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1. Introduction
1.1 The Commission initiated a review of the electoral arrangements in the North
Norfolk District because the agreed criterion as to significant electoral inequality
was being breached in that 47% of North Norfolk’s wards have an electoral
variance of greater than 10%.
1.2 The Commission commenced the review with a presentation to Councillors on
7 March 2016 and the Council approved its submission in regard to the future
size of its membership at the meeting on 25 May 2016.
1.3 On 28 June 2016 the Commission announced that it is minded to recommend
that North Norfolk should have 40 councillors in future, a reduction of eight from
the current arrangements, and invited comments to help it to produce a new
pattern of wards to accommodate councillors across the District. The
Commission added that, in drawing up new boundaries, it aimed “to deliver
electoral equality for voters in council elections so that each councillor
represents roughly the same number of voters ….. [and] …. to ensure that the
new council wards reflect, as far as possible, the interests and identities of
communities across the districts.”
1.4 With a projected electorate of 87,525 for the year 2022, the electoral quota (per
Councillor) is 2,188 and that is the figure which we have worked towards in
terms of electoral equality in ward size.
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2. Background to proposed warding arrangements
2.1 The preparation of proposals for the new wards has been framed by the
Commission’s three statutory criteria, reproduced below:

Statutory criteria
 Delivering electoral equality for local voters – this means ensuring that
each councillor represents roughly the same number of voters so that the
value of your vote is the same regardless of where you live in the local
authority area.
 Interests and identities of local communities – this means establishing
electoral arrangements which, as far as possible, avoid splitting local ties
and where boundaries are easily identifiable.
 Effective and convenient local government – this means ensuring that the
electoral wards can be represented effectively by their elected
representative(s) and that the new electoral arrangements as a whole,
including both the council size decision and electoral ward arrangements,
allow the local authority to conduct its business effectively.
2.2 The Commission recognises that there may on occasion be conflict between
these criteria, and that a rational and justifiable solution must be devised in
every case.
2.3 The Council sees no need for uniformity in terms of a pattern of single-member
or multi-member wards. Accordingly, the opportunity has been taken to look at
all options and to offer a package of single- and two-member wards, while
rejecting – as having no merit - the option of reintroducing three-member
wards, such as once existed in North Walsham. The contrast between single
member representation and the diffusion of responsibilities that would arise
from three-member representation would be too great, and there is no
imperative for three members as might arise in authorities which have annual
elections “by thirds”.
2.4 The Commission’s criterion is to use a five year planning horizon and, in
projecting the electorate figures for 2022, the Council has used a combination
of factors, starting with its published the 2015 Five Year Land Supply Statement

(which is attached for the Commission’s purpose and also available on the Council’s
website at - http://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/files/Statement_of_FiveYear_Supply_of_Housing_Land_and_Housing_Trajectory_(2015).pdf ), adding to the
existing electorate of each parish / polling district an allowance (at 1.8 electors per
unit) for -

