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PROPOSALS FOR REVISED .ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
DISTRICT OF VALE OF WHITE HORSE IN THE COUNTY OF OXFORDSHIRE

1, We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried out
our Initial review of the electoral arrangements for the district of Vale of
White Horse 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 district.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of the
1972 Act, notice was given on 25 April 1975 that we were to undertake this
review. This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to Vale
of White Horse District Council, copies of which were circulated to Oxfordshire
County Council, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies concerned,
Parish Councils and Parish Meetings in the district and the headquarters of the
main political parties* Copies were also sent to the editors of local newspapers
circulating in the area and to 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 any interested bodies*
3* Vale of White Horse District Council were Invited to prepare a draft scheme
of representation for our consideration.

In 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 asked
also to take into account any views expressed to them following their consultation
with local interests. We therefore asked that they should publish details of
their proposals about a month before they submitted their draft scheme to us,
thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

A*

In accordance with section ?U)(a) of the Local Government Act 1972, the

Council have exercised an option for a system of whole council elections.
5. On 22 October 1975, Vale of White Horse District Council submitted their
draft scheme of representation. The Council proposed to divide the area into
31 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 councillors to form a council of 51 members*
6* We considered the draft scheme together with the comments which we had
received and those which had been transmitted to us by the District Council,
having first been considered by them when they were preparing their draft scheme*
Insofar as matters raised were relevant to the Commission's review, this
correspondence was taken note of by the Commission when they considered the
draft scheme.
7* We considered whether the District Council's draft scheme could be modified
to secure improved equality of representation and, to this end, we suggested
that the parish of Milton should be transferred from the proposed Steventon
ward into the proposed Sutton Courtenay ward*
8. Subject to the modification referred to in paragraph 7 above we decided
that the District Council's draft scheme provided a reasonable basis for the
future electoral arrangements for the district in compliance with the rules in
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act and our guidelines, and we formulated our draft
proposals accordingly*
9* On 22 April 1976 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Councilfs
draft scheme* The Council were asked to make these 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 other members of the public and interested bodies* We asked for
comments to reach us by 2 July 1976-

10. Oxfordshire County Council wrote to us saying that our draft proposals did
not seem to produce any Insuperable problems for a county electoral review.
11* Radley Parish Council wrote to support our draft proposals*
12. Vale of White Horse District Council wrote in support of the separate
responses from Appleford Parish Council! Milton Parish Council; Mr Midwinter,
Councillor for Milton and Steventon; and Sutton Courtenay Parish Council*
They all objected to our proposals to include the parish of Milton in the Sutton
Courtenay ward instead of in the Steventon ward as the District Council had
proposed*
13* Mr H K Brew of Wantage wrote concerning the warding of Wantage and
suggesting two alternative wards with a boundary running £ast</West thereby
providing a North and a South ward.
14* In view of these comments, we decided that we needed further information
to enable us to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2)

of the 1972 Act and at our request, Mr R N D Hamilton was appointed as an
Assistant Commissioner to hold a local meeting and to report to us.
15* The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at The Guildhall, Abingdon,
Oxfordshire, on 10 November 1976.

A copy of his report to us of the meeting

is attached at Schedule 1 to this report.
16* The Assistant Commissioner recommended no alteration to the Commission's
draft proposals*
17* Having regard to the foregoing we decided to confirm our draft proposals
as our final proposals*
18* Details of these final proposals are set out In Schedule 2 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 each. The boundaries of the new wards
are defined on the map*
PUBLICATION

19* In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, a
copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Vale of White
Horse District Council and will be available for public inspection at the
Council's main office. Copies of this report (without the map) are also being
sent to those who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.
A detailed description of the boundaries of the proposed wards, as defined on
the map, is set out in Schedule 3 to this report.
L.S.

Signed
EDMUND CQMPTON (CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M RANKIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)
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REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
VALE OF WHITE HORSE DISTRICT
REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
(R.N.D, HAMILTON)

TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
1.

INTRODUCTION

1. I was appointed by the Secretary of State in accordance with section 65(2)
of the Local Government Act, 1972, as an Assistant Commissioner to hold a local
inquiry or carry out any consultation or investigation with respect to the
review by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England of the electoral
arrangements for the Vale of White Horse District of Oxfordshire.
2. The names and addresses of those who attended the meeting and the names
of the bodies or persons whom they represented are set out in the Appendix to
this report.
2.

THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS

3. On the 25th April, 1975, the Commission Invited the Vale of White Horse
District Courcil to prepare a draft scheme of representation for the district,
taking into account any views expressed to them by local interests, and to
submit their draft scheme to the Commission. On the 22nd October, 1975, the
District Council submitted a draft scheme differing little from the existing
electoral arrangements, but in particular dividing the existing 4 member ward 7
comprising the former Wantage Urban District into two wards named Segsbury and
Icknield each to return 2 members. The scheme provided for 31 wards electing
a total of 51 councillors. The Commission, having considered the District
Council's draft scheme, decided to adopt it for their proposals with one
exception, namely the transfer of the Parish of Milton from the Council's
proposed Steventon Ward to the Council's proposed Sutton Courtenay Ward,
and subject In the case of the proposed Segsbury and Icknield Wards to the
Council's making an order under section 50(4) of the Local Government Act, 1972,
to introduce warding arrangements in the Parish of Wantage (paragraph 2 of
the Commission's letter of the 22nd April, 1976, to the District Council).

4. The District Council wish to retain the system of whole Council elections.
3.

THE WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

5. Prior to the meeting I was supplied by the Commission with copies of
written representations which they had received. A representation from the
Oxfordshire County Council said that the Commission's draft proposals would
appear to produce no Insuperable problems in forming county electoral divisions

although it might be felt necessary to divide one or two wards. A
representation from the fiadley Parish Council supported the proposed election
of 2 district councillors for their Parish. The representations asking for
the amendment of the Commission's draft proposals fell into two quite separate
cases, namely A.

Representations from the Appleford Parish Council, the Milton Parish
Council, Mr. H.J. Midwinter (the present District Councillor for Milton
and Steventon) and the Button Courtenay Parish Council with a
representation from the District Council supporting the Parish Councils,
all objecting to the Commission's proposal to transfer the Parish
of Milton from the Steventon Ward to the Button Courtenay Ward; and

B.

A representation from Mr. H.K. Brew asking that the former Urban District
of Wantage instead of being split by a line drawn from north to south
into the Segsbury and Icknield Wards as proposed by the District Council
and the Commission should be split into two wards by a line drawn from
east to west with the incorporation in the resulting northern ward of
part of the adjoining Parish of Grove.

6. The written representations are noted in greater detail in later paragraphs
of this report.
4.

THE DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING

7. In opening the discussion at the meeting I said that it would seem most
convenient to deal first with any questions of general principle which anyone
might wish to raise, then with the representations relating to the proposed
Steventon and Sutton Courtenay Wards and then with the representation relating
to the Parishes of Wantage and Grove.
8. Mr. J.C. Neville Wood, Clerk and Chief Executive Officer of the District
Council, accompanied by Mr. C.H. West, Senior Administrative Officer of the
Council, and the latter*s Assistant, Miss J.A. Wilkinson, represented the
District Council and said that in proposing their draft scheme the District
Council had had regard to certain principles. These were (1) paragraph 17 of
the Commission's letter of the 25th April, 1975, saying that in accordance
with the Rules in Schedule 11, wards comprised of parishes or wards of
parishes (including successor parishes and their wards) should follow parish
boundaries or parish ward boundaries and that district ward boundaries should
not therefore be drawn to cross unwarded parishes owards of parishes; and
(2) the Commission's Notes on boundary marking stating that boundaries should
normally be related only to the following features listed in approximate order
of preference - i Motorways and Principal Roads 11 Rivers ill Streams
iv Publicly maintained roads v Railways vi Canals vli Private roads viii Ditches
ix Fences, walls, banks x Hedges (paragraph 4a of the Notes) and also stating
that in built-up areas roads, railways, rivers, streams and canals will
generally form the most suitable boundaries (paragraph 4b of the Notes). The
District Council, Mr. Wood said, had felt bound by the Commission's advice.

