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PROPOSALS FOR THE FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NORTH NORFOLK

1* We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried out .
our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the district of North Norfolk,
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 (l) and (2) of the
1972 Act, notice was given on 30 April 1975 that we were to undertake this
review.

This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to North Norfolk

District Council, copies of which were circulated to Norfolk County Council,
parish councils and parish meetings in the district, the Members of Parliament
for the constituencies concerned and the headquarters of the main political
parties. Copies were also sent to the editors of the local newspapers circulating
in the area and of the local government press. Notices in the local press
announced the start of the review and invited comments from members of the public
and from interested bodies.
3. North Norfolk District Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of
representation for our consideration. When doing so, they were asked to observe
the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, and the
guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
council and the proposed number of councillors for each -ward. They were also
asked to take into account any views expressed to them following their consultation
with local interests. We therefore asked that they should publish details of
their provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft scheme
to us thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

4. The District Council had passed a resolution under section 7(4)(a) of the
Local Government Act 1972 requesting a system of whole council elections.
5. On 27 October 1975, foorth iiorfolk District Council presented their draft
scheme of representation.

They proposed to divide the area of the district into

37 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 councillors to produce a council of 47 members.
6. We considered the draft scheme together with various comments that had been
made upon it. We noted that, contrary to the rule in paragraph 3(2)(a) of
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act,the draft scheme contained some inequalities
of representation.

In order to achieve a more equitable standard of representation,

we decided to regroup the parishes in the western, central and eastern parts of
the district to form eleven new wards in place of the twelve wards proposed by
the District Council and, in doin^ so, we reduced the proposed size of the council
by one member. Subject to these modifications and minor boundary alterations
suggested by Ordnance Survey, we adopted the Council's draft scheme as our draft
proposals.
7. On 20 February 1976, we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's draft
scheme. The Council were asked to make these draft proposals and the accompanying
map, which illustrated the proposed ward boundaries, available for inspection at
their main offices. Representations on our draft proposals were invited from
those to whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from members of the
public and interested bodies. We asked for comments to reach us by 23 April 1976.
8. Representations against our draft proposals were received from the District
Council, Norfolk County Council and nine parish councils. All the representations
related to our proposals for re-grouping parishes in various parts of the district.
9. In view of these comments, we felt we needed more information to enable us
to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2) of.the Local

Government Act 1972, and at our request, Mr R M D Hamilton was appointed as
Assistant Commissioner to held a local meeting and report.to us.
10. Notice of the meeting was sent to all who had received our draft proposals
or had commented on them, and was published locally.
11. The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting at the Council Offices, Crotner,
Norfolk on 15 March 1977 and visited the areas which were the subject of comment.
A copy of his report is attached at Schedule 1.
12. In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of the area,
the Assistant Commissioner recommended that, subject to alterations to four wards,
our draft proposals should be confirmed.
1?. Following his assessment of the various representations made, the principal
recommendation of the Assistant Commissioner was that the parish of Neatishead
should be transferred from the Horning ward to the Smallburgh Ward.

Consequentially,

he recommended that the parish of Dilham should be transferred from the Smallburgh
ward to the Bacton ward and that the Smallburgh ward should be re-named Neatishead.
Finally

if, as a result of these recommendations, the Commission found the level

of representation of the Horning ward unacceptable, the Assistant Commissioner
suggested that the parishes of Horning and Hoveton should be combined in a
2-member ward to be known as Bure River.
1*t.

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

received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report.

We decided that we could

accept the level of representation in a Horning ward consisting of the parish of
Horning only and concluded that we would adopt the recommendations of the Assistant
Corrnniesioner without the combination of the Horning and Hoveton parishes. Subject
to these modifications, we confirmed our draft proposals as our final proposals.
15«

Details of these proposals are set out in Schedule 2 to this report and on

the attached map.

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

councillors to be returned by each.
illustrated on the attached map.

The boundaries of the new wards are

A description of the proposed wards ae shown on

the map is set out in Schedule 3 to this report.

PUBLICATION
16.

In accordance with section 60(5) Cb) of the Local Government Act 197? a copy

of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to North Norfolk District
Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council's main offices*
Copies of this report (without map) are being sent to those who received the
consultation letter and to those who made comments.

US.

Signed
EDMUND COMPTON

(CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M RANKIN

(DETUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOl.'DEN

J T BROCKBANK

MICHAKL CHISHOLM

R R THORNTON

'.'.' WKEATLEY

N DIGNEY (Secretary)
September 1977

SCHEDULE; 1

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
DISTRICT OF NORTH NORFOLK
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 District of North Norfolk.

'

2. I held the meeting at the Council Offices, Holt Road, Cromer, Norfolk, on
Tuesday, 15th March, 1977, starting at 10.30 a.m. The names and addresses of
persons attending the meeting are set out in the Appendix to this report, together
with the names of the persons or bodies whom they represented.
2.

THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS

3. On the 30th April, 1975, the Commission invited the North Norfolk District
Council 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 27th October, 1975, the .'District Council submitted
their draft scheme. This provided for 37 wards returning a total of 47 councillors,
the same total number as under the present arrangements. The wards were in fact the
same as under the present arrangements with two exceptions, namely - (1) the
Parish of Brumstead was transferred from the Ant Valley Ward to the Stalham Ward,
and (2) the Parish of North Walsham was divided into two wards, North Waishorn (East)
and North Walsham (West).
4. The Commission adopted the Council's draft scheme as the basis for their draft
proposals but made alterations in three areas to improve the overall standard of
representation. The alterations result in reducing the total number of councillors
by one from 47 to 46. The alterations were as follows (1) the Parish of Upper Sheringham was transferred from the Cley Ward to the
Bodham Ward and the Parish of Plumstead was transferred from the Bodham
Ward to the Corpusty Ward;

(2) the Council's proposed Stiffkey Valley Ward was abolished and its constituent
Parishes transferred to other wards, naiMly^/Sfirfifkey ParTnfli To*TJlakeney
Ward, Binham Parish to Four Stowes Ward, and Wighton Parish to Walsingharn Ward;
-

1 -

(3) the Council's proposed Bacton, Ant Valley, Neatishead and Horning Wards,
which form a string of wards running from North to South right across
the District, were regrouped to form four new wards named Bacton,
Happisburgh, Smallburgh and Horning respectively as follows Council's draft scheme
Name of ward
Parishes

Commission's draft proposals
Name of ward
Parishes

Bacton

Bacton
Happisburgh
Lessingham

Bacton

Bacton
Witton
Honing

Ant Valley

East Huston
Witton
Honing
Dilham

Happisburgh

East Ruston
Happisburgh
Lessingham

Neatishead

Ashmanhaugh
Barton Turf

Smallburgh

Ashmanhaugh
Barton Turf

Horning
6

Neatishead

Dilham

Smallburgh

Smallburgh

Horning
a

.
Horning

«...*,..,
Neatishead
Horning.

5. Part I of the Table below shows the
wards in the Commission's draft
proposals which are co-terminous with, and have the same names as, wards in the
District Council's draft scheme. Part II of the Table shows in ordinary type
the wards concerned in alteration (1) In paragraph 4 as proposed by the Commission
and in italic type the Council's corresponding proposals. Part III of the Table
shows in ordinary type the wards concerned in alteration (2) in paragraph 4 as
proposed by the Commission and in italic type the Council's corresponding proposals.
Part IV shows in ordinary type the wards concerned in alteration (3) in paragraph 4
as proposed by the Commission and in italic type the Council's corresponding
proposals. In each Part the first column shows the ward name, the second the
number of councillors for the ward, the third and fourth the 1973 and estimated 1980
electorates, and the fifth and sixth the mathematical entitlements to councillors
in 1975 and 1980 respectively, which is found by dividing the average number of
electors per ward into the ward electorate. The average number is in i;the case of
the ordinary type entries based on a council of 46 councillors and is 1,324 for 1975
and 1,403 for 1980; in the case of the italic entries the average number is based
on a council of 47 councillors and is 1,296 for 1975 and 1,373 for 1980. A
comparison of the ordinary and italic type entries in Parts II, IITand IV
respectively of the Table will at once show the improvemnts towards equality of
representation produced by the Commission's proposals.
TABLE
Ward

Councillors

Electorate
1975
1980

Entitlement
1975
1980

Part I
Astley

1

1,470

1,600

1.11

1.14

Catfield

1

. 1,181

1,441

0.89

1.03

Chaucer

1

1,317

1,353

0.99

0.96

Cromer
i
Erpngham

2

3,206

3,346

2.42

2.38

1

1,267

1,377

0.96

0.98

s

•

-

2 -

Fulmode stone

1

1,111

1,201

0.84

0.86

Glaven

2

2,392

2,492

1.81

1.78

Hick ling

1

1,323

1,383

, 1.00

0.99

1

1,499

1,579

1.13

1.13

Ho vet on

1

1,484

1,520

1.12

Lancaster
Muudeflley

3

4,222

4,272

3.19

1

1,621

1,711

1.22

1.08
3.04
1.22

North Walsham (East)

3

3,633

4,033

2.74

North Walsham (West)

1

1,574

1,600

1.19

Overs t rand

1

1,198

1,228

0.90

Pastonacres

1

1,203 :

1,293

0.91

Roughton

1

1,677

1.27

Scot tow

1

1,551

1,797
1,601

Sheringham

3

4, 130

4,430

3.12

Stalham

1

1, 495

1,895

1.13

3.16
1.35

SuffieOd Park

1

1,421

1,521

1.07

1.08

The Raynhams

1

1,596

1,666

1.21

1.19

The Run tons

2

2,240

2,340

1.69

1.67

Wensum Valley
Wo r stead

1

1, 134

1,204

0.86

0.86

1

1,255

1, 295

0.95

0.92

Horsefen

.