o large sites which are either allocated or have planning permission for
development,
o sites of less than 10 dwellings which already have planning permission, and
o an allowance from windfall developments, representing those sites which
become available for development unexpectedly and are therefore not
included as allocated land in the Council’s development plan.
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2.5 The first two of these are clearly site-specific and can be plotted with a high
degree of accuracy, whereas the final component has been applied on a
standard proportional distribution across the whole District. The factor of 1.8
electors per unit has been derived from the District’s current average number of
electors per residential unit, excluding second homes, holiday rental properties
and vacant properties.
2.6 As well as considering the impacts of planned growth the Council has been
mindful of the potential for change in the size of the electorate as a
consequence of natural population change. The Council considers that, whilst
something might be concluded in relation to this issue at a district wide scale, it
is difficult to reach any definitive conclusions at the level of individual wards.
The clear trend will be towards an ageing population with the consequence of
electors remaining on the register for a longer period but in large part this will
be compensated for by a reducing cohort of younger voters coming onto the
register for the first time. These natural changes are likely to occur more or less
evenly across the District.
2.7 The Council has acknowledged three dimensions to the preparation of
workable warding arrangements for the future.
2.8 Distribution of the electorate: When dealing with a District such as North
Norfolk, there has to be recognition that the distribution of the electorate is far
from even – shared between towns with up to 10,000+ electors and very small
parishes. There are nine with fewer than 100 electors and one with as few as
36, and yet they may occupy areas far larger than the towns with relatively high
electorates.
2.9 Consequently, the warding has been approached with a degree of pragmatism.
While there is considerable merit in a wholly single-member ward arrangement,
that simply does not work for this District. Equally, however, the re-introduction
of 3-member wards is hard to justify even for the largest of the towns (North
Walsham) as that could be seen to diffuse the representation over too wide an
area to encourage residents to identify with their elected councillors and to
allow the councillors adequately to focus their representation on a
‘constituency’ area within a town.
2.10 Preserving the integrity of the parishes: For the rural areas which constitute
most of the District, the parishing offers strengths that should not lightly be set
aside, and there are 120 parish councils that are active to varying degrees.
Their meetings may range from 6-weekly to infrequent parish meetings but they
remain building blocks of the disparate local communities.
2.11 Splitting any of the parishes between different wards has been addressed but
has been concluded to be undesirable and even untenable.
2.12 Respecting the different interests in different communities: There are
significant and material differences between the communities across the District
– not just between town and village (as mentioned above), but also between
coastal and agricultural communities. The proposals have therefore had regard
to the desirability of combining coastal villages and reducing the number of
wards that incorporate part of the coastline, while bringing together rural
villages that share common interests or, in times of increased development,
common challenges – whether relating to transport or to planning issues and
the economy.
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2.13 In those towns where the parish / town councils are already warded on a coterminous basis with the District wards, the latter boundaries have been
reviewed and revised with a view to better recognition of current community
patterns, the increased significance of heavily trafficked roads as barriers
between communities, and the forward view of planned developments. In so
doing, the Council recognises that this impacts the parish ward boundaries and
considers that the anomalous routes of some of the existing boundary lines will
benefit from rationalisation, such that town centres should be in a single ward,
with unified representation, and so recent / planned green-field development is
included in the ward to which it “faces”.
2.14 Summary: Taking into account all the foregoing factors, the Council proposes
33 wards, none of which has a variance in excess of ±10%, in the belief that the
variances that are proposed are justifiable and that the solution its submission
represents is sustainable. The proposed wards achieve a good level of
balance between electoral equality and local communities of interest. Only 6
(18.2%) exceed a variance of ±7%, with North Walsham Market Cross at
+9.0%, North Walsham East at -8.2% and Mundesley at less than +8.2%. 9
wards (27.3%) vary from the electoral quota by less than 2.0% and 60.6% (20
wards) vary by less than 5.0%.
2.15 Variances in the elector ratio at all levels, but particularly those at the upper
range, are described and justified in the following sections, but it is worth noting
at the outset that North Walsham is atypical in having a town centre that
presents particular challenges for regeneration, and a West Ward that will host
almost the whole of the town’s development, both currently programmed or
envisaged.
2.16 Parishes that adjoin may sometimes be capable of combination with a number
of alternative parishes for warding purposes, but the uneven distribution of
electorate across the District as a whole – and the need therefore to take
account of the concentrations of electors in towns as well as the topography of
the District – requires some level of compromise from either a purely arithmetic
model, or one where the only consideration would be an exact match in terms
of commonality of interests.
2.17 Some areas are very sparsely populated, with parishes as small as 36 electors,
and the approach to combination takes full account of geographical barriers
that can inhibit movement within each ward, whilst recognising an appropriate
degree of common interest, whether in the form of, for example, shared
agricultural environment, a prospect of development, the experience of heavy
through-traffic, or the challenges of coastal erosion.
2.18 The combination of criteria results in some of the proposed wards being large,
both geographically and in terms of the composition of one ward of ten parishes
(area 14: Gresham), with two further wards comprising 9 parishes each (area 5:
Priory, and area 15: Erpingham).
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3. Map of the Proposed Wards
North Norfolk District – showing wards outside the four main towns of Fakenham (Area 4), Sheringham (Area 11), Cromer
(Area 13) and North Walsham (Area 20)
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Area 4: Fakenham (Lancaster North and Lancaster South)

9

Area 11 – Sheringham (Sheringham North and Sheringham South)

10

Area 13 – Cromer (Cromer Town and Suffield Park)

11

Area 20 - North Walsham (North Walsham West, North Walsham Market Cross, and North Walsham East)
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4. STATISTICAL DATA
4.1 Commission’s 2015 analysis
The position under the 2015 electoral register was set out in the Commission’s
own project initiation document, and is repeated below:
Cllrs
Name of ward
North Norfolk
Astley
Briston
Chaucer
Corpusty
Cromer Town
Erpingham
Gaunt
Glaven Valley
Happisburgh
High Heath
Holt
Hoveton
Lancaster North
Lancaster South
Mundesley
North Walsham East
North Walsham North
North Walsham West
Poppyland
Priory
Roughton
Scottow
Sheringham North
Sheringham South
St. Benet
Stalham and Sutton
Suffield Park
The Raynhams
The Runtons
Walsingham
Waterside
Waxham
Wensum
Worstead

1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
1
1
2
2
1
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1

Number of Wards > 10%
Number of Wards> 20%
Number of Wards > 30%
Number of Wards > 40%
Overall no of singlemember wards

Electorate
2015

Variance
2015

1,797
1,970
1,897
1,923
2,854
1,937
1,991
1,757
2,046
1,541
3,025
1,772
2,842
3,239
3,369
3,362
3,230
3,377
1,982
3,225
1,915
2,017
2,785
3,175
1,780
3,428
3,337
1,963
1,785
1,788
3,548
1,769
1,847
1,945

16
0
0
0

% Wards > 10%
% Wards > 20%
% Wards > 30%
% Wards > 40%
Overall number of wards

20

13

5%
15%
11%
12%
-17%
13%
16%
3%
19%
-10%
-12%
3%
-17%
-5%
-2%
-2%
-6%
-1%
16%
-6%
12%
18%
-19%
-7%
4%
0%
-3%
15%
4%
4%
4%
3%
8%
14%
47%
0%
0%
0%
34

Overall number of 2member Wards
Overall number of 3member Wards
Overall Outlier (+)

Overall number of
Councillors
Overall Electorate

14
0

Overall Electors per Councillor
Overall Outlier (-)