9. Noone else wished to raise any question of general principle.
10. Mr. J. Clarke, Assistant Solicitor, Oxfordshire County Council, accompanied
by Mr. N. Buttler, Electoral Assistant, said that he represented the Oxfordshire
County Council, mainly with a watching brief.

A.

Steventon and Sutton Courtenay Wards .

11. Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows:(1) from the Appleford Parish Council saying that with regard to
Sutton Courtenay Ward, of which their village was part, the Parish
Council would object to the new proposal to join Milton Parish with
the existing two villages of Sutton Courtenay and Appleford. The
Council felt that this would make a very long ward, very difficult
to administer, on the part of the District Councillors involved.
It was understood from Milton Parish Council that the District
Councillor for the existing ward of Steventon and Milton was quite
happy to continue as at present and the Appleford Parish Council&«v
could therefore see no good reason for a change.
(2) from the Milton Parish Council saying that the Council were strongly
opposed to the draft proposal for linking Milton with Sutton Courtenay
and Appleford and unanimously agreed that the present link with
Steventon should be maintained for the following reasons - Firstly,
Milton and Steventon were linked historically. A search of their
respective graveyards revealed many names in common and the people
of Milton and Steventon regarded them as sister parishes. Secondly,
for the last few years the Churches of Milton and Steventon had
combined under one Incumbent and it seemed only logical that the
parishes should therefore remain combined politically as well as
ecclesiatically. Thirdly, - and these reasons were geographical
and were far the most Important - Milton and Steventon had one
common boundary running their entire length. They were linked by
two bridle-ways jointly maintained and soon they would be even closer
when the link road, which was at present being constructed, reached
completion. A careful study of the area would show that Rowstock and
Milton Hill, for instance, which were part of Milton Parish but lay
close to Steventon, could have little in common with Sutton Courtenay
and would not expect Sutton's representatives to understand their
problems. Clearly, the Parish Council knew the views of the
District Council in the matter which they supported whole-heartedly.
(3) from Mr. H.J. Midwinter saying that he wrote as the newly elected
Vale of White Horse District Councillor for Milton and Steventon
(Ward 16). He was much disturbed at the draft proposal for the area;
as a District Council they had not at the date of his letter discussed it,
but both the Parish Councils of Milton and Steventon had done so and
were unanimous in wishing to maintain the status quo. As their
District Councillor he entirely supported this view, for many and
varied reasons, not the least being geographical, the two parishes having
a common long boundary and to consider linking the Southern tip of Milton
with Sutton Courtenay and Appleford was quite frankly ridiculous; also
Milton and Steventon for many years had worked closely together, sharing
responsibilities of footpaths etc.
(4) from the Sutton Courtenay Parish Council saying that they would object
to the new proposal to join Milton Parish with the existing two villages
of Sutton Courtenay and Appleford and supported Milton's reasons for
objecting. They had received a copy of the Milton Parish Council's
letter to the Commission.
(5) from the District Council saying that they understood comments from
Appleford, Milton, Steventon and Sutton Courtenay Parish Councils had
been submitted. In view of these comments, the Council could see no
reason to vary their original proposals and therefore asked that the
suggested amendment to link Milton with Appleford and Sutton Courtenay
be withdrawn in favour of the Council's proposal to link Milton with
its natural and spiritual neighbour Steventon, This request was

submitted in the knowledge that the Commission's amendment was
marginally more acceptable to the Commission on an arithmetical
basis.
12. Mrs. Doreen M. Newton, Clerk of the Appleford Parish Council, speaking
for that Council, said that all they wanted to say was said in their letter
(which with the other written representations under this head I had previously
read to the meeting). A ward with the Parish of Milton Included would be an
extremely long ward to administer being 10 miles from one end to the other, and
they supported Milton's views.
13. Mrs. Margaret Mackenzie, one of the two District Councillors for the
existing ward comprising Sutton Courtenay and Appleford, said that she had
not found anyone to support the idea that Appleford, Sutton Courtenay and
Milton should be In one ward. She had not got a car and would have to buy one
if the ward was thus extended; one ought not to be compelled to buy a car.
Appleford was going to be more affected psychologically than Milton, as their
bus service was to be cut off and there was no post office or village shop and
the Commission's proposal would be the last straw; they would feel they did
not belong anywhere. She lived at the Appleford end of Sutton Courtenay; if
the ward was extended to include Milton she would have a hill also to bicycle
up.
14. Mr. Philip Seager, Milton Parish Councillor, supported the Appleford
view on the length of the proposed ward and re-iterated what was said in the
Milton Parish Council's written representation on the historic links of Milton
and Steventon and that they also had the ecclesiastical link of one incumbent.
He stressed the geographical reasons and the hill. Both Steventon and Milton
went up the hill to a certain extent while Appleford and Sutton Courtenay were
in the flood plain. The Commission's main reason for changing the boundary,
Mr. Seager said, was numerical, but it simply changed the Sutton Courtenay area
from being the smallest number of electors per councillor to Steventon having
the smallest number. It was simply changing one number for another. There
were two bridleways joining Milton to Steventon and a link road now in course
of construction south of the railway.
15. At this point I asked about the distribution of the electorate in Milton
Parish, as it appeared to me from the map that Milton village itself as distinct
from Hilton Hill and Rowstock was quite close to Sutton Courtenay. Mr. Neville Wood
gave the following distribution of the 1975 electorate - Milton Hill 67,
Rowstock 42, making 109 of the total electorale,oi^.542 for the Parish. Mr. Seager
oil I ton oeients
said that when the link road was finished/would then be as near to Steventon
as it was to Milton village. Mr. Mood then gave the electorate of Milton Heights
as 122 to add to the 109 just mentioned.
16. Mr. H.J. Midwinter, District Councillor for Milton and Steventon (see
written representation no. (3)), said that he had not found his combined area
any problem. Everywhere he had been in Milton there was a completely unanimous
feeling that Milton wanted to stay with Steventon. There was a third bridleway
linking the two Parishes (No. 7 on the definitive map of rights of way in Milton
Parish and No. 13 in Steventon Parish). He had been born at Milton Hill and
was still living there. A combination of Milton and Steventon produced a better
shape. As the crow flew it was 9 miles from the tip of Appleford to the tip of
Milton. The Commission's proposal would make Steventon the smallest ward.
17. Mr. L.B. Morse, Clerk of the Milton Parish Council, said that he was
speaking on behalf of the Parishioners of Milton. Although the Commission might
have a good case on numbers the people of Milton felt that one should not look
on the people of Milton as numbers but as people. He thought the Commission's
proposals would have an effect on the ties between the two villages of Milton and

