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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England
were transferred to The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002
by the Local Government Commission for England (Transfer of Functions) Order 2001 (SI
2001 No. 3692). The Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of
the Secretary of State in relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to
local authority electoral arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local
authority in England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by each
councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local
circumstances. We can recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to the
council, division boundaries and division names.
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Summary
We began a review of the electoral arrangements for Leicestershire on 11 March 2003.
•

This report summarises the submissions we received during the first stage of the
review, and makes draft recommendations for change.

We found that the current arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in
Leicestershire:
•
•

In 33 of the 54 divisions, each of which is currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors per councillor varies by more than 10% from
the average for the county and 14 divisions vary by more than 20%.
By 2007 this situation is expected to improve slightly, with the number of electors
per councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 30 divisions
and by more than 20% in 12 divisions.

Our main proposals for Leicestershire’s future electoral arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2
and Paragraphs 156–157) are:
•
•

Leicestershire should have 55 councillors, one more than at present, representing
51 divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards, which have themselves been
changed as a result of recent district reviews, the electoral arrangements of all
divisions, with the exception of three, will be subject to change.

The purpose of these proposals is to ensure that, in future, each county councillor
represents approximately the same number of electors, bearing in mind local circumstances.
•
•

In 37 of the proposed 51 divisions the number of electors per councillor would
vary by no more than 10% from the average and 50 divisions would vary by no
more than 20% from the average.
This level of electoral equality is expected to improve further, with the number of
electors per councillor in 40 divisions expected to vary by no more than 10% from
the average for the county by 2007. No division would vary by more than 20%
from the average by 2007.

Recommendations are also made for changes to parish and town council electoral
arrangements, which provide for:
•

Revised warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillors for the parish
of Braunstone.

This report sets out draft recommendations on which comments are invited.
•

•

We will consult on these proposals for eight weeks from 24 February 2004.
We take this consultation very seriously. We may decide to move away from our
draft recommendations in the light of comments or suggestions that we receive. It
is therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft recommendations.
After considering local views we will decide whether to modify our draft
recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The
Electoral Commission, which will then be responsible for implementing changes
to the local authority electoral arrangements.
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•

The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final
recommendations. It will also decide when any changes will come into effect.

You should express your views by writing directly to us at the address below by 26 April
2004.
The Team Leader
Leicestershire Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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Table 1: Draft recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Blaby
1

Blaby & Glen Parva

1

Blaby South ward and Saxondale ward

2

Braunstone

1

Millfield ward, Ravenhurst & Fosse ward and part of Winstanley
ward (the proposed Winstanley East parish ward of Braunstone
parish)

3

Cosby &
Countesthorpe

1

Cosby with South Whetstone ward and Countesthorpe ward

4

Enderby Meridian

1

Enderby & St John’s ward, part of Pastures ward (West Enderby
parish ward of Enderby parish) and part of Winstanley ward (the
proposed Winstanley West parish ward of Braunstone parish)

5

Glenfields

1

Unchanged: Ellis ward and Fairestone ward

1

Forest ward and Muxloe ward

1

Narborough & Littlethorpe ward, North Whetstone ward and part of
Pastures ward (Pastures parish ward of Narborough parish)

1

Croft Hill ward, Normanton ward and Stanton & Flamville ward

6
7
8

Kirby Muxloe &
Leicester Forest East
Narborough &
Whetstone
Stanton, Croft &
Normanton

Charnwood
9

Birstall & Thurmaston

2

Birstall Wanlip ward, Birstall Watermead ward and Thurmaston
ward

10

Bradgate

1

Anstey ward, Forest Bradgate ward and part of Rothley &
Thurcaston ward (the parishes of Swithland and Thurcaston &
Cropston)

11

Loughborough East

1

Loughborough Hastings ward and Loughborough Lemyngton ward

12

Loughborough North

1

Loughborough Dishley & Hathern ward and Loughborough Storer
ward

13

Loughborough South

1

Loughborough Shelthorpe ward and Loughborough Southfields
ward

14

Loughborough South
West

1

Loughborough Nanpantan ward and Loughborough Outwoods
ward

15

Loughborough West

1

Loughborough Ashby ward and Loughborough Garendon ward

16

Quorn & Barrow

1

Barrow & Sileby West ward and part of Quorn & Mountsorrel
Castle ward (the parish of Quorndon)

17

Rothley & Mountsorrel

1

Mountsorrel ward, part of Quorn & Mountsorrel Castle ward
(Mountsorrel Castle parish ward of Mountsorrel parish) and part of
Rothley & Thurcaston ward (the parish of Rothley)

18

Shepshed

1

Shepshed East ward and Shepshed West ward

19

Sileby & The Wolds

1

Sileby ward, The Wolds ward and part of Wreake Villages ward
(the parish of Seagrave)

20

Syston Fosse

1

East Goscote ward, Syston West ward and part of Wreake
Villages ward (the parishes of Cossington, Ratcliffe on the Wreake
and Thrussington)

21

Syston Ridgeway

1

Queniborough ward, Syston East ward and part of Wreake
Villages ward (the parish of Rearsby)
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Harborough
22

Broughton Astley

1

Broughton Astley-Astley ward, Broughton Astley-Broughton ward,
Broughton Astley-Primethorpe ward, Broughton Astley-Sutton
ward and Dunton ward

23

Bruntingthorpe

1

Bosworth ward, Fleckney ward, Misterton ward and Peatling ward

24

Gartree

1

Billesdon ward, Glen ward and Kibworth ward

25

Launde

1

Nevill ward, Thurnby & Houghton ward and Tilton ward

26

Lutterworth

1

Lutterworth Brookfield ward, Lutterworth Orchard ward,
Lutterworth Springs ward, Lutterworth Swift ward and Ullesthorpe
ward

27

Market Harborough
East

1

Market Harborough-Great Bowden & Arden ward and Market
Harborough-Little Bowden ward

28

Market Harborough
West & Foxton

1

Lubenham ward, Market Harborough-Logan ward and Market
Harborough-Welland ward

Hinckley & Bosworth
29

Burbage

2

Burbage St Catherines & Lash Hill ward, Burbage Sketchley &
Stretton ward and Hinckley Castle ward

30

Earl Shilton

1

Earl Shilton ward and part of Barwell ward (unparished area)

31

Groby & Markfield

1

Groby ward and Markfield, Stanton & Fieldhead ward

32

Hinckley

2

Hinckley Clarendon ward, Hinckley De Montfort ward and Hinckley
Trinity

33

Mallory

1

Part of Barwell ward (unparished area) and part of Newbold
Verdon with Desford & Peckleton ward (the parishes of Peckleton
and Newbold Verdon)

34

Market Bosworth

1

Ambien ward, Barlestone, Nailstone & Osbaston ward, Cadeby,
Carlton & Market Bosworth with Shackerstone ward and Twycross
& Witherley with Sheepy ward

35

Ratby, Desford &
Thornton

1

Ratby, Bagworth & Thornton ward and part of Newbold Verdon
with Desford & Peckleton ward (the parish of Desford)

Melton
36

Asfordby

1

Unchanged: Asfordby ward, Gaddesby ward, Frisby-on-theWreake ward, Old Dalby ward and Somerby ward

37

Belvoir

1

Unchanged: Bottesford ward, Croxton Kerrial ward, Long Clawson
& Stathern ward, Waltham-on-the-Wolds ward and Wymondham
ward

38

Melton North

1

Melton Egerton ward, Melton Newport ward and Melton Sysonby
ward

39

Melton South

1

Melton Craven ward, Melton Dorian ward and Melton Warwick
ward

North West Leicestershire
40

Ashby de la Zouch

1

Ashby Castle ward, Ashby Holywell ward and Ashby Ivanhoe ward

41

Coalville

1

Coalville ward, Snibston ward and part of Hugglescote ward
(unparished area)

42

Donington

1

Castle Donington ward and Kegworth & Whatton ward

43

Forest & Measham

1

Measham ward, Moira ward and Oakthorpe & Donisthorpe ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

44

Ibstock & Appleby

1

Appleby ward, Ibstock & Heather ward and part of Hugglescote
ward (the parish of Ellistown & Battleflat)

45

Valley

1

Breedon ward, Ravenstone & Packington ward and Valley ward

46

Warren Hills

1

Bardon ward and Greenhill ward

47

Whitwick

1

Thringstone ward and Whitwick ward

Oadby & Wigston
Oadby Brocks Hill ward, Oadby Grange ward, Oadby St Peter’s
ward, Oadby Uplands ward and Oadby Woodlands ward
South Wigston ward and part of Wigston Fields ward (unparished
area)

48

Oadby

2

49

South Wigston

1

50

Wigston All Saints &
Meadowcourt

1

Wigston All Saints ward and Wigston Meadowcourt ward

51

Wigston St Wolstan’s

1

Wigston St Wolstan’s ward and part of Wigston Fields ward
(unparished area)

Notes
1. The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the seven
Leicestershire districts which were completed in 2002. Where whole district wards do not form
the building blocks, constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2. The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above
and the maps in Appendix A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Table 2: Draft recommendations for Leicestershire
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Blaby
1

Blaby & Glen Parva

1

9,143

9,143

3

9,416

9,416

3

2

Braunstone

1

8,195

8,195

-8

8,411

8,411

-8

3

Cosby &
Countesthorpe

1

9,044

9,044

2

9,022

9,022

-2

4

Enderby Meridian

1

8,420

8,420

-5

9,364

9,364

2

5

Glenfields

1

7,870

7,870

-11

7,887

7,887

-14

6

Kirby Muxloe &
Leicester Forest East

1

8,695

8,695

-2

8,652

8,652

-6

7

Narborough &
Whetstone

1

10,106

10,106

14

10,246

10,246

12

8

Stanton, Croft &
Normanton

1

9,462

9,462

7

9,639

9,639

5

Charnwood
9

Birstall & Thurmaston

2

16,534

8,267

-7

16,725

8,363

-9

10

Bradgate

1

9,116

9,116

3

9,348

9,348

2

11

Loughborough East

1

8,441

8,441

-5

9,237

9,237

1

12

Loughborough North

1

9,430

9,430

6

9,528

9,528

4

13

Loughborough South

1

9,346

9,346

5

10,427

10,427

14

14

Loughborough South
West

1

9,137

9,137

3

9,318

9,318

2

15

Loughborough West

1

9,607

9,607

8

9,567

9,567

4

16

Quorn & Barrow

1

8,601

8,601

-3

8,998

8,998

-2

17

Rothley & Mountsorrel

1

8,990

8,990

1

9,221

9,221

1

18

Shepshed

1

10,381

10,381

17

10,690

10,690

17

19

Sileby & The Wolds

1

7,837

7,837

-12

8,409

8,409

-8

20

Syston Fosse

1

7,851

7,851

-11

8,125

8,125

-11

21

Syston Ridgeway

1

7,896

7,896

-11

8,126

8,126

-11

Harborough
22

Broughton Astley

1

8,114

8,114

-8

8,271

8,271

-10

23

Bruntingthorpe

1

8,923

8,923

1

9,229

9,229

1

24

Gartree

1

9,528

9,528

8

9,805

9,805

7
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

25

Launde

1

8,343

8,343

-6

8,934

8,934

-3

26

Lutterworth

1

8,616

8,616

-3

8,715

8,715

-5

1

8,599

8,599

-3

9,193

9,193

0

1

9,604

9,604

8

9,856

9,856

7

27
28

Market Harborough
East
Market Harborough
West & Foxton

Hinckley & Bosworth
29

Burbage

2

16,610

8,305

-6

17,091

8,546

-7

30

Earl Shilton

1

8,904

8,904

0

9,300

9,300

1

31

Groby & Markfield

1

10,101

10,101

14

10,120

10,120

10

32

Hinckley

2

18,181

9,091

3

19,829

9,915

8

33

Mallory

1

8,399

8,399

-5

8,714

8,714

-5

34

Market Bosworth

1

10,443

10,443

18

10,802

10,802

18

35

Ratby, Desford &
Thornton

1

7,692

7,692

-13

8,658

8,658

-6

Melton
36

Asfordby

1

8,336

8,336

-6

8,684

8,684

-5

37

Belvoir

1

9,812

9,812

11

10,059

10,059

10

38

Melton North

1

10,692

10,692

21

10,925

10,925

19

39

Melton South

1

9,374

9,374

6

10,095

10,095

10

North West Leicestershire
40

Ashby de la Zouch

1

9,378

9,378

6

9,539

9,539

4

41

Coalville

1

9,520

9,520

7

9,880

9,880

8

42

Donington

1

8,788

8,788

-1

9,075

9,075

-1

43

Forest & Measham

1

9,528

9,528

8

9,779

9,779

7

44

Ibstock Appleby

1

8,984

8,984

1

9,285

9,285

1

45

Valley

1

7,331

7,331

-17

7,498

7,498

-18

46

Warren Hills

1

7,333

7,333

-17

7,448

7,448

-19

47

Whitwick

1

8,911

8,911

1

9,023

9,023

-2

Oadby & Wigston
48

Oadby

2

17,880

8,940

1

18,172

9,086

-1

49

South Wigston

1

7,691

7,691

-13

8,024

8,024

-12
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

50

Wigston All Saints &
Meadowcourt

1

9,705

9,705

10

9,697

9,697

6

51

Wigston St Wolstan’s

1

8,037

8,037

-9

8,287

8,287

-10

Totals

55

487,459

–

–

504,343

–

–

Averages

–

–

8,863

–

–

9,170

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Leicestershire County Council.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Introduction

1 This report contains our proposals for the electoral arrangements for the county of
Leicestershire, on which we are now consulting. Our review of the county is part of the
programme of periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in
England. This programme started in 1996 and is expected to finish in 2004.
2 In carrying out these county reviews, we must have regard to:
•

•
•

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 No. 3692), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation.
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972;
the general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the
statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for
Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral Commission’s
Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reviews (published by the EC in July
2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on a
council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In each two-tier
county, our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent districts and, when
the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been made, then to commence a
PER of the county council’s electoral arrangements. Orders were made for the new electoral
arrangements in the districts in Leicestershire in November 2002 and we are now embarking
on our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each county
council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been removed by
section 89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of multi-member
county divisions. In areas where we are unable to identify single-member divisions that are
coterminous with ward boundaries and provide acceptable levels of electoral equality we will
consider recommending multi-member divisions if they provide a better balance between
these two factors. However, we do not expect to recommend large numbers of multimember divisions other than, perhaps, in the more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory rules state that each division should
be wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should not split
unwarded parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which have
been created locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local people are
normally in a better position to judge what council size and division configurations are most
likely to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas, while also
reflecting the identities and interests of local communities.
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8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, as far as possible, equal representation across
the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral
imbalance of over 10% in any division will have to be fully justified. Any imbalances of 20%
or more should only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and will require the
strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the
correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable importance to
achieving coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards. The term
‘coterminosity’ is used throughout the report and refers to situations where the boundaries of
county electoral divisions and district wards are the same, that is to say where county
divisions comprise either one or more whole district wards. Where wards or groups of wards
are not coterminous with county divisions, this can cause confusion for the electorate at
local elections, lead to increased election costs and, in our view, may not be conducive to
effective and convenient local government.
11 We recognise, however, that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute
coterminosity throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of
electoral equality. In this respect, county reviews are different from those of districts. We will
seek to achieve the best available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity,
taking into account the statutory criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions that will
be coterminous with the boundaries of district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved in a significant majority of divisions. The
average level of coterminosity secured under our final recommendations for the first 11
counties that we have reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is 70%. We would normally
expect to recommend levels of coterminosity of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be split
between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without dividing
(or further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be exceptions to this,
however, particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals relating
to council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change, should be
supported by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in the introduction
of new political management structures under the provisions of the Local Government Act
2000, it is important that whatever council size interested parties may propose to us they
can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully thought through, and have been
developed in the context of a review of internal political management and the role of
councillors in the new structure. However, we have found it necessary to safeguard against
upward drift in the number of councillors, and we believe that any proposal for an increase in
council size will need to be fully justified. In particular, we do not accept that an increase in
electorate should automatically result in an increase in the number of councillors, nor that
changes should be made to the size of a council simply to make it more consistent with the
size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must
recognise that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions which
contain diverse communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We have
generally sought to avoid this in district reviews in order to reflect the identities and interests
of local communities. Some existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of
distinct communities, which is inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by
each councillor, and we would expect that similar situations would continue under our
16

recommendations in seeking the best balance between coterminosity and the statutory
criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made some
recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district reviews. We
therefore expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews only on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review administrative boundaries
between local authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment of new parish areas as
part of this review.