19%

48
82,218
1,731
-19%

The Council’s submission is for 33 wards, comprising a mixture of single- and 2member wards, to return the 40 councillors proposed in its earlier submission and
which figure the Commission indicated in June it was minded to recommend as
the future size of the Council.
Using the electorate projections for the year 2022, on the basis set out in
Chapter 2, the Council believes that the Commission’s statutory criteria are best
achieved by the following arrangements, showing 2020 electorates at parish /
town level and showing the variance in each case from the electoral quota of
2,188.
For the purpose of comparison with the Commission’s analysis for 2015:
Overall no of singlemember wards
Overall number of 2member Wards
Overall number of 3member Wards

Overall number of wards

26

Overall number of
Councillors
Overall Electorate

7
0

Overall Electors per Councillor

14

33
40
87,525
2,188

4.2 Proposal for 33 Wards
Electors
2022
projection

1

2

3

Wells with
Holkham

Walsingham

The Raynhams

Holkham
Wells‐next‐the‐Sea

Sculthorpe
Barsham
Great Snoring
Walsingham
Little Snoring

Tattersett
Helhoughton
Raynham
Dunton
Hempton
Pudding Norton

Cllrs
for
ward

Ratio
Electors
per cllr

Variance

177
2085
1

2262 +3.4%

Single ward

1

2161 ‐1.2%

Single ward

1

2214 +1.2%

Single ward

593
199
129
696
544

765
307
414
94
417
217

15

4

Fakenham

Lancaster North
Lancaster South

)
(
) 6570(

1
2

2215 +1.2%
4360 ‐0.4%

6570 =
3 3x2190
5

6

Priory

Stibbard

Wighton
Stiffkey
Binham
Langham
Hindringham
Gunthorpe
Thursford
Field Dalling
Warham

Ryburgh
Stibbard
Fulmodestone
Wood Norton
Hindolveston
Kettlestone
Swanton Novers

+0.1%

2 wards

212
182
255
317
399
220
165
242
169
1

2161 ‐1.2%

Single ward

1

2257 +3.2%

Single ward

564
288
380
194
450
178
203

16

7

8

9

Briston

Stody

Holt

Briston
Thurning

Brinton
Melton Constable
Briningham
Corpusty
Edgefield
Thornage
Stody

Holt
High Kelling
Letheringsett with Glandford

2062
72
1

2134 ‐2.5%

Single ward

1

2040

Single ward

195
446
121
613
328
168
169

3479
477
196
4152 =
2 2x2076
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Coastal

Morston
Blakeney
Wiveton
Cley‐next‐the‐Sea
Salthouse
Kelling
Weybourne
Upper Sheringham

‐6.8%

‐5.1%

Single ward

74
627
109
365
129
154
451
227
1
17

2136

‐2.4%

Single ward

11

12

13

14

Sheringham

The Runtons

Cromer

Gresham

Sheringham North

)

(

1

2025 ‐7.4%

Sheringham South

)

6483(

2
3

4458 +1.9%
2161 ‐1.2%

2 wards

1

2300 +5.1%

Single ward

2
1
3

4493 +2.7%
2327 +6.4%
2273 +3.9%

2 wards

1

2029

Single ward

Beeston Regis
Runton

Cromer Town
Suffield Park

Hempstead
Baconsthorpe
Matlaske
Gresham
East Beckham
West Beckham
Bodham
Aylmerton
Little Barningham
Plumstead

868
1432

)
)

6820(
(

142
182
131
342
36
201
395
380
106
114

18

‐7.3%

15

16

17

18

Erpingham

Roughton

Poppyland

Mundesley

Itteringham
Wickmere
Aldborough
Hanworth
Alby with Thwaite
Erpingham
Ingworth
Colby
Sustead

Roughton
Felbrigg
Thorpe Market
Southrepps
Gimingham

Northrepps
Overstrand
Sidestrand
Trimingham

Mundesley

106
116
469
139
207
520
91
411
186
1

2245 +2.6%

Single ward

1

2352 +7.5%

Single ward

1

2207 +0.9%

Single ward

1

2367 +8.2%

Single ward

793
159
264
744
392

869
958
80
300

2367

19

19

20

Trunch

North Walsham

Trunch
Swafield
Knapton
Felmingham
Antingham
Suffield

785
239
326
473
300
120
1

2243 +2.5%

NW East
NW Market Cross

4019
2386

2
1

‐8.2%
+9.0%

NW West

4256

2

‐2.7%

10661 5x2132
21

22

Paston

Happisburgh

Paston
Bacton
Witton
Walcott

Honing
East Ruston
Happisburgh
Lessingham
Brumstead
Ingham

Single ward

2132 ‐2.6%

3 wards

1

2041

Single ward

1

2281 +4.3%

196
999
278
568
‐6.7%

271
460
668
507
57
318

20

Single ward

23

24

25

26

Worstead

Tunstead

Hoveton

Stalham

Westwick
Swanton Abbott
Scottow
Skeyton
Worstead

Dilham
Smallburgh
Barton Turf
Ashmanhaugh
Sloley
Tunstead

Neatishead
Hoveton

Stalham
Sutton
Catfield

87
374
775
183
759
1

2178 ‐0.5%

Single ward

1

2081 ‐4.9%

Single ward

1

2301 +5.2%

Single ward

281
437
404
150
221
588

474
1827

2868
934
777
4579 =
2 2x2289

27

Horning

Ludham
Horning

+4.6%

Single ward

1098
947
1

21

2045

‐6.5%

Single ward

28

Hickling

Horsey
Sea Palling
Potter Heigham
Hickling

70
426
898
831
1

22

2225 +1.7%

Single ward

5. Description and Rationale
5.1

Description of proposed wards

In both this section and section 5.2, following, the darker shaded wards (2) are those
where no changes to boundaries are proposed, and the lighter shaded areas (9) are
those where the boundaries of a town have been respected but the proposals
include for re-warding within that town.
1
2