Steventon and there would be a lot of resentment if the ties were broken.
Mr. Midwinter and Mr. Seager supported this. Mr. Morse continued that Milton
being a small village people used the footpaths to attend functions at
Steventon. fir. O.W. Medwayt of Steventon Parochial Church.Council, said that
there were marriages between the people of the two villages and a mother in one
would visit her daughter in the other. He did not think the same thing
happened with Sutton Courtenay. Milton and Steventon, he said, went together
like strawberries and cream or fish and chips and to separate them for district
electoral purposes would be the thin end of the wedge. Mr. Morse said his
main comments were made on humanitarian grounds.
18. Col. C.R.W. Norman, County Councillor for Milton, Steventon, Sutton Courtenay
and Appleford, supported fully everything that had been said so far. The
population aspect had been exaggerated in the Commission's thinking; look at the
differences in parliamentary constituency populations and noone seemed to be
altering parliamentary boundaries. There was a very steep hill In Milton and
people at Rowstock did not know where Appleford was. They did not go to the
same places except Abingdon. There were no shops at Rowstock or, except a fruit
stall, at Milton Hill. There were no shops at Milton Heights and only two at
Milton. Steventon had a lot of shops. People at Rowstock or Milton Hill would
go to Steventon not Milton to do shopping. The Vicar of Steventon, who was also
Rector of Milton, was strongly against the proposed change. Milton people were
also tied to Steventon by the fact that the only country walks were to the west
along the bridlepaths and footpaths since the power station and trading estate
lay to the east and to the north were fields over which one could not walk. So
it was important to keep ties from that point of view. The old villages of
Milton and Sutton Courtenay were far apart from each other with new housing in
between. Milton and Steventon were closer than they appeared to be. I asked
Col. Norman whether the fact that he was county councillor for all four parishes
created any difficulty or had any effect on the social life. Col. Norman said
that this did not come into it. Mr. N.H. Nunn-Price, representing the Abingdon
Constituency Labour Party, said that there were differences of functions
between the County Council and the District Council and district councillors
could give a better service if they represented a closely defined adhesive social
unit. Mr. Midwinter pointed out that the western part of Steventon, the part
furthest from Milton, was almost unpopulated.
19. Mrs. Doreen M. Newton (see also paragraph 12), speaking as Clerk of the
Sutton Courtenay Parish Council, said Sutton Courtenay backed Milton.
Sutton Courtenay was much larger and quite happy on its own, but because Milton
felt so strongly Sutton Courtenay felt what Milton wanted they should have.
Sutton Courtenay was close to Milton but did not have ecclesiastical links with
Milton as they did with Appleford.
20. Mrs. Mackenzie (see also paragraph 13) said that if one only had a bicycle
one might have to depend on buses. While you could get a bus from the
Sutton Courtenay end of Milton to Sutton Courtenay you could not get a bus back.
You could get by bus by devious methods from Rowstock corner to the north end
of Sutton Courtenay but never from the north end of Sutton Courtenay through
Sutton Courtenay to Milton. There was no bus service in either direction to
Milton Heights. The bus service from Dldcot through Appleford and past the
north end of Sutton Courtenay to Abingdon was shortly coming off. Mr. Midwinter
said that there was a good bus service from Rowstock via Milton Hill to
Steventon and with the new link road now being constructed it would be possible
to get by bus from Milton village to Steventon.
21. Mr. Medway (see also paragraph 17), speaking on behalf of Steventon
Parochial Church Council, said Steventon were very very emphatic about Milton
not being taken away from Steventon. The same incumbent was Vicar of Steventon
and Rector of Milton and he also took the service at Milton Heights.

The proposed

separation was a step in the wrong direction. Relations were buried in the
two churchyards and families in the two Parishes had intermarried and it had
become one village. Milton and Steventon were very nearly one parish together.
22. The Reverend Malcolm McAra said that he was the Editor of the Steventon News.
Most things had already been said. Quite a number of people in Steventon worked
in Milton Heights. The real things were the intagibles. He realised that things
had to change in local government but the result was people not so much in touch
with people. The least change possible was desirable. Milton and Steventon felt
they belonged together. When Milton wanted to start a Milton News they came to
Steventon and Steventon helped them; it was natural to do so because they felt
together. It was the intangibles which simply could not be assessed without
knowing the people and the ground. It had been pointed out to him that Milton
and Steventon had the same telephone numbers; there was no Milton exchange. He
would have thought a ward comprising Sutton Courtenay, Appleford and Milton
quite unmanageable.
23. Mr. N.ff. Nunn-Price, speaking for the Abingdon Constituency Labour Party
(see also paragraph 18), said he agreed with all that had been said. There was
no connection between Rowstock and Milton Heights on the one hand and Appleford
on the other, but Appleford and Sutton Courtenay had links. He supported all
that had been said and asked that there should be no change.
.23;*
. At this point before asking Mr. Wood to speak for the District Council I
pointed out that the separation of Milton from the Commission's proposed
Sutton Courtenay Ward might involve reduction of the Sutton Courtenay Ward
representation from 2 to 1 and said I would like to hear views on this; in the
course of the discussion I explained that the entitlement of a ward to
councillors was calculated by dividing the average number of electors per
councillor into the ward electorate, which on the 1980 estimated electorates
would give 1.42 for Sutton Courtenay and Appleford and 1.02 for Steventon and
Milton. I also enquired why the electorates of Steventon and Milton showed
a decrease in 1980 compared with 1975 (1,558 compared with 1,579), but Mr. Wood
said they did not as the District Council's 1980 figure was 1,600, but small
differences were of no substance (Note: the figure of 1,558 was supplied to
the Commission by the District Council as the estimate of the Oxfordshire
Research and Intelligence Unit).
24. Mr. Wood emphasised that the proposal for warding Milton with Sutton Courtenay
and Appleford had come from the Commission and not from the District Council. He
would like to associate the District Council with what had been said for the
Parishes, and the District Council adhered to their original decision to ward
Milton with Steventon. To transfer Milton to Sutton Courtenay was simply
robbing Peter to pay Paul. He had been very much impressed with the arguments
put forward by the Parishes. It was easier for a district councillor to look
after 2 villages than 3; large wards did not make their task easier. Two
villages in each ward was going to be easier for the district councillors than
1 and 3. The Local Government Act required regard to be had to local ties, and
he could not add to what had been said about ties. The District Council had not
considered the possibility of 1 member for a ward comprising Sutton Courtenay
and Appleford, and, if this was proposed, they would wish to have the opportunity
of commenting on it. Afr. McAra, on my explaining how entitlements were worked
out, commented that this explained everything, metrication, the Boundary
Commission all resulted in prices going up as well as decimalisation. These
calculations had nothing whatever to do with people. Col. Norman said that
Sutton Courtenay needed 2 councillors; there were the special problems of huge
gravel pits, industry at the power station, trouble with trains and rubbish
dumps (in the gravel pits). Mrs. Newton confirmed all the problems and referred
to the particularly large council housing estate at the western end of

Sutton Courtenay Parish which had great problems and resulted in many letters
after each Council meeting. Mr. Mood said that the District Council would urge
the Commission to leave well alone. Mrs. Mackenzie was opposed to any alteration
in representation. Mr. Seager said the extension of Didcot which was being
put forward in the South Oxfordshire Plan was almost certain to take place in
Appleford so that the electorate of Appleford was likely to rise. Mr. Wood could
not give any further help on this and would not like to say whether the expansion
would be to the north or south of the railway (the latter would be outside
Appleford Parish). Mrs. Newton said she could not see one district councillor
being able to cope with the problems, such as Amey's Roadstone filling in the
gravel pits with rubbish and fly ash, and a small part of the Milton Trading
Estate was in Sutton Courtenay. Col. Norman said Sutton Courtenay, was shaped
rather like a dumb-bell with its population at the two ends, and* Mrs. Newton
referred to the different characters of the two parts of the village.
25. This concluded the discussion on the Steventon and Sutton Courtenay Wards,
and I went on to discuss the Wantage wards and Grove Parish.
B.