The review of Leicestershire
16 We completed the reviews of the seven district council areas in Leicestershire in June
2002 and Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our first
review of the electoral arrangements of Leicestershire. The last such review was undertaken
by the Local Government Boundary Commission, which reported to the Secretary of State in
March 1983 (Report No. 441).
17 The review is in four stages (see Table 3).
Table 3: Stages of the review
Stage

Description

One

Submission of proposals to us

Two

Our analysis and deliberation

Three

Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on them

Four

Final deliberation and report to The Electoral Commission

18 Stage One began on 11 March 2003, when we wrote to Leicestershire County Council,
inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the seven district
councils in the county, the Local Government Association, Leicestershire & Rutland
Association of Parish & Local Councils, parish and town councils in the county, Members of
Parliament with constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the
East Midlands Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice
in the local press, issued a press release and invited Leicestershire County Council to
publicise the review further. The closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of Stage
One) was 7 July 2003.
19 At Stage Two, we considered all the submissions received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.
20 We are currently at Stage Three. This stage, which began on 24 February 2004, involves
publishing the draft proposals in this report and public consultation on them. We take this
consultation very seriously and it is therefore important that all those interested in
the review should let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree
with these draft proposals.
21 During Stage Four we will reconsider the draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation, decide whether to modify them, and submit final recommendations to
The Electoral Commission. The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify
or reject our final recommendations. If The Electoral Commission accepts the
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recommendations, with or without modification, it will make an Order and decide when any
changes come into effect.

Equal opportunities
22 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the approach set out
in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee considered and agreed
at its meeting on 9 April 2003.
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2

Current electoral arrangements

23 The county of Leicestershire comprises the seven districts of Blaby, Charnwood,
Harborough, Hinckley & Bosworth, North West Leicestershire, Melton and Oadby & Wigston.
Leicester City has been a unitary authority since 1997. Leicestershire is located in the East
Midlands and is bordered by Derbyshire, Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire, Nottinghamshire
and Warwickshire. Leicestershire has good transport links via the M1 and M69 motorways
and East Midlands airport. The county contains the towns of Hinckley, Loughborough and
Melton Mowbray as well as a number of market towns and large expanses of countryside.
24 The electorate of the county is 487,459 (December 2002). The County Council presently
has 54 members, with one member elected from each division.
25 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this figure
may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
26 At present, each councillor represents an average of 9,027 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 9,340 by the year 2007 if the present number of councillors
is maintained. However, due to demographic change and migration over the last two
decades, the number of electors per councillor in 33 of the 54 divisions varies by more than
10% from the district average, in 14 divisions by more than 20% and in three divisions by
more than 30%. The worst imbalance is in South Wigston division in Oadby & Wigston
borough where the councillor represents 37% fewer electors than the county average. The
electorate of all the districts and boroughs has significantly increased between 1975 and
2002 by 113,222. The largest increase of 35% occurred in Hinckley & Bosworth borough
and the electorate of Harborough district increased by 32%.
27 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements we
must have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of the
reviews of district warding arrangements in Leicestershire, we are therefore faced with a
new starting point for considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions will
be based on the new district wards as opposed to those which existed prior to the recent
reviews. In view of the effect of these new district wards and changes in the electorate over
the past twenty years, which have resulted in electoral imbalances across the county,
changes to most if not all of the existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 4: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from
average
%

Blaby
1

Blaby

1

9,143

1

9,416

1

2

Braunstone

1

7,572

-16

7,795

-17

3

Countesthorpe

1

9,969

10

10,070

8

4

Enderby

1

11,006

22

11,946

28

5

Glenfields

1

7,870

-13

7,887

-16

6

Kirby Muxloe

1

8,695

-4

8,652

-7

7

Narborough

1

9,181

2

9,198

-2

8

Stoney Stanton

1

7,499

-17

7,673

-18

Charnwood
9

Barrow Upon Soar

1

10,432

16

10,988

18

10

Birstall

1

7,145

-21

7,174

-23

11

Bradgate

1

7,299

-19

7,530

-19

12

Fosse

1

6,969

-23

6,996

-25

13

Loughborough Blackbrook

1

10,830

20

10,782

15

14

Loughborough Central

1

8,441

-6

9,237

-1

15

Loughborough College

1

11,172

24

11,401

22

16

Loughborough Forest

1

8,235

-9

8,524

-9

17

Loughborough Shelthorpe

1

7,283

-19

8,133

-13

18

Rothley

1

7,060

-22

7,442

-20

19

Shepshed

1

10,381

15

10,690

14

20

Sileby

1

11,618

29

12,063

29

21

Syston

1

9,186

2

9,686

4

22

Thurmaston

1

7,116

-21

7,073

-24

Harborough
23

Billesdon

1

7,899

-12

8,519

-9

24

Broughton Astley

1

11,138

23

11,338

21

25

East Gartree

1

9,972

10

10,220

9
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from
average
%

26

Lutterworth

1

9,961

10

10,160

9

27

Market Harborough

1

11,944

32

12,722

36

28

West Gartree

1

10,813

20

11,044

18

Hinckley & Bosworth
29

Barwell

1

9,463

5

9,965

7

30

Burbage

1

8,951

-1

9,063

-3

31

De Montfort

1

7,429

-18

7,763

-17

32

Earl Shilton

1

8,346

-8

8,748

-6

33

Groby & Ratby

1

8,985

0

9,349

0

34

Hollycroft

1

10,462

16

11,144

19

35

Market Bosworth

1

8,568

-5

8,879

-5

36

Markfield

1

10,178

13

10,653

14

37

St Mary’s

1

7,948

-12

8,950

-4

Melton
38

Asfordby

1

8,336

-8

8,684

-7

39

Belvoir

1

9,812

9

10,059

8

40

Melton Mowbray North

1

11,012

22

11,242

20

41

Melton Mowbray South

1

9,054

0

9,778

5

North West Leicestershire
42

Ashby De La Zouch

1

10,390

15

10,674

14

43

Ashby Woulds

1

10,250

14

10,392

11

44

Breedon

1

6,821

-24

6,966

-25

45

Castle Donington

1

7,933

-12

8,213

-12

46

Coalville

1

9,116

1

9,495

2

47

Ibstock

1

9,039

0

9,336

0

48

Warren Hills

1

8,325

-8

8,449

-10

49

Whitwick

1

7,899

-12

8,002

-14

1

6,410

-29

6,563

-30

Oadby & Wigston
50

Brabazon
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from
average
%

51

Bushloe

1

10,042

11

10,090

8

52

Manor

1

11,991

33

12,155

30

53

Meadow Fields

1

9,193

2

9,352

0

54

South Wigston

1

5,677

-37

6,020

-36

Totals

54

487,459

–

504,343

–

Averages

–

9,027

–

9,340

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Leicestershire County Council.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, and the electorate columns denote the
number of electors represented by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column
shows how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors represented by each councillor
varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. For example, in 2002, electors in South Wigston division in Oadby &
Wigston borough were relatively over-represented by 37%, while electors in Manor division in
Oadby & Wigston borough were relatively under-represented by 33%. Figures have been
rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Submissions received

28 At the start of this review we invited members of the public and other interested parties to
write to us giving their views on the future electoral arrangements for Leicestershire County
Council.
29 During this initial stage of the review, officers from The Boundary Committee visited the
area and met officers and members of the County Council. We are grateful to all concerned
for their co-operation and assistance. We received 31 submissions during Stage One,
including a county-wide scheme from Leicestershire County Council, all of which may be
inspected at our offices and those of the County Council.

Leicestershire County Council
30 The County Council proposed a council of 55 members, one more than at present,
serving 55 divisions, compared to the existing 54, all representing single-member divisions.
Under its proposals, none of the divisions in Hinckley & Bosworth borough would be
coterminous with ward boundaries, while all divisions in Harborough district, Melton borough
and North West Leicestershire district would be coterminous with wards. The Council’s
scheme would provide 60% coterminosity between wards and divisions overall. Under the
County Council’s proposals 12 divisions would have electoral variances of more than 10%
above the county average and one division would have an electoral variance of over 20%
both initially and by 2007. In order to achieve electoral equality, the County Council
proposed to divide 12 wards between county divisions.

District and borough councils
31 Charnwood Borough Council broadly supported the County Council’s proposals, however
it expressed concern regarding the proposals for Birstall and Thurmaston. It stated that in
view of the different nature of the two places and the lack of physical links between them,
they should form two separate divisions, despite the resulting high electoral variance for its
proposed division based on Thurmaston ward.
32 Harborough District Council stated that it had ‘no comments to make’ at this stage of the
review. Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council supported the County Council’s proposals
and put forward an alternative division name. Melton Borough Council fully supported the
County Council’s proposals for Melton Borough.
33 North West Leicestershire District Council opposed the County Council’s proposals,
which it contended would create a very large division that would not reflect community
identity. Instead, it supported the County Council’s initial draft scheme for North West
Leicestershire as it would be similar to the existing arrangements and would better reflect
community identity.
34 Oadby & Wigston Borough Council submitted its own proposals for its borough. It argued
that a two-member Oadby division containing the whole of the town would better reflect
community identity than the County Council’s proposals. It also contended that by dividing
Wigston Fields ward in Wigston, its alternative Wigston divisions would also better reflect
community identity compared to the County Council’s proposals.

Parish councils and parish meetings
35 We received responses from five parish councils and two parish meetings. Blaby and
Glen Parva parish councils proposed that the County Council’s division containing Blaby
South and Saxondale wards should be named Blaby & Glen Parva division. Glen Parva
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Parish Council stated that this name would ‘improve community identity in the area’ and
supported the County Council’s proposed division. Cossington Parish Council stated that it
had not changed its position since the district review and ‘so there is no reason for any
change to the County Council’s review now’.
36 Billesdon Parish Council in Harborough district expressed concern regarding the County
Council’s proposal to place Billesdon ward in a division with Glen and Kibworth wards. East
Langton Parish Council stated that it supported County Councillor Feltham’s proposals for
the areas of Billesdon and East Gartree in the east of Harborough district, as under his
proposal, no wards would be divided between divisions. Bringhurst, Drayton & Nevill Holt
parish meeting stated that it opposed the idea that Nevill Holt could be separated from
neighbouring villages with which it has many links. Frolesworth parish meeting contended
that the existing Broughton division contains too many electors to provide electoral equality
and therefore a new division should be created comprising the settlement of Broughton
Astley and Dunton ward.

County councillors
37 We received nine representations from county councillors. In Blaby district, County
Councillor Pollard (Blaby) put forward proposals for the south-east of the district in order to
improve coterminosity and reflect community identity. In Charnwood borough, County and
borough Councillor Hunt (Loughborough Blackbrook division and Garendon ward) submitted
proposals for two divisions in Loughborough in order to reflect community identity. He also
put forward proposals for ‘consistent and clear’ division names in Charnwood and Hinckley
& Bosworth boroughs and Harborough district.
38 In Charnwood borough, County Councillor Wilson (Birstall) proposed two divisions in the
south-east of the borough in order to reflect community identity in the villages of Birstall and
Thurmaston. In Harborough district, County Councillor Feltham (East Gartree) proposed
East Gartree and Launde divisions in the east of the district in order to create coterminous
divisions which would reflect community interests. County Councillor Galton (Billesdon)
stated that he supported the County Council’s initial proposal to retain the existing
arrangements for Billesdon, and opposed its revised proposal. He contended that the
County Council’s proposal would not reflect community identity and that the links between
Billesdon and the surrounding villages should be maintained.
39 In Oadby & Wigston borough, County Councillors Gamble (Manor) and Griffiths
(Brabazon) opposed the County Council’s proposals for Oadby and proposed a two-member
Oadby division in order to reflect community identity and provide good electoral equality.
County Councillor Boulter (South Wigston) put forward a proposal for three single-member
divisions in Wigston in order to place similar communities within the same divisions. County
Councillor Royce (Meadow Fields) put forward proposals for the borough which he stated
would provide electoral equality and would recognise the distinct community identity of
South Wigston by proposing a division based on the ward of the same name.

Other representations
40 We received a further eight submissions from local political parties and MEPs. Blaby
Constituency Liberal Democrats supported Councillor Pollard’s proposals for Blaby district
and argued that the current Blaby division should be named Blaby & Glen Parva.
41 Harborough Conservative Association put forward proposals for five single-member
divisions in Oadby & Wigston borough. It stated that it ‘seems obvious’ to divide Oadby
east/west as opposed to north/south. It also contended that ‘an exception’ should be made
for a South Wigston division based on South Wigston ward. Harborough Constituency
Liberal Democrats stated that they broadly supported the County Council’s initial proposals
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for Harborough, but did not support the proposals finally submitted by the County Council,
particularly the County Council’s proposals for Billesdon parish. Harborough Constituency
Liberal Democrats ‘strongly’ supported Oadby & Wigston Borough Council’s proposal for a
two-member Oadby division and its proposals for Wigston, which they contended would
provide good electoral equality and would reflect community identity. They stated that if a
two-member Oadby division could not be adopted it ‘would support the County Council’s
initial proposals in preference to their revised proposals’.
42 The Conservative Group on North West Leicestershire District Council stated that it
supported Nick Rushton’s proposals (adopted by the County Council, but not submitted to
us) for its district. North West Leicestershire Constituency Labour Party submitted proposals
for North West Leicestershire, upon which the County Council had originally consulted. It
considered these ‘most closely take account of community identity and make good use of
the new district wards’ compared to the County Council’s proposals.
43 Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats supported Oadby & Wigston Borough Council’s
proposals, which it argued would provide good electoral equality and a good reflection of
community identity.
44 Two submissions were received from Members of the European Parliament. Nick Clegg
MEP (East Midlands) opposed the County Council’s proposal to transfer Billesdon parish in
Harborough district from Thurnby division into Gartree division. He also opposed the County
Council’s proposals for the whole of Oadby & Wigston borough. He supported a twomember division for Oadby in order to reflect community links and opposed the County
Council’s proposals for Oadby town, which he stated would not reflect community identity.
45 William Newton Dunn MEP (East Midlands) supported the County Council’s proposal to
increase Harborough district’s allocation of county councillors from six to seven in light of the
district’s increased electorate. He supported Oadby & Wigston Borough Council’s proposals
for Oadby & Wigston borough, which he stated would provide ‘the best solution in terms of
electoral equality and community linkage’.
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Analysis and draft recommendations

46 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for Leicestershire
and welcome comments from all those interested relating to the proposed division
boundaries, number of councillors and division names. We will consider all the evidence
submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final recommendations.
47 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Leicestershire is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we
have regard to section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) which defines
the need to secure effective and convenient local government, reflect the identities and
interests of local communities and secure the matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to
the Local Government Act 1972 refers to the number of electors per councillor being ‘as
nearly as may be, the same in every division of the county’.
48 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number and distribution of
local government electors likely to take place over the next five years. We must also have
regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and maintaining local ties, and to
the boundaries of district wards.
49 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the boundaries of
district wards to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to ensure that, having
reached conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to be elected to the county
council, each district council area is allocated the number of county councillors to which it is
entitled.
50 It is therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every division of a county.
51 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for an authority as a whole
is likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government, so there must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum. Accordingly, we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
minimised, the aim of electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We
therefore strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and
other interested parties should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make
adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of district wards and
community identity. Five-year forecasts of changes in electorate must also be taken into
account and we would aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved electoral
equality over this five-year period.
52 The recommendations do not affect county, district or parish external boundaries, local
taxes, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that these
recommendations will have an adverse effect on house prices, or car and house insurance
premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary boundaries, and therefore
we are not able to take into account any representations based on these issues.