Wells with
Holkham
Walsingham

3

The Raynhams

4
North
and
South

Fakenham

5

Priory

6

Stibbard

7

Briston

8

Stody

Holkham added to Wells (with which it shares
considerable interest) to make up the electoral quota.
As now with Little Snoring replacing Wighton.
Reasonable intra-ward road links with B1105 on
western side and a country road running along the
River Stiffkey “valley” on the eastern side. Little
Snoring may be accessed from elsewhere within the
Ward by minor roads and on main roads via the
B1105 and A148.
No change proposed to existing ward. It is currently
significantly above the electoral quota but the
projected electorate makes a variance of only +1.2%.
Revised warding proposed within the boundary of the
Town, to provide for one single- and one 2-member
wards.
On the eastern side of the town, the boundary change
that is proposed uses the A148 and Thorpland Road
(to the junction with Holt Road / Greenway Lane), and
then continues westward with Greenway Lane /
Highfield Road to the junction with Fakenham Road
which it then follows to the Town boundary at Sandy
Lane.
A cross-country slice, dissected with the A149 in the
north and the A148 in the south. A series of relatively
small settlements. There is a N-S road link through
Binham or a more circuitous (but better) road to
Langham and then on to Stiffkey. Rivers are minor
and not a barrier.
Rural area abutting towns to west (Fakenham) and
east (Briston). Good road links N-S (B1110) and E-W
(secondary road and B1354)
Thurning added to the existing ward of Briston solely
for electoral quota purposes, and it is part of Briston’s
catchment.
Large and largely rural area. Road links are mostly
country roads although B1149 connects some of the
settlements on eastern side of area and the B1110
links some of the settlements on the western side of
the area. The B1354 provides the east-west
connection between Saxthorpe and Melton Constable,
23

9

Holt

10

Coastal

11
North
and
South

Sheringham

but this necessarily passes through Briston. Road
links that are wholly within the ward are available but
are rural and mostly indirect. River Bure cuts through
very south of area but that is already part of a single
parish so there can be no objection on that ground.
Other watercourses, such as the River Glaven, are
minor and have a number of crossing points.
Holt alone is too small for a 2-member ward and it is
inappropriate to divide it in order to amalgamate
different parts with adjoining areas. The proposed
combination with High Kelling reflects a natural affinity
to the east and Letheringsett to the west (both on the
A148). There are several road crossing points for the
river that runs around the south of Holt and then north
to the Sea, so it presents no material barrier.
The coast road (A149) provides the spine and main
(public as well as private) transport link between the 8
coastal settlements, all of which have common identity
in tourism and sea-related activity. This shared
interest extends to matters of coastal protection.
The Town is an integral unit and, although it will need
to be re-warded to match the 3 councillors to which it
is entitled (one single- and one 2-member wards
proposed), there is no need or desire to extend
beyond the Town Council boundary.
The railway line offers only three crossing points and
this feature is therefore used as the proposed
boundary between the two Wards for the entirety of
the E-W width of the Town.

12

Runton

13
Cromer
Cromer
Town
and
Suffield
Park

Electors south of the railway line (part Network Rail,
part North Norfolk Railway) already have the barriers
of the A149 and the railway to reach the shops and
other facilities of the old Town.
The less densely populated area between the towns
of Sheringham and Cromer is well connected by the
coast road (A149) and, although Beeston stretches
inland to the more major road (A148), it does not
extend south of it, and so the proposed combination
shares common identity even though it has no single
centre of gravity.
Revised warding proposed within the combined area
of these two wards, to provide for one single- and one
2-member wards.
At Cromer the A149 turns inland towards North
Walsham and then connects (beyond Smallburgh)
with the route on to Norwich. The A149 is proposed
as the boundary, providing for the residential area
between it and the Roughton Road to be included in
the enlarged, 2-member, Cromer Town Ward. This is
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the area where most of the new development is taking
place or planned.

