, whilst leaving
the farmland in Leicestershire. They added that the residents
maintained that their community ties were with Ashby de la
Zouch and Staunton Harold in Leicestershire. The National
Trust said that the proposal would split part of its estate at
Calke Abbey. The draft proposal was however supported by
South Derbyshire District Council.
Other areas
24.

Our draft proposals to realign stretches of the boundary

along the Rivers Mease and Trent were supported by all
concerned. There were no adverse comments on our interim
decision to make no proposals regarding the parish of Smisby.
The various Leicestershire authorities repeated their
suggestion that the Swainspark Industrial Estate should be
united on the Leicestershire side of the boundary.
OUR FINAL PROPOSALS -

*
Ashby Woulds and Ashby de la Zouch (Map 3 Areas A-D)
.1 •_-

25.

We carefully considered the requests which had been made

for a public meeting to discuss our draft proposals but we
decided that such a meeting would be unlikely to produce any
further information likely to assist us in our decision. We
felt that we were in a position to make final proposals but,
as the area is a complex one, we set out our conclusions area

by area in the following paragraphs.
map 3 ) .

(Area letters relate to

26. Area A. We noted Leicestershire County Council's
contention that the Hooborough Brook, which marked the present
boundary, was now more clearly defined than for many years,
but we were not persuaded that it formed an easily
recognisable county boundary. Overseal Parish Council, in the
District of South Derbyshire, had argued that our proposed
line would divide the hamlet of Spring Cottage, but we felt
that the additional area it claimed was too distant, and the
properties too scattered, for it to be regarded as an integral
part of Overseal. In all the circumstances, we considered
that the railway line would form the best boundary in this
area and we confirmed our draft proposal as final.
27. Area B. Our draft proposal for this area had provoked
intense opposition, principally in terms of the wishes of the
local residents, whose views appeared to be influenced
chiefly by fears about the provision of education and future
land usage. We noted the assurances given by the Derbyshire
authorities and we hope that these will relieve residents'
fears. We remained of the view that the existing boundary was
unsatisfactory in that it was, for much of its length, badly
defined and divided areas of continuous development. Despite
claims of links with Leicestershire, it still appeared to us
that the residents of Albert Village must look to Swadlincote
for employment, shopping and recreational facilites and that
the close proximity of heavily built-up areas in South
Derbyshire would make service provision from that district
more convenient than from more distant centres on the
Leicestershire side.
We had been told that there was already
considerable cross-boundary movement of school pupils and
there seemed to be no reason why appropriate arrangements
should not continue to be made. Our draft proposal would tie
the county boundary to recognizable features and would unite
residential areas which appeared to be naturally linked; we
10

therefore confirmed it as final

28.

Area C.

Our draft proposal to transfer an area of the

parish of Ashby Woulds to the parish of Woodville in the
District of South Derbyshire had elicited a considerable
amount of new information about land use and we accepted that
our proposed line would be inappropriate. It would cut
through industrial facilites and would be aligned, in part, to
features which would probably not be permanent. We considered
various other options but concluded that none would clearly
improve on the existing boundary. We decided, therefore, to
withdraw our draft proposal and to recommend that the county
boundary remain unaltered from Moira Road to South Street and
that, thereafter, it should follow field and property
boundaries to Butt Lane.
29. Area D. The Leicestershire authorities had argued that
the existing boundary, where it was tied to the A50, was clear
and recognisable whereas our proposed line would follow the
rear fences of properties, which might be altered. We
remained of the view, however, that the properties along the
south side of the A50 and at the nothern end of Heath Lane
were esentially part of Woodville and should be united with
that parish. We noted that there had been no objection to our
draft proposal to transfer a small group of properties to the
east of the boundary.
We confirmed both these draft
proposals as final.
South Wood/Wicket Nook (Map 4)
30. We had been aware of the objections of the occupiers of
the property at Wicket Nook when we had formulated our draft
proposal but had concluded that they were more likely to look
for amenities to Smisby, to which they had direct access, than
to any settlement in Leicestershire. In the absence of any
new factors, we confirmed our draft proposal as final.
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Spring Wood/Dimminsdale

31. We took account of the National Trust's comment that our
proposed boundary would divide their property and we noted
that the latest information from Ordnance Survey showed that
the existing boundary at Dimminsdale, which we had believed to
be undefined, in fact followed the course of a small stream.
In these circumstances the case for change was less compelling
and we decided to withdraw our draft proposal. We felt that
this decision substantially weakened the case for altering the
boundary further to the east near Springwood Farm,
particularly as the proposed line would divide the farm
buildings from the farmland. We decided, therefore, to
withdraw this draft proposal also.
Other Areas
32.