1.17

2.87
1.14
0.88
0.92
1.28
1.14

Part II
Bodham

1

1,257

1,305

0.95

0.93

Cley

1

1,485

1,577

1.12

1.12

Corp us ty

1

1, 004

1, 054

0.76

0.75

Bodham

1

1,137

1,177

0.88

0.86

Cley

1

1,702

1,802

1.31

1.31

Corpus ty

1

907

957

0.70

0.70

1.00
0.91

1.00
1.06
0.88

.

Part III
Blakeney

1

1,318

Four Stowes

1

Vlalsingham

1

1,391
1,209

1,403
1,486
1,234

Wells

2

2, 378

2,463

1.80

1.76

Blakeney

1

l f lOO

1,180

0.85

0.86

Four Stoves

1

1,156

1,246

0.89

0.91

Stiffkey Valley

1

799

819

0.62

0.60

Walsingham

1

1,008

1,028

0.78

0.75

Nells

2

2,233

2,313

1.72

1.68

1.05

Part IV
Bacton

1

1,099

1,139

0.83

0.81

Happisburgh

1

1,231

1,291

0.93

0.92

Horning

1

1,266

1,316

0.96

0.94

Smallburgh

1

1,071

1,101

0.81

0.78

Ant Valley

1

1,006

0.76

0.73

Bacton

1

1,663

1.21

1.21

Horning

1

0.66

0.65

Neatishead

1

0.97

0.94

3.

986
1,573
854
1,254

894
1,284

THE WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

6. Prior to the meeting I was supplied by the Commission with copies of the
written representations which they had received in response to the advertisement
of their draft proposals.
7. Written representations from the North Norfolk District Council detailed their
objections to the Commission's three areas of alteration and the details are set.
out under the appropriate headings later in this report. The written representations
concluded, however, with some general comments. In the District Council's view .
the representations said, the Commission's draft proposals related solely to the
criteria that the ratio of the number of Weal 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. This criteria failed to recognise the community of interest
existing in various groups of parishes which the Commission now s<u#it to divide by
ward boundaries. The Commission did not appear to have taken into consideration
the various characteristics of the district which are peculiar to this area in
drafting their proposals, i.e. coastal, agricultural, broadland and holiday areas,
areas of sparse population and the absence of any form of public transport. The
draft proposals would also tend to destroy the relationship built up during the
past three years between the elected representatives of the district, the parish
councils in the wards concerned and the residents living in those wards. The
Council asked the Commission to seriously reconsider the Council's original
proposals which took into account the factors mentioned above.
8. Written representations from the Norfolk County Council said that in the
County Council's view the Commission's draft proposals for North Norfolk failed to
recognise the community of interest existing in various groups of parishes which
the Commission now sought tp divide by ward boundaries. Particular attention was
drawn to the proposal to divide the parish of Upper Sheringham from the other
coastal parishes in the proposed Cley Ward, with which it had the closest affinity,
and which, if adopted, would be likely to present the County Council with difficulty
in proposing suitable county electoral division boundaries in that area. The
County Council believed that the North Norfolk District Council's original
proposals effectively reflected local affinities and traditional relationships
between parishes; those proposals had the County Council's fullest support.
9. The other written representations were from various Parish Councils, and
these are fully noted under the appropriate heads later in this report, and I read
them to the meeting.
10. Immediately prior to the meeting I was handed a petition from 129 Parishioners
of Neatishead, and this is referred to later in this report.

4.

THE DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING

11. In opening the meeting I said that I thought It would be most convenient
to deal first with any representations on matters of general principle and thereafter,
to deal with the representations on the Commission's proposals in three groups,
and in the order, as set out in paragraph 4 of this report.
12. Mr. T.V. Nolan, Chief Executive of the North Norfolk District Council,
speaking for the Council, said that the proposals of the Commission appeared to
the Council to have one thing in mind, namely, to ensure that all elected members
had an average electorate rather than giving due weight to the wider aspects of
the duties and responsibilities of the elected member. The physical task of
dealing with equal numbers of constituents in sparsely populated and urban areas
differed considerably and the problems encountered in truly rural wards was often
under-estimated. Many elected members were in full time employment and had other
interests, the cost of travel increased and account had to be taken of the lack of
public transport and the fact that there were still many people who did not have
their own form of transport and were not connected to the telephone. There had
been significant changes in recent years. Until 1974 the majority of parishes
had at least one elected member on the local district council. The former District
Councils gave very careful consideration to the warding arrangements for the new
District Council which took over administrative responsibility for the area in
April, 1974.
These proposals were submitted to, and approved by, the Department of
the Environment in 1972. In April, 1974, radical changes were implemented which
resulted in some cases, in one member having to cover six or seven separate
parishes. In a rural area such as North Norfolk this could be particularly onerous
both in so far as undertaking constituency work and representing the interest of
local populations at District Council committees and meetings, which in some cases,
were held more than twenty miles away.
13. Considerable work, Mr. Nolan continued, had been undertaken in the past three
years to ensure that these new arrangements were introduced smoothly and worked
effectively. Elected members had got to know their wards and the various problems
of each centre of population no matter how small. Members took all possible steps
to look after the interest of these populations at District Council level. In many
parts of the area there was little public transport and the signs were that the
problems of public transport would get worse rather than better. In the Council's
view it was most desirable for the District ward boundaries to be considered in
conjunction with existing or possible future County Council division boundaries.
The success of local government depended on the willingness of local people to
stand for election and to represent effectively the interests of their constituents.
It was essential to ensure that membership was open to as wide a cross section as
possible of persons, and by further enlarging wards and making the duties even
more onerous and time consuming it was likely to restrict the future membership
of the District Council.
14. Strenuous efforts, said Mr. Nolan, seemed to have been made by the Commission
to obtain average electorates, but parliamentary constituency areas varied widely
presumably emanating from variations in local circumstances. The Commission's
proposals would seem to solve a problem which did not exist. The Council urged that
an opportunity be given to build upon the work already undertaken by elected
members since the elections held In 1973 to obtain a unified and cohesive district
and to admininter the functions and responsibilities of a district council in the
best interests of the population of the area.
15. Mrs. J. ffalpole, County Councillor for the Erpingham No. 1 County Electoral
Division, speaking for the Norfolk County Council, said that she supported the
comments that Mr. Nolan had made on the subject of an average electorate. If the
criterion was a rapidly changing population there were also physical features to
be taken account of; how small parishes looked to a market town was decided by

the lie of the land, roads and transport services, and to shift them around would
not be very advantageous.
16. In reply to a question from myself Mr. Nolan said that the 1980 estimated
electorates had been obtained from the Chief District Planning .Officer based on
trends which existed and he was sure tftat the District Officer had.consulted
the County Planning Officer.
17. Mr. T.D.W. Molander, Deputy County Secretary, Norfolk County Council, also
spoke for the County Council in support of the County Council's general
representations (see paragraph 8 above). Mr. Nolan had said that it was most
desirable for the district ward boundaries to be considered in conjunction with
existing or possible future County Council division boundaries (see paragraph 13
above). The County Council were placed under constraint by the Local Government
Act. When they came to do the county electoral review the first criterion laid
down was that the number of electors should be, as nearly as may be, the same in
every electoral division; another criterion, though not mandatory, was that the
boundaries of district wards should be taken into account. There was some
difficulty for the County Council because in many places county electoral division
boundaries did not follow district ward boundaries, for example an existing county
. electoral division boundary passed through the Chaucer Ward running east to west
between Gresham to the north and Sustead to the south. They were seeking to try
to accord with the district ward boundaries as proposed by the District Council, and
one should try to avoid having differing areas with differing boundaries. It was
partly for this reason that the County Council when they considered the District
Council's original proposals found them to be acceptable and thought new electoral
divisions could be matched to them. The Commission's proposals departed from local
affinities and would compound the County Council's difficulties for the future.
The County Council believed that the District Council's original proposals
reflected local affinities and traditional relationships between parishes and these
proposals had the County Council's fullest support. The Commission's proposals
would make it difficult for the County Council to reflect local affinities. The
problem already existed of relating electoral divisions to wards and this was
compounded by the Commission's proposals as compared with the District Council's
proposals.
18. This was all that anyone wished to say on general principles, and I then
proceeded to the discussion of the details of the three areas to which h£e
representations related.
(JL)

The Bodham, Cley and Corpusty Wards

19. The details from the District Council's written representations (see
paragraph 7 above) relating to this area are as follows - The proposal to transfer
the Parish of Upper Sheringham from Cley to Bodham Ward fails to recognise the close
affinity which Upper Sheringham has with the other coastal parishes in Cley Ward.
It is also understood that the Commission's proposal would present the County
Council with difficulty in proposing suitable county electoral division .boundaries
in that area.
20. The details of the County Council's written representations will be found in
paragraph 8 above.
21.

The other written representations relating to this area are -

(1)

from the Clerk to HempsteadJ-^gish Council stating that at a meeting of the
Parish Council on 22nd Marchymembers instructed her to write and object to
the inclusion of Upper Sheringham in Bodham Ward, and the deletion of
Plumstead from Bodhad Ward. They considered that the problems of the
inland parishes were totally different to the problems of the coastal
parishes.