14

Gresham

15

Erpingham

16

Roughton

17

Poppyland / The
Strands

18

Mundesley

19

Trunch

20
Market
Cross,
West
and
East

North Walsham

The remainder of the current Suffield Park reduces to
a single-member ward under the same name.
The largest in terms of the number of parishes (9) and
a hinterland aggregation of settlements lying south of
Sheringham and the Runtons. Road links are
reasonably served east-west on rural roads (Lower
Bodham to Lower Gresham etc) but slightly less well
served on a north-south axis, although there is a
selection of feeder roads running north to the A148,
which is already straddled insignificantly by three of
the parishes.
Large and largely rural area comprising nine parishes,
well served for N-S links by the A140 to its eastern
side and within the proposed ward there are adequate
E-W routes on rural roads. Loosely based on the
valley of the Scarrow Beck and other streams that
flow down into the River Bure, with sufficient crossing
points.
Works well. Good intra-ward road links and ‘spine’
road, broadly E-W, connects main settlements in the
form of the B1436 linking Felbrigg, through Roughton
with Thorpe Market and beyond. Woodland and
agriculture provide common interest across the areas
straddling the A140 Norwich to Cromer road.
Works reasonably well as a cohesive ward area. Sits
on the old coast road, with good intra-ward road links,
including inland to Northrepps.
Works well on its own as a distinct and separate
entity. Although at the high end of the electoral quota,
there is no obvious candidate community to add to it
in order to make up a 2-member ward.
A less than perfect hinterland to the north-west of
North Walsham. Intra-ward road links are not
particularly good (although do-able) and, as most
routes in the area are arterial from the market town, a
driver may find North Walsham being the preferred
path from one end of the ward to the other.
The current arrangement whereby the town centre /
old market place area is split between wards is
unacceptable and the area needs democratic
representation that respects its integrity. This has
prompted the concept of and proposal for a town
centre / ‘Market Cross’ Ward which extends south to
incorporate a number of public buildings, including the
School, and the surrounding residential area.
Using the railway line to the west and the south of the
town centre as the boundary for West Ward, that
25

boundary has then been developed around the north
side of the town centre and east along the Mundesley
Road to the parish boundary. This then incorporates
almost all the new and planned development (which
will be extensive), apart from a small housing
provision to replace the old health centre in the town
centre. This commends itself as a coherent area for
democratic representation by two councillors.
The Market Cross Ward replaces the existing irregular
and anomalous boundary that divides the central area
with a more coherent footprint that embraces a
realistic and sustainable residential area as well as
the relevant public buildings that form part of the town
centre, even though this then brings the projected
electorate to the highest variance against the electoral
quota (+9.0%) of any part of the Council’s submission.

21

Paston

22

Happisburgh

23

Worstead

24

Tunstead

The proposed East Ward is an almost mirror image of
West Ward, but more densely populated on the
outskirts of the town centre and without the planned
or immediately prospective development that features
on the other side of town.
Works well. A slice of countryside connecting the
market town of North Walsham with the largely tourist
oriented coastal strip. There is no obvious contraindication. Reasonable intra ward road links with
coast road (B1159) supplemented by rural radial
routes to and from N Walsham. Watercourses such
as N Walsham and Dilham Canal are not a significant
barrier as there are several crossing points.
A satisfactory combination of coastal parishes,
backed up by the inland settlements of Honing and
East Ruston. The proposed Ward sits between the
sea and the North Walsham & Dilham Canal, and the
watercourses that separate Honing from the rest of
the proposed ward are crossable (to the rest of the
ward) at E Ruston and Crostwright. The B1159 offers
a main road link as the coastal road which then turns
south inland towards Stalham.
A satisfactory combination of settlements sitting
astride the B1150 as the main north-south route, and
with smaller rural roads providing east-west links.
The Badersfield estate sits at the very edge of NNDC
and draws residents into the District eastwards,
further into the proposed ward and towards the
B1150, as a route to other destinations.
This area lies largely between the B1150 in the west
and the A1151 in the east, straddling the T-plan of the
A149 and the A1151 in its northern sector. The whole
area lies west of the main watercourses. . The
26

25

Hoveton

26

Stalham

27

Horning

28

Hickling / Sea
Palling

eastern end of the proposed ward (at least that part
south of Barton Broad) lacks residential development
and can be accessed only via roads outside the ward.
The main artery for the area is the A1151 and there
are good intra-ward road links, with the A1062
running east to Horning. Allowing that its parameters
are set by its proximity to Wroxham (outside North
Norfolk District), the River Bure and Horning, the
proposed ward looks to work well.
Sitting on the A149 these three towns/parishes offer a
continuum of settlements that (with Hickling which is
included elsewhere for electoral quota reasons) lie
between significant watercourses that restrict links
east and west. Whatever the history of the Catfield
boundary may be, it might usefully be looked at again
at a future Community Governance Review.
The A1062 forms the main artery between these two
settlements, either side of the River Ant and its
associated small watercourses. No obvious argument
against the proposed combination of parishes to form
the new Ward.
The proposed ward comprises broads and many
small watercourses. Potter Heigham is the largest
settlement and the road route on to Horsey is
tortuous, but the common interest for the suggested
area is the broadland topography, water based
activity and its tourism orientation. The finger of land
belonging to Catfield Parish that extends to the east
south-east, towards Heigham Holmes, is an evident
nonsense but falls to be dealt with as part of a future
Community Governance Review (see 26 above).
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5.2

Rationale

Explanation of the proposed wards:
The electorate figures are those based on projections for 2022.
Ward