We noted that there had been no objections to our draft

proposals to re-align sections of the county boundary to the
present courses of the Rivers Mease and Trent and we confirmed
them as final. (Maps 2, 5 and 6). Our interim decision to
make no proposals regarding the parish of Smisby had attracted
no adverse comments and we confirmed it as final. Our
decision to confirm our draft proposals for areas A and B at
Ashby Woulds (see paragraphs 26 and 27) made it unnecesary for
us to re-consider the Swainspark Industrial Estate area.
BOUNDARY BETWEEN LEICESTERSHIRE AND LINCOLNSHIRE
SUBMISSIONS
Districts of Rutland/South Kesteven
33.
Lincolnshire County Council proposed that part of the
parish of Tinwell, in the District of Rutland be transferred
to the parish of Stamford in the District of South Kesteven by
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adopting the Al as the boundary. It argued that the area
round Hambledon and Lonsdale Roads, comprising 38 residential
properties, formed part of continuous development largely in
Stamford, that there was a community of interest between the
residents and the town and that the provision of some local
government services was duplicated.

The County Council also

suggested that an area of uninhabited land should be
transferred to allow for future development. A similar, but
slightly more extensive scheme was proposed by Stamford Town
Council.
34.

These proposals were opposed by Leicestershire County

Council, Rutland District Council and Tinwell Parish Meeting,
which argued that the residents wished to remain in
Leicestershire.
Rutland District Council opposed all change
in the area, claiming that moving the boundary to the Al
along this stretch would encourage proposals for similar
changes further north, which, if implemented, would lead to
unacceptable losses to the district.
35.

The Parish Council of Little Casterton in the District of

Rutland proposed an exchange of land between its parish and
the town of Stamford with the object of establishing a clearer
boundary representing the claimed true division between the
town and its neighbouring villages. This suggestion was
opposed by all the county and district councils involved as
well as by Stamford Town Council.
36. A member of the public wrote to say that there should be
no changes to the county boundary in this area. He argued
that South Kesteven District Council had allowed unreasonable
development and had paid insufficient attention to rural
needs.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
37.

We began our consideration of this boundary by looking at
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the unusual geographical position of the town of Stamford
which stands at the junction of four counties. We could see
no reason to believe, however, that radical change involving
the transfer of the whole of the town to another county would
lead to more effective and convenient local government.
Similarly we could see no justification for making the Al
north of Stamford the county boundary, with the consequent
loss of several complete parishes from the District of
Rutland. We decided, therefore, to propose no major change in
this area.
38. Nonetheless we felt that the county boundary in the
Stamford area was unsatisfactory in some of its detail. It
was largely undefined and, in places, cut through development.
We also understood that there had been problems in the
education sphere and with regard to highway maintenance of the
Al. We decided, therefore, to issue a draft proposal to tie
the boundary to the Al from the point where it crosses the
road near the village of Great Casterton to the road junction
near Tinwell. At that stage we considered that there was no
justification for altering the boundary in the immediate
neighbourhood of South View Farm but we felt that it would be
right for the small area of Lincolnshire south of the farm and
west of the Al to be transferred to Leicestershire.
39. The only other change we thought it right to support here
was the transfer of a small area of the parish of Little
Casterton in the District of Rutland to the parish of Stamford
in the District of South Kesteven; this would remove an
anomaly where the present boundary cut through development.
We issued a draft proposal accordingly.
RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
40. Our draft proposal to realign the county boundary to the
west of Stamford was supported by Lincolnshire County Council
and South Kesteven District Council but was opposed by all the
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authorities on the Leicestershire side, and by the Anglian
Water Authority and by two residents. It was argued that
residents were satisfied with the services provided by Rutland
District Council, whose offices were more accessible by public
transport than those of South Kesteven.