(2) from the Clerk to Baconsthorpe Parish Council stating that the draft
proposals for the electoral arrangement for North Norfolk. District were
discussed at a meeting of the Parish Council on the 12th April, 1976,
and she had been asked to write to the Commission and oppose the proposal
that Upper Sheringham should be included in Bodham Ward. Upper Sheringham
was a coastal village and its needs were entirely different from those of
Bacons hjt or pe, which was inland. It was 5 miles from Baconsthorpe, whilst
Plumstead was only 1 mile away.
(3) from the Clerk to Weybourne Parish Council stating that her Parish Council
wished to place on record their wish that Upper Sheringham should remain
in the Cley Ward, and they proposed that High Kelling could well be placed
in the Bodham Ward instead. This was a very Important matter to all who
lived on the North Norfolk coast.
22. I was not supplied by the Commission with any written representations from
the Upper Sheringham Parish Council, nor were the Parish Council represented,at
the meeting. Surprise was, however, expressed at the meeting that I had no
written representation as one was thought to have been sent. I nubsequently
verified on the telephone on the 21st March, 1977, from Mr. Hope at the Commission's
offices that no such written representations had been received from the advertisement
of the Commission's draft proposals up to that date.
23. Mr. Nolan said that the District Council felt that Upper Sheringham had a close
affinity to the remaining Parishes in the Cley Ward. It was a ward which had
worked particularly well since its inception. The Upper Sheringham Parish Council
were firmly in favour of remaining in the Cley Ward. And there seemed to be
agreement in the Ward for the status quo situation. Affinities would be lost with
the Commission's proposal.
24. Mrs. M. English, County Councillor for the Sheringham County Electoral
Division, including Upper Sheringham, part of Weybourne, East and West Beckham,
Gresham and Lower Gresham, Beeston Regis, part of West Runton, and Sheringham, said
that the Division was a manageable division. She was concerned about Upper Sheringham,
She did not see it as a coastal village. It was inland from Sheringham, and the last
houses of Upper Sheringham and Sheringham were almost together, and she would be happy
to see Upper Sheringham go with Sheringham. Now that the former Sheringham Urban
District and Upper Sheringham Parish were all in one district she would have thought
that Upper Sheringham could merge with Sheringham.
25. Mr. Molander, speaking for the County Council, said that, if the District
Council's arrangements were to stand, the County Council had proposed that there
should be an electoral division of Sheringham, Upper Sheringham and the rest of
Cley Ward; it might have to go further west to include part of Blakeney.Ward but
there was a difference of view about this. This would give an east - west electoral
division, but if Upper Sheringham were included with Bodham Ward as the Commission
proposed there would be a north - south division. If Bodham and Sheringham were
taken into an electoral division together there would be difficulty for the County
Council in forming electoral divisions to the east and west of the Bodham and
Sheringham Division, especially to the west where there was the ultimate constraint
of the District boundary to the west and of Fakenham to the south-west which must
be the basis of an electoral division. It could be done, but it created some
difficulty, not so much for Sheringham as for the related divisions. There were
especially difficulties of communications as the main roads ran east to west
and north-east to south-west. The A149 ran east to west from Cromer to Hunstanton,
and the other A road, the A148, ran from Cromer to Holt. There were B roads running
south, the B1157 from Sheringham to Upper Sheringham and the B1156 from Blakeney.
Between the east - west A roads and the north - south B roads there was an area
were communications were difficult with only minor roads. Mrs. English and
Mrs. Walpole said that the minor roads were adequate but not good for heavy traffic.

26. Mr. J?.G. Thurtle, District Councillor for the existing Ward 8 (the Bodham
Ward as proposed by the District Council), said that when he first saw the new
alteration he thought that for Upper Sheringham to come into Ward 8 was a good
move making it very compact. Since then the Parish Councils had met and were
totally opposed to Upper Sheringham coming into Ward 8, and they had converted
his views on the matter and he must support them. The opposing Parish Councils
he referred to were Hempstead, Baconsthorpe and Bodham. These were also the feelings
from the other two Parishes (Edgefield and Plumatead) but he did not think that
Parish Council meetings had been called. Mr. Nolan, for the District Council,
supported the feelings of the Parish Councils which asked for Plumstead to be
retained in the Ward. Mr. Thurtle- supported what Mr. Nolan said since it was the
wish of some parish councillors of Plumstead to remain in Bodham Ward.
27. Mr. J.JC. Day felt that the Deanery would like him to say that Plumstead,
Hempstead and Baconsthorpe had shared a Rector, and Upper Sheringham, Weybourne,
Eelllng and Salthouse also worked together as four parishes ecclesiastically.
In
no circumstances must Sheringham and Upper Sheringham be Joined together
.
. 'ecclesiastically.
28. There was no representative present from Baconsthorpe Parish Council or from
Weybourne Parish Council to support their written representations.
29. Mr. H. Dawson, District Councillor for the existing Ward 6 (the Cley Ward as
proposed by the District Council), said that he would like to speak for Upper
Sheringham. He had been to all their Parish Council meetings and they had
expressed a strong wish to remain as they were. The reasons for this normally given
were-strong agricultural bonds; maintenance of ecclesiastical ties with the rest
of Ward 6, the Vicar of Upper Sheringham was also Vicar of Weybourne, Kelling and
Salthouse and Chaplain to High Kelling Hospital; the Parish ran down to the sea
and it had similar coastal problems to Cley, Kelling, Salthouse and Weybourne; and,
very importantly, not only the Parish Councils but also the villages felt well
served as they were and wished to stay as they were. Upper Sheringham felt that
there were not ties with any other Parishes than these. They would not like to go
with Sheringham Town as they felt they would be underdogs. There was quite a large
agricultural contingent In the Parish, a few worked in Norwich, a few in Sheringham
and one or two in Holt. All the other villages in Cley Ward would not like to
lose Upper Sheringham. In reply to a question from me he said he did not know
whether it would be an advantage to get another councillor interested in the
coastline.
to the suggestion
30. In relation/in the written representations from the Weybourne Parish Council
that High Kelling could well be placed in the Bodham Ward instead of Upper Sheringham,
Mr. Nolan said that the District Council had not considered this suggestion, but
would consider it in reviewing parish boundaries in due course. There was a strong
feeling in the locality that High Kelling should be separated from Bodham Civil
Parish. There was a bit of High Kelling in Kelling Parish and a bit in Bodham,
but most of the population was in Bodham Parish. The District Council had not
considered parish warding here and would probably not wish to consider it in advance
of the parish boundaries. Mr. Dawson, speaking for Weybourne Parish Council, said
that the suggestion had been made because it appeared that one parish would have
to leave Ward 6 and, since High Kelling was already divided between Bodham, Kelling
and Holt, it appeared to Weybourne that it was logical for this village to move if
any village had to go. High Kelling was quite happy to stay as they were, and this
was the feeling of the Kelling Parish Council. Mr. Thurtle said that the biggest
number of High Kelling Parishioners lived in the Bodham area and would not agree
that they were happy as they were because Bodham had received a c request from
Kelling Parish for the Bodham part of High Kelling to go into Kelling Parish.
Mrs. Walpole said that High Kelling would like to be High Kelling Parish although
now split into two, and which way they would go she did not know but probably
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towards Kelling. This should be considered when parish boundaries were
considered. The general feeling was that a High Kelling Parish.would wish to
Join Kelling in the Cley Ward. Mr. Nolan said that Mrs. Walpole had mentioned
the question of High Kelling wishing to be a separate entity. This was quite true,
but the District Council would have to consider what the effect of this would be
on Kelling Village which was quite small.
(2) Abolition of the Stiffkey Valley Ward
31. The details from the District Council's written representations (see
paragraph 7 above) relating to this area are as follows - The Council are
extremely concerned at the Commission's proposal to delete this ward and to split
the four parishes between the four adjoining wards. The area covered by the Wells,
Blakeney, Walsingham and Four Stowes Wards is very large and, with the exception
of the town of Wells and the village of Blakeney is very sparsely populated. The
Council is of opinion that by the deletion of this ward the electors concerned
will not have adequate representation and that the elected representatives will
have great difficulty in keeping themselves and their electorate as well informed
as they should be. These difficulties cannot be over emphasised, especially as
communications in the area are sadly lacking, there being no form of public
transport at all.
32. The County Council's written representations (see paragraph 8 above)
contained no specific reference to this area.
33. The other written representations relating to this area are (1) (a) from Mrs. Elizabeth Parsons, Clerk to Stlffkey Parish Council, saying
that In regard to the proposal to delete the Stiffkey Valley Ward the
Stiffkey Parish Council wished to object and therefore endorsed the view
already expressed by the North Norfolk District Council. The proposal to
create a ward consisting of Stiffkey, Binham, Wighton and Warham under the
name •'Stiffkey Valley Ward" seemed to them to be a logical concentration
of common Interests. Blakeney's problems were very different in scale and
character and they felt that the smaller villages had a need for common
representation; (b) from Mr. E.E. Procter on behalf of the Clerk of
Stiffkey Parish Council, headed Deletion of Stiffkey Valley Ward, and saying
with reference to the above the Stiffkey Parish Council wished to voice
strongly its disapproval of this move. They were it seemed supported by the
County Council in this, the needs of parishioners being best met by those
members closely connected. And it was felt any enlargement of Wards further
removed this ability. An argument of administration cost had little
grounds, as centralisation it would seem could be both inefficient and
costly.
(2) from the Parish Clerk of Binham saying that the Parish Council had noted
with concern that the proposals for the village to be included in a Stiffkey
Valley Ward had not apparently been accepted by the Commission, which
wished to delete this proposed ward and to distribute the villages concerned
among other wards. The Parish Council reiterated its strong preference for
the Stiffkey Valley Ward idea, as they had no feeling of belonging to other
villages of the Four Stowes Ward, and would wish to regard themselves as
more unifiable with the other villages. It took some research to find out
what the Four Stowes were; some small plantations of trees far away from them,
apparently. They would suggest that a far better name would be Bale Oaks
Ward, the Bale Oaks being well known and a National Trust property in the
centre of the Four Stowes area.
34. Mr. Nolan, for the District Council, said that in the Council's view the
question of sparsity was important. It was admitted that the electorate was below
the average, but there was an affinity between the Parishes in the Stiffkey Valley