No. of
councillors

Electorate
2022

Variance
2022

Rationale

1

Wells with Holkham

1

2262

+ 3.4%

2

Walsingham

1

2161

‐1.2%

3

The Raynhams

1

2214

+1.2%

4

Fakenham

3

6570

+0.1%

A coastal area where Wells-next-the-Sea is the main town
providing public services and which is a largely seasonal
centre for tourism activity. Holkham is added to Wells (with
which it shares considerable interest) to create a ward that
approximates to the electoral quota.
This is an existing ward except that Little Snoring replaces
Wighton. The area is largely rural and agricultural by nature,
with some measure of tourism (focused on the Walsingham
shrines) and there are reasonable intra-ward road links, with
the B1105 on the western side and a country road running
along the River Stiffkey “valley” on the eastern side.
A primarily rural and agricultural area that works satisfactorily
as a ward, sitting astride the A148 (in the north) and
straddling the A1065 (on the eastern side). The River
Wensum runs north to south through the ward but there are
6 crossing points and, as an existing ward, this has been
found to present no barrier to effective representation.
This is a generally well-defined market town and the integrity
of the Town Council’s area is respected but, to achieve one
single-member ward and one 2-member wards (rather than a
single 3-member ward), the current Lancaster North (1
member) and Lancaster South (2 members) Wards are realigned. A small area outside the parish boundary, between
it and the A148 bypass, is likely to appear to be part of
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Fakenham North

1

2215

+1.2%



Fakenham South

2

4360

‐0.4%

5

Priory

1

2161

‐1.2%

6

Stibbard

1

2257

+6.81%

Fakenham although actually in Sculthorpe parish. This is
flagged in Section 6 for a possible future CGR.
In addition to the rural northern outskirts of the Town, the
boundary is regularised to include the mainly residential area
incorporating the College and High School and also all the
development planned for the next five years, so that nearly
all the projected growth in electorate will accrue to this ward.
There are few public buildings, other than the College and
High School, and little retail.
The extended boundary of South Ward sees the inclusion of
the Oak Street area, just north of the Market Place, and the
superstore / Fakenham FC area. This consolidates the
commercial / retail and immediately surrounding residential
areas in the South ward. It is a preferable division of the
Town rather than an east / west split which would be the only
way to achieve the electoral quota requirements while
embedding an even share of retail, surgery etc facilities.
This proposed ward is a cross-country slice, dissected with
the A149 in the north and the A148 in the south, comprising
a series of relatively small settlements. It is largely rural and
agricultural in nature and backs a sparsely populated section
of coast where salt marshes separate the sea from the only
coastal village. There is a N-S road link through Binham or a
more circuitous (but better) road to Langham and then on to
Stiffkey. Rivers are minor and no barrier to intra-ward links.
This is a mostly rural and agricultural area with relatively
small settlements sitting between the clearly defined, but
quite different towns of Fakenham (to the west) and Melton
Constable (which became the railway town for East Anglia in
the 19th century, to the east). There are good road links
north-south (B1110) and east-west (a secondary road and
B1354).
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7

Briston

1

2061

‐ 5.8%

8

Stody

1

2040

‐6.7%

9

Holt

2

4152

‐5.1%

10

Coastal

1

2136

‐2.4%

Although Briston and Melton Constable constitute continuous
development on their east-west axis, they are quite different
settlements and can reasonably be placed in different wards.
Thurning (at 72 electors, projected) is added to Briston for
electoral quota purposes but is in any event part of Briston’s
catchment, lying on a radial route into that town, and would
otherwise be quite isolated from other parts of the District.
This is a large and largely rural area with seven parishes,
providing the northern hinterland to Briston, which has itself
expanded within its boundaries in recent years. Road links
are mostly country roads although the B1149 connects some
of the settlements on the eastern side of the area, while
other settlements are linked only by rural roads. East-west
links are limited unless routeing via Briston although intraward road travel remains possible throughout the length of its
area. The River Bure cuts through the very south of the area
but that is already part of a single parish and there can
therefore be little objection on that ground.
Holt alone is too small for a 2-member ward and, as a small
town with a distinct identity to its town centre, it has been
augmented by adding adjoining parishes in order to achieve
the necessary electoral quota. The proposed combinations
with High Kelling to the east and with Letheringsett to the
west (both on the A148) reflect the natural affinity of these
settlements with the character of the town. There are
several road crossing points for the river that runs around the
south of Holt and it presents no material barrier.
The North Norfolk coast has a number of unique qualities,
not least its natural and undeveloped character, and this is
more evident along this section of the coast than in many
other parts. The coastal settlements reflect the small scale
traditional communities and their hinterland is even more
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11

12

Sheringham

3

6483

‐ 1.2%



Sheringham
North

1

2025

‐7.4%



Sheringham
South

2

4458

+1.9%

Runton

1

2300

sparsely populated, being given over primarily to agriculture.
The coast road (A149) provides the spine and main (public
as well as private) transport link between these 8 coastal
settlements, all of which have common identity in tourism
and marine-related activity. The shared interest extends to
matters of coastal protection.
The Town is an integral unit and, although it must be rewarded to match the 3 councillors to which it is entitled (one
single- and one 2-member wards proposed), there is no
need or justification to extend beyond the Town boundary.
The scope for development in North Ward is strictly limited
and so the adjustment to ward boundaries has focused on
the certain uplift in the electorate for South Ward, where
practically all the new development is taking place or is
planned.
The railway line is an effective division between the old Town
and the mostly more recent residential development to the
south. The town’s shopping and tourism facilities are
concentrated in this proposed Ward, intermixed with
residential streets around the old Town centre.
Although mostly residential, this Ward contains some public
facilities such as the High and Primary Schools and a new
supermarket between the A149 and the railway line to
Norwich. The residential development has over the years
grown up the hill along the Holt Road, Holway Road and
Common Lane axes, where further development is already
taking place and more is planned.
To transfer the small number of electors who live between
the A149 and the railway line is unlikely to represent a
significant change for them.
The less densely populated area between the towns of