Tinwell Parish

Meeting stated that, of 39 properties canvassed, the residents
of only nine had favoured a transfer into Lincolnshire whereas
23 had been against the proposal.

One resident of the area

objected to the proposed transfer of his property into
Leicestershire, claiming that his children could miss
scholarship opportunities.
41. The Chief Constable of Lincolnshire welcomed the draft
proposal to tie the boundary to the Al but argued that it
should be placed on the western side of the road because
police officers based in Stamford were the first to respond to
incidents. This view was, however, disputed by the Chief
Constable of Leicestershire who claimed that his officers
regularly patrolled the road and that it had recently been
decided to devote considerably more resources to this task.
42. Rutland District Council expresssed disappointment that
we were not prepared to tackle "the Stamford question", but
our view that no major change was warranted received support
from Lincolnshire County Council and South Kesteven District
Council. There were no comments on our draf proposal for a
small adjustment to the boundary on the north side of
Stamford.
OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSAL
43. When we reviewed draft proposals in the light of the
responses received, we decided that the desirability of
establishing a clear boundary to the west of Stamford should
outweigh the other considerations (see paragraph 38). We
issued a further draft proposal, therefore, to tie the
boundary to the Al Trunk Road for an additional stretch to the
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south of our original draft proposal; this would have the
effect of transferring South View Farm into Lincolnshire.
This was announced in a letter dated 4 January 1989 to the
Chief Executive of Leicestershire, which was copied to other
interested parties. He was also asked to arrange appropriate
local advertising. Comments on this further draft proposal
were invited by 15 February 1989. Objections were received
from Leicestershire County Council, Rutland District Council
and the Society for the Protection of Rutland and Surrounding
Areas. Lincolnshire County Council and South Kesteven
District Council supported the further draft proposal.
OUR FINAL PROPOSALS

44. We noted the objections of the Leicestershire
authorities, the Society for the Protection of Rutland and
Surrounding Areas, and of some residents to the transfer of
part of the parish of Tinwell, but it still appeared to us
that the properties concerned could only be regarded as an
extension of the town of Stamford and that the provision of
local government services would be facilitated by the change.
In these circumstances, the Al appeared to be suitable as a
clear, easily identifiable line and we decided to make a final
proposal that the county boundary should be tied to it, from
the point where the present boundary crosses it near to the
village of Great Casterton, to a point close to the junction
of the Cambridgeshire, Northamptonshire, Lincolnshire and
Leicestershire boundaries (Map 8). We carefully considered
the representations made by the respective Chief Constables
and decided that, on balance, it would be right to adhere to
our draft proposal of using the east side of the road thus
placing it in Leicestershire.
45. As there had been no objection to our draft proposal to
transfer a small group of properties north of Stamford at
Belvoir Close from Leicestershire to Lincolnshire, we
confirmed it as final16

BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE COUNTIES OF LEICESTERSHIRE AND
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
SUBMISSIONS
Borough of Melton/District of Rushcliffe
46.

Nottinghamshire County Council suggested a minor change

at Langar Airfield, which straddled the county boundary
between the Borough of Melton and the District of Rushcliffe.
The greater part of the airfield was already in
Nottinghamshire and the County Council contended that it
should be wholly within its boundary to facilitate planning
decisions. It claimed that the present boundary created
administrative problems and pointed out that the airfield was
only accessible by road from its side. Rushcliffe District
Council and Langar Parish Council, in Nottinghamshire, had no
objection to the proposal, but Leicestershire County Council,
Melton Borough Council, and the parish councils of
Clawson,Harby and Hose and Stathern were opposed. Melton
Borough Council argued that putting the whole airfield in
Nottinghamshire would deny the local authorities in
Leicestershire the right to consultation about any plans for
development.
Districts of North West
47.