Ward and they worked well together. Wells was a small coastal town and Warham
was a very small inland village. Holkham, which was in the Wells Ward into which
the Commission proposed to transfer Warham, was different from Warham as it was
an estate parish with no village centre. The Stiffkey Parish Council had drawn
attention to the difference of interest in the Stiffkey and Blakeney areas.
Blakeney was 4 miles from Stiffkey and there was a difference of emphasis in the
Stiffkey area. If you increased the size of Four Stowes Ward as the Commission
proposed by including Binham in it it would be very difficult for the local member
to undertake his duties. There was a poor public transport system. In Stiffkey
there was one bus per week and in Binham buses on two days per week. Wighton,
proposed to be transferred by the Commission to the Walsingham Ward, was more
fortunate as they, had a daily service between Wells and Fakenham. it would be
difficult for a District Council member to represent a Parish Council's affairs.
The fact that a significant number of people were not on the phone made it all the
more difficult.
35. Mr. Nolan continued that the Four Stowes Ward was already in excess of 12,000
acres and the Stiffkey Valley Ward was in excess of 11,000 acres. The Four Stowes
Ward would be increased to reach 16,000 acres, Walsingham to nearly 12,500, Wells
to just over 11,000 and Blakeney to just over 8,000. Although it was recognised
that the population of Stiffkey Valley was lower the conditions justified its
retention. In reply to questions from myself as to other possible comparable
wards of substantial area or where a small .village was joined in a ward with a
much larger one or a small town, Mr. Nolan said that the Raynhams Ward was not
quite as large '.as Four Stowes and had better bus services and two large airfields;
Erpingham Ward was not so large as Four Stowes or Stiffkey Valley. Public transport
in the Stiffkey Valley and Four Stowes Wards was very bad. Fulmodestone was not
as large as Four Stowes would be or Stiffkey Valley and there was a bus service in
Fulmodestone. Brumstead and Stalham were in agreement; Brumstead was less
independent than Warham. The Glaven two member Ward worked very well. Fakenham
and Hempton (in the Lancaster Ward) was not a fair comparison as there were
several miles between Warham and Wells but.Herapton was tacked on to Fa^kenham.
Blakeney was larger but It .had /an affinity. jox_'# and there would be a loss if
Stiffkey was brought in. Mr. Nolan said that the District Council felt that the
existing ward boundaries had worked successfully and that the elected members and
Parishes should have the opportunity to consolidate on the 1974 arrangements.
36. As to the suggestion in the Binham Parish Council's written representations
that a better name for the Four Stowes Ward would be Bale Oaks Ward, Mr. Nolan said
that the District Council felt that Four Stowes was the right answer and it was
supported by a majority of the Parishes. Four Stowes was a group of trees but he
was not sure at the time of speaking which Parish it was in. Bale Oaks were in
the Parish of Gunthorpe in the centre of the Four Stowes area. It was a well
known group of trees protected by a tree preservation order in a lovely setting
and National Trust property visited by the public. The District Council asked the
Parishes for suggestions and he believed Bale Oaks was not mentioned. Four Stowes
was suggested and accepted.
37. Mr. G.J. Quick, District Councillor for the existing Ward 32 (the Stiffkey
Valley Ward as proposed by the District Council) and Binham Parish Councillor,
endorsed Mr. Nolan's remarks regarding the proposal for Warham to go into the
Wells Ward. They had a non-existent bus service for the existing Ward. The
remark passed by Binham as regards Bale Oaks was mainly suggested as they had no
wish to go into the Ward. Binham hoped they would stay in the Stiffkey Valley
Ward. There was close liaison with Stiffkey and Warham, and most of the land was
farmed by one family. Four Stowes did not come into the farming family which
covered mainly Warham, Stiffkey and Binham. Close liason included sport and
entertainment. Binham and Stiffkey tried to co-operate with one another. Cricket
and football were at Stiffkey. Binham felt they would lose individual contacts
with Stiffkey, Warham and Wighton.
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• 38. NoAne was present to represent the Stiffkey Parish .Council in.support of
"their written representations.
.39. Mr. Molander, for the County Council, said that it had been proposed that
^all four Parishes in the Stiffkey Valley Ward should continue to be in one county
electoral division. The only difficulty for the County Council would be that if
.Stiffkey Parish were taken in with the Parishes to the east and if there were to be
a coastal electoral division that division would have to go that much further west
'to Stiffkey rather than Morston. There was no significant difficulty in going one
:
Parish further west.
'40, Mr. Nolan, having had further enquiries made about the name Four Stoves, said
that there had been a meeting of Brinton, Field Dalling, Hindringham and Thursford
Parishes which had submitted the name Four Stowes. They were a fairly central
geographical feature and had been known widely within the area by the name as long
as anyone could remember. They were in the north-east part of Gunthorpe Parish.

(3) Bacton, Ant Valley, Neatishead and Horning (or Bacton, Happisburgh
Smallburgh and Horning^ Wards
41. The details from the District Council's written representations are as
follows - Smallburgh Ward - The Council support the objections made by both the
Dilham and Neatishead Parish Councils to the proposed changes in this ward.
42. The County Council's written representations (see paragraph 8 above) contained
no specific reference to this area.
43. The other written representations relating to this area are (1) from the Clerk to Neatishead Parish Council saying the Neatlahead Parish
Councillors protested very strongly at the Proposal to link Neatishead with
Horning. Over the past years a good understanding had been built up within
the Smallburgh Ward. Neatishead was a rural village in the fullest sense,
whereas Horning was urbanised in its outlook. The Parish of Neatishead
desired please to stay within the Ward of Smallburgh.
(2) from the Clerk to Dilham Parish Council saying that with reference to the
draft proposals for the Electoral Arrangements for the North Norfolk District,
Dilham Parish Council strongly objected to the proposed plan of alternative
warding. It would appear that simply in order to obtain an average
electorate for each District Council's member, the proposed new warding would
result in a lack of understanding of local problems. It would seem sensible
to group agricultural interesxts together as at present, and not intermingle
them with coastal or holiday interests. Also there would be a great danger
of the smaller parishes of low electorate becoming overwhelmed with the
larger communities. Bearing in mind the proposed new ward for their own
Parish, the difference of only 10 electorate in the re-organisation and for
the reasons stated above, they considered this exercise totally unnecessary.
They therefore suggested the present arrangements should remain.
(3) from the Clerk of Barton Turf/Irstead Parish Council saying that the Parish
Council did not agree with the Draft Proposal for the Smallburgh Ward in
splitting Barton Turf from Neatishead - they had always been together in
their organisations :- Neatisbead and Barton Turf Womans Institute.
Neatishead and Barton Turf British Legion. Neatishead Victory Hall is used
by Barton Turf for united functions. Barton Turf/lrstead children are
educated at Neatishead School, The Staitne's under their control were shared
on a friendly basis. The Rector of Neatishead was Priest of Barton Turf. this was why they felt so strongly against being separated from Neatishead and she was given to understand the Neatishead Parish Council^shared their
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views in this matter. They would like to see Ward 25 left as it is at
present and would be very grateful for the Commission's serious
consideration in keeping their two villages together.
(4)

from the Clerk to the tfitton Parish Council saying that at a meeting of
the Parish Council on the 29th March, 1976, the published draft proposals
for the electoral arrangements for the North Norfolk District in the County
of Norfolk were discussed. She was requested to write stating that the
Witton Parish Council did not approve of making the Wards larger as it
would greatly restrict a number of people from taking office owing to the
extra amount of time involved in meetings etc.