+5.1%
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13

14

Cromer

3

6767

+3.1%



Cromer Town

2

4452

+1.7%



Suffield Park

1

2315

+5.8%

1

2029

‐7.3%

Gresham

Sheringham and Cromer is well connected by the A149 and
the A148. The proposed combination shares common
identity of coastal interests and tourism. Its residents may be
drawn to either of the neighbouring towns for public services
but this does not detract from the fact that these communities
provide the bridge between the District’s two main resort
towns and can reasonably be co-located in the same Ward.
The proposal links the two existing wards of Cromer Town
and Suffield Park which, together, form a single continuous
settlement. A re-alignment of boundaries is necessary in
order to achieve the necessary asymmetric arrangement,
with 1 single-member and 1 two-member wards. Some of
the current Suffield Park electorate is attributed to Cromer
Town. The A149 offers the simplest and cleanest boundary
between the two parts of the enlarged Cromer area.
This ward is achieved by expanding the former Town Ward
to include the residential area lying between the Roughton
Road and the A149, where the residents will undoubtedly be
drawn to the Town for retail, commercial and public facilities.
Suffield Park has its own distinct identity and the fact that the
High and Primary Schools now find themselves on the
boundary is less consequential. Residents of Suffield Park
will always look to the Town for most retail / public facilities,
and the A149 is an effective boundary rather than a spine to
the local community and offers an acceptable solution.
This is a large ward in geographical size and the largest in
terms of the number of parishes (10 in number, ranging from
electorates of 34 to a maximum of 395). The projected
electorate is still 7.3% below the electoral quota as the area
is so sparsely populated, comprising a hinterland
aggregation of rural settlements lying south of Sheringham
and south-west of Cromer. Road links are reasonably
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15

Erpingham

1

2245

+2.6%

16

Roughton

1

2352

+7.5%

17

Poppyland / The
Strands

1

2207

+ 0.9%

18

Mundesley

1

2367

+ 8.2%

served east-west on rural roads (Lower Bodham to Lower
Gresham etc) but slightly less well served on a north-south
axis, although there is a selection of feeder roads running
north to the A148, which is already straddled insignificantly
by three of the parishes. Aylmerton and other communities
on the eastern side of the ward may find Cromer to have
greater gravitational pull for public services but all the
parishes sufficiently share common ground as part of the
North Norfolk rural and agricultural community.
This is a large and largely rural area (9 parishes, but only
2.6% over the electoral quota) that is well served by the
A140 to its eastern side and with adequate east-west routes
elsewhere on rural roads. It is loosely based on the valley of
the Scarrow Beck and other streams that flow down into the
River Bure.
This ward has good internal integrity, with more than
adequate intra-ward road links and a ‘spine’ road connecting
the main settlements (e.g. B1436 linking Felbrigg, through
Roughton to Thorpe Market and beyond), and although the
A140 route between Cromer and Norwich bisects the Ward
on the eastern side, it provides no insuperable barrier to
community identity.
This is an existing ward and sits on the old coast road, with
shared interests as coastal parishes and in tourism. Intraward links are available parallel to the coast and inland, and
the retention of the existing ward is supported by the local
councillors.
Mundesley is a significant settlement and has an historical
place on the Norfolk coast. Although, at a projected 2367
electors, it has one of the higher proposed variances from
the electoral quota, it works well as a Ward on its own and
there is no obvious candidate community to add to it, nor
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19

Trunch

1

2293

+4.8%

20

North Walsham

5

10661

‐ 2.6%

case to make for a contrived combination, as neighbouring
villages are some distance away, and residents are likely to
be drawn to either North Walsham or Cromer for a wider
range of public services than Mundesley can offer.
This ward represents a combination of parishes comprising a
swathe of mostly rural / agricultural areas to the north-west of
North Walsham. The delineation of the area is largely driven
by the electoral quota, and only secondarily by the
dependence on the market town, but the solution is
acceptable to local councillors.
The town is inevitably a multi member area and there are no
obvious candidate communities to add to it. The solution at
this review has to recognise the challenges that the town
faces and the extent of development that is proposed on the
edges of the parish.
The electoral quota is, in terms of the largest town in the
District, a relatively arbitrary concept and the emphasis in
drawing up proposed wards has been to recognise and make
allowance for the different identities and the disparate needs
of the several parts of the town.
Further, the fact that there are shared interests across the
townscape and in recognition of the natural as well as the
built environment has led to the dismissal of the concept of
multiple single-member wards. The preferred solution is to
recommend three wards, re-aligned to match the 5
councillors to which the town is entitled (one single- and two
2-member wards are proposed).
The Council’s proposal is for a single-member Market Cross
Ward and two 2-member Wards to the East and the West.