Leicestershire/Rushcliffe

Melton Borough Council suggested the transfer of the

property known as Highfield Farm from the parish of Orston, in
the Borough of Rushcliffe, to the parish of Bottesford. It
argued that the occupiers of the farm considered themselves
part of Bottesford's community. Leicestershire County Council
had no objection to the proposal but it was opposed by
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Nottinghamshire County Council, Rushcliffe Borough Council,
Orston Parish Council and the Rushcliffe Conservative
Association.
48. Nottinghamshire County Council and North West
Leicestershire District Council put forward suggestions,
which would affect four areas of uninhabited land, to realign
the boundary along the River Soar to take account of changes
in the water course. There were no objections to these
recommendations.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSAL AND INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS

49. We noted that the boundary between the districts of North
West Leicestershire and Rushcliffe generally followed the line
of the River Soar but deviated at certain points due to
changes in the river's course. There was general agreement
among the local authorities concerned that the boundary should
be tied to the river and we decided to make a draft proposal
accordingly.
50. We carefully considered Nottinghamshire County Council's
suggestion that the whole area of Langar Airfield should be
united in Nottinghamshire. The administrative problems did
not however appear to be particularly serious and we felt that
there were considerable differences between the industrialised
northern end of the area and the more rural southern part. We
were not convinced, therefore, that there was sufficient case
for change. Similarly we could see no reason for change in
the area of Highfield Farm. We also noted that the owner had
withdrawn his support for change. We made an interim
decision, therefore, to make no proposals in these areas.
THE RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSAL AND INTERIM DECISION TO
MAKE NO PROPOSALS
51.

Our draft proposal to realign sections of the boundary
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where it generally follows the line of the River Soar, to take
account of changes in the watercourse, was supported by both
County Councils and no other comments were received. Our
interim decision to make no proposal in respect of Langar
Airfield was accepted by Nottinghamshire County Council. No
other correspondence was received regarding the boundary
between these counties.
OUR FINAL PROPOSAL

52. We noted that there had been no objection to our draft
proposal to realign the county boundary between the District
of North West Leicestershire and the Borough of Rushcliffe
along the course of the River Soar and we confirmed it as
final. We also confimed as final our interim decision to make
no proposals about the boundary at Langar Airfield and at
Highfield Farm.
BOUNDARY BETWEEN LEICESTERSHIRE AND WARWICKSHIRE
SUBMISSIONS
District of North West Leicestershire/Boroughs of Hinckley and
Bosworth/North Warwickshire
53. North Warwickshire Borough Council proposed that the
parishes of Witherley, Sheepy and Twycross (combined
electorate 2619) in the Borough of Hinckley and Bosworth, and
the parish of Appleby Magna (electorate, 846) in the District
of North West Leicestershire should be transferred to
Warwickshire.

The Borough Council argued that these parishes

formed part of the 'natural hinterland' of Atherstone in North
Warwickshire and looked to that town for the provision of
services and facilities. It claimed that there was a strong
community of interest between the four parishes and the town
i

and that the provision of services would be made easier if the
transfer took place.
54.

North Warwickshire Borough Council also proposed that the
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county boundary south of the area referred to in paragraph 53
should be tied to the A5, thereby transferring to
Leicestershire the whole of the Motor Industry Research
Association (MIRA) testing ground which is divided by the
present boundary.
55. The proposal to transfer the four parishes was fiercely
opposed by all the local authorities on the Leicestershire
side of the boundary as well as by a number of public bodies
and social organisations. Over 300 members of the public also
wrote in opposition. It was categorically denied that there
was a community of interest with Atherstone or that service
provision would be improved. Warwickshire County Council did
not favour the proposal and there was no support for it from
any other quarter. The proposals for the MIRA complex were,
however, generally favoured by all concerned.
56. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council drew attention to
the fact that the present boundary ran parallel to, rather
than along, the A5 and thus a small part of the village of
Witherley, otherwise in Leicestershire, was in Warwickshire.
The Council and a member of the public, proposed that the
boundary should be tied directly to the road to remove this
anomaly. North Warwickshire Borough Council opposed this
suggestion.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSAL AND INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS

57. We were not persuaded by North Warwickshire Borough
Council's case for seeking the transfer of the four
Leicestershire parishes of Witherley, Sheepy, Twycross and
Appleby Magna, which appeared to be unsupported by the
evidence put to us. Moreover, it was clear that there was
overwhelming opposition from the residents of the area as well
as the local authorities concerned. We could see no
justification for the change in terms of effective and
convenient local government and we made an interim decision to
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make no proposals.