44. As mentioned in paragraph 10 above, immediately prior to the meeting I was
handed a petition from 129 Parishioners of Neatishead. Above the 129 signatures
is the following statement - Draft Proposals for the Electoral Arrangements for
the North Norfolk District prepared by the Local Government Boundary Commission,
The Parishioners of Neatishead whose signatures are attached object to the above
Draft Proposals making their Village part of Horning Ward and declare they wish
to remain part of Smallburgh Ward.
45. Mr. Nolan said that this was an area where the District Council had had
strong representations from the Parish Councils and had given these representations
their f ull support. Horning was a small closely knit ward. Neatishead had very
close links with the Parishes within the Smallburgh Ward, and the District Council
were very firm in their support of the Neatishead representations. In the case of
Dilham the District Council felt that the need for continuity should take
precedence over the desire to equalise the electorates, and they would wish to
support Dilham in their request to keep the status quo. The District Council felt
that reorganisation since 1974 in this part had worked out quite successfully.
The Parishes had indicated that they were well represented, and the District
Council would like to see the opportunity to build on this foundation.
46. On my asking for comments on the possibility of joining Horning with Hoveton
in a 2 member ward instead of with Neatishead, Mr. Nolan said it was difficult to
comment. On my asking for comments on the possibility of(jpining,the Ant Valley
and Stalham Wards into a single 2 member ward, Mr. Nolan said that there could be
objections. The Council generally preferred single member wards, and there was not
much affinity of interest between the two Wards; there could well be objections
from the villages in the Ant Valley area. On my asking whether Horning and
Neatishead or Horning and Hoveton would be preferable Mr. Nolan said that the
District Council had come out very strongly against Horning and Neatishead, but
they did not consider joining Horning and Hoveton together. He felt that Horning,
although small should remain separate. On my asking whether Ant Valley and
Stalham or the coastal wards proposed by the Commission would be preferable,
Mr. Nolan said that the Council would have a strong objection to joining Ant Valley
and Stalham.
47. Mr. Molander, for the County Council, said that there would be no difficulty in
this area as respects county electoral divisions, as only an alternative way of
dividing up parishes was concerned. There was no significance from this point of
view in my two suggestions to Mr. Nolan. A boundary ran between Stalham and Ant Valley
but overall there was no difficulty involved.
48. Mr. L.A. Carey, County Councillor for the South Smallburgh County Electoral
Division including Hoveton, Horning, Neatishead, Barton Turf and other Parishes,
said that the proposal to join Horning and Hoveton had come as a complete surprise.
He would not deny it as a possibility, but, speaking as Vice-Chairman of Hoveton
Parish Council, he said it would have to receive consideration of both Parish
Councils before an opinion could be expressed.* He had fteen a resident in the area
for 25 years. Neatishead, Barton Turf and Irstead were closely linked. They used
the Victory Hall in Neatishead; the Post Office was in Neatishead, and there were
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two inns in Neatlshead. The three Parishes were closely dependent on each other.
There was only a short dist/ance by road between Neatlshead and Barton Turf, find
a much longer distance by cross-country lanes between Neatishead and Horning. The
proposals put forward offended the traditional relationships between the three
Parishes. Horning and Hoveton had something in common, they were both riverside
parishes, they had a holiday character, both had boatyards and the communications
were quite good.
49. Mr. W.G. Weston, District Councillor for Hoveton and Hoveton Parish Councillor,
said that a pebble had been thrown into the pond today and it had not been
considered by the District Council or the Parish Council. He said I had said
it would solve a numerical difficulty, but he hoped the suggestion was not to
solve a numerical difficulty. It would make more sense that Wroxham and Hoveton
should be joined together where there was a much greater community of interest and
communications were quite good. Up to now the joining of Horning and Hoveton had
not been considered. His expectation was that Horning would wish to remain
separate and not be joined to Hoveton to solve a numerical difficulty.
50. Mr. G. Harvey, Chairman of Neatishead Parish Council, said that there had been
an open meeting in the Parish a few weeks ago, and they strongly objected to
joining with Horning. There were no^ ties with Horning whatever. Their ties with
Irstead and Barton were - the same Vicar; the same School; their activities
included people from either Parish, mothers, Women's Institute, cubs, scouts,
choral society, amateur dramatics, Young Wives, British Legion, brownies, friends
and neighbours; and the Neatishead, Barton and Irstead Magazine. The people of
Irstead came to Neatishead to vote. Barton and Irstead were in-the same School
catchment area. Neatishead, Barton and Irstead formed a triangle round Barton Broad;
their problems were the same. Their present District Councillor was very familiar
with the district. It was a shame that they should ever have been considered to
be taken away from the present Ward and put with Horning. The Post Office was in
Neatishead and the pubs were in Neatlshead. On my asking for any comment on the
inclusion of Dilham in the Smallburgh Ward, Mr. Harvey said they had no objection
to Dilham. On my asking about the ward name - Neatishead (as in the District
Council's draft scheme) or Smallburgh (as in the Commission's proposals), Mr. Harvey
said that he was happy for it to be known as the Smallburgh Ward. Mr. Nolan said
that the name was acceptable either way. Where agreement had not been reached, the
District Council had taken the name of the largest parish. The Parishes here had
made no suggestion.
51. Mr. J. Paterson, District Councillor for the existing Ward 19 (the Ant Valley
Ward as proposed by the District Council plus Brumstead Parish) and Dilham Parish
Councillor, said that Dilham was anxious to remain In the proposed Ant Valley Ward.
The Parishes in the Ant Valley were parishes of similar make-up, and Dilham and
Honing in particular always had far more coming and going across the River .than
any other parish. The suggestion of putting the Ant Valley Ward with Stalham
would be very much against parish council wishes. The electorate in Stalham was
far bigger. A lot of Dilham people shopped in Honing, though they did have a shop
in Dilham. Honing, Dilham and East Ruston along the River always had far more
affinity; they were all agricultural parishes of the same type. Smallburgh Parish
was a more upland parish; Dilham along the River was more marshland. The Vicar of
Dilham lived in Honing; he was Vicar of both Parishes.
52. Mr. P. Wilton, Chairman of Barton Turf Parish Council, said that he had been
a councillor for 29 years. Mr. Harvey had stolen most of his thunder, but there
was also a playgroup for both Parishes in Neatishead. Irstead was separated from
Barton by Neatishead unless one went across water. Barton people voted in Barton;
but Barton people in Irstead voted in Neatishead. Otherwise, as Mr. Harvey had said,
all organisations worked together. The Churches of Neatishead, Irstead and Barton
were now fully joined together. To move Neatishead from Barton would be ruination.
53. There was no/one present from Witton Parish to support their written
representation. /
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54. Mr. C.E. Dicker, District Councillor for Stalham and Stalham Parish
Councillor, said that Stalham was a small shopping centre with a small amount
of industry, 4 garages and 2 car showrooms. There were 2 joinery works and
two ironworks for sheet prefabrication. There were also quite a large number of
retired people. As to the proposal (by the District Council and adopted by the
Commission) that Brumstead should be added to Stalham, he had no views; he would
have thought that Brumstead people would prefer to stay in the farming area in
which they were. They might well feel outnumbered by Stalham people and coldshouldered a bit. The proposal for joining Stalham with Neatishead, Barton Turf,
etc. (actually the possibility 1 put forward was joining Stalham with the Ant
Valley Ward) had come quite out of the blue and he personally was against it. He
thought that the Stalham Parish Council would be against it. When he came to
Stalham 25 years ago Stalham was a proud place,and he did not think they would
appreciate joining up with Neatishead, Barton Turf and Irstead. It had been
proposed fairly recently that Stalham should be promoted from a village to a town,
and this pointed to its going away from rural areas and it would hardly be the
right thing to join them back with rural areas.
55. On my enquiring about the Staithe's referred to in the Barton Turf Parish
Council's written representation, Mr. Wilton said that a staithe was a landing
or mooring place from the water. Neatishead Staithe had been handed over in
trust to the Neatishead Parish Council, The letter referred to Gaye's Staithe en
the border of Neatishead and Irstead and which was allotted in the Inclosure
Award of 1830 to both and the surveyors of highways for the use of the
parishioners of Irstead and Neatishead. In 1935 Irstead was annexed to Barton;
it never had a parish council, and now there were two members for Irstead on the
Barton Parish Council.
56. At this point I asked Mr. Nolan whether be would wish to make any closing
comments on the Commission's proposals as a whole on behalf of the District
Council. Mr. Nolan said that the District Council felt very strongly that
overriding consideration should be given to proper representation rather than
nice little packets of uniform electorate. The villages had ties which went
back a long time. The 1974 changes should be allowed to settle down. There
were one or two cases of low electorates, but there were very good reasons for it.
It would upset local affinities if altered at this particular time.
57. On my giving anyone present a final opportunity to say anything they wished,
Mr. R.E.A. Little, District Councillor for existing Ward 17 (the Bacton Ward as
proposed by the District Council) said that the three Parishes of Bacton,
Happisburgh and Lessingham in the Ward were all connected on the main coast road
and were working well together. They all had coastal protection problems with
which he dealt. Mr. Weston (see paragraph 49) said that there was no affinity
between Horning and Hoveton. Horning had its own Vicar; Hoveton was divided
into two ecclesiastical parishes, one with Wroxham and another in a five parish
area.
58.

The meeting concluded at about 1 p.m.
5.

ACCOUNT OF INSPECTIONS MADE

58. On the afternoon of the 15th March at about 2. 15 p.m. I left Cromer in the
company of Mr. S.S.R. Watson, of the office of the Secretary of the District
Council, and went along the A149 to Sheringhara and thence to Upper Sheringham.
From Upper Sheringham I went back to the A149 through Weybourne and turned left
to High Kelling, thence to Bodham and then to Baconsthorpe and Plumstead and on
to Matlaske. I returned from Matlaske through Plumstead to Edgefield and thence
via Pond Hills to Hempstead. From Hempstead I went to Holt and thence left
through Kelling to the A149 and thence west along the A149 through Salthouse,
Cley-next-the-Sea and Blakeney turning right at its western end on the A149 down
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to Blakeney Quay and back through the town to the A149. I then wentwest along
the A149 to Morston and on through Stiffkey and then, turning left off the A149,
to Warham and on to the B1105 and thence back to the A149 at Wells-next-the-Sea
and round in Wells, including the Quay, and then back down the.B1105.to Wighton
and on to Little Walslngham and thence through Great Walsingham to Binham. From
Binham I went on to Bale and the Bale Oaks by the Church. From Bale I went on
to the Four Stoves (marked Stove 01lards on the map) cross roads and thence I
returned along the A148 to Cromer.
59. On the next day, again in the company of Mr. Watson, 1 left Cromer at 9. 30 a.m.
and went on the B1159 by way of Overstrand, Sidestrand, Trimingham, Mundesley and
Paston to Bacton and thence by way of Walcott to Happisburgh. From Happisburgh
I went back along the B1159, and then, turning left off this by Rookery Farm,
Walcott, I went to Ridlington in Witton Parish and then on to .Honing and from
Honing to East Huston and back to Honing and then south to Dilham and Smallburgh.
From Smallburgh 1 went by way of the A149 to Stalham and around in Stalham and
from Stalham to Brumstead. I then turned east and went by Brumstead Grange to
Lessingham and then south to Ingham and returned by the B1151 to Stalham.and the
A149. I then went west along the A149 past Low Street, Smallburgh, and, turning
left off the A149, I went south and then east to Penny "-flate and Barton Turf and
thence south to Neatishead and by way of Threehammer Common to Irstead Church.
I then returned from Irstead by way of Workhouse Common and then north and west
to Neatishead. I then went south to the A1062 at Horning crossed over this and
went through Horning and, after looking at new development there, back to the A1062
at Upper Street and thence by way of the A1062 to Ludham and Potter Heigham.
From Potter Heigham I returned along the A.1Q62 to Horning and then on to Hoveton
and across the River to Wroxham and down the A1151 to the end of Wroxham Village.
I then came back across the River bridge to Hoveton and then north and east past
Ashmancyigh to the A1151 and south along the A1151 back to Hoveton where Mr. Watson
left me at Wroxham Station in Hoveton Parish at about 12.30 p.m. where I caught
the 1. 24 p.m. train to Norwich and thence I returned by train to London.
6.