Electorate forecasts
53 Since 1975 there has been a 30% increase in the electorate of the area covered by the
current Leicestershire County Council. The County Council submitted electorate forecasts
for the year 2007, projecting an increase in the electorate of approximately 3% from 487,459
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to 504,343 over the five-year period from 2002 to 2007. It expects most of the growth to be
in Hinckley & Bosworth borough. In order to prepare these forecasts, the Council estimated
rates and locations of housing development with regard to structure and local plans, the
expected rate of building over the five-year period and assumed occupancy rates. Advice
from the County Council on the likely effect on electorates of changes to division boundaries
has been obtained.
54 We know that forecasting electorates is difficult and, having considered all the evidence
received concerning electorate forecasts, we accept that the County Council’s figures are
the best estimates that can reasonably be made at this time.

Council size
55 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed, whether it
is for an increase, decrease, or retention of the existing council size.
56 Leicestershire presently has 54 members. The County Council proposed a council of 55
members, which it stated would be ‘appropriate for Leicestershire County Council to secure
the continuation of convenient and effective local government’. Leicestershire County
Council adopted a Leader and Cabinet model of political management in June 2001. The
Cabinet comprises the Leader and nine other members who make decisions on the
‘implementation of policies and plans’. The County Council stated that the workload of
Cabinet members ‘has increased substantially since the new decision-making process was
introduced’. It explained that there are ‘five Scrutiny committees each comprising 11 elected
members whose work is co-ordinated by a 15 member Scrutiny Commission’ and ad hoc
Scrutiny panels which look into different issues. It stated that a ‘number of regulatory bodies
exist to deal with non-executive functions’ and seven Highway Forums are being
established. The County Council noted that many councillors also serve on various other
bodies such as local strategic partnerships, the Combined Fire Authority and governing
bodies of local educational institutions, and more than half of the councillors also serve on a
district council.
57 The County Council noted that its decision-making structure was ‘built around a county
council size of 54 members’. It stated that ‘experience since the new structure was initially
established in September 1999 has led the council to conclude that there is no reason to
suppose that any major change to the size of the council either way would lead to
improvements in the effectiveness of the organisation or other improvements for local
residents’. The County Council stated that the different committees that councillors serve on
are politically balanced, and a certain number of representatives from each political party on
the council must fill the places on the committees. Therefore, the County Council contended
that ‘any substantial reduction in the size of the council would be likely to necessitate a
review of the council’s Scrutiny structure’. Similarly, the County Council stated it ‘has no
evidence to suggest that any substantial changes to the size of the council would improve
the effectiveness of Scrutiny’ and any increase would not have ‘any real impact’ on the
problems associated with representing large rural divisions.
58 The County Council added that ‘whilst the council believes the current size of the council
is broadly correct, it has concluded that the current allocation of seats is no longer
appropriate’, as the electorate in Harborough district has increased and is therefore entitled
to one additional councillor, based on the current average number of electors per councillor.
The County Council noted that a council size of 55 would provide the best allocation of
county councillors and any reduction would ‘overburden members’ and any increase could
‘interfere with the progress … [of the] overview and Scrutiny activities’. It concluded that ‘a
council size of 55 members is the appropriate size for Leicestershire County Council having
regard to the political management arrangements it has put in place’.
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59 We did not receive any other representations regarding council size. We have carefully
considered the County Council’s proposal to increase the council size from 54 to 55. We
consider that the County Council put forward a convincing argument regarding the likely
negative impact of increasing or decreasing the council size would have on the
effectiveness of its Scrutiny committees, and the workload of councillors and their ability to
represent the electorate. We accept the County Council’s argument that the existing council
size is broadly correct, given the detailed discussion of the Council’s internal management
structure provided. We agree, therefore, that the current council size should not be altered
significantly. However, as the County Council has identified, an additional councillor is
required in order to provide the correct allocation of county councillors to the districts of
Leicestershire. As a basic requirement of equality of representation, we must ensure that
each district returns the correct number of councillors. Therefore, we calculate how many
councillors each district should be allocated on the basis of its 2007 electorate. By 2007,
under the existing council size of 54, six of the seven districts would have the correct
allocation. However, due to the increase in the electorate in Harborough district since the
last review of its electoral arrangements, it is entitled to seven councillors, one more than at
present. Therefore, to correct this allocation issue, we propose increasing the overall council
size by one, as proposed by Leicestershire County Council. A council size of 55 ensures
each district of Leicestershire returns the number of councillors to which it is entitled by
2007.
60 We therefore propose to adopt the County Council’s proposed council size as we
consider that it provided sufficient evidence and argumentation to support its proposal. We
conclude that a council of 55 members would best meet the statutory criteria.

Electoral arrangements
61 In generating a scheme for Leicestershire, we have encountered various difficulties
relating to achieving the best balance between coterminosity, electoral equality and
reflecting community identities. This has been due to a number of factors, including the
geography of the districts and concerns regarding the combination of rural and urban areas
in the same divisions. For example, Oadby & Wigston borough is predominantly urban,
while Harborough district and Melton borough are largely rural in nature, and therefore it has
been relatively straightforward to create separate rural and urban divisions in these districts.
However, Charnwood and Hinckley & Bosworth boroughs and North West Leicestershire
district comprise a mixture of towns and more rural areas, which leads to difficulties in
avoiding creating divisions made up of rural and urban areas, which we have tried to avoid
where possible. Additionally, the ‘Y’ shape of Blaby district and the fact that North West
Leicestershire district is elongated reduce the options available when formulating
recommendations.
62 Having considered all the representations received at Stage One, we propose basing our
draft recommendations on elements of locally generated proposals, as well as some of our
own proposals. We have adopted our own proposals in areas where, in contrast to
proposals received, we consider that coterminosity and electoral equality could be improved,
or community identities could be better reflected in light of comments from respondents. Our
recommendations would result in a level of 69% coterminosity and 11 divisions with
electoral variances of more than 10% from the county average by 2007.
63 The County Council submitted the only county-wide scheme. We consider that the
County Council did not put forward particularly strong arguments to justify its proposals,
particularly in relation to issues of community identity. We note that the County Council
appears to have misunderstood how to calculate coterminosity and thus has provided
incorrect levels of coterminosity for its scheme over-all as well as for a number of the
boroughs or districts. A coterminous division contains one or more whole district wards. If a
division contains only part of a ward, it is non-coterminous. A district or county’s level of
coterminosity is calculated by comparing its number of coterminous divisions to its total
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number of divisions. The County Council claimed that its scheme would result in 91%
coterminosity; however, 33 of its proposed 55 divisions would be coterminous, which would
result in a level of coterminosity of just 60%. Its proposals for Blaby and Hinckley &
Bosworth boroughs would achieve 50% and 0% coterminosity respectively, and we have
therefore attempted to improve coterminosity where possible. The County Council was also
reluctant to propose two-member divisions, despite, for example, the overwhelming local
support for a two-member Oadby division in Oadby & Wigston borough.
64 We are proposing to recommend our own proposals for two-member divisions in
Charnwood, Hinckley & Bosworth and Oadby & Wigston boroughs. We consider that,
compared to single-member divisions, these would improve coterminosity and electoral
equality, provide clearer boundaries and, by avoiding dividing towns, improve the reflection
of community identity. Following the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act
2000, and in particular section 89, the constraints that previously prevented the creation of
multi-member county divisions have been removed. The Electoral Commission’s Guidance
states: ‘we do not envisage the BCFE recommending large numbers of multi-member
divisions other than perhaps in the more urban areas of a county’. We are proposing to
recommend a two-member Birstall & Thurmaston division, as after having investigated
alternatives, we have concluded that a two-member division would ensure that both urban
areas would be within one division. We are putting forward our own proposals for two twomember divisions in Hinckley & Bosworth borough, as we consider that these would provide
improved coterminosity and electoral equality, compared to the County Council’s proposals.
This would also avoid placing part of Hinckley town in a division with Barwell village,
thereby, in our view, better reflecting community identities. We also propose to adopt Oadby
& Wigston Borough Council’s proposal for a two-member Oadby division, which would
incorporate the whole town of Oadby. We note the support of Harborough Liberal
Democrats, Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg MEP, W. Newton Dunn MEP
and Councillor Gamble for this division. We note that this division would provide improved
electoral equality. We judge that this division would better reflect community identity than the
County Council’s two single-member divisions, which would be divided by the A6.
65 Our proposals would also involve re-warding Braunstone parish in order to facilitate a
balance between electoral equality and community identity. We do try to avoid dividing
parishes between divisions in order encourage convenient local government; however, we
consider that in this case it is necessary to do so to achieve electoral equality.
66 We propose adopting the majority of the County Council’s proposals for Blaby district and
Charnwood borough. In Blaby district, we also propose adopting some of Councillor
Pollard’s proposals, as well as some of our own proposals in both Charnwood borough and
Blaby district. We are adopting the County Council’s proposals for Harborough district and
Melton borough in their entirety. We propose amending two of the County Council’s
divisions in Hinckley & Bosworth borough and we are putting forward our own proposals for
the remainder of the borough. In North West Leicestershire district, we are adopting five of
the County Council’s proposed divisions and are putting forward three of our own proposed
divisions. We propose adopting Oadby & Wigston Borough Council’s proposals for Oadby &
Wigston borough.
67 Where our proposals are the same as or very similar to the County Council’s, we are
adopting their proposed division names. However, we are adopting a number of Councillor
Hunt’s proposed division names in Charnwood borough and Harborough district, where
appropriate, which we consider better reflect the constituent parts of the divisions. We are
also proposing alternative division names where we have put forward our own distinct
proposals, or where division names have not been provided. We would welcome comments
on these during Stage Three.
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68 For county division purposes, the seven borough and district areas in the county are
considered in turn, as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Blaby district (pages 31–34)
Charnwood borough (pages 34–38)
Harborough district (pages 38–42)
Hinckley & Bosworth borough (pages 42–45)
Melton borough (pages 45–46)
North West Leicestershire district (pages 46–49)
Oadby & Wigston borough (pages 49–55)

69 Details of our draft recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and on the large
outline map at the back of the report.

Blaby district
70 Under the current arrangements, the district of Blaby is represented by eight county
councillors serving eight divisions. Blaby, Countesthorpe, Enderby and Narborough divisions
have councillor:elector ratios of 1%, 10%, 22% and 2% above the county average
respectively (1%, 8% 28% above and 2% below by 2007). Braunstone, Glenfields, Kirby
Muxloe and Stoney Stanton divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 16%,13%, 4% and
17% below the county average respectively (17%, 16%, 7% and 18% below by 2007).
71 The County Council proposed eight single-member divisions, as illustrated in Table 5. Its
proposals would result in 50% coterminosity between divisions and district wards, and its
Countesthorpe & Whetstone and Glenfields divisions would have electoral variances of 10%
above and 14% below the county average respectively by 2007.
Table 5: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for Blaby
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Blaby & Glen Parva

1

Blaby South ward; Saxondale ward

2

Braunstone

1

Millfield ward; Ravenhurst & Fosse ward; part of Winstanley
ward (east of the A563)

3

Countesthorpe &
Whetstone

1

Countesthorpe ward; North Whetstone ward; Whetstone
parish of Cosby with South Whetstone ward

4

Enderby & Meridian

1

5

Glenfields
Kirby Muxloe &
Leicester Forest East
Narborough, Cosby
& Littlethorpe
Stanton Croft &
Normanton

1

Enderby & St John’s ward; West Enderby parish ward of
Enderby parish; part of Winstanley ward (west of the A563)
Ellis ward; Fairestone ward

1

Forest ward; Muxloe ward

1

Narborough & Littlethorpe ward; Cosby parish of Cosby with
Whetstone ward; Pastures parish ward of Narborough parish

1

Croft Hill ward; Normanton ward; Stanton & Flamville ward

6
7
8

72 The County Council stated that Cosby with South Whetstone, Pastures and Winstanley
wards ‘have been split to achieve better electoral equality’. Regarding its proposed
Glenfields division, it noted that the neighbouring Muxloe ward ‘in theory, could be split to
provide better electoral equality, but this has proved not to be practical because of the
knock-on effects for the rest of the district’. The County Council also noted that Braunstone
Town Council was ‘supportive’ of the County Council’s revised Braunstone division which
included part of Winstanley ward ‘to improve electoral equality’.
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73 Councillor Pollard (Blaby) submitted proposals for Blaby district, which he stated would
improve coterminosity and electoral equality, compared to the County Council’s proposals
and would link Cosby & South Whetstone ward with Countesthorpe ward, which share
community links. He only provided names for one of his proposed divisions.
Table 6: Councillor Pollard’s proposals for Blaby
Proposed
division

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Blaby & Glen
Parva

1

Same as County Council: Blaby South ward; Saxondale ward

2

1

3

1

4

1

5

1

6

1

7
8

1
1

Cosby with South Whetstone ward; Countesthorpe ward
Same as County Council: Croft Hill ward; Normanton ward; Stanton &
Flamville ward
Enderby & St John’s ward; part of Pastures ward to the north of
Speedwell Close and The Pastures; part of Winstanley ward (west of the
A563)
Narborough & Littlethorpe ward; North Whetstone ward; part of Pastures
ward south of Speedwell Close and The Pastures
Same as County Council: Millfield ward; Ravenhurst & Fosse ward; part
of Winstanley ward (east of the A563)
Same as County Council: Ellis ward; Fairestone ward
Same as County Council: Forest ward; Muxloe ward

74 Councillor Pollard supported the County Council’s proposals for the remaining divisions.
He noted that if divisions ‘4, 5 and 6 were taken together as a three-member [division] there
would be no need to split any district or council wards’. However, he noted that ‘the
recommendations preferred are for single-member divisions throughout, which requires
arbitrary splits in Winstanley and Pastures district wards’. Blaby Constituency Liberal
Democrats supported Councillor Pollard’s proposals for Blaby and proposed that the division
containing Blaby should be named Blaby & Glen Parva. They stated that they ‘strongly
object to the name “Saxondale” appearing in the name’ as this ‘does not describe any
community’. Blaby and Glen Parva parish councils proposed this division name as well. Glen
Parva Parish Council stated that this division name would ‘help to improve community
identity in the area’.
75 We have carefully considered the representations received. The County Council and
Councillor Pollard’s proposals would provide the correct allocation of eight councillors under
a council size of 55 by 2007. The County Council’s proposals would provide reasonable
electoral equality by dividing three wards between divisions. We note that the County
Council’s Blaby & Glen Parva, Braunstone, Glenfields, Kirby Muxloe & Leicester Forest
East, Stanton Croft & Normanton divisions were all supported by Councillor Pollard. We also
note the County Council’s and Councillor Pollard’s comments regarding the limited options
available in the far north of the district and their arguments in support of Glenfields division
despite its relatively high variance of 14% below the county average. We concur with this
argument, as we consider that, as Ellis and Fairestone wards are isolated in the north of the
district with few links to the remainder of the district, they should comprise a coterminous
division of their own. We therefore propose to adopt the County Council’s proposed
Glenfields division as part of our draft recommendations. Similarly, Councillor Pollard
supported the County Council’s coterminous Stanton Croft & Normanton division, which is
located in the south-west branch of the district. We propose to adopt this division and the
County Council’s proposed Kirby Muxloe & Leicester Forest East division as part of our draft
recommendations as they would be coterminous and would provide good electoral equality.
Likewise, we note the support of Councillor Pollard, Blaby Constituency Liberal Democrats
and Glen Parva Parish Council for the County Council’s proposed coterminous Blaby & Glen
Parva division and Councillor Pollard’s support for the County Council’s Braunstone division.
We consider that these divisions would reflect community identities, provide good electoral
equality and use the strong identifiable boundary of the A563. In the light of this and their
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coterminosity, we propose to adopt these two divisions as part of our draft
recommendations. Adopting the new Braunstone division would result in Winstanley parish
ward of Braunstone parish being divided, therefore we propose to create two new parish
wards of Winstanley East and Winstanley West, as discussed in paragraphs 160–163. We
consider that this proposal, which has received local support, would achieve the most
suitable arrangement, as the A563 would provide an easily identifiable division and parish
ward boundary as well as attaining electoral equality.
76 We do not propose to adopt the County Council’s non-coterminous Countesthorpe &
Whetstone and Narborough Cosby & Littlethorpe divisions, as we consider that this would
not provide the most suitable arrangement in this area. Having visited the area, we note that
Councillor Pollard’s division 2 would contain good road links, as well as improving
coterminosity and providing excellent electoral equality. We therefore propose to adopt
Councillor Pollard’s division comprising Countesthorpe and Cosby with South Whetstone
wards as part of our draft recommendations.
77 We note Councillor Pollard’s comment regarding the possibility of a three-member
division in the centre of Blaby district. We do not propose to adopt a three-member division
in this area, as we would usually only propose such a division if we considered that there
were no other viable alternative arrangements open to us that would better reflect the
statutory criteria. We note Councillor Pollard’s proposed division 5 based on Narborough &
Littlethorpe and North Whetstone wards and part of Pastures ward, broadly south of The
Pastures. This division would result in the creation of a new parish ward, as it would divide
the existing Pastures parish ward of Narborough parish between two divisions. We consider
that this division could be improved by using stronger boundaries and including the whole of
Narborough parish in the same division. Having visited the area, we consider that the
boundary between Enderby parish and Narborough parish which runs through Pastures
ward, would provide a clearer boundary than The Pastures road which Councillor Pollard
proposed to use as part of the boundary of his division 5. We consider that the existing
parish boundary, which runs along Forest Road and Stewart Avenue, as an existing
boundary is easily identifiable, and it would not divide a community or parish. We
acknowledge that our amendment would not improve electoral equality. However, we
consider that our recommendations are justified as they would allow more convenient and
effective local government and would not result in the creation of additional parish wards,
which outweighs the increase in the division’s electoral variance. We also note that the
County Council proposed to include Pastures parish ward in its proposed Narborough
Cosby & Littlethorpe division. This division would wholly contain Narborough parish and
would use the parish boundary as part of its boundary. We consider that this will provide a
good reflection of community identity and community links. We therefore propose a
Narborough & Whetstone division comprising Narborough & Littlethorpe and North
Whetstone wards and Pastures parish ward of Narborough parish.
78 In light of our decisions elsewhere in the district, we propose to adopt the County
Council’s Enderby Meridian division, as it would provide good electoral equality and would
utilise clear boundaries, although we have had to divide Pastures ward for purposes of
electoral equality. It would also contain the whole of Enderby parish, which we consider
would help to reflect existing community links. We also note that Councillor Pollard’s division
4 comprises almost the same area, less part of Pastures ward.
79 We note Blaby Constituency Liberal Democrats’, Councillor Pollard’s and Blaby and Glen
Parva parish councils’ view that a division comprising Blaby South and Glen Parva & Blaby
North wards should be named Blaby & Glen Parva. The County Council proposed this as
the name for the division in question and we therefore propose to adopt it.
80 Under our draft recommendations, Blaby & Glen Parva, Narborough & Whetstone and
Stanton Croft & Normanton divisions would have councillor:elector ratios of 3%,14% and 7%
above the county average respectively (3%,12% and 5% above by 2007). Braunstone,
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Glenfields and Kirby Muxloe & Leicester Forest East divisions would have councillor:elector
ratios of 8%, 11% and 2% below the county average respectively (8%, 14% and 6% by
2007). Cosby & Countesthorpe division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 2% above
the county average (2% below by 2007). Enderby Meridian division would have a
councillor:elector ratio of 5% below the county average (2% above by 2007). Our draft
recommendations across Blaby district would achieve a 63% level of coterminosity. Our
draft proposals are illustrated on the large outline map and on Sheet 2 at the back of the
report.