Segsbury and Icknield Wards and Parish of Grove

26. A written representation was submitted to the Commission by Mr. H.K. Brew
in a letter dated 26th June, 1976, which incorporated an earlier letter he had
written to the Commission at a time when they were considering the District
Council's draft scheme. The latter letter was dated 26th October, 1975. I read
both letters to the meeting. Their substance is as follows:The letter of the 26th October, 1975, written by Mr. Brew as "Former Oxford
County Council and Vale of White Horse District Council Candidate" said
that he was writing to oppose the suggested changes for Wantage as he did
not think they were in the public interest. They had been put forward with
the general agreement of the parties but he thought their views should be
discounted as in his opjhion the political organisations in.the district did
not inspire the confidence of potential candidates and voters and did not
fulfil their function.
The letter then contained a section headed "Some Background to Wantage
Elections". This said that until a few years ago one of the main parties
could put up five candidates for five seats on the old Urban District Council
and be sure of winning all five. In fact they became so sure of themselves
that they would nominate four candidates leaving a space for a certain type
of Independent and on one occasion even for a member of the smallest party.
Just before local government reorganisation the second main party began to
come top of the poll but not by a large margin. However, at the first
district council election for the new Oxfordshire this newly successful
party could not find four candidates for the four seats allotted to Wantage
and had to go out to the villages for one of the three they were able to
put forward. A member of the smallest party which was having a period of
success at that time also stood. One of the three was. then offered a better
Job in Scotland and another member of the smallest , newly successful party
was nominated at the last minute. One of the three from the main party then
withdrew. These four candidates were subsequently elected. The other main
party put up four candidates but in his view there was such a large difference
in the votes cast for the fifth and sixth that it was in effect a vote of no
confidence in the last three, one of whom was a member of the outgoing Urban
District Council and another a former member. However, both the main parties
had several existingUrban District Council members with cars who were
apparently not prepared to travel to Abingdon in the public Interest but who
had since continued in public life by remaining on the successor Parish
Council. At the subsequent Parish (now Town Council) elections an Independent
who did not have to face a full house of candidates from one of the main
parties received the si^ature of tlie leader of the smallest party, who

in addition put up only two candidates for the three seats being contested).
He had been told that his own vote, at eighth place, was considered very
satisfactory bearing in mind that he had no help from any of the parties
and would not wish any. The proposals before the Commission were discussed
by Wantage Town Council in committee (although the warding system which was
being discussed for the first time at Bicester and Witney and the proposed
changes in the warding for Oxford all appeared in the Press), but two
members of the Vale of White Horse District Council who were not members of
Wantage Town Council were allowed to remain in the public accommodation
during the secret session. The Vale of White Horse District Council's
appropriate committee subsequently considered the scheme, when it became
public knowledge, and had recommended it.
The letter next contained a section headed "Warding and Safe Seats". In this
Mr. Brew wrote that he did not think Wantage was big enough for warding to
be introduced, having had no difficulty in distributing his electoral
addresses, although he accepted that a maximum of three councillors for each
ward was desirable as four tended to produce a passenger (an alternative
scheme of four wards with one councillor each could produce difficulties if the
wards were "safe" and the party machines produced poor quality candidates).
However, accepting that warding had now become necessary he suggested that
the Vale's scheme of splitting Wantage on a North - South axis would
produce safe seats and would be undesirable. Safe seats could lead
councillors to be less active than otherwise would be the case and could
allow them to get out of line with public opinion while relying on party
loyalties. Councillors also tended to serve for too long a time under a
safe seat system. Safe seats were also socially divisive and tended to
produce permanent majorities which could push through matters which many
might consider not to be in the public interest. Alternatively helpful
suggestions were not taken up if they didn't fit in with the current party
line. The map enclosed with the letter showed that the large council
estates at Stockham Park and Hamfield were proposed for Segsbury Ward and
the owner occupiers of Charlton Heights and Larkdown would find themselves
in Icknield Ward. Councils were becoming too political. He had stood for
Oxfordshire County Council and had since been told: "If you had got in all
you would have been able to do was speak once every three months and as an
"Independent" Independent you would have known little of what was going on".
At District level he had been told that "everything is getting too political".
In short, safe seats led to a polarising rather than a blend of opinion.
They were not in accord with the fairer European system evolved through
proportional representation.
This section of the letter continued that the Vale's Forecast 1980 population
figures were - North-east Ward 1700 or (with Grove No. 2) 2160, South-east
Ward 1400, North-west Ward 1600, South-west Ward 1400. Dividing Wantage
into two wards with the boundary along the A338 and with two members per
ward would make Segsbury have an electorate of 15OO per member and Icknield
1550 or (with Grove No. 2) 1780, although the Vale had not included Grove No. 2
in their final proposals. The letter then continued with another section
headed "Alternative Scheme". This divided Wantage into two wards with the
boundary running along the centre of Wallingford Street through the Market
Square and along the centre of Challow Road ie an^ East-West axis but including
in South Ward; Market Place North Side (6) Wallingford Street North Side (22)
Stirlings Close (65) Haywards Close (70) Garston Lane (66) Haven Vale
Caravan Site (48) and Grove Street both sides 46 + 86 making 409, as shown
on the map enclosed with the letter. This gave electorates for the North Ward
of 3760 - 409 = 3351 and for the South Ward of 2800 +409 = 3209. This
would make the electorate per member North Ward (including Grove No. 2) 1675
and South Ward 1604.
The letter concluded with two sections concerning
respectively the number of polling stations and the membership of Wantage
Town Council which I do not reproduce as I do not think they are relevant to
the terms of reference of the meeting.

In his letter of the 26th June, 1976, Mr. Brew, after asking for his letter
of the 26th October, 1975, to be read in conjunction with it, wrote that
his proposals set out in that letter still seemed to be better than those
accepted by the Commission from the Vale of White Horse District Council
and others, both in the short term and also, if Grove No. 2 was included
in Wantage Parish, in the future. There was some evidence that his proposals
were discussed informally, presumably between local Councils and the
Commission and that Wantage Councillors were very soon aware of them. He
knew all the personalities involved very well indeed and noticed a change
in their manner and attitude towards him in November last year. Such
discussion was, of course, perfectly in order as the widest possible thought
should be given to something so important. Relations soon returned to normal
but, significantly, Wantage Town Council had now co-opted onto the full
Council those two Vale Councillors - one from each of the main parties! -who
were not Wantage residents and therefore ineligible to contest an election
for the Town (Parish) Council. (The Commission would remember that he made
observations on non-members being allowed to remain during the confidential
part of the agenda.)
However-txe had contested another election to the
Vale of White Horse District Council on 6th May,1976, and enclosed a photocopy
of the declaration of the results of the poll. He was again unsuccessful
but increased his support in terms of votes despite there being 11 candidates
for the four seats instead of nine last time. The poll was also the highest
ever for a District Council election in Wantage (46%). (In 1973 the poll
was 42% but previously under the old Urban District Council they were lucky
to get 33% and it had been as low as 19%).
The only explanation would appear
to be his entry into local government elections, which had introduced an
element of real competition and had produced, he was told, a marked
improvement in the electoral addresses. His address, a copy of which he
enclosed, was, the letter continued, the only one of the four which
contained any mention of the proposed warding of Wantage, and therefore he
suggested that the wide support it received was the best evidence they had
of the Town's views on this matter and that the will of the electorate thus
expressed on the 6th May, 1976, must be given new and prime consideration.
The letter continued that the Commission knew his views on safe seats. In his
opinion this last election had produced a stronger type of councillor and
this would probably not have happened;, had the draft proposals been in operation,
He did very little canvassing because of certain organistaion problems, but
the small amount he was able to manage seemed to show that the draft proposals
would suit him better. However, he still pressed his alternative scheme as
this was less likely to produce safe seats. After referring to the question
of polling stations, he wrote that in conclusion he had to say that he felt
undue weight had been given to the views of the "establishment", both councils
and organisations - an opinion suggested by the remark of a local government
officer when Oxford City recently changed its party loyalties: "Now that
Oxford has changed hands I suppose their warding arrangements will have to
be done again". He thought this undue weight was not in accordance with the
spirit of the times as set out, for instance,in the Hansard Society's Report
on Electoral Reform, which tookas its basic premise that minorities are not
adequately represented in Parliament - but the arguments could be extended to
local government. More importantly this close attention to the views of those
who had been elected under the present system was not in the spirit of the
European Economic Community.
o
27. Before the discussion opened I pointed out that the questions of piling
stations and the organisation of Wantage Town Council were not matters lor
discussion at the meeting.
28. Maps had been prepared by the District Council and were on display at the •
meeting to illustrate Mr. Brew's proposal compared with their own. Air. Brew
confirmed that these accurately represented his proposal.