ASSESSMENT OF THE WEIGHT OF THE ARGUMENTS,
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
REASONS

Part I - The General Background
60. In later paragraphs of this report I set out recommendations with reasons
on the various particular areas discussed before me. But in order that these
recommendations may be better understood I think it desirable to set out first
by vay of general background the statutory provisions so far as relevant within
which the Commission, and in turn I as Assistant Commissioner, have to act.
61. 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".
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62.

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".

63. It will be seen that the first and main requirement is that the ratio of the
number of electors to the number of councillors sftalU be, as nearly as may be, the
same in every ward. Even the desirability of avoiding the breaking of local ties
is sub-ordinated to this;; and, indeed, in a parish divided into parish wards it
is permissible for different wards in the parish to be in different district wards.
There is nothing whatever about not including parishes having no ties with each
other or having different interests in one ward. Nor is there anything about
having regard to scattered population, width of geographical area, rural weighting
or the burden on rural councillors.
64. There are indeed two areas of discretion. First, the Commission are only
required to adhere to the rules "so far as is reasonably practicable1'. Secondly,
the ratio has only to be the same "as nearly as may be". In my opinion 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
proceeding paragraph which are common factors over England as a whole and not
peculiar to the North Norfolk District. If Parliament had wished the Commission
to have regard to such factors as a general rule it would have said so, as it
has done in relation to breaking local ties, though, as I have said, even this is
sub-ordinated to the same ratio rule.
65. 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 same ratio
rule cannot be disregarded.
66. For the sake of completeness, I should also mention that I have borne in mind
the words "so far as is reasonably practicable" in s. 78(2) of the Act.
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'67. There is one.further matter of general principle with which I should deal
jhere. Section 63/and paragraph 1 of Schedule 9 to, the 1972 Act requires the
Commission "as soon as practicable after the first election of councillors for
any new district in England" to review the electoral arrangements for the district.
'It seems to me, therefore, to be inherent in the scheme of the Act that the wards
•on the basis of which the first elections were to be held were to be regarded as
of a temporary or provisional nature and that early changes in boundaries, where
-necessary to comply with the rules laid down by the A£t, are inevitable and were
.contemplated by Parliament.
68. Much of the case presented for the District Council (see paragraphs 12 and
56 above) rested on the difficulty of the task of elected members in sparsely
populated areas giving proper attention to the population they served, and on the
desirability of giving time for the alterations made in 1974 to settle down and
work smoothly. But, as I have Indicated in paragraph 63 above, "rural weighting"
which is in effect what the District Council are asking for is not within the
considerations specifically mentioned in the Act, and, as I have Indicated in the
last preceeding paragraph, early change where existing arrangements do not meet
the rules in the Act is an inevitable consequence of the Act. If one could give
effect to the District Council's wishes while at the same time complying with
the rules in the Act, well and good; but where there is a conflict between the
two it seems to me that the rules must prevail.
69. Before leaving the general background I think I should emphasise that the
grouping together of parishes in wards with which I am concerned is solely for
the purpose . of elections to the District Council, and It is for this purpose
alone that the rules which I have set out earlier apply.
My recommendations are
not to be regarded as a precedent for other purposes, e.g., the review of parish
boundaries, where quite other criteria may apply, e.g., for pariah.; council
boundaries, where section 47 of the Act lays down the interests of effective and
convenient local government as criteria. Nor should my recommendations simply
for electoral ward boundaries have any effect on the social, religious or
educational life of a parish.
70.

I now turn to the individual areas.

Part II - The Individual Areas
(1) The Bodham, Cley and Corpusty Wards
71. The italic entries in Part II- of the Table in paragraph 5 of this report
show that the District Council's proposals for these three wards produce
substantial under-representatlon in the Cley Ward with a 1.31 entitlement and
over-representation in the Corpusty Ward with a 0.70 entitlement, with the Bodham
Ward, lying Between these two Wards, having a moderate degree of over-representation
with an entitlement of 0.86 (1980 electorates). It was no doubt to correct this
imbalance that the Commission transferred the Parish of Upper Sheringham
(electorate 217 - 1975; 225 - 1980) from Cley to Bodham and the Parish of
Plumstead (electorate 97 - 1975; 97 - 1980) from Bodfcam to Corpusty to produce
1980 entitlements for these three Wards of 1.12, 0.93rand 0.75 respectively as
shown in ordinary type in Part II of the Table, clearly an improvement towards
the same ratio required by the Act, though still leaving substantial overrepresentation in the Corpusty Ward. Simply on the figures there is quite a
strong case for the move of the Parish of Upper Sheringham, but the case for
moving Plumstead producing a difference of some 0.05 to 0.07 only is really rather
marginal.
72. When one looks at the representations against the move of Upper Sheringham, it
is difficult to find any "ties" to have regard to. The Act does not define "ties",
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fhe word does, I think, imply something more than affinity or parishes being
simply of a similar character or having similar interests, for example, two or
more parishes being grouped under a common parish council, or, as in the case
of Neatishead and Barton Turf with which I deal later, being closely.concerned
together in day to day activities. However, if and so far as an "affinity" is
a tie within the meaning of the Act I do not feel it is a very stong one.
Therefore, I do not feel the argument that Upper Sheringham is a coastal parish
and should be kept with other coastal parishes and that coastal and inland
parishes should not be mixed is strong enough to outweigh the requirement of
the Act for the same ratio as nearly as may be. I feel there is much to be said
for the point of view put by Mrs. English that Sheringham and Upper Sheringham
are closely connected though I can well understand Mr. Dawson's point that Upper
Sheringham would not like to be merged with Sheringham Town, I suspect in fact
that Upper Sheringham is a fairly independent parish. Clearly, as Mr. Day and
Mr. Dawson pointed out, there is an ecclesiastical link between Upper Sheringham
and the other Parishes in the Cley Ward, but I do not think that this in itself
is sufficient to outweigh the Act's main requirement. Looked at from a coastal
protection point of view I think there may be something to be said for joining
inland parishes and coastal parishes as the Commission propose to do both here
and in the Bacton and Happisburgh area with which I deal later since the effect
is to elect more councillors with a direct interest in coast protection. In
fact the Commission's proposals give a net gain of one such councillor since
they are proposing the abolition of the Stiffkey Valley Ward and joining its
coastal parishes with adjoining coastal parishes and its inland parishes with other
inland parishes„ It is perhaps ironic that in the one case there is a plea
that coastal parishes should not be joined with inland parishes, yet in the
other where the Commission are separating coastal and inland parishes this also
is opposed.
73. I have considered the suggestion of the Weybourne Parish Council that
High Kelling should be transferred into the Bodham Ward instead of Upper Sheringham.
The record of what was said at the meeting on this subject in paragraph 30 of this
report shows that there is a problem to be considered in connection with parish
boundaries at High Kelling, but I think it would be premature before the parish
boundaries are considered to make any recommendation about High Kelling for district
electoral purposes, which would involve at this stage the warding of parishes
which the District Council, I think correctly, are not willing to consider in
advance of the review of parish boundaries.
74. I can well understand that to create a north - south ward rather than an
east - west ward will, as Mr. Molander indicated (see paragraphs 17 and 25), create
difficulties for the County Council when it comes to formulating county electoral
divisions. The District is a long and narrow one and one is here approaching its
western end so that the room for manoeuvre is limited. I do not think there should
be a communications problem. The minor road system seemed to me to be fairly
comprehensive for the purpose of enabling an elected member to get about. I am
not convinced that the move of Upper Sheringham will make the County Council's
task of using the district ward boundaries for county electoral division purposes
impossible, and in. any event, deerirable as it clearly is to use common boundaries>
if it does prove impossible paragraph 1 (3) of Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act only
requires that in forming county electoral divisions "regard shall be had" to the
boundaries of the wards of the District. It is not a mandatory requirement.
75. Having considered the arguments against the move of Upper Sheringham and
having had regard to such ties as have been mentioned to me, I do not think that
these are strong enough to outweigh the substantial improvement which the
Commission's proposed move makes towards meeting the same ratio requirement.
76.