Charnwood borough
81 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Charnwood is represented by 14 county
councillors serving 14 divisions. Barrow Upon Soar, Loughborough Blackbrook,
Loughborough College, Shepshed, Sileby and Syston divisions have councillor:elector ratios
of 16%, 20%, 24%, 15%, 29% and 2% above the county average respectively (18%, 15%,
22%, 14%, 29% and 4% above by 2007). Birstall, Bradgate and Fosse divisions have
councillor:elector ratios of 21%,19% and 23% below the county average respectively
(23%,19% and 25% below by 2007). Loughborough Central, Loughborough Forest and
Loughborough Shelthorpe divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 6%, 9% and 19% below
the county average respectively (1%,9% and 13% below by 2007). Rothley and Thurmaston
divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 22% and 21% below the county average
respectively (20% and 24% below by 2007).
82 The County Council proposed 14 single-member divisions, illustrated in Table 7, which
would provide a 50% level of coterminosity between division and borough ward boundaries.
Five divisions would have electoral variances more than 10% from the county average
number of electors per councillor. It stated that Birstall Watermead, Rothley & Thurcaston
and Wreake Villages wards ‘have been split to achieve better electoral equality’.
Table 7: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for Charnwood
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Shepshed

1

Shepshed East ward; Shepshed West ward

2

Loughborough West

1

3

Loughborough North

1

Loughborough Ashby ward; Loughborough Garendon ward
Loughborough Dishley & Hathern ward; Loughborough Storer
ward
Loughborough Hastings ward; Loughborough Lemyngton
ward
Loughborough Shelthorpe ward; Loughborough Southfields
ward
Loughborough Nanpantan ward; Loughborough Outwoods
ward
Sileby ward; The Wolds ward; part of Wreake Villages ward
(Seagrave parish)
Barrow & Sileby West ward; Quorn & Mountsorrel Castle ward
Mountsorrel ward; part of Rothley & Thurcaston ward (Rothley
parish)
Anstey ward; Forest Bradgate ward; part of Rothley &
Thurcaston ward (Swithland parish and Thurcaston &
Cropston parish)
East Goscote ward; Syston West ward; part of Wreake
Villages ward (Cossington parish, Thrussington parish and
Ratcliffe on the Wreake parish)
Queniborough ward; Syston East ward; part of Wreake
Villages ward (Rearsby parish)

4
5

Loughborough
Central
Loughborough
Shelthorpe

1
1

6

Loughborough Forest

1

7

Sileby & The Wolds

1

8

Soar Valley
Rothley &
Mountsorrel

1

9

1

10

Bradgate

1

11

Fosse

1

12

Ridgeway

1
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County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

13

Thurmaston

1

Thurmaston ward; part of Birstall Watermead ward (east of
Wanlip Lane)

14

Birstall

1

Birstall Wanlip ward; part of Birstall Watermead ward (west of
Wanlip Lane)

83 The County Council noted that the towns of Loughborough and Shepshed contain nearly
half the electorate of the borough and ‘do not lend themselves to be combined with adjoining
areas which are essentially rural and with a very dispersed electorate. To do so would
involve splitting several district wards, losing easily identifiable boundaries and breaking
community ties.’ It noted that its proposed Shepshed division would have a relatively high
electoral variance of 17% above the county average both initially and by 2007. However, it
was reluctant to divide Shepshed East ward, as ‘the County Council believes that there is no
case for change given that Shepshed is a distinct community’. The County Council
accounted for its other divisions with electoral variances of more than 10% from the county
average in the same way, noting that ’it is not possible to do better without splitting wards.
This would also cause difficulties with regard to community ties within the rest of the
borough.’ The County Council noted the concern expressed to them by Mountsorrel Parish
Council that its parish would be divided between two divisions under the County Council’s
proposals. However, the ‘County Council could not see a way of combining these wards
without compromising electoral equality’.
84 Charnwood Borough Council broadly supported the County Council’s proposals for
Charnwood borough. However, the Borough Council ‘has concerns’ regarding the County
Council’s proposals for Thurmaston and Birstall divisions. The Borough Council opposed the
proposal to include part of Birstall Watermead ward in a Thurmaston division and stated that
‘Thurmaston and Birstall are rather different in nature … they are distinct communities with a
different feel and quite different interests and relationships’. It stated that ‘although they
have between them (and as a common interest) the popular and developing Watermead
Country Park, this and the River Soar which flows between them also separates the two
settlements’. It concluded that the area of Birstall Watermead ward, which the County
Council proposed to include in its Thurmaston division, ‘is an integral part of Birstall,
physically, geographically, socially and in so many other ways’. The Borough Council
‘appreciated’ that Thurmaston ward does not contain sufficient electors to form a division,
but it noted that the County Council proposed similar high variances elsewhere in the
county. ‘It is the view of the Borough Council that the identities and interests of the local
communities … represent compelling reasons to justify such a deviation in this case.’ The
Borough Council therefore proposed that Thurmaston ward should form one division and
Birstall Wanlip and Birstall Watermead wards another.
85 County Councillor Hunt (Loughborough Garendon) put forward proposals for two
divisions in Loughborough, which are identical to the County Council’s proposals. He
proposed a division comprising Loughborough Ashby and Loughborough Garendon wards
and another division comprising Loughborough Dishley & Hathern and Loughborough Storer
wards. He stated that ‘although the elector numbers support my proposition, the community
interest is the crux of my proposal’, and noted that the wards in each division share schools,
shops and bus and transport routes. He also noted that Loughborough Ashby and
Loughborough Storer wards contain ‘major concentrations of registered students’ like
Loughborough Nanpantan ward where turnout is usually very low. He contended that ‘in a
division dominated by students the electoral process would be consistently devalued by a
similarly low turnout’ and doubted that ‘such a concentration of interest in one … division is
wise’.
86 Councillor Hunt also submitted seven division names, alternative to those put forward by
the County Council, as he believed ‘the need for consistent and clear names is primarily one
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to facilitate the electoral process’. In place of Loughborough Shelthorpe division, he
proposed the name Loughborough South, as he contended that Loughborough Shelthorpe
is a borough ward name and giving the division the same name would result in confusion
among the electorate and would not reflect the inclusion of Loughborough Southfields ward
in the division. He also stated that ‘Loughborough South contrasts well with [the] proposed
Loughborough North’. He proposed the name Loughborough South West in place of
Loughborough Forest as the latter ‘is confusing’ as it is similar to the proposed Forest
division in North West Leicestershire and ‘if other wards in Loughborough are to be named
by points of the compass Loughborough South West strongly suggests itself’. Councillor
Hunt proposed the division name Loughborough North West in place of Loughborough
West, ‘to be symmetrical with’ Loughborough South West division. He argued that the
division name Loughborough Central ‘is a misnomer’ as ‘many areas of this division are far
from “central” to the town’ and would cause confusion; therefore, he put forward the
alternative division name Loughborough East. The division name Barrow Quorn & Castle
was proposed by Councillor Hunt as an alternative to Soar Valley as ‘Soar Valley is far too
inexact and extends throughout Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire’. Finally, he proposed
Syston Fosse and Syston Ridgeway division names in place of Fosse and Ridgeway
respectively, in order to reflect the strong influence of Syston within each of the County
Council’s proposed divisions.
87 Councillor Wilson (Birstall) supported the majority of the County Council’s proposals, but
submitted proposals for three divisions in the south-east of the borough to better reflect
community identity. He contended that the settlements of Birstall and Thurmaston ‘are very
separate with little sharing, if any of communal services’ and that the ‘easiest solution’ would
be to create separate Birstall and Thurmaston divisions. However, he acknowledged that the
resulting high electoral variance would probably be unacceptable. Therefore, he proposed a
Birstall division comprising Birstall Wanlip and Birstall Watermead wards and a Thurmaston
division comprising Thurmaston ward and the parishes of Barkby, Barkby Thorpe, Beeby
and South Croxton of Queniborough ward. He also proposed a Syston East division
comprising Syston East ward and Queniborough parish of Queniborough ward and Rearsby
parish of Wreake Villages ward.
88 We have carefully considered all representations received. The County Council
submitted the only borough-wide proposals, for 14 single-member divisions which would
provide the correct allocation under a council size of 55 by 2007. We note that the County
Council’s proposals received broad support with the exception of the areas of Birstall and
Thurmaston.
89 We note the County Council’s proposals for Loughborough and Shepshed areas and that
its proposals incorporate Councillor Hunt’s proposed divisions for Loughborough. We note
that the County Council considered Shepshed to be a distinct community which should be
included within one division and that dividing wards between divisions should be avoided
where possible. We also note Councillor Hunt’s comments regarding the existing community
links between the wards of his proposed divisions. However, we do not consider that, on
their own, his comments regarding the distribution of student electors between divisions
justify revised electoral arrangements. We consider that the County Council’s six proposed
divisions for Loughborough and Shepshed would ensure that this urban area would be
within urban divisions and would provide reasonable electoral equality, as well as
coterminosity. We also propose to adopt Councillor Hunt’s alternative division names for
Loughborough divisions as we consider that these would better reflect the constituent areas.
90 In the south-west of the borough, we note the County Council’s proposed Bradgate
division. Having considered alternative coterminous and non-coterminous arrangements in
this area, we consider that this division would provide the most suitable option, as it would
create a predominantly rural division which contains good road links. It would also provide
good electoral equality, and we therefore propose to adopt it. We note the County Council’s
proposed Rothley & Mountsorrel and Soar Valley divisions in the centre of the borough and
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Mountsorrel Parish Council’s concern, noted in the County Council’s submission, that the
County Council’s proposals would split its parish between the two divisions. We note that
the County Council seems to have proposed this in order to avoid ‘compromising electoral
equality’. In view of this and the improved coterminosity we have achieved elsewhere in the
borough, we have looked into alternative divisions for this area. We found that it is possible
to include Mountsorrel parish within the same division while improving electoral equality,
with the variance in Soar Valley division being 2% below the county average by 2007 and in
Rothley & Mountsorrel division 1% above by 2007. However, Soar Valley division would not
be coterminous. This would provide better electoral equality than under the County Council’s
proposals, which would result in electoral variances for Soar Valley and Rothley &
Mountsorrel divisions of 9% above and 10% below the county average respectively by 2007.
In light of this, and having visited the area, we propose to adopt our own proposals for a
division comprising Barrow & Sileby West ward and Quorndon parish of Quorn &
Mountsorrel Castle ward, in place of the County Council’s Soar Valley division. In the light of
Councillor Hunt’s comments, we do not propose to name the division Soar Valley, nor do we
propose to adopt his proposed name of Barrow Quorn & Castle. Since we propose to
transfer Mountsorrel Castle parish ward to another division, we consider the name Quorn &
Barrow would better reflect the constituent areas. We also propose a Rothley & Mountsorrel
division comprising Mountsorrel ward, Rothley parish of Rothley & Thurcaston ward and
Mountsorrel Castle parish ward of Quorn & Mountsorrel Castle ward, as we consider that
these divisions would reflect community identities by keeping towns and villages within the
same divisions and provide good electoral equality. In the north-east of the borough, we
propose to adopt the County Council’s Sileby & The Wolds division, which provides good
levels of electoral equality. We have considered alternatives, including a division comprising
Barrow & Sileby West and The Wolds wards and part of Wreake Villages ward, which would
either result in poor electoral equality or a division covering an even larger area, which may
not encourage convenient and effective local government.
91 We note that the County Council provided no justification for its Birstall and Thurmaston
divisions other than achieving electoral equality. We note the concerns of Charnwood
Borough Council and Councillor Wilson regarding these two divisions and the perceived lack
of community links between Birstall and Thurmaston. Having visited the area, we do not
consider that the County Council’s proposal to include part of Birstall village in Thurmaston
division reflects community identity and interests, as this proposed boundary would separate
a small number of Birstall electors from the rest of their community. We consider that Birstall
village should be united within the same division. We therefore do not intend to adopt this
proposal. We note Charnwood Borough Council’s proposal for Thurmaston ward to form a
division, in order to reflect community identity, despite its electoral variance of 23% below
the county average. We do not consider this an acceptable electoral variance at this stage in
view of the fact that feasible alternative options are available and substantive evidence has
not been provided to demonstrate that the communities of Birstall and Thurmaston could not
be linked.
92 We considered a large number of alternative divisions including a two-member division
comprising Syston East, Syston West and Thurmaston wards (9% below by 2007). When
we visited the area, we noted the distinct difference between Thurmaston and the rural area
to its east and so, at this stage, we are reluctant to include the rural area in a division with
Thurmaston, as proposed by Councillor Wilson. Given the evidence available to us at this
time we consider that this would not reflect community identities. We also note that his
Thurmaston and Syston East divisions would not provide particularly good electoral equality
(both 17% below the county average by 2007). Therefore, we do not propose to adopt these
two divisions. We also note, as stated by Councillor Wilson, that the two Birstall wards could
form a division with an electoral variance of just 5% above the county average by 2007.
However, when we investigated alternative neighbouring divisions based around this
arrangement, we found that we could not determine suitable divisions elsewhere. This is
partly due to the distribution of electors in the borough in a mixture of urban and rural areas,
with the urban areas concentrated in the centre of the borough and the rural areas situated
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to the east and south-west margins. Subsequently we encountered difficulties in achieving
reasonable electoral equality, while creating sustainable separate rural and urban divisions.
Having considered a large number of different options, we have concluded that a twomember Birstall & Thurmaston division, comprising Birstall Wanlip, Birstall Watermead and
Thurmaston wards, would provide good electoral equality and allow for the same elsewhere
in the borough. We also consider that the two similar-sized settlements are likely to share
similar issues compared to the outlying rural areas. We acknowledge that Birstall and
Thurmaston do not share many links, and ideally should to form separate divisions;
however, we have not received sufficient evidence to justify this. A two-member division
works on many levels, providing coterminosity, good electoral equality and a purely urban
division. In light of our conclusions above, we are recommending it as part of out draft
recommendations and would welcome comments on this proposal at Stage Three.
93 In the east of the borough, having considered the proposals received, we investigated
alternative options such as placing East Goscote, Queniborough and Sileby wards and
Cossington and Ratcliffe on the Wreake parishes in a division. We also considered another
alternative division comprising Barrow Upon Soar and The Wolds wards and part of Wreake
Villages ward; the parishes of Rearsby, Seagrave and Thrussington. However, in light of our
decision relating to Thurmaston ward, we propose to base our recommendations on the
County Council’s Fosse and Ridgeway divisions, as they would provide reasonable electoral
equality. However, we propose adopting the division names of Syston Fosse and Syston
Ridgeway proposed by Councillor Hunt, as we judge that these names would reflect the
inclusion of part of the relatively large settlement of Syston within both divisions. We note
that our recommendations would divide Wreake Villages ward between three different
divisions. However, at this stage we consider that this is acceptable, as it has been
necessary to divide the ward in order to achieve reasonable electoral equality between the
three relatively rural divisions and to be able to link The Wolds and Sileby wards using
Seagrave parish.
94 Under our draft recommendations, Birstall & Thurmaston, Quorn & Barrow and Sileby &
The Wolds divisions would have councillor:elector ratios of 7%, 3% and 12% below the
county average respectively (9%, 2% and 8% by 2007). Syston Fosse and Syston Ridgeway
divisions would both have councillor:elector ratios of 11% below the county average, initially
and by 2007. Loughborough East division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 5% below
the county average (1% above by 2007). Bradgate, Loughborough South West,
Loughborough North and Loughborough South divisions would have councillor:elector ratios
of 3%, 3%, 6% and 5% above the county average respectively (2%, 2%, 4% and 14% above
by 2007). Loughborough West, Rothley & Mountsorrel and Shepshed divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios of 8%, 1% and 17% above the county average respectively (4%, 1%
and 17% above by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve a 54% level of
coterminosity. Our draft recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map at the
back of the report.