29. Brew said that his reasons were subjective. In his opinion local
government reorganisation had resulted in an improvement in councillors, who
had beaten him at the last two elections. At the 1973 election there was an
improvement in his view in the quality of the councillors at Wantage and in 1976
in his view yet another improvement. Not being party political he did not
support any of the three parties. They had a political situation at Wantage
which was very fluid with a'lot of competition, and those who remembered the very
sluggish situation under the old Urban District Council were very impressed with
what they now saw. He had been an observer at Wantage elections and had sat in
at the Urban District Council meetings for 10 years. As his letter said, people
getting to the poll were now approaching 50% at County Council and District Council
elections. This was very high for Wantage. It had been as low as 19%. He
suggested that the District Council's proposal for east and west wards first arose
because parishes generally in the area were in long shapes running north to south,
rather like strip farming, starting in the downs and running down into the villages.
This, he said, was undoubtedly how it occurred to those working out the proposals
in the first instance. In one ward, the west or Segsbury Ward, there were two
council housing estates, and in the other, the east or Icknield Ward, there were
two owner-occupied estates. These would produce safe seats and thus were eagerly
taken up by the District Council and by Wantage because of the interest of
self-preservation.
30. Mr. Brew then proceeded to discuss the warding with Wantage of the built-up
part of Grove Parish immediately adjoining Wantage on the north. Guide lines
had been laid down, Mr. Brew said, about following parish boundaries and that
there should not be more than 3 councillors per ward. The mathematics of
putting Grove No. 2 into Wantage produced a better result (Mr. Wood, for the
District Council at this stage pointed out that Grove No. 2 was not a ward of
Grove Parish but only a polling district). Mr. Brew continued that there had
been a rating advantage in living in Grove Parish as distinct from Wantage but
he had been told that that advantage had now disappeared, or there was very
little in it, and people concerned would be quite happy to be part of Wantage
as they in fact were. There was every likelihood that the green land on either
side of the road between Wantage, including the built-up part of Grove immediately
adjoining it, and the main built-up centre of Grove would continue to exist to
prevent the joining up of Wantage and Grove. He did not foresee that they would
be Joined up.
31. Mr. Brew continued that he had set out everything he had to say in his
written representation to the Commission. At Wantage things were really livening up,
and he did not think that any councillor would be a passenger for very long. So he
asked that either Wantage should be divided into north and south wards as he
suggested or, failing this, that it should be left alone as a single 4 member ward,
including Grove No. 2, bearing in mind the results of the 1976 election. This
alternative was practical; he had no organisation but he could distribute his own
pamphlets in Wantage in two or three days; there was no problem of organisation.
In 1976 he did some canvassing on three evenings and he was sure any party could
canvass the whole area in the permitted time. He emphasised that there was
nothing in his proposals for his electoral chances if he desired to stand again.
32. Mr. Wood, for the District Council, said that the District Council were in
difficulty in dealing with either of Mr. Brew's suggestions. Bringing Grove No. 2
into Wantage was outside the terms of reference from the Commission. The District
Council were applying the statutory rules (as referred to earlier, see paragraph 8
of this report). Taking Mr. Brew's proposal without taking Grove No. 2 into
Wantage, there would be no direct communication between two parts of one of the
proposed wards; while there was nothing very objectionable infthis in an urban area,
it was odd to have a ward in two detached parts. Mr. Brew's proposal would leave
a large and very scattered southern ward, which would give an unfair advantage to
the northern ward members. The District Council had tried to divide the burden
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equitably by giving both their proposed wards an urban area with a rural tail.
Mr. Brew's proposal on the 1975 electorate would give 3297 electors in the
north ward and 2831 in the south ward which, with two members per ward, would
give 1649 per member in the north ward and 1416 pei* member in the south ward;
the Council's proposals produced 1500 per member for the Segsbury Ward and 1550 for
the Icknield Ward, but if Grove No. 2 was brought in, the figure for Icknield
would rise to 1780. Geography was more important here than figures. The
Council would not wish to express a view on bringing in Grove No. 2 without
consulting Grove Parish Council. The question of polling stations was a matter
for the returning officer and not for the District Council.
33. Mr. R.G. Goodenough, Wantage Town Mayor, said that, having heard Mr. Brew's
submission, he congratulated him on the improvement in local elections due
to his attempt to enter local government. But, Mr. Goodenough said, he
proposed to restrict his comments to the Commission's letter of the 25th April, 1975,
First, the letter advised that no ward should have more than 3 councillors. This
number had made Wantage Town Council look at the electoral arrangements and come
up with proposals very like the District Council's draft proposals. His Council
were still in agreement with these proposals. The question of town boundaries
never came up in Council because, first, they would wish to consult with the Grove
Parish Council but it was not within the terms of reference. He did not like to
speak of council houses and private houses but Mr. Brew had referred to them;
there were council estates of equal size (Orchard Way, Springfield Way and
The Chestnuts, and also Elms Cottages) on the eastern side and privatejestates like
Belmont House on the western side. They had given very careful consideration to
the matter bearing in mind the private development at Belmont Park. If at some
future date the boundaries changed they would still maintain a balance. The
dividing line they had taken was the A338. (Mr. Wood mentioned that if Grove No. 2
came into Wantage on a boundary alteration so might development at Challow on the
western side which would provide a balancing factor).
34. Mr. N.H. Nunn-Price, representing the Abingdon Constituency Labour Party,
said that he would support Mr. Wood and Mr. Goodenough in favour of the Commission's
proposal. Grove No. 2 was an anomaly and they hoped it would be dealt with at
some time. Referring to what Mr. Brew had said, he continued that seats could
not be safe and fluid at the same time. He supported the suggestion that they
were fluid. There was a balance of development either side of the A338 and he
found it impossible to predict which way things would go. Much would depend
on the character of the councillors. He preferred warding to the existing
situation of no wards which was unsatisfactory; there were 11 candidates last
time; also there was a benefit from having councillors representing individual
areas. Now people did not know who the councillor for their particular piece of
Wantage was. The A338 fitted all the criteria laid down by the Commission.
Mr. Brew's proposal went partly in a haphazard way round homes which would
naturally look north rather than south. If Grove No. 2 were brought in it might
be well to have 4 wards. Mr. Brew had been on the right track with polling
stations but that was not a matter for this meeting. Mr. Wood had referred to
the way in which Mr. Brew's boundary was arrived at; it followed back fence
lines contrary to the Commission's recommendations. The District Council's
proposals did not have that disadvantage. He supported the east and west wards.
35. Mr. Norman Wittor, Clerk of Grove Parish Council, said that his Council had
asked him to attend with a watching brief in view of the proposal to include
Grove No. 2 in Wantage. The rules said that parishes should not be divided. The
Parish Council would wish to be consulted before any such moves were made. He had
heard it said by Mr. Brew that one person/tHat this part of Grove was now
prepared to become part of Wantage. One person was not representative. The
Parish Council had been prepared to undertake a survey but this was not done
because the boundary was not under consideration. The green land dividing
Grove from Grove No. 2 and Wantage might not always remain green.
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36. Mr. Drew, by way of reply to the comments on his suggestions, said
that, in answer to Mr. Price, the situation was at the moment fluid but, if
they hid the District Council's proposed wards, it would be safe. The council
estates did carry the weight in the west ward although Belmont Park was private,
and he thought the east ward would return two members of the opposite party
even though there were small council estates there.
37. I thought it right to point out at the meeting that it would have been
within the statutory rules and notctontrary to the Commission's terms of
reference for Grove No. 2 to have been included in a ward with Wantage, or part
of Wantage, as a district electoral ward by the process of proposing a warding
order for the Parish of Grove constituting Grove No. 2 a separate ward and then
combining this with part of Wantage in a district electoral ward.
38.