Most of the discussion concentrated on Upper Sheringham, and not a great
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deal was said about Plumstead, As Baconsthorpe Parish Council say it is close
•to Baconsthorpe. and Hr. Day said that it had an ecclesiatical link with Hempstead
'and Bacosjnthorpe in the Bod ham Ward. But it is close to villages in the Corpusty
Ward, and, though I have also taken into consideration what was said by Mr. Thurtle
(see paragraph 26), I did not get the impression of any strong ties with* the
villages in the Bodham Ward. Consequently, although the improvement created by
the move of this very small Parish is only marginal, I think it is.worth it to
help in meeting the statutory requirements.
77. Accordingly I recommend that the Commission should confirm their proposals
'.for the Bodham, Cley and Corpusty Wards without amendment,

(2) The Abolition of the Stiffkey Valley Ward
.78, The italic entries in Part III of the paragraph 5 Table show that in the
District Council's proposed Stiffkey Valley Ward there is substantial overrepresentation with an entitlement of only 0.60;
in the District Council's
draft scheme there is also substantial over-representation in the Walsingham Ward
with an entitlement of 0.75, and some over-representation in the Blakeney(0.86),
Four Stowes (0.91) and Wells (a two member ward 1.68) Wards (1980 electorates).
The Commission's abolition of the .Stiffkey Valley Ward removes a substantially
over-represented Ward and reduces the over-representation in the other four Wards
as shown by the entitlements in ordinary type in Part III of the Table of
0.88 for Walsingham, 1.00 for Blakeney and 1.06 for Four Stowes and 1.76 for Wells.
It would in my opinion require some very strong ties to override such a very
substantial improvement in meeting the same ratio as nearly as may be requirement
of the Act.
79. It seemed to me that the principal argument for the retention of the
Stiffkey Valley Ward was the "sparsity" one, or put another way that its abolition
as proposed by the Commission would produce unmanageable areas, particularly in the
case of the Four Stowes Ward, with poor public transport. Then there are the
desires of Stiffkey and Warham not to come under the sway of the larger and more
urban Blakeney and Wells, and there was some evidence of ties between Binham and
Stiffkey (see what Mr. Quick said in paragraph 37 of this report). As I have
indicated in paragraph 63 above sparsity or rural weighting is not a factor to
which the Act specifically requires regard to be had. I do not think the
Commission's proposals produce wards which may be said to be out of proportion
with other wards in the District, except perhaps in the case of Four Stowes
which will be larger than the others, .in an area with poor public transport, and
will involve the member for the ward in keeping in touch with seven parishes.
On the other hand, all that is proposed in the case of Four Stowes is the addition
of one parish, Binham, which is reasonably close to Field Dalling and Hindringham.
and I do not feel that the increase in size is, having regard to the wording of
the Act, sufficient to outweigh the Commission's proposals which produce such
a considerable improvement in ratios.
80. I think that the distaste of the individual Parishes for the Commission's
proposals arises not so much from the breaking of ties as from the new associations
involved, but this is not a factor to which the Act requires regard to be had.
I do not think that Stiffkey has anything to fear from Blakeney and I think it
should fit in satisfactorily for district ward electoral purposes with Blakeney
and the other Parishes in the Blakeney Ward. I think Warbam should fit in
satisfactorily with Wells and Holkham; it is not an unusual feature to have
one large parish joined with one or more smaller ones (see the discussion in
paragraph 35), though there may be special features in some cases. Similarly
Wigbton should fit in with Walsingham, and Binham with Four Stowes where it will
be quite an equal partner. It is quite natural to dislike change, but there is a
very substantial reason for it here as the figures in the paragraph 5 Table show.
In the circumstances I recommend that the Commission should confirm their propoS. ajs
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for the Blakeney, Four Stowes/ Walsingham and Wells Wards (involving the
abolition of the District Council's proposed Stiffkey Valley Ward) without
amendment.
81. I have considered the Binham Parish Council's suggestion that Bale Oaks
would be a better name for the Four Stowes Ward. For visiting members of the
public Bale Oaks would no doubt be a better name, being a National Trust
property and clearly marked on the site with the name by a National Trust
notice. But the name of an electoral ward is a metter of local importance,
rather than of importance for the visiting public, and it seems to be the wish
of the majority of the Parishes that the name Four Stowes should be used.
Indeed I gather from what Mr. Quick said at the meeting (see paragraph 37) that
the Binham Parish Council have no great objection to it. In fact Bale Oaks and
the Four Stowes are very close together in Gunthorpe Parish. Jn the
circumstances I recommend that the Commission should adhere to Four Stowes

as the name for the Ward concerned.
(3) Bacton, Ant Valley, Neatishead and Horning (or Bacton,
Happisburgh, Smallburgh and Horning) Wards
82. These Wards stretch right across the District and may perhaps be said to
have three distinct characteristics; first, there is the coastal area of Bacton
and Happisburgfe? secondly, there is an agricultural area in the centre; and,
thridly, the southern part of Barton Turf and Neatishead Parishes and especially
Horning and Hoveton Parishes are part of the Norfolk Broads area.
83. The italic figures in Part IV of the paragraph 5 Table show that the District
Council's proposals produce substantial over-representation in their Ant Valley
and Horning Wards (o.73 and 0.65 respectively) and some under-representation in
the Bacton Ward (1.21) with the Neatishead Ward having a reasonable entitlement
of 0.94 (1980 figures). The Commission's proposed redistribution of parishes,
as the ordinary type figures in the Table show, produces a more even
representation of Bacton 0.81, Happisburgh 0.92, Horning 0.94 and Smallburgh 0,78,
though there is over-representation at Bacton and Smallburgh.
84. Taking the coastal area first, I had no indication that there was any
objection from the coastal Parishes of Bacton, Happisburgh and Lessingham to the
Commission's proposals save that Mr. Little (see paragraph 57) said that the
existing arrangements were working well. The objection comes rather from the
inland agricultural Parishes in the District Council's proposed Ant Valley Ward,
namely Witton, Honing, East Ruston and Dilham, though it is only Witton and
Dilham who seem active in opposition. The written representations from Witton
complain of making wards larger but I do not think the Commission's proposals
produce wards of a size out of the ordinary in the District. The written
representations from the Dilham Parish Council express a wish to keep
agricultural interests together and not mix them with coastal or holiday interests,
and this was emphasised at the meeting by Mr. Paterson (see paragraph 51) who also
established some ties between Dilham and Honing which are separated by the
Commission's proposals, Honing being in the Bacton Ward and Dilham being in the
Smallburgh Ward. There were no representations from Honing itself or East Huston,
apart from what was said by Mr. Paterson.
85. I did examine at the meeting a possible way of keeping the Ant Valley
Parishes together and leaving the District Council's proposed coastal ward, namely
by joining the Ant Valley and Stalham Wards together in a single 2 member ward.
There is a substantial under-representation at 1.38 in the Stalham Ward, so that
to join the two Wards would produce a considerable improvement. Not unexpectedly
this suggestion raised considerable opposition.
86. The factors put forward by the Ant Valley Parishes as mentioned in
paragraph 84 seem to me in general not to be factors to which the Act requires
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regard to be had, and I do not feel that they are sufficient to outweigh the
improvements which the Commission's proposals make in complying with the
requirements of the Act. There is, however, one Parish, namely, Dilham, which,
if my later recommendations about the Smallburgh Ward are accepted, could be
rejoined with two of its former colleagues by moving it from the Commission's
proposed Smallburgh Ward to the proposed Bacton Ward. I appreciate that it is
the desire of the Dilham Parish Council to be in an Ant Valley Ward and not in a
Bacton Ward, Nevertheless to transfer it to the Bacton Ward would reunite it with
Honing with which it has particular links (see Mr. Paterson's statement in
paragraph 51) and with Witton, leaving only East Ruston from which there were
no representations in the Happisburgh Ward. On the other hand, I do not think
that the ties between Dilham and Honing are very strong and it could well be left
in the Commission's proposed Smallburgh Ward. For the present I recommend that
the Commission should confirm <':6fre±fr? Bacton and Happisburgh Wards without amendment
and I return to the subject of Dilham later,
87, I now come to what is perhaps the greatest point of contention in the
Commission's proposals, namely, the proposal to separate the Parish of Barton Turf
from that of Neatlshead by putting Barton Turf in the Smallburgh Ward and joining
Neatishead with Horning in the Horning Ward. The Commission's reason for this is
obvious, namely, to reduce the very high degree of over-representation in the
District Council's proposed Horning Ward by raising the entitlement from 0.65
(or, on the basis of a 46 member council, 0.64) to 0.94.
88. I have considered all the arguments put before me both in writing, including
the petition from the Neatishead Parishioners (129 out of an electorate of 412),
and orally. In a sense I think one of the most important points was_that nuidephaf rl
Mr. Wilton when he said that Barton was separated by Neatishead from Irsteadtpart o
unless one went across the water (see paragraph 52), Instead and Barton are
separated by an arm of Barton Broad which runs up to Neatishead. The result is
that the village of Neatishead tends to be the meeting point for Barton Turf
Parish as well as Neatishead Parish, and in the circumstances it is not surprising
that there are so many joint interests and activities cenred on Neatishead, which
is equipped to meet them, as described by Mr. Harvey (see paragraph 50). In my
opinion there are exceptionally strong ties between these two Parishes to which
regard must be had in accordance with the Act, and I think the ordinary man would
regard it as odd, to say the least, to find these two Parishes in different wards;
for practical purposes they are very much one parish. It might indeed be even
harder for the ordinary person to understand when just to the north there is
another ward, Stalham, which will have in 1980 about as great a degree of underrepresentation as Horning without Neatishead will have over-representation. It
is true that Stalham1s situation arises largely from the electorate of Stalham
Parish itself but the under-representation has been compounded by the District
Council's action in adding the Parish of Brumstead (electorate 77) to the Stalham
Ward when it could have remained in the Ant Valley or equivalent Ward, and the
Commission have adopted this, probably because they thought to make a change was
not worthwhile.
89. The question then arises as to whether the ties between Neatishead and
Barton Turf are so strong as to justify reuniting them in one ward and leaving
Horning on its own with an entitlement of 0.64., I think a quite exceptional case
would be required to justify so low an entitlement, but in my opinion the case of
Neatishead and Barton Turf is quite exceptional. If Neatishead were moved to the
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Smallburgh Ward, the effect would be as follows :1975
Smallburgh Ward, including Dilham
as proposed by the Commission
plus Neatishead
1,483 Horning Ward less Neatishead