Harborough district
95 Under the current arrangements, the district of Harborough is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions. Billesdon division has a councillor:elector ratio of 12%
below the county average (9% below by 2007). Broughton Astley, East Gartree and
Lutterworth divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 23%, 10% and 10% above the county
average respectively (21%, 9% and 9% above by 2007). Market Harborough and West
Gartree divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 32% and 20% above the county average
respectively (36% and 18% above by 2007).
96 Under the County Council’s proposed council size of 55, Harborough district is entitled to
one additional councillor, therefore the County Council proposed seven single-member
divisions, none of which would have electoral variances of more than 10% from the county
average initially or by 2007. Its proposed divisions would be 100% coterminous with ward
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boundaries. The County Council decided to amend its initial draft proposals and adopt
Councillor Feltham’s proposal (detailed below in Table 8) in the north-east of the district ‘on
the basis that it improved electoral equality and coterminosity’.
Table 8: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for Harborough
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Broughton Astley

1

2

Bruntingthorpe

1

3

Foxton

1

4
5

Gartree
Launde

1
1

6

Lutterworth

1

7

Market Harborough

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Broughton Astley - Astley ward; Broughton Astley - Broughton
ward; Broughton Astley - Primethorpe ward; Broughton Astley
- Sutton ward; Dunton ward
Bosworth ward; Fleckney ward; Misterton ward; Peatling ward
Lubenham ward; Market Harborough Logan ward; Market
Harborough Welland ward
Billesdon ward; Glen ward; Kibworth ward
Nevill ward; Thurnby & Houghton ward; Tilton ward
Lutterworth Brookfield ward; Lutterworth Orchard ward;
Lutterworth Springs ward; Lutterworth Swift ward; Ullesthorpe
ward
Market Harborough - Arden & Great Bowden ward; Market
Harborough - Little Bowden ward

97 Harborough District Council stated that it had ‘no comments to make’ at this stage of the
review process. Harborough Liberal Democrats stated that they ‘broadly support the County
Council’s initial proposals for divisions in Harborough district’; however, they did not support
the County Council’s amended proposals. They opposed the County Council’s proposal to
include Billesdon parish in Gartree division and contended that ‘such a move would break
obvious community ties with its hinterland villages to the north’. Finally, they maintained that
‘Billesdon parish has no obvious community links with the villages of Kibworth and Great
Glen which form the core of the Gartree division’.
98 Nick Clegg MEP (East Midlands) acknowledged that ‘Harborough district covers a large
geographical area which in parts is thinly populated. As such, it is difficult to preserve
obvious community links within … division boundaries.’ However, he contended that the
County Council’s proposal to transfer Billesdon parish into Gartree division ‘creates a clear
anomaly’, as Billesdon ‘is recognised by the County Council itself as a rural centre’. He
supported either the County Council’s initial draft proposals or District Councillor Taylor’s
(Logan) proposal, which was not submitted to us, to move ‘Nevill ward into Thurnby’. William
Newton Dunn MEP (East Midlands) stated that he supported ‘the County Council’s proposal
to increase Harborough’s representation to seven county councillors’ as it would provide ‘a
better correlation between electoral numbers and number[s] of councillors per district’.
99 County Councillor Feltham (East Gartree) supported the County Council’s proposal to
increase the number of county councillors representing Harborough from six to seven, as he
noted that the district is currently under-represented. He also noted that if the current
Billesdon and East Gartree divisions were retained they would have councillor:elector ratios
of 8% and 12% above the county average respectively by 2007 and that Billesdon ward
would be divided between the two divisions. He stated that ‘this would retain the status quo,
but [would] not be conducive to fostering and encouraging community relationships’. He
contended that the periodic electoral review (PER) of the district ‘did not support Billesdon
Parish Council’s view that its links were primarily with the villages east along the A47 and so
… splitting the new Billesdon district ward … would go against this original conclusion’. He
argued that the ‘parishes of Little Stretton, Carlton Curlieu and Burton Overy are close to
and alongside the parishes of King’s Norton, Gaulby and Illston-on-the-Hill and share
community identities’. Councillor Feltham contended that ‘villagers from Billesdon and the
other parishes shop in the Glen and Kibworth wards [and use] the B6047 route which acts
like a north-south spine and links the 13 parishes in the Billesdon ward’. He stated that
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Nevill ward in the far east of the existing East Gartree division ‘has very few community links
with the wards at the western end of the East Gartree division such as Glen or even
Kibworth … however this ward lies just south of the A47 which is a fast trunk road linking
these parishes to those to the east along the A47 including Thurnby and Houghton’. He
acknowledged that ‘clearly, it is not an ideal match’ for the eastern parishes to be linked with
the more urban parishes in the west ‘but many of the parishes running alongside the A47 …
have very good community links with the parishes south of the A47’. He therefore proposed
a Launde division comprising Nevill, Thurnby & Houghton and Tilton wards. He also
proposed an East Gartree division comprising Glen, Kibworth and Billesdon wards, which
would ensure better electoral equality than at present and would avoid dividing Billesdon
ward between divisions. Councillor Feltham contended that not dividing Billesdon ward
would help to ‘maintain community identity’ by allowing the ward to be represented by one
county councillor and one Community Forum. The County Council, following its consultation
period, adopted his proposals as part of their scheme.
100 County Councillor Galton (Billesdon) stated that he ‘strongly’ supported the County
Council’s initial draft proposal to retain Billesdon within its current division, and did not
support its revised proposals for Billesdon parish. He submitted the County Council’s initial
proposals for two alternative divisions in the east of the district, based on the existing
arrangements.
Table 9: Councillor Galton’s proposals for Harborough
Proposed
division

Number of
councillors

1

1

2

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Thurnby & Houghton ward; Tilton ward; part of Billesdon ward (Billesdon,
Frisby, Gaulby, Goadby, Illston on the Hill, King’s Norton, Noseley and
Rolleston parishes)
Kibworth ward; Nevill ward; part of Billesdon ward (Cranoe, Glooston,
Slawston, Stonton Wyville and Welham parishes)

101 He stated that ‘the village of Billesdon is the heart of the existing division … a rural
centre serving the surrounding smaller villages such as Tilton, Skeffington and Tugby’. He
contended that ‘local community ties would be lost as a consequence of removing Billesdon
from the remainder of the division [and that] it is vital that these links between the smaller
villages and Billesdon are maintained’. He further contended that ‘Billesdon has virtually no
links with Kibworth or Great Glen, which form the majority of the [proposed] Gartree division.
Most local residents use the A47 corridor to travel to Leicester for employment, leisure and
shopping. Consequently, links with the neighbouring villages of Houghton and Thurnby are
much stronger than with Kibworth or Great Glen.’ He also noted that the bus links between
Billesdon, Houghton the surrounding villages ‘are further evidence of the close ties between
the communities which comprise the current Billesdon division’. He maintained that the
County Council’s Launde division ‘would have extremely poor community identity’.
Councillor Galton contended that, following the district review of ward boundaries, the
creation of a Billesdon ward with a ‘lack of community identity’ has led to this ‘problem’. He
stated that not dividing Billesdon ward ‘will only compound the problem and in this instance
the importance of retaining community identity and local ties far outweighs coterminosity’.
He also noted that the initial draft proposals would achieve reasonable electoral equality.
102 Billesdon Parish Council expressed ‘concern’ regarding the County Council’s proposal
to include Billesdon ward in a division with Great Glen and Kibworth. It contended that ‘this
proposal seems to have been suggested to avoid the splitting of the Billesdon ward [and]
ignores the geographical and social links’ which Billesdon has with the settlements in the
initial draft division broadly comprising Thurnby & Houghton and Tilton wards and part of
Billesdon ward. Billesdon Parish Council stated that the A47 ‘naturally links the communities
of Thurnby, Houghton, Billesdon, Skeffington and Tugby’ and Billesdon ‘is at the centre of a
hub’ and does not have links with the Kibworth and Great Glen areas. East Langton Parish
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Council supported the County Council’s proposed East Gartree and Launde divisions and
stated that under these proposals ‘the new district ward boundaries are kept so as not to
split partial areas in any ward’.
103 Councillor Hunt submitted two alternative division names in order to achieve
consistency in division names across the districts and boroughs. He proposed the name
Market Harborough West in place of Foxton, as ‘82% of this proposed county division is in
Market Harborough’. He proposed Market Harborough East division as an alternative name
to Market Harborough in order ‘to reconcile with Market Harborough West’.
104 The parish meeting of Bringhurst, Drayton & Nevill Holt stated that it was opposed to
the possibility that Nevill Holt could ‘be considered separately from the other connected
villages in our area’ which share many community links. It ‘cannot see any advantages
whatsoever in splitting up … parishes who work together in such harmony’. In view of the
increased electorate of Broughton Astley, Frolesworth Parish Meeting proposed that ‘it
would make sense both numerically and geographically’ to create a smaller division
comprising all four Broughton Astley wards and Dunton ward.
105 We have carefully considered all representations received. We note the County
Council’s proposals for Harborough and the excellent coterminosity and electoral equality
they would achieve. The County Council’s proposals would provide the correct allocation of
seven councillors under a council size of 55 by 2007. We note the support for the proposals
from Councillor Feltham and East Langton Parish Council, and Frolesworth parish meeting’s
support for the County Council’s Broughton Ashby division. We also note that five of the
County Council’s initial draft divisions are the same under the proposals it submitted to us.
We did not receive any other comments regarding the County Council’s proposed
Broughton Ashby, Bruntingthorpe, Foxton, Lutterworth and Market Harborough divisions.
These divisions would provide good electoral equality, and in light of this and the support
noted above, we propose to broadly adopt these five divisions as part of our draft
recommendations. We also propose to adopt Councillor Hunt’s proposed division name of
Market Harborough East in place of Market Harborough, as we concur that Market
Harborough forms a considerable part of both wards and that division names should be
consistent. However, we propose to rename the County Council’s proposed Foxton division
Market Harborough West & Foxton in order to recognise Foxton, one of its other main
constituent settlements.
106 We note the opposition of Harborough Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg MEP, Councillor
Galton and Billesdon Parish Council to the County Council’s proposed Gartree and Launde
divisions in the north-east of the district. We discern that they all broadly contended that
Billesdon village is a rural hub for the surrounding parishes, and the County Council’s
proposal to divide Billesdon ward between the two divisions would in their opinion not reflect
community identity, as Billesdon does not share community links with Glen or Kibworth
wards. They all supported Councillor Galton’s proposals, which were the County Council’s
initial draft proposals based on the existing divisions, which they maintained would better
reflect community identity. However, we also note Councillor Feltham’s arguments
concerning the existing community links within his two proposed divisions and the need to
avoid dividing wards between divisions in order to foster and ‘maintain community identity’.
We also note that he stated that the decision to recommend a new Billesdon ward during the
district PER should not be dismissed, and that the new divisions should make use of these
new ward boundaries. Harborough Liberal Democrats’, Nick Clegg MEP’s, Councillor
Galton’s and Billesdon Parish Council’s arguments appear to be based on the existing
divisions. However, it should be recognised that, as a consequence of the district PER, the
boundaries of the wards (the “building blocks” for divisions) have been amended, and
therefore our recommendations should be based on these wards, providing this allows us to
meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we are often unable to propose divisions which reflect
the existing county divisions.
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107 We note that Councillor Galton and Councillor Feltham both used the A47 as evidence
of links between communities within their proposed divisions. Having visited the area, we
concur that the A47 provides a link from east to west across the top of the district. However,
we also consider that it supplies a route (via a B road) from Nevill ward to Thurnby. We
consider that electors in Nevill ward in the south-east corner of the district are likely to view
themselves as being geographically detached from much of the district, particularly from the
areas to the far west. However, due to the very rural nature and sparsely distributed
electorate of this half of the district, Nevill ward has to be linked with distant parishes
regardless of which division is adopted. We judge the arguments provided by Councillor
Feltham and Councillor Galton in support of both options to be persuasive. However, we
have decided to adopt the County Council’s proposals, as its two divisions would provide
coterminosity and good electoral equality. Our aim is to provide the best balance between
reflecting community identity, securing effective and convenient local government and
achieving equality of representation. In this instance, we have decided to recommend
proposals that provide good levels of electoral equality and coterminosity. This is because
we consider that as a result of securing coterminosity the area will benefit from more
effective and convenient local government and improved community partnerships as a result
of district and county councillors being able to work together more easily. We further
consider that the large, sparsely populated area that these divisions cover, does not lend
itself to providing coterminous divisions which easily reflect community identities. We would
welcome comments on these proposed Gartree and Launde divisions at Stage Three.
108 We note the concern of Bringhurst, Drayton & Nevill Holt parish meeting that its
parishes would be divided as a result of this review. No proposals to divide the parishes of
Nevill ward were received at Stage One. The whole of Nevill ward is included in Launde
division. In conclusion, we propose to adopt the County Council’s proposals in full, with the
exception of two alternative division names of Market Harborough East and Market
Harborough West & Foxton.
109 Under our draft recommendations, Broughton Astley, Launde and Lutterworth divisions
would have councillor:elector ratios of 8%, 6% and 3% below the county average
respectively (10%, 3% and 5% below by 2007). Bruntingthorpe, Market Harborough West &
Foxton and Gartree divisions would have councillor:elector ratios of 1%, 8% and 8% above
the county average respectively (1%, 7% and 7% above by 2007). Market Harborough East
division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 3% below the county average (0% by 2007).
Our recommendations would result in a 100% level of coterminosity. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large outline map at the back of the report.