The meeting finished soon after 1 p.m.

5.

ACCOUNT OF INSPECTIONS MADE

39. I arrived at Abingdon on the afternoon prior to the meeting having
travelled on the bus from Didcot Railway Station through Appleford and the
east end of Button Courtenay, a service which I was told at the meeting was shortly
to be discontinued (see paragraphs 13 and 20).
40. In company with Mr. West and Miss Wilkinson of the District Council's
staff, and for the Wantage and Grove area with Mr. Brew, I toured the areas
which had been under discussion leaving the District Council's offices
at 2 p.m. after the meeting. From Abingdon I entered Grove Parish down the
A338 and went round the main part of Grove then continuing down the A338
through the open green area separating this part from the Grove No. 2 area and
Wantage and then through the Grove No. 2 area via Harcourt Road to Charlton
in the proposed Icknield Ward and then round in the built-up area of this Ward
in the Springfield Road, Larkdown, Orchard Way area and then across the A338
to the built-up part of the proposed Segsbury Ward including the part south
of the A417, Stockham Park and Belmont and then up Limborough Road to view
Mr. Brew's proposed boudary at the rear of properties in Grove Street. From
here I went back across the A338 to Garston Lane from which for the purpose
of inspecting Mr. Brew's boundary where it diverged from the A417 on the east
side of the A338 I walked down Garston Close and the footpath to Hampden Road
and back up Foliat Drive to Garston Lane and then by car down past the
Hospital at the corner of Garston Lane and Charlton Road. I then proceeded
down the A338 through the wholly rural area of Wantage Parish to the southern
boundary of the Parish on the downs.Returning thence, we .left Mr:.-.Brew in the
Market Place and I went on via the A417 to Rowstook, thence to Milton Hill
and past Milton Heights to Milton village and then to Sutton Courtenay and
Appleford. Returning from Appleford to Sutton Courtenay I then went via
Drayton to Steventon and to the western boundary of Steventon Parish near the
filled in and nearly disappeared canal and thence back round Steventon
village to Milton Hill and thence to Didcot arriving there at about 4.30 p.m.
to catch the train back to London

6.

ASSESSMENT OF THE WEIGHT OF THE ARGUMENTS,
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
REASONS
Part I - The General Background

41. In later paragraphs of this report I set out recommendations with reasons
on the particular cases discussed before me. But in order that these
recommendations may be better understood I think it desirable to set out first
-
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by way of general background, the statutory provisions so far as relevant
within which the Commission, and in turn I as Assistant Commissioner, have
to act.
42. Sub-section (2) of section 78 of the Local Government Act, 1972, provides
that

"In considering the electoral arrangements for local government
areas for the purposes of this.Part of this Act, the Secretary of
State, each of the Commissions and every district council shall
so far as is reasonably practicable comply with the rules set out
in Schedule 11 to this Act".
43.

The relevant rule in Schedule 11 reads as follows :"3(1) This paragraph applies to the consideration by the Secretary
of State or either of the Commissions of the electoral arrangements
for elections of councillors of a district or London borough.
(2) Having regard to any change in the number or distribution
of the local government electors of the district or borough likely
to take place within the period of five years immediately following
the consideration (a) the ratio of the number of local government electors
to the number of councillors to be elected shall be, as nearly
as may be, the same in every ward of the district or borough;

(b) in a district every ward of a parish or community having a
parish or community council (whether separate or common)
shall lie wholly within a single ward of the district;
(c) in a district every parish or community which is not
divided into parish or community wards shall lie wholly within
a single ward of the district.
(3) Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering the
electoral arrangements referred to in sub-paragraph (1) above, 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 be broken by the fixing of
any particular boundary".
44. It will be seen that there is one paramount command, namely that the ratio
of the number of electors to the number of councillors shall be, as nearly as
may be, the same in evry ward. Even the desirability of avoiding the breaking
of local ties is sub-ordinated to this. There is nothing whatever about not
including different communities, or parishes, having no ties with each other
in one ward, or about having regard to scattered population, width of
geographical area, rural weighting or weighting for special problems such as
industrial plants, or the burden on rural councillors.Nor does the Act
require regard to be had to any political effect.
45. There are indeed two areas of discretion. First the Commission are only
required to adhere to the rules "so far as^reasonably practicable". Secondly,
the ratio has only to be the same "as nearly as may be". In m^bpinion these
two areas of discretion do not permit the Commission, and consequently myself,
to sub-ordinate the same ratio rule to factors of the kind mentioned in the
last preceding paragraph, such as the presence of an industrial plant, which
are common factors over England as a whole and not peculiar to the Vale of
White Horse District. If Parliament iiad wished the Commission to have regard
to such factors as a general rule it would have said so, as it has done in
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relation to breaking local ties, though, as I have said, even this Is sub-ordinated
to the sane ratio rule.
46. This is not to say that all factors should not be examined in each individual
case. They should be, and I have considered all the arguments put to me in
relation to their own particular facts, but this general background must affect
the weight that is given to factors such as I have described and shows that the
sane ratio rule cannot be disregarded.

Part II - The Particular Cases
A. Steventon and Sutton Courtenay Wards
47. Looking at the map it is not easy to understand why Milton Parish
should have ties with Steventon rather than Sutton Courtenay. Milton village
is the next village on a perfectly good road to Sutton Courtenay whereas it
is joined to Steventon village directly only by bridleways or footpaths and the
road route is somewhat roundabout by way of Milton Hill, though this will be
shortened to some extent by the new link road in course of construction
parallel to and south of the railway. Looking again at the map one can
understand that the Milton quarter of Rowstock crossroads and the electorate
at Milton Hill would have an affinity with Steventon, all being on the A34,
while Milton Heights would seem to have a better link with Milton village.
Only a small part of the electorate is in Rowstock and Milton Hill, with a
larger proportion at Milton Heights, but the preponderance of the electorate
is in Milton itself (see paragraph 15). Again the former Milton Depot, now,
in large part at least, a trading estate, is partly in Milton Parish and
partly in Sutton Courtenay Parish. Looking at the position on the ground
confirms the map impression; it is difficult to know why Milton village should
have ties with Steventon rather than with Sutton Courtenay, though it is
perfectly true, as Col. Norman said (see paragraph 18) that the older parts
of Milton village and Suttoti Courtenay are some way away from each other
spearated by more modern development, and it is the case that as the crow flies,
or walking along the bridleway, Milton village is nearer to Steventon village
than it is to the older part of Sutton Courtenay. But is one Justified in
disregarding the modern development at Sutton Courtenay which in some ways may
concern Milton as well as Sutton Courtenay ?
Nevertheless all that was said
to me at the meeting, as well as the contents of the written representations
indicated that Milton Parish had strong ties with Steventon, and, coming as it does
from such a wide variety of sources,. I accept that there are strong ties between
the two Parishes to which regard must be had under Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act
paragraph 3.
48. Next I consider the entitlements of the District Council's two proposed
wards and those proposed by the Commission to councillors, the entitlement being
found by dividing the ward electorate by the average number of electors per
councillor over all the wards proposed in the district (for both sets of
proposals - 51 councillors: 1975 electorate 67,489, average per councillor 1,323:
1980 electorate 77,614, average per councillor 1,522). Taking first the
District Council's proposals the entitlements are Steventon and Milton

1 councillor

1,579 (1975)

Sutton Courtenay
2 councillors 1,998
(Parishes of Sutton
Courtenay and
Appleford)

1,558 (1980)

1.19

1.02

2,155

1.51

1.42

1,015

.77

.67

2,698

1.93

1.78

Under the Commission's proposals the entitlements are Steventon

1 councillor

1,020

Sutton Courtenay
2 councillors 2,557
(with Milton and Appleford)
14

To complete the picture, I should give here the entitlements baaed on the
third possibility which I raised at the meeting (see paragraph 230, namely,
adopting the District Council's proposed wards but reducing the number of
councillors for the Sutton Courtenay Ward from 2 to 1. Bearing in mind that
this would alter the average electorates per councillor to 1,350.(1975) and
1,552 (1080), the entitlements are Steventon and Milton