854

-

1980

1.12
0.64

1,523 - 1.09
894

0.64

If Dilham were moved from the Smallburgh Ward to the Bacton Ward (see
paragraph 86) the effect on the Bacton and Smallburgh Wards would be :Bacton Ward plus Dilham

1,328 -

1.00

1,378 - 0.98

Smallburgh Ward, including
Neatishead, less Dilham

1,254 -

0.95

1,284 - 0.92

J accordingly recommend that the Commission should amend their proposals for the
Smallburgh and Horning Wards by transferring the Parish of Neatishead from the
Horning Ward to the Smallburgh Ward and that, if they accept this recommendation,
they should further amend their proposals for the Smallburgh Ward and for the
Bacton Ward (which in paragraph 86 above I have otherwise recommended they
should confirm unamended) Jby transferring the Parish of Dilham from the
Smallburgh Ward to the Bacton Ward.
90. I have also considered whether the Smallburgh Ward, in the event of the
transfer to it of the Parish of Neatishead should be renamed Neatishead as
originally proposed by the District Council. It appeared from the discussion
that either name would be acceptable, but I think that Neatishead, in the absence
of other special considerations, would be more appropriate as the name of the
largest Parish, and I recommend that, if my recommendations in the last preceeding
paragraph are adopted the name of the Commission's proposed Smallburgh Ward,
as amended, should be changed to Neatishead.
91. As appears from paragraphs 46, 48, 49 and 57 of this report I did raise
the question of possibly joining Horning and Hoveton in a single 2 member ward.
This possibility was raised in my mind by the reference in the written
representations from the Neatishead Parish Council to Horning being urbanised in
its outlook, and it appeared to me from the map that Hoveton was probably
"urbanised" also and that both had substantial boatyards and might have similar
interests. As a result of the discussion at the meeting and my subsequent
inspection I am of the opinion that there is a strong prima facie case for
joining Horning and Hoveton in a single 2 member ward, which would result in an
improvement in entitlements as the following comparison shows :Horning (Horning Parish only)
\
Hoveton (Hoveton Parish only)

854 1,484 -

1.12 '1,520 - 1.08

Horning and Hoveton

2,338

1.77

-

0.64

894 - 0.64

2,414 - 1.72

As the last would be a 2 member ward this would represent a percentage deviation
from the average ratio of -12% (1975) and -14% (1980) as compared with percentage
deviations for the separate wards of -36% in the case of Horning and +12% (1975)
and +8% (1980) in the case of Hoveton, an overall improvement.
92. I have said that there is a strong prima facie case because I have not had
the benefit of hearing views on it from Horning and Hoveton, except for the
naturally somewhat guarded views expressed at the meeting, and also because it
is to some extent affected by the future of the district boundary between Hoveton
and Wroxham. However, on what I heard and from what I saw I feel satisfied that
both Horning and Hoveton owe their development largely to the Broads and in
particular to the River Bure which here forms the rather wriggly southern boundary of
the District, so that their interests are similar, though Horning has perhaps
-
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in its main village street more character than Hoveton. They both have large
boatyards and in general are holiday or recreational areas as well as residential.
Although on the map a Horning and Hoveton ward looks an odd shape, it does in
fact make good sense as almost all the population of Horning is at the western
end of the Parish and the two are connected by an A road. As Mr. Weston
indicated (see paragraph 49) there is a case for the consideration of the
district boundary between Hoveton and Wroxham at some time in the future; the
two are separated by the River Bure, but I suspect that visitors would tend to
think them all one town, and Wroxham railway station is in fact in Hoveton Parish.
I do not know when such consideration is likely to take place or what the result
would be, but clearly it might have some effect on a Horning and Hoveton ward.
93. In the circumstances I am somewhat diffident about putting forward any
recommendation on the subject. Nevertheless, if the Commission felt that to
leave the Horning Ward with an entitlement of 0.64 was an obstacle to accepting
the recommendation about Neatishead which I have made in paragraph 89, then I
recommend, for the purpose of securing acceptance of that recommendation, that the
Parishes of Horning and Hoveton be combined to form a single 2 member ward to
be called the Bure River Ward.
7.

CONCLUSION

94. In the result my recommendations amount to the conclusion that the
Commission's draft proposals should be amended so as
(1) to transfer the Parish of Neatishead from the Horning Ward
to the Smallburgh Ward;
(2) subject to (1) to transfer the Parish of Oilham from the
Smallburgh Ward to the Bacton Ward;
(3) subject to (1) and (2) to rename the Smallburgh Ward the
Neatishead Ward; and
(4) if necessary to secure the acceptance of (1) to combine the
Horning Ward less Neatishead Parish and the Hoveton Ward into
a single 2 member ward to be named the Bure River Ward;
but that otherwise the Commission should confirm their proposals as put forward.
95. 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 many 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 courtesy they showed to me and the help they gave to me in
trying to find out fully the facts and the arguments involved.

(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

April, 1977.
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SCHUHJLE 2
DISTRICT OF WORTH NORFOLK IN THE COUNTY OP NORFOLK
NAMES OF PROPOSED WAhDS AND wUMBEHS OF COUNCILLORS
i'JAML OF WARD

MO. OF COUNCILLORS

ASTLEY

1

BACTON

,1

BLAKENEY

-

,

1

BODHAM

1

CATFIELD

1

CHAUCER

' 1

CLEY

1

CORPUSTY

. 1

CROMER
ERPINGHAM

2
.

1

fUUR STOVES

1

FULMODESTONE

1

GLAVEN

2

HAPPISBUKGH

.

1

HICKLING

1

HORNING

1

HORSEFEN

1

HOVETON

1

LANCASTER

3

MUNDESLEY

1

NEATISHEAD

. 1

NORTH WALSHAM (EAST)

3

NORTH WAI^HAM (WEST )

1

OVERSTUAND

1

PASTL'NACRES

1

ROUGHTON

1

SCOTTOW

1

SHERINGHAM

3

STALHAM

1

SUFFIKLD PARK

1

THE RAYNHAMS

1

THE RUNTONS

2

WALSINGHhM

1

WELLS

2

WENSUM VALLEY

1

WORSTEAD

1

SCHEDULE 3
DIUTKICT OF MOUTH NORFOLK - DESCRIPTION OP PIIOPOSED WARDS

ASTLEY WARD
The parishes of Briston
Melton Constable
Thurning

BACTON WARD

The parishes of Bacton
Dilham
Honing
Witton

BLAKENEY WARD

The parishes of Blakeney
Langhatru
Moraton

Stiffkey
Wiveton

BOUHAM WARD
The parishes of Baconsthorpe

Bodham
Edgefield
Hempstead
Upper Sheringham

CATPISLH WARD
The parishes of Catfield
Sutton

CHAUCER WARD
The parishes of Aldborou^h
Alby with Thwaite

East Beckham
Greaham
Hanworth
Sustead
West Beckham

CLEY WARD
The parishes of Clay next the Sea
Kelling
Salthouse

Weybourne

CORPUSTY WARD
The parishes of Gorpusty

Itteringham
Little Barningham
Mailask

Plumstead
Wickmere

CROMER WARD

The Cromer Ward of the parish of Gromer

ERPINGHAM WARD

The parishes of Antingham
Colby
Srpingham
Ingworth
Suffield

Thorpe Market

FOUR LJ'L'OWKJ WAItU
The parishes of Binham
Brinin^ham
Brinton
Field Dalling
Gunt ho rpe
Hindringham
Thursford

PULMODESTON WARD
The parishes of Pulmodeston
Hindolveaton
Stibbard
Swanton Movers
vi Norton

GLAVEN WARD

The parishes of Holt
Letheringsett with Glandford
Stody

Thornage

HAPPISBURGH WARD
The parishes of East Huston
Happisburgh
Lessingham

HICKLING WARD

The parishes of Hickling
Horsey
Ingham
Palling

HOMING WARD

.

The parish of Horning

HOH3EPSN V/AHD

'

,'

The parishes of Ludham
Potter Heigham

HOVETON WARD
The parish of Hoveton

LANCASTER WARD
The parishes of Fakenham
Hempton

MUNBE3LEY WARD
The parishes of Gimingham
Mundesley

NEATISHEAD WARD
The parishes of Ashmanhaugh

Barton Turf
Neatishead
Smallburgh

WORTH WALSHAM EAST WARD

The Morth Walaham (East) Ward of the parish of North Walsham

NORTH WALSHAM WEST WARD
The Worth Walsham (West) Ward of the parish of Morth Walaham

OVERSTRAND WARD

The parishes of Overstrand
Sidestrand
Trimingham

PASTONACRES WARD
The parishes of Knapton
Paston
Swafield
Trunch

ROUGHTON WARD

The parishes of Felbrigg
Worthrepps *
Roughton
Southrepps

SCOTTOW WARD

The parishes of Felmingham
Scottow
Skeyton
Swanton Abbott
Westwick

SHERINGHAM WARD

The parish of Sheringham

STALHAM WARD

The parishes of Brumstead
Stalham

3UFFIELD PAiiK WARD

The Suffield Park Ward of the parish of Cromer

THE RAYNHAMS WARD

The parishes of Dunton
Helhoughton
Raynham
Sculthorpe
Ta*torsett

THE RUNTONS WARD

The parishes of Aylme'rton
Beeston Regis
Runton

WALSINGHAM WARD

The parishes of Barsham
Great Walsingham
Little Walsingham
Wighton

WELLS WARD
The parishes of Holkham
Warham

Wells-next-the-Sea

WENSUM VALLSY WARD

The parishes of Great Ryburgh
Great Snoring
Kettlestone
Little Ryburgh
Little Snoring
Pudding Norton

WORSTEAD WARD

.

The parishes of Sloley
Tunstead
Woratead