Hinckley & Bosworth borough
110 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Hinckley & Bosworth is represented by
nine county councillors serving nine divisions. Barwell, Hollycroft and Markfield divisions
currently have councillor:elector ratios of 5%, 16% and 13% above the county average
respectively (7%, 19% and 14% above by 2007). Burbage, De Montfort and Earl Shilton
divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 1%, 18% and 8% below the county average
respectively (3%, 17% and 6% below by 2007). Market Bosworth and St Mary’s divisions
have councillor:elector ratios of 5% and 12% below the county average respectively (5%
and 4% below by 2007). Groby & Ratby division has a councillor:elector ratio of 0% both in
2002 and by 2007.
111 The County Council proposed nine single-member divisions, two of which would have
electoral variances of more than 10% from the county average by 2007. It stated that its
highest electoral variance of 15% above the county average in St Mary’s division ‘is the best
solution available’. The County Council’s proposals would provide 0% coterminosity
between ward and division boundaries, a result of dividing five wards between divisions ‘to
improve electoral equality’, including proposals to divide Barwell ward between three
divisions.
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Table 10: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for Hinckley & Bosworth
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Burbage

1

2

De Montfort

1

3

Earl Shilton

1

4

Groby & Ratby

1

5

Hollycroft

1

6

Mallory

1

7

Market Bosworth

1

8

Markfield

1

9

St Mary’s

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Burbage Sketchley & Stretton ward; part of Burbage St
Catherines & Lash Hill ward (St Catherines parish ward)
Hinckley De Montfort ward; part of Barwell ward (broadly
south of Chapel Street, The Common and the allotments
behind Stapleton Lane)
Earl Shilton ward; part of Barwell ward (north of Shilton Road
and Redhall Drive and east of the sports ground)
Groby ward; Ratby parish of Ratby, Bagworth & Thornton
ward
Hinckley Trinity ward; part of Hinckley Clarendon ward (north
of Coventry Road)
Newbold Verdon with Desford & Peckleton ward; part of
Barwell ward (broadly north of Chapel Street, The Common
and the allotments behind Stapleton Lane)
Ambien ward; Cadeby Carlton & Market Bosworth with
Shackerstone ward; Twycross & Witherley with Sheepy ward;
part of Barlestone Nailstone & Osbaston ward (Nailstone and
Osbaston parishes)
Markfield Stanton & Fieldhead ward; part of Ratby Bagworth &
Thornton ward (Bagworth & Thornton parish); part of
Barlestone Nailstone & Osbaston ward (Barlestone parish)
Hinckley Castle ward; part of Burbage St Catherines & Lash
Hill ward (Lash Hill parish ward); part of Hinckley Clarendon
ward (south of Coventry Road)

112 Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council stated that it supported the County Council’s
proposals for Hinckley & Bosworth borough.
113 County Councillor Hunt proposed three alternative divisions names in order ‘to reduce
confusion and identify divisions more clearly’. In place of De Montfort, he suggested
Hinckley East & Barwell division as ‘De Montfort is a name associated with many areas of
the county’ and would lead to confusion among the electorate. He proposed the division
names Hinckley South and Hinckley West in place of St Mary’s and Hollycroft respectively,
as a ‘division named St Mary’s could be in scores of places in the county’ and ‘using
compass points is in line with urban [divisions] in other districts’.
114 The County Council’s was the only full scheme we received for Hinckley & Bosworth
borough and would provide the correct allocation of nine councillors under a council size of
55 by 2007. We note the support of Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council for the County
Council’s proposals. However, we also note that the County Council’s proposals would not
achieve any coterminosity between wards and divisions and would divide Barwell ward
between three divisions. Its St Mary’s division would have an electoral variance of 15%
above the county average, despite incorporating parts of two different wards in order to
improve electoral equality. The County Council concluded this was the ‘best option
available’. We consider that the County Council’s proposals could be amended to improve
both coterminosity and electoral equality.
115 We propose to broadly adopt the County Council’s Market Bosworth division, which
would place the rural area around Market Bosworth within one division. However, we
propose to transfer Barlestone parish from the County Council’s proposed Markfield division,
so that Market Bosworth division would include the whole of Barlestone, Nailstone &
Osbaston ward and would be coterminous. We acknowledge that Market Bosworth division
would have a relatively high variance of 18% both initially and by 2007. However, we
consider that this is acceptable in view of the improvements to the levels of coterminosity
achieved.
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116 In the south-east of the borough, we note that the County Council proposed to divide
three wards between divisions and it did not provide persuasive argumentation for these
proposals. We have investigated alternative arrangements in this area and we have
concluded that it is not possible to create coterminous single-member divisions covering
Hinckley and Burbage, with acceptable electoral equality. We are therefore proposing
Burbage and Hinckley, two two-member coterminous divisions, which would have electoral
variances of 7% and 8% below the county average respectively by 2007. Burbage division
would comprise Burbage St Catherines & Lash Hill, Burbage Sketchley & Stretton and
Hinckley Castle wards. We acknowledge that Hinckley Castle ward is slightly detached from
the remainder of the division; however, we consider that there are sufficient crossing points
across the railway line. We also note that the County Council also proposed to link Lash Hill
parish ward (of Burbage St Catherines & Lash Hill ward) with Hinckley Castle ward as part
of its St Mary’s division. The County Council also proposed to link Hinckley with part of
Barwell ward. However, we do not consider that dividing the community of Barwell and
placing part of it in a division with the separate community of Hinckley would allow for
convenient or effective local government, or reflect community identity. Instead, our
proposed Hinckley division would be based on Hinckley town wards, which we consider
would improve coterminosity and better reflect community identity. Hinckley division would
comprise Hinckley Clarendon, Hinckley De Montfort and Hinckley Trinity wards. We do not
propose to adopt Councillor Hunt’s division names for this area, since we are putting forward
our own proposals and his proposed names would not accurately describe these.
117 In the east of the borough, we note that the County Council’s Earl Shilton division
includes a small part of Barwell ward in order to improve electoral equality. To form a
division based on Earl Shilton village, with good electoral equality, it is necessary to include
part of the neighbouring Barwell ward. If Earl Shilton ward alone were to form a division, it
would have an electoral variance of 17% below the county average by 2007. The County
Council’s Earl Shilton division would provide good electoral equality, although we note that
the County Council’s proposed boundary within Barwell ward, to the west of Earl Shilton
Community College, is defaced and runs through some houses. We therefore propose to
amend this anomaly and run the boundary north between 63 and 65 Byron Street and
between 84 and 86 Charnwood Road. The boundary would then run along the back of the
houses of Bradgate Road and behind the houses of Appletree Close and Ye Tree Close
before running south-east to the existing boundary north of Earl Shilton Community College.
This amendment should better reflect community identity, and make the boundary easier to
identify. It also improves the electoral equality from 5% below the county average to 1%
above by 2007.
118 We also consider that the County Council’s proposal to divide Barwell ward between
three divisions could be improved upon by using more easily identifiable boundaries and
avoiding dividing the ward unnecessarily. If the whole of Barwell ward were to be included
in a division with Newbold Verdon with Desford & Peckleton ward, the latter ward would
have to be divided between divisions in order to achieve electoral equality, because it
contains too many electors to create a division with good electoral equality. Such a division
would have an electoral variance of 50% above the county average by 2007. We therefore
propose to transfer Desford parish to our Ratby, Desford & Thornton division (described
below) as we consider that it has good road links to its north. We propose a Mallory division
comprising part of Barwell ward, less the area described in paragraph 117, broadly east of
the Sports Ground and Bradgate Road and north of Shilton Road, and with Newbold Verdon
and Peckleton parishes of Newbold Verdon with Desford & Peckleton ward. This division
would not necessitate dividing Barwell ward to the same extent as the County Council’s
proposal. It would also keep whole parishes in the same division and would have good
electoral equality, with an electoral variance of 5% below the county average by 2007.
119 We looked into different options for the north-east of the borough including the County
Council’s Groby & Ratby division and another division comprising Markfield Stanton &
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Fieldhead ward and Desford and Bagworth & Thornton parishes. This latter option would
achieve good electoral equality but would not be coterminous. Having visited the area and
noted the excellent road link between Groby and Markfield, we propose a Groby & Markfield
division comprising Groby and Markfield Stanton & Fieldhead wards. We also propose a
Ratby, Desford & Thornton division comprising Ratby Bagworth & Thornton ward and
Desford parish of Newbold Verdon with Desford & Peckleton ward, which would also provide
good electoral equality and improved coterminosity.
120 Under our draft recommendations for Hinckley & Bosworth borough, Burbage, Mallory
and Ratby, Desford & Thornton divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 6%, 5% and
13% below the county average respectively (7%, 5% and 6% below by 2007). Groby &
Markfield, Hinckley, and Market Bosworth divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 14%,
3% and 18% above the county average respectively (10%, 8% and 18% above by 2007).
Earl Shilton division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 0% (1% above by 2007). Our
draft recommendations would achieve a 57% level of coterminosity. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large outline map and (Map 3) Sheet 3 at the back of the report.

Melton borough
121 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Melton is represented by four county
councillors serving four divisions. Asfordby division currently has a councillor:elector ratio
8% below the county average (7% below by 2007). Belvoir and Melton Mowbray North
divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 9% and 22% above the county average
respectively (8% and 20% above by 2007). Melton Mowbray South division has a
councillor:elector ratio of 0% (5% above by 2007).
122 The County Council submitted proposals for four single-member divisions, two of which
would be identical to the existing divisions and the remaining two would be almost the same.
Its proposals would provide a 100% level of coterminosity between wards and divisions. Its
proposed Melton North division would have an electoral variance of 19% above the county
average by 2007. The County Council justified this variance by stating that ‘the Melton urban
area … is a distinct one, which the County Council does not believe should be split’.
Table 11: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for Melton
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Asfordby

1

2

Belvoir

1

3

Melton North

1

4

Melton South

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Asfordby ward; Frisby-on-the-Wreake ward; Gaddesby ward;
Old Dalby ward; Somerby ward
Bottesford ward; Croxton Kerrial ward; Long Clawson & Stathern
ward; Wymondham ward; Waltham-on-the-Wolds ward
Melton Egerton ward; Melton Newport ward; Melton Sysonby
ward
Melton Craven ward; Melton Dorian ward; Melton Warwick ward

123 Melton Borough Council stated that it ‘fully’ supported the County Council’s proposals. It
also stated it ‘would not support that Waltham ward is moved into the Asfordby division for
reasons of community identity and the fact that this change would make only marginal
difference to electoral equality’.
124 The County Council’s proposals would provide the correct allocation of four councillors
under a council size of 55 by 2007. We received no other proposals regarding Melton
borough. We note the Borough Council’s support for the County Council’s proposals, which
would also be very similar to the existing arrangements. We note the Borough Council’s
concern regarding the County Council’s initial draft proposal to transfer Waltham-on-theWolds ward to Belvoir division. However, in the light of responses received, the County
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Council amended its proposals to include the ward in Asfordby division. We note the
relatively high electoral variance of the County Council’s proposed Melton North division.
However, having investigated alternative divisions within the town of Melton Mowbray, one
of which would result in an electoral variance of 23% above the county average by 2007, we
conclude that the County Council’s proposals would provide the most suitable arrangements
in terms of electoral equality and reflecting community identity. We note that the County
Council’s proposals would be 100% coterminous and would keep the north and south areas
of the town, which are distinct from one another, broadly within two different divisions. We
also concur with the County Council’s reluctance to arbitrarily divide a ward or incorporate a
rural ward in a division with the urban area in order to improve electoral equality. We further
note the good electoral equality achieved under the County Council’s rural Asfordby and
Belvoir divisions, which would be identical to the existing divisions of the same names, and
once again, the support of the Borough Council. We therefore propose to adopt the County
Council’s proposals for Melton borough as part of our draft recommendations.
125 Under our draft recommendations, Asfordby division would have a councillor:elector
ratio of 6% below the county average (5% below by 2007). Belvoir, Melton North and Melton
South divisions would have councillor:elector ratios of 11%, 21% and 6% above the county
average respectively (10%, 19%, 10% above by 2007). Our draft recommendations would
achieve 100% coterminosity. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large outline map at
the back of the report.

North West Leicestershire district
126 Under the current arrangements, the district of North West Leicestershire is represented
by eight county councillors serving eight divisions. Ashby de la Zouch, Ashby Woulds and
Coalville divisions currently have councillor:elector ratios of 15%, 14% and 1% above the
county average respectively (14%, 11% and 2% above by 2007). Breedon, Castle
Donington, Warren Hills and Whitwick divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 24%, 12%,
8% and 12% below the county average respectively (25%, 12%, 10% and 14% below by
2007). Ibstock division has a councillor:elector ratio of 0% both initially and by 2007.
127 The County Council proposed eight single-member divisions, which would provide
100% coterminosity between wards and divisions. Two divisions would have electoral
variances of more than 10% from the county average. Coalville and Warren Hills divisions
would have electoral variances of 11% and 19% below the county average respectively by
2007. In relation to its proposed Warren Hills division, the County Council stated that ‘an
option including splitting wards around this area was examined but was considered
impracticable because it would sever many community ties and have an adverse effect on
electoral equality elsewhere in the district’.
Table 12: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for North West Leicestershire
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards
Ashby Castle ward; Ashby Holywell ward; Ashby Ivanhoe
ward
Appleby ward; Breedon ward; Ravenstone & Packington
ward; Valley ward

1

Ashby De La Zouch

1

2

Breedon Magna

1

3

Coalville

1

Coalville ward; Snibston ward

4
5
6
7
8

Donington
Forest
Ibstock
Warren Hills
Whitwick

1
1
1
1
1

Castle Donington ward; Kegworth & Whatton ward
Measham ward; Moira ward; Oakthorpe & Donisthorpe ward
Hugglescote ward; Ibstock & Heather ward
Bardon ward; Greenhill ward
Thringstone ward; Whitwick ward
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128 North West Leicestershire Constituency Labour Party submitted proposals for the
district which were identical to the County Council’s initial draft proposals and which did not
include division names. It contended that ‘these proposals, whilst not perfect, most closely
take account of community identity and make good use of the new district wards’. It also
noted the County Council’s proposed Breedon Magna division would run ‘from Chilcote in
the south-west of the district to Diseworth in the north [and] is one parish short of running
the entire length of the district’. It argued that many of the constituent parishes ‘have no
community identity with each other [and] the sheer geographical size of this proposal does
not address convenient local government’.
Table 13: North West Leicestershire District Council’s and North West Leicestershire Constituency
Labour Party’s proposals for North West Leicestershire (alternative option)
Proposed
Division

Number of
councillors

1

1

2

1

3

1

4

1

5

1

6
7
8

1
1
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Ashby Holywell ward; Ashby Ivanhoe ward; part of Moira ward (Blackfordby
parish ward)
Appleby ward; Measham ward; Oakthorpe & Donisthorpe ward; part of
Moira ward (Ashby Woulds parish)
Ashby Castle ward; Breedon ward; Valley ward; part of Ravenstone &
Packington ward (Packington parish)
Castle Donington ward; Kegworth & Whatton ward
Coalville ward; Snibston ward; part of Ravenstone & Packington ward
(Normanton Le Heath parish and Ravenstone with Snibston parish)
Hugglescote ward; Ibstock & Heather ward
Bardon ward; Greenhill ward
Thringstone ward; Whitwick ward