58. The proposals regarding the boundary near the MIRA
complex appeared to have considerably more merit as did those
designed to end the division of the village of Witherley by
the present boundary. We decided, therefore, to issue a draft
proposal to realign the boundary along the south-western edge
of the A5 from Hungry Hill to Witherley.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSAL AND INTERIM DECISION TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS
59.

Our draft proposal to place the boundary along the south-

western edge of the A5 was supported by Leicestershire County
Council and by Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council. The
County Council argued that, in the interest of consistency,
the re-alignment should be continued south eastwards from
Hungry Hill to the Long Shoot (the A47 junction).
Warwickshire County Council stated that the proposal would
create problems for the police, fire and ambulance services as
these were currently administered from its side and
Leicestershire had no facilities in the area. This point was
countered by Witherley Parish Council and a local resident who
said that the problem could be overcome by tying the boundary
to the north east side of the Al, thus placing the whole road
in Warwickshire.
60. The relevant Leicestershire authorities and six local
residents welcomed our interim decision to make no proposals
in respect of the parishes of Witherley, Sheepy, Twycross and
Appleby Magna. North Warwickshire Borough Council expressed
disappointment at our interim decision, but made no further
comment.
OUR FINAL PROPOSAL
61. We remained of the view that it would be desirable for
the county boundary to be aligned with the A5 trunk road
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between the village of Witherley and Hungry Hill so that the
village and the MIRA complex could be united in the same
county, ie Leicestershire. We accepted, however, that tying
the boundary to the south-western edge would create problems
for the emergency services as, it would place the actual road
in Leicestershire, which had no facilities in the area. Our
final proposal is, therefore, to align the boundary along the
north-eastern side of the road, thus leaving the road in
Warwickshire where it is at present (Map 1). We considered
Leicestershire County Council's suggestion that the line
should continue to follow the road south-eastwards to the Long
Shoot (the A47 junction) but we noted that to do so would
separate a number of properties from the town of Nuneaton, of
which they are clearly a part. We decided, therefore, to make
no further proposals.
62. Our interim decision to make no proposals to transfer the
parishes of Witherley/Sheepy/Twycross/Appleby Magna into
Warwickshire had not been challenged by the Borough of North
Warwickshire and had been welcomed by the Leicestershire
authorities; we therefore, confirmed it as final.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES

63. A table showing the electoral changes which we recommend
as consequential to the boundary changes we have proposed is
attached to this report. The only area with a significant
number of electors (about 700) is that part of the parish of
Ashby Woulds which we have proposed should be transferred to
Derbyshire (see paragraphs 26 and 27).
64. We are satisfied that the changes set out above and shown
on the enclosed maps are desirable in the interest of
effective and convenient local government and we propose them
accordingly.
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PUBLICATION

65. A separate letter enclosing copies of this report is
being sent to the County Councils of Leicestershire,
Derbyshire, Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire and Warwickshire
asking them to deposit copies at their main offices for
inspection over a six month period. The County Councils are
also being asked to co-operate in putting notices to this
effect on public notice boards and the local press. The text
of this notice will explain that the Commission has fulfilled
its statutory role in this matter and that it now falls to
you, to make an Order implementing the proposals, if you think
fit, but not earlier than six weeks from the date it is
submitted to you. Copies of this report, including the maps,
are being sent to those who received the consultation letter
and to those who responded in writing.
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Signed

G J ELLERTON (Chairman)

J G POWELL (Deputy Chairman)

G E CHERRY

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

BRIAN SCHOLES

S T GARRISH
Secretary
2O& Jwlu

1989

L.S.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
COUNTY BOUNDARY REVIEW

LEICESTERSHIRE
AFFECTING NOTTINGHAMSHIRE, DERBYSHIRE,
LINCOLNSHIRE AND WARWICKSHIRE
<l

FINAL PROPOSALS

Existing County Boundary
Proposed County Boundary

CONSEQUENTIAL CHAISES
MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

FROM

TO

A

Warwickshire
North Warwickshire District
Mancetler CP
Mancetter Word
Hortshlll ED

Leicestershire
Hinkley and Bosworth District
Withertey CP
Sheepy and Wttherley Ward
Market Bosworth ED

B

Warwickshire
North Warwickshire District
Harlshill CP
Hartshill Ward
Hortshill ED