34

21



North Walsham
West

2

4019

‐8.2%



North Walsham
Market Cross

1

2386

+9.0%



North Walsham
East

2

4256

‐2.7%

Paston

1

2041

The railway line has been used as the boundary to the west
and the south of the town centre to delineate the West Ward,
and that boundary has been drawn around the north of the
town centre and then out along the Mundesley Road to the
parish boundary. This area incorporates almost all the new
and planned development (which will be extensive, although
only the next five years’ growth in the electorate has been
allowed for in the projections on which this review is based),
apart from that mentioned below for Market Cross Ward. It is
the Ward designated for further future expansion, on which
decisions will be taken over coming years, and the proposed
West Ward commends itself as a coherent area for
democratic representation by two councillors.
The splitting of the town centre / old market place area
between three wards is considered unacceptable, particularly
given the regeneration effort that is required in the town, and
democratic representation is needed that respects the
integrity of the centre. The proposal for a town centre /
‘Market Cross’ Ward extends south of the old market place to
incorporate a number of public buildings, including the
School, and the surrounding residential area. The only new
residential development that is taken into account is that
which will be built at the former health centre.
The proposed East Ward is an almost mirror image of West
Ward, but more densely populated on the outskirts of the
town centre and without the planned development to be
undertaken on the other side of town.
This tranche of countryside connects the market town of
North Walsham with the largely tourist oriented coastal strip,
where most of the electorate are found and where most of
the call arises for public services and commercial activity.
The natural gravitation for those requiring anything more

‐6.7%
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22

Happisburgh

1

2281

+4.3%

23

Worstead

1

2178

‐0.5%

24

Tunstead

1

2081

‐4.9%

25

Hoveton

1

2301

+5.2%

than very local services will be southward to North Walsham,
to which there are adequate radial routes. Shared interests
relate to tourism, pressures for development and, of course,
coastal protection.
This ward is a satisfactory combination of coastal parishes,
backed up by the inland settlements of Honing and East
Ruston. The area constitutes a largely rural / tourist oriented
series of communities. The coastal road, the B1159, offers a
primary link turning south – inland - towards Stalham,
although North Walsham is a viable alternative destination
for those seeking public services or commercial facilities.
This ward is a satisfactory combination of settlements sitting
astride the B1150 as the main north-south route, and with
smaller rural roads providing east-west links. The
Badersfield estate sits at the very edge of NNDC and draws
residents into the District eastwards, further into the
proposed ward and towards the B1150, as a route to other
destinations.
The shared interests of this group of communities includes,
amongst other things, the heavily trafficked E-W link from
Aylsham across the B1150 to the A149, and the impact of
commercial developments particularly in the south of the
area, such as the Scottow Enterprise Park, and the matter of
access to services based in North Walsham.
This area sits between the B1150 and the A1151, straddling
the junction of the A149 and the A1151. The whole area is
to the east of the main watercourses. Most of the ward may
look, separately, to North Walsham or Stalham for public
services but the commonality of interest rests in the rural
nature and agriculture of the area as a whole, and the
delineation of the ward is supported by the local councillors.
There are good intra-ward road links and the area is well
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26

Stalham

2

4579

+4.6%

27

Horning

1

2045

-6.5%

28

Hickling / Sea
Palling

1

2225

+1.7%

served by the A1151 and by the A1062 running east to
Horning. Residents will have considerable reliance for
public, retail and other services in Wroxham (across the
River Bure and outside the District), but the proposed ward
sits comfortably as an entity on the north side the Bure and
works well.
The three towns/parishes of Stalham, Sutton and Catafield
offer a continuum of settlements between significant
watercourses that limit east-west movement. The majority of
the electorate live to the east of Sutton Staithe, Barton Broad
and other north-south watercourses, and Catfield’s projection
to the south-east (through Hickling Broad) is an anachronism
that falls to be addressed at a future Community Governance
Review.
The A1062 forms the main artery between these two
substantial settlements, either side of the River Ant and its
associated small watercourses. The connecting bridge
forms a major road link and, although the parishes are
currently in different wards, there are no obvious grounds for
objection to their combination.
This ward comprises broads and many small watercourses.
Potter Heigham is the largest settlement and, with the other
more minor settlements proposed to be included in the ward,
the common interest for the area is the broadland
topography, water based activity (broads or sea) and its
tourism orientation.

33 wards
 2 wholly unchanged
 9 re-warded within town boundaries
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6. Suggestions for future Community Governance Reviews
6.1

The process of the review has involved looking again at ward boundaries that
have their roots in historical circumstances, the rationale for which has long
since disappeared.

6.2

In the course of the review, the apparent anomaly of some of the parish
boundaries has been drawn to our attention, and we wish to flag for the
Commission’s future consideration the question of whether there should be
Community Governance Reviews in any or all of the following areas:
o Fakenham / Sculthorpe: the area between the existing western boundary
of Fakenham parish and the A148 bypass
o Cromer / Felbrigg: the area of (including residential properties around)
the cemetery to the south west corner of the Cromer parish
o Cromer / Roughton: the area straddling the Roughton Road immediately
south of the Cromer parish boundary
o Cromer / Northrepps: the area straddling the Norwich Road (A149),
south of the Cromer parish boundary and between it and the railway
bridge
o Sheringham / Upper Sheringham: the area west of Holway Road
(A1082) immediately south of the Sheringham parish boundary

ATTACHMENT for LGBCE:
Statement of Housing Land Supply and Trajectory – NNDC – April 2015.
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