129 North West Leicestershire District Council stated that it supported the County Council’s
initial draft proposals (the same as North West Leicestershire Constituency Labour Party’s
proposals), details of which it submitted, ‘as being the most appropriate solution bearing in
mind the committee’s criteria for the review’. The District Council noted that under its and the
North West Leicestershire Constituency Labour Party’s proposals (alternative option), ‘the
number of electors per councillor in each division is similar’. ‘The two divisions where there
is the greatest divergence [from the county average] sit on the southern edge of the area so
there is little that can be done to improve on this without adversely affecting other divisions’
electoral ratios.’ It also contended that ‘this proposal as near as is possible reflects
community identity and keeps urban with urban and rural with rural areas’. However, the
District Council noted that the alternative option’s proposal for a division comprising Ashby
Castle, Breedon and Ravenstone & Packington wards would place ‘an urban part of Ashby
de la Zouch with a mainly rural dominated area’. Yet it noted that ‘a part of the Ashby Castle
ward itself is open field and residents in the adjoining village of Packington have an affinity
to Ashby … which therefore makes the inclusion of Ashby Castle ward in [this division]
acceptable’. The District Council stated that the alternative option’s proposals would create
‘wards that are evenly distributed on a format similar to that already in existence and will
therefore be well understood by the electorate’. Although the District Council concurred that
the County Council’s proposals ‘have merit’ as they would be 100% coterminous, ‘however it
does not significantly improve upon the electoral variances’. It also noted that ‘a “monster” of
a division is created’ under the County Council’s proposals which would extend from the
south of the district to the north and ‘the District Council cannot see how such a proposal
satisfies the criteria of community identity’.
130 The Conservative Group on North West Leicestershire District Council stated that it
supported the Nick Rushton proposals within the district, which were not submitted to us, but
which the County Council adopted as part of its scheme.
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131 We have carefully considered all representations received. The County Council’s
proposals and the alternative option’s proposals would both provide the correct allocation of
seven councillors under a council size of 55 by 2007. We note that both schemes proposed
a Donington division (or division 4) in the far north of the district. There are few alternative
coterminous options available in this part of the district, as the two constituent wards are
located on the perimeter of the authority and share a boundary with one other ward. We
propose to adopt Donington division in view of this consensus and the coterminosity and
good electoral equality this division would achieve. We also note that both schemes
proposed identical Warren Hills and Whitwick divisions (or divisions 7 and 8) in the east of
the district. We note that the County Council argued that dividing wards in this area in order
to improve electoral equality would not reflect community identity, and the District Council
contended that any amendments to these divisions would adversely affect other divisions.
We concur with these comments and propose to adopt these two divisions as we consider
that they would reflect community identity and would provide good levels of coterminosity.
132 We note the District Council and North West Leicestershire Constituency Labour Party’s
concerns regarding the considerable size of, and lack of community identity within, the
County Council’s proposed Breedon Magna division. Having visited the area, we concur with
this view, and we noted the lack of road access between Ravenstone & Packington and
Appleby wards, which does not indicate potential for community links. We note that the
alternative option’s proposed division 3 would create a smaller alternative division to
Breedon Magna. It would include a large rural area, as well as Ashby Castle ward, which
covers part of the town of Ashby de la Zouch. However, having visited Ashby de la Zouch,
we consider that Ashby Castle ward is part of the remainder of the town and we do not
propose to adopt the alternative option’s proposal. We consider it would not reflect
community identity to include this ward in a separate division to the remainder of the town.
Therefore, we propose to adopt the County Council’s Ashby de la Zouch and Forest
divisions, as they would provide coterminosity and good electoral equality and we consider
that these divisions would reflect community identity. However, we propose to name Forest
division Forest & Measham division in order to better reflect the constituent parts of the
division. Consequently, in light of our agreement with the District Council and North West
Leicestershire Constituency Labour Party regarding the County Council’s proposed Breedon
Magna division, and our decision not to adopt the alternative option’s division, we have
produced our own proposal for this area for a Valley division comprising Breedon,
Ravenstone & Packington and Valley wards. We acknowledge that this division would have
a relatively high electoral variance of 18% below the county average by 2007. However, in
view of the rural nature of this area and our desire to create separate rural and urban
divisions where possible, as well as the coterminosity this division would provide, we are
content to adopt this division. We also consider that this division would better reflect
community identity and allow for more convenient and effective local government compared
to the County Council and alternative option’s proposals, as it would be a solely rural
division, well connected by road links.
133 In view of our proposals in the Ashby de la Zouch and Breedon areas, we do not
propose to adopt the non-coterminous divisions 2 and 5 of the alternative option’s proposal
Instead we propose to put forward our own divisions in the far south of the district. As a
result of our decision not to adopt the County Council’s Breedon Magna and alternative
option’s division 2, Appleby ward has to be placed in another division. Having visited the
area, we noted the good road link running between the villages of Ellistown and Appleby
Magna. We therefore propose an Ibstock & Appleby division comprising Appleby and
Ibstock & Heather wards along with Ellistown and Battleflat parish of Hugglescote ward. We
propose to divide Hugglescote ward in order to achieve electoral equality, so our Ibstock &
Appleby division would have an electoral variance of just 1% above the county average by
2007, compared to 20% above the average by 2007 if Hugglescote ward were not divided.
We did consider including Ellistown & Battleflat parish in Warren Hills division, as the
electoral equality would be almost identical. However, we considered that the parish has
better road links with Ibstock than with Greenhill. We also noted that the two schemes
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submitted to us both placed the parish in a division with Ibstock. However, we would
welcome comments on this proposal at Stage Three. We propose to include the unparished
remainder of Hugglescote in the County Council’s Coalville division. When we visited this
area, we noted that it is located immediately alongside Coalville, with no discernible physical
break between the two settlements, so we consider that this division would reflect
community identity as well as providing good electoral equality. Having decided to use our
own proposals in this area, we do not propose to adopt the County Council’s and the
alternative option’s proposed Ibstock division (or division 6).
134 Under our draft recommendations, Ashby de la Zouch, and Ibstock & Appleby divisions
would have councillor:elector ratios of 6% and 1% above the county average respectively
(4% and 1% above by 2007). Coalville and Forest & Measham divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios of 7% and 8% above the county average respectively (8% and 7%
above by 2007). Donington, Valley and Warren Hills divisions would have councillor:elector
ratios of 1%, 17% and 17% below the county average respectively (1%, 18%, and 19%
below by 2007). Whitwick division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 1% above the
county average (2% below by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve a level of
75% coterminosity and are illustrated on the large outline map at the back of the report.

Oadby & Wigston borough
135 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Oadby & Wigston is represented by
five county councillors serving five divisions. Brabazon and South Wigston divisions
currently have councillor:elector ratios of 29% and 37% below the county average
respectively (30% and 36% below by 2007). Bushloe and Manor divisions have
councillor:elector ratios of 11% and 33% above the county average respectively (8% and
30% above by 2007). Meadow Fields division has a councillor:elector ratio of 2% above the
county average respectively (0% by 2007).
136 The County Council proposed five single-member divisions, one of which would be 22%
below the county average by 2007. It noted that ‘only two of the current electoral divisions
have a level of electoral imbalance which is less than 10% of the county average’ (by 2007).
It claimed that its proposal ‘is 90% coterminous with district ward boundaries’ and ‘Wigston
All Saints division has been split via its two polling districts in the interests of electoral
equality’. It noted that ‘all but one of the five divisions … is within the range of plus or minus
10% of the county average based on 2007 projected electorate figures’. It stated that ‘the
borough comprises the distinct areas of Oadby, Wigston and South Wigston. The County
Council has, therefore tried where possible, to recognise these communities within its
proposals.’ It contended that South Wigston ward ‘does not lend itself to being split.
Therefore, the options were to split either the district wards of Wigston Fields or Wigston All
Saints.’ It stated that its proposal for South Wigston ‘attempts to resolve a complex situation
without prejudicing community ties and having a knock-on effect for the rest of the borough’.
As a result of its consultation, the County Council received a proposal for Oadby from
County Councillor J. W. Royce, which it adopted as its proposal ‘on the basis that the effect
on the electoral imbalance was marginal’. The County Council noted the Borough Council’s
proposals but did not support them, as ‘it could not see a case for a two-member electoral
division in Oadby and did not believe that the Boundary Committee would be able to support
such a proposal’.
Table 14: Leicestershire County Council’s proposals for Oadby & Wigston
County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Oadby East

1

2

Oadby West

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Oadby Brocks Hill ward; Oadby Uplands ward; Oadby
Woodlands ward
Oadby Grange ward; Oadby St Peter’s ward
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County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

3

South Wigston

1

4

Wigston Magna East

1

5

Wigston Magna West

1

Proposed constituent district wards
South Wigston ward; part of Wigston All Saints ward (broadly
east of Long Street, Newgate End and Bodmin Avenue)
Wigston Meadowcourt ward; Wigston St Wolstan’s ward
Wigston Fields ward; part of Wigston All Saints ward (broadly
west of Long Street, Newgate End and Bodmin Avenue)

137 Oadby & Wigston Borough Council submitted three proposals for divisions in Oadby
(Options A, B and C) and two options for Wigston (Options A and B), but did not supply
names for its divisions. Option C for Oadby and Option B for Wigston were the County
Council’s proposals, which have already been described above.
Table 15: Oadby & Wigston Borough Council’s Option A proposals for Oadby & Wigston
Proposed
division

Number of
councillors

1

2

2

1

3

1

4

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Oadby Brocks Hill ward; Oadby Grange ward; Oadby St Peter’s ward;
Oadby Uplands ward; Oadby Woodlands ward
South Wigston ward; part of Wigston Fields ward (south of Aylestone Lane)
Wigston St Wolstan’s ward; part of Wigston Fields ward (north of Aylestone
Lane)
Wigston All Saints ward; Wigston Meadowcourt ward

Table 16: Oadby & Wigston Borough Council’s Option B proposals for Oadby
Proposed
division

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

1

Oadby Grange ward; Oadby Uplands ward

2

1

Oadby Brocks Hill ward; Oadby St Peter’s ward; Oadby Woodlands ward

138 It stated that it preferred its Option A proposal for Oadby as it meets the requirement for
electoral equality ‘better than others’. It contended that ‘Oadby residents feel an affinity with
Oadby as a whole’ and use facilities within Oadby such as shops and schools. The Borough
Council argued that ‘Oadby is very independent from Leicester City and has clear physical
boundaries’. It contended that its Option A would provide better electoral equality than
Options B and C, although if it could not be adopted, it would support Option B (the County
Council’s initial draft proposals) for Oadby. It argued that Option B would result in one
division divided by the A6, unlike Option C which would create two such divisions and stated
that ‘it seems unnecessary to have two [divisions] divided by the A6 if this can be avoided’.
The Borough Council contended that ‘there is little sense in joining St Peter’s ward and
Grange ward. Grange ward is one of the richest in Leicestershire with very high per capita
income whereas St Peter’s ward is much poorer. Employment in professional and
managerial jobs [is] higher in Grange ward, with a higher number of St Peter’s residents
employed in jobs of a technical or routine nature.’ It concluded that ‘the evidence is
overwhelmingly in favour of a two-member division for Oadby’.
139 As regards the Wigston area, the Borough Council supported its Option A as ‘it
achieves better electoral balance than the County Council’s proposal … which in practice
fails to meet some of the other criteria’. It argued that its proposal ‘combines with South
Wigston [ward] an area of Wigston which is very similar in that many of the housing types
are the same and this part of Wigston probably identifies better with South Wigston’s
problems and vice versa’. The Borough Council stated it had found evidence of this in the
findings of its Community Development Best Value Review. It also noted that ‘in the County
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Council’s proposal, the two [wards comprising] South Wigston division are separated by the
railway line and an industrial estate and by several fields’.
140 Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats submitted proposals for Oadby & Wigston
borough, which were identical to those of the Borough Council. Oadby & Wigston Liberal
Democrats supported the same options as the Borough Council and put forward an
argument very similar to the Borough Council’s, as regards the suitability of Oadby for a twomember division in terms of community identity and electoral equality. They also opposed
the County Council’s proposals for two single-member divisions divided by the A6 and
questioned the level of community identity in terms of ethnic mix, church attendance and
socio-economic factors shared by Oadby Grange and Oadby St Peter’s wards. They also
contended that ‘a division comprising Oadby Grange and Oadby Uplands wards has clearly
recognizable boundaries: the A6 and Fludes Lane … in contrast the boundary between St
Peter’s ward and Brocks Hill ward is not clear on the ground’. Oadby & Wigston Liberal
Democrats put forward identical arguments regarding the County Council’s proposals for
Wigston as the Borough Council, stating that Wigston Fields ward ‘identifies better with
South Wigston’s problems and vice versa’. It also argued that the Borough Council’s
proposed division 2 would allow electors to travel easily between the constituent wards
‘without having to leave the division’, as there are direct road links between the wards.
141 Nick Clegg MEP (East Midlands) argued that ‘Oadby & Wigston borough is made up of
three distinct communities – Oadby, Wigston and South Wigston. Each have their own town
centre shopping areas and local residents feel a sense of belonging to their community.’ He
supported the Borough Council’s proposal for a two-member Oadby division ‘as this will give
the best solution for the town in terms of electoral equality and in preserving community
links’. He opposed Councillor Royce’s proposals for Oadby (adopted by the County Council)
and stated that ‘there is no similarity of ethnic mix, housing type, age profile or income
profile between Grange ward and St Peter’s ward’. Mr Clegg noted that South Wigston ‘is a
distinct community separated from Wigston by a railway line’, which should form one singlemember division. However, he recognised ‘that this would be difficult to justify in terms of
electoral equality’ and acknowledged that South Wigston ward is likely to be linked with
another part of Wigston. He contended that South Wigston and Wigston Fields wards ‘share
common communication links along Aylestone Lane and Station Road and similar
demographic characteristics’. He argued that the County Council’s South Wigston division
‘should be rejected on the grounds that the two communities are linked only by an arbitrary
ward boundary … the railway line completely separates the two communities leaving access
… only through another county division’.
142 W. Newton Dunn MEP (East Midlands) stated that ‘the proposals put forward by Oadby
& Wigston Borough Council provide the best solution in terms of electoral equality and
community linkage’. He argued that ‘Oadby is clearly a single, free standing community
which would be best served by a two-member division covering the whole town’ which would
‘match’ the boundaries of ‘the natural community’ and provide good electoral equality. He
also supported the Borough Council’s proposals for the Wigston area which would provide
‘much better’ electoral equality than the County Council’s proposals and which would avoid
placing South Wigston in a division with a part of All Saints ward with which it shares no
physical links.
143 Harborough Liberal Democrats ‘strongly’ supported Oadby & Wigston Borough
Council’s proposals for Oadby and Wigston. They noted that, unlike the County Council’s
proposals, a two-member Oadby division would provide ‘near perfect electoral equality’
initially and by 2007, and would preserve ‘a clear link with obvious community boundaries’.
Harborough Liberal Democrats stated that the County Council’s proposals would create two
divisions divided by the A6, which would not reflect ‘existing natural communities’. They also
questioned the sense of community generated by local supermarkets and St Peter’s church,
which they stated Edward Garnier MP (whose submission was not received by us) and
Councillor Royce (although he did not state this in his submission to us detailed below)
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claimed exists. Like the Borough Council, they contended that the County Council’s initial
draft proposals for Oadby would provide ‘a better solution’, as a second choice, than the
proposals submitted by the County Council. Harborough Liberal Democrats stated that
these initial proposals (detailed above as the Borough Council’s Option B) would provide
‘better electoral equality than the revised proposals in 2002 and 2007’ and a division
comprising Oadby Grange and Oadby Uplands wards would ‘form a more natural
community than the linking of Grange and St Peter’s’ wards. Harborough Liberal Democrats
made the same observations as the Borough Council, Nick Clegg MEP and W. Newton
Dunn MEP regarding the lack of links between South Wigston ward and part of Wigston All
Saints ward in the County Council’s proposed South Wigston division. They also noted that
the Borough Council’s proposals for the borough would provide better electoral equality, with
one division with an electoral variance of 12% below the county average by 2007, compared
to the County Council’s proposal for a division with an electoral variance of 22% below the
county average by 2007.
144 Harborough Conservative Association submitted proposals for Oadby & Wigston
borough, which did not include division names. It stated that ‘it seems obvious to divide
east/west as opposed to north/south with regard to Grange/St Peter’s division and Brocks
Hill, Uplands and Woodlands’. It noted that the ‘electorate for the above [divisions] except
for South Wigston are reasonably divided’. It considered that ‘an exception should be made’
to create a division based on South Wigston ward, in view of the decision of the district
periodical electoral review (PER) to place the town of South Wigston within one ward.
Table 17: Harborough Conservative Association’s proposals for Oadby & Wigston
Proposed division