Leicestershire
Hinkley and Bosworth District
Witherley CP
Sheepy and Witherley Ward
Market Bosworth ED

Warwickshire
North Warwickshire District
Caldecote CP
Hartshill Ward
Hortshill ED

Leicestershire
Hinkley and Bosworth District
Witherley CP
Sheepy and Witherley Ward
Market Bosworth ED

Warwickshire
North Warwickshire District
Caldecote CP
Hortshlli Ward
Hartshill ED

Leicestershire
Hinkley and Bosworth District
HIgham on the Hill CP
Amblen Ward
Market Bosworth ED

MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

FROM

Derbyshiie
South Derbyshire District

A

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Ashby Woulds CP
Moiro Word
Ashby Woulds ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

R

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Ashby Woulds CP
Motro Ward
Ashby Woulds ED

Non-parished area
Gresley Word
Swandlincote ED

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

Ashby-de-la-Zouch CP
Moira Ward
Ashby-de-la-Zouch ED

Woodville CP
WoodvHle Ward
Repton ED

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Ashby-de-lo-Zouch CP
Moira Ward
Ashby-de-le-Zouch ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

1

C

-

D

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

'<L

A

Netherseal CP
fietherseal Ward
Union ED

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Chilcote CP
Appleby Word
Ashby Woulds ED

TO

Oversea! CP
Overseol Word
Linton ED

?

C

n
u

Smisby CP
Ticknall Ward
Melbourne ED

CONCEQUENTIAL
MAP
NO.

4

AREA
REF.

A

A

C

6
D

FROM

TO

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Ashby-de-lo-Zouch CP
Holywell Ward
Ashby-de-la-Zouch ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Castle Donlngton CP
Castle Donlngton Ward
Costle Donlngton ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Castle Donlngton CP
Castle Donlngton Ward
Costle Donington ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Castle Donlngton CP
Castle Donlngton Ward
Costle Donington ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Lockington-Hemington CP
Kegworth Word
Castle Donington ED

Derbyshire
South Derbyshire District

MAP
NO.

Smlsby CP
Ticknall Word
Melbourne ED

Shordlow and Great Wllne CP
Aston Ward
Melbourne ED

Shardlow and Great Wtlne CP
Aston Ward
Melbourne ED

AREA
REF.

7
/

FROM

TO

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire

Nottinghamshire
Rushcliffe District

Lockington-Hemington CP
Kegworth Ward
Castle Donington ED

Ratcllffe on Soar CP
Soar Valley W a r d
East Leake ED
Nottinghamshire
Rushcllffe District

R
LJ

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Kegworth CP
Kegworth Word
Castle Donlngton ED

Nottinghamshire
Rushcliffe District

p

Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Kegworth CP
Kegworth Ward
Castle Donlngton ED
Leicestershire
North West Leicestershire
District
Kegworth CP
Kegworth Ward
Costle Donington ED

Nottinghamshire
Rushcliffe Dislricl

A

Weston upon Trent CP
Aston Word
Melbourne ED

Aston upon Trent CP
Aston Ward
Melbourne ED

CHANJES

^

n
u

Nottinghamshire
Rushcliffe District

E
L_

Sutton Bonington CP
Soar Valley Word
East Leake ED

Ratcllffe on Soar CP
Soar Valley V/crd
East Leake ED

Kingston on Scar CP
Soar Volley V/crd
East Leake ED

Kingston on Soar CP
Soar Valley Word
East Leake ED
Leicestershire
North W e s t Leicestershire
District
Kegworth CP
Kegworth Ward
Castle Dcningtcn ED

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
WAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

TO

Lincolnshire
South Kesteven District
Stomford CP
Stamford St Johns Word
Stamford South ED

Leicestershire
Rutland District
Tlnwell CP
Casterton Ward
Rutland North ED

c

Leicestershire
Rutland District
Tlnwell CP
Casterton Ward
Rutland North ED

Lincolnshire
South Kesteven District
Stamford CP
Stamford St Johns Ward
Stamford South ED

D

Leicestershire
Rutland District
Little Costerton CP
Casterton Ward
Rutland North ED

A
B

8
w

FROM

. Lincolnshire
South Kesteven District
Stamford CP
AH Saints Ward
Stamford North ED

MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

FROM

TO
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