1 councillor

1,579

1,558

1.17

1.00

Sutton Courtenay
1 councillor
(Parishes of Sutton
Courtenay and
Appleford)

1,998

2,155

1.48

1.39

49. The figures show that there Is much truth In the argument put to me at
the meeting (see paragraph 14) that the Commission by their proposals were
only transferring over-representation from the Sutton Courtenay to the
Steventon Ward without producing any substantially better numerical result
but at the expense of local ties. Indeed, looking at the percentage deviation
(taking the 1980 figures as perhaps the more important) the percentage deviation
from an entitlement of 1 for 1 councillor in the District Council's proposed
Sutton Courtenay Ward is -29% whereas the percentage deviation in the Commission's
proposed Steventon Ward is -33%, a greater deviation. But it must be borne
in mind that as there are two councillors for the District Council's proposed

Sutton Courtenay Ward the effect of their proposals is the sane as creating
two 1 member wards each with a deviation of -29% whereas the Commission's
proposals create only one 1 member ward with a deviation of -33%. The general

result Is that, in my opinion taken overallthe Commission's proposals better
comply with the same ratio rule as nearly as may be as laid down in Schedule .11
paragraph 3(2)(a). In the case of the third possibility there is a deviation
of +39%, less satisfactory than the Commission's proposals but perhaps more

so than the District Council's proposals. I should perhaps add hero, for
purposes of comparison, that certain wards proposed by the District Council
and accepted by the Commission do show substantial percentage deviations,
namely, Grove +31%, Radley +31%, Appleton -27%, Greendown +25% aud The Coxwells -22%.
50. The point was forcibly put to me (see paragraphs 17 and 24) that it was
people and not figures or statistics that mattered. This is a point I readily
understand, but Parliament, as I have indicated (see paxagrphs 43 and 44),
have made It quite clear in the statutory rules that figures or statiatics do
matter, and indeed are the most important, though not the only, factor for
consideration..

51. The representations from the Appleford Parish Council made the point that
the Commission's proposed Sutton Courtenay Ward would make a very long ward
very difficult to administer (see paragraphs 11(1) and J.2), and no doubt there
is a feeling that if Hilton were Joined as the Commission proposed Appleford
would be rather at the extremity and left out of things. A similar point
about size together with transport difficulties was made by Mrs. Mackenzie
(see paragraphs 13 and 20). It seems to me from my inspection that
geographically the Commission's proposed ward would make a reasonably sized
ward with the main centres of population reasonably close together; it would
not be so extensive as some other wards proposed by the District Council and
accepted by the Commission, e.g.. Craven, The Coxwells and Hendred. In my
opinion it Is a reasonably sized ward and readily capable of representation
as such, particularly if it is, as the Commission propose, a 2 member ward
which would give it some degree of over-representation. Furthermore, it is
my belief that the councillors elected for the ward, from whichever part or
parts they might come^, would give every attention between them to the desires
of Appleford and to dealing with any problems there. While each councillor
In a 2 member ward has a responsibility to the whole electorate of the ward, It
-
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does afford the opportunity for one or other to give special attention to
particular parts or to .particular problems.
52. The most difficult question to determine here is, I think, whether the
ties which exist between Milton Parish and Steventon Parish are such as to
justify the substantial departure which would result from the same ratio rule
in the Sutton Courtenay Ward if the two were kept together and allowing for
the fact that there would be substantial over-representation at Steventon if
Milton were taken from it; and one has, I feel, to make a choice not only
between the District Council's proposals and the Commission's proposals but
also between either of these and the District Council's proposals amended
to reduce the Sutton Courtenay Ward to one member. I think the matter is
somewhat marginal and I have been in some doubt as to the recommendation which
I should make, but I believe that the wording of the Act is such that, so to speak,
the benefit of the doubt must be given to achieving as nearly as may be the
same ratio, the mandatory requirement in the statutory rules rather than to the
ties. I can well understand the argument that people matter and not numbers,
but a line must be drawn somewhere if the intentions of Parliament are to be
carried out, and I do not think that the over-representation of the Sutton Courtenay
Ward at ^29% for each of two members when an improvement is possible would be in
accordance with these intentions. If it be said that this is better than the
representation in Grove and Radley Parishes, then the answer is that these are
single parishes and fall within paragraph 3(2)(c) of Schedule 11 to the Act.
I have considered the possibility of reducing the representation of the
Commission's proposed Sutton Courtenay Ward without Milton to one councillor,
but, in my opinion, such a reduction, leaving a substantial degree of underrepresentation for two parishes with some diversity of character, and some
special problems, within them (see paragraph 24), is a less desirable solution
than that proposed by the Commission. In my opinion, having had regard to the
ties between Milton Parish and Steventon Parish, the Commission'-s proposals
comply best of the three possibilities with the statutory rules. Nor do I think
that the resulting arrangements for representation on the District Council
should affect the social or other aspects of the existing relationship between
the two Parishes. The arrangements are concerned with the representation
of the individual electors of the District on the District Council, and I think
t:iey give to the electors of all the Parishes in the two Wards in all the
circumstances a reasonably fair share of representation,
53. I have considered whether there should be any alteration to the name of
the Commission's proposed Sutton Courtenay Ward to make it more acceptable,
bearing in mind especially that the Appleford Parish Council did at the time
that the Commission were considering the District Council's proposals ask that
Appleford should be included in the ward name, though this point was not made
on the Commission's draft proposals.
In this connection I have considered
whether there is any name for the ward comprising the three Parishes which in
the words of paragraph 16 of the Commission's letter to the District Council
of the 25th April, 1975, is "representative of the area and is generally
acceptable locally". But I am not aware of any natural geographic or similar
feature descriptive of the area of the ward generally which could be used as a
neutral name as in the case of some of the wards proposed, and, as the
incorporation of the names of all three Parishes into the name would make it
excessively long, I make no recommendation for the alteration of the name of
Sutton Courtenay; in saying this I note that there are other multiple parish
wards in the District where the name of only one of the parishes is used in
the ward name.
54. J accordingly recommend that the Commission should not make any alteration
to their proposed Steventon Ward comprising the Parish of Steventon and their
proposed Sutton Courtenay Ward comprising the Parishes of AUIton, Sutton Courtenay
and Appleford.
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B.

Segsbury and Icknield Wards and Parish of Grove

55. Three issues are involved in considering Mr. Brew's representations
about Wantage and Grove. First, the suggested inclusion of Grove No. 2
polling district in a Wantage ward, secondly, his suggestion for.the division
of Wantage into north and south wards instead of east and west, and, thirdly,
falling this, his suggestion that Wantage, with or without Grove No. 2,
should be left as a single 4 member ward.
56. It is abundantly clear from the map and my inspection that the Grove No. 2
polling district is physically part of Wantage Town and not of Grove village or
town. A stenger visiting the place and not knowing of the boundary would
be astonished to be told he was not in Wantage but in Grove, and there is
nothing to distinguish this district from the adjoining parts of Wantage.
Air. Brew's suggestion that this district should be included in a Wantage ward
has, in ray opinion, substantial merit. But under the terms of Schedule 11
paragraph 3(2)(b) and (c) the Commission would be unable to propose a ward
consisting of part of Grove and part of Wantage unless the District Council
were proposed to make appropriate warding orders for the two Parishes so
as to enable the resulting wards of each Parish to be combined together into
a district electoral ward, or, alternatively, the Commission.first reviewed
the parish electoral arrangements and proposed the necessary parish wards under
the complicated provisions of section 50 sub-sections (5) to (7) of the 1972 Act,
Althought;the District Council could make the necessary warding orders, as
indeed they will have to make the necessary warding order for Wantage to
enable their own proposed wards to be put into effect by the Commission, they
are clearly unwilling at the present time to make a warding order for Grove
Parish, at least without first consulting with Grove Parish Council whose
ultimate reaction is not known, and the Wantage Town Council concur in the
District Council's attitude. I do not believe that in the circumstances
the Commission would be justified .in setting in train the complicated
statutory provisions just referred to. The future of the Grove - Wantage
boundary In this area will fall to be considered on a wider basis at a later
date when parish boundaries generally are reviewed, and I think that any
anomaly In electoral ward boundaries here would best be left to fall into
place on that review. In the circumstances I make no recommendation for the
inclusion of the Grove No. 2 polling district in a Wantage ward.
57. On the second issue, as I have already indicated in dealing with general
principles (see paragraph 44), the Act does not specify the potential political
results of a review as a factor to which regard is to be had. In this case
Mr. Brew's suggestion for north and south wards is directed towards providing
what he thinks would be a better political mix so as to produce "fluid"
seats rather than "safe" seats, and thus arouse more competition for candidates
and interest in elections. To produce Mr. Brew's two wards would require the
co-operation of the District Council in making a warding order accordingly
for the Parish of Wantage, or the Commission's Initiation of steps for a
parish review as mentioned in the last preceding paragraph of this report.,Both
the District Council and the Town Council are opposed to Mr. Brew's proposed
wards. Having inspected the areas concerned I can understand Mr. Brew's
arguments but I doubt whether they would have such great force as'he suggests.
In fact there is quite a good mix of properties both east and west, and I think
that the District Council's proposed wards adopted by the Commission with which
the Town Council agree have considerable merit in producing in each ward a
mixture of town and country (whereas in Mr. Brew's proposal the country part
would be wholly within his southern ward) with a clear and distinct boundary,
the A338, which could be well understood by the electors (whereas Mr. Brew's
boundary is in part somewhat complicated). I think that where proposals are
prepared locally which comply with the statutory rules the Commission, and I as
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Assistant Commissioner, should be slow to propose alterations, particularly
where those alterations are put forward because of the political, or perhaps
in Kr. Brew's case it would be fairer to say non-political, effect which they
may have. For this kind of consideration, as distinct from considerations
of general character and affinity, to enter into the Commission's
considerations would, I think, tendto.lead them into a morass. In any event
there is, in my opinion, not sufficient strength in Mr. Brew's proposal to
justify the Commission in initiating a parish ward review for Wantage against
the wishes of the elected authorities.
58. I have also considered the third issue, namely, Mr. Brew's request that,
failing north and south wards, representation should be left as it is, i.e., a
single 4 member ward for Wantage Parish, but including Grove No. 2 or possibly
without Grove No. 2. I have already dealt with the question of Grove No. 2.
The Commission have clearly stated in paragraph 31 of their published Report No. <
(HMSO) that only in the most exceptional circumstances should it be necessary
for the number of councillors for a ward in a district to be other than one, two
or three. Here there is general local agreement that there should be two wards
of two members each as proposed by the District Council and which comply well
with the statutory rules, subject to the District Council making the necessary
parish warding order, and I can find no circumstances, let alone most exceptional
circumstances, which would justify me in recommending a single 4 member ward in
preference to the two 2 member wards proposed.
59. In the circumstances I recommend that the Commission should adhere to their
draft proposals for the Parishes of Wantage and Grove without amendment.

7.

CONCLUSION

60. In the result my recommendations amount to the conclusion that the
Commission's draft proposals should not be amended. I have only come to this
conclusion after very careful consideration and have endeavoured to set out
fairly fully the reasons which have led me to it. While some of those who
made representations or who attended the meeting may be disappointed in the
conclusion,
I hope they may appreciate the reasons, and I would like to
express my thanks to all those who attended the meeting for the kindness and
the courtesy they showed to me and the help they gave me in trying to find out
fully the facts and the arguments involved.

(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

1976.
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SCHEDULE 2.

DISTRICT OF rl'Hii YALE OF V/HITE HORSE: NAMES OF PROPOSED
WARDS AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS.
NAME OF WARD
ABBEY
APPLETON
CAUJBCOTT
CRAVEN
CUMNQR
DRAYTON
FARINGDON AND LITTLEWORTH
FITZHARRIS
GREEMDOWN
GROVE
HARWELL AND CHILTON
HENDRED
HINKSEY

NO OF COUNCILLOR
3
1
. 3
1
2
1
2
2
1
3
2
1
3

ICKNIiLD
ISLAND VILLAGES

2
1

KINGSTON BAGFUIZE AND SOUTHMOOR
KENNINGTON
LONGWORTH
MARCHAM
HORTHCOURT
OCK

1
2
1
1
2
1

RADLE;
ST HELEN WITHOUT
SEGSBUUI
SHRIVENHAM
STANFORD
STEVENTON
SUWNINGWELL AND WOOTTON
SUTTON COQRTENAI
THE COXUELLS
UPTON AND BLEWBURT

2
1
2
2
1
1
2
2
1
1

SCHEDULE 3
DISTRICT OF VALE OP VKTTE HORSE - DESCRIPTION OP PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES
ABBBY WARD
The Abbey Ward and the
Barton "Yard of the parish of AMngdon

APPLETON ;;ARD
The parishes of Appleton-with-Katon
Besselsleigh
Fyf ield and Tubney
CALDECQTT WARD

The Caldecott Ward of the parish of Abingdon
CRAVEN WARD

The parishes of Ashbury
Baulking
Cornpton Beauchamp
Kingston Lisle
Sparsholt
Uffington
Wools tone
CUMNOR WARD
The parish of

Cumnor

WAHD
The parish of

Drayton

AMD LITTLBWORTH W ARD
The parishes of Great Paringdon
Littleworth
FITZHARRIS V/AHD

The Pitzharris Ward of the parish of Abingdon
GKSENDOtfN WARD

The parishes of Childrey
East Challow
Letcombe Bassett
Letcombe Regis
West Ghallow
GROVE WAHD

The parish of

Grove

HARWELL AND CHILTON WARD
The parishes of Chilton
Harwell

parishes of Arlington
Kant Hendred
Lockinge
West Hendred
iilNKSEY WARD

The parishes of North Hinksey
South Hinksey
Wytham
ICKNIELD ffAKD
The Icknield Ward of the parish of Wantage .ISLAND VILLAGE WARD
The parishes of Gharney
Denchworth
Bast Hanney
Goosey
Lyford West Hanney
KINGSTON BAGPTJIZB AND SOUTHMOOR
The parish of

Kingston Bagpuize with Southmoor

KSMNGTOW
The parish of

Kennimjton

LOKGWOKEH WARD
Ttte parishes of Buckland
Hinton Waldrist
Longworth
Pusey
MAHCHAM WARD
The parishes of Prilford
Garford
Marc ham
NOOPHOOJRT V7ARD
The Northcourt Ward of the pariah of Abingdon
OCK WARD
The Ock Ward of the parish of AMngdon
RADLEY WARD
The parish of

Radley

.3T HEL3W vaTROTJT WARD

The parinh of

3t Helen .Yithout

3WGSBWRY

Th« 3o/7*biiry iVftrrt of tho parinh of
3HBIVENHAM WAitD

The parishes of Bourton
Shrivenhan
vYatchfield
3TANFOHD WARD

The parishes of Hatf ord
Stanford in the Vale
SOBVEHTON VttRD
The parish of SteYenton
3UNNINGWELIi AND WOOTTON
The parishes of Sunnlngwell
Wootton
3UTTON COURTENAY WARD
The parishes of Appleford
Milton

Sutton Courtenay
THB CCKRSLL3 V/ARD
The parishes of Buscot
OoleshilX
Baton Hastings
Pernhara
Great Goxwell
Little Coxwall
Longcot
UFBOH AND BLEff30RY WARD
The parishes of Blevbury
Upton