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

1

Oadby Grange ward; Oadby St Peter’s ward

2

1

Oadby Brocks Hill ward; Oadby Uplands ward; Oadby Woodlands
ward

3

1

Wigston Meadowcourt ward; Wigston St Wolstan’s ward

4
5

1
1

Wigston All Saints ward; Wigston Fields ward
South Wigston ward

145 County Councillor Royce (Meadow Fields) submitted the same proposals for the
borough as Harborough Conservative Association. He acknowledged that changes in
electoral arrangements are required in order to improve electoral equality and noted that the
proposals supported by him would achieve this, except the South Wigston division. He also
agreed with the recommendation of the district PER that ‘electors from South Wigston
should not be included in a district ward with voters from Wigston and vice versa’. Therefore
he proposed that South Wigston ward should form a division as ‘it is a separate community
with easily recognised boundaries’ and its own particular issues.
146 County Councillor Boulter (South Wigston) submitted the same proposals for Wigston
as the Borough Council’s Option A. He stated that the communities of South Wigston and
Wigston Fields wards ‘are very similar in nature having a social economic and social mix
and both have a high rating in the deprivation table, and if combined would be far more likely
to gain grant from Central Government or from [the] EU’.
147 County Councillor Gamble (Manor) objected ‘most strongly’ to the County Council’s
proposals for Oadby, and submitted the same proposals for Oadby as the Borough
Council’s Option A, as well as very similar arguments against the County Council’s
proposals as advanced by the Borough Council, the two MEPs and Harborough and Oadby
& Wigston Liberal Democrats. Councillor Gamble also contended that the County Council’s
proposals have ‘political motives’ behind them in order to create a better chance of the
Conservatives winning an Oadby division. County Councillor Griffiths (Brabazon) objected to
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the County Council’s proposals for Oadby and argued that Oadby is ‘a natural candidate for
a single two-member [division]’. He contended that the County Council’s proposals ‘do not
reflect existing natural communities’ and Grange and St Peter’s wards do not share
community links as a result of school catchment areas.
148 Oadby & Wigston Borough Council, Harborough Liberal Democrats, Oadby & Wigston
Liberal Democrats, Councillor Gamble and Councillor Griffiths cited ethnicity as evidence of
the lack of community identity within the County Council’s proposed West Oadby division,
comprising Oadby Grange and Oadby St Peter’s wards. Oadby & Wigston Borough Council
noted that ‘there are fewer residents of Asian origin (10%) in St Peters, whereas Grange
ward has a high ethnic population of 40% and Uplands ward follows closely behind it’.
Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats contended that ‘Grange ward contains the highest
proportion of residents of Asian origin in the borough, and possibly in the county’ and that ‘St
Peter’s ward has very few residents of Asian origin’. Therefore, Oadby & Wigston Liberal
Democrats did ‘not accept the County Council’s view that there is a substantial community
identity between Oadby St Peter’s ward and Oadby Grange ward’. Harborough Liberal
Democrats and Councillors Gamble and Griffiths put forward the same arguments as the
Borough Council and Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats.
149 We have carefully considered all representations received. The County Council’s
proposals for five single-member divisions would allow for the correct allocation under a
council size of 55 by 2007, as would the Borough Council’s proposals. We concur with the
County Council that it is necessary to divide a ward in Wigston in order to achieve electoral
equality in a South Wigston division. However, we do not consider that its proposal to divide
Wigston All Saints ward and place the eastern half of the ward with South Wigston ward in a
South Wigston division, would allow for convenient and effective local government or reflect
community identity. The County Council proposed to link South Wigston ward with an area
of Wigston All Saints ward with which it shares no direct road links and is detached from by
fields. We therefore do not consider there to be sufficient community identity links between
the two constituent parts. We note the opposition to this proposal from Oadby & Wigston
Borough Council, Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats, Harborough Liberal Democrats, Nick
Clegg MEP and W. Newton Dunn MEP and their argument that the County Council’s South
Wigston division would contain two areas which share no road links and are separated by a
railway line and fields. We also noted that the County Council’s proposed boundary dividing
Wigston All Saints ward would not be tied to clear features and so would not be easily
identifiable on the ground. The County Council’s Wigston Magna West division would also
have an electoral variance of 22% below the county average, which in view of the alternative
options available, we do not believe is an acceptable variance. In light of these concerns, we
do not propose to adopt the County Council’s proposals for the areas of Wigston and South
Wigston.
150 We note the Conservative Association’s proposal, supported by Councillor Royce, for a
division based on South Wigston ward, in order to reflect community identity. We
acknowledge that South Wigston town is a distinct community; however, we note that this
proposal would result in a division with an electoral variance of 34% below the county
average, which we consider unacceptable and contrary to the statutory requirement for us to
provide electoral equality. In view of this and our concurrence with the County Council’s
argument that South Wigston ward should form a division with part of a neighbouring ward
to achieve electoral equality, we do not propose to adopt this proposal.
151 We propose to adopt the Borough Council’s proposals, supported by Harborough
Liberal Democrats, Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg MEP, W. Newton Dunn
MEP and Councillor Boulter, for three single-member divisions in covering the South
Wigston and Wigston areas (divisions 2, 3 and 4 of Option A). We acknowledge the
comments of Councillor Boulter regarding the possibility of a division comprising South
Wigston and Wigston Fields wards receiving government grants. However, we do not take
government grant allocations into account when formulating our recommendations. We
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consider that the Borough Council’s proposal to divide Wigston Fields ward along Aylestone
Lane and include the area to the south in a division with South Wigston ward would provide
the most suitable arrangement available. These proposals would make use of a stronger
boundary to divide a ward and would provide better electoral equality than the County
Council’s proposals. This proposal would also join two areas which, unlike the County
Council’s South Wigston division, share a road link along Station Road and in which the
electors are situated much closer together. Therefore we propose to adopt the Borough
Council’s divisions for the South Wigston and Wigston areas as part of our draft
recommendations. Since the Borough Council did not put forward division names, we
propose to name division 2 (as described above in Table 15) South Wigston, division 3
Wigston St Wolstan’s and division 4 Wigston All Saints & Meadowcourt, in order to reflect
the principal wards each division contains. We would welcome comments on these
proposed division names during Stage Three.
152 We note the strong opposition of Oadby & Wigston Borough Council, Harborough
Liberal Democrats, Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg MEP, W. Newton Dunn
MEP and Councillor Gamble to the County Council’s proposals for the Oadby area. We note
that they all broadly objected to the County Council’s two single-member divisions as they
would both be dissected by the A6 and would not reflect community identity. They
particularly opposed its Oadby West division, comprising Oadby Grange and Oadby St
Peter’s wards, as they contended that these two wards do not share any community identity.
We note that Councillor Gamble claimed that the County Council’s proposals had ‘political
motives’. However, we judge all proposals against the statutory criteria and how best to
reflect them and we do not have regard to possible political outcomes.
153 We note that Oadby & Wigston Borough Council, Harborough Liberal Democrats,
Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats, Councillor Gamble and Councillor Griffiths cited
ethnicity as evidence of the lack of community identity within the County Council’s West
Oadby division. As stated in Chapter 1, we must have regard to the general duty under
section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality. When making our
recommendations, we must have regard to the general duty to eliminate racial
discrimination, promote equality of opportunity and promote good relations between different
racial groups. We consider all representations on their merits and it is their level and quality
of argumentation and evidence in support of proposals that carry weight. We have noted the
comments relating to ethnicity in Oadby and have taken account of them when formulating
our draft recommendations. However, we consider that little evidence of community identity
has actually been provided in these submissions. We look for evidence of how communities
manifest themselves and what gives them a sense of community identity, as opposed to
areas in which ethnic minorities live, for example. We consider that racial mix can be a
component of community identity, but on its own is not necessarily compelling enough
evidence to indicate that a community exists. The submissions received do however,
provide evidence of a wider community identity within the town of Oadby and therefore we
have decided to propose a two-member division encompassing this area. This division will
achieve good electoral equality and coterminosity and reflect community identity by placing
the whole of Oadby town in one division. We consider that our proposals provide the best
balance between the statutory criteria.
154 We also note the support of Harborough Liberal Democrats, Oadby & Wigston Liberal
Democrats, Nick Clegg MEP, W. Newton Dunn MEP and Councillor Gamble for the Borough
Council’s proposal for a two-member Oadby division comprising all five Oadby wards. We
agree with their contention that the Borough Council’s proposed Oadby division would
provide improved electoral equality, compared to the County Council’s two single-member
Oadby divisions. We concur that the Borough Council’s proposed division would better
reflect community identity by proposing to include the whole Oadby community within one
division. This would also negate the concerns expressed by Oadby & Wigston Borough
Council, Harborough Liberal Democrats, Oadby & Wigston Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg
MEP, W. Newton Dunn MEP and Councillor Gamble, that the A6 would split the County
54

Council’s proposed divisions. We consider that in order to create two single-member
divisions in Oadby, which reflect community identities we would need to use the A6 as the
boundary between these divisions. If the A6 were to form the boundary between two Oadby
divisions, one comprising Oadby Grange, Oadby Uplands and Oadby Woodlands wards and
another comprising Oadby Brocks Hill and Oadby St Peter’s wards, they would have
electoral variances of 28% above and 30% below the county average respectively by 2007,
which we consider unacceptable. In light of the submissions received, we have identified
that Oadby town as a whole has a wider community identity and a two-member division
utilising the boundaries around the town would reflect this. Therefore, in light of the excellent
levels of electoral equality and coterminosity, the reflection of community identities and the
strong support for this proposed two-member division, we propose to adopt the Borough
Council’s Oadby division as part of our draft recommendations.
155 Under our draft recommendations, Oadby division would have a councillor:elector ratio
of 1% above the county average (1% below by 2007). Wigston All Saints & Meadowcourt
division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 10% above the county average (6% above
by 2007). South Wigston and Wigston St Wolstan’s divisions would have councillor:elector
ratios of 13% and 9% below the county average respectively (12% and 10% below by
2007). Our draft recommendations would result in a 50% level of coterminosity and are
illustrated on the large outline map and (Map 2) Sheet 3 at the back of the report.

Conclusions
156 Having considered all the evidence and submissions received during the first stage of
the review, we propose:
•
•
•

There should be an increase in council size from 54 to 55 members, representing 51
divisions.
The electoral arrangements of all divisions, except Asfordby, Belvoir and Glenfields, will
be subject to change as the divisions are based on district wards, which have
themselves changed as a result of the district reviews.
Blaby & Glen Parva (formerly named Blaby), Kirby Muxloe & Leicester Forest East
(formerly named Kirby Muxloe) and Loughborough East (formerly named Loughborough
Central) divisions will be based on the same division boundaries as at present; however,
we propose new division names.

157 Our draft recommendations would involve modifying the electoral arrangements of all
but three of the existing divisions in Leicestershire county, as summarised below:
•

In Harborough and Melton districts, we propose to adopt the County Council’s
proposals.

•

In Blaby district, we propose adopting the majority of the County Council’s proposals.
However, we propose to adopt the Cosby & Countesthorpe division proposed by
Councillor Pollard and to recommend our own Narborough & Whetstone division in
order to improve the level of coterminosity and better reflect community identity.

•

In Charnwood borough, we propose to broadly adopt the County Council’s proposals.
However, we are recommending two of our own proposals in order to improve
coterminosity and electoral equality.

•

In Hinckley & Bosworth borough, we propose to broadly adopt two of the County
Council’s proposals with minor amendments to improve coterminosity. We are
recommending our own proposals in the remainder of the district in order to improve
coterminosity.
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•

In North West Leicestershire district, we propose adopting five of the County Council’s
proposed divisions. However, we are recommending our own proposals for three
divisions in order to improve the reflection of community identity.

•

In Oadby & Wigston borough, we propose adopting Oadby & Wigston Borough
Council’s proposals. However, we are putting forward our own division names.

158 Table 18 shows how our draft recommendations will affect electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements (based on 2002 electorate figures) and with forecast
electorates for the year 2007.
Table 18: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2002 electorate

2007 forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Draft
arrangements

Current
arrangements

Draft
arrangements

Number of councillors

54

55

54

55

Number of divisions

54

51

54

51

9,027

8,863

9,340

9,170

33

14

30

11

14

1

12

0

76%*

69%

–

–

Average number of electors per
councillor
Number of divisions with a
variance of more than 10% from
the average
Number of divisions with a
variance of more than 20% from
the average
Level of coterminosity

* Level of coterminosity following the completion of the LGBC review in 1983.

159 As shown in Table 18, our draft recommendations for Leicestershire would result in a
reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 33 to
14. By 2007, only 11 divisions are forecast to have an electoral variance of more than 10%
and no division will have an electoral variance of more than 20%.
Draft recommendation
Leicestershire County Council should comprise 55 councillors serving 51 divisions, as detailed
and named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated in Appendix A, and on the large outline map at the
back of the report.

Parish council electoral arrangements
160 When reviewing electoral arrangements we are required to comply as far as possible
with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Local Government Act. The Schedule
states that if a parish is to be divided between different county divisions it must also be
divided into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a single division of the
county. Accordingly, we propose consequential warding arrangements for the parish of
Braunstone to reflect the proposed county divisions in this area.
161 The parish of Braunstone in Blaby district is currently served by 21 councillors
representing four wards: Fosse ward (returning three councillors), Millfield ward (returning
three councillors), Ravenhurst ward (returning 10 councillors) and Winstanley ward
(returning five councillors).
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162 In order to reflect its proposed county divisions in the area, the County Council
proposed to divide Winstanley ward along the A563. This would alter the boundaries of
Winstanley parish ward and create a new parish ward. Councillor Pollard submitted an
identical proposal.
163 We propose to adopt the County Council’s proposal as part of our draft
recommendations. In order to reflect our proposed county divisions in the area, we propose
that Winstanley parish ward should be divided into two parish wards, Winstanley East and
Winstanley West, which would be represented by a single councillor and four councillors
respectively. Winstanley East parish ward would form part of Braunstone division.
Winstanley West parish ward would form part of Enderby Meridian division. We would
particularly welcome comments on this proposal from Braunstone Parish Council, Blaby
District Council and Leicestershire County Council, along with all other respondents during
Stage Three.
Draft recommendation
Braunstone Town Council should comprise 21 councillors, as at present, representing five wards:
Fosse ward (returning three councillors), Millfield ward (returning three councillors), Ravenhurst
ward (returning 10 councillors), Winstanley East ward (returning one councillor) and Winstanley
West ward (returning four councillors). The boundary between Winstanley East and Winstanley
West parish wards should reflect the proposed county division boundary, as illustrated and named
on Sheet 2.
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5

What happens next?

164 There will now be a consultation period, during which everyone is invited to comment on
the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements for Leicestershire contained in
this report. We will take fully into account all submissions received by 26 April 2004. Any
received after this date may not be taken into account. All responses (including names and
addresses of respondents unless specified otherwise) may be inspected at our offices and
those of the County Council. A list of respondents will be available from us on request after
the end of the consultation period.
165 Express your views by writing directly to us:
The Team Leader
Leicestershire Review
Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
166 In the light of responses received, we will review our draft recommendations to consider
whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, it is therefore important that all
interested parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with our
draft recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission. After the publication of our final recommendations, all further correspondence
should be sent to The Electoral Commission, which cannot make the Order giving effect to
our recommendations until six weeks after it receives them.
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Appendix A
Draft recommendations for Leicestershire: Detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Leicestershire.
Map 1 (Sheet 2) illustrates, the proposed divisions for Braunstone in Blaby district.
Map 2 (Sheet 3) illustrates the proposed boundary between South Wigston and Wigston St
Wolstan’s divisions in Oadby & Wigston borough.
Map 3 (Sheet 3) illustrates the proposed boundary between Earl Shilton and Mallory
divisions in Hinckley & Bosworth borough.
The large map (Sheet 1) inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the
proposed divisions for Leicestershire, including constituent district wards and parishes.
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Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation,
http://www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/regulation/Consultation/Code.htm requires all government
departments and agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct of
public consultations. Public bodies, such as The Boundary Committee for England, are
encouraged to follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 2001,
which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that
the criteria have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: The Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code criteria
Criteria

Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning
process for a policy (including legislation) or service
from the start, so that it has the best prospect of
improving the proposals concerned, and so that
sufficient time is left for it at each stage.
It should be clear who is being consulted, about what
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose.
A consultation document should be as simple and
concise as possible. It should include a summary, in
two pages at most, of the main questions it seeks
views on. It should make it as easy as possible for
readers to respond, make contact or complain.
Documents should be made widely available, with the
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the
attention of all interested groups and individuals.
Sufficient time should be allowed for considered
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve
weeks should be the standard minimum period for a
consultation.
Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly
analysed, and the results made widely available, with
an account of the views expressed, and reasons for
decisions finally taken.
Departments should monitor and evaluate
consultations, designating a consultation coordinator
who will ensure the lessons are disseminated.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We consult on draft recommendations for a minimum
of eight weeks, but may extend the period if
consultations take place over holiday periods.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.